36/11-91A 8412 Georgia Avenue,
Silver Spring




D% Dewad

(21) 5¢5- 240




MEMORANDUM

TO: *°  .Robert Seely, Chief
. «Division of Construction Codes Enforcement
~ Department of Environmental Protection

FROM§f .  Laura E. McGrath, PTanﬁing Specialist N
- Division of Community Planning and Development
. Department of Housing and Community Development

SUBJECT: - Historic Area Work Permit Application

oaTEs : '4 /A

The Mont omery County Historic Preservation Comm1ss1on; af, their meg
of %: rev1ewed the attached application by 4§%ﬂb<(/ /z&z;4§?

for an Historic Area Work P/rm1t The

‘application was:

,_@—oved : ___ Denied RPN
» o .0 _ S

Approved with'Cohditions:e-7

The Buiidfng Permit:- for this project should be issued 'cdnditional
~adherence to the approved Historic Area Work Permit.

upon .

- Attachments:
1. A202%a6:%é%(777F‘/4%%ﬁiaéyuqe4gg
4. '/”RW%S . ” P
5.
20006 -
= I Hisos Presereazion Commission— - ——

51 Monroe Strezz, Rockviite, Marviang 2188462310y, 30 203
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Historic Preservation Commission* "~

51 Monroe Street Sunte 1001, Rockvnlle,,MaryIand 20850
217- 3625

APPLICATION FOR
HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT_

TAXACCOUNT# .. . Lo
NAME O F PROPERTY OWNER F@\SQU“: EMAL | %L\E‘I:I:IONE no_ 2\ SA5 2R lh
{Contract/Purchaser) _ W s ot e - (Includé-Area Code): '
ADDRESS adi2 éwﬁ-@i AVENJE yan \\ |
e CITY . . _STATE_ & s e . EWP
CONTRACTOR _ 7o dGirs {?’E‘UELOP\M\:W / TELEPHONE No\ ol ®95 "Z4co
L CDNTRACTOR,REGISTRATIDN NUMBER __ -
PLANS PREPARED BY __EACCRAE T MYERY TELEPHDNEND, 2\ A2 - VG2
T L §/ ... . _lncludeAreaCode) \ o
B REGISTRATION NUMBER __ ©28BD \
: yd <
LOCATION OF BUILDING/PREMISE ' \
House Number @22~ sreer. L GiEPEG A AN E 3
Tvown/City "51'\.,\1'5‘2» %’p@“")éi' P 'fl'vEIe"ctiorf Dlstnct \_ﬁ PR
‘NearestCross Street T T 1\\«{5((( T“\T
Lot _%- w Bluck ‘ RRL R SUblelSan . {"5"2 _ o
Liber Folio " Parcel ¢ \hm L ’
1A.  TYPE DF PERMIT ACTION: (circle one) . . 7 Circle One: A/C Slab Room Addition
" Construct Extend/Add Alt.er_./'Re.n‘oyate Repa|r : 1 Porch Deck Flreplace‘ Shed Solar quqpyrn:ing _Stnve
Wreck/Raze™~ " Move-—— Install Revocable ~ ~Revision * Fence/WaIA i:omplete Sectwn 4) Dther :"; T
St ’¢M\f{\;~ﬂ1< AJJA-M \ ' A __+, - B
1B. . CONSTRUCTION COSTS- ESTIMATE$ e ¢¢0 -
1C.  IFTHISIS A REVISION OF A PREVIOUSLY APPROVED ACTIVE PERMIT SEE PERMIT # :
1D.  INDICATE NAME OF ELECTRIC UTILITY COMPANY ‘ _ i I
1E.  ISTHISPROPERTY A HISTORICALSITE? _ N&& , Wiheel Tlan W 26 !l i\
PART TWO: COMPLETE FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION AND EXTEND/ADDITIONS Mo APPOCAEANE
2A.  TYPE OF SEWAGE DISPDSAL : 28. ,TYPE DF WATER SUPPLY
01 () WSSC 02 () Septic . ©fR01 () WSSC o 02 () Well
03 () Other ' 03 () Other

