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December 6, 1993

Mr. John Robinson

Kensington Historical Society
9616 0ld Spring Road
Kensington, MD 20895

Dear Mr. Robinson:

Enclosed are two copies of the verbatim transcript of the George
Myers case heard by the HPC on October 27, 1993. As we discussed
last week, Mr. Myers has not yet revised his drawings to reflect
the conditions imposed by the HPC. As a result, the.(still
conditionally) approved HAWP has not been sent to the Department
of Environmental Protection for 1ssuance.

I have received a copy of your appeal from the Board of Appeals
and note that we are scheduled for Wednesday, March 2, 1994, at
2:30. I trust that you feel you have sufficient time to prepare
your case. When Mr. Myers revises his plans, I'll send you a
copy, although the final approved plans should be fairly easy to
visualize in the interim since the conditions are so specific.

In the meantime, please call if you have questions about the BOA
proceedings or other matters. :

Sincerely,




MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND
HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION

MEETING

Wednesday,
October 27, 1993

PRESENT:

Albert Randall, Chairman

Joseph Brenneman, Commissioner
Walter Booth, Commissioner
Gregg Clemmer, Commissioner
Ellen Pratt Harris, Commissioner
George Kousoulas, Commissioner
Martha Lanigan, Commissioner

Ken Norkin, Commissioner

ALSO PRESENT:

Gwen Marcus, Historic Preservation Coordinator
Patricia Parker, Staff
Nancy Witherell, Staff

JOHNSON & WARREN REPORTING, INC.
UPPER MARLBORO, MARYLAND
(301) 952-0511
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MS. HARRIS: I’11 be happy to make a motion. I
move that HPC Case 37/3-93HH for L. Steinberg and P.
Weiss at 7407 Baltimore Avenue in the Takoma Park
Historic District be approved for the reasons stated in
the staff report.

MR. RANDALL: Second?

MR. NORKIN: Second.

MR. RANDALL: There is a second. Any
discussion on the motion?

(ﬁo response)

MR. RANDALL: There being no discussion on the
motion, I élose the public record. Those in favor of the
motion as read; please signify by raising y§ur hand.

(Vote taken)

MR. RANDALL: The motion carries unanimously.

I thank you very much.
MS. éTEINBERG: ‘Thank you.

MR. RANDALL: I see we have got a full slate

here from Kensington. What I would like to do, since

we’ve been closeted since 7:0b, is to take a five-minute
break because this ain’t going to be fast. So we’ll be
back in five minutes.

(Brief recess)

MR. RANDALL: Let’s proceed with the Historic

-

Area Work Permit agenda. The last item on the agenda is
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Item J. Could we have the staff report, please?

MS. WITHERELL: This is a primary resource in
the Kensington Historic District. It’s a transitional
Queen Anne style house dating tb around the turn of the
century. It was the subject of a preliminary
consultation before the Commission on.September 22nd.
There were five members preéent at that consultation.

The applicant has returned now for an Historic
Area Work Permit, and the proposal is to build a very
substantial addition, two-story addition at the rear of
the house.

I’'m standing across the street now, across
Armory Avenue, and 1’11 show these slides which will
circle around to the left around the house.

You will note that although it is a primary
resource it does have later resources and non-
cqntributing resources around it. It also is on a lot
that right now is very green and is very visible.

Here’s the view from the front. It’s currently
being used as an architect’s office, and the applicant is
the architect. And he wishes to expand to add |
residential living spacé in the préperty. However, it
wouid be reviewed -- it’s ih the OM zﬁning, which is
moderate density office zoning, and would be reviewed, if

it were expanded, under those criteria.
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Here’s a view just to the north, looking up
toward Howard. And then a view of the north elevation of
the property. 1It’s largely unaltered except for the
application of the later asbestos shingles, which the
applicant has stated in his application he would remove.

Here’s the backyard. To the left is the
Worcester Shop brick wall, and then to the rear are #mall
garden apartments on Fawcett. This is a view to the

south.” It’s of the church, St. Paul’s Methodist Church

‘and the parking lot for the church immediately adjacent

on the south of this property.

And that’s a dark‘slide. I’m standing in the
rear of the yard shooting across the street. Across the
sfreet directly is a loading dock area for a grocery
store, and then that large building is the union
building.

And then here’s a view, the southeast corner of
the house is just visible on the left, and I’m shooting
toward the rear of the yard, showing the plantings and
the green space back there. The applicant has filed to
have parking go in, and that’s one of the issues that
would come up during subsequent reviews of this property.

And then just a iast shot ffom the St. Paul
parking 1ot.v The addition would extend behind this

existing house. Here’s another view.
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The application is fairly similar to what was
presented at the preliminary consultation, although in
comparing the two proposais you’ll note that I’ve
attached the September staff report and application
behind the éurrent one. It starts after page 18.

In the earlier plan there was a rounded tower
projection off the southeast corner. That’s been moved
around. There’s been a slight reconfiguration of the
footprint. There’s been.apparently some reduction in the
square footage, although I’m not sure that yoﬁ were
counting the porches the same on both plans. And perhaps
you can clarify that.

And the other part of the application concerned
a reduction on paper of the number of parking spaces.

This was the subject of a schematic development
plan that went through in 1991 and actually was reviewed
by the HPC in February of ‘91. I‘ve put at your places a
letter concerning that review.

At that time the zoning was changed from
residential to the office, moderate density office, and
HPC was generally supportive of that, understanding thatn
any alterations to the exterior would come back for
review. At that time a 656'square fobt addition was
proposed.

Thee applicant now is coming to you first for
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design input. And if he chooses to proceed, he would
have to apply for an amendment to the schematic
development plan and it woﬁld go before the Zoning
Hearing Examiner and would require legislative approval
and then would go.to Site Plan process.

So, again, you’re reviewing some of this now,
but there are other features of the proposal if the
applicant were to prove successful at subsequent stages
where you would need to review parking and other types of
site issues.

George, you may at some point want to discuss
the parking situation and all of that.

Let me go ahead and talk a little bit further
about the proposal. As staff, I recommended against an
addition of this size at our first preliminary
consultation. And the sentiment on the Commission was
fairly unanimous that the context here h;s been altered.
Two Commissioners stated that they still were éoncerned
about the size. Others expressed no objection.

The difficulty for staff is that this is listed
as a primary resource, and I hesitate to recommend or |
suggest anything that would go against a designation, you
know, done formally througﬁzan amendmént process. This
was designated as a primary resource.

However, part of my decision to go ahead and
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support’he position of the HPC during the preliminary
consultation is that the context has been so altered
here, and recognizing that the design overall is designed
to be integrated with the property.

You will notice that the Secretary’s standards
that I cited are the ones calling for reversibility and
so forth, stating that the -- I think I stated Standards
9 and 10.‘ It doesn’t destroy historic material and it
can be reversible if necessary.

I found that in general, given that this is a
primary resource, it’s hard'to say that this addition is
compatible, even though it’s designed similarly, just
because of the scale. The change in scale really changes
the character of this house as a historic structure.

However, if -- you know, the applicant is here
to get input tonight from you and, hopefully, a HAWP
vote, and then will make a decision on whether to proceed
further with ;is amendment through the zoning process.

So based on the discussion at the last meeting,
I’ve recommended approval of his project.

MR. RANDALL: Let me ask staff one question and
it’s one I try out every several meetings, which is that
with this particular structure and wifh the proposed
addition, if it came before us in the first instance

would I be seeing in a staff report language that, "no,
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it probably ought not to be put on the Master Plan
because it has been ‘substantially altered’"?

| MS. WITHERELL: Are you referring to this as
part of the historic district or as an individual
resource? Because that’s the distinction that I have
tried to make.

MR. RANDALL: Let’s look at it as an individual
resourcé.

MS. WITHERELL: With an addition of that size,
I would say not.

MR. RANDALL: It would not be substantial
alteration?

MS. WITHERELL: I would say that it would not,
should not be designated; that it would be a substantial
alteration if it were to be filed as an individual site.
And as Gwenvis mentioning, you -- I mean, I’m not sure
fhat you would be looking at it as an individual site.

Now, as a étruéture within the historic
distriét, it’s a different issue. 

MS. MARCUS: Yes. I think we have to look at
this as a structure within the district. If this had
been a house just sitting in Germantpwn or just sitting
somewhere withouf the addifion that is being propbsed
this evening, I don’t know if it would meet the standard

as an individual landmark on the Master Plan for Historic
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I think it is important, and its significance

Preservation.

comes as part of the Kensington Historic District and it
certainly is of the period of major historical
significance of the district and it is an architecturally
contributing structure to the district.

But I do think thét ~- s0 I guess the question
really is,.if this addition had existed on this building
when the Kensington Historic District was being
designated, would this.addition have made this a
secondary structure instead of a primary structure, of
wouid it have been excluded from the district entirely
because of the addition.

My sense is no, that it would not have been
excluded from the district entireiy because of the
addition, but it probably -- if this size addition had
been preexisting before the district, it probably
wouldn’t have been a primary resource either.

MR. RANDALL: Okay. I still want to -- and I
understand the point you make, but from my narrow
thinking on it, a district is obviously made up of a
variety of resources. But at the point at which all or
many of thoée resources miéht have héd something that one
calls substantial alteration, it probably doesn’t become

a district.
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And what that kind of suggests to me, kind of
backing_into the thing, is that when conceivably dramatic
chahges occur to a structure, that maybe then does have a
potentially significant impact on what’s around it.
Because if you look at the aggregate, and if you’ve done
it to a variety of those as we’ve seen in some other
initially recommended districts that never got to the
point of being districts, substantial alteration to a
number ‘of the structures resulted in that.

Okay, but I -- we need to proceed. Any other

questions of staff?

MS. WITHERELL: The very last page of.the
packet you’ll see the historic district map. You have
other letters at your place as well. I menfioned on the
record a letter from St. Paul’s Church supporting the
project; a letter from the Town of Kensington supporting
the project. And then that memo that I referred to,-the
1991 memo.

MR. RANDALL: Any other questions of staff? If
not, if the applicant would come forward, please, |
identify yourself for the record, and you may have up to
seven minutes to make whatéﬁer statemént you’d like.

MR. MYERS: My name is George Myers, the

applicant on the project.
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the -- it seems apparent to me that this structure --

With regard to what you were talking about with

we’re here because it’s paft of the historic district.
And I think probably -- I certainly don’t think that this
house alone, if it were not -- if it were standing out
somewhere as you said, I don’‘t ﬁhink it would be a
historic landmark.

It’s historic because it’s part of the
district. However, if you’ve been on that street, I
think you’d be hard pressed to see that that’s part of a
historic district at this point since it;s so radically
changed.

There’s no other houses like that on that
block. Across the street is a Safeway and a tall office
building and small commercial structures. So what I’m
saying is I think this house was designated as historic
because it was part of.a number of Victorian structures,
and at this point it’s really not -- it doesn’t seem or
appear in any way like it;s part Qf a street of Victorian
structures.

If it were down the street where it is part, I
wouldn’t be here before you because I wouldn’t think it’s
right to add onto this. But at this point, the historic
district around it, it really doesn’t exist, is what I’m

saying. The reason for this being historic really
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doesn’t exist anymore as far as that street is concerned.

