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Silver, Joshua
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Bill Hutchins [billhutchins@earthlink.net]
Friday, December 05, 2008 6:22 AM
Silver, Joshua

Geoff Maxson

photos of Geoff Maxson's home
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Uity of Cabom ﬁafk

Housing & Community
Development

Telephone: (301) 891-7119
Fax: (301) 2704568

7500 Maple Avenue
Takoma Park, MD 20972

December 16, 2008

Department of Permitting Services
255 Rockville Pike, 2™ Floor
- Rockville, Maryland 20850-4166
Property Owner Name: ~Geoff Maxson | Fax: (301) 286-1769

Location of Requested Building Permit: 8 Crescent Place

Proposed Scope of Work: Second story residential addition.

Dear Department of Permitting Services:

The above property owner has notified the City of Tekoma Park that they are planning to apply
for permits for the above summarized construction project. They have been informed that the
City of Takoma Park has regulations and permit requiremerits that may apply to their project and
if they do not comply they may be cited or fined. . '

Yours sincerely,

=F TS O
[lona Blanchard
Community Development Coordinator



South Elevation (Right side)

o Install a shed roof dormer with a 2/2 true divided hght wooden wmdow behind the ex1st1ng Cross-
gable of the main roof massing - D '

¢ Raise the lower sill 1’5 on a non-historic bay wmdow to accommodate adJustments to the
proposed mtenor program layout ~

East Elevation (Rear)

e Remove an existing 8-light wooden door and mstall anew wooden true divided hght double
French door. :

v

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 preservation review guidelines in the approved and adopted amendment
for the Takoma Park Historic District (Guidelines), Montgomery County Code Chapter 244 (Chapter
44), and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabzlztatzon (Stana'ards) The pertinent
information in these documents is outlined below.

Takoma Park Historic District Guidelines

Outstanding Resources have the highest level of architectural and/or historical significance.
While they will receive the most detailed level of design review, it is permissible to make sympathetic
alterations, changes and additions to Outstanding Resources.

" Asa set of guiding principles for design review of Outstanding Resources, the Historic Preservation
Commission will utilize the Secretary of the Interior’s “Standards for Rehabilitation”.

The Guidelines that pertain to this project are as follows:

o Plans for all alterations should be compatible with the resource’s original design;
additions, specifically, should by sympathetic to existing architectural character,
including massing, height, setbacks, and materials

o Emphasize placement of major additions to the rear of existing structures so that they are
less visible from the public right-of-way

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

e Preservation of original windows and doors, particularly those with specific architectural
importance, and of original size and shape of openings is encouraged

e Preservation of original building materials and use of appropriate, compatrble new
materials is encouraged

e All changes and additions should respect existing environmental settings, landscaping,
and patterns of open space.
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION

Isiah Leggett : : " David Rotenstein
County Executive ’ : » Chairperson

Date: July 28, 2009
MEMORANDUM

TO: Carla Reid, Director
Department of Permitting Services

FROM: Josh Silver, Senior Plann
Historic Preservation Sectios
Maryland-National Capital Park & Planning Commission

SUBJECT: Historic Area Work Permit #502927, rear addition garage demolition and other alterations

The Montgomery County Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) has reviewed the attached application for a
Historic Area Work Permit (HAWP). This application was approved at the April 22, 2009 meeting,

The HPC staff has reviewed and stamped the attached construction drawings.

THE BUILDING PERMIT FOR THIS PROJECT SHALL BE ISSUED CONDITIONAL UPON ADHERENCE
‘TO THE ABOVE APPROVED HAWP CONDITIONS AND MAY REQUIRE APPROVAL BY DPS OR
ANOTHER LOCAL OFFICE BEFORE WORK CAN BEGIN.

Applicant: Geoffrey Maxon

Address: 8 Crescent Place, Takoma Park

This HAWP approval is subject to the general condition that the applicant will obtain all other applicable
Montgomery County or local government agency permits. After the issuance of these permits, the applicant must
contact this Historic Preservation Office if any changes to the approved plan are made. Once the work is complete
the applicant will contact the staff person assigned to this application at 301 563 3400 or joshua.silver@mncppc-
mc.org to schedule a follow-up site visit.

-AM
Pt
i Al

*m*
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Historic Preservation Commission e 1109 Spring Street, Suite 801 o Silver Spring, MD 20910 » 301/563-3400  301/563-3412 FAX
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DPS -#8

HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
301/563-3400

APPLICATION FOR |
HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT

Contact Person:
Daytime Phone No.:
Tax Account No.:
Name of Property Owner. Geo0ffrey J Maxson Daytime Phone No.; (301) 286-2337
Address: 8 Crescent PI Takoma Park MD 20912
Street Number City Staet Zip Code
Contractom: Phone No.:
Contractor Registration No.:
Agent for Owner: Daytime Phone No.:
[SCATIH ¥ BUBING/PRERE
House Number: 8 Sweet  Crescent Pl
Town/City: Takoma Park Nearest Cpss Street, HOM
| Bock & Subdivision; &WCI est
Libey: Fofio: Parcet:
RART ONE: TYPE OF PERMIT ACTION AND US!
1A CHECK ALL APPLICABLE: CHECK ALL APPLICABLE:
% Constuct (O Extend % Aw/Menovate OAC Osas  ® Room Additon O Porch J Deck O Shed
O Mowve O instat 0 WreckRaze D Sotw [ Freplace ) Woodbuming Stove ¥ Single Family
O Revision O Repsir (O Revocadie , O Fencahl completz Section )~ O Other:

-18. Construction cost estimats: $

1C. if this is a revision of a pravicusly approved active permit, ses Permit #

UMPCETE FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION AND EXTEND/ADDITIONS
2A. Type of sewage disposal; 01 M wssc 02 O Septic 03 C Other:

2B. Type of water supply: o1 0% wssc 02 O wet 03 O Other. __

; COMPLETE ONLY FOR FENCE/RETAININ( WA
A Height feet inches

1B. Indicate whether the fence or retaining wal is to be constructed on one of the folowing locations:
] On party line/property line 3 Entirely on tand of owner O On pubtic right of way/easement

1 heraby cartify that | have the authority to make the foregoing application, that the application is coect, and that the construction will comply with plans
approved by afl agencies listed and ! hereby acknowledge and accept this to be a condition for the issuance of this permit.

|2 ’/‘J"OLD’

/([ Signature of owner o suthorized spent

Approved: ; For Chairperson, Histanic Preservati mission /
Disaporoved: St v e’fw“mngggi e 28/ 09
‘ . s f

/ L I W N T O
2 (/{7, - Date Filed: i) o ke Issued:

Edit 6/21/99 SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS

/}Z% (# 'y M1,
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NORTON CONSULTING ENGINEERS, LLC

2235 REGINA DRIVE - CLARKSBURG, MD 2087
CELL: (240) 3933672 - OFFICE: (301) 365-6010

February 4, 2007

Mr. Geoff Maxson
20438 Sunbright Lane
Germantown, MD 20874

RE: 8 Crescent Place

Dear Mr. Maxson,

At your request, | made a visual obscrvation of the crack in the side foundation wall of
the house at 8 Crescent Place, Takoma Park. The house is a single-story wood-framed structure
with an addition to the rear of the house. The detached, wood-framed garage in the resr yard has
a concrete drive leading up to it along the side of the house,

Assuming the house faces south, horizontal cracks over one quarter inch wide (1/4™) were
observed in the North and West interior basement foundation walls of the house. The North (or
rear) wall at the Northwest corner of the house has moved in at the base of the wail more than one
inch (17). Settlement has occurred at the East wall where the rear addition meets the original
house. General settiement along the entire East side of the house was also observed. There are

= two steel posts supporting 8 beam in the basement. A third post supports the stairway into the

basement. These beams are rusted, and not structurally rated for their present use.

Much of the grade around the exterior perimeter of the foundation is flat with several
depressions observed along the East wall, and the West wall between the driveway and the house.
One of these depressions occurs at the crack in the East foundation wall, which you comacted me
about.

You also asked me to look at the garage. The concrete slab of the garage is severely
cracked, beyond salvage. The garage framing has settled several inches, which could indicate an
inadequate foundation beneath it. It is also badly racked, and has numerous arcas with evidence
of inseet damage.

Based on the above observations, the following was concluded:

¢  The North and West walls have moved to the point to where they are no longer
" structurally stable, and could fail. The placement of vertical stee] beams at intervals along
the entire length of these walls is needed to ensure that they do not collapse. :
e The three posts noted above, should be replaced with structurally rated columns on new
footings.

“ar o

-



* The land around the house should be graded away from the structures a2 minimum of ix
feet (6’) with all dcpressions filled.

¢ Roof and yard drainage should be directed away from the structure to dayhght a
minimum of six feet (6”).

.®  Since the driveway is scverely cracked, it is recommended that it be removed. (This wnll
make the land to the rear of the house much casier to grade appropriately.)

W * The garage i3 structurally unstable. Its removal, including the concrete slab, is
recommended.

The range of costs to undertake the above actions would be approximately $35,000 —

$45,000. To determine exact prices however, 2 quahﬁed contractor should be consulted.

If U may be of any further service regarding umplemematlon of the abovg plcase do not
hesitate to contact me.

Very truly yours,

George W. Norton, P.E.




ENCLOSED FRONT PORCH INTERIOR
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STAFF ITEM ‘ STAFF MEMBER: JOSH SILVER

SUBJECT: Revision to approved HAWP (Case 37/03-09H), for rear addition, garage demolition and other
alterations at 8 Crescent Place, Takcma Park, a Contributing Resource within the Tako-ma Park
Historic District !

DATE: May 26, 2010

BACKGROUND: On April 22, 200S the HPC approved construction of a rear addition, demolition of an
existing garage and alterations to the front elevation of the subject resource.

REVISED PROPOSAL: The applicant is proposing to expand the existing concrete landing and stairs at
the front of the property and modify the height and pltch ofthe approved front porch roof overhang.

The proposed work includes covering the exist! ng wﬁer(ege‘landmg, treads and risers with wood and the
removal and replacement of the metal railing wnth wood:: The appl:cant is requestir g approval for
modifications to the pitch and height of the frcnt porch roof overhang in order to accommodate the
proposed expansion of the landing.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Staff is recommending that the HPC approve the revised proposal.

HPC DECISION:
19

AfPRVED

.
s
-~




N9Ts3ad d3A04ddy DdH

O-1 =8/l 02V
NOILVAST3 g1\ z /

SNOUVAT
— — TR T
- i
—— T
. i
s k
in A emax)
— =}
— g
= i ]
]

\)
AR = 9N 0T

\/.\r /» NOILVATS oA _t_/

S340 8

2INYY> oN

—_

HO)

|

EYS QXNES KT AT
S

L ]
YD W 00 X8 EN—
0N PEL)———]

“1d LN

AN "MYVd YWOMVL

SN INVH3A0 MaN

oL
1530 U Y CLTOWE /8 MDD ARG At

ety ¥




umorm.wo_mmw___w.m 2 Q Umq @WD m& AR /1 D @
HOL3XS HOYOd {NOMA

14 1N3ISIUD B ‘A3713 HOHOd LNOXJ\ 2 /

——— -

e
Hi
llL[Il

"

\

.I..
)
1=
e H
TR
i
i 1
= = :
He i
Y "“. |
WO
L R i




MIN.

7"‘6‘
10 B.O. BEaM

$— $EXISTING GROUND FLOOR

g
N

4'-8* VIF
(8R & 77)

L

NEW WD RNUNG\ -

™ _$j.o. LANDING

NEW WD. LANDING +
STAIRSﬂ\

N

- ).r

\.
o
e
.

7
\, "'-.

. :,.ﬁ;.‘—

4 = "

—

i
1
1]
PR Jp——
il
R r

UNE .OF EXIST. ROOF

BEYCIND—\

/"4 \FRONT PORCH SECT.

U 12" = 10"

\— £XI3T. STAIRS

ReviseD DeszoN

FRONT PORCH SKE]

8 CRESCENT PL.
5~14-2010

HELICON WORKS

CH




Moc-vi-<
HOL3XS HOMOd LNOM4
“d IN3OS3¥D 8

01 =211

£

2<.._& HOYOd INO¥Yd
ASIASY

+ o e

,Of—ll

(2re )

[ s LT beympeympmppmry

) :
. d¥Q "ONOD %
STIVM X188 “LSIX3

308v

ONIONYY O MIN-—-mmme

AJONVD 0 INN——
INTINY @ AN

e L T E R e rr Ty P 4

f

I8 TG

I

SUVIS ¥ )

o et by ————

I
¥
_
}

o

St s s o csabimm

———

IO-IV

N

L
Z6—




II-B

Preliminary Consultation
MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
' STAFF REPORT

Address: 8 Crescent Place, Takoma Park Meeting Date: 1/28/2009

Resource: Contributing Resource Report Date: 1/21/2009
Takoma Park Historic District _

Public Notice: 1/14/2009
Applicant: Geoffrey Maxon

Tax Credit: N/A
Review: Preliminary Consultation

Staff: Josh Silver
Case Number: N/A

PROPOSAL: Rear addition and roof alterations

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the applicant make revisions to the plans based on comments and feedback from the
HPC and return for a 2™ Preliminary Consultation.

ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION

SIGNIFICANCE: Contributing Resource within the Takoma Park Historic District

STYLE: Craftsman (Altered)
DATE: ¢1915-25
PROPOSAL

The applicant is proposing the addition of a partial 2™ story that will provide an approximately 800 s.f. of
additional living space. Addition of the second story would necessitate raising the roof of the existing
house by 3’ (from 17°-to- 20°). The project also includes construction of a gable roof dormer on the street-
facing roof plane of the new (raised) roof section of the house. The proposed gable dormer will extend
through the ridgeline of the raised side gable roof. No expansion of the existing building footprint is
proposed.

The proposed work also includes removal of the T1-11 plywood siding from the front elevation and
rehabilitation of the existing wood siding, alterations to the existing front porch enclosure on the northeast

corner of the house, modifications to the front roof eave, and installation of new front porch columns.

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 preservation review guidelines in the approved and adopted amendment for
the Takoma Park Historic District (Guidelines), Montgomery County Code Chapter 244 (Chapter 244),
and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (Standards). The pertinent information in
these documents is outlined below.
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Takoma Park Historic District Guidelines

Contributing Resources should receive a more lenient review than those structures that have been classified
as Outstanding. This design review should emphasize the importance of the resource to the overall
streetscape and its compatibility with existing patterns rather than focusing on a close scrutiny of
architectural detailing. In general, however, changes to 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:

o 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;

¢ major additions should, where feasible, be placed to the rear of the existing structures so that they
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;

s 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. '

Montgomery County Code; Chapter 244

(@) 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.

(b) 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 insure conformity with the purposes and requirements of
this chapter, if it finds that:

(1) The proposal will not substantially alter the exterior features of an historic site or historic
resource within an historic district; or

(2) The proposal is compatible in character and nature with the historical, archeological,
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

(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) 1Itisnot the intent of this chapter to limit new construction, alteration or repairs to any 1
period or architectural style.

(d) In the case of an application for work on an historic resource located within an historic
district, the commission shall be lenient in its judgment of plans for structures of little
historical or design significance or for plans involving new construction, unless such
plans would seriously impair the historic or architectural value of surrounding 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

Cumulatively the proposed work would have a major impact on the original roof form and perceived
character of the house. Despite several alterations to the front elevation (i.e., enclosure of an original
partial front porch, installation of T1-11 siding over possibly original wood siding), the original gable roof
form with deep eaves that characterizes the Craftsman style of this house remain relatively intact except for
a small non-original gable dormer vent located at the front.

Staff does not support the applicant’s proposal to raise the roof by 3’ or the installation of a gable dormer
through the ridgeline of the raised side gable roof. Staff met with the applicant and explained that best
preservation practices recommend against these types of alterations because they diminish the historic
relationship of the house to the street and alter the perceived character of the house. Staff recommended
placing an addition at the rear of the structure to minimize the visual impact on the streetscape of the
historic district and preserve the original roof form that characterizes the house.