PART THREE: COMPLETE ONLY FOR FENCE/RETAINING WALL + /'A

4A. HEIGHT feet inches

4B. Indicate whether the fence or retaining wall is to be constructed on one of the following locations:
1. On party line/Property line
2. Entirely on fand of owner ]
3. On public right of way/easement ’ : {Revocable Letter Required).

| hereby certlfy that | have the authority to make the foregoing application, that the applucatmn is correct, and that the construction will comply wuth
plans approved by all agencies listed and | hereby acknowledge and-accept this to be a condition for the issuance of this permit.

P/;:‘T WS B zz Al

Slgnature of owner or. authorlzed agent (agent must have signature notarized on back) oo ' Date

********************************I'*************I‘********************************I‘*l‘****I‘*l****
e
-3

APPROVED vy ‘ : For Chalrpers ic Preservatlon Co

umision, 7,
. DISAPPROVED  Signature &, /ﬂﬂi /(Z( %’\ 55 /
APPLICATION/PERMIT NO: v v FILING FEE: $
DATE FILED: PERMIT FEE: $
DATE ISSUED: _ BALANCE $ , —
OWNERSHIP CODE: - , REGEIPT NO: FEE WAIVED:

SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS



© 77 TUTHE FOLLOWING ITEMS MUST BE COMPLETED AND THE REQUIRED DOCUMENTS MUST’ ACCOMPANY THIS

APPLIGATIONOg 2 iz} nofisyiose s Sr.otoir T
* T ', . v ) g ’\:‘ =
" DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED WORK (lncludmg composmoni color and texture of materlals to be used ) C :?‘
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——— e am v o - e P . - e e e e e s . Lo e .

A
. At

— - / LT S QU P
/ : : o SERSTNANO0 T TR

L — e O EALANTTY
e PR 1% kel

. e i T atie L e . . EE
(If moré space is needed, attach additional sheets on pl,aiﬁn,o[i!ined’paper to this application)
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ATTACH TO THIS APPLICATION (2) COPIES OF SUCH SITE PLANS (Iot damenSIons -b-unIdlng Iocatlon wnth dlmenslons

- - drives,~walks; fences,~ patios; ‘etc.-proposed-or existing) and/or-ARCHITECTURAL: DRAWINGS (floor -plans, elev_atlons, etc.),
PHOTOG RAPHS OF THE AR EA AFF ECTED as are necessary to fully descrlbe the propos’ed work o o

S N T T SR RN PUR

~ MAIL OR DELIVER THE APPLI TION AND ALL R!EOUIRED DOCUMENTS TQ, mE o o . -
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Historic Preservation Commission

FROM: Laura McGrath, Planning Specia]istLRN

SUBJECT: Continuation of Review of HPC Case #36/11-91A, Silver Spring Post
Office

DATE: May 1, 1991

As you may recall, the Commission first reviewed this application at the April
10, 1991, meeting. At that time, signage proposed included a central sign
with channel letters flanked by canopies on both sides and the front corners.
The Commission did not find the design acceptable and agreed with the
applicant to keep the record open in order to meet at the site and explore
other alternatives. The Commission did express a general opinion continuing
to favor free-standing signage similar in size and scale to the existing real
estate signs on the property and/or signage centered in the entablature as
opposed to the proposed corner awnings.

Staff, along with Commissioners Brenneman and Randall, met at the Post Office
with the property owner and architect on Thursday, April 25. We discussed
several factors contributing to the type of signs needed by the property and
business owner balanced against the architecture and significant qualities of
the building. From a marketing perspective, the owner does not feel that
free-standing signs similar in size and scale to the existing real estate
signs would be of any positive use. Most business will be generated from
people driving past the building, rather than walking. Thus, the owner feels
that signs that can be placed on the building and can light up at night are
essential for business.

On the opposite hand, the difficulty in developing signage appropriate to the
size and scale of the building while protecting the details which contribute
to its uniqueness is clear. Added to this is the lack of any one style or
theme of signage in this area of Silver Spring and Georgia Avenue on which one
could base a new sign scheme.