But in any case, just to explain the process of
this -~ the addition, the'éddition basically is =-- the
goal of it was twofold. Phase 1, as you’ll éee in your
packet, was to be able to -- is going to be for living
space. And you’ll see that the Site Plan only shows a
few parking spaces because the plan is I will live in the
back part of the house with my family and the frontvpart
will rémain my office.

At this point, we’re very tight on our office

space, so it may be sort of combined and the office may

- expand. The front building is really only 1500 square

feet of usable space. It’s really quite small.

The second part of -- Phase 2 will be expansion

‘into office space at some point. This could happen two

years from now, it could happen in ten years from now.
With any luck at all, I could make a profitable business
and stay exactly that size and live and work in
Kensington indefinitely, which would be great for me.
That’s what I’d like to do. That’s really what I would
like to see habpen.

So as far as the size of it goes, it’s really
basically designed around - I mean tﬁe back part of the
building is about 2000 square feet of living space, which

is a moderate size house. I wouldn’t say it’s a mansion
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or énythlng. I don’t think it’s over-sized.

It also would explain the design which has sort
of a duplex look, both tolaccommodate the staff opinion
that the originallbuilding be clearly distinguishable.

And there’s just a couple other points I would
just like to make. This house -- I would hope it’s not
looked on as a precedent, because it clearly is unique.
There’s not another house like this in the Kensington
district zoned office, zoned commercial. Thére’s not
another house like it surrounded by the high level of
commercial that it is.

Iﬁ’s not the kind of place that will ever be
probably used as a residential structure again, except
probably for someone -- I mean, it’s unique to me at this
point because I don’t see anybody buying this house
because of the commercial nature of the street.

it shouldn’t be regarded as a precedent that if
you let me do this that, you know; the other houses back
on the next street over or in the historic district would
do it because this is totally different. Those are
residential zones, those are part of a number of
residentiallstructures which make a street, which
together make a district. |

This is out sitting by itself. Maybe at one

time it was part of -- it looked like -- before these
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structures went up it looked more like the district. But
now the context has changed so dramatically it’s easily
the smallest structure there on that street.

The other thing is that what I’m proposing to
do in terms of square footage on the site is still less

than half of what is allowed in that zone in terms of the".

'square footage. I’m not asking for that. I‘m not coming

in here.proposing to build something five stories tall,
which fephnically is something you could ask for. I’'m
still way below what the zoning has allowed. |

I know there’s other processes you have to go
through, bﬁt I don’t think it’s appropriate. I think
what I'm doing is appropriate.

There also is spme precedent for —-- even back
in the historic district of not only houses of this size
but additions.of this size. The yellow house on the
corner; for example, is about the comparable square
footage, the one on the circle there. I think it’s on
Fawcett.

One other thing that I do want to make é point
to the people who are going to come up and speak égainst 
me here, is that unlike some other pgople in Kenéington
who have tried to come in and take sphe smaller lots and
divide them up and make big houses there to make'money,

this is not about money at all. This is really about my
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desiré to live and work and stay in Kensington and what
it will take in terms of square footage for that to
happen.

That’s really why I’mvhere. The fact of the
matter is if I can’t really add onto this building in a
significant way, unfortuﬁately I'm going to end up having-

to move because my office is.already -- it’s a very small

“amount of office space.

I don’t want that to happen. I want to be able
to stay here. I want to do it in an appropriate way, but
I want the project and this property tolchange its use
and still be part of the character of kensington. I
don’t want to change it. I just want -- the use has
changed.

Everybody should acknowledge that it’s not a
house anymore. It deserves to be a bigger Victorian
structure because it‘’s a commercial use now, it’s an
office use now. If it ends up looking 1ike an office
kind of office park or something, well, it’s maybe not
that bad because that’s really what the use is now and it
needs to change.

MR. RANDALL: We have a number of speakers.
You.may have somé initial éuestions fbr the applicant.

My presumption is that the applicant will be visiting

again with us in a few minutes after we hear the other
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witnesses from Kensington. So you can either proceed
with some questions, or if you want to hold them until

after we’ve heard the other observations from the other

folks in Kensington, we can do that as well.

Any questions, or do you want to hold off on
it?

(No response)

MR. RANDALL: All right. Let me suggest then,
Mr. Myers, that we bring forth the other individuals, if
you can remain available to come back in a few minutes.

Dr. Schulman, Ms. O’Malley, Mr. O‘Malley, and
Ms. Wagner; if I can ask you all to come up?. I think
that’s four. I see three seats. Maybe it’s possible to
grab another one. And if you can identify yourself for
fhe record.

And, Dr. Schulman, representing the LAP, if you
could kick things off, you may have five minutes and the
others each may have three minutes to present whatever
views they’d like. o

DR. SCHULMAN: My name is Ray Schﬁlman,
Montgomery Avenue, Kensington.

The property under consideration was rezoned in

1991 for limited office use with the restriction that the

‘site would not be developed more intensely than indicated

in a plan showing 650 square foot addition, including a
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deck; seven spaces for parking; and extensive plantings.

Mf. Myers now wants to double the approved
square footage, have ten pérking spaces, and omit
plantings except for screening at the borders. This
would require rezoning approval for more intensive use.
He wants the opinion of the HPC before proceeding with
the Zoning Board, which entails an expense.

Mr. Myers’ house abuts that part of the
Kensington business section which is entirely in the

historic district. The house is a primary historic

resource with a very pleasing Victorian design and is

highly visible on three sides from Howard, Armory and
Knolls Avenues. It heralds the character of areas
immediately outside the commercial district and is an
excellent transitional property.

Historic designation and limited office use
were arrived at by lengthy and open processes, as waé

pointed out by the HPC staff. The proposed development

- does not show respect for the primary resource or

surrounding open spaces. The north and south aspects of
the existing house would be completely overwhelmed by thé
proposed equal size, mirror-image addition with
ornamentation not characteristic of ihe original, making
the structure look like a modern Victorian style

apartment house.
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Also, the proposed wrap-around porch would
mérkedly change the west and south facades. Moreover,
any open grounds would be éonverted to parking spaces and
driveways, with all plantings removed except for |
screening at the edges.

The present proposal should not be approved for
a number of reasons. First, the house is a primary
historic resource and should be treated like any other
historic house in Kensingtén. To ﬁy knowledge, highly
visible additions of the proposed relative size have not
been approved in Kensington.

Second, open spaces around a primary resource
is a leading attribute of the Kensington Historic
District. The proposed expanded structures would not
only alter the streetscape by filling the lot but als§
would significantly obliterate the open view of trees and
the sky when looking north or south on Afmory.

Third, proximity to a commercial area has not
by precedent been a reason to allow inappropriate changes
to a primary historic resource. It is apparent on
visiting the site that an enlarged three-story structure
on its elevated lot would oppressively overshadow
adjacent low-level propertiés and wouid detract from one
of the most attractive commercial areas in town.

Fourth, limited development was part of the




10
11
12

13
14
15
16

17

- 18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

80

1991 rezoning procedure and should not'be,abrogated.
Intensity of use as well as appearance are important
considerations in preserving neighborhoods. ' Unless
transitional properties like this are limited to a
transitional degree of usage, further.encroachment of
commercial and residential zones dan bé anticipated. For
example, why does the proposed plan‘show a possible
connection to the next-door R60-zoned parking lot?

Finally, there are several confusing aspects of
the application itself which may havelled to unwarranted
positive comments by the HPC staff. The footprint of
additions ih the plans submitted for consultation is
actually not decreased in the present plan. It appears
that a planned new porch is simply subtracted from. the
category of new structures and added to the category of
existing structures. |

Also, the patio, fewer parking spaces and more
greenery, which the staff commended, is ohly a
transitional plan which actually will be changed in the
final form to édd several more parking spaces, delete the
patio, and remove the greenery.

To summarize, changes should be limited to the
1991 rezoning agreement. Thank you. |

MR. RANDALL: Next?

MS. O’MALLEY: I‘m Julie O’Malley, and I’m
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reading a letter from Helen Wilkes for the Kensington
Historical Society.

"Dear Members of the Historic Preservation
Commission, I am writing to express my opinion on behalf
of the Kensington Historical Society regarding the
proposed addition to 10415 Armory Avenue. The applicant
has proposed some changes tb the existing house which are
laudable, notably the restoration of the original wood
sidin@”ahd the .treatment of detailing and the material in
general.

"The applicant has also shown some sensitivity
to the compatibility of massing of the new addition.
However, the proposed addition is dispropoftionately
scaled, such that the primary resource is overshadowed,
perhaps even overwhelmed by the new addition.

"The proposed addition reverses the appropriate
relationship of a primary resource to its addition. That
is, by overshadowihg the original structure by virtue of
its greater size, it detracts from the reading of that
historic resource’s primary.

"Bgcause of the depth and breadth of-the
adjacent church parking lot, the proposed south facade
would be highly visible ana'prominénfvand would, due to
its greatér size and forward-projecting massing, compete

with the reading of the original house as a primary
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resource. The addition should certainly be reduced to a
size which defers appropriately to the original
structure.

"In spite of its unique position as an
‘isolated historic resource,’ the house is still a
primary resource, and the’broposed addition should be
denied in keeping with Sectibn 24(a)(8) of the Historic_
Preservation Ordinance as the alteration would be
inappropriate or inconsistent with or detrimental to the
preservation enhancements or ultimate protection of the
historic site or historic resource.

"Sincerely, Helen Wilkes, Historic Preservation
Chair."

And I wouid like to add that the’rezoﬁing of
this property in 1991 was only agreed to after.the Town
Council was assured fhat it would have certain binding

elements. The present owner did know this, about the

' zoning restrictions when he purchased the property. And

yet already we’re faced with a request to double the
coverage which is presently permitted.

MR. O'MALLEY: I‘m T.J. O’Malley. I’ve spoken
to you before as the president of the Historical Society
in Kensington. 1I‘'ve steppe& down froﬁ that, so I‘m just
talking as a concerned citizen. A little bit of an

annoyed citizen.
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I sat in with a lot of contentious council
meetings in Kensington while we hammered out the
compromise to a -- that allowed this zoning change to
take plaée. A lot of us were moved by the hardship of

the previous owner. It is a difficult site. We all

.understand that.

The current owner has no claim for hardship;
Eyes wefe open and that deal had been hammered out.
We’ve run into that thihg here like an earlier one where,
of course, the zoning is another issue that needs to be
set up. So let’s talk about the history a little bit.

I?m concerned from reading about the
preliminary hearing and what I’ve heard from thé
applicant about people underestimating the historicity of
the commercial district of Kensington.

There’s been a modest commercial districtvalong

the railroad since the B&0 came through in 1873 and

‘Kensington was still Knoll Station. Not the same

buildings, of course, and they are modest little
buildings there by and large. But the gas station and
two of the buildings adjacent are both turn-of-the-
century buildings. That area does have some historic
gualities.

It was a conscious decision through the proper

procedures to place that in the historic district. and I
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don’t think we can make that go away. It still deserves
that. And the context of that area; I mean, we may look
at it now and we may see the Safeway and the Baker'’s
Union,_but that context was the same at the designation.
That is known and I believe that we have to proceed on
that basis.

In general, I echo the comments of the LAP.
The maséing is simply too large for.that. We are talking
about Swamping what is there. I agree with the staff’s
initial consideration which went along with that. This
is simply too big. It does not respect the historical
guality of that area and I ask that you.reject the
application.

