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2" Preliminary Consultation
MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
STAFF REPQRT

Address: 7311 Baltimore Avenue, Takoma Park Meeting Date: 7/28/2010

Resource: Contributing Resource Report Date: 7/21/2010
Takoma Park Historic District A
Public Notice: 7/14/2010

Applicant: Mark Freedman and Kristen Summers }
(Amy Abrams, Agent) . Tax Credit: N/A
‘Review: 2" Preliminary Consultation; : Staff: Josh Silver

Case Number: N/A

PROPOSAL:  Rear addition

STAFF RECOMNIENDATION

Staff recommends that the applicant make revisions to the plans based on comments and feedback from the
HPC and staff and return for a Historic Area Work Permit.

ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION

SIGNIFICANCE: Contributing Resource within the Takoma Park Historic District

STYLE: Queen Anne
DATE: c1890-1900
BACKGROUND

Ot June 23, 2010 the HPC held a Preliminary CUllbulldthIl review for construction of 4 rear addition at the
subject property. The HPC provided the appllcant with the: following feedback in response to the proposed
desxgn % : '

1. Either a more contextual or modern desi%n & t should be pursued

2. The scale and massing of the proposed addition should be reduced and simplified

‘3. The use of a modified barrel roof form is inappropriate for this resource. A sloped/pitched roof
form was recommended to simplify the design and transitions between the different roof masses

4. More preservation of the cruciform plan was recommended

5. The use of fiberglass windows is inappropriate for the proposed design. If a contemporary design
is pursued fiberglass windows could be considered. A contextual design should use wooden
simulated divided light windows

6. More relief and/or pushback of the 2 story flat roof hyphen between the historic massing and
addition should be incorporated into the design to express an appropriate level of differentiation

7. The size and orientation of the porch should be reduced and better integrated with the rear addition
to help mitigate the overall scale of the addition and horizontality of the feature
All metal roofing treatments should be manufactured on site (no panel/membrane systems)

9. Floor plans should be included with a revised design :

o
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10. A 2™ Preliminary Consultation was recommended to resolve the design concerns identified at the
1* Preliminary Consultation.

PROPOSAL
The applicants are proposing to construct a two-story addition over a full basement at the rear of the house.

The proposed design extends across the majority of the rear elevation and beyond the existing rear bay
approximately 18” into the rear yard. The proposed design includes a 2 story cantilevered bay that extends
an additional 2’ into the rear yard. The proposed addition increases the habitable portion of the house 714
square feet (building footprint); the current habitable portion of the house is approximately 880 square feet
(building footprint). A 2 story reduced area of approximately 589 square feet is proposed for the left side
rear elevation that serves as a connection between the: 2"d level of the historic massing and living area of
the propused addition. The proposed addition will:b bel 1 8” on both sides of the historic massing and
lower than the ridgeline of the primary structuré:‘a_p, rxgmal gable roof bay at the rear of the house.

L6, R

The proposed design also includes the construction of 4 1 story, hipped roof screened porch located at the
rear of the right side elevation and a new wooden deck and stairway.

Material treatments include a combination of architectural asphalt shingles and soldered flat seam copper
roofing, fiber cement siding, 2/2 simulated divided light wooden casement windows, a wooden door,

parged CMU foundation, and a wooden deck with stairs to grade.

APPLICABLE GUIDELINES

When reviewing alterations and new construction within the Takoma Park Historic District several
documents are to be utilized as guidelines to assist the' Commission in developing their decision. These
documents include the historic preservalion review guidelines in the approved and adopied amendment fon
the Takoma Purk Hisioric District (Guidelines), Montgomery Couniy Code Chupler 244 (Chapier 244),
and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (Standards). The pertinent information in
these documents is outlined below.

Takoma Park Historic District Guidelines

Contributing Resources should receive a more: leme eview than those structures that have been classified
as Outstanding. This design review should emphasrz ”girhportance of the resource to the overall
streetscape and its compatibility with existing pattems aiher than focusing on a close scrutiny of
architectural detailing. In general, however, changes ¢ Contributing Resources should respect the
predominant architectural style of the resource. As stated above, the design review emphasis will be
restricted to changes that are at all visible from the public right-of-way, irrespective of landscaping or
vegetation.

The Guidelines that pertain to this project are as follows:

e All exterior alterations, including those to architectural features and details, should be generally
consistent with the predominant architectural style and period of the resource and should preserve
the predominant architectural features of the'resource; exact replication of existing details and
features, is, however, not required; =

i

e Major additions should, where feasible, be placed to the rear of the existing structures so that they

®
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are less visible from the public right-of-way; additions and alterations to the first floor at the front
of a structure are discouraged but not automatically prohibited;

While additions should be compatible, they are not required to be replicative of earlier
architectural styles; .

Second story additions or expansions should be generally consistent with the predominant
architectural style and period of the resource (although structures that have been historically
single-story can be expanded) and should be appropriate to the surrounding streetscape in terms of
scale and massing;

Some non-original building materials r"ria’ﬁ- ep'trab]e on a case-by-case basis; artificial siding
on areas visible from the public right-of' ’f‘lcouraged where such materials would replace or
damage original building materials that 'are' m,géod condition;

Alterations to features that are not visible at all from the public right-of-way should be allowed as
a matter of course;

All changes and additions should respect exrstmg environmental settings, landscaping, and
patterns of open space.

Montgomery County Code; Chapter 244

(a)

(b)

The commission shall instruct the director to ‘deny a permit if it finds, based on the evidence and
information presented to or before the commission that the alteration for which the permit is
sought would be inappropriate, inconsistent with or detrimental to the preservation, enhancement
or ultimate protection of the historic site or historic resource within an historic district, and to the
purposes of this chapter.

The commission shall instruct the director to issue a permit, or issue a permit subject to such

conditions as are found to be necessary to msure conforrmty with the purposes and requirements of

this chapter, if it finds that:

(1) The proposal will not substantiall§
resource within an historic dlstrrc{

(2) The proposal is compatible in character and'nature with the historical, archeologlcal
architectural or cultural features of the historic site or the historic district in which an historic
resource is located and would not be detrimental thereto or to the achievement of the
purposes of this chapter; or

(3) The proposal would enhance or aid in the protection, preservation and public or private
utilization of the historic site or historic resource located within an historic district in a
manner compatible with the historical, archeological, architectural or cultural value of the
historic site or historic district in which an historic resource is located; or

h. ex—ferlor features of an historic site or historic

- (4) The proposal is necessary in order that unsafe conditions or health hazards be remedied; or

(5) The proposal is necessary in order that the owner of the subject property not be deprived of
reasonable use of the property or suffer undue hardship; or
(6) In balancing the interests of the public in preserving the historic site or historic resource
located within an historic district, with the interests of the public from the use and benefit of
the alternative proposal, the general public welfare is better served by granting the permit.
(c) Itis not the intent of this chapter to limit new construction, alteration or repairs to any 1
period or architectural style.
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(d) In the case of an application for work on an hrstorrc resource located within an historic
drstrrct the commrssmn shall be le‘ment‘m’rts Judgment of plans for structures of little
plans would seriously impair the ‘hr‘st'o‘ne or architectural value of surroundmg historic
resources or would impair the character of the historic district. (Ord. No. 9-4, § 1; Ord.
No. 11-59.)

Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation:

#9 New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will not destroy historic
materials, features, and spatial relationships that characterize the property. The new work
shall be differentiated from the old and will be compatible with the historic materials, features,
size, scale and proportion, and massing to protect the integrity of the property and its
environment.

#10 New additions and adjacent or related new construction will be undertaken in such a manner
that, if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its
environment would be unimpaired.

STAFF DISCUSSION

The revised design responds directly to Items 1“2\'377
report.