Recognizing the above, we discussed several alternative designs, including
another free-standing sign and the use of smaller awnings over the windows.
After much discussion, it was generally agreed that the design presently
submitted would be a fair compromise. This includes retention of the
originally submitted central sign of channel letters measuring 24" in height
over top of the main doorway. The word "WIZ" in 18" channel letters would
also be installed over the windows on each corner of the front elevation.



This revision represents a reduction in proposed signage and building

coverage. It also results in less coverage of window details than origina]1y
proposed. _

Given the above, staff recommends approval of the revised application based on
criterion 24A-8(b)(1). In light of the particular circumstances discussed,
the proposal provides the necessary signage for a commercial business while
not removing or obliterating the historic fabric and features of the

building. The planned signage is easily removed and thus it conforms with the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation as follows:

Standard 10 - New additions and adjacent or related new construction
shall 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.

ATTACHMENTS

1. Revised Sign Design

2. April 3, 1991 Staff Report
3. Original HAWP Application

2700E
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April 11, 1991

Douglas Jemal
8412 Georgia Avenue
Silver Spring, MD 20910

RE: HPC Case #36/11-91A
Dear Mr. Jemal:

As you know, the Historic Preservation Commission reviewed your application
for an Historic Area Work Permit at its April 10, 1991, meeting. After some
discussion, you agreed with the Commission to keep the record open in order to
explore further alternatives for exterior signage for the 01d Silver Spring
Post Office (Master Plan Site #36/11). The Commission expressed a general
opinion continuing to favor free-standing signage, similar in size and scale
to the real estate signs now on the property, and/or signage centered in the
entablature as opposed to the proposed corner awnings.

As part of a further exploration of alternatives, the Commission agreed with
your suggestion to meet on site to continue the discussion. I will try to
reach you in the next several days in order to arrange a time convenient for
you and several Commissioners to meet. In the mean time, please be advised
that in order to meet with the Commission at its next meeting, April 24, 1
would need any revised materials by noon on April 17. The first meeting in
May will be held on May 8; any materials would need to be submitted by April
29. Please feel free to call me at 217-3625 with any questions regarding the
above.

Sincerely,

(s & MGty
Laura E. McGrath,
Planning Specialist

2637E

Historic Preservation Commission

51 Monroe Street, Rockville, Maryland 20850-2419, 301/217-3625
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION STAFF lgORT

PREPARED BY: Laura McGrath DATE: April 3, 1991

CASE _NUMBER: 36/11-91A TYPE OF REVIEW: HAWP

SITE/DISTRICT NAME: Silver Spring PROPERTY ADDRESS: 8412 Georgia Avenue,
Post Office Silver Spring

TAX CREDIT ELIGIBLE: No

DISCUSSION:

The Commission met with the applicant for a preliminary consultation in March

to discuss exterior signage for the 01d Silver Spring Post Office (Master Plan

Site #36/11). The building will be used as a record and tape store. No
exterior alterations are proposed other than the installation of signage.

The Silver Spring Post Office was built in 1936; materials and design were
chosen to complement the then-existing character of Silver Spring. According
to the Master Plan amendment, this building was one of three federal post
offices built in the County during the Depression by the Works Progress
Administration (WPA). The amendment notes that the labor intensive
architectural features incorporated into the Georgia Avenue facade which are
reflective of the role of the WPA in stimulating employment in the
construction trades should be preserved and incorporated into any
redevelopment of the property.

Proposed are 14’ X 4’ backlit awnings on the windows of each corner of the
front and front sides of the building. The awnings will be red with black and
white Tettering. Also proposed are neon channel letters for the front center
over top of the main doorway; the phrase "Nobody beats the" will be
approximately 1’ in height and the word "WIZ" will be 1’6" in height.
According to the applicant, the proposed placement of the signage, with
awnings creating a "book-end" effect, takes advantage of the strong central
entry.