The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation recommend identifying, retaining, and
preserving roofs--and their functional and decorative features--that are important in defining the overall
historic character of the building and designing a new addition in a manner that makes clear what is
historic and what is new. The proposed design would alter the overall character of the house by raising the
roof of an original one-story house and placing an addition (i.e., gable roof dormer) in the front section of

the roof.



Staff has identified two possible design alternatives that meet the Standards and are consistent with the
Guidelines. Both design alternatives are targeted at preserving the existing roof height and form forward
of the ridgeline (peak), appearance of the house from the streetscape of the historic district and
compatibility with the adjacent houses and neighborhood context.

Alternative #1- Construct a small 2 story addition off the rear wall plane of the house. A rear addition
would minimize any visual impact new construction would have on the streetscape of the historic district
and avoid affecting the perceived character of the house by preserving the original roof form. If this
alternative is pursued the rear addition should be generally consistent with the predominant architectural
style, character and scale of the historic massing.

Alternative #2- (1) Maintain the original roof form and height forward of the existing ridgeline of the roof;
(2) construct a roof addition similar in style to the proposal starting behind and offset from the ridgeline
(peak) of the existing roof, (a rear roof addition could include raising the rear section of roof to the
minimum height required by code for a 2™ story to maximize the use of the existing building footprint);
and (3) construct a modest addition off the rear wall of the house by extending the roofline of the new roof
addition. A rear addition using the recommendations outlined in this alternative should include a design
that is inconspicuous as possible when viewed from the street, have a roof form and slope subordinate to
the existing roof and be compatible in scale and character with the historic massing.

Additional modifications include alterations to the existing front porch enclosure. The applicant has

- indicated there is evidence that the front (northeast) comer of the house had an open style porch that has
been enclosed. The applicant is proposing to maintain the interior space, but update the enclosed section
and front elevation by adding new windows, modifying the front roof eave, and installing columns. Staff
would support some type of alteration to the existing front elevation if the proposed work is proven to be
consistent with the original style of the front porch. The applicant is encouraged to pursue locating historic
photographic documentation to substantiate the approximate style and dimensions of the possible original
front porch.

Staff supports the removal of the existing addition at the rear of the house to accommodate some type of
rear expansion. The proposal to remove the non-original siding on the front elevation and rehabilitate
possibly original siding is encouraged. It is recommended the applicant explore the extent of original
siding remaining on the house and determine if comprehensive siding rehabilitation is feasible.

Staff recommends additional consultation after the Preliminary Consultation hearing to discuss making
revisions to the proposed design in response to the comments and feedback the applicant receives from the
HPC. Revised plans should include measured drawings, material, and window and door specifications.

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.

18.3 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.

The applicant is requesting comments and feedback from the HPC on the following items:

*  Modifications to the existing roof height and form
o Installation of a gable roof dormer to create a partial 2" story
o  Feasibility of altering the existing front porch enclosure.
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the applicant make revisions to the plans based on comments and feedback from the
HPC and return for a 2" Preliminary Consultation.
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(J On party fine/property line O Entirely on land of owner [ On pubiic right of way/easement

{ hereby certify that I have the authority to make the foregoing application, that the application is correct, and that the construction will comply with plans
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Approved: For Chairperson, Historic Preservation Commission
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/’Maﬂwg PB4



1)a.

The existing home is a 1000 sq ft (25' x 40") bungalow witha low attic. It is located bztween two much
larger houses — a Italianate style home to the north (the first and original house on the strzet) and an
expanded bungalow to the south. The house sits at the corner of Holt and Crescent, with the front yard
raised off street level and steeply sloped down to the sidewalk. A driveway separates the house from its
north neighbor, and the driveway leads to a detached garage/shed located behind the house. The touse
contains a small dormer in the attic.

1)b.

The proposed addition would transform our home from one historical model to anothez, which would
allow us to create an appropriate and "green" home for our forthcoming family (we are soon to marry
and plan to raise our family in this home.) Our existing home is a very small bungalow Fouse, 1000 sq
ft. We propose to build it to roughly 1800 sq ft. In making this transformation, we propcse to bui.d a
second story addition (no added footprint) which will only raise the central ridge 3 feet. This addition
will be barely noticeably different from the street, but big enough to allow us to make the second floor
into livable space (we only have a low attic now). We are interested in making our horne as “green” as
possible, and a primary green practice is building as small as possible, to limit our impact. A further
green building principle is to limit land built upon, preserving habitat for all local species and allowing
rain water to percolate back into the water table. Preservation of water is vital and we ‘wiil have a
complete storm water management plan, either capturing rain water for on-site use or allowing it to
percolate back into the soil.

Furthermore, by building on top of our existing home we will save significartly, which will allow us to
afford to do this project. The cost increase by going out towards our back yard would not allow us to
do our modest proposed expansion for raising our family. Qur proposal will also cost less to maintain
and heat and cool, thus limiting our carbon footprint. This allows us to help fulfill our intention of
being net-zero energy and have a minimal carbon footprint.

If the proposed home is built, it will still be greatly dwarfed on the north by the Italianate style house
and significantly lower than our neighbor to the south. There are numerous komes within the
immediate blocks surrounding cur home, and even more throughout historic Takoma Park, which are
depictions of the modified bungalow we propose.

Historically inappropriate renovations were made to our home before we bought it, such as a small
awkward addition at the back and closing in a front porch which spans two-tairds of the front of the
house. Our proposed addition would fully integrate the footprint of the previous addition and restore
the look and details of the original front porch. We want to maintain the existing conditioned space as
a mudroom/airlock, andother grzen building strategy to save heating and cooling costs. Lastly, we
would remove all of the T1-11 vertical plywood siding that was part of previous renovations and
restore the original wood siding and trim.



HAWP APPLICATION: MAILING ADDRESSES FOR NOTIFING
[Owner, Owner’s Agent, Adjacent and Confronting 2roperty Owners]

Owner’s mailing address Owaner’s Agent’s mailing address

Adjacent and confronting Property C'wners mailing addresses

Maw A\:u (Wiach
G Cresceat Pl
Tokoma Park, MD 20912

/\leew f)(&*b* ?0’*“"
25 Holt P
Takoms Pack, MD 20212

Th Ui ttmon ond
(D7) A}{ve(

QQ? Pafl{“ Av(
T;tOM“ Yk, 200 (2




»

a8 CONSUMER INFORMATION NOTES: )

1. This plan is a benefit to a consumer insofar as it is required by a lender or a title insurance company or its
agent in connection with contemplated transfer, financing or re-financing.

2. This plan is not to be relied upon for the establishment or location of fences, garages, buildings, or other
existing or future improvements.

3. This plan does not provide for the accurate identification of property boundary lines, but such identification
may not be required for the transfer of title or securing financing or re-financing.

4. Building line and/or Flood Zone information is taken from avaitable sources and is subject to interpretation of originator.

Setback distances as shown to the principal structure from property lines are approximate. The level of
accuracy for this drawing should be taken to be no greater than plus or minus 2 FEET

Flood Zone "X" per H.U.D. Flood Panel No. 0460D.
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FROM THE DESK OF DANIEL AIBEL

January 8, 2009

Montgomery County Historic Preservation Office
1109 Spring Street, Suite 801
Silver Spring, MD 20910

Re: Historic Area Work Permit Application for 8 Crescent St, Takoma Park
Dear Sir or Madam:

I am the nei ghbor most directly affected by the above-referenced application (our house is directly
across the street). I am writing to voice support for the proposed changes are in keeping with the
historic purpose and character of both the house and the neighborhood.

I have been in 8 Crescent on a number of occasions and have watched two owners try to rescue it
from a state of serious disrepair. But better care and maintenance has not been able to remedy the
‘fundamental problem that the space and layout are functionally obsolete. In today’s world, the
house is suitable only for occupancy by a single person and cannot be used for its original purpose
as a family residence.

Moreover, the proposed changes are consistent with the kind of changes that were made historically
to the houses in the neighborhood. For example, when we made (approved) alterations to our circa
1917 house, we learned that the second floor had been previously expanded to make it a part of the
living quarters. Dormers were added, windows were added, and windows changed from double .
hung to casement. In my house these changes expanded the living space and improved the air flow.
In addition, the size of the kitchen was doubled to accommodate a growing family. These kinds of
changes were completely consistent with the historic uses and patterns for the house.

These are precisely the kinds of changes that I understand Geoff Maxson is proposing for his house
(the dormers to expand the second floor space, expanding kitchen and other living quarters). Also,
I understand that Geoff will be removing some exterior siding that was a later addition that is
inconsistent with the original historic materials that would have been used for his house.

In sum, I think Geoff has been trying hard to propose changes that are consistent with the historic
qualities of both the house and the overall neighborhood and will actually return the house to
functionality for its intended historic purpose.

Dan Aibel ,
227 Park Avenue (7 Crescent)
Takoma Park, MD 20912
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2"Preliminary Consultation
MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT

Address: 8 Crescent Place, Takoma Park Meeting Date: 3/11/2009

Resource: Contributing Resource Report Date: 3/4/2009
Takoma Park Historic District

Public Notice: 2/24/2009

Applicant: Geoffrey Maxon
, Tax Credit: N/A

Review: 2" Preliminary Consultation

Staff: Josh Silver
Case Number: N/A

PROPOSAL: Rear addition and other alterations

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the applicant make revisions to the plans based on comments and feedback from the HPC
and submit a Historic Area Work Permit (HAWP) application.

ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION

SIGNIFICANCE: Contributing Resource within the Takoma Park Historic District

STYLE: Craftsman (Altered)
DATE: c1915-25
BACKGROUND

On February 11, 2009 the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) held a Preliminary Consultation hearing for
the proposed construction of a partial 2™ story addition at the subject property. The proposal included raising the
roof of the existing house by 3’ (from 17°-to- 20°), constructing a gable roof dormer on the street-facing roof plane
of the new (raised) roof section of the house and extending the gable dormer through the ridgeline of the raised side
gable roof. Other alterations included removal of non-original siding from the front elevation and original siding
rehabilitation, modifications to the front roof eave and existing front porch enclosure.

The HPC did not support the proposed design of the addition and recommended the applicant explore other design
alternatives. There was general consensus among the HPC a one-story addition at the rear of the house with a
modest extension beyond the left wall plane would be appropriate in order to preserve the character of the house
and minimize the impact new construction would have on the streetscape of the historic district. The HPC was
generally supportive of the front elevation modifications and recommended the applicant return for a 2™
Preliminary Consultation with revised plans that included more details about the proposed work to continue the
discussion. (See attached transcripts circle 30).

PROPOSAL

The applicant is proposing to construct a one-story rear addition at the-subject property. The proposed addition is
.approximately 800 s.f. (35’ x 23”) and extends into the rear yard and 6° beyond the left wall plane of the existing

0
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house: The proposed addition will connect to an existing non-original ssction of the house and have no irpact on
the historic massing. Features of the proposed addition incluZe an zlongated shed roof monitor at the roof peak, a
southern-facing wooden trellis and column on a masonry pier and covered rear yard terrace. Material
specifications for the proposed addition include asphal: shinglzs, ‘wooden siding to match this historic massing anc.
aluminum or fiberglass clad wooden windows.

Modifications to the front of the house include the installaticn of rew aluminum or fiberglass clad wooden awning
windcws in the northeast corner of the existing non-original porch enclosure, extension of the roof eave cver the
Tront entry door, installation of wooden columns on masonry piers on the northeast and northwest cornzrs, removal
of non-original siding and rehabilitation of original siding ard ren:oval of a louver from the front rocf plane dormer
and installation of a new window in the same location.

Other alterations include demolition of an original garage in th-e rear side yard, modifications to the exis’ing
driveway, a new dormer in the roof plane of the existing non-historic addition at the rear of the house, :=stallation
of new aluminum or fiberglass windows clad wooden windows in the nor-historic section of the house end
removal of one original window from the historic massing on ~he north (left) side elevation.

APPLICABLE GUIDELINES

When reviewing alterations and new construction within the Takoma Park Historic District several dccurents are
to be utilized as guidelines to assist the Commission in deveioding their decision. These documents include the
histor:c preservation review guidelines in the approved and adopted amendment for the Takoma Park Historic
Distrizt (Guidelines), Montgomery County Code Chapter 244 (Chapter 244), and the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for Rehabilitation (Standards). The pertinent infcrmation in these documents is outlined belcw.

Takoma Park Historic District Guidelines

Cont::buting Resources should receive a more lenient review thar. those structures that have been classified as
Outstanding. This design review should emphasize the importance of the resource to the overall streetscane and its
compatibility with existing patterns rather than focusing on & ¢loss scrutiny of architectural detailing. Ir generel,
however, changes to Contributing Resources should respect the predominant architectural style of the resource. As
stated above, the design review emphasis will be restricted to changes taat are at all visible from the putlic right-
of-way, irrespective of landscaping or vegetation.

The Cuidelines that pertain to this project are as follows:

e all exterior alterations, including those to architecturel feztures ar.d details, should be genera’ly consistent
with the predominant architectural style and period of the ~esource and should preserve the predcminart
architectural features of the resource; exact reglicatior. of existing details and features, is, however, not
required;

¢ major additions should, where feasible, be placed to the rzar of the existing structures so that they are less
visible from the public right-of-way; additions and altzrations to the first floor at the front of a structure are
discouraged but not automatically prohibited;

¢ while additions should be compatible, they are not rezuired to be replicative of earlier architezt:ral stylss;

e original size and shape of window and door openings should be maintained, where feasible;

e some non-original building material may be acceptabls on a case-by-case basis;

©
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Montgomery County Code; Chapter 244

(a) The commission shall instruct the director to deny a perrit 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, enhar:cement or ultimate protection
of the historic site or historic resource within an historic district, and to the purposes of this chapter.

(b) The commission shall instruct the director to issue a permit, cr issue a permit subject to such conditions as

are found to be necessary to insure conformity with the purposes and requirements of this chapter, if it
finds that:

(1) The proposal will not substantially alter the exterior features of an historic site or historic resource
within an historic district; or '

(2) The proposal is compatible in character and nature with the historical, archeological, 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 achievsment of the purposes of this chapter; or

(3) The proposal would enhance or aid in the protection, preservation and public or private utilizatior: 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

(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 thz 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.

(d) Inthe case of an application for work on an historic resource located within an historic district,
the commission shall be lenient in its judgm.2nt of plans for structures of little historical or design
significance or for plans involving new construction, unless such plans would seriously impair the
historic or architectural value of surrounding 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 ar:d its environment.

#10 New additions and adjacent or related new constriaction will be undertaken in such a manner that, if

removed in the future, the essential form and intezrity of the historic property and its envirorment
would be unimpaired.

©
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STAFF DISCUSSION o 0

Rear Addition

Staff supports the revised location and massing of the proposed rear addition. The revised location and massing
respond positively to the feedback the HPC provided ta= applicar:t with at the 1* Preliminary Consultation. By
locating the proposed addition behind and to the north (left) side of the existing structure, the historic massing will
retain its original form and character and it eliminates ke impact a partial 2™ story addition would have on the
streetscape of the historic district. Staff supports the 5 extensicn of :he addition beyond the left wall plane of the
existing house. This approach is successful because it concentratss the new cons:ruction at the rear cf the existing
house, impacts only the non-historic section of the house aad uzilizes a natural increase in topography to mitigate
the impact of the addition on the streetscape of the h:sicric district.

Staff has identified two concerns pertaining to the proposed addition: (1) the visibility of the proposed roof monitor
on the peak of the proposed addition when viewed from thz streetscape cf the historic district. Staff recommends
reducing the height of the proposed monitor to dimirisk its visibility; (2) tae proposed installation of aluminum or
fiberglass clad wooden windows in the addition. The Guidelines state “some non-original building material may be
acceptable on a case-by-case basis”. Although the H?C does not generaliy approve clad exterior windows staff is
recommending the applicant have a dialogue with the HPC to cetermine the feasibility of using aluminum or
fiberglass clad wooden windows on the proposed additior: to meet their geal of ircreased energy efficiency and
establishing a net zero energy building.