Thank you.

MS. WAGNER: I’m Barbara Wagner, and I'm
speaking as a private citizen. I live on Baltimore
Street in Kensington.

I would just like to reiterate that when the
HPC reviewed the change in zoning, it was with the
understanding that the binding elements were in place.
The thrust of our approval was that this would protect
the resource because it would give it a viable life. It
did not‘have a viable life as a residénce. We thought
that it would protect the structure to bring in a

commercial activity. We were not in any way thinking
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that the OM.Maximums could be applied to this building.

I think that the whole proposal should be
reviewed in the context of.the existing commercial
district. The buildings are small. They do.not have a
large mass. If this buildingvhas an addition as
proposed, it could well be the largest building in that
block. |

The other thing to consider is that when we see
tables that talk about the maximums allowed under the
éone, all of the little small buildings that go back to
the turn-of-the-century are zoned C2. Do we really want
to set a precedent and have those owners in suggesting
that their buildings are not of very much significance,
that they should be able to go up?

I think it’s a very dangerous precedent. I
think that it needs to be rejected.

MR. RANDALL: Questions from the Commissioners?

MR. NORKIN: I’m curious to know whether this
zoning consensus oOr agreement, compromise, whatever it
was from several years ago, has the force of law, and is
that a legal limit on development?

MS. WITHERELL: Yes. As it stands now, the
most that can happen here is a 650 séﬁare foot addition.
That was part of the limitations that were set when the

zoning was changed from residential to office.
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MR. NORKIN: And if that’s --

MS. WITHERELL: That’s shown in your packet.
I’11 look for the page nuﬁber.

VOICE: I’m going to address that..

MR. NORKIN: You’re going to address that?
Well, ﬁaybe there’s an application inbfor an appeal. But:
if that’s the limit --

MS. MARCUS: I think what —-

MR. NORKIN: - why do we have an application
out of conformance with the law?

MS. MARCUS: There would have to be a revision
to the schehatic development plan. |

MS. WITHERELL: An'amendmeht.

MS. MARCUS: Yes. And I think what Nancy said,
the reason the applicant‘is coming in now is to find out
bottom line if there’s any.chance from the HPC
perspective that he can do an addition of this size, and
if there is a chance then he’1l proceed with the other
amendments --

MS. WITHERELL: With --

MS. MARCUS: -- development plan.

MS. WITHERELL: This is on page 11 of the
packet. . | |

MS. MARCUS: But I think as the applicant

said --
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MS. WITHERELL: -- 19§1 proposal. The hatch ét,
the rear is the 650 square feet. It was approved under
this agreement that everyone has referred to as
negotiated.

MS. MARCUS: And I think as the applicant said,
he’s not going to pursue this if the HPC doesn’t approve
it.

MR. RANDALL: Well, we’re getting into a little
bit of a chicken-and-egg thing here. And as Commissioner
Booth mentioned earlier about the ripeness of us to be
acting, we_iﬁ theory would be approving something that we
know not t§ be in accordance with law this evening.

We are where we are, but I would just like, off
line from this discussion, to take a look at what our
ability is to await the ripeness of some of these cases
before we start spending a lot of people’s time and
effort on things that maybe aren’t appropriately before
us.

But let’s put that aside for the moment. Well,
Commissioner Booth, you were about to say something?

MR. BOOTH: Well, it‘s the same point I raised»
earlier. We have things that -- this is going to go in
front of the Zoning_Board.ﬂ'The eérliéf one had to go in
front of the Board of Appeals and then had to get an

agreement from DOT.
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I guess in law we call that whether the issue
is actually ripe for us to rule on or not. And I had
doubts about the other one and I have doubts about this
one. I don’t really know that it’s within our
jurisdiction.

I guess the aesthetic qualities are certainly
there, but is there really éuthority in our situation to
reviéw something, knowing that at the moment we review
it, it’s not legally permissible.

MS. MARCUS: The sane could be said of the
Zoning Board. They could review a schematic development
plan, and iet's say they‘approved it, but it might not be
permissible because the HPC might not issue an Historic
Area Work Permit on it. So it is a chicken-and-egg kind
of issue.

‘And I think the reason a lot of pecple come to
the HPC first is because --

MR. RANDALL: We’'re cheapér.

MS. MARCUS: We’re cheaper, that’s one. 2and I
think some people consider it a bottom-line issue.

MR. BOOTH: I also don’t want to see us
becomingva lever. You know, people going in front of
this next board, which is éétually -;'the legal board is
going to give them the authority or the building permit

and saying, "Gee, I don’t know why you’re turning me
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MS. WAGNER: The HPC did not approve the 650

down. The HPC approved me."

square foot addition, and the Zoning Board did approve
the zoning change.

MR. BOOTH: That's.fhe Zoning Board for
Kensington?

MS. WAGNER: No. This is the Zoning Board of
Montgomery County.

MS. MARCUS: 1It’s Montgomery County --

MS. WAGNER: Kensington has no --

MS. MARCUS: -~ Zoning Board.

MS. WAGNER: -~ authority.

MR. RANDALL: Well, again, we are where we are.
I would like to take this up in a broader context, and
maybe we need counsel here and so forth. Sd let’s put a
mental tick mark to get back to that. But any other
questions of this panél?

MS. HARRIS: I think we need a clarification on
something Ms. Wagner just said. Did I hear you just say
that the 650 square foot addition was not approved? Was
that because it was never brought to us?

MS. WAGNER: It was never brought forward.

That was set as the maximuﬁ'size of ahy addition. It was
not a foregone conclusion that it could have a 650 square

foot addition. It would not ever have one that is larger
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MS. WITHERELL: The memo states that -- you

than that.

know, that was the limitation, the zoning limitation, but
also states that every kind of alteration wouid'come back
to the HPC. And the HPC did not review speéific
alterations in advance. |

MS. MARCUS: 1It’s never been built.

MS. HARRIS: So the 650 square foot addition
was never brought to the HPC. It’s not that it was
denied; it’s --

MS. WITHERELL: Exactly.

MS. HARRIS: -- was never brought forward.

Ms. WITHERELLf That’s the maximum allowed
under the current --

MR. BOOTH: And what year was that compromise?

MS. WAGNER: That was in February of 1991. So
it wasn’t very long ago.

MR. NORKIN: Okay, I’'m with you there. And I
had a gquestion. This is more for staff. And I think
this has come up before, and excuse me for asking the
same thing again. Do HAWPs expire?

MS. WITHERELL: No.

MR. NORKIN: Buiiﬁing permifs do but HAWPs
don’t?

MS. WITHERELL: That’s correct.
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MR. NORKIN: Weil, I can see the situation
then. You issﬁe a HAWP and it’s a standing approval to
do something whether some iater body approves or not.

I‘m beginning to be swayed by our lawyerly
opinion on the fipeness of the issue. And, yes, I
realize that as staff said it’s a chicken-or-egg
situation, but the HPC unlike other bodies offers a
preliminary consultation. I‘m not aware that you can go
before ‘the Planning Board and get a sense from the
Planning Board about whether you can rezone something.

'So T would think that the preliminary
consultation would suffice and provide someone whatever
level of confidence, comfort or reassurance that they
need to carry forward. And the applicant came before the
HPC, and granted there were only five of us in attendance
that night, and heard what a consensus was, or heard some
memberé saying that what they saw that night was to their
mind approvable or buildable. And you heard some, myself
included, saying we’d like to see something smaller.

I’'m not comfortable at all with an actual
application brought before us to build something that is>
clearly not consistent with existing‘law, and if
presented a motion I would vote against it on that basis
alone, regardless of what I think about the design,

because I think that what’s being presented is legally
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not buildable, and I have no reason tovcast a vote for
it.

MR. RANDALL: Other jail-house lawyers? Other
comments?

MR. KOUSoﬁLAS: Yes. I can appreciate all the
procedure stuff that just happened. But I guess I’d like
to cut a bit cioser to this thing. And that is if this
was surrounded by compatible fabric, maybe secondary
resoufées, maybe a couple of other primary ones, but
something that was compatible, more like the interior
part of the district, we wouldn’t be worrying so much
about the néighﬂors first, but first we would start with
the resource.

And I couldn’t approve this addition on the

resource, let alone what it might be doing to the

- neighbors. I mean, the resource itself would be harmed.

If it was surrounded by modern buildings ail around it
the way the Withers House is in Bethesda, I still
couldn’t approve an addition like this.

It happens to be surrounded by something else,
sort of a slightly mediocre parking lot, kind of it’s nof
quite there. So there’s a tendency to say, well, it’s
not going to hurt anythingéxit's kind‘of bad anyway, it’s
not going to hurt anything around it.

And I think that’s kind of screwed up. 1It’s
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going to hurt the resource. And I don’t care what the
context for the resource looks like at this point. Maybe
in the future it will get better because it’s all subject
to our review. But the resource just -- with this
proposal gets changed dramatically.

‘'MR. RANDALL: Other Commissioners with
observations? -

(No response)

| MR. RANDALL: Then why don’t we ask the
applicant to return. Than you very much, panel.

Why don’t you come back, and first of all we’re
provide you the opportunity to respond to issues you
heard raised.

MR. MYERS: One of the issues that they just
spoke about was the fact that this agreement with the
site was hammered out in a town council thing to limit it
to the éize that it is, you know, 1991 or whatever; and
this is why this was like this.

I’11 remind you that the town council --
there’s a letter before you -- the town council voted on
this Monday night and approved it. In effect, basically
telling me that this is now fine with them. So they’re
not speaking for the town cSuncil at fhis point. The
town éouncil has approved exactly what you see before you

in terms of the size.
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Qs far as the zoning issues, I’ve ben with
preliminary -- had preliminéry discussions with Zoning.
The site is not a problem. The zoning issues are all
whether or not I can provide pérking setbacks, enough
parking for the square footage of office, if it goes to
office.

All of these things are not a problem and
they’re more like it’s just — they’re easily solvable oh
the site as it is right now. And, in fact, what you see
there has pretty much solved it. I have to get an
exception for a one-way driveway. It’s been indicated
that that’s okay. It shouldn’t be that much of a prqblem
considering that thefe's not that many spaces and it’s
not many people coming in and out of there.

As faf as what you were saying in tefms of why
do I come here first, well, what we’re hearing now is a
perfect example, because if I had taken a preliminary
discussion and séid based on that, oh, well, it’s going

to be approved, which it looked like; it was very

favorable and hopefully still is to a number of you, and

taken that; and then you’re talking about the serious
commitment both financially and time-wise to go through
the process, it basically is you justzhave to pay a big
fee to the County Council to amend the schematic site

plan. And then they kick it back to Zoning, and Zoning
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works ,out, and they kick it bacg -

It’s more or less I’m taking on the toughest
obs£acle first. That was really my feelihg for it,
because whatever the site‘plan says, it will be
contingent on approval by Historic Preservation. So
what’s the point in getting the approval for this
footprint of a building and parking and solving all that
if the building itself will not be approved. I would |
have spent a lot of time and money for nothing. So
that’s where I’m éoming from.

Some things that I find, you know, being an’
architect and being someone who does this for a living,
and most of our work is residential additions, thé one
thing that I feel stronqubabout is any time you add onto
a structure, you change it, any.time you add onto it.