After viewing several alternative sign treatments at the preliminary
consultation, the Commission advised the applicant that it would be preferable
to have no signage attached to the building. Instead, the applicant was
encouraged to explore installation of a free-standing sign at the front of the
property.

In response to these comments, the applicant developed a free-standing sign
scheme, based on the zoning requirements for the property (2 square feet of
signage allowed for every linear foot of street frontage). After coming up
with a design for a free-standing sign which was acceptable to the property
owner in terms of marketing and using only half of the allowable space,
however, the applicant found it to be more imposing and less-compatible with
the structure than the design proposed in this application. Installation of
such a sign would be most effective at the center landing. However, this
would require removal of two original Tampposts on each side of this landing
(See Attachment 2).



STAFF _RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recognizes and concurs with the Commission’s preference for a
free-standing sign; however, after viewing the applicant’s free-standing sign
alternative, staff also agrees that a free-standing sign could be less
compatible with the structure than was originally believed. The proposed
attached signage does not overwhelm the existing structure or its details.
None of the signage is "permanent" and could be removed with Tittle or no
damage should the use of the building change. Staff would recommend, however,
that the size of the proposed awnings be reduced to center over only each
window and not the entire section that each window is Tocated in. (It should
be noted that the lettering on the awnings is smaller than that originally
proposed at the preliminary consultation.)

Based on the above and with incorporation of the recommended change to the
canopies, staff recommends approval of the application based on criterion
24A-8(b) (1).

ATTACHMENTS:

1. HAWP Application and Attachments

2. Attachment 1 - Proposed Signage

3. Attachment 2 - Free-standing Sign Example and Discussion
4. Photos

éi_uﬁaster ﬁTZ;”Amehdﬁent
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Historic Preservation Commission

51 Monroe Street, Suite 1001, Rockville, Maryland 20850
217-3625

EGEDVET
APPLICATION FOR | IB’T{”,) W14
HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT e 2 41|12

~ HISTORIC PRESERVATIGI

TAX ACCOUNT # COMBSISSICN, ONTG (TY
NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER ___ Felenas  JoHaL TELepHONEND._ 2o\ - 94 240
{Contract/Purchaser} (Include Area Code)
ADDRESS ____ QM2 EmRedA_AVEENE
CITY STATE . . ZIP
CONTRACTOR _ e \Gies DEUELe MG YT . TELEPHONEND, _ 2@\ - 645 -2 4c0
CONTRACTOR REGISTRATION NUMBER _
PLANS PREPARED BY _ EXZRAGE T pAxeps TELEPHONENO. __ P2 \> A2 - \eGu-

i (Inqlude Area Code)
REGISTRATION NUMBER ©24.L,

LOCATIDN DF BUILDING/PREMISE

House Numb 8‘\\2 Street (:,“ﬁ?' F(‘“ A AV € NL\ €

Town/City SUVER. GPRWEr _ Election District _ V2

Nearest Cross Street ?—7""‘“?’ HT

Lot % Block L&) " Subdivision 22

e

Liber. Folio . Parcel \' o

1A. TYPE OF PERMIT ACTION : (circle one) Circle One: A/C Slab Room Addition
Construct Extend/Add Alter/Renovate Repair Porch  Oeck  Fireplace Shed  Selar  Woodburning Stove
Wreck/Raze—Move—__Install Revocable Revision ’ Fence/Wall (complete Section 4) Other
(Sruage Al dien ) - ' ‘

1B,  CONSTRUCTION-GOSTS ESTIMATES __ 10 ,0°0 =

IC.  IFTHISIS A REVISION OF A PREVIDUSLY APPRDVED ACTIVE PERMIT SEE PERMIT #
1D.  INDICATE NAME DF ELECTRIC UTILITY COMPANY g
1E.  ISTHISPROPERTY A HISTORICAL SITE? _ Y¥2) WAeqeR. Praw W (@ l! \{

PART TWD: COMPLETE FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION AND EXTEND/ADDITIONS No ™ APEPOCAEE
2A.  TYPE OF SEWAGE DISPOSAL 2B. TYPE DF WATER SUPPLY

0t () WSSC 02 {) Septic 0F () wsSSC 02 (] Well

03 () Dther 03 () Other

PART THREE: COMPLETE ONLY FOR FENCE/RETAINING WALL ¥ //\- .