Front Elevation Modifications

Staff supports the proposed front elevation modificaiior:s. The installation of awring windows on the left side of
the house reintroduces transparency to the front elevation and recalls the cpenness of an original open style oorch
that was enclosed by an early alteration. Despite the appropriateness of installing windows in these locations, staff
does not support the use of exterior clad wooden wir:dows in any secticn of the historic massing. Stazf recommends
the applicant use high energy efficiency wooden windows with no exterio: cladding in locations where non-original
window replacement is proposed in the historic massing (i e., front elevation and front roof plane dormer.

The modest extension of the roof eave over the front dcor anly will not dimin:sh the character of the house. Staff
recommends using smaller wooden support brackets in this location that take sues from the existing exposed rafter
tails and brackets on the gable ends of the house. Thz instellation of wocden colmns on masonry piers is
appropriate for the style of the house. Exposing the existing rafter tails from beneath the gutter system is favorable
for reclaiming the original character of the front elevation. The removal of the non-original siding on the frent
elevation and rehabilitation of the original siding is encouragec.

Garage Removal and Driveway Modification

Staff does not support demolition of the existing garage to accommodate the proposed addition. Staff recommends
deconstructing the garage and relocating it on the property. The garege is an criginal accessory structure and
subordinate to the house. Reusing the original garage :s also more ir: keeping with the net zero energy consumption
approach the applicant is intending for the property. Steff supports reducing the length of the existing driveway to
accommodate the proposed addition. The driveway orientetion, materials and historic access points to the front of
the house will be maintained.
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Other Modifications

Staff does not support the removal of one original window on the left (northeast) side of the historic massing. (See
Circle 20 ). This window is an original feature that is part of three contiguous windows. The Guidelines
recommend maintaining original size and shape of window aad door openings; where feasible. Staff supports
window replacement in the rear non-historic section of the hcuse. Staff recommends the installation of all wood
windows in the existing non-historic sections of the house. The applicant is requesting direction from the HPC on
the feasibility of installing exterior clad wooden windows in -he proposed addition, non-historic section cf the
house and historic massing.

To achieve consistency with guidance for new additions fourd in Design Guidelines for Historic Sites and
Districts in Montgomery County, Maryland, a proposed addizion should meet the following guidelines:

2.3 If a non-historic material covers original siding, then its removal is encouraged.
18.1 Place an addition at the rear of a building t> minimize its visual impacts.
18.3 An addition should be compatible in scale with the primary structure.
18.5 An addition should be compatible in character with the primary structure.

Staff recommends that the applicant make revisions to the plans based on comments and feedback from the HPC
and submit a Historic Area Work Permit application. Plans for a HAWP application must include a floor plan with
marked dimensions, indicating location, size and general types of walls, window and door openings and other fixed
features of both the existing and proposed work. Elevations ¢rawings must include marked dimensions, clearly
indicating proposed work in relation to the existing construction. All materials and fixtures proposed for the
exterior must be noted on the elevation drawings and an existing and proposed elevation of each fagade impacted
by the proposed work is required.

In summary staff supports the proposed rear addition and front elevation modifications with the recommendations
outlined above. The applicant is requesting comments and fezdback from the HPC on the following items before
submitting a HAWP application:

e Construct a one-story rear addition that extends bevond the left elevation wall plane of the historic
massing
Demolition of the existing (original) garage and driveway modification

o  Feasibility of using wood aluminum or fiberglass clad windows in the proposed addition, existing non-
historic rear addition section of the house and histeric massing

o Alterations to the front elevation; including the extznsion of the roof eave, installation of wooden
columns on masonry piers and window installation

e  Removal of one original window from the northeast (left) side elevation.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the applicant make revisions to the plans based on comments and feedback from the HPC
and submit a HAWP application.

©
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BYEL 21 FLOOR RCCY JI 320650
LEB YL Z1iTLOOR RCCY ALLE DPS - #8

HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION

301/563-3400 )
APPLICATION FOR
- LAy
HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT, . “
Lo “.- “
Contact Person: - i )
Oaytime Phone No.: iy
Tax Account No.: ' u’.él
Name of Property Owner. Geoffrey J Maxson Daytime Phane No.: (301) 286-2337
Address: 8 Crescent P| Takoma Park MD 20912
Street Number City Stoet Zip Code

Contractorr: Phone No.:
Contractor Registration No.:
Agent for Owner: Daytime Phone No.:
House Number: & steet  Crescent Pi
Town/City: Takoma Park Nearest (s Street: HOM
w4 Block__ & Subdivision: &“‘:'Cf est
Liber: Falio: Parcet:
1A. CHECK ALL APPLICABLE: CHECK ALL APPLICABLE:

@ Constuct O Extend % Atw/Renovate ~ Oa Oswp 0¥Room Addition O Porch () Deck O Shed

0 Move O nstat 0O Wreck/Raze O Solar [ Fireplsce [0 Woodbuming Stove S Single Family

O Revision O Repair () Revocable O FencaMel(complete Sectiond) (] Other: '

-1B. Construction cost estimats: $

1C. If this is a revision of a previously approved active permit, see Permit #

IPLETE FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION AND EXTEND/ADDITIONS
2A. Type of sewage disposal: 01 M wssc 02 O3 Septic 03 O Other:
28. Type of viater supply: o1 (¥ wssc 02 O Wet © 03 O Other:

PART THREE; COMPLETE ONLY FOR FENCE/RETAINING WA
A Height feet inches

3B. Indicate whether the fence of retaining wal is to be constructed on one of the follawing locations:
(] On party line/property line O Entirely on tand of owner O On public right of way/easement

1 hereby certify that | have tha authority to make the foregoing application, that the application is correct, and that the construction will comply with plans
approved by al agencies listed and ! hereby acknowledge and accept this to be a condition for the issuance of this permit.

l‘l*l‘wﬂE |

/([ Signature of owner or euthorized sgent

Approved: For Chairperson, Historic Preservation Commission
Date;

0 QSva'nL} Date Fied: _{] Zz.z[wf ——

SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS

Disapproved:
Application/P

Edit 6/21/99
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The Narrative for Proposed Work To 8 Crescent Place, in Takoma Park, MD

The proposed one story addition to 8 Crescent Place, in Takoma Park, MD, is mostly
not visible from the street. Only a small part reaches out into the driveway; the family's
entry (into a mudroom).

The existing house is 26.6' x 40.4'. The addition, while somewhat irregular in shape,
extends back 35' and is 23' wide for the most part.

The proposed addition works precisely with the existing house, both its massing and
details. The proposed addition extends back the existing rear, secondary gable roof
(creating the most useful roof area for solar panels), as well as turns to a right angle
the existing flatter pitched shed roof at the other half of the back of the house, to run
parallel and soften the edges of the addition’s central gable.

The proposed extended east-west oriented house offers the optimal passive winter
heating. Such energy-efficiency considerations are found throughout the proposed
work.

The massing also includes a cupola and dormer (both of which are included for natural
daylighting and ventilation, or energy-efficiency), are detailed and
proportioned similarly to the existing front dormer.

The proposed front entry canopy is highly desirable functionally; we followed the
existing house's language in it's delineation.

The proposed massing lastly includes a south-facing trellis, with a column which is
identical to the proposed columns at the front of the house (which, from our research,
are likely to what would have been buiit on the front elevation/porch) - tapered wood
columns on a masonry square base. There is also a covered terrace at the back of the
house; again, with a column identical to the proposed front columns.

Regarding the existing cladding - we don't know what that is. If the existing garage,
which we think was built as part of the original house, is an indicator of the siding of the
house, then the house has 6" wood overlap siding. We will need to pop-off a piece of the
overlaid, non-original siding (which we are removing throughout the existing house and
either reconditioning the original siding, or replacing to match the existing). The
proposed addition will match whatever is determined to be the original siding, to the best
of our local mills capacity. That is, we have a few local mills we prefer to work with, re:
issues of sustainability (local, local, local). We also have an FSC-certified source out in
the Pacific Northeast, whose material we recently used on a project approved by you on
7400 Maple Ave..

PR ¥

We are maintaining all existing windows (and storm windows). We are adding a similar
window to the window at the back end of the existing southwest elevation, to become a
corner window (the full width isn't accurately expressed on the 3D modeling). We would

request that we can eliminate one window on the northeast elevation, for energy-



efficiency reasons, but we're not showing it removed. We will also replace the nen-
original window at the back end of the northeast elevation of the existing house with a
6/1 double hung window (per other existing windows). And we are replacing tnhe 2xisting
louvered opening in the front dormer with a awning window (for passive ventilation), to
match other existing windows.

All new windows will be aluminum-clad exterior (for durability), or fiberglass-ciad (for
durability, energy-efficiency, and "greenness"). The new windows on the addition's
northeast elevation will match those on the existing northeast elevaticn (6/1 muntins).
The one proposed expanded existing window at the back of the existing southwast
elevation will match its adjacent window (6/1), as will its complement corner wincow on
the southeast elevaticn. ‘

The proposed windows at the front, which are prov:ding a sense of the original house's
porch (through exiensive glazing, offering transparency) will be awn:ng windows at the
bottom with fixed glazing above.

The windows on the addition not visible from the street will be either fixed or casement
windows with no muntins (more energy-efficient than dbl. hung with muntins). with the
same finish as the other new windows. This holds true for new doors at the back; that is,
they won't have any muntins.

The existing roof is asphalt shingles, which we will match. Thev are rct the creenest
option, but at leas: they offer a 50-warranty option (providing decent curability, a greer:
consideration).

The garage seems to be original, which means it was also built in 1923. It was poorly
built (wood plates directly on the ground) and is falling apart.

The driveway will shortened by approximately 7. Attached is the ex-sting plat plan.
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LUNDUMER INFUKMATION NOTES: ' \

1. This plan is a benefit to a consumer insofar as it is required by a lender or a title insurance company or its
agent in connection with contemplated transfer, financing or re-financing.

2. This plan is not to be relied upon for the establishment cr location of fences, garages, buildings, or other
existing or future improvements.

5. This plan does not Jprovide for the accurate identification of property boundary lines, but such identification
may not be required for the transfer of title or securing financing or re—financing. )

4. Building line and/or Flood Zone information is taken {rom available sou-~ces and is subject to interpretation of originator.

Setback distances as shown to the principal structure from property lines are approximate. Th% level of
accuracy for this drawing should be taken to be no greater then plus or minus 2 FEET

Flood Zone X" per H.U.D. Flood Panel No. 0460D.
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February 11, 2009
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THE MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION

________________ X

HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT - : HEC Case No. 12/07-95AA
8 Magnolia Parkway :
________________ x

HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT - : HEC Case No.vl4/18—05Q
8 Crescent Place :
________________ X

BRIEFING -

Clarksburg Streetscape Concept
________________ X

Grants Committee Report :
_________________ X

A meeting in the above—éntitled matter was held on
February 11, 2009, comnmencirg at 7:41 p.m., in the MRO
Auditorium at 8787 Georgia Avenue, Silver Spring. Maryland
20910, before:

COMMISSION CHAIRMAN

Jeff Fuller

CCMMISSION MEMBERS

Leslie Miles
Warren Fleming
Caroline Alderson
Thomas Jester
Cavid Rotenstein

Deposition Services, Inc.
6245 Executive Boulevard
Rockville, MD 20852
Tel: (301) 881-3344 Fax: (301) 881-3233
info@DepositionServices.corn  www.DepositionServices.com
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MR. MYERS: Okay.

MR. JESTER: I think you're suggesting you core
back with vour work permit for the next meeting.

MR. MYERS: Yeah.

MR. JESTER: I think we suggest that --

MR. MYERS: To me, why don't we do thaz like you
said. We'll get neighbors and post everybody. That way the
worst case is if it's not'quite right, we'll do that twice.

. JNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: It can be advantageous to
have a second preliminary, even if it's quick.

MR. FULLER: Bottom line is I agree this other
concept is much closer. I do, I think that whatever you can
do to differentiate between, the what I'm calling as a Zink
and the main mass, I think is important, but just don't let
the final mass or. the outside compete too much.

MR. MYERS: Okay.

MR. FULLER: Any other comments? Thenk you.

MR. MYERS: Thank you very much.

MR. FULLER: All right. ©Next oa the agenda is a
preliminary consultation for 8 Crescent Place, Takoma Fark.

Do we have a staff report?

MR. SILVER: Yes, we do. 3 Crescent Place ics a

contributing rescurce located in the Takoma Park Historic

District. It is a craftsman style house that hed some

alterations that I'll go into a little bit more detail in



Jeh

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

the staff discussion section.

But in essence, the proposal is the addition of'a
partial second story that will provide approximately 800
square feet of additional living space. The addition of the
second story would necessitate raising the roof of the
existing house ky three feet from 17 to 20 feet, the ridge,
and the project also includes the coanstruction of a gable
roof deormer on the street facing roof plane of the new
raised roof section of the house. The proposed gable dormer
will extend through the ridge line cf the raised side gable
roof. No expansior of the existing building footprint is
proposed.

The work also includes removal of what appears to
be the T-111 plywood siding from the front elevation and
rehabiiitation of the existing wood siding that's underneath
that front section. Alterations zZo the existing frort porch
enclosure, the left -- if you're looking at the photc on
your monitor, on the left there, there's an enclosure. I
have some other photos of that as well -- and modifications
to the front roof eave and the installation of new front
porch zclumns.

Cumulatively, the proposed work would have a major
impact on the original roof form and perceived character of
the house. Despite several alteraticns to the front

elevation, as I said, the enclosure c¢f the original partial
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front porch, installation of the non-original siding ard the
original gable roof dormer with DBs that characterizes the
style of the house remain rel_atively intact despite those
alterations. Thare is a small and non-original gable dormer
lozated at the fronz.

Staff does not support the applicant's proposal to
raise the roof by taree feet or the installation of a gable
dormer thrcugh the ridge line of the raised roof side gable
roof. Staff has met with the applicants and explained that
best preservation practices recommend against these types of
alterations because they diminish thke historical
relationship of the house tc the street and alter the
perceived character of the rouse. Staff recommended placing
an additiorr at the rear of the structure to minimize the
visual impzct on the streetscape of the historic district
and preserve the original roof form that characterizes the
hcuse!

I've cutlined a few of the Secretary of Intericr
standards for rehabiliﬁaticn that speak specifically to the
preservation of rocfs whick, that they define roofs, dsfine
tke overall historic character of a building and designirg a
new addition in a manner that makes it clear what is
historic and whet is new. The proposed design would alter
tke overall character of thre house by raising the roof of an

original cne-story house and placing tk2 addition in gable
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roof dormer, the proposed gable roof dormer in the front
section of the roof.

Staff has identified two possible design
alternatives that meet the standards and are consistent with
the guidelines. Both design alternatives are targeted at
preserving the existing roof height and form forward of the
ridge line, the appearance of the house from the streetscape
of the historic district, compatibility with the adjacent
houses and neighborhood contacts.

The first alternative is a pretty straightforward
alternative in terms of doing a small two-story addition off

the rear wall plane of the house. It would minimize visual

impact the new construction would have on the streetscape

and avoid affecting the perceived character of the house by
preserving that original roof form, particularly in the
front. If this alternative is pursued, the rear addition
should generally be consistent with predominant
architectural style, character and scale of the historic
massing.

The second alternative, which I spoke after the
staff report with the applicant and architect who are here
this evening, is a bit different but is more, it would
maintain its, it's aimed at maintaining that original roof
form again in height of the roof forward of that existing

ridge line of the roof. It would be constructing a roof
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acdition similar in stvle to what the pro»osal is in the
renderings but behind and offset from the ridge line of tae
existing roof to the rear.

The third element cf this alternative is to
construct a modest addition cff the rear wall of the house
by extending the roofline of the new roof addition. A rear
addition using these recommer.dations are outlined, and thLis
alternative should include a design as inconspicuous as
possible when viewed from the street have a roof Zorm slop=
subordinate to the existing roof and be compatible in scele
and character with the historic massirg.