So to say that if I decrease the size of this
structure by ten percent, by 15 perceht, or even by 50
percent, it’s going to change that structure in a big
way. It may -- you know, there are examples in
Kensington of buildings that have been added onto in
very, very significant ways. Big additions.

Maybe it’s not so much of an issue because, you
know, a lot of it is in theback and fhat sort of thing.
But this is not the first time this has been done in

Kensington. So I don’t want that to be —- they were
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sort of making it out to be like this was something out
of left field.

As far as some of these other issues, for
example, there are some inconsistencies. He says -- it’s
exactly the same height of the old building, everything
matches. I'm goihg to improve the old building, I’'m
going to take off the asbestos siding. I’m going to make
the investment to make that better.

I happen to disagree that this hurts the
commercial district. I think it brings more business to
the commercial district. The Kensington Town Council
agreed with me. They want to encourage revitalization
here, and they agreed with me, and I want that fo be very
clear, that the téwn council supported me.

Of course, you never -- normally the people who
supported these things, as you well know, are the ones
who usually come to these meetings. So I may wish I had
gone around and gotten a petition to sign up who’s for
and against it. But just keep in mind it was the town
council who was for it on this.

That’s all I can say in refuting some of their
claims.

MR. BRENNEMAN: Wﬁat is the-actual size of the
house once you put the addition on?

MR. MYERS: The actual -- in terms of fobtprint
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size, gre's a sheet in there tha,--

MS. MARCUS: I think it’s circle 14.

MR. MYERS: I thihk the new one is -- well, one
second, excuse me.” I’1l1 find it for you. We have a
table in here. It’s page five.

MS.vMARCUS: It is Circle 14 in your packet.

MR. MYERS: The_existihg building, the
footprint is 1230. And I agree that it counts the new
side porch. If you take off the side porch, which is
about six feet wide by 30 feet, take 180 feet off. So
the existing building footprint probably is more like
1100. The addition is also 1180 square feet. So -- in
terms of footprint size.

So it’s in effect doubling it, and I'm being
creative with some square footage inside to get more
square footage.

So, again, I feel the thing is very compatible
and I wouldn’t propose it if I didn’t. I spent a lot of
time and worked with staff on a number of different
additions and tried to get the massing the way they’ve
liked it. And that’s why they’ve recomﬁended approval.

MR. RANDALL: Okay. Other --

MR. BRENNEMAN: SO the grosé floor space is
3500 square feet?

MR. MYERS: That’s correct, of the entire
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structure.

MR. BRENNEMAN: Which is not a large home
really, by today’s standards.

MR. MYERS: I agree. I think what may be
throwing people off is ﬁhe fact that it’s doubling the
size. You forget that this is not a big structure. The
square footage of this house is 1500 feet of usable |
footage in this house. It’s two floors and then there’s
an attic and a basement, both of which are not usable in
terms of living space.

MR. RANDALL: Theﬂ I guess it’s in fact more
than doubliﬁg the size. It’'s going to --

MR. MYERS: The footprint doesn’t double. ‘The
square footage is more than doubled. The fogfprint
doesn’t.

MR. RANDALL: Other Commissioners?

MR. CLEMMER: Mr. Myers, how many parking
spaces'do you have on your property right now?

MR. MYERS: Right now all there is is the
existing residential driveway, which is two cars back-to-
back essentially.

MR. CLEMMER: And I look,a§ Circle 12 and it
says parking for three caré) and then‘I go to Circle 13
and there’s parking for ten spaces. The guestion I have

is, ultimately, how many parking spaces would you put on
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this propefty or would you want to put on this property?

MR. MYERS: To be honest with yoﬁ, I would --
my intention is to live here in the back. And as far
as == I’m pﬁtting three spaces there because the zoning
will require me to park three spaces for the existing
office space. Plus in that area it would be nice to have
off-street parking for three cars just for residential
use. I.prefer just to have two cars.

MR. CLEMMER: What’s the reason for the ten
parking spaces on Circle --

MR. MYERS: The reason for ten parking sﬁaces
is if at séme point in the future the whole structure
becomes office, I will more than likely -- the zoning has
indicated they want me to show as much parking as I can

off street. 1In lieu of that, they also indicated that I

~could lease spaces off site, which --

MS. WITHERELL: I wanted to bring up that
issue. I don’t know if you feel prepared to discuss
that.

I should mention that I spoke today with Dennis
Canavan of our Zoning Office. And he said that if this |
plan were to be amended and were to be approved that the
parking would have to be pﬁt in. Evéh though you‘re
using it for residential, it has to be provided for any

future use.




10
11
12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

100
However, he also stated -
MR. MYERS: He told me that only when I went
for the certificate of occupancy for the office permit,
that’s when I’d have to put all the space in.

MS. WITHERELL: And he also stated that it

'might be possible to use off-site space. Do you want

to -- can you address that?

MR. MYERS: Yes. He indicated that I didn’t,
by zohing, have to exactly provide the parking on site
for this office space if I leased or provided parking
elsewhere. Currently, I have an arrangement with the
church nexf door because nobody uses their lot Monday
through Friday, and that’s where we park. My three
employees park in th&t lot.

I would prefer not to have to rely on other
parking, but if that were a condition, if there’s a big
problem with the fact that there’s so much paving on the
site, I could live with finding -- there’s plenty of
parking in the building acfoss the street, with safeway
and the church where I can make arrangements. It’s only
a matter of four employees, and at tops would probably bé
about seven or eight for the entire building.

MR. RANDALL: Do‘ény other Commissioners have
concerns you’d like to get out there to shape the

discussion? Not necessarily questions for the applicant.
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I will go on record that I think the addition
is excessively large, and I’m troubled as well by the
chicken-and-egg thing. That wouldn’t be -- the latter
wouldn’t be, to me, reason to vote against the
application, but I’ve'got some real problems with the
huge size of that structure. I mean, doubling of any -
historic building is not ‘something tb be taken lightly.

MR. BOOTH: 1I’d like to add that I think |
Commissioner Kousoulas made a nice point when he stated
that one thing we’havevto consider is that this is a
primary resource. It may have a parking lot sitting-next
to it, butAthe house is still a primary resource in the
historic district.

Also, I thought some of the speakers also made
interesting points when they discussed the fact that this
business district is part of the historic district and it
is a low scale. If not particularly an ornate or fahcy
business district, it is one of small scale and some
older buildings.

One thing that this addition would do is would
sort of almost cut off, because of it’s veryvsize, this
business district from the rest of the district and
almost create a wall.

I’d have to also agree with Commissioner

Randall, I just think it’s too large. And that’s not
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even withstanding the points that I‘ve raised and
Commissioner Norkin has raised as to whether in fact it’s
ripe before us, Wwhether we-should be acting, period, and
whether we’re actually voting on something that is
theoretically or eﬁen practically illegal at this
particular juncture.

MR. RANbALL: Commissioner Lanigan?

MS. LANIGAN: I think the addition is very
large.  However, I know in the past we’ve approved very
large additibns. The reason I would be almost tempted to
go along with this is because I think it’s going to be
very hard to find a good use for this property. I think
for -- I think a good use for the property is e#tremely
important.

MR. RANDALL: Mr. Clemmer?

MS. LANIGAN: 1It’s a hard bne.

MR. RANDALL: I’m sorry.

MR. CLEMMER: Yes. This is another good old
Kensington tough nut to crack. 1I’ve dug my heels in as
hard as I can dig on some of these properties, trying to
preserve the open space of Kensington because I think
that’s one of its highest qualities.

You remember the.ﬁroperty up at St. Paul and

‘Oberon where they were going to try to put a fairly large

house on that corner lot. It was a Juraselski or -
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correct me, staff. I don’t know if that happened or not,
but I lost on that one.

I don’t thiﬁk yoﬁ should fill up these open
spacesf And when I look down through Baltimore Street
and Washington Street, I see other battles that we
fought, énd we’ve kept houses frém-going in on some of
these "buildable" lots.

But when I look at the geographical location of
this property, it is isolated. 1It’s a primary resource,
but it’s isolated, and it’s in a sea of commercial
property. And I look next door at the church president’s
letter,'and instead of seeing a wall, like Commissioner
Booth says, he sees a buffer from that. And he doesn’t
use the word "unsightly,”" but I will. From the unsightly
commercial developﬁent in thevsc—called historic
commercial district there, which consists I think of a
1930s gas station and one other structure. |

VOICE: 1900.

MR. CLEMMER: Thank you. A modified 1900s gas
station. ‘But I don't see a wall there, I do see a
buffer. And that might be somewhat different from the
way I normally would come down on this, but it’s an
isolated'property. Jt’s ndf down in‘the heart of the
historic district, which is residential, it’s open space.

The open space here is essentially long

]
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compromised. I sort of lean with Commissioner Lanigan on

this one.

MR. BRENNEMAN: I would like to say, too, I
think if it was being up for demolition I would be
against it, very much against it. The church presenting
a letter saying they would encourage it or go for it, I
think means a lot. va it were up on Béltimore or
Washington Street, it would be a different story here.
It’s in a highly coﬁmercial afea.

and I can’t help but think about the big
addition we did on the beautiful ten blocks away up in
Garrett Pafk on Strathmore Avenue on the corner. There,
I think, we ruined a property by allowing a very large
addition, and we’re not doing that here.

MR. RANDALL: Ms. Harris?

MS. HARRIS: I think I would tend to agreé with
some of the comments tonight. This is a little bit of a
special case because of its context and being surrounded
by more commercial-type structures.

I, however, am still a little bit troubled by
the size of it and the fact that the rear mimics the
front so much. and, quite frankly, I really dislike the
turret because it’s on thenback of a.étructure ana,a_
Victorian house would not have had a turret on the back.

It would have been on the front. So I think that
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particularly that articulation is not appropriate.

i,don't have there any trouble with there béing
an addition to this building. I don’t have any trouble
with the addition being relatively.large. But I think it
still is a little bit too large.

We have cértainly approved additions to
buildings that were almost doubling the structure in size
or doubling the main part of the house in size, but they
sﬁill were somewhat less than what the existing house
was. And they still seemed like rear additions. They
didh't seem to be like they were building another house
on the back. At least the ones that I‘’m most familiar
with.

And as far as a procedural matter, I don’t have -
any problem with proéeeding with this. Somebody has got
to say something. And Mr. Myers has gone through all the
trouble of being here tonight. I can perfectly
understand that he would want to have our opinion before
he goes thfough the other hoops of getting something like
this approved, which are cértainly more onerous than
coming before us.

MR. RANDALL: Okay. Further discussion, or is
there a motion? There seem to be two distinct schools of
thought with some mush in the middle. I would think that

we ought to have a motion at one end of the spectrum or
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the other to just seé where folks stand.

MR. BRENNEMAN: I guess to break the ice and
find out, I’11 make a motion that an Historic Area Work
Permit be granted to George T. Myers, Case Number 31/6-
930, based on staff’s approval with the conditions cited.

MR. RANDALL: Is there a second?

MR. CLEMMER: 1 wduld be tempted.to second
that, but I’m concerned about this turret issue that has
been raised.

MR. MYERS: Consider it gone.

MS. HARRIS: Is that a "consider it gone"?

MR. MYERS: I have no problemqwith the turret
not being there, if that’s what’s troubling you. That’s
a style issue which really I could -- it doesn’t matter
to.me. I don’t have a problem with it being on the front
or the back.

| MR. RANDALL: Well, I don’t want to get info
further discussion with the pending motion. The motion-
maker may wish to --

MS. HARRIS: Well, it was never séconded.