4A, HEIGHT feet inches

4B, {ndicate whether the fence or retaining wall is to be constructed on one of the following locations:
1. Dn party line/Property line i
2. Entirely on land of owner
3. On public right of way/ 1 (Revotable Letter Required).

| hereby certify that | have the authority to make the foregoing applicetion, 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,

O Pet T W4 2, 5.4

Signature of owner Lr{g@rized agenf {agent must bava signature notarized on back) Oats
IEEREEEEEEE SRR R EREERESRRSR) LA A AEER] EBRFIUBIPRBARERLIRBRRRB AL SR IERAPIRRRRB L ERARERR BRI EBERRARABRER AN

APPROVED For Chairperson, Historic Preservation Commission

DISAPPROVED Signature Date
arpLicATIONPERMIT ND: 1032 0.c &K FILING FEE:$

DATE FILED: PERMIT FEE: §

DATE ISSUED: BALANCE $

OWNERSHIP CODE; RECEIPT NO: FEE WAIVED:

SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS \



SUPPLEMENTAL APPLICATION FOR HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT
REQUIRED ATTACHMENTS

WRITTEN DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

a. Description of existing structure(s) and environmental
including their historical features and significance:

THe Bdlpome 1S THE Ol 4ILER SPRING PesT ofFILE (Mperer Pad G '
#50/1), THe Bdiew e wAs cedstRdare o \a36 , A 1S A PRIME
TAMPLE oF TereRsl aRkcritreniree , Ly of BRICK, A TR SRIE,
THE Bdupwy |3 p@-coodisl i mesiar, M Was SpECAUY
Peslerep T2 Pledo IO Wit tug THEN ~EXISTING  CwaRacTER

oF m\WEL s”_\per's BT cviRoN meR Y,

setting,

b. General description of project and. its impact on the historic

resource(s), the environmental setting, and, where applicable, the
historic district: - :

THe '0\Au?¥-— ofF Tve Bluowe 1o PLARRING: T2 dsE T Fop-

A PEeR> A TAPE DTPRE , TTHe oWLER Pars o RemMevE

The ADDED Rl Ane FesTere '\'\-\El ISTERLRE o TS

oRlGINAL BigH CelLG BelaWT , AemMenAUY, ALL ©03TINg:

ERAWIES (ANP  Lafae MURAL) \p T1IC SXSTING \sBBY

Ve BE  PRettiNedLY  PISPLNED THRalgmdy, THE

EXTELeL of THe Blitmwa 8 - femand dNciANGeD,

WiTH “THE EXCEPTeN THAT |T IS OTCESTARY o

AP SEariet 2 The TRen T, TTHE cPrpafrR

of THE EXTERILR S\amAGE (s TTHE sdBueT of THIS

AbpuicaTion | . ,



2. Statement of ProjeCt Intent: .

Short, written statement that describes:

a. the proposed design of the new work, in terms of scale, massing,
materials, details, and landscaping: ( &=%¥E ATipcren ?ENP;FN.)G\»S)

THE NEW SIERME ATIEMPTS T2 PRovIDE ADTOWATE Sieniat TPR A RETail BlSioes

WWLE PPEEPUING THE CRALICTER of THE BAWPInG, P iy edD, Tt &Il oF WE
SIeRAE \S IPTERPED Yo THE (0RSIRS OF THE BdiDiné L viet ARE BRick AnD \ESS
ORNATE, AND B SmALER s LETTERS ARR PLARNED Atv qHT TRerly Dn\t/
Wiy Wodle RESALT \W LBSS of TTHE DETAIUNG BRISEG CoJeRED,

b. the relationship of this design to the existing resource(s):