Some of the additional modifications include
alterations to this existing front porch enclosure. The
applicant has indicated there's evidence, I have a ghoto
that I will show you cn the PowerPoint, koth intericr anc
exterior, that the frcnt northeast corner of the house orce
had an open style porch that has been enclosed. Thae
applicant is proposing to maintain the space as an interior
space but update the enclosed section in front elevation by
adding new windows, mocifying the front roof, even
installing columns.

Staff would support some type cf alteraticn to the
existing front elevaticn if the proposed work is proven to

be consistent with the original styls of the front porch.

More specifically, the columns, the roof eave is whet I'm
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referring to when I say consistent with the original style

of the front porch. Czartainly they would like to do scme

more glazing for transparency in this ccrner. |
The aprlicant is encouraged tc pursue locating

historic photograrhic documentation to substantizte the

‘aporoximate style and dimensions of that front porch. Staff

supports the remcval of the existing rear addition of the
hcuse to accommolate some type of rear expansion as well as
removal of this ncn-origiral siding on.the front elevaticn
and its rehabilitatior:.

Staff is recommending additiomal consultatior.
after this preliminary consuitation hearing to discuss
making revisions to th2 progrosed design in response to the
comments cf the Ccmmission provided to them tonight. So the
three sort of areas that ths staff report has identified for
tke Commission tc focus on is tae modifications to the
existing roof heicht and form, installation of the gable
roof dormer to create this, a perch or second story, and the
feasibiiity of altering the existing front porch enclosure.

And I will show ycu some pictures, and that's &ll
I have for the staff report. Wway don't I just quickly gc
tkrough these for ycu? Left is more of an oblique shot,
straight area alcng the right. give you a sense of the
ccntext, the rear yard of the rroperty. So the red line --

well, the subject prcperty is the one in the center and tke
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red line on the left side anc¢ right side arz Zust, it was
kind of hard to see the photcs of the ridge lines next to it
buz I thought that was kind cf impcrtent for the Commission

to sort of get & sense of how it's clear that the house on

.the left is much higher. The topography also sorxt of

changes when it goes to the left, it coes up & little bit.
And then the house on the right is, ycu know, it is
dafinitelyv taller without question but it certeinly is more
in scale with thkis, with this subject propertv.

Some rear yard conditions. That's the. on the
1=2ft photo would be the addition that is non-criginal and
just a shot of the rear yard. Give ycu a sense of the size.

ind then the front elevation conditicrs, as ycu can see on
the left phcoto there, some fill there. You can see the
siding on the right photo, a non-origiral windcw. Andé then
there's an interior saot of that porch right there, the door
being on the right. And that's all the photos I have for
you. The applicant and architect are here and I know
they're looking forwerd to talking to you.

MR. FULLER: Thark you. Are there any questions
for staff? If the applicar.ts would state your name for the
record and we'll look forwerd to hearing from you. You have
sevan minutes. Thank you.

MR. MAXSON: Hi. I'm Geoff Maxson. I'm th= owner

¢of the property.
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MR. FULLﬁR: Thank you.

MS. LONDCN: I'm Melissa London. I'm Geoff's
fiancee.

MR. HUTCHINS: And I'm Bill Hutchins, the
architect working with them. So quickly, we, from the
process and gratefullwv, Josh met with us a couple times and
we, after reading the report, we met with him the secona
time and came to the ccnclusion that it's probably an uphill
battle to try to dc the second story addition we were trying
to do, so we explored two other alternatives, the two that
staff reported, or suggested. One minor clarification is
when we did the add:ticn on the back, that would actually
just be one continuous cone-story house. Can you show those
-- so I did some very quick kind of sketches Zust to show.

What we'd like to do tonight is just have a
conversation with you about the two other alternates that
staff suggested. Cne is the backyard addition with again,
just one story. The second is to do something on top in the
back behind the original ridgye. And the problen with that
-- Josh, if we could go to No. 2 section. Yeah. That's --
go back. The critical issue is the existing ridge of the
existing house is only seven Zeet high. It's actually seven
feet one. So, you know, Montgomery County needs seven foot,
six inches to be habitable space. So really as you move

back, there's a lot of that =2xisting space that's not
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usable. And then we can --

What really happened was good for the client
ultimately. It was the origina’ design was about 2100
square feet and kcth of these options get us toward like
1600 square feet and koth of which meet their programmatic
needs. So that's good but we just wanted to talk about
these two possibilities. This one, I don't know how we'd
really make -- this doesn't feel like a very good
architectural soluzion to me. - didn't do a section diagram
for this second cne. Can you show No. 1 plan, please, or
I'm sorry, No. 3 rlan, please.

So on this option, all that kind of pushed up on
the back on the right is this one-story addition, and par:z
of the question we have on this oﬁe is can we push it
towards that side yard setback and not just keep it directly
behind. The nice zhing about this is the north arrow down
there on the bottcm is, this would bring really greét sun
and light into all of the rooms as the day goes along so
architecturally, I think this is probably the best solution
and the clients are tending to think that as well. It would
typically cost akcut 15 to 20,000 more to do this than the
other option that I just showed you but given some
underpinning issues with the existing basement and the
foundation, we may. it may almost be a net wash.

We just want to hear from you how, which direction
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you would lean strongly, if you're open to both. I am not
really sure how we can get -- can we see the section
diagram, please, No. 2 -- how we can really make that look
good architecturally. I don't know any historic models that
look like this. So that's really kind of the conversation
at this point. |

MR. FULLER: Thank you. Are there any questions
for the applicant? Give him some comments?

MR. ROTENSTEIN: I have a question for Josh. Can
you put up a view from the street that would give us an idea
of how we'd be looking at the house if they were to pursue
option 37?

(Discussion off the record.)

MR. FULLER: The house on the left side is much
taller.

MS. ALDERSON: I'm fairly familiar enough with the
overall context here in Takoma Park that you have some
things going for you that support the third alternative. I
mean, there's no question that that's more achievable than
the second. You know, Takoma Park's guidelines allow a
little more flexibility on the roofs but, yeah, I guess I
haven't been through five years of these. I don't know if
I've ever seen one that actually came out looking good. I
mean, just to be totally honest with you. That's very

difficult to do when ycu have that look.
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MR. HUTCHINS: This two-story addition.

MS. ALDERSON: It's hard. I mean, they usually
look like they're kind of eating up the other house and tlLe
only times it kind of worked was when it almost raises a
separate building. And I wouldn't, even if it weren't a
preservation project issue, I wouldn't have recommended that
particular kind of gable dormatry for the front becauss the
traditional long dormer, even if you explore a dormer for
the back, I would recommend if you want a great.big long
dormer, to do a shed dormer. That looks much more organic
with a bungalow, especially the shallow roof. The shallow
gable looks very kind of '60s colonial so I would suggest,
you know, look at the other vocabulary.

I think a side addition for this site could work
for a couple reasons. Cne, you've got that enormous slope
up. People are going tc intend not to see stuff over there
and noting that this is a wintertime picture, that is veryv
green, it's very streamed, so I think that given that
particular siting, it's not really going to be noticed
what's on the side. And I'¢ certainly rather see something
that adds some visibility or. the side than something that
greatly changes the front.

I also think it's wonderful if you can take that
opportunity to explore what could be done to kind of reclaim

the character of the front. You know, once -- you kncw,
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bungalows are small. I understand why vou need every sguare
inch. Why they caz snclose it in the Zirst place, but iz is

a huge cheracter chancs looking so solzd like that. Ang as
you think about ways to open it up, I would suggest you
might want to spend scme time locking at the book Eouses by
Mail that's &ll thess catalog pictures and -t shows a lot of
ways that transparency is either an open porch or &n
enclosed porch or a sunroom. Aand give some thought to that
vocabulary for orezing it up, ané making it look transparant
could make it comre tcg2thsr in a very nice wav that you'd
really be hapry with.

ME. HUTCZIXZ: Okay.

MR. FULLER: Are there other questions fcxr the
applicant or should we just go dcwn and give commer:ts?
Warren, why dcn't we start at your end.

MR. FLEMIMC: I understand vcur chailenge here.
It is a neat little place. I iike it. But myv comment is
the roof. I'm nct sure what you could do but the way I'm
looking at the rcof irn this design based on what it is row,
it takes eway frcm whaet it reelly is, so I don't -- that's
my comment.

MF.. ROTZNST=IN: I &gree with Comnissionex
Alderson. I think Dzsign No. 2 would ke the direction to
head in. It is a touch cha_lenge to deal with smzll

bungalows but wha:t w='ve looxed at before you had the
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cpportunity to lock at the alterratives was something that
would sc drastically change the character of tnhis house that
it would no longer be a nice modest little bungalow, so I
would encourage ycu to pursue the alternative three that you
showed us.

M3. MILES: I would concur. I think alternative
three is far superior and I could not haves supported what
you brought us originally.

M. EUTCHINS: Can I just ask a quick question?
That includses pushing it up to the side yard setback? Can
w2 go back to --

MR. JESTER: In your third design, was that set
with that opposite side, are you proposing to move”the
garage”?

MR. HUTCHINS: We're going to take down t?e)
garage. That was initial_planniqg.

MR. JESTER: I alsd concur with Ms. Alderson'é
comments. I think they were right on the mark. I think, I
wotldn't say definitively that there is not a way tc do the
sefond design apprcach but it is vexry difficult.‘ Ycu really
dor.'t want to treat it as if you're creating a separate
building attached to the bungalow almost like a conr.ector.
So it really reads ané the trick is to get that roofline to
not be porring up on the rcofline. So I think it cculd be

pursued but I think tlke comments I made really are that it's
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going to be much easier to deal with as a one-story addition
and I could support something along those lines.

MR. FJLLER: I guess my comments concur with the
ozher commissioners on option three I think being the right
way to gc. You know, to the extent that wou'r= pushing fcr
a sustainable in a zero neutral, zerc carbon footprint, ore
thaing I'd also point out in your option three, you have
probably the option, if you wanted, to go with any solar
arrays on thz house. You can farm it back maybe past that
tree and I would point out there would be federal, state,
and county tax credits that pay back less than five years.
So it's something that you ought to look at.

ind I think the other advantage that vou have ir
opzion three is that quite frankly, you'r= not necessarily
at that point married to the same aesthetic, that if you
wanted to try to demonstrate this as, you know, an
alternative aesthetic or something as efficient, I think
that you have that opportunity to tle extent that instead of
just a bump on the back rather than something that you're
trying to develop an entire house.

Sc I think you've heard from all the commissioners
that nobody would tend to accept or support ycur first
cption. The second option would be a big challenge. And
cption three I think because you're not building stairs is

certainly gcing to be a more efficient soluticn for
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resources that way. So I commenZ your efforts at trying to
be as sustainakle and gresn as possible and to pusl forward.

MR. EUTCHINS: Eecommend a second pralimirarv?

MR. FULLZR: I'm sorry?

MR. EUTCHINS: Recommend a second preliminaxy?

MR. FULLZR: Yeah. I think that with where vou
are, I would certainly recommend coming back with a second
preliminary but that's --

MR. HUTCHINS: Wicth more detalled plans.

MR. FULLER: Yes.

MR. HUTCHINS: 2and elevations.

MR. TULLER: Sorizthing like that. Exactliy.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Free-nand drawing cn a
nagkin --

MR. FULLER: If your client warts tc camble and
have you do schemes twice, it's --

MS. ALDERSON: This is good to pull tznis together.

MR. FULLER: And I appreciatz2 the fact that you
geve him both options at once sco we didn't have to say we
didn't like the first cn= before he starts to negotiate the
second. Thank ycu.

Next or our agenda for the evaning is a Zriefing
on the Clarksburc streetscapre coacepts. There's nst a staff
report, iz's a presexntetion. If the presenters woald 1ike

to coms forward. Thark ycu. State your name fcr tae
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT

Address: 8 Crescent Place, Takoma Park Meeting Date: 4/22/2009

Resource: Contributing Resource Report Date: 4/15/2009
Takoma Park Historic District

Public Notice: 4/8/2009
Applicant: Geoffrey Maxon

Tax Credit:  Partial
Review: HAWP

Staff: Josh Silver
Case Number: 37/03-09H

PROPOSAL: Rear addition, garage demolition and other alterations

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the HPC approve this HAWP application.
ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION -

SIGNIFICANCE: Contributing Resource within the Takoma Park Historic District

STYLE: Craftsman (Altered)
DATE: c1915-25
BACKGROUND

1* Preliminary Consultation

On February 11, 2009 the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) held a Preliminary Consultation
hearing for the proposed construction of a partial 2™ story addition at the subject property. The proposal
included raising the roof of the existing house by 3’ (from 17’-to- 20°), constructing a gable roof dormer
on the street-facing roof plane of the new (raised) roof section of the house and extending the gable dormer
through the ridgeline of the raised side gable roof. Other alterations included removal of non-original
siding from the front elevation and original siding rehabilitation, modifications to the front roof eave and
existing front porch enclosure. o
The HPC did not support the proposed design of the addition and recommended the applicant explore

other design alternatives. There was general consensus among the HPC a one-story addition at the rear of

the house with a modest extension beyond the left wall plane would be appropriate in order to preserve the
character of the house and minimize the impact new construction would have on the streetscape of the

historic district. The HPC was generally supportive of the front elevation modifications and recommended

the applicant return for a 2™ Preliminary Consultation with revised plans that included more details about

the proposed work to continue the discussion. (See attached transcript on Circle 32—"1/ ] ).




2" Preliminary Consultation

On March 11, 2009 the HPC held a 2™ Preliminary Consultation hearing where the applicant presented a
revised proposal in response to the comments and feedback they received from HPC at the 1* Preliminary
Consultation. The revised proposal included the construction of an 800 s.f. (35’ x 23°) one-story rear
addition and side extension, modifications to the front elevation; including the installation of clad wooden
awning windows, extension of the roof eave over the front entry door and installation of columns. Other
alterations included the demolition of an original garage in the rear side yard, modifications to the existing
driveway and removal of one original window from the historic massing. The HPC provided the applicant
with the following comments and feedback at the 2™ Preliminary Consultation:

e Extending the proposed addition beyond the left wall plane is an appropriate solution for
preserving the historic massing

¢ Explore methods to reduce the height of the proposed roof monitor to diminish potential impacts
to the streetscape of the historic district. (The HPC recommended the applicant complete a
sightline study to demonstrate the proposed roof monitor would not impact the streetscape of the
historic district). (See attached documentation on Circle |9 ).

o The original window on the left elevation of the historic massing should be retained

e An alteration to the front elevation could be supported if refinements to the treatment of the
windows and brackets were satisfied

e Wood windows must be used in the historic massing and an alternative window treatment is
appropriate for the proposed rear addition

o Relocation of the existing garage was recommended. Additional documentation on the condition
of the garage was requested to determine the feasibility of relocation versus demolition. (See
attached transcript on Circle 5o - ).

PROPOSAL

The applicant is proposing to construct a one-story rear addition at the subject property. The proposed
addition is 805s.f. (35’ x 23°) and extends into the rear yard and approximately 6‘beyond the left wall
plane of the existing house. The proposed addition will connect to an existing non-original section of the
house and have no impact on the historic massing. Features of the proposed addition include an elongated
shed roof monitor at the roof peak, a southern-facing open-style covered rear yard terrace supported by a
column on a masonry pier. Material specifications for the proposed addition include asphalt shingles,
wooden siding to match this historic massing and fiberglass clad exterior wooden windows and wooden
rear door.

Modifications to the front of the house include the installation of new wooden windows and knee wall
panels in the northeast corner of the existing non-original porch enclosure, extension of the roof eave over
the front entry door and installation of brackets, installation of wooden columns on masonry piers on the
northeast and northwest corners, removal of non-original siding and rehabilitation of original siding,
removal and replacement of a non-original front door with a new wooden door and the removal and
replacement of a louver from the front roof plane dormer with a new wooden window in the same location.
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Other alterations include demolition of an original garage in the rear side yard, modifications to the
existing driveway and removal of a window from the non-historic section of the house and installation of a
new wood window.