MR. CLEMMER: I never seconded it. I just
raised that issue.

MR. RANDALL: Riéﬁt. And I;m waiting for a
second, or otherwise we probably won’t discuss that

motion and we’ll move on to another motion. But if the
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motion-maker would like to recast that to take into
account what I believe to be an émended Historic Area
Work Permit that takes the turret out of the design of
the structure.

MR. BRENNEMAN: That would be fine with me.

MR. RANDALL: 1Is there a second?

MR. CLEMMER: Second.

MS. HARRIS: I‘’m not =--

MR. RANDALL: Now we can discuss the motion.

MS. HARRIS: The problem with the motion is we
don’t know what we’re approving, or would be approving.
And certaihly we’re taking the turret out, but how does
that affect the rest of the design and how the floof plan
is going to work and everything else?

MR. RANDALL: Well, the floor plan really isn‘t
our interest.

Ms. HARRIS: Well, it has to do with how the
building works.

| MR. CLEMMER: Could we assume we go back to a
square corner?

MR. MYERS: Certainly. That’s what would
happen. The hip roof would just come down and it would
land on a hip édrner. Thaé’s it. |

MR. RANDALL: Okay. So that is what‘the motion

would incorporate in the amended HAWP. I think we’ve got
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that all down. We have a reasonable sense of that. So
is there further discussion on the motipn?

(No response) |

MR. RANDALL: Hearing no further discussion on
the emotion, I’d like to close the public record and ask
for all of those who are in favor of the motion to please
signify by raising your hand.

| (Vote taken)

MR. RANDALL: Four in favor of the motion. All
those who oppose the motion, please signify by raising
your hand.

(Vote taken)

MR. RANDALL: Okay. It’s four against the
motion. The motion does not carry. Is there a second
motion?

MR. CLEMMER: Mr. Chairman, are you sure on
that point? The tie goes to the runner?

- MR. RANDALL: No. The HAWP is not approved. I
mean, the fact of it, it’s disapproved..

MS. MARCUS: 1 wish we had coﬁnsel here. I
would say the motion did not have a majority and there
needé to be another motion of some sprt.

MS. HARRIS: Butnthat doesﬁ?t -—‘we didn’t just
deny the HAWP either. |

MS. MARCUS: Correct, correct. All that
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happened was that that specific motion failed.
MR. RANDALL: But if we cannot reach agreement,
I think a ruling of the Chair subject to counsel having a

different perspective later would be that it is a de

facto a denial of the HAWP in that the HAWP has not been

approved. Otherwise the failure of the HPC to act on a
HAWP provides for automatic approval in 45 days.

So I think it’s a de facto denial of the HAWP
if the HAWP is not approved by an affirmative motion. We
can talk to counsel later.

MS. WITHERELL: Staff doesn’t want to have to
write a denial.

MR. RANDALL: Well, is there a --

MR. BOOTH: I would say that it’s cert&inly a
non-approval. There was a HAWP that came in front of
this Commission and it Qas not approved.

MS. MARCUS: The ordinance says we can do three
things.’ We can approve, we can dehy, we can approve with
conditions. It doesn’t say anything about non-approval.
It just says only those three things. So my
interpretation would be you need a motion to do one of
thoée three things.

MR. KOUSOULAS: fﬁere was a'case several months
ago and our counsel said that -- it had to do with --

there were so many abstentions that the thing was like
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two-to-one-to seven or, you know, two-to-one-to-six. And
I think what came out of that was that it failed because
you needed a majority of, ét least a quorum.

MS. MARCUS: I think there were fiVe people
there, which was a quorum, and one person abstained. And
four people voted and it was three-to-one. The question
was.-- and I think Walter brought up the question, which
was‘if there are only a minimum number Qf people here for
a quorﬁm and not all of those people vote, is the vote
still legal. 1Is that what you remember, Walter?

MR. BOOTH: Well, that was one of them, but
there was also the issue of numerous abstentions, where
you would have seven votes and it would be two-two, with
three abstentions.

MS. MARCUS: I don’t know if we’ve ever had
that actually arise, though.

MR. KOUSOULAS: But we asked that as a
hypothétical.

MS. WITHERELL: And the answer was, ves,
abstentions count as people present for the quorum.

MR. RANDALL: Okay. We could --

MR. MYERS: Can I ask one thing? If there were

seven here and I -- it’s jﬁSt a majority, is that what

_ the issue was?

MR. RANDALL: Yes.
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MR. MYERS: Okay.

MR. RANDALL: Okay. Now --

MR. MYERS: One other question. 1Is there
anyone who voted against the last motion, I would like to
know what it is it would take, if anything --

MS. HARRIS: Well, my question, and maybe I can
help_you along with this a little bit, is if there was a
design - and this is just a question for those people
who voted against this particular motion, just to help
Mr. Myers-out.

If there was a design before us that ﬁas a
revised deéign that had a slightly smaller footprint than
what we’re Seeing but was essentially still a large
addition, but iﬁ was somewhat smaller than what we’re
seeing now, bringing more in proportion to some of the
projects that we have approved in the past; and my second
suggestion is thaf the roof line of the addition be lower
than the existing house; are any of those people willing
to reconsider?

MR. RANDALL: vean/ but I don‘t --

MS. HARRIS: I’m just trying to help him out to
tell him this size addition or something close to it is
never, ever going to work,xforget it,.or it‘may be
something that’s going to be possible.

MR. RANDALL: Well, we haven’t gotten -- there
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are only several iterations of motions we can have.
We’re clearly not going to b in a position’to redesign a
structure tonight.

MS. HARRIS: No, I'm no£ suggesting that. I
was suggesting --

MR. RANDALL: And I think --

MS. HARRIS: -- cohtinued and --

MR. RANDALL: =-- of those that voted against
it, I think at least the clear message that I believe I
heard was concerns that we were doubling the footprint of
a structure. Now, whether you can get up to replicating
it by three quarters or five-ninths or whatever, I don’t
know; But clearly there —- I didn’t hear anybody say,
gee, nothing is buildable.

So I think the inference one can_draw is that a
different plan that is less large would clearly be more
inclined to get the votes of those that were opposed to
it. And I think that’s probably a fair inference. ‘But
we’re not going to -- I mean, there’s no way --

MR. MYERS: I’d like to say one thing. It says
exactly in the staff report, it mentions other cases in
the Kensington Historic District whe;e the -- this is a
quote, "where the footprin£'of the héﬁse has expanded
appreciably or even doubled, and the staff was satisfied

that the Commission fully considered the effect of such -
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I mean, what I’m gettihg at is tﬁis has been
done. And I think it seems as though it’s the luck of a
draw because if I was here a month ago and asked for a
vote, it appeared to me, especially there have been some
peoplg here who were singing a differént tune than they
did a month ago. |

MR. RANDALL: Well, that may be --

MR. MYERS: I honestly wonder if I should just
keep coming back until the right peoplé show up, which is
-- I know it’s ridiculous, but this is how important this
is to me. bAnd it seems how funny that it’s just a luck
of the draw, and such an important matter as this could
just be who happens to be here.

MR. RANDALL: Eut I think if we check with .
counsel, there is probably a concept of law that one
can’t keep coming back with the same denied or unapproved
HAWP without the passage of some time} But I don’t want
to get into an extended discussion. I think.we're at the
point where we close the public record. We’re dealing
with motions. We have one that was not approved.

As I say, in the absence of a motion that
affirmatively disapproves it, the Chéir will rule that
it’s a de facto disapproval, subject to counsel making a

different motion. Because it’s clearly not an approval,
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it’s clearly not an approval with a condition.

MS. MARCUS: Would it be worth having someone
make a motion for denial énd see if anyone changes --

MR. RANDALL: That’s where I'm heading. That'’s
the other alternative. Commissioner Kousoulas, would you
be willing to offer a motion to deny the Historic Area
Work Permit?

MR. KOUSOULAS: I see a dead-lock. I won'’t
make the motion.

MR. RANDALL: You see a deadlock? Okay. Then
the Chair will step down from the Chair. The Chair will -
offer a motion to deny the Historic Area Work Permit
that’s in front of us in that it’s incompatible with the
historic structure there.

Is there a second?

MR. BOOTH: Second.

MR. RANDALL: There's a second. Discussion on
the motion?

MR. CLEMMER: What would this get us if this
ends up with a four-four vote?

‘MR. RANDALL: It puts us back to the same place
we started.

MR. CLEMMER: It gives Christopher Hitchens
something solid to work with?

(Laughter)
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MR. RANDALL: There are only three ways that we
can try to approach this. I'm willing to exhaust two of
them. Aﬁd then I can’t reaily see any likelihood of
approval with conditions unless somebody is more
creative.

MR. NORKiN:‘ And what if this motion clearly
fails?

MR. BOOTﬁ: It still hasn’t been approved.

MR. RANDALL: VYes. All right. There is a
second. Go ahead, further discussion?

MS. HARRIS: The emotion that is on the table
is a motion that is to deny the drawings as we see before
us?

MR. RANDALL: Right, that is correct.

MS. HARRIS: Those of us who voted for the
first motion weren’t approving those drawings anyway.

MR. RANDALL: That is correct.

»MS. HARRIS: So the motion that’s before us
is -- |

MS. MARCUS: The motion before you is to deny
the Historic Area Work Permit as amended. It may be that
the vote will come out differenﬁly, put there’s only one
way to find out.

MR. RANDALL: Yes. That’s --

MS. MARCUS: It has been amended.
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MR. RANDALL: I don’t think any of us are going

_to be so persuasive that we’re going to do a tremendous

thing. Why don’t we just call for the question and
proceed.

MR. CLEMMER: Mr. Chairman, there is one other
possibility that could happen as a result of a tie vote
and this motion being defeated. He could go make an
appeal. |

MR. BOOTH: Yes.

MR. RANDALL: He could. Aﬁsolutely right.

MR. CLEMMER: So there are two more options.

MR. RANDALL: Certainly --

MR. CLEMMER: -- or wins.

MR. RANDALL: Certainly the applicant, if he’s
not granted the approval of the HAWP, has the ability to
appeal that and would be notified after staff checks with
counsel.

In any event, a question is called for. All
those in favor of a motion to deny the amended Historic
Area Work Permit please signify by raising their hand.

(Vote taken)

MS. HARRIS: Wait a minutef You just amended
it. |

MS. MARCUS: He amended it earlier to remove

the turret. So it’s the same issue before you.
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MS. HARRIS: Okay, I’m sorry. '

MS. MARCUS: The plans is exactly as you'’ve
seen with no turret.

MS. HARRIS: okay, I apologize. Go ahead.

MR. RANDALL: Let’s just proceed. Those
opposed to the motion please signify by»raising their
hand. |

(Vote taken)

. MR. RANDALL: Five opposed to the motion to
deny the HAwé. okay. So then that would suggest that
maybe somebody would like to.go back to a motion to
approve the HAWP as one last effort to see if their votes
have shifted. - And then we are going to move on.

MR. CLEMMER: Can we legally have a second vote
on the same motion in the same meeting?