“He BdiLowG BAS A STRoNG cee1RAl CR2LUMRED Em-\b(/ WaTH W o
WPk -END" CoROERS. THE PLAMKED SiGnAGE 1S N-renDED'roc_ou'Pwar
THS . WTH A TRIPARTITE DioiSItN CF SIens ., CHANNEC  LETERS N

e " CENTER . VTR Ywo “Book -enp " Aweings oN TWE  (oPNERS .

c. the way in which the proposed work conforms to the specific
requirements of the Ordinance (Chapter 24A):

THE TOTAL  SUsAGE CONFoRWS —T0 —TWE AU wWED ARt
ok slavdae (2 #@. FT- PEp L\n - Fer] of ﬁop‘yﬂ—@g)

3. Project Plan: Q‘"’T A??\_\CA'E-LE)

Site and environmental setting, drawn to scale (staff will advise on
area required). Plan to include:

a. the scale, north arrow, and date;
b. dimensions and heights of all existing and proposed structures;

c. brief description and age of all structures (e.g., 2 story, frame
house ¢.1900);

d. grading at no less than 5’ contours (contour maps can be obtained
from the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission,
8787 Georgia Avenue, Silver Spring; telephone 495-4610); and

e. site features such as walks, drives, fences, ponds, streams, trash
dumpsters, mechanical equipment, and landscaping.

4, Tree Survey: If applicable, tree survey indicating location, caliper
and species of all trees within project area which are 6" in caliper or

larger (including those to be removed). (\JOT A\’P‘—\Cﬁb\.&)

.
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Design Features: Schematic construction plans drawn to scale at 1/8"
=1’-0", or 1/4" = 1’-0", indicating location, size and general type of
walls, window and door openings, roof profiles, and other fixed features
of both the existing resource(s) and the proposed work.

Facades: Elevation drawings, drawn to scale at 1/8" = 1’0", or 1/4" =
1’0", clearly indicating proposed work in relation to existing
construction and, when appropriate, context. A1l materials and fixtures
proposed for exter1or must be noted on the elevations drawings. An
existing and a proposed elevation drawing of each facade affected by the

proposed work is required. e ATPedte TR

Materials Specificatjons: General description of materials and
manufactured items proposed for incorporation in the work of the project.

Photos of Resources: Clearly labeled color photographic prints of
each facade of existing resource, including details of the affected
portions. All labels should be placed on the front of photographs.

Photos of Context: Clearly labeled color photographic prints of the
resource as viewed from the public right-of-way and from adjoining
properties, and of the adjoining and facing properties.

Color renderings and models are encouraged, but not generally required.

Applicant shall submit 2 copies of all materials in a format no larger

than 8 1/2" x 14"; black and white photocopies of color photos are acceptable
with the submission of one original photo.

10.

Addresses of Adijacent Property Owners. For all projects, provide an
accurate 1ist of adjacent and confronting property owners (not tenants),
including names, addresses, and zip codes. This 1list should include the
owners of all Tots or parcels which adjoin the parcel in question, as
well as the owner(s) of lot(s) or parcel(s) which lie directly across
the street/highway from the parcel in question. If you need assistance
obtaining this information, call the Department of Assessments and
Taxation, at 279-1355. -
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with cupola, wooden quoin bklocks, a molded
architrave and pilasters framing the front
entrance.

Originally known as "The Moorings," the house was
constructed as a summer residence for the presti-
gious Blair family, influential settlers and
developers of the Silver Spring area.

0ld4 silver Spring 8412 Georgia Ave. 16,714 sqg.f:
Post Office ‘

Constructed in 1936-37 this building is one of
three distinctive federal post offices built in
the County during the Depression under the aegis
of the Work Progress Administration (WPA).

This amendment recognizes that the zoning on the
property permits an intensification of development
for the site. 1If redeveloped, the intention of
designation is to seek the preservation and
integration of the labor intensive architectural
features incorporated in the Georgia Avenue facade
which are reflective of the role of the WPA in
stimulating employment in the construction trades.

Armory Place 925 Wayne Avenue 1.6 acres

Representative example of early 20th century
Armory architecture featuring dlstlnctive medleval
architectural affinities.