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 preservation review guidelines in the approved and adopted amendment for
the Takoma Park Historic District (Guidelines), Montgomery County Code Chapter 24A (Chapter 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 lenient review than those structures that have been classified
as Outstanding. This design review should emphasize the importance of the resource to the overall
streetscape and its compatibility with existing patterns rather than focusing on a close scrutiny of
architectural detailing. In general, however, changes to 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:

o 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;

¢ major additions should, where feasible, be placed to the rear of the existing structures so that they
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,;

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

o original size and shape of window and door openings should be maintained, where feasible;
e some non-original building material may be acceptable on a case-by-case basis;

Montgomery County Code; Chapter 244

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.

O,
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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 insure conformity with the purposes and requirements of this chapter, if it
finds that:

(1) The proposal will not substantially alter the exterior features of an historic site or hlStOl‘lC resource
within an historic district; or

(2) The proposal is compatible in character and nature with the historical, archeological, 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 hlStOI’lC district in
which an historic resource is located; or

(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) Itisnot the intent of this chapter to limit new construction, alteration or repairs to any 1
period or architectural style.

(d) In the case of an application for work on an historic resource located within an historic district,
the commission shall be lenient in its judgment of plans for structures of little historical or
design significance or for plans involving new construction, unless such plans would seriously
impair the historic or architectural value of surrounding 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

Staff supports the revised proposal. The proposal is consistent with the Guidelines and Standards for
alterations to a Contributing Resource within the Takoma Park Historic District.

The revised proposal responds positively to the comments and feedback the applicant received from the
HPC at the 2™ Preliminary Consultation. The revised proposal includes a lower roof monitor that is
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pushed further to the rear of the proposed addition to diminish its visibility when viewed from the public
right-of-way. The applicant has provided two perspective views to demonstrate the impact of the roof
monitor on the public right-of-way. The original window on the left elevation of the historic massing will
be retained and alterations to the front elevation have been refined. The window treatments on the front
elevation reintroduce transparency and recall the openness of an original open style porch that was
enclosed by an early alteration. The perceived character and style of an open style porch is achieved
through the installation of vertically oriented glazing and lower wooden inset panels. The support brackets
for the proposed front roof eave extension have been integrated into the wall plane of the front elevation
for a more balanced appearance.

The revised proposal includes the installation of wooden windows in sections of the historic massing
where non-original windows are present. The proposed windows will maintain a similar profile and detail
as the original windows of the house.

Both staff and the majority of the HPC recommended retaining and relocating the original garage to a new
location on the property. The garage is an original accessory structure and subordinate to the house. The
HPC requested additional documentation on the condition of the garage to determine the feasibility of
relocation versus demolition. The applicant has provided a structural engineer report and cost estimate that
details the condition and expense of relocating and reconstructing the garage. (See Circles 273 * 3' ).
Staff does not oppose demolition of the garage. The structural engineer report indicates an inadequate
foundation, structural settling and termite damage. Relocating the garage also presents a contextual issue of
how the garage would relate to the house because of the addition extending into the rear yard and small lot
size. Staff recommends that the HPC approve demolition of the garage based on these findings.

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:

2.3 If a non-historic material covers original siding, then its removal is encouraged.
18.1 Place an addition at the rear of a building to minimize its visual impacts.
18.3 An addition should be compatible in scale with the primary structure.
18.5 An addition should be compatible in character with the primary structure.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Commission approve the HAWP application as being consistent with Chapter
24A-8(b) (1) & (2); '

(1) The proposal will not substantially alter the exterior features of an historic site or historic resource
within an historic district; or

(2) The proposal is compatible in character and nature with the historical, archeological, 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

and with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation;

and with the general condition that the applicant shall present the 3 permit sets of drawings to Historic
Preservation Commission (HPC) staff for review and stamping prior to submission for the
Montgomery County Department of Permitting Services (DPS) building permits;
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and with the general condition that the applicant shall notify the Historic Preservation Staff if they propose
to'make any alterations to the approved plans. Once the work is completed the applicant will contact the
staff person assigned to this application at 301.563.3400 or joshua.silver@mncppc-mc.org to schedule a
follow-up site visit.




DEPARTIAE NT OF PERRITTING SERVICES

255 ROCKVILLE PIKE. 2nd FLOOR. ROCKVILLE. 4D 20850
230:777.6370 DPS - #8
HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
301/563-3400 p,
APPLICATION FOR ¢ 2
< 4
HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT _ ‘¢, %
¢ . SO
'7“4 .
Contact Person: 4. [
vz
~ No: Ty
Daytime Phone No.: %,
Tax Account No.: /%,
Name of Property Owner._Geoffrey J Maxson Daytime Phone No.; (301) 286-2337
Address: 8 Crescent Pl Takoma Park MD 20912
Street Number City Stoet Zip Cods
Contractorr: ' Phone No.:
Contractor Registration No.:
Agent for Owner: ) -__ Daytime Phone No.:
OCATIO! ) REMIS|
House Number: 8 Street: Crescent Pl
TownCity: Takoma Park Nearest“\sssum Holt
o Rl Block___ o Subdivision: fh -Cr est
Liber: Folio: Parcet:
1A. CHECK ALL APPLICABLE: CHECK ALL APPl:lCABLE:
@ Construct (O Extend % Ater/Renovate O At Osb ¥ Room Addition O3 Porch (3 Deck O Shed
O Move O tnstal O WreckRaze O Soler O Feplace (J Woodburning Stove B Single Family
O Revision "1 Repair O Revocable O Fence/Wall (complete Section 4) O Other:

-18. Construction cost estimate: $

1C. ifthis is a revision of a previously approved active permit, see Permit #

PART TWO; EEP!ETE Eﬁﬂ NEW CONSTRUCTION AND EXTEND/ADDITIONS

2A. Type of sewage disposal: 01 B wssc 02 [J Septic 03 3 Other:
2B. Type of vater supply: o1 D% wssc 0z O well ©T 03 O Other:

PART THREE: COMP! NLY FOR FENCE/RETAINING WALL

3A. Height feet inches

3B. Indicate whether the fence or retaining wall is to be constructed on one of the following locations:

O On party line/property line [ Entirely on tand of owner C On public right of way/easement

! hareby cartify that | have the authority to make the foregoing application, that the application is correct, and that the construction will comply with plans
approved by all agencies listed and ! hereby acknowledge and accept this to be a condition for the issuance of this permit,

2 -I5f

/ (/  Signature of owner or euthorizad agent

Approved: . For Chairperson, Historic Preservation Commission
Disapproved: Signature: ___ Date:
Application/Pl ’ O 9 q L} Date Filed: [2 Z 2 2[% Date Issued:
Edit 62109 . SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS '
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The Narrative for Proposed Work To 8 Crescent Place, in Takoma Park, MD
Revised for April 1, 2009 submittal.

The proposed one story addition to 8 Crescent Place, in Takoma Park, MD, is mostly
not visible from the street. Only a small part reaches out into the driveway; the family's
entry (into a mudroom).

The existing house is 26.6' x 40.4'. The addition, while somewhat irregular in shape,
extends back 35' and is 23' wide for the most part. .

The proposed addition works precisely with the existing house, both its massing and
details. The proposed addition extends back the existing rear, secondary gable roof
(creating the most useful roof area for solar panels), as well as turns to a right angle
the existing flatter pitched shed roof at the other half of the back of the house, to run
parallel and soften the edges of the addition's central gable.

The proposed extended east-west oriented house offers the optimal passive winter
heating. Such energy-efficiency considerations are found throughout the proposed
work.

The massing also includes a cupola and dormer (both of which are included for natural
daylighting and ventilation, or energy-efficiency), are detailed and
proportioned similarly to the existing front dormer.

The proposed front entry canopy is highly desirable functionally; we followed the
existing house's language in it's delineation.

The proposed work at the front of the house also include flanking columns (which, from
our research, are likely to what would have been built on the front elevation/porch) -
tapered wood columns on a stucco (per the exist. low foundation walls; over masonry)
square base. There is also a covered terrace at the back of the proposed addition;
again, with a column identical to the proposed front columns.

Regarding the existing cladding - we don't know what that is. If the existing garage,
which we think was built as part of the original house, is an indicator of the siding of the
house, then the house has 6" (4 12" exposed) wood overlap siding. We will need to pop-
off a piece of the overlaid, non-original siding (which we are removing throughout

the existing house and either reconditioning the original siding, or replacing to match the
existing). The proposed addition will match whatever is determined to be the original
siding, to the best of our local mills capacity. That is, we have a few local mills we prefer
to work with, re: issues of sustainability (local and responsible logging practices). We
also have an FSC-certified source out in the Pacific Northeast, whose material we
recently used on a project approved by you on 7400 Maple Ave..

We are maintaining all existing windows (and storm windows), except the non-original
windows at the kitchen and front entry (both on the north elevation), as well as the very
non-original bow window at the front (which is explained below). Both of these will be
replaced with wood windows to match the exist. windows (6/1 double hung window). And
we are replacnng the existing louvered opening in the front dormer with a awning wmdow
(for passive ventilation), to match other existing windows.

The proposed windows at the north side of the front replacing the non-original bow |



window will provide a sense of the original house's porch (through extensive glazing,
offering transparency). These will be wood windows with similar profiles/details as the
original windows throughout the house, but with no muntins and fixed glazing. The
panels shown below will be wood (flush-siding, or no overlap), which will allow us to both
give the sense of the original porch (to read as a frame, rather than siding per the typ.
wall) and proved better energy-efficiency.

All new windows at the addition will be fiberglass exterior with wood interiors (for
durability, very high energy-efficiency as they provide a thermal break, and "greenness").
They will be casement or fixed and have no muntins (casement are more energy-
efficient than dbl. hung, and muntins create thermal bridging, unless buying very
expensive models w/ thermal breaks at the muntins). The new doors at the back will also
not have any muntins. ~ ‘

The existing roof is asphalt shingles, which we will match. They are not the greenest
option, but at least they offer a 50-warranty option (providing decent durability, a green
consideration).

The garage seems to be original, which means it was also built in 1923. It was poorly
built (wood plates directly on the ground) and is falling apart.

The driveway will shortened by approximately 7'. Attached is the existing plat plan.



HAWP APPLICATION: MAILING ADDRESSES FOR NOTIFING
[Owner, Owner’s Agent, Adjacent and Confronting Property Owners]

Owner’s mailing address

Owner’s Agent’s mailing address

Adjacent and confronting Property Owners mailing addresses
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CONSUMER INFORMATION NOTES: \

1. This plan is a benefit to a consumer insofar as it is required by a lender or a title insurance company or it

agent in connection with contemplated transfer, financing or re—financing.

2. This plan is not to be relied upon for the establishment or location of fences, garages, buildings, or other

. existing or future improvements.

3. This plan does not é)rovide for the accurate identification of property boundary lines, but such identification

may not be required for the transfer of title or securing financing or re—financing.

4. Building line and/or Flood Zone information is taken from available sources and is subject to interpretation of originator.
Setback distances as shown to the principal structure from property lines are approximate. The level of
accuracy for this drawing should be taken to be no greater than plus or minus 2 FEET '

Flood Zone "X" per H.U.D. Flood Panel No. 0460D.
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8 Crescent Place, Takoma Park
Takoma Park Historic District




8 Crescent Place, Takoma Park
Takoma Park Historic District

Perspective Views
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Existing Property Condition Photographs (duplicate as needed)
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Existing Property Condition Photographs (duplicate as needed)
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Supplementary Garage Documentation
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NORTON CONSULTING ENGINEERS, LLC

2235 REGINA DRIVE - CLARKSBURG, MD 20871
CELL: (240) 393-3€72 - OFFICE (301) 365-6010

February 4, 2007

Mr. Geoff Maxson
20438 Sunbright Lane
Germantown, MD 20874

RE: 8 Crescent Place

Dear Mr. Maxson,

At your request, | made a visual observation of the crack in the side foundation wall of
the house at 8 Cresoent Place, Takoma Park. The house is a single-story wood-framed structure
with an addition to the rear of the house. The deached, wocd-framed garage in the rear yard has
a concrete drive leading up to it along the side of the house.

Assuming the house faces south, horizontal cracks over one quarter inch wide (1/4”) were
observed in the North and West interior basement foundation walls of the house. The North (or
rear) wall at the Northwest corner of the house has moved in at the base of the wall more than one
inch (17). Settlement has occurred at the East wall where the rear addition meets the original
house. General scttiement along the entire East side of the house was also observed. There are

= two steel posts supporting a beam in the basement. A third post supports the stairway into the

basement.  These beams are rusted, and not structurally rated for their presert use.

Much of the grade around the exterior perimeter of the foundation is flat with scveral
depressions observed siong the East wall, and the West wall detween the driveway and the house.
One of these depressions occurs st the crack :n the East foundation wall, which you comacted me
about.

You also asked me to look at the garage. The concrete slab of the garage is severely
cracked, beyond salvage. The garage framing has settled several inches, which could indicate an
inadequate foundation beneath it. It is also badly racked, and has numerous arcas with evidence
of insect damage.

Based on the above observations, the following was concluded:

¢ The North and West walls have moved to the point to where they are no longer
- structurally stable, and could fail. The placement of vertical steel beams at intcrvals along
the entire length of these walls is neeced to ensure that they do-not collapse. oo
¢ The three posts noted above, should be replaced with structurally rated columns on new
footings. .
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* The land around the house should be graded away from the structur:s 2 minimum of six
feet (67) with all depressions filled.

* Roof and yard drainage should be directed away from the structure to deylight a
minimum of six feet (6°).

¢ Since the driveway is scverely cracked, it is recommended that it be removed. (This will
make the land to the rear of the house much casier to grade appropriately.)

% e The garage is structurally unstable. Its removal, including the concrete slab, is
recommended.

The range of costs :0 undertake the above actions would be app-oximately $35,000 —
$45,000. To determine exact prices however, a qualified contractor should be consultec.

If  may be of any further service regarding implementation of the above. plecase do not
hesitate 10 contact me.

Very truly yours,
R 0/t

George W. Norton, P.E.

(T2 T V)



Silver, Joshua

From: Geoff Maxson [gmaxson@yahoo.com]

Sent: Tuesday, April 14, 2009 3.01 PM

To: Silver, Joshua

Cc: Bill Hutchins; Melissa Lindon

Subject: Appeal to remove shedfrom plans at 8 Crescent Pl, Takoma Park

I am writing this as an appeal to remove the large shed in my yard as part-of my home
expansion project. The shed is extraneous, in that I do not have use for such a large
structure. In the design of the expansion, I originally wished to design up, to keep the
footprint of the house the same. The HPC was rather strong in their recommendation that
I build back, taking up more of my small back yard. My goal is to make this process as
environmentally neutral as I can. Taking up more land for the house was something I was
not happy with but I was willing to do it to appease the HPC. The shed takes up an
additional 220 sqg ft in the yard that I would like to maintain to help control rain
runoff and open space, a priority I assume is also important to the county.

The cost to stabilize

and move the shed has been quoted (see attached quote) at $20,000. Many of the boards
will need to be replaced due to rotting or termite damage, the current concrete slab will
need to be destroyed, disposed of, a new foundation poured, and the entire structure will
need to be dismantled and reassembled. I am on a limited budget for this project, and it
seems excessive to spend 7% of my total budget on moving a shed that I do not want to a
new location. There is also an environmental impact to the moving process, that makes it
comparable to removing the structure entirely anyhow.

This shed was built poorly and has not been maintained over the years, so by the time I
moved in two years ago it was in poor shape. Its wooden vertical supports are rotting
from where they have been sitting in the dirt. Posts have been compromised by carpenter
beetles and termites. Even though there were no new termite paths for the last two
years, the termite

inspector showed me multiple paths showing termites have been busy, although he could
not see visible termite damage. The structural engineer I hired upon buying the property
also recommended taking the structure down immediately. .

Since the yard is not very big, the shed will be close to the house. If the shed is
moved to the back corner of the yard, the expanded back of the house will be 7 feet from
the shed, unless we turn the shed sideways, making it even less useful or historically
viable, in which case it will be 12 feet from the house and still block the sun and the
view from the windows of the back room of the house.

If the shed is moved to the place that the HPC recommends, it will be much less visible
from the street. (We are still working on a sketchup picture to show how it will look.)
Setting it so far back will reduce its usefulness and certainly remove it from the street
scape. I would also like to point out that just

because a structure is in a historic district does not make the structure historically
relevant. I believe that this shed falls into the category of not relevant,
environmentally taxing, and financially problematic.

I have also attached pictures of the shed showing some of the damage to give a better
feel to what I am talking about.

Sincerely,
Geoff Maxson
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April 13,2009

Geoff Maxson
8 Crescent Place
‘Takoma Park, MD 20912

Dear Mr. Maxson:

Following a site visit on 4/10/09 to your home at 8 Crescent Place in Takoma Park, I have prepared the following
cost estimate for the relocation of the garage structure on your property. Please note that this is only a preliminary
cost estimate based on existing known conditions and should not be viewed as a binding contract.

Due to the deteriorated condition of the existing garage, moving it in its entirety is likely to compromise its
structural integrity significantly. In my opinion, the final product would be better preserved if disassembled and
reassembled of the same materials (replacing rot damaged or otherwise deteriorated members in the process).
Therefore, this estimate details the cost of deconstruction and re-construction of the existing structure.

Deconstruction
= Careful disassembly of existing structure.
«  Documentation (through photos and individua! numbering) of location and assembly of each component.
s Storage of components to prevent damage.
: Subtotal: $7,500.00
New Slab
= 4” tumdown slab in new location.
=  Removal and re-use or disposal of soil.
Subtotal: $2,500.00

Existing Slab
= Demolition, removal, and disposal of 50 cubic feet of concrete (approx 7000 Ibs.).

Subtotal: $1,000.00

Electrical

s Removal and relocation of existing electrical.

Subtotal: $1,000.00

Re-construction

= Assembled according to documentation and existing conditions where possible.
s Newly braced structural components incorporated in areas where integrity has already been compromised.

Subtotal: $7500.00

Driveway
= Extension of existing driveway to new garage location,

Subtotal: $500.00

TOTAL: $20,000.00

If you have any further questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

Joseph Klockner

6480 Sligo Mill Road Takoma Park, MD 20912 (301} 270-3033 (301) 270-1441 fax  www klockner.net

]



Silver, Joshua

From: Whipple, Scott ‘

Sent: Tuesday, April 14, 2009 4.07 PM

To: 'LABRADANE@GMAIL.COM'

Cc: Silver, Joshua

Subject: FW: HAWP Application -- Geoff Maxson, 8 Crescent Place, Takoma Park

Thank you for your correspondence in support of the pending HAWP application for 8 Crescent Place in Takoma Park.
Your email will be included in the public record and provided to the members of the historic preservation commission
for their consideration.

Scott D. Whipple, Supervisor

Historic Preservation Section | Urban Design Division

Montgomery County Planning Department | M-NCPPC

Office: 1109 Spring Street, Suite 801 | Silver Spring

Mail: 8787 Georgia Avenue | Silver Spring MD 20910

301-563-3400 phone | 301-563-3412 fax

scott.whipple@mncppc-mc.org | http://www.montgomeryplanning.org/historic/

From: MCP-Historic

Sent: Tuesday, April 14, 2009 3:54 PM

To: Whipple, Scott

Subject: FW: HAWP Application -- Geoff Maxson, 8 Crescent Place, Takoma Park

From: B A[SMTP.LABRADANE@GMAIL.COM]

Sent:  Tuesday, April 14, 2009 3:53:57 PM

To: MCP-Historic

Subject: HAWP Application -- Geoff Maxson, 8 Crescent Place, Takoma Park
Auto forwarded by a Rule

I am trying to send a message to the Montgomery County Historic Preservation Commission. If I have sent this
to the wrong address, would you please forward to the correct location and/or let me know that my message
mis-fired?

I am writing about a pending application by one of my neighbors, Geoff Maxson at 8 Crescent Place in Takoma
Park. Ireviewed the Commission's agenda, and I believe his request was discussed on February 11 and again
on March 11. As one of the neighbors that lives closest to Mr. Maxson, and based on the location of my house
(essentially just across the street), one of those that will be most impacted by his proposed project, I want to
voice my strong support for the improvements he hopes to make. Ireally hope the Commission will grant him
permission to make all the changes. '

While I understand Mr. Maxson's house is in Takoma Park's historic area, it really needs to be updated and
expanded. Quite frankly, it's something of an eyesore in its present condition. In addition, I have been inside
Mr. Maxson's house (not while he has been living there, but several years ago when a prior owner lived there),
and the interior space also is poorly-designed for the needs of modern life. As a result, I have been concerne

1 : 27



for some time that if the house is not improved, it will attract a string of renters and/or short-term owners who
will not add much to the neighborhood, will not properly maintain the house, and will eventually move
elsewhere to obtain a more "functional" house. I was quite excited when I heard about Mr. Maxson's plans to
improve the house, and even more excited when I heard about the steps he is taking to preserve the charater of
the house and maintain green-building efforts in the process.

I understand that the Commission has expressed concern to Mr. Maxson about the garage structure at the end of
his driveway. Please do not scuttle Mr. Maxson's project over that out-building. Indeed, it's the part of the lot
that most needs to be torn down! It's falling apart already, and likely attracts some of the termites and carpenter
bees that seem to plague our area. I may not have much historic preservation experience, but as a neighbor who
passes by at least twice per day, I can unequivocally say that the "historic character" of Mr. Maxson's house
would not suffer one bit if that garage were removed entirely. Indeed, Mr. Maxson's seems too small to support
an out-building of that size. :

Please let Mr. Maxson's project go forward as planned! This is a chance to improve significantly the streetscape
in our neighborhood.

Thank you. If you have any questiohs, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Brent Allen

14 Crescent Place

Takoma Park, MD 20912
labradane@gmail.com
202-744-0354 (mobile phone)
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THE MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORiC PRESERVATION COMMISSION

________________ X

HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT - : HPC Case No* 12/07-05AA
8 Magnolia Parkway :
________________ X

HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT - : HPC Case No. 14/18-05Q
8 Crescent Place :
________________ X

BRIEFING -

Clarksburg Streetscape Concept :
________________ X

Grants Committee Report :
________________ X

A meeting in the above-entitled matter was held on
February 11, 2009, cémmencing at 7:41 p.m., in the MRO
Auditorium at 8787 Georgia Avenue, Silver Spring, Maryland

20910, Dbefore:

COMMISSION CHAIRMAN
Jef Fuller

COMMISSION MEMBERS

Leslie Miles
Warren Fleming
Caroline Alderson
Thomas Jester
David Rotenstein

Deposition Services, Inc.
6245 Executive Boulevard
Rockville, MD 20852

Tel: (301) 881-3344 Fax: (301) 881-3338 ,
info@DepositionServices.com www.DepositionServices.com @



ALSO PRESENT:

Scott Whipple
Rachel Kennedy
Anne Fothergill
Joshua Silver

STATEMENT OF:

George Myers
Geoffrey Maxson
Melissa London
Bill Hutchins
David Chikvashvili
Matthew Greene
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1 | MR. MYERS: Okay.
2 MR. JESTER: I think you're suggesting you come

3 back with your work permit for the next meeting.

4 MR. MYERS: Yeah.
5 MR. JESTER: I think we suggest that --
6 MR. MYERS: To me, why don't we do that like you

7 said. We'll get neighbors and post everybody. That way the
8 worst case is if it's not quite right, we'll do that twice.
9 _ UNIﬁENTIFIED SPEAKER: It can be advantageous to
10 have a second preliminary, even if it's quick.

11 . MR. FULLER: Bottom line is I agree this other

12 concept is much closer. I do, I think that whatever you can
13 do to differentiate between, the what I'm calling as a link
14 _ and the main mass, I think is important, but just don't let

15 the final mass on the outside compete too much.

16 MR . MYERS: Okay.

17 MR. FULLER: Any other comments? Thank you.

18 MR. MYERS: Thank you very much.

19 MR. FULLER: All right. Next on the agenda is a

20 preliminary consultation for 8 Crescent Place, Takoma Park.
21 Do we have a staff report?

22 MR. SILVER: Yes, we do. 8 Crescent Place is a
23 contributing resource located in the Takpma‘Park Historic
24 District. It is a craftsman style house that had some

25 alterations that I'll go into a little bit more detail in

35
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the staff discussion section.

But in essence, the proposal is the addition of a
partial second story that will provide approximately 800
square feet of additional living space. The addition ofAthe
second story would necessitate raising the roof of the
existing house by three feet from 17 to ZQ feet, the ridge,
and the project also includes the construction of a gable
roof dormer on the street facing roof plane of the new
raised roof section of the house. The proposed gable dormer
will extend through the ridge line of the raised side gable
roof. No expansion of the existing building footprint is
proposed.

The work also includes removal of what appears to
be the T-111 plywood siding from the front elevation and
rehabilitation of the existing wood siding that's underneath
that front section. Alterations to the existing front porch
enclosure, the left -- if you're looking at the photo on
your monitor, on the left there, there's an enclosﬁre. I

have some other photos of that as well —- and modifications

" to the front roof eave and the installation of new front

porch columns.
Cumulatively, the proposed work would have a major
impact on the original roof form and.perceived character of

the house. Despite several alterations to the front

elevation, as I said, the enclosure of the original partial
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front porch, installation of the non-original siding and the
original gable roof dormer with DBs that characterizes the
style of the house reméin relatively intact despite those
%lterations. There is a small and non-original gable dormer
located at the front.

Staff does not support the applicant's proposal to
raise the roof by three feef or the installation of a gable
dormer through the ridge line of the raised roof side gable
roof. Staff has met with the applicants and explained that
best preservation practices recommend against these types of
alterations because they diminish the historical
relationship of the house to the street ana alter the
perceived character of the house. Staff recommended placing
aﬁ addition at the rear of the structure to minimize the
visual impact on the streetscape of the historic district
and preserve the original roof form that characterizes the
house.

I've outlined a few of the Secretary of Interior
standards for rehabilitation that speak specifically to the
preservation of roofs which,. that they define roofs, define
the overall historic character of a building and designing a
new addition in a manner that makes it clear what is
historic and what is new. The proposed design would alter
the overall character of the house by raising the roof of an

original one-story house and placing the addition in gable
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roof dormer, the proposed gable roof dormer in the front
section of the roof.

Staff has identified two possible design’
alternatives that meet the standards and are consistent with
the guidelines. Both design alternatives are targeted at
preserving the existing roof height and form forward of the
ridge line, the appearance of the house from the streetscape
of the historic district, compatibility with the adjacent
houses and néighborhood contacts.

The first alternative‘is a pretty straightforward
alternatiye in terms of doing a small two-story addition off
the rear wall plane of the house. It would minimize visual
impact the new construction would have on the streetscape
and avoid affecting the perceived character of the house by
preserving that original roof form, particularly in the
front. If this alternative is pursued, the rear addition
should generally be consistent with predominant
architectural style, character and scale of the historic
massing.

The second alternative, which I spoke after the
staff report with the applicant and architect who are here
this evening, is a bit different but is more, it would
maintain its, it's aimed at maintaining that original roof
form again in height of the roof forward of that existing

ridge line of the roof. It would be constructing a roof
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addition similar in style to. what the proposal is in the
renderings but behind and offset from the ridge line of the
existing roof to the rear.

The third element of this alternative is to
construct a modest addition off the rear wall of the house
by extending the roofline of the new roof addition. A rear
addition using these recommendations are outlined, and this
alternative should include a design as inconspicuous as
possible when viewed from the street, have a roof form slope
subordinate to the existing roof and be compatible in scale
and character with the historic massing.

Some of the additional modifications include
alterations to this existing front porch enclosure. The
applicant has indicated there's evidence, I have a photo
that I will show you on the PowerPoint, both interior and
exterior, that the front northeast corner of the house once
had an open style porch that has been enclosed. The
applicant is proposing to maintain the space as an interior
space but update the enclosed section in front elevation by
adding new windows, modifying the front roof, even
installing coluﬁns.

Staff would support some type of alteration to the
existing front elevation if the proposed work is proven to
be consistent with the original style of the front porch.

More specifically, the columns, the roof eave is what I'm
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referring to when I say conéistent with the original style
of the front porch. Certainly they would like to do some
more glazing for transparency in this corner.

The applicant is encouraged to puréue locating
historic photographic documentation to substahtiate the
approximate style and dimensions of that front porch. Staff
supports the removal of the existing rear addition of the
house to accommodate some type of rear expansion as well as
removal ‘of this non-original siding on the front elevation
and its rehabilitation. |

Staff is recommending additional consultation
after this breliminary consultation hearing to discuss
making revisions to the proposed design in response to the
comments of the Commission provided to them tonight. So the
three sort of areas that the staff report has identified for
the Commission to focus on is the modifications to thé
existing roof height and form, installation of the gable

roof dormer to create this, a perch or second story, and the

- feasibility of altering the existing front porch enclosure.

And I will show you some pictures, and that's all
I have for the staff report. Why don't I jusf quickly go
through these for you? Left is more of an oblique shot,
straight area along the right, give you a sense of the
context, the rear yard of the property. So the red line --

well, the subject property is the one in the center .and the



Jeh , ' 31

1 red line on the left side and right side are just, it was

2 kind of hard to see the photos of the ridge lines next to it
3 but I thought that was kind of important for the Commission
4 to sort of get a sense of how it's clear that the house on

5 the left is much higher. The topography also sort of

6 changes when it goes to the left, it goes up a little bit.

7 And then the house on the right is, you know, it is

8 definitely taller without question but it certainly is more
9 in scale with this, wiéh this subject property.

10 Some rear yard conditions. That's the, on the

11 left photo would be the addition that is non-original and

12 Jjust a shot of the rear yard. Give you a sense of the size.
13 And then the front elevétion conditions, as you can see on
14 the left photo there, some fill there. You can see the

15 siding on the right photo, a non-original window. And then
16 there's an interior shot of that porch right there, the door
17 being on the right. -And that's all the photos I have for

18 you. The applicant and architect are here and I know

19 they're looking forward to talking to you.

20 MR. FULLER: Thank you. Are there any question§
21 for staff? If the applicants would state your name for the
22 record and we'll look forward to hearing from you. You have
23 seven minutes. Thank you.

24 MR. MAXSON: Hi. I'm Geoff Maxson. I'm the owner

@

25 of the property.
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1 MR. FULLER: Thank you.

2 MS. LONDON: I'm Melissa London. I'm Geoff's

3 fiancee.

4 MR. HUTCHINS: And I'm Bill Hutchins, the

5 architect working with them. So quickly, we, from the

6 process and gratefully, Josh met with us a couple times and
7 we, after reading the report, we met with him the second

8 time and came to the conclusion that it's probably an uphill
9 battle to try to do the second story addition we were trying
10 to do, so we explored two other alternatives, the two that
11 staff reported, or suggested. One minor clarification is
12 when we did the addition on the back, that would actually

13 just be one continuous one-story house. Can you show those
14 -- so I did some very quick kind of sketches just to show.
15 ‘What we'd like to do tonight is just have a

16 conversation with you about the two other alternates that

17 staff suggested. One is the backyard addition with again,
18 Jjust one story. The second is to do something on top in the
19 back behind the original ridge. And the problem with that
20 -- Josh, if we could go to No. 2 section. Yeah. That's --
21 go back. The critical issue is the existing ridge of the
22 existing house is only seven feet high. It's actually seven
23 feet one. So, you know, Montgoméry County needs seven foot,
24 six inches to be habitable spacep So really as you move

25 back, there's a lot of that existing space that's not

@)
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usable. And then we can --

What really happened was good for the client
ultimately. It was the original design was about 2100
square feet and both of these options get us toward like
1600 square feet and both of which meet their programmatic
needs. So that's good but we just wanted to talk about
these two possibilities. This one, I.don't know how we'd
really make -- this doesn't feel like a very good
architectural solution to me. I didn't do a section diagram '
for this second one. Can you show No. 1 plan, please, or
I'm éorry, No. 3 plan, please.

So on this option, all that kind of pushed up on
the back on the right is this one-story addition, and part
of the question we have on this one is can we push it
Eowards that side yard setback and not just keep it directly
behind. The nice thing about this is the north arrbw down
there on the bottom is, this would bring really great sun
and light into all of the rooms as the day goes along so
architecturally, I think this is probably the best solution
and the clients are tending to think that as well. It would
typically cost about 15 to 20,000 more to do this than the
othér option that I just showed you but given some
underpinning issues with the existing basement and the
foundation, we may, it may almost be a'net wash.

We just want to hear from you how, which direction

B
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1 you would lean strongly, if you're open to both. . I .am not

2 really sure how we can get -- can we see the section

3 diagram, please, No. 2 -- ﬁow we can really make that look

4 good architecturally. I don't know any historic models that
5 look like this. So that's really kind of the conversation

6 at.this point.

7 MR. FULLER: Thank you. Are there any questions

8 for the applicant? Give him some comments?

9 MR. ROTENSTEIN: lI have a question for Josh. Can
10 you put up a view from the street that would give us an idea
11 of how we'd be looking at the house if they were to pursue

12 option 3?

13 (Discuséion cff the record.)

14 MR. FULLER: The house on the left side is much

15 taller.

16 lMS. ALDERSON: I'm fairly familiar enough with the

17 overall context here in Takoma Park that you have some

18 things going for you that support the third alternative. I
19 mean, there's no question thét that's more achievable than
20 the second. You know, Takoma Park's guidelines allow a

21 little more flexibility on the roofs but, yeah, I guess I
22 haven't been through five years of these. I don't know if
23 I've ever seen one that actually came out looking good. I
24 mean, just to be totally honest with you. That's very

25 difficult to do when you have that look.

)
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1 MR. HUTCHINS: This two-story addition.

2 MS. ALDERSON: It's‘hafd. T mean, they usually

3 look like they're kind of eating up the other house and the
4 only times it kind of worked was when it almost raises a

5 separate building. And I wouldn't, even if it werenFt a

6 preservation project issue, I wouldn't have recommended that
7 particular kind of gable dormer for the front because the

8 traditional long dormer, even if you explore a dormer for

9 the back, I would recommend if you want a great big long

10 dormer,'to do a shed dormer. That looks much more organic
11  with a bungalow, gspecially the shallow roof. The shallow
12 gable looks very kind of '60s colonial so I would suggest,
13 you know, look at the other vocabulary.

14 I think a side addition for this site could work
15 for a couple reasons. One, you've got that enormous slope
16 up. People are going to tend not to see stuff over there
17 and noting that this is a wintertime picture, that is very
18 green, it's very screened, so I think that giveﬁ that

19 particular siting, it's not really going to be noticed

20 what's on the side. And I'd certainly rather see something
21 that adds some visibility on the side than something that
22 greatly changes the front.
23 I also think it's wonderfui if you can take that
24 opportunity to explore what couid be done to kind of recléim

25 the character of the front. You know, once -- you know,

P
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bungalows are small. I understand why you need every square
inch. Why they can enclose it in the first place, but it is
a huge character change looking so solid like that. And as
you think about ways to open it up, I would suggest you

might want to spend some time looking at the book Houses by

Mail that's all these catalog house pictures and it shows a
lot of ways that transparency is either an open porch or an
enclosed porch or a sunroom. And give some thought to that
vocabulary for opening it up, and making it look transparent
could make it come together in a very nice way that you'd
really be happy with.

MR. HUTCHINS: Okay.

MR. FULLER: Are there other questions for the
applicant or should we just go down and give comments-?
Warren, why don't we start at your end.

MR. FLEMING: I understand your challenge here.
It is a neat little place. I like it. But my comment is
the roof. I'm not sure what you could do but the way I'm
looking at the roof in this design based on what it is now,
it takes away from what it really is, so I don't -- that's .
my comment.

MR. ROTENSTEIN: I agree with Commissioner
Alderson. I think Design No. 3 would be the direction to
head in. It is a tough challenge to deal with small

bungalows but what we've looked at before you had the

Ad
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opportunity to look at the alternatives was something that
wouid so drastically change the character of this house that
it would no longer be a nice modest little bungalow, so I
would encourage you to pursue the alternative three that you
showed us.

MS. MILES: I would concur. I think alternative
three is far superior and I could not have supported what
you brought us originally.

MR. HUTCHINS: Can I just ask a quick question?

That includes pushing it up to the side yard setback? Can

i
1

we go back to

MR. JESTER: In your third design, was that set
with that opposite side, are you proposing to move the
garage?

MR. HUTCHINS: We're going to take down the
garage. That Qas initial planning.

MR. JESTER: I also concur with Ms. Alderson's
comments. I think they were right on the mark. I think, I
wouldn't say definitively that there is not a way to do the
second design approach but it is very difficult. You really
don't want to treat it as if you're creating a separate
building attached to the bungalow almost like a connector.
So it really reads and the trick is to get that roofline to
not be popping up on the roofline. So I think it could be

pursued but I think the comments I made really are that it's
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goiﬁg to be much easier to deal with as a one-story addition
and I could support something along those lines.

MR. FULLER: I guess my comments concur with the
other commissioners on option three I think being the right
way to go. You know, to the extent that you're pushing for
a sustainable in a zero neutral, zero carbon footprint, one
thing I'd also point out in your option three, you have
probably the option, if you wanted, to go with any solar
arrays on the house. You can farm it back maybe past that

tree and I would point out there would be federal, state,

.and county tax credits that pay back less than five years.

So it's something that you ought to look at.

And I think the other advantage that ?ou have in
option three is that quite frankly, you're not necessarily
at that point married to the same aesthetic, that if you
wénted to try to dgmonstrate this as, you know, an
alternative aesthetic or something as efficient, I think
that you have that opportunity to the extent that instead of
just a bump on the back rathe; than something that you're
trying to develop an entire house.

So I think you've heard from all the dommissioners
that nobody would tend to accept or support your first
option. The seéond option would be a big challenge. And
option three I think because you're not building stairs is

certainly going to be a more efficient solution for
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1 resources that way. So I commend your efforts at trying to

2 be as sustainable and green as possible and to push forward.

3 . MR. HUTCHINS: Recommend a second preliminary?
4 MR. FULLER: I'm sorry?

5 . MR. HUTCHINS: Recommend a second preliminary?'
6 MR. FULLER: Yeah. I think that with Where you

7 are, I would certainly recommend coming back with a second

8 preliminary but that's --

9 MR. HUTCHINS: With more detailed plans.
10 : MR. FULLER: Yes.
11 MR. HUTCHINS: And elevations.
12 MR. FULLER: Something like that. Exactly.
13 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Free-hand drawing on a
14 napkin --
15 | MR. FULLER: If your client wants to gamble and

16 have you dQ schemes twice, it's --

17 MS. ALDERSON: This is good to pull this together.
18 MR. FULLER: And I appreciate the fact that you

19 gave him both options at once so we didn't have to say we

20 didn't like the first one before he starts to negotiate the
21 second. Thank you.

22 Next on our agenda for the evening is a briefing
23 on the Clarksburg streetscape concepts. There's not a staff
24 report, it's a presentation. If the presenters would like

25 to come forward. Thank you. State your name for the

0
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MR. FULLER: We're in deliberations at this time.
Thanks.

MR. ROTENSTEIN: I move that we approve the staff
report as submitted and grant the application to demolish
the_park building.

MR. FULLER: Is there a second?

MS. MILES: Second.

MRL FULLER: Any further discussion? All in
favor?

VOTE.

MR. FULLER: Opposed?

VOTE.

MR. FULLER: Motion passes with one vote against
by Mr. Bursfyn. Next cn the agenda this evening are
preliminary consultaticns. Case B. Case A has beén
postponed. Case.B, second preliminary for 8 Crescent Place,
Takoma Park. Is there a staff report?

MR. SILVER: Yes, there is. 8 Crescent Place is a
contributing resource in the Takoma Park Historic District.

As you had indicated, this has come forward for a
preliminary consultation already. This is the second
preliminary consultation.

A little background information juét to
refamiliarize yourselves with this is that on the 11th,

there was this consultation for the proposed construction of
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a partial second-story addition at the property. The HPC
did not support the proposed design of the addition and
recommended the applicant explore other design alternatives.

And if you'll recall, the applicant came prepared
with some different design alternatives, one of which was to
construct a one-story addition off the rear of the existing
non-historic addition and also that it extended beyond the
left plane qf the historic massing. There was a general
consensus among the HPC that a one-story addition with a
modest extension beyond the left wall plane would be
appropriate to preserve the character of the house and
minimize the impact the new construction would have on the
streetscape of the historic district.

In terms of this revised pfoposal, with the
exception of the one-story addition, it remains relatively
unchanged and I will refér you to on circle 5 of the staff
report which has the italicized bulleted points at the end.

Those are the five discussion items that the applicant is
looking for feedback from the Commission on.

Just to kind of go through those a little bit, the
rear addition, staff definitely supports the revised
location and massing of the proposed rear addition. We feel
that it's successful because it concentrates the
Construction at the rear of the house, it does not impact

the historic massing and it utilizes a natural increase in
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1 topography to mitigate that impact of the addition.

2 Although staff supports the revised location of

3 massing, there's one minor point and another one that

4 probably will be discussed in more detail. Thg_firg;;pgigt
5 is the visibility of the proposed roof monitor on. the-peak

6. when viewed from the streetscape of the historic district.

7 Because of the location of this house, that it is, it is on
8 a natural incline and it is, and it's where a road "T's, it
9 1is pretty visible. So anything that can be done to reduce
10 the height of the roof monitor would be favorable for
11 diminishing any impact on the streetscape.
12 The second one that's probably a little more -
13. substantial is the proposed installation, the applicanf's
14 proposing to install aluminum or fiberglass clad wood !
15 windows in the addition. The Takoma Pafk gﬁidelines state
16 that some non-original building material may be acceptable
17 on a case-by-case basis. As I've indicated in the staff‘
18 report, the HPC does not generally approve clad exterior
19 windows and staff is recommending the applicant have a
20 dialogue with the HPC to determine the feasibility of using
21 a clad window on the proposed addition to meet their goal of
22 increased energy and efficiency in establishing or following
23 along with their net zero energy building approach.

24 In terms of the front elevation modifications,

25 staff, as they did the first time, supported some type of

&)
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alteration at the front. These plans have refined a number
of the elements, and they're now proposing installation of
awning windows on the left side of the house to reintroduce
the transparency, reclaim the open character of the front
elevation. As he indicated at the first prelim, it has an
enclosed porch that was once an open style porch.- Despite
the appropriateness of installing windows in these
locations, staff does not support the uée of exterior cladw—
windows in any section of the historic massing and.actually _
of the non-historic addition, where I will get to in a -
minute, as well as in the new addition.

Staff, another thing that was briefly referred at
the first preliminary consultation and now is much more
relevant, is the demolition of the existing garage.which is
an original historic structure that's subordinate to the -
main house but in order to accommodate this rear addition
and slight extension off the left wall plane, it would be
necessary to demolish the garage. And staff feels, they're
recommending that the applicant consider relocating it on
the property to reuse it and allow it to at least remain
subordinate to the historic house.

And then lastly, on the left wall, left elevation,

if you look at circle 20, and I will show this on a slide in

- - T //»
-

a minute as well for clarification, the applicant is

- -
——- *

proposing to remove one original window from the historic

-
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massing that's part of three contiguous windows. And the
guidelines recommend maintaining the original size and shape
of window and door dpenings where feasible.

So the applicant is requesting direction on the
feasibility as I have said, of installing exterior clad wood
windows in the proposed addition non-historic section of the
house and historic'massing._ And I just want to remind the
applicant, as they move forward with their application in
proceeding to a Historic Work Area Permit, that just some
more detail including floor blans, marked dimensions,
locations, size, general wall types will be require on those
plans for Historic Work Area Permit, of course for a
building permit.

I can go through a couple quick slides here for
you just to refamiliarize you with this. If you look at the
one on the right, that would be standing where I referred
to, there's a "T" in the road. I think it's Crescent and
Holt I believe. And you can see that, you know, there is
this natural topographic éhange there and you can see the
existing garage kind of tucked in behind the car there.

This one, these are probably a little bit less
relevant now because the applicant's nét proposing a partial
second-story addition. But nonetheless, the red lines are
to indicate the roof lines of the adjacent properties and

you can see how much taller the property is on the left and



Jeh .19

1 the one on the right is also a little bit taller.

2 Rear yard conditions. You've seen this before. I
3 think this is also in your staff packets. That would be the
4 non-historic addition at the back there. And that's the

5 window that I referred to that was also on circle 20 of the
6 rendering that they'd like to remove. And thisAis the

7 existing garage. And just to refer evidence, or proof of

8 evidence to show you that there waé an alteration or an

9 enclosure to this éxisting porch, and you can see this is an
10 inside shot on the right of the enclosure. And that:s all I
11 have for slides. I can answer any questioné. |

12 MS. MILES: I have a question. Looking at circle
13 21, it looks to me that there's going to also be additional
14 windows cut through the'original massing on the right-hand .
15 side.

16 ~ MR. SILVER: I believe, and certainly the

17 applicant can clarify this, but I believe that there will be
18 no changes to the right side elevation, but we can, we can
19 confirm that. |

20 MS. MILES: Just look at circle 21.

21 MR. SILVER: It's been indicated that -- you are
22 correct. I also had that same question and I thihk that

23 it's just part of the rendering and it will be refined
24 moving forward but they looked over to me and nodded that

%Sj there will be no changes to the existing fenestration on the
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right elevation. -

MS. MILES: Thank you.

MR. DUFFY: Are there any other significant
differences between what we have in fronﬁ of us‘and what is
intended?

MR. SILVER: With the exception of an addition, I
would, I would séy no. I think that what you do have now
is, you know, just some more detail. Even in tHe
renderings, you know, they were more schematic, conceptual.

There's a few mo?e details that are in these, in these
sketch;ups now that will hopefully explain exactly what the
applicant's proposing to do. I hope the staff'report sort
of pointed those out but I feel that again, I'll refer you
to those five bullet points on circle 5 as the things to
focus on, that I'vé called out as, you know, to get feedback
from the HPC.

MR. FULLER: Are there any other questions for
staff? The applicants, you'd like to make a presentation?

MR. MAXON: I'm Geoff Maxon, the owner of the
property.

MR. HUTCHINS: I'm Bill Hutchins, the architect
working with Geoff. We don't have a presentation as much
as --

MR. FULLER: Fine.

MR. HUTCHINS: I mean, we had given you a report.
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We just want to have a dialogue with you.

‘MR. FULLER: Fine. If anybody has questions for
the applicant, please.

MS. ALDERSON: Just one. One of the things that
kind of jumps out and then keeps on in the staff report is
the monitor that projects above. Have you explored ways to
bring that down, either down into the sldpe.so it wouldn't
be seen or some reconfiguration so you wouldn't see it from
the street?

MR. HUTCHINS: Well, what we've done, the strategy
is to take what was the back gable, the secondary gable of
the house, and just extend that back. And then to put the
cupola monitor on top of that. Our opinion, lodking at the
site carefully, is it's not really visible and we can show
this in -- well, two things. We're happy to lower it. I
think historically, actually, it's shown maybe six, eigh;\
inches higher than this vintage bungalow would have so I
think it could Eome down six or eight inches. And I'd also
offer it's not really visible. That one view, that coming
up Holt with all the trees and everything and it's kind of
tucked back a little bit, I'm not sure how visible it would
ever be even if it were as high as it is.