MS. HARRIS: Well, I’1l fix thét. I would like
to move that the Historic Area Work Permit that we’ve
been discussing for quite a while here be approved with
two conditions. One is that the turret be eliminated and

that that corner be square, and that the roof line of the

addition be made slightly lower than the front part of

the house.
MR. RANDALL: 1Is fhere a second?
MR. BRENNEMAN: T will second.

MR. RANDALL: There is a second. Is there
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MR. CLEMMER: Would you put a specific figure

discussion on the emotion?

on how much it needs to be lowered?

MS. HARRIS: Typically, they’re about two feet
lower. Approximately two feet. |

MR. CLEMMER: I don’t want to get into
semantics. Two'inches; He.comes back with a plan for
two inches. He’s done that. That doesn’t accomplish
anythihg;

MS. HARRIS: Right. Approximately two feet.

MR. RANDALL: So now we’ve had clarification.
And I presume the seconder agrees with it as clarified?
Okay.

All right. Any discussion on the motion? No
discussion. Those in favor of the motion blease signify
by raising their hand.

(Vote taken)

MR. RANDALL: Four. Those opposing the motion
please signify by raising their hand.

(Vote taken)

MR. RANDALL: Three. Those abstaining? One
abstention. So I think we’‘re in a position where the
motion carries. Okay. ‘ |

MS. MARCUS: So just to clarify --

MS. HARRIS: Do YOu understand what happened?
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MR. MYERS: Yes. Absolutely.

MS. MARCUS: As we have it, the two conditions
are no turret and the roof line of the addition being two
feet lowef.

MS. HARRIS: Or thereabout.

MS. MARCUS: Or thefeabout of the existing
house.

- - ‘MR. MYERS: Thank you.

MS. WITHERELL: Do you want to see it?

MS. HARRIS: I think it’s contingent on staff
approval. That’s fine.

’ MR. RANDALL: Let’s move on to thé next item on
the agenda, if I can find my agendé, which I believe is
grants. On the grants, eQerybody has héd the
applications in their package. I hope.everybody has

taken a glance at it. The dollar amounts match up with

~what the people have requested. it is left -- $3500, I

believe Gwen had said earlier.

So rather than substantively getting into each
and every grant, let me ask if anybody has any objections
or by exception needs some information on a particular
grant.

MS. LANIGAN: I dg.

MR. RANDALL: Okay, go ahead, Martha.

MS. LANIGAN: (Inaudible)
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P.O.Box 453

' Kensington Historical Society
Kensington, Maryland 20895

November 29, 1993

To: The Montgomery County Board of Appeals
Re: Appeal of the Kensington Historical Society
in Historical Preservation Commission Case No. 31/6-93 0O

To the Board:

The Kensington Historical Society (Society) is filing an
appeal of a discussion held by the Historical Preservation
Commission (HPC) on October 27, 1993 in the captioned case. The
attached appeals form does not comply with the Board's printed
requirements, nor can it given the current procedural posture in
of the captioned case before the HPC. The HPC voted to approve
the application subject to conditions: however, no approval
letter or HOP notification authorizing a building permit has been
issued. Therefore no document indicating final agency action is
available as required by the appeals form. Nor are copies of the
transcript of the October 27, 1993 meeting, nor is it known when
the transcript will be available. The appeal is filed at this
time solely because the County Attorney's office has informally
advised the Society that an appeal may be due 30 days after the
HPC meeting with which Society is concerned.

The Board should be advised that the Board, the Society, the
HPC (through its Staff), nor even the Applicant in HPC Case
Number 31/6-93 O, Mr. Meyers, knows what the final design will
be for the property at 10415 Armory Avenue, if approved, and as
such, what it will look like if and when it is reconfigured.
This is because no revised plans have been submitted to the HPC.
As such, it is possible the Applicant might chose not to proceed
with the project. or that the revised plans would require further
by the HPFC if the HPC staff concludes that further review of the
case is warranted based on questions that may be raised by the
reviged application. In short, the Kensington Historical Society
has been forced to appeal at a time when no interested party,
including the HPC Staff, knows for certain what plans for the
building at 10415 will look like. The best information that can
be iz the HPC Staff report dated 10/20/93 on the subject
property, which does not reflect the HPC's October 27
deliberations in this casze. Since the appeal form the Society
has filed is incomplete on its face, the Society understands that
the Beard may reject it. If Beard does so, please advise the
Society in writing with a copy to the undersigned at 9616 0Old
Spring Road, Kensington, MD 20895,

Sincerely yours,

l/yl‘ (\ULHMUV\
John M. Robinson

‘?WSLM



Typed version, with minor amendment, of Appeal by the Kensington
Historical Society on Hlstorlcal Preservatlon Commission Case
Number 31/6-93 O

The appeal is from the Historical Preservation Commission.

There i3 not document evidencing agency action, nor is it clear
that a final action has been taken. See cover Letter.

The appeal concernz a vote by the HPC at its meeting of October
27, 1993, to approve the application in Case Number 31/6-93 O
subject to a two foot reduction in the roof line,

The proper action is denial of the application in HPC Case 31/6-
93 0.

The citation is to the Montgomery County Historical Preservation
Ordinance, Chapter 24A.

The error of fact is compatibility with the character of the
hiztorical =2ite. (Ses page 3 of Staff Report.)

The error of law is the improper evaluation of the role of the
hizgtorical importance of the commercial district of Kensington,
MD. :

The question of fact presented to this appeal is the judgement of
the HPC on histerical preservation in Kensington in this case.

The question of law presented in this appeal is the
interpretation of the purpoze of the Kensington Historical
District; The decision making process of the HPC in this case.

- Tha property desecription is Lot 1 and part of 2, Block 2, Derrick
Subdivision, Kensington MD, at 10415 Armory Avenue,

Appellant’s intereat ig preservation of the historical character
and nature of the Kensington MD Historical District.

The Kensington Hizstorical Society i3 concerned with Historical
Preservation under its charter and has consistently worked to
uphold histerical preservation in Kensington. This action

offends the Society and its individual members in the Kensington
area.

Attachments include the HPC Staff Report date 10/20/93, and a
list of adjacent and confronting property owners.

I certify that this is the same information contained on the

previous appeal form, as amended on the nature of the HPC action,
and I»adopt the certification affixed thereto. /
\A"/V\ C/] !'/L‘L.U*-’Y‘—"

John M. Robinson
) ¢ g
Wb 21013
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Substitute Form 5

Attached to the Appeal of The Kensington Historical Society
Regarding Historical Preservation Commission Case 31/6-93-0

The adjacent and confronting property owners and their addresses
for the subject property located at 10415 Armory Avenue are as
follow. The source is pp. 3 and 4 of the HPC Staff report
attached to the appeal form.

1. St. Paul's Methodist Church 4 2 Lol KB Dfricks Sub

10401 Armory Avenue : ) /o
Kensington, MD 20895 /(75’(?7 '/9‘/’/97(7}”)/ /%C-

2. Robert McChesney Jr.

4429 Haverford Drive | } q Bleck . A f’)Dz‘W»ickg So

Rockville, MD 20853 p ,
SOY ) F /4;'/?70//«/ Avesee
3. Wyster Corporation

3760 Howard Avenue 3 ' # < Sc)ﬁ
Kensington, MD 20895 - Zaf/ Q/é’pf/?‘ /?cu/>

4. Jane S. Davoli | . ; O
2501 East Meridith Lo H Loood <+ [%ujg Sob
Vienna, Virginia 22180 /0 <2 Fo iCe 571

.  Fawce S |

T RAR AT Suck 4 RE Ditricks Sub
Oakland, California 94660 3%38 Aowird Ave nue.

| Lofs 2,34 2SS 70H
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION STAFF REPORT

Address: 10415 Armory Avenue Meeting Date: 10/27/93

Resource: Kensington Historic District Review: HAWP/Alteration

Case Number: 31/6-93.0 Tax Credit: No

Public Notice: 10/14/93 Report Date: 10/20/93

Applicant: George T. Myers Staff: ' Nancy Witherell

PROPOSAL: Construct rear addition RECOMMEND: Approve with
condition

The proposal before the Commission is similar to a preliminary
consultation held between the appllcant and the HPC on September
22, 1993. The applicant's previous submission and the staff
report for that review are attached at the back of this report.

At that meeting, the appllcant presented a proposal to build an
addition that would more than double the size of a prlmary re-
source in the Kensington Historic District. The house is situat-
ed in the commercial part of Kensington and is, in fact, not
adjacent to any other primary resourcs. On either side are a
church parking lot and a non-historic one-story brick commercial
structure, across Armory Avenue are large scale commercial struc-
tures and parking lots, and behind the property are brick apart-
ment buildings listed as secondary resources.

The five commissioners at the September 22 meeting discussed the
issue of compatibility of the addition with the house's context,
as opposed to the compatibility of the addition to the house
itself. It was understood by all that the addition would radi-
cally alter the house, but was also acknowledged by all that the
house's original context has been radically changed. Several
Ccommissioners questioned the inclusion of the resource in the
historic district. All agreed that the site is unique and that a
decision concerning this property would not reflect on decisions
made about proposed additions to other primary residential struc-
tures in the historic district in the past or future.

Two Commissioners stated that the addition should be reduced
somewhat; three Commissioners stated that the addition was ac-
ceptable as proposed. All Commissioners agreed that a fully
attached addition (as opposed to the use of a hypenated structure
or a separate structure) was most appropriate.

0,



STAFF DISCUSSION

In the HAWP proposal before the Commission, the applicant has
redesigned the rear addition, altering the roof form and the
projections, especially on the south and east elevations. The
turret has been moved to the north elevation. The footprint of
the new addition has been reduced by 160 square feet and the
gross floor area by 150 square feet. New materials, including
windows and roofing, would match the existing. The asbestos
cladding on the house would be removed and the existing wood
siding underneath would be patched, repaired, or replaced as.
necessary.

The applicant previously showed the Commission two options for
treatment of the front porch. The staff had recommended the
simpler treatment, which left the front porch intact and created
a separate stoop on the south elevation. There was no discussion
of this issue at the September meeting, and the applicant has
elected to proceed with his preferred design, which is to contin-
ue the porch around the corner to create a wrap-around porch.

The staff acknowledges that the wrap-around porch provides addi-
tional articulation on this elevation--the most exposed side of
the building--but still expresses reservations at altering the
front porch of the house.

The staff continues to focus in the analysis of this project on
the designation of this house as a primary resource in the his-
toric district, while fully recognizing the arguments concerning
loss of original context put forth by the applicant and concurred
in by the Commission during the preliminary consultation. The
staff, therefore, is troubled not only by a proposal that would
so substantially alter a primary resource but by the apparent
consensus that the designation process erred in the determination
made about this property. Staff believes that it is important to
uphold decisions previously made about properties during the
lengthy and open designation process.

Despite this concern, however, the staff also fully concurs with
the analysis of the site's context as discussed at the September
meeting and is prepared to recommend that the project be ap-
proved. The staff has come to this conclusion also in part
because other large-scale additions have been approved by the HPC
for houses of a similar size in the past year. In each of these
other cases--in the Kensington Historic District and in other
districts--the footprint of the house was expanded appreciably or
even doubled and staff was satisfied that the Commission fully
considered the effect of such additions on the character of not

only the house but the character of the historic district as a
whole.

The applicant has responded positively to the recommendation in
the previous staff report to enhance landscaping at the rear

of the house. Decreased parking spaces, increased greenspace,
and a patio are the result.



\‘STAFF RECOMMENDATION

The staff strongly recommends that the Commission direct the
applicant to find ways to reduce the addition further as a condi-
tion of approval, but recommends that the proposal be found
consistent with the purposes of Chapter 24A. The staff bases its
recommendation on the stated judgment of Commissioners at the
.September 22, 1993, meeting, the subtantially altered context of
the house, and the precedent of other approved large additions to
primary resources in this and other historic districts.

The staff relies on the following criteria:

The proposal is compatible in character and nature with the
historical, archeological, architectural or cultural fea-
tures 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;

and Standards #9 and #10:

New additions, exterior alterations, or related new con-
struction shall not destroy historic materials that charac-
terize the property. The new work shall be differentiated
from the old and shall be compatible with the massing, size,
scale, and architectural features to protect the historic
integrity of the property and its environment;

New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall
be undertaken in such a manner that if removed in the fu-
ture, the essential form and integrity of the historic
property and its environnment would be unimpaired.
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PLANS PREPARED BY Tm ?'fz-cvh To<TS. TELEPHONE NO. __2°l q¥2 Qb2

ST m ST e = ——{|nfuds Area Code) T T T
REGISTRATION NUMBER & 8395

LOCATION OF BUILDING/PREMISE

House Numt;er _ 185 Strest A pwmefN AJEPJ < o
tacats Lexn 2 okt ©f 104 980110 ool Mo TSET iSa0lNhDs AoRIs bobesh 2 saz:: s 1y B
Town/City e i N - Election District :
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1. IFTHISIS A REVISION OF A PREVIOUSLY APPROVED ACTIVE PERMIT SEE PERMIT # N
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1E. IS THIS PROPERTY A HISTORICAL SITE? Yes,

PART TWO: CO:A}[;XE FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION ANO EXTEND/ADDITIONS
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2A.  TYPE OF SEWAGE DISPOSAL - 2B. TYPE OFWATER SUPPLY
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PART THREE: COMPLETE ONLY FOR FENCE/RETAINING WALL :
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I hereby certify that | have the authority to' make ths forsgoing application, that the appiication is correct, and that the construction will
plans approved by all agencies listed and | hereby acknowledgs and accapt this to bs a condition for the issuance of this psrmit.




SUPPLEMENTAL APPLICATION FOR HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT
REQUIRED ATTACHMENTS

1. WRITTEN DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

a. Description of existing structure(s) and environmental

setting,
including their historical features and significance: '
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b.  General description of project and its impact on the historic

resource(s), the environmental setting, and, where applicable, the
historic district: -
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2. Statement of Projg: Intent: .

Short, written statement that describes:

a. the proposed design of the new work, in terms of scale, massing,
materials, details, and landscaping:

ALL STHLRG  DETAILS ;) B2 WILL WMATZR EX TG,

D AODITIon ), wWe PRobosE " pEMSE T NeN - RISTRRIMG
ASBO1CS S 0 P £l ~Trie oRAGAL  STRACTIRRE
CENRY 1T o \D O PRGirg- Pociw WP CLaPPermiD.

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

Qf‘ﬁ—gv’_ T DRAWiIC &GS

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

Prfepn T DPRAWWGS .

3. Project Plan:

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 1andscaping.

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).

-2- |



Design_Features: Schematic construction plans drawn to scale at 1,.
=1'-0", or 1/4" = 1'-0", indicating location, size and general type o:

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 exterior must be noted on the elevations drawings. An

existing and a proposed elevation drawing of each facade affected by the

proposed work is required.

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

Photos of Resogurces: Clearly labeled color photographic prints of
each facade. of existing resource, including details of the affected
portions. Al1 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 Adjacent Property Owners. For all projects, provide an
accurate list of adjacent and confronting property owners (not tenants),
including names, addresses, and zip codes. This 1ist should include the
owners of all lots 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
cbtaining this information, call the Department of Assessments and
Taxation, at 279-1355.

Name - ST . PAJL's MeTHoDIsT <tHlpcd
Address  FERBY FARZAFT o\l ARMopY e,

City/Zip _ JCES W (T WD 2eotdsS

vme _PoPeRT  MCCHesuef SR (loMr sewspi

Address 4424 HAER Popr> DORwWE . Ne')_

City/Zip Pocfuiux wp . 10853




; .3. Name UNSTER (oR PoRATION)
Address 2160 Yewapo ME.
City/Zip _— \.Cg‘F-"J P& 12N 20848
.. Name IANE S Davou) (AP/&FrMENﬁ)
~N
| Address 50\ EAST AEREDTH ST
City/Zip VIEP DA /\} IR (ritaVA ’L’Z,\%O
5. Name orfe\dat oiokEes 42 \wC.
Address ‘%1*¥ &--L)ELCJLskth <17
City/zip____ SAFH© A 2 AYbeo
6. Name
Address
City/Zip
7. Name
Address
City/Zip
8. Name
Address
City/Zip
1757E
-4-



" PROPOSED ADDITION
TO
10415 ARMORY AVENUE

GTM Architects
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION STAFF REPORT

Address: 10415 Armory Avenue Meeting Date: 9/22/93

Resource:Kensington Historic District Preliminary Consultation

Case Number: n/a " Tax Credit: No

Public Notice: 9/8/93 Report Date: 9/16/93
Applicant: George T. Myérs ' - Staff: Nancy Witherell
PROPOSAL: Rear addition RECOMMEND: Further study

This preliminary consultation involves the proposed construction
of an addition to a primary resource in the Kensington Historic
District. Formerly a residence, the structure is now zoned for
office use and is occupied by the applicant's architectural firm.

The map on the last page of the packet is marked to show the
location of the property. Although the structure remains resi-
dential in character, it's original context has been lost. The
building is surrounded by commercial development, including small
non-contributing structures to the north, a parking lot to the
south, and parking lots and large-scale buildings across the
street to the west. However, the building is near a park across
the street, and structures designated as secondary resources face
Fawcett Street to the east of the applicant's property.

The building's footprint measures 1,060 square feet on a lot .
measuring 9,825 square feet, for coverage of under 11%. The
applicant proposes a two-story addition that would more than
double the footprint of the building to 2,400 square feet, for
coverage of under 25%. The proposed addition, which retains the
roof ridge height and general character of the house, is designed
to incorporate the materials and irregular massing of the Queen
Anne-style house.

The applicant has submitted two schemes, the first of which
integrates a side porch on the south elevation with the existing
front porch, and a longer one-story section on the north eleva-

"tion. The second scheme leaves the front porch intact and uti- .

lizes a small entrance porch on the south elevation, instead. In
addition, the north elevation features a smaller porch and a
projecting bay.
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STAFF DISCUSSION

Constructing an addition on this structure would meet the pur-
poses of Chapter_24A and be consistent with approved rear addi-
tions to primary resources in the Kensington Historic District.
However, in the staff's judgment, the proposed addition is too
large for the building. Although the addition's massing has been
fairly well articulated, it would create, if built, a structure
fundamentally different than the existing structure. Instead of
a house that is fairly square in plan and organized under a hip
roof, the structure would become a very long rectangle, with a
length and massing that did not occur in houses- of the period.

The staff would suggest, however, that a smaller addition could
be constructed behind the existing house. The rear elevation is
fairly flat and a well-articulated addition could be attached to
it without distorting the architectural character of the build-
ing. The addition, if shorter, would solve the problem inherent
in this proposal, particularly in scheme 1, of apparent bisymme-
try on the north elevation. 1In general, the staff would recom-
mend the approach shown in scheme 2, which keeps the original
front porch separate from the new entrance on the side (south)
elevation.

It is ironic that a longer addition, such as that proposed, would
actually block views of non-contributing buildings and features
to the north and south of the property. Nevertheless, the scale
and architectural character of the resource itself must be pre-
served.

The applicant has submitted on page 3 of the packet the schematic
site plan approved in 1991. It includes 7 parking spaces ac-
cessed by two driveways. Although some areas of greenspace would
be preserved, the house would be virtually surrounded by paving
when seen from the street. Pages 5 and 6 show, in two phases,
the site plan the applicant would propose if an addition were
approved by the HPC. 'In both schemes, only one driveway is
proposed, thus saving greenspace at the front of the lot.

The staff notes, however, that the proposed site plan on page 6
shows the addition extending all the way to the paved parking
lot. The absence of appropriate greenspace directly behind the
structure--so that the building can continue to read as a histor-
ic residential structure--reinforces the staff's recommendation
that the addition be made smaller and more sympathetic to the
scale of the ex1st1ng primary resource.

The applicant has done well to use the building as his office
without altering its original residential character. His office
sign, reviewed by the Commission in 1992, was designed to main-
tain that character. A smaller rear addition and appropriate
landscaping could be designed to retain that historic residential
character, as well.

()
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November 1, 1993

Albert Randall, Chairperson, KPC
23340 Frederick Road
Clarksburg, Maryland 20871

Dear Mr. Randall,

I am disturbed by the capricious behavior of the Historic
Preservation Commission in reaching its decision on the property
at 10415 Armory Ave. in Kensington (HPC Case No. 31/6-930,) I do
not believe it was proper for the Commission to approve a plan
which more than doubled the footprint of a primary resource in
the Historic District, nor to indicate approval of increased
density of use well beyond that approved in the rezoning site
plan, in order to spare the applicant the trouble of coming back
with another plan! :

Perhaps the Commission was unduly influenced by
communications from the Mayor and Council of the Town of
Kensington. ‘The Mayor and Council do not represent the opinions
of many Town residents who are concerned with the preservation of
the Historic District.

Mr. Myers' surprise apppearance at the beginning of the Town
meeting on October 25 was not on the agenda, and those residents
who might have spoken against his plan were not alerted to be
present. I was present, and I heard Mr. Myers do the same thing
he did before the HPC: he predicted easy approval by the HPC and
"no problem” obtaining intensified site use, in order to gain
approval from the Town. Subsequently, he claimed approval from
the Town as a reason to get approval from the HPC. Next, no
doubt, he will go before the Zoning Examiner and claim approval _
from tne Town and the HPC in order to get zoning approval for
intensified use. I find this a very manipulative way of
operating. Unfortunately, it seems to work.

It should be noted that the only Kensington Town Council
member with any history of interest in preservation, Mr. Wagner,
voted against Mr. Myers' plan. He pointed out that Mr. Myers had
neglected to mention HPC and Staff reservations about the size of
his design. In addition, the Town engineer expressed concern
about increased storm water run~off and potential storm drain
problems associated with intensified use (paved parking, less
green space.) The applicant said he had not yet considered these
issues.
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The HPC Commissioners did have an opportunity to hear many
cogent arguments against the size of this project from concerned
Kensington residents. They chose to ignore these arguments and
their own reservations, apparently in order to "help"” the i
applicant and spare him the trouble of coming before them agaln.
Many people have been back many times for less. Such '
inconsistency is, at the least, lamentable

Slncerely yours,

J@@MMM

Ilene Shulman
10221 Montgomery Ave.
Kensington, Md. 20895

cc: Commission members



Kensington LAP Report on Case #31/6-93 0

The property under consideration was re-zoned in 1991 for
limited office use with the restriction that the site would not
be developed more intensely than indicated in a plan showing a
650 square foot addition wh a®deck, 7 parking spaces and
extensive plantings. Mr. Meyers now wants to double the approved
square footage, have 10 parking spaces, and omit plantings except
for screening at the bord%rs. This would require re-zoning
approval for more intensé”ﬁée. He wants the opinion of the HPC
before proceeding with the zoning Board which entails an expense.