4 ‘5;6:,-‘8, 9 and 10 listed on Circle 1 of the staff

A
The applicant has employed a more contextual 'cieSr'g"'r}f%c:)meatible with the historic massing. The size of the
addition was reduced and the modified barrel roofs have been eliminated. The proposed material
treatments are consistent with the resource and respond to the comments and feedback the HPC provided
the applicant with at the 1% Preliminary Consultation. The revised design includes simulated divided light
wooden windows and is inset 1°8” on both sides of the historic massing to express more differentiation.
The applicant has provided detailed floor plans to assist the HPC in their review of the revised application.

The proposed one-story addition on the right side elevation maintains a sufficient level of the roof form
and massing to preserve legibility of the cruciform plan The proposed inset and low roof profile of the 2
story hyphen on the left side elevation expresses an appropriate level of relief and differentiation necessary
to document the roof form and pitch of the historic rear bay.

Staff finds that the proposed design preserves the cruciform plan of the house, (as viewed from the
streetscape of the historic district), without adversely affecting the perceived character of the resource.

Staff recommends eliminating the proposed 2 story cantilevered bay on the rear elevation. Removal of this
feature would assist with reducing the perceived scale of the addition and simplify the transitions between
the different roof forms. A shed roof form consistent with the roof pitch for the proposed 1 story addition
on the right side elevation should be used for the prob’bsed screen porch roof in lieu of a hipped roof. A
shed roof form would maintain a consistent roof pr’o ] throughout the length of the 1% story addition and
better integrate the porch with the addition. N

Staff supports the proposed material metal roofing treatment for the hyphen and asphalt shingle roofing for
the additions, fiber cement siding, parged CMU foundation and wooden simulated divided light windows
and door. The proposed treatments are appropriate for new construction on a Contributing Resource

property.



Staff recommends the applicant contact the Cl%y\
. . . £
prior to commencing any work at the site.
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To achieve consistency with guidance for new additions found in Design Guidelines for Historic Sites and
Districts in Montgomery County, Maryland, a proposed addition should meet the following guidelines:

18.1 Place an addition at the rear of a building to minimize its visual impacts.

18.2 Do not obscure, damage, destroy or remove original architectural details and
materials of the primary structure. '

18.3 An addition should be compatible in scale with the primary structure.

18.4 Use building materials that are compatible with those of the primary structure.

- 18.5 An addition should be compatible in character with the primary structure.

18.6 Use windows that are similar in character to-those of the main house.
18.7 The roof form and slope of a new addition should be in character with and
subordinate to that of the primary building.

The HPC must provide the applicant with feedback on the following items:

1.

Determine if the proposed design is conSIStent w1th ‘the predominant architectural style and period
of the resource.

Determine if the addition is compatiblé{ of: f) primary structure.
Determine if the design preserves a sufficient level of the cruciform plan.

Determine if the proposed material treatments are appropriate for the resource type and style.
(These include siding, roofing, windows/doors, and deck/railings materials).

‘STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the applicant make revisions to the plans based on comments and feedback from the
HPC and staff and return for a Historic Area Work Permit.




abrams design build

a sustainable approach to beautiful space

ADDENDUM TO HAWP APPLICATION
7311 Baltimore Avenue, Takoma Park, MD
July 7, 2010

The existing house is a two story + attic, wood framed structure built in 1908 (according
to tax records). The steeply pitched, cross gabled roof and lack of ornamentation is a
simplified, vernacular expression of Victorian style. The strongest feature is the base of
the front gable end flying beyond the diagonal sides of the front bay. The plan is
cruciform, with the main block of the house an elongated rectangle running parallel to the
street. A large octagonal full height bay projects from the front, with a small front porch

- tucked into the southwest (right front) corner. A smaller and shallower full height bay
projects from the front wall of the main block, to the north (left) of the octagonal bay.
This bay is also capped by a reverse gabled roof, smaller in scale but similar in
proportion to the roof over the octagonal bay.

A full height rectangular wing, aligned with the octagonal bay, projects 9 feet from the
rear of the house. A small single story appendage is contained in the southeast (right
rear, viewed from the street) corner. The habltable portion of the house has a footprint of
approximately 880 square feet.

Much of the exterior of the house appears to be original (or very early) materials,
including 2/2 double hung windows, and nominal 6” wide wood clapboards, milled to
resemble weatherboards with 3” exposures. The roof is clad with metal shingles, and
drained with half-round gutters and round section spouting.

The house is sited on a standard 50 foot wide by 150 feet deep city lot, amid an eclectic
mix of house styles, and a wide variety of scale. An extensively remodeled and extended
bungalow sits to its right; on the left is a much modified and extended vernacular house
also dated at 1908. Within immediate view are two large recent houses in styles deriving
from historic prototypes, and other early twentieth century homes with large additions.
The front portion of the subject lot slopes gently down from south to north, but the rear
drops more steeply, exposing almost the entirety of the rear wall of the brick basement.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposal is to construct an addition that would extend across the majority of the rear
of the house, but inset one foot, eight inches from each rear corner. It would extend past
- the existing rear bay approximately 18 feet, plus a two story cantilevered bay extending
an additional two feet. The footprint of the habitable portion of the addition would be

409 buttemut st nw, washington dc 20012  202-726-5894 0o 202-291-0626 f
www.abramsdesignbuild.com
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approximately 714 square feet. The main floor area of the addition would be 736 square
feet, and the area of the addition on the second floor would reduce to 589 square feet.
There would be a habitable walkout basement below the main floor. Based on a
topographic survey and consultation with zoning staff at Montgomery County
Department of Permitting Services, and given the steep grade, it has been determined that
it is otherwise permissible to build a two story addition over a substantially above grade
basement on this property.

The addition would also include a screened porch at the southwest corner, and a deck
with a stairway to grade.

The theme of the design is to complement the original complex gabled forms with new
gabled forms. The main portion of the new roof would have reduced pitch, to distinguish
it from the original construction, and to establish a hierarchy of spaces. Cement plank
siding would further distinguish the original from the new. Wood casement windows
would also contrast with the existing wood double hung units; however the 2/2 glazing
configuration and slender aspect ratio would reference the original style and proportions.

The main portion of the addition is connected to the original construction by a flat roofed
hyphen, again to distinguish old and new, and to preserve to the greatest extent possible
the original cruciform plan. This solution preserves in its entirety the rear gable and all
other portions of the original roof.

On the main level, the addition would house a family room, with areas for play and study;
also casual dining area which will do double duty as a library, and a new stairway to the
basement level. (The present stairway to the basement is exceptionally steep and narrow,
and leads to an area with a very low ceiling.) The second floor would include a child’s
bedroom and a master bedroom suite, with provision for a home office. The basement
would include a rec room, bathroom, and spare bedroom.

On the site, one large tree (a magnolia, which is less than three feet away from the
existing house) needs to be removed, whether the addition is built or not. Also, a
mulberry tree near the north property line would need to be heavily pruned. No other
trees would be seriously impacted by construction. Standard precautions for other trees
on site would be taken.

The addition, though large, would project much less than the neighboring house on the
left, which would still project approximately 16° beyond the proposed addition. The
proposed addition would project only approximately 2’ beyond the back line of the
neighboring house on the right. Cladding, detailing, and fenestration would distinguish
the addition, yet would be in character with the existing elements. We feel that the
addition would compliment the house, and little if any visual impact on the public
viewscape.

A further goal of the project is to build new space with the highest levels of energy
efficiency, and to retrofit existing spaces and equipment, with the specific performance

PAGE 2 OF 3




ay

_ '(}U 1S 246" Gire [91%!; nes (s myBuony’ sapicy e jeer zp:xu e g6et gmoA [LOLY PG

, omvx bomoua 0f, (16 ouBIws] Loy ' . -

bYCEI Ok 3
GLIGIUGE’ 5uG [0 16p0uf exTaruk 2beese sug sdmbmsut mrzp e 2hecipe LeLjclmsice
v pipeL Bouj of ipe budisct 12 w pring unm ehece i ;,pc, PIBUERL [6ABIR OF GULIRA

Arm\?csbc
JOQIHOU MOMG COWBILICR (U6 IONezs" Juq 6 I $UA 4 12nw) nubges o rpe happie |

T1G SEQIOU AC] MONJG P8 I CPSLICIST MIY (U8 6XIA0T SIEIIGHIZT AC [66] (IS s

veIBppoLd ponies cups NBPr CSAGIR qusuG” Cg [FUSHLETION MOMG GRRLENIp
bm"‘)e.zoq SAqII0N 2a0R,G DLAYCSE OUTA SHRLORNUTIAIA 5 PEAOUT IS PUCH JIUG OL (P&

[oU” maney Monjy ey brolsey qbbxommszq?\ 1€, pc)ouq s htDbO”‘:q cquIuow  [ue
16 aquitioy’ spontn ‘dl.?{f somjq husleer 1uncy 162¢ (U (ps vcxﬁppeuu&’ BONZS O (P

ou essc mmq L6 (URe

{L6G2 ROMY P6 26LI0N2LN 1Ibecie] p)\ CUUREHICHION smqmq 'mwsfn'm) 1OL 056t {1562

mn;ngu.a {166 1E9L )16 1DUY iobsy D6 Monjq Yes] IO Py }zs::, 514 buissq o vigien
i Bl ;*O"ac) 6642 10 G LEBIOAG FTGTITSL 116 SqGIIDT i (N1 OU LG vito' ¢

-
t “

1«omg .umr'qﬁ 8 16 womy’ pefpLLom’ ruq 2hite pm:;mo.n

PSGLOCID 811G 3 Bs(6L PSQLOOK: 2mifs” talys BLOARION 101 8 POLIC m-xc«, 1ps pyZEIIGH

U 16972 [OAAT SI6R I ¥ ASTA 1O/ c:;x,m?) LU6 26001 JOOL MO IBGIRGC ¥ Cplq 2
pEecITeyf [6AS] (LPE huseen; ATLIATA (0 {6 puEHIen] §2 exechiouaiA 2reah sugq nyLLos”
9{20 CSNT] PHIUR TLET SPICY MY} GO §onple GIEA W2 © ppLULN Juq s HG/A WML O e
QU 16 WU [GAS) 6 s.qq__qcu» HONT PONEG 8 g;mxi LooLs’ nyry mrsv g brn»fmq ?mq)x

';‘
f

6 OLRIDE] quICHowY bigw pure sojnnou bieesiase s 2 r‘u;uc{)\ fge (5oL m.r,)m vuy 97
U bpbu“dﬁ*‘ﬂl L& QIRRNETT G 91 UeA” 811G 10 bigzeing 1o ;pc Broujea exiout homp;f

Ie wny hQ.,;;f»u 0L *}3% SCGIION 12 COBURCIEG [0 (P& OLTILNY] COULTHOY pn & ysr Looteq

con'g‘m..sn 3 'quq 2jeuqet 9zhel] (810 AN 1SIeLGHTE (116 mz’r’msq amw TG bzobau‘;gua' “

+

MO Y120 CODILER] ALY TS § SXI2UUR ;K004 QUIPIS SIS AUNE BOIAGLCL (6 5\3 s’;yrmﬁ

| 2ILE MO U” rISL QIRENTAIR] (pe CURIIE] 1O (6 HC . ADOY CREINSUL IMGEEN2

3 JLOW 16 CLISIUE] CONALACHON’ JU( (O S208PY2P I PIGLICuA O ebsuda (owens eyl

Teploq 1oLar”  {po WLt BOueU O (156 UGM LOOE #:0N[T JEAG LEGAng Bieey® 10 qt?rmd*mu

LHE-IEeINs opfps qearﬁn 1210 combjeusens rps ouBms] cobiex E’apr,q LOLIUZ SR 162, -

' %

/..u:p g escm 18 16 Bsge
Lie saqmon HOI 5120 1WSNGS ¢ ?CleUQ’_{ botep 1 (p6 JORIIMER] COLIGL' BUq § gSCR

pvaqwsqr eu (pivbiobeu

I{ 12 C{UeL~126 DGLUSRRIPIO (¢ PIJQ. U 1120 20k TqI 0D OAGL S 2IPATULYTIA TpoAE Brge

shypmeny otr‘.,wu.u& 2ELAICGd” i Sircy e eioeh BISYE' 1 PI2 PeGU GSISTIBINGG ([19]
umoF'sbuu. ANLLGH JUY-CONERILIOT HlH ‘;uum'a 281 ¥ OurRowatA Comik
1L #OMG PO ¥ BEPILIPIS MSIYONE PIZCINENT PEOM IIS TWSII (OUL BE26q 01 7
1661 90 [P6 SL6Y DL {6 SQII0N QU {PC 28CONY JOOL HONG L6GNTE {0 380 FONYLG 166
sbbaoziugre y ¢ adnwie (o1 L6 WU YOOL TLET O 1116 SGQUIUL #10MfG P6 30 ednqu;



o — = rmmaye—

objective that the combined new and existing volumes will use no more net energy for
heating and cooling than did the original space.

In conclusion, we feel that the addition will compliment the original house, as well as
greatly increasing the utility of the home for its owners and their large, extended family.
Therefore, we submit that the proposed project will have no negative impact and
hopefully a positive impact on the historic district.

Area summary (not including attic, decks, porches, patios, etc):

Total existing habitable floor area, 1% and 2" floors: 1710 SF

Existing basement and storage area: 880 SF

Area to be removed: 50 SF

Proposed habitable floor area of addition, on first and second floors: 1325 SF
Proposed habitable floor area of new basement: 714 SF

Total proposed added habitable floor area: 2039 SF

Total existing and proposed habitable floor area: 3699 SF

|st P&ELIMINAR% CONSULTATToN
ARZA suMMmi

- Total existing and proposed habitable floor area: 3959 SF

Area summary (not including attic, decks, porches, patios, etc):

Total existing habitable floor area, 1¥ and 2™ floors: 1710 SF !

Existing basement and storage area: 880 SF A }

Area to be removed: 50 SF , g
Proposed habitable floor area of addition, on first and second floors: 1472 SF |

Proposed habitable floor area of new basement: 827 SF *
Total proposed added habitable floor area: 2299 SF

PAGE 3 OF 3
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Existing Roof Plan
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Freedman Residence ABRAMS DESIGN BUILD UC ROOF PLANS - Existing and Proposed
7311 Baltimore Ave. A SUSTAINABLE APPROACH TO BEAUTIML SPACE V8® 70" May S, 2010
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PROPOSED
ROOF PLAN

SCALE: 3/16"=1'-0"

Freedman & Summers Residence

7311 Baltimore Ave.

Takoma Park, Maryland 20912

ABRAMS DESIGN BUILD LLC

A SUSTAINABLE APPROACH TO BEAUTIFUL. SPACE

403 BUTTERNUT STREET NAN
WA

WASHINGTON DC 20012
IGNBUILD COM

202-726-5844

HAWP DISCUSSION SET
SHEET 2 OF |
JULY 7, 2010
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NO CHANGES PROPOSED FOR THE FRONT ELEVATION

freedman Residence
7311 Baltimore Ave.
Takoma Park, Maryland 20912

ABRAMS DESIGN BUILD LLC

A SUBTAINABLE APPROACH TO BEAUTIRL SPACE
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The next iteﬁ on our agenda this evening are the
preliminary consultaﬁions. The.first case we'll hear is
Case A at 7311 Baltimore Avenue in Takoma Park. Is there a

staff report?

' HISTORIC PRESE
7311 Baltimore Avenué?igigﬁéonﬁributing resource located
within the Takoma Park Historic District. The applicants
are proposing to construct a two-story addition over a full
basement at the rear of the house. The design will extend,
the addition, rather, will extend across the majority of the
rear elevation and beydﬁd the existing rear bay of the
house, apprgximatelyAZI feet‘into the rear yvard. This will
add approximately 827 additional square feet.to the building

footprint of the house.

The additiék;; ¥Lkialso be inset on both sides of
the historic massingiénﬁ%igwer than the ridge line of the
primary structure, and the original gable roof bay at the
rear. The design also includes construction of a one-story
screen porch that will exténd from the southeast corner of
the house in the rear vard and a new wooden deck and
staifway. 'Material tréatments include a flat seam copper
roofing, fiber cement sidihg, fiberglass casement windows

and parged CMU foundation treatment.

Staff-is generally supportive of a two-story rear
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addition of the property. The applicant has met with staff
and presented several aite?native design proposals which
staff did not support,Afinding that it was incénsistent with.
the guidelines and standards. Subsequently, ﬁhe applicant

has submitted this re&iéed_proposal to get some direction

from the commission & bfﬁéﬁfeasibility of the prdposed

RALERTED
Lot TS

design.
Staff's main concern with the original proposal is
that there was not enough evidence of the cruciform part of
the house being preserved. And staff now finds that these
elemeﬁts are successful. These revised elements are
successful in distingﬁiShing'the two massings in such a way
that the character of the rear bay and parﬁ of the historic
massing can still be interpreted. The use of the modified

barrel roof breaks up the mass of the additions and allows

for it to then be vigﬁ ﬂ@istinguished from one another.
The inset éndégﬁé lower roof height and foundation
treatment also help further differentiate the two massings;
Staff's main concern with the proposed design. is the porch
enclosure, and staff recommends that the applicant reduce
the size of the screen porch and change the character of its
orientation for consiStency with what is a vertically
oriented historic massing. Staff finds that the section of

the porch that extends beyond the rear wall plane in the

proposed addition competes.with this vertical orientation of




kel

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

the primary structure. Avreduction in size would also help
mitigate some of the perceived scale of the new construction
as it relates to the historic massing.

The applicantwis proposing, as I said, fiberglass

window treatments. ' This is a contributing resource. The
i b

A
Y

Takoma Park Guideliﬁ;§‘§£gpé that some non—priginal building
materials may be acceptable on-a case-by-case basis. The
Design Guidelines for Historic Sites and Districts ih
Montgomery County state that new additions_should uﬁilize
wood and simulated divided light windows appropriate for the
resourée type and styleT The applicant wishes to have a
discussion with the commission about the installation of a
fiberglass treatment. And staff also recommends the
applicant contact the C;ty of Takoma Park arborist to
develop a tree protégg'éh §ian prior to commencing any work

at the site. L L

There are threé points that staff would like the
commission to focus on and give the applicant feedback on,
and staff is recommending that the applicant return for a
historic area work permit after getting feedback and
comments from the commission. I won't go through thbse
three points. They'ré on CircleVS of the staff report, and
I can run you through a few slides here. The applicant also
has a short presentation that they'd like to show the

commission with somg.q;ﬁfe;ent perspective views. And I'd
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be glad to answer any questions.

MR. JESTER: Do commissioners have any questions
for staff?

MS. WHITNEY: I have a question. The home at 7313
Baltimore Avenue, jusftﬁo ;he east, did we also approve that
addition?

HISTORIC PRESERVATION STAFF: I can't say for

certain. If it was post, I believe, 1992 Takoma Park was

e
H
¢

designated a historicjj

i
3

ér%ct, we presumably would have
reviewed that and thé:céﬁﬁission would have made a finding,
but I don't know for sure.‘ I could find that out for you.

MR. JESTER: Other questions? If not, if the
applicant would like to come forWard and make a
presentation. If you would press the button until the
microphone is‘red andjthen”you can just identify yourselves
for the record, please. :

MR. FREEDMAN: Good evening. Thank you for

hearing our presentation., My name is Mark Freedman. Pardon

my voice, I have a litflfe bit of a cold. You guys are a

safe distance. Poor Alanihere has to be in my germs though.

"My wife, Kristen and I bought this house about 10 years ago,

and as is often the case, the intervening years have now fit
to be Grand Central Station for innumerable kids, friends,
family members, et cetera, et cetera, et cetera, and has

driven our thoughts for-what we want to do with the house.
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10

Bedroom space, bathroom space, laundry space,
family room space, that kind of thing, and the porch, which

I will say a llttle more about is one of our items of focus

FEI
in that we d really llke to "do ‘what a number of our

neighbors have done aﬁd’ﬁavé a real kind of three season
screen porch where we can enjoy the great outdoors and not
have the mosquitoes of the great outdoors enjoy us too much
in the process.

This house presents a number of challenges because
it's a wide and kind o£ shallow house on a narrow and deep
lot, and so we're trying»to make use of the depth of the

lot. That also shields the back of the hoﬁse from views

from the street, and we're-hoping that's an asset we can

use. It's also a hous_ at has an attic and a basement,
neither of which aregﬁaﬁiﬁable. They can't be finished in
any kind of living spaces and that kind of forces us out of
the main structure.

We started this process a couple of years ago. We
wanted to get a real sense. from who we thought were kind of
the experts as to what}We,really could do. I . called up
Alan, because Alan and I had worked together on the Board of
Historic Takoma for a numbor of years, and I liked his sense
of historic preservat%og4ang also his artistic sensibility.

%?EM!eggs in one basket, so I also
eHreor

I didn't want to put,a

called Heritage‘and'Régﬁﬁ'Eonard, and I asked both of them

'
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.plans and staff had?ggf{

11

to come up_with ideas and answer my questions of what can we
do, and what might work. They actually both came up with
similar plans, which were reflected in the original plans we
submitted.

They both felt that we could do what we wan;, what
we were trying to do and there are some great ways of doing

it. We were pretty surprised then when we submitted those

ggs. I have to say, I went to a
staff meeting as a ve{yﬁé@ﬁterned homeowner, but I was
fairly relieved when staff got across that it wasn't that we
couldn't do what we wanted to do, it was that some
assumptions about what kind of historic preservation we were
doing were different from what they thought you all would
want to see. We were more extending what was existing and
they emphasized that we should be focusing on something
contrasting and complimentary.

So we have Qeﬁpre you a plan that, it isn't what I

thought I'd be bringing#before you, but I like it a lot. I

like the fact that»ig;g%¥é$fAlan a chance to‘spread“some of
his artistic wings while also building something that I
think is very Takoma Park. And it's also something that
really works with the historic property that I hope wiil
meet our needs. I know staff has, we haven't had a chance
to talk with staff about their concerns about the porch, but

that's one element of the design that we've really been, you
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1 know, still playing with and working with. And while I

2 think we're going to \t to make the porch more into the

&

3  backyard, I think w¢;?§?;%g$o address some oﬁ the concerns
4 of staff about how it wo%ks into the overall picture and
5 hopefully come up with something that will both be the kind
6 of front porch that can really be a living room for us, but
-7 also one that works into the overall aesign. So that's my
8 homeowner's perspectiyeﬂ aﬁd T think Alan caﬁ give you much
9 more of the techniéal thought. I thank you for your time.
10 | MR. ABRAMS: Thank you for the opportunity to
11 speak. My name is Alan Abrams. I'm the owner of Abrams
12 Design Build and I yaﬁt d?gp share a little bit of the back

tarting point for this project

13 story of the projecﬁ:(

.

14 is a seemingly recen£i§ sgéed-house, but one that suffers

15 from an ipefficient floor plan. The main floor is comprised
16 of an oversized, for the scale of the house, a very large

17 stair hall and staircase, formal staircase. It also has é
18 supplementary étaircasg,going to ﬁhe basement. A very

19 narrow,Avery steep staif. JIt's got two chimriey masses

20 completely contained with the footprint. _And what remains
21 is a modest parlor, dining room and kind of a fair sized

22 kitchen, and a'litt%ewb‘thggom tacked onto a corner.