MS. ALDERSON: So you may want to explore a
combination looking whaf you can do to bring it down a bit

v

and also maybe preparing sight lines that would show that?

@
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1 MR. HUTCHINS: Yes.
2 MS. ALDERSON: Okay.
3 MR. HUTCHINS: But we're happy to bring it down.

4 I think eight inches would be fine and it would still

5 function.

6 : MS. ALDERSON: Great.
7 MR. HUTCHINS: Okay.
8 MR. FULLER: Are there other questions for the

9 applicant? Then why don't we go down the line and provide
10 comments to the bullets that staff has given us,. plus I'd
11 add the one at the end about be specific about the roof
12 monitor because I don't think that's really covered
13 elsewhere.

14 ' MR. DUFFY: Well, I can't tell from what we have
15 here whether the roof monitor would not be visible from the
16 public right of way but I think if the applicant could

17 provide sight line or some kind of images that would

18 demonstrate that, it seems pretty conceivable to me that it
19 might not be visible from the public right of way. If that
20 can be demonstrated by the applicant, I'd be fine with it.
21 I just can't tell from this. And the only other -- well,
22 the other concern I have is that enlarging the fenestration
23 on the front elevation is problematic to me because it's .the
24 front elevation.

25 MS. ALDERSON: It was the porch so it was,'that's
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1 not the current wall. We had, we'had urged ﬁhem to look at
2 ways to open it up.

3 MS. MILES: And it's not restoring it to its

4 origiﬁal appearance. It's certainly a little bit more

5 unusual than just restoring.

6 MS. ALDERSON: Yes. ‘'Maybe we, maybe we could talk
7 about the detailing on how to create transparency and how to

8 kind of simulate a porch.

9 MR. DUFFY: Okay. Those are my only comments
10 then.
11 MS. MILES: I don't have any problem as I said at

12 the last, I think, ﬁearing that the elevation on the left

13 side goes beyond the established elevation. I think that's
14 okéy. I‘would concur that as long as the monitor is not

15 wvisible from the right of way, it doesn't bother me; bdt

16 we'd need to see it demonstrated that it is-not. «I- would

17 agree that the garage, which™is very charming and I think

18 you're going to miss it if you don't have it, I think you
19- would be better off moving it than demolishing it, and it -
20 is, I think, part of the original character of the property. )
21 I would agree with staff that it should be, these
22 shoﬁld be wood windows and not clad. I actually like whét
23 you're proposing for the front elevation. Although it's not

24 a restoration, I think it's more open and it's an

25 - interesting solution to reintroduce fenestration there. And
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1 I would not support removing the original window that's on

2 the left side elevation. I guess that's all the questions.
3 | MS. ANAHTER: I think that the monitor will not be
4 that visible from the street as far as I can see from the

5 photographs and from the drawings. And froﬁt elevation, the
6 new window is fine and smaller wooden support brackets, I

7 agree with the staff report.- Relocation of the.garage ~I—
8 recommend doing that’. And I don't have a strdng opinion on
9 the windows. Either way, I'll be fine.
10 MR. FLEMING: I agree with staff-recommendations.
11 MR. ROTENSTEIN: So I'll start with the garage. I
12 lgbipk the garage.is a character-defining feature of the

13 property and I would urge you to explore a way to move it

14 towards the back. :

lSr The one-story rear addition extends beyond the

16 left elevation wall plane. I see your issue here with the
17 property line on the other side. 1It's probleﬁatic in that
18 it would interrupt the sight lines from the street to the

19 garage and we generally don't approve additions that extend
20 Dbeyond the existing plane of original massing so I see that
21 as being, perhaps, problematic.

22 I endorse the staff recommendation for wood

23 windows, not the clad windows. And I think what you're

24 proposing to do with the front facade is an improvement over

25 what's there and I think it could use some refinement, and I

@)
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also would not support removal of the original Window.

The monitor, before exploring reducing the
monitor's height, some sort of visibility analysis, if you
can provide us with a 3-D rendering or a visual simulation,
photo simulation, I think'that would be sufficient.

MS.'ALDERSON: Okay. We've already talked about
the monitors. I think you're going to be working on that,
we look forward to the sight lines and a little better
refinement.

There is a very cheap way that if you're
comfortable just rolling the garage straight backwards, you
couid brace the floor, or if there's not a floor, jack it
up, put‘it on three-inch pipes that function as Wheels and
with a come-along, roll it straight back, and so this
doesn't necessarily have to be a big operation if the walls
are hanging together,and it's a cheap way to save your
garage as something to use if you're happy just moving it to
the back of the lot. And then windows, I would encourage
you to save the window.

And last, I think Tom's going to speak to it in a
little more detail, but I'm pleésed to see the idea of
opening the front up where there was a porch and it shoula
be open and it's the first thing that strikes you. I
actually, I did that sort of thing and I remember saying how

sad to see the porch enclosed. And I would encourage you to

@
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take another look at Houses by Mail, Ward Jandl's book on

'catalog houses. It has loads of bungalows and think a

little more about that kind of detailing and we see, we can
see on either corner the piers and I'd like you to think
about using that pier detailing maybe on either side of the
door, that that's a very defining detail.

It's an interesting idea to me kind of recreating
a porch overhang but the brackets, to me, don't quite work
right. I think maybe go back to the idea of that'pier, if
you could explore that. And particularly, Tom will speak to
this further, but because the bracket kind of projects out
from and into this bpening, a bit peculiar, there seems to
be nothing supporting it. It's kind of running into the
glass there.

So I don't know if you want to talk to that
further, Tom. I'll leave it to him to take it a little
further. He's the architect. But I think there's some area
for refinement and a wonderful opportunity to kind of get '
back that, that open appearance that the house originally
had in the front.

MR. JESTER: I think the massing is generally very
successful, it's a vast improvement from what we saw the
last time. It is challenging to expand bungalows and I
think you've accomplished it pretty well.‘ So I don't have a

problem with the expansion on the left side. We have done



Jeh 27

1 that in a few cases in Takoma Park so I don't have a problem
2 with the garage removal in this case.

3 I agree with the staff report about the, using

4 wood windows and it's not appropriate to use. fiberglass or

5 aluminum clad windows for this property. I think the

6 monitor, I'm not sure you need to lower it. And my one

7 suggestion was to consider maybe shifting a little bit

8 further towards the living room/dining room a little bit so
9 it's a little bit more over the kitchen, so that might
10 actually -- it's pulling it this way so from the street,
11 public right of way, you would see a little bit less. And I
12 don't think it's going to be a problem if you leave it where
13 it is but that's another way to address it, is just to pull
14 it in that direction a little bit.

15 I think the biggest problem I have isfthe
16 * treatment of the front, the front porch and that open érea.
17 I understand the desire to create an open appearance there.
18 I think the problem is the glass plane coming all the way
19 down to the floor. 1I'm not sure what the historic

20 appearance was, whether it was a completely open porch or
21 whether it had kind of a, like a knee wall. Sometimes they
22 have kind of like a guerdrail condition with a solid panel
23 across there, so you might consider something a little bit

24 solid in the lower third.

25 And I think Caroline mentioned the condition that
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1 this porch overhang kind of in one side dying into kind of a

2 solid wall and the other side dying into like.a mullion
3)<=Gondition= I think it's a little bit awkward so you might
-4 look at that a little more closely. Lastly, I also don't

5 support the removal of that window on the left side.

6 MS. ALDERSON: And I'll agree that massing to

7 massing solutibn is great. It really will blend and nobody
8 will notice it there, and thank you for being so responsive
9 on that.

10 MR. BURSTYN: The only thing I would note is that
11 the home seems to be elevated from the street which makes it
12 even more difficult to see the rear addition and as long as,
13 1like you said, you can't see the rear addition, then I think
14 you should be given latitude what you want to do in the

15 rear.

16 MR. FULLER: I guess my individual comments are I
17 do think that massing is in the right direction. I would

18 1like to see the garage relocated rather than demolished. I
19 would prefer to see real wood windows. Alterations at the
20 front, I think it's in the right direction but I think it

21  could stand some more work and echo the other commissioners'
22 comments on that. Removal of the window, I would not

23 support it, and the roof monitor, I agree, that I think it's
24 pretty minimal. I'd like to see the studies.

So I think in summary, you've heard fairly a

25
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unanimously that most everybody is okay with constructing
the, who spoke to it, spoke on the left side. There's one
vote that felt that that was inappropriate to extend out to
the left. Demolishing the garage, I think most people,
again, felt it was okay. There's one voice that said it
might be all right. Feasibility of using the wood, again,
it was the majority said they wanted wood, one said they'd
consider. Alteration to the front elevation, I think
everybody was in the direction it was doing the right thing.
And then the removal of the window, same thing. Roof
monitor.

The only thing I will comment on is that of the
nine people here tonight, three of ué will not be on the
board so that you'll have a slightly different dynamics when
you come back in for &our HAWP. Lee, Nufay and myself will
not be here to hear it next time. So do you feel you have
enough.——

MS. MILES: Mr. Chairman, can I -- I'm sdrry. Can
I just, I believe you said that you thought there was
virtually unanimity in support of demolishing the garage and
I --

MR. FULLER: No.

MS. MILES: You meant retaining. I just wanted to
clarify.

MR. FULLER: Thank you for correcting me.

69
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1 MR. HUTCHINS: Can we comment?
2 ) MR. FULLER: Certainly.
3 MR. HUTCHINS: Thanks. The issue of the garage is

4 one that it's literally falling apart. It's completely

5 termite-ridden. The client also -- so on one leyel we're

6 happy to explore structurally, if we can sister on studs,

7 but it's literally crumbling in its place. The other issue
8 since we needed to do this addition in the backyard, the

9 client's lost lot occupancy basically. We have a lot of

10 footprint and, you know, minimizing footprint is something
11 we desire to do as far as green strategies. So to add

12 something else, to put this in the backyard then is

13 diminishing the amount of open space. So those are the two
14 considerations on our side.

&5 So I guess one of them we just need to like give
ﬂ§ you a technical report to show just what it would cost to
17 rebuild this garage. Is that how this works?

18 MS. ALDERSON: More documentation on the

19 condition.

20 MR. ROTENSTEIN: Yes. Definitely.

21 | MR. HUTCHINS: Okay.

22 MR. ROTENSTEIN: I think what we'd want to see is
some demonstration that the garage can't be rehabilitated or

SN
— .

24 would be irreparably damaged by relocation.

25 MR. HUTCHINS: And cost should be in that equation
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1 I would hope. )

2 MR. ROTENSTEIN: Cost, cost could be included-but
'3 I think our primary concern is whether or not the building
M can be rehabilitated and then we'd go from there.

5 MR. HUTCHINS: Okay. Because I certainly

6 aesthetically agree with you. I mean, my thought is just to
7 push it all the way back and, airectly back along that

8 ©property line so when you did approach, you would actually

9 see that back there and it would still be part of the

10 streetscape. But these are just the other considerations

11 we're trying to address.

12 MR. FULLER: Okay. Thank you.

13 MR. HUTCHINS: That's on one pointﬂ

14 MR. FULLER: Okay. I'm sorry.

15 MR. HUTCHINS: Sorry. The windows, &ou know,

16 energy efficiency issues are paramount in today's world and
17 the window we're recommending, which is formerly Upend

18 Window, now Cirus Window, is the only window which qualifies
19 for the new tax credit, $1500 tax credit for the client.

20 It's triple the energy efficiency of any other conventional
21 window, particularly a wood window which aléo has thermal

22 bridging issues. And that's just, you know, a question for
23 me working with you.

24 I mean, all of us, we completely support your

25 intentions but the client, you know, cares about these

&
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things deeply and so how do we reconcile that? I mean,
you're asking us to use a window which is adding to global
greenhouse gases, adding energy inefficiency for him, but he
wants to honor the historic presence, so can we ﬁse morel
energy efficient windows in the back where they would never
be seen from the street and just use your wooa windows for
the front? How do we approach that?

MR. DUFFY: Well, I'll offer a comment. This is
an issue that I think is going to grow in the future and

it's a difficult one for me. This Commission has, in the

past, I think, correct me if I'm wrong, but we've been more

lenient on the back additions in terms of the tybe of window
we've allowed. I would be okay with a compromise situation
where on the original structure, they were wood windows but
on the rear addition, it was not wood, more energy
efficient. But that's my own compromise position.

MS. ALDERSON: I agree.

MR. JESTER: I actually agree also. And I would
just add that it is a bit of a balancing act because
preservation is part of sustainability. I mean, cultural
preservation is a part of‘sustainability. The other point
is that in many cases, the most sustainable‘thing you can do
is to retain the existing materials you have. The life
cycle assessments with, you know, extraction of materials to

make metal windows and all that are worth considering. I'm

7
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1 not suggesting that you keep the windows but that's another
2 part of it. So I think I'd be open to the idea of wood
3 replacement windows in the historic section and something

4 that's closer to what vou're looking for .for the back.

/5 MR. HUTCHINS: Okay.

6 MR. FULLER: The old embodied windows are --
!

7 MR. WHIPPLE: Mr. Chairman, I'd just like to

'8 stress that it might help the Commission when the applicants

9. come back if they include in their submission materials

1@ about the windows that ;—

11‘ MR..HUTCHINS: 'I can bring in a sample of the

12; window.

i3 MR. FULLER: From my perspective, one.of the other

14 things, if you're going to propose a window that's different

15 in the back, to me, the more it distinguishes itself so that

16 it's not really trying to mimic the other, you're making a

17 clear differentiation, I think it makes sense.

18 MR. DUFFY: In addition, there are ways to improve
.19 the energy performance of.historic wood windows, and this is

20 something that staff has dealt with applicanté in the past

21 and perhaps they could help with that as well.

22 MR. HUTCHINS: Okay. Any more commentsé I

23 appreciate wanting to in the front porch, trying to give a

24 sense of the original front porch. I would love to puf

25 panels down low for energy efficiency again so where we had

#
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awnings to put solid panels where we're going to insulate

that, woul

correctly?

d be fine. I appreciate it. Did I understand you

So we're happy to explore- that.

The one window we are proposing to take out on the

northeast elevation was again just for energy efficiency.

It's a north-facing, it's going to lose -- the expression

goes a good window is still a very bad wall so we were just

trying to but, you know, we're willing to let go,Alet go of

that one.

MR. FULLER:

the inside.

insulated.

We can't stop you from blocking it on

MR. DUFFY: That would be something that's highly

MR. HUTCHINS:

The last question I have is which

actually none of you talked about but it was in our little

text is we don't exactly know what the existing siding is.

We're assuming that the garage -was built at the same time

and therefore, probably the same siding. So what is

protocol for this once we take off all the asbestos, you

know, maybe the original siding's there. Are we expected to

take that

condition,

off, see what's there, if it's in decent

refurbish it? 1Is that the process?

MS. ALDERSON:

MR. FULLER:

MR. HUTCHINS:

Go ahead.
It's certainly the preference, yes.

So we can insulate from the inside.

/3
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That's fine.

MS. ALDERSON: We encourage it and most péople are
very happy taking off their asbestos siding and showing off
the wood. And I've never heard of a case where it wasn't in
a condition that it couldn't be repaired.

MR. HUTCHINS: Actually, one we did on Maple
Avenue last year, it was, there was nothing behind the
aluminum siding. 7400 Maple. But anyway, that's another
gquestion. I think that's it from us. Anything else?

MR. FULLER:. Thank you very much.

MR. HUTCHINS: Thank you.

MR. HUTCHINS: Next on the agenda is minutes. Do
we have the February 1llth covered?

MS. ALDERSON: Yes. With corrections submitted.
I move that we approve the February 1llth minutes.

MS. MILES: Second.

MR. FULLER: All in favor.

VOTE.

MR. FULLER: Approved. February --

MS. FOTHERGILL: I'm not sure this is accuraté,
but have the Janua;y 14th minutes not been, the corrected’
minutes, have you submitted those, Leslie? It says Leslie?

MS. MILES: Is that the one that had all the
unidentified speakers in it?

MS. FOTHERGILL: I don't know.