Mr. Meyers' house abuts that part of the Kensington business
section whlch'{sﬂlngwhe historic district. The house is a
primary historic resource with a very pleasing Victorian design
and is highly visible on three sides from Howard, Armory, and.
Knowles Avenues, It heialds the character of areas immediately
outside the commercial district and is an excellent transitional
property. Historic designation and limited office use were
arrived at by lenghty and open processes as was pointed out the
HPCA%-

The proposed development does not show respect for the
primary resource or surrounding open spaces, The N and S aspects
of the existing house would be completely overwhelmed by @MIQE/Va7maw%/
equal-sized mirror image addition with ornamentation not
characteristic of the original, making the structure look like a
modern Victorian-style apartment house. Also, the proposed wrap-
arggigégaﬁp? w?uld markedly change the W and S facades.
Eurthermere, any open grounds would be converted to parking
spaces and drlvewayg,w1th all plantings removed except for
screening at the edges.

The present proposal should not be approved for a number of
reasons.

1. First, the house is a primary historic resource and should be

treated like any gther historic house in Kégnggton. Aﬁ%ﬁti ns
ASrelaline A

of the proposed,size have not been approved in Kensington.
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2. Second, open space, around a primary resource is a leading
attribute ofAKensington The proﬁosed expanded structures would
not only ,alter the streetscape by filling the lot, but also
woﬁa ,0bliterate the7$tzﬁ of trees and sky when looking N or $ on
Armory.
3. Third, proximity to a commercial area has not by precedent
been a reason to allow inappropriate changes to a primary
historic resource. It is apparent on,visiting the site that an
enlarged 3fstory structure oqﬂhégbagygund would oppressively
overshadow adjacent low level properties and would detract from
one of the most attractive commercial areas in Town.
4. Fourth, limited development was part of the 1991 rezoning
procedure and should not be abrogated. Intensity of use as well
as appearance are important considerations in preserving
neighborhoods. Unless transitional properties like this are
limited to a transitional degree of useage, further encroachment
of commercial on redidential zones can be anticipated. For
example, why does the proposed plan show a possible connection to
the nextdoor R-60 zoned parking lot?
5. Finally, there are several confusing aspects to the
appllcatlon itself wﬁ?gzvled to unwarranted positive comments by
the sgéff The footprint of additions in the plan submitted for
consultatlon is actually not decreased in the present plan; it
appears that a planned new porch is simply subtracted from the
category of new structures and added to the category of existing
structures. Also, the patio, fewer parking spaces, and more

greenery, which the staff commended is a transitional

A
plan which agggally will be changetho several more parking

spaces, p6 patio, and po greenery {n the final fofj)

o%7nng«&wJ7 °i27%‘23¥22‘4&*“2~\




October 26, 1993

Ms. Nancy Witherell

Historic Preservation Commission
8787 Georgia Ave,

Silver Spring, MD 20910

Dear Nancy:

At the regular 'meeting of Mayor and Council on October 25,
1993, the majority of the Town Council voted to support George
Myer’s proposed addition and site alterations at 10415 Armory Ave.
with the conditions that, at the proper time, the Town will review
parking, stormwater management and public space improvements.

/sincerely,

‘fﬁnf{m -

/Jack Johes -
Mayor

CC. George Myers
Town Council

3710 MITCHELL ST « KENSINGTON MD 20895 ¢+ (301) 949-2424 FAX (301) 949-4925
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Kensington Historical Soclety
P.O. Box 453
Kensington, Maryland 20895

25 Qctober 1993
' Dear Members of the Historic Preservation Commission:

1am writing to express my opinion, on behalf of the Kensington Historical Society, regarding the
proposed addition to 10415 ory Avenue. :

The app‘icant has proposed some changes to the existing house which are laudable--notably, the
testoration of the original wood siding and the treatment of detajling and of materials in general.
The applicant has also shown some sensitivity to the compatibility of massing of the new addition.
Bowever, the proposed addition is disproportionately scaled, such that the primary resource is
overshadowed, perhaps even overwhelmed, by the new addition.

The proposed addition reverses the appropriate relationship of a primary resource to its addition--
that is, by overshadowing the original structure by virtue of its greater size, it detracts from the
reading of that historic resource as “primary”. Because of the depth and breadth of the adjacent
church parking lot, the proposed south facade would be highly visible and prominent and would,
dug (o its greater size and forward-projected massing, compete with the reading of the original
house as a primary resource.

The addition should certainly be reduced to a size which defers appropriately to the original
structure. In spite of its unique position as an “isolated” historic resource, the house is still a
primary resource, and the proposed addition should be denied in keeping with Section 24A-8 of
the Historic Presetvation Ordinance, as “the alteration...would be inappropriate or inconsistent
with, or detrimental to the preservation, enhancement, or ultimate protection of the historic site, or
historic resource...” .

~

Sincerely yours,
Helen Crettier Wilkes, A.LA.
Historic Preservation Chaix
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10401 Ax‘w AVENUE * KENSINGTON, MAKJAND 20895
Pastors . : : Telephons
CHRBSTER W. KIRK : (301)933-7933
ANNE YARBROUGH . .

Minister of Education & Youth:
RICHARD L. BUCKINGHAM

October 25, 1993

Historic Preservation Commission .

Maryland National Capital Park and Planning commission
8787 Georgia Avenue :

8ilver sSpring, MD 20919-3760

Re: Proposed Addition to 10415 Armory Avenue
Application of George T. Myers

To the Commission:

On behalf of St. Paul’s Methodist Church, I have reviewed the
proposed plans for the above referenced addition. I find that the
new addition will not only improve the aesthetic quality of the
structure as a whole, but it will also visually block the
unsightly low commercial structures to the north. In short, the
structure as shown on the drawings, combined with the landscaping
along the property line, will be a welcdme improvement as far as
the church is concerned. We sincerely hope that the Commission
approves the application. : :

S8incerely,

oo Tohorcln

Ken Rhodes

President, Board of Trustees

ca e
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~tHE[MARYLAND- NATIDNAL‘ CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION
—J—jJ 8787 Georgia Avenue ¢ Silver Spring, Maryland 20910-3760

o R |

MEMORANDUM

TO: Robert Hubbard, Acting Chief
‘ ‘ Division of Development Services and Regulation
Department of Environmental Protection

FROM: Gwen Marcus, Historic Preservation Coordinator
Design, Zoning, and Preservation Division
M-NCPPC

SUBJECT: Historic Area Work Permit

DATE: 7-25 Al

The Montgomery Historic Preservation Commission has reviewed the
attached application for a Hlstorlc Area Work Permit. The appli-
cation was:

Approved _ Denied.

-+ Approved with Conditions:

N e- wok Dwstiee dlors W e d D \u\
S W \\m&x:\\( rOhause doad W
sdr P lodhi POXSoud &\U@i}’

The Building Permit for this project should be issued conditional
upon adherance to the approved Historic Area Work Permit.

Appllcant° C;U;LCLZ 1. QV\kXt)hs”
Address: ALQ& \g )N MAASN )(\)? WA mwm/w
O @)
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HIStOI’IC Preservatlon Commission

,‘w.
) " 51 Monroe Street‘. Suite 1001. Rockvulle. Maryland 20850
; 217-3625
L i Ll

APPLICATIONFOR '
HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT

TAX ACCOUNT # 1% /Q/Of 1z 5’4 ATerndes oy -
NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER (T80t T fMN¥epS:. . ° TeiepWoneno._ %ol 412 - cct L
(Contract/Purchaser) ' {Include Area Code) ‘
ADDRESS Jjos AgnwriE~ AvendE - FenSiugra e TS, . 2chas
city 1 oo - ¢“STATE ., HE ZIP
CONTRACTOR I _Be  <celECrmvD TELEPHONE ND.
- CONTRACTOR REGISTRATION NUMBER
PLANS PREPARED BY (AT P e T _ TELEPHONEND. _Zel gd2 St

(Include Area Code)
REGISTRATION NUMBER _H 8245

LOCATION OF BUILDING/PREMISE

House Number IS Street Apwefd A\;EMJ <
Town/City jg s 1o ¢ e N Election District
Nearest Cross Street F Ao W LEY AU ende
Lot 1 Block = EPIET F qupdivision _ IC-B . DeTEI<K) SUBprutoN Pupt ok B Pl so
CY 7 g =
Liber Folio Parcel
1A, TYPE OF PERMIT ACTION (circle one) Circle One: A/C Slab Room Addition
Construct ( Extend/Add } Alter/_R_enovate ] Repanr ., '-Porch- ‘Deck Fireplace .Shed Solar Woodburning Stove
- Wreck/Raze Move Install Revocable  Revision Fence/Wall {complete Section 4) Other

2 S PN 2DDTIeNS,

. 1B.  CONSTRUCTION COSTS ESTIMATE $ dbs Kngey ©J - - :
IC.  IFTHIS IS A REVISION OF A PREVIOUSLY APPROVED ACTIVE PERMIT SEE PERMIT # e
1D.  INDICATE NAME OF ELECTRIC UTILITY COMPANY Pe Fleo ‘

'I’ET IS THIS PROPERTY A HISTORICALSITE? __ Y £S .

PART TWO: C(]MPLETE FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION ANO EXTEND/ADDITIUNS

s SO
!

9, TYPE OF SEWAGE 0ISPOSAL 2B. TYPE OE,WATER SUPPLY
01 (V/)‘ WSSC 02 () Septic . o 01 ) WSSC 02 ( ) Well
03 () Other 03 () Other

PART THREE: COMPLETE ONLY FOR FENCE/RETAINING WALL

4A. HEIGHT feet inches -

4B. Indicate whether the fence or retaining wall is to be constructed on one of the followmg locations:

- 1. On party ling/Property line
2. Entirely on land of owner i
3. On public right of way/easement (Revocable Letter Required).

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

™

- -

/ \\\/ g 'ng\w _ )(, < Cf’-’-\
Signature of- owne’r or‘authonzed agent {agent must have signature notarized on back) Date

*‘*'**‘***{*'****i"{'#"'{'*"*G****ﬂ*l***l'lﬂ*'ﬁ*ﬁ*i*iI'I'I**ﬁiﬁ..ﬁli***hi'**********i***ﬁ*ﬁ*

-

APPROVED s

OISAPPROVED

appLicATIONPERMITNG: _Cf &/ 7000 “0r T o munG FeE:s

DATE FILED: - PERMIT FEE: §

DATE ISSUED: BALANCE$

OWNERSHIP CODE: RECEIPT NO: FEE WAIVED:

SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS



" HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION STAFF REPORT

Address: 10415 Armory Avenue - Meeting Date: 10/27/93

Resource: Kensington Historic District Review: HAWP/Alteration

Case Number: 31/6-93 O Tax Credit: No

Public Notice: 10/14/93 Report Date: 10/20/93

Applicant: Géorge T. Myers Staff: Nancy Witherell

PROPOSAL: Construct rear addition RECOMMEND: Approve with
condition

The proposal before the Commission is similar to a preliminary
consultation held between the applicant and the HPC on September
22, 1993. The applicant's previous submission and the staff