Associated with Captain Frank Hewitt, Sr. and
Colonel E. Brooke Lee, two of the founding fathers
of modern Silver Spring.
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March 20, 1991

George Meyers,

George T. Meyers Architects
11722 Highview Avenue

Silver Spring, Maryland 20902

Dear Mr. Meyers:

As you know, at its March 13, 1991, meeting, the Historic Preservation
Commission met with you for a preliminary consultation on proposed signage for
the 01d Silver Spring Post Office (Master Plan Site #36/11) which is slated to
be used as a record and tape store. After considering the alternative designs
you had previously submitted, the Commission made the following comments:

- Because of the incompatibility of the proposed signage with the
design and style of the building, it would be preferable to have no
signage attached to the building.

- Installation of a free-standing sign at the front of the property
would be fully considered. The Commission would support efforts by
the property owner to secure necessary sign permits and exceptions
and any needed special exceptions if the proposed sign was deemed
compatible with the Master Plan Site by the Historic Preservation
Commission. ‘

- The use of neon signage inside the windows was suggested as a viable
alternative to neon attached to the exterior of the building.

Please note that these comments were made on a preliminary basis and that the
HPC is in no way bound by them. The comments are for your consideration and
guidance and I hope will be helpful to you in preparing a formal Historic Area
wo;k Permit application. If you have any questions, please call me at
217-3625.

Sincerely,
) rely

z;jggugﬁ’gi /7<f;qfﬁz
Laura E. McGrath,
Planning Specialist

2583E

Historic Preservation Commission

51 Monroe Street, Rockville, Maryland 20850-2419, 301/217-3625




HISTOR’PRESERVATION COMMISSION STAFF .’0RT

PREPARED BY: Laura McGrath DATE: March 6, 1991
CASE NUMBER: N/A TYPE OF REVIEW: Preliminary
Consultation
SITE/DISTRICT NAME: Silver Spring PROPERTY ADDRESS: 8412 Georgia Avenue,
Post Office Silver Spring
DISCUSSION:

Use of the old Silver Spring Post Office (Master Plan Site #36/11) as a record
and tape store is now being considered. The owner is planning to restore the
interior of the building to its original appearance, including preservation of
the large mural, and plans no exterior alterations. Exterior signage is
required, however, and the owner’s representative would like the Commission’s
guidance in determining appropriate size and design for this signage.

The project architect has developed a number of alternative sign treatments,
which are attached (Options A-E). The owner believes that signage on the
front and side of the building is necessary. Alternatives center on neon
letters and canopies, and range from installation of neon letters over the
central doorway to total coverage of the front and partial coverage of the
sides with a canopy.

The Silver Spring Post Office was built in 1936; materials and design were
chosen to complement the then-existing character of Silver Spring. According
to the Master Plan amendment, this building was one of three federal post
offices built in the County during the depression by the Works Progress
Administration. The amendment notes that the labor intensive architectural
features incorporated into the Georgia Avenue facade which are reflective of
the role of the WPA in stimulating employment in the construction trades
should be preserved and incorporated into any redevelopment of the property.

STAFF _RECOMMENDATION:

Installation of any of the proposed signs should not have a permanent impact
on the front and sides of the building. Unfortunately, however, location of
signage at the center of the building (ie. overtop of the doorway as shown in
Options A, B and C) could cover up important details at this location. Thin
neon tube lettering, as an alternative to the thicker lettering proposed in
Option A, could be less intrusive but might not be useful for daytime

signage. Staff recognizes the difficulty in developing signage appropriate to
the design and scale of this building and finds that the proposed canopies, as
shown in Options B and C, could be acceptable in that they are scaled and
spaced to existing windows. Staff would strongly recommend against the canopy
schemes depicted in Options D and E - these obliterate detail and overwhelm
the building.

As an alternative, staff would suggest the location of signage at the front of
the property or on the roof of the building.

ATTACHMENTS:

through E
B. Photoy# Master Plan Amendment
2549E
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