&odest bedrooms, a bathroom and a

. EIRNT =
SR 4 L

24 bedroom that is 89 inches wide which is five inches wider

23

25 than the absolute code minimum, and by any other measure,
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substandard. The program for the Freedman family seeks to
provide a‘large enough :dining area sufficient for the entire
family to gather in at once. A remodéled kitchen and family
room and related amenities. The screen porch, as Mark has
mentioned, a well lit safe, code compliant stair to the
basement, a new basgmenn.and we spent a great deal of effort
determining how theiﬁasgﬁsét would be defined and hired a
surveyor and developéd';:éZan which demonstrates that the
slope of the lot is.such that it's steep enough to define
the basement, even though the basement is not a cellar, the
lot is so steep that we're not creating a two-story addition
plus basement in conformance with Montgomery County
regulations on building height.

In addition, Mark and Kriéten also require

professional work spaces in the home. So we set about to

design a plan in a form,that was compact and efficient, and

A

reduce the massing asgs éceded towards the back and as it
was, and reduce the méSélﬂQ as it would be perceived from

either side of the house from the public right of way. We

.paid close attention to the Takoma Park Guidelines in that

design. We did, however, take a liberty with the roof line
given that the house is a category 2, a contributing
resource and that the orig;nal rear gable was not visible
from the right of way. We propose to extrude that gable and

have smaller masses on either side of a central extension.
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Staff, ;gcommended against this approach
and strongly advised‘ﬁs;tdfCreate a vivid contrast with the
original roof line and with the original form of the house,
and if I may paraphrase Josh's description, he said, bfing
me a glass box and I'll be happy! So this is what we've
come up with. And, if I may fumble with the computer here
for a moment, -- the original massing is on the left. The
cruciform plan clearly'obvious. I'm going to jiggle the

cursor over the connecting link to the main block of the

addition. There's also a- two-story wing on the left side of

the house, and a sipgi :' ng wing on the right side of the
R S & r .

house, which éovers.a}hé&%gtairWay.

This portion that I'm zigging-and zagging over is
the screen porch. We've distinguished it from the steep
gabled roofs by-using a shallow segmented circular rodf
line, and rotating around, borrowed a little bit from the
window configuration of the original. In this case, our
preference is very strongly for casement windows, which are

much, much more thermally efficient than double hung having

roughly 20 times the resistance to infiltration as a double

hung window.

Part of our'm§§’ion, part of my own personal

mission and passion is energy efficient design, and one of
the objectives of the design is to do it so efficiently and

to retrofit the existing house that, even though we're
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coming close to doubling the volume of the house, that we
will not increase the net heating and cooling load for the
total project. Scrolling around, again, the connecting link

and main living area to distinguish from the original

construction. }f'ngg,”
We didn't déve}ép"flo@r plans for this with any
great detail. You know, we're trying to keep our investment
in the design economical until We are confident that we have
a good program here. So we're seeking ybur advice. If you
wish, I can also show you the initial design that we came up
with,'but other than we{lif——
MR. JESTER: I don't know that that's necessary;
I think we're going to, this is the proposal that's before
us. I think we shoﬁlqzs;iqk to the comments on this one.
This is the currentiggﬁéét%gn. If that concludes your

presentation, -- g

MR. ABRAMS: May I conclude with a comment on the
porch referring to staff's comments. I tend to disagree
with the assessment of the screen porch. Let me scroll back
around. This version that I'm showing you tonight is a
slight tweak from whét was,submitted in our packet, and I
was kind of at the last minﬁte I got the report, I thiﬁk
yvesterday and spent today trying to incorporate some of
staff's comments abou; ygygicality into this iteration,

raising the roof ling; -lowering the floor line a little bit,
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and also the original“éﬁﬁmission in our packet had a barrel
vaulted connected with the main block of fhe house, and
we've interrupted it with a little bit of a shed roof here.
That kind of remembers, if you will, the little addition in
the corner, which would otherwise be removed in this plan.
But, I wanted to say about the porch that I thinkv
it's important from a sculptural point of view thatvit
project beyond the back wall of the house of the addition. I

feel it counter balances the mass, the main block, the two-

i

story mass helps it-féd& ~;—f;:in mass as it fecedes to the
back. I feel the twb“bérfél vaults, the two barrel wvaults
meeting at a right angle relate back to therriginal
cruciform plan. 1In effect these two roofs represent that
cruciform deconstructed and reassemblea, not literally
reassembled, but recomposed in a dynamic fashion. So I'm
asking you to consider it from that perspective as well.
MR. JESTER: I think you've given us a very good
idea of what the inﬁentions were behind the design.. Unless
you have anything you. .really need to add, I think we'd like

1

to give the commissieng

éépportunity to ask.some questioné
and then we'll delibeﬁa#g%and hopefully give you some
comments that will help you move forward.

MR. ABRAMS: Thank you.

MR. JESTER: Are there questions for the

applicant?



kel

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

- 20

21

22

23

24

25

17

MS. MILES: I have a question. Would the soldered
flat'seam copper roof be assembled on site'of is this pre-

fab proposed roof?

i : }'? e -c.’ -
MR. ABRAMS?EINUfiber one, we haven't really

researched that. The'Bh¥rel roof lends itself to a flat
seam assembled on site. There may be standing seam pre-
fabbed roofs that would bé far more economical ;hat wé would
like to investigate. And, I would like to also sugéest
that, you know if, we haven't begun to analyée a budget yet
but, if we get in a pinch, if you will, we might want to
consider a membrane rdof as well, which would be far, far
less costly than a metal roof{

MR. JESTER:.: I.think as we move in this we'll

}gpme advice about what materials
we think would be compatible for the roofﬁ- Are there any
other questions for the applicant?

MS. MILES: Because you haven't done any plans,
it's hard for us to determine what your intentions are for
the program and to respond to whether or not this is an
appropriate massing given what you intend to do. Can you
give me some sense of what your program is internally other
than large room. I don't believe you said anything about
the second floor at all. |

J'1l be happy to talk you

through.
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MR. JESTER: "If I coula just interrupt. I'm not
sure that a description of the plan is going to be
sufficient for us to evaluate it. I mean, I personally feel
that there's some information here that's missing, as
Comﬁissioner Miles suggested, that makes it a little bit
difficult for us to evaluate a proposal and really give you
concrete advice. We can cértainly respond to the massing,
give you some sensé?éﬁeéﬁéﬁher it's in the right direétion,
but I personally think ‘that there's some information that's

really needed to evaluate a proposal. And I know it's, I

understand why you wanted to kind of focus on the exterior,

but they kind of go hand in hand. It's not an either or,
and so I'm not sure that it's going to be that beneficial to
get a description of what's going to be on the inside of the
house with this addition.

MR. ABRAMS: Okay. Well, we --

MR. EREEDMANgH'Iﬁ;I may, I understand the feeling

éﬁﬁgt you're doing on the ‘inside

of well we'd like t@see;
because that clearly relatés as to what we need to do on the
outside, and we had deﬁailed plans for you for the first
concept we sent in, and then we didn't provide such plans
here in part in an effort to try to resolve éome of what
would seem to be the big picture, philosophical ideas of

what approach we were taking and concerns about the

investment into a whole full set of plans. So to the extent

IR AT
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it's helpful, I can give youba quick idea, and I think then
you can, you know, add'up the massing space as for what-
we're doing, but we£é§§§ﬁ§3%an give you on a quick rough and
dirty sense, you know, ‘hére's a basic sketch of it without
giving detailed plans, but if you'd like detailed plans, we
can give you those as well. |

The real quick and dirty is on the second floor
having space for a master bedroom, another bedroom, and a
couple of full baths. And this, the net result would be
four bedrooms, two bathrooms on the upstaifs and probably a
study area. And then on the ground floor having a kitchen,
a family room, maybe g .den,.a table space, kind of a kitchen
table area, and thenﬁﬁﬁégfépretching out into the screen
porch for a flow, and+thén’the basement area really kind of
is based on the size of the upper areas and what's partially
driving us in spacing is the need for the bedroom space on
the second floor.‘ That's where our biggest space needs are,
and then that kind of obviously drive the 1ower‘spacés.

MR. JESTER: Are there any other questions fér the
applicant?

MR. RODRIGUEZ: I wanted to know with more
precision about the_ageasm because when I look at the floor

plans it seems like_ ygu

&2y

=rg;doubling the size of the house.
But when I try to do thezmath I cannot, so the existing

house is around 855 square feet per floor, and then how much
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yoﬁ're adding on the first floor-?

.MR. FREEDMAN: As Alan pulls it out, I don't know
if we have the floor by floor breakdown. I know that we
are, we're coming close to doubling the size of the house.
One of the big distinctions is, as Alan'pointed out, the
existing structure has & lot of very inefficient uses of

Leou
space, and so the new#ss

%r éture would have highly efficient
uses of space, so WHiiéeﬁéire doubling the_Séﬁare footage, I
think the part of what we‘fe doing is adding very efficient
useé of space to.in part compensate for a lot of inefficient
uses of space in the original design. Now I say that with
the note that it's part of the character of this old
Victorian hoﬁse that.it has these iﬁefficient uses of space.
The stair cases aren't nested, stuff like that.

I like the fact that one of the things we're doing'
here is, with the excepgion; of that back block of the house,
we're really preservifi§@¢EH&i interior. The front hallway,
the front parlor, the¥f¥ént dining room, ﬁhe upstairs rooms
that map with those, we're really leaving those as is. The
hallways, and so that when you walk into the house, the
front of the house will feel just as it would feel, as it
was when it was built 100 years ago and our goal for the
interior is that it nafurallyiflows from that. And part of

doing that also means maintaining a lot of inefficiencies of

space which pushes us into needing to build more space to

=
-d
<.
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cover useful functions.as..
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we build the exterior.

[Tt

I realize, @gagﬁ7 that's conceptual, that floor
plan, but I think those are, -- I understand the sense if
you look at, and then, well, this is a lot of space to add
to a ﬁouse. And it's one of the funny things about the
house is it has great curb.appeal, and I remember the first

time I walked into it, and you walk in and come up to the

attic, and -you think, well, wait a minute, I thought this

had a nice big attic, and you walk, then you open the door
to the basement, like oh, well wait a minute, there's, you

Iy

know, the only thing,ghat lives down here are crickets and a

VAR &

furnace. And similaf}xgggﬁremember the first time I walked
around the house, I don't want to say I was disappointed in
it, we obviously bought it, but it didn't win me over in
part because there's a lot of oddities about ité space, and
that's part of what we're addressing here.

MR. RODRIGUEZ: I think that's part of the
information that we're missing to give you a good feedback,
because we are missing the floor plans. We are missing the
things that you are telliné us, so it will really be hard
for us to tell you e§écélyiwhat we see,_when we haven't seen

the whole picture.

MR. JESTER: I think we will be able to give you

:some guidance that will be helpful for you to continue- the

design work. If there aren't any other questions for the .
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applicant, we do have one speaker before we move on to
deliberations. Lorraine Pearsall from Montgomery
Preservation,‘Inc.

MS. PEARSALL: I'm really happy they came for a
preliminary because they need your wisdom to work this one
o5 i;l cértainly know-Mark and his

out, I think a littlé#bit

family,. and‘Alan is aiégéé'friend. There's, when I looked
at this version, I think is better than the first in the
sense thaf it didn't fﬁlly lose the cruciform feeling of the
house, which I think is very special to this particular
house.

What I'm struggling with a little bit and trying
to find a solution for is the‘éide that where the angle that
we're looking at, you at least can see part of the
cruciform, but on the;oﬁherlside it presents like a big
5

#égthere‘s a way to deal with that.

’e

3,

wall, and I don't k;QW
I think in a way it téké$%away some of the beauty of the
house, and I recognize that space is an issue. I don't know
whether sbme space can be gained, you know, because it's
tall. The topography .in the back, can something be gained
there in the back in that center piece below it. I don't
know, and you guys have.a lot more experience with this, but
I guess I'm just sort of wondering how that other side,

Alan, can you turn that around. I love your model, it's

great.
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And it's so;=¥;think having the ability to do
preliminary consultations with you is so very helpful, where
you kind of brainstorm together, but it's just that this
wall, if I was living next to it, I mean, it presents as a
big, big wall, and I don't know if there's a way; a cleﬁer
way to deal with that and maybe there isn't.

The curved roof, I kind of, when I looked at
initially I thought, you know, is that going to clash when

you walk up the street? I don't know how visible, frankly,

I don't know how viég ﬂ; §@§t will be from the sidewalk, so
I would actually like?tgrﬁnow. It is clever and Alan is
very clever about trying to find solutions. I don't know
whether lowering the back will help, or stepping the house
down would helpiwith some of the Vertical'height in the.back
because of that topography challenge that they have is
something.

But the roof line, I just sort of tﬁought maybe it
clashed a little bit with the house; but maybe it won't be

visible. I just can't tell that from looking at this

whether when you walk;;d@wn, the street and you look at it

diagonal will it behgwqwigybu know, looks very clashing with
the house, so it may not'be visible, buf these are just
things I'd like you to think about. I think this house does
have challenges. It is a really special house, and guite

lovely, and if there's, I know you guys can figure it out.
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So, thanks.
MR. JESTER: Thank you, Lorraine. We're going to

move into deliberations and try and give you some feedback

on the proposal. ;fdﬁiwouldn't mind turn the mic off.
We'll'have you come‘bééﬁfég“in é minute at the conclusion,
or if you just want to stay at the table, that's fine. Just
as long aé'the mics are off.

I think we have a number of issues'that we need to
address. One is the size of the addition, some concerns
have been raised about that. The overall maésing and the
form, and possibly some of the details. Would someone like

to start?

MS. WHITNEY: Well, I'll go ahead and start. My

S oy

first comment wouldfbé} sthe fiberglass windows that were

=it

listed in the packetu;tif%%uld strongly encourage if indeed
you're spending this much money on this addition, to put
fiberglass windows is, excuse'the'colloquialism but,
lipstick on a pig, just don't do that. The house warrants
wood windows and the price difference is really not, you'll
get much more use and,ﬁuch more (indiscernible) out of your
wood windows. .

The other one is, I'm very uncomfortable with the
barrel roof. It doesclipﬁmy opinion, it does not complement

the original structﬁg$ "=;Epis so modern in appearance that

it just, it takes away  /Eogimuch from the original cruciform.
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I'd like to quote Secretary of the Interior étandards for
Rehabilitation No. 9, the new work shall be differentiated
from the o0ld and will be compatible with the historic
materials, features, size, scale and proportion and massing
to protect the integrity of the property.

It just needs to complement it. And considering
that it's going to be half the size, it really does mean,

that's my opinion. Mxi;asticomment, was that I would, I

£

3. U i
SR

would really like to éégéghe footprint reduced just a little
tiny bit. Thank you.

MR. KIRWAN: I'll go ahead and follow that up. I
agree with much of what'Commissioner Whitney has said. If
we start off with the windows, I do not support the use of;
the fiberglass windows on this resource. The reason stated
in your document is to differentiate between, you know, for
the windows on the existing house and what I see is a window
that's trying to be similar to the windows on the exiéting

house and pick up on that scale and proportion, which I

0 .
o Fa g

think is the right ﬁgéﬁgéégp So in that regard, I would
encourage you to, als; encourage you to pursue a wood
window, simulated divided light option for the project.

I also agree that the barrel roof form is not
appropriate for this resource. I think a pitched roof form-’
that's similar to the existing house is more appropriate. I

think you qaq‘do the flat roofs where you're showing flat
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- roofs.. I think that will work out fine) and also help to

differentiate the new massing from the existiﬁ@% There's a
D) ,(.‘3 o N
house right up the street,:7300, which looks to have had

DT ANnEe

SO

additions done to its oéiéinal form in ways that it used the
similar proportions and gable forms of that resource. So
again, I would, you might want to take a look at that, look
down the driveway between that house and its neighbor and
you'll see how they picked up on some of the proportions and
pitched roofs of the existing resource.

-I think it will be very important to see floor
plans. I think it's very difficult to judge the

appropriateness of the.scale of the addition without the

T
";.

»I think it will help us understand

'

floor plans. You kgo@é

7

BCSHEG e 2

better what is needéa‘oﬁtﬁbf this addition, and you all also
might find in going through the exercise of doing the floor
plans for this massing that maybe it doesn't need to be as
big as what you're showing today. I mean, from what I
understand, you haven't really done the details on those
floor plans yet, so it might naturally tighten up a little
bit as you go through that exercise, and I think that will
be helpful for us to see.

The last sugggspipn I had, if you could spin the

U . ) -

model 180 degrees sggwg”goLpaCk to that earlier view; I do
fr IR i

agree with the comments,.or,the horizontal nature of that

stair addition and the screen porch. .And you've changed
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CrEeE——— ' _
what=you=showed-us=inzthezdocument=submi-tted. gegfzssgzgkggg

W —

‘that:roof:é—iittle—bitnto-attempt_to_mltlgaﬁé?that:

i

‘:T"‘-—-—.-_. ' o -t . .
‘horIzontabmty;»—Onemthﬁgg:yggsmlgpt_want_to“look at i1s

A
whether that.porch=should=turn=the=corner—~of=the-addition

.and-be-along_porch_alongqgge;longhside_of_the-family.roog.

That might;help,bringéﬁﬁeispale:of:that=$arge=vOlume:as:it__~

fé*oneéstory'plus~§rawr=space:kind
CEfZSESEe. It will aiéo aliéw us to, you know, you'll have
that stair addition and then they'll 5e a little relief as
it tufns the corner back to the family room addition. So
that might help just for a break out that side, aﬂd not have
it be such a long facade;
Also, the commeﬁp thét was made by the previous
speaker about that hyphen piece between, again, if you could

maybe spin it back 180 just so we could go back around the

corner there. You-know;=I*would=encourage=you_.to, that flat

BN

"giéting‘gable”and“thetnew-barrel

— o Ty
18 __vaulted.gable,-=I=would-lencourage=you_to_push _that back a
. . Ld: . /

[T Py

littleabite=andetryztorgettmore  relief between—those. I

think it's a good comment she made and I think that would be
- worth exploring so that ‘that-really reads more as' a hyphen --
between two voluﬁes as opposed to one very large wall mass.
-And I think that's about it.
MS. MILES: I'm going to say that I actually think

that a barrel vault roof is not inherently inappropriate. I
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have seen them used on gdditions successfully and on infill
buildings in historiéﬁéiéééicts that are quite interesting.
I do think it's a'lifglé?gbre challenging on this project
where you've got very traditionally sloped gabled roofs, and
I think it is a little jarring, and I agree with
Commissioner Kirwan's comment that I think that from this
vantage point it's particular jarring probably because
you've got essentially ‘a flat plaﬁe or very close to flat
plane with a traditional gable roof, a flat roof and then a

barrel vaulted roof that's too busy.

As for the materials, I agree that fiberglass

- windows- are not~appr§%qi§§éé I would guess I would like to

see would be somethihéﬁﬁhgf either looks completely
different and to reflect what Josh actually said, you know,
a glass cube, something that looks so plainly different or
something that is more compatible. And this to me is sort
of a hybrid of two things, and it's not successful in either
one. That you've got"double hung windows that are made out
of a material that's meant to mimic the look of original
wood windows but is actually going to read like an
imitation. You'd be pegter‘off, in my opinion, using, you
know, metal casemenpﬁggégg}ooks completely new and differént
rather than using éometﬁiﬁg that to me looks like an
imitation.

If you are going to use the barrel roof, if that
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does gét approved, I would say that either that has to be a
real made on site standing seam roof or not a metal roof. I
think that a prefab metal roof always looks fake, feads like
a shopping mall. You're not going to want to have that look
on your house. To meﬁtggﬁmpst important question though is

the scale and massingipfigthis addition.
3l h <

And because@wegdon't know what your program is
really for the interior, we cannot assess it. But-by-and
large,~to - me it is almost always too large if it's going to

double the SiZéma% an existing house where the house..--

-although I understand it's not efficient on the inside,

we're not talking about. a .small bungalow. We're talking
about a pretty substantial Victorian four winged house, and
I think it does need to be reduced in scale to be

appropriate.

MR. RODRI§Q§ ; @gédon't want to sound like on my
days of a studio, deéign}studio instructor but, I think it,
would be what I will like to tell you is, one is either you
want the house to be absolutely different and you do it, or
you want to'be complementary and you do it. This proposal
is betwéen and is neither one or the othef. .I think that
you should (indiscernible) scale, how this relates to the
massing. How it relates to the side, how the scale is

really increase further more because of the slope of the

side. The piece need to be somewhat complementary. So what
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I see is there is a 16€50E§connections, intersections,
transitions from one volume to the other. They are
confusing and (indiscernible).

There is a connection to the house that the side
reélly points out véry clearly how you attach to the edge of
the roof, how you do that, how you transition that. 'That's
a design problem and that's when I inform some of the issues
of how you solve in terms of details. I agree also with the
issue of the scale in tgrms‘of the size of the addition.

It looks mégéfggﬁand it looks like we are doubling-
the size of the house“witﬁbut understanding clearly how theﬁ
program is being treated and what is the existing conditions
is very hard to give you a clear assessment of thé?.

MS. MEHAR: I.-would concur that the massing is, of
the new addition is really inappropriate;? It's really just
too big. I am somewhat on (indiscernible) on the barrel
vaulted roof. 1It's hard to judge not seeing it, but I do
think that maybe, you know, a different approach, something,
you know, going more a.@odern direction as some of the
commissioners said‘w§§g§9§;going more traditional, you know,
the modern could be quLtgfinteresting and worth pursuing.

So I wouldn't rule that out.

Now you were talking about the sort of wanting to

be outdoors but not Wanting po get bitten, so I'm curious-

whether or not some of the massing could be the deck and the
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1 screened=in"porch could be somewhat.reduced,=because=you do
f - i —

-

2 have the open front_porch. So perhaps-.some-of_thatscould=be

3 reduced. I think my._other—main=concern=iis=preservingsthe
N — — '

. P B
4 cruciform_form, and as the designsismcurrentilyIpresenteds; it

FYS

5 <doesnit=seem=to=reads 'féserve—ﬁﬁét—as:WeIi:QS~I,think it

6 could. So if you cahugiiyénd work on that and get it to

7 preserve tﬁat form, I think we would be more likely to be,

8 approve it. |

9 . MR. JESTER: I guess from my perspeqtive, I'd

10 start by just kind of -letting you know there's a really nice
11 idea that you're pursﬁing'here that is a very positive

12 thing. I think the approéch you're taking to having a

"13 significant mass behind the cruciform massing of this housel

14 is a nice idea and I thgnk‘it's just a matter of kind of

15 working towards'theié( ,éfthat have some unified concept.

™y

16 I thinkﬂigﬁpart“it;s;idgf;é_need:forzsimplification‘of some

[ —

— oy et

l7=—: T Ty T T e L “‘__"_“:-"1"—:-_-_-.__
] of~theeparts. I think there's~just=too=many_parts=that=make

18 up the overail_massé

——

19 I generally agree that it might be just a little

20 bit_too—iarggy and I also agree with Commissioner Kirwan's
7 S

- - 21~ “comment—abolt the need for -moré Sf anTinset—so—that_we

A\

———

sl R P N S T S .
22 rggzz;_read the original mass of~the~side &levations. I

23 agree that one, the side elevation it reads as a very long

24 one even though youjvgjgried to break it up in this more

25 current model. I th§

‘tagree with the comments that were
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made about basically two directions that you can go and

~

either one of them would be perfectly valid and could be
appropriate. One being a more contextual, something that
kind of blends in more, and the other approach that's more

of a modern tregfméﬁta something that just stands out as

Abeing a little bit more distinguished from the original

design. I think that's where this is really headed.
As far as the.barrel vault, I think Commissioner

*ind of gable form in a flat roof,

Miles' comment about:&he%

I

and then a very shaliOwwbéfrel vault doesn't really even
read like a true barrel vault. Points out that there's,
it's not unified at this point. I would even consider a
sloped roof on that mass. It really kind of will let that
mass in the back stand out as something that's special
relative, -- relationship to the original massing.

I also, I don'ﬁ think anyone has really commented
on the deck gpdfhow the porch kind of méet the ground on the

rear part of the site. gBut:it really does in the model

looks liké it's floa;@ﬁéf%;@d I see that as, at the moment
as kind of somewhat unrégolved and I think it's, you know,
it's, YOu know, it's a full, it's almost a fully story so it
needs to\be thought through how that works out. I also
agree that the fiberglass windows are inappropriate and you

should consider wood for the addition.

I think with those comments, what I'd like to do
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is just quickly try and summarize what I think I've heard
from the commissioners qﬁd;hopefully that will give you some
overall direction tg;@gg%g@prward with some (indiscernible).
And I would say at the Op£Set that I personally think that
it would be to your benefit to come back for a second
prelimihary so that you're not moving forward with, I think
there's enough issues that need to be resolved that it would
be wise for you to come back rather than submitting a HAWP,
and that will also give us an opportuﬁity to see the plans
that we've, I think a number of commissioners feel would be
really helpful to make sure that we're comfortable with the
program and how its beiggkrésolved as an actual mass
addition proposal. ik§8§?§§?

So again, - jusg.to recap, I think I heard most of
the commissioners state some concern about the fiberglass™
windbwsf I think you should be considering wood for that.

A number of commissioners expressed concern the mass may be
a little bit too.large, and we need to maintain as much of
the reading of the original cruciform plan and massing bn\
this house as possible, possibly with some additional-
insets. |

I think we heard a request from one of the
commissioners to se?v§g§$§%?or plans and how they reiéée so
we can better evaluaté}épéboverall proposal. I think there

was a general agreement that there's a couple of different
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approaches that can be taken to this addition, be it a more
/,/,’ .

contextual design that's similar with the original desi§ﬁ>or
one that's a little more contemporary.z\I think there were a
number of commissioners who expressed concern about the
barrel Vauit form for the main mass on the addition. Again,
not all of the commissioners are here this evening so it
doesn't, I mean, it's an.putside possibility that it could
be approved but I thigﬁgygg.did hear some concern about

s WS

that. | i ;3q;
I think we should point out that I think I heard
that there's, we would probably be looking at higher quality
roofing materi;is for this addition,ragaggJ I think, just
because of the quality of the original house we'd not be
looking for membrane rqofing systems or prefabricated
roofing,systéms. ,i think you want to stick with, you know,
either slope form metal roofing or asphalt or, there are a
couple of possibilities_but I think we want to stay away

from manufactured reofing and membrane roof forms, roofing

systems.

I think a cgﬁﬁie of commissioners pointed out
there was some concern about the side elevation being a
little bit long and that needs some more study to he&p/kfnd
of (indiscernible), I'm sorry, massing. Do you feel like
you have some generalAsense of issues that we'd like you to

address?
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MR. ABRAMS: Yes. Thanks for the clarity and if I
may, can I speak to the issue of window material?

MR. JESTER: . ;,aon't know that there's much more

mean we understand, we've heard

ke to use that material and I think

to add. IAthink we 'V
from you-why‘you woula‘ii
a number of us have pointed out why we feel it would
inappropriate. Iflyoﬁ.want to make a point quickly{ feel
free.

MR. ABRAMS: "Let me say generally .that I think
preservation looks baékwards and I think it looks forward,
and I think why we love our wood windows in our historic

houses is because when this house was built at the turn of

the 19th, 20th century,gwood was a high quality product and

2 -

AN SO :
it lasted a long timeidrd. it held paint very well. 2and I

used wood windows in'myﬁhdﬁses for many years, including the
house up the street from this on 7410 Baltimore Avenue, for

which I won the Montgomery prize for preservation for new-

house in historic district, and I am appalled to drive by

that hbuse and see the windows beginning to rot out because
the wood that we use today is inferior to anything that was
used for good millwork 100 years ago. There's a perception
that fiberglass is not a quality product, but it is

thermally the most efficient product.

Eans

It's more,gffigiént than an aluminum clad window,

ps1=

aluminum clad wood windéWf“and if what we celebrate in
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preservation is the best of its era, then I think we should
also celebrate what thevbésﬁ of our current era ié, and
that's why I was &ery, very deliberate in the choice of
fiberglass windows, and I'm not saying that i_shouldn't

consider, how can I, I've talked myself into a corner here,

3 443 &4

but T did not do this“from position of neglect or

skimping, I did it becauée I thought it was the highest

quality product for a lot of reasons.
MR. RODRIGUEZ: What I can say, I appreciate what
you're saying and. I know that the energy efficiency of some

of these modern materials are much better, but then my

question to you is, why you use modern materials in so

traditionally insets? So why you treat the material in the
traditional set so, and that's a question that I think is

being raised by the;cdmmiséion is, 1is it a modern house or

is that traditionaliH6 Lgm?*;?So you have to make that

distinction, and whénh§gﬁ}ve made that distinction, you.can
treat the materiais accordingly and I think that will.be‘the
best that we can say.

| MR. JESTER: Thank you. I appreciate your

thoughts on that issueiand hope we've given you enough

-feedback to move forward with the design. We look forward

to seeing a revised design. Thank you.
MR. FREEDMAN: I don't want to belabor, I know you

have other stuff to dog, ,may, I ask a quick question?
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MR. JESTER;j%4i&;have other cases.

MR. FREEDMAN: I just want to ask if the
commissioners, my concern is being batted about. I realize
you're offering your thoughts, your input.and'we have
thoughts and‘input'from staff, I'm concerned about getting
caught in the loop becéuse a lot of the, thefe are a number
of things you've said that are things that we were very
cohscious of trying to do in the initial design and then we
changed for this design, and I don't want thefe to be a
disconnect that king Qiékeeps us coming back and getting

more and more. I wang khow whether the commission wants

to see the original"dééiéﬁ'where there's a completely
different set of compromises and decisions for us to be able
to get that feedback as well, or what's the best way to
proceed, because I don't want-to be caught in a loop that's
going to be frustrating for all of us.

MR. JESTER: I think our charge was to give you
feedback on the design that you submitted, which we presume
is the curren£ direction. So, I.think, you heard pretty
consistent comments aq;%ssjphe board from the commissioners
who are here this eY%ﬁi%%&?POUt the design that was
proposed. So I think®that you'll have to just take that
direction and try and move forward. You're Qelcome to
continue working with staff on the project, but I aon't,

it'd be more difficult for you, I think, if you heard wildly
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disparate opinions from the commissioners and I don't think
that was the case this evening. So I'm not sure that I can
offer you, help‘you much more than that. I think you just

need to kind of take the comments from this evening and have
:l':".Ji"' .

a little distance for.a‘day or so and think about what the

' s PARG- T

next steps .are for ydur'désign.

-
T 9

Y

MR. KIRWAN: Can I just add something real quick.

I mean, I think our staff is very good at interpreting what

we say at these hearings and then taking it back to the

applicants and helping them work through the ultimate
solutions. So I think'what you're going to encounter going
back to staff is that they have listened very, very intently
tonight, and they're going to help you interpret what we

said into the best direction to go in. I think if you think

1y

the previous designfié%waéébonds to what we said tonight
then that may be a égpecg é% you want to pursue. But that's
a decision that you hévéﬁto, you and your designer have to
make in responding to the comments you heard tonight.

MR. JESTER: Thank you. The next case we'll hear
this evening is Case B at 10308 Montgomery Avenue in
Kensington. Is there a staff report?

HISTORIC PRESERVATION STAFF: There is. This is a
Primary One reéource in the Kensington Historic District.

It's a Queen Anne house built in 1898, and the applicants

provided a photo that;yép;péve in your staff report that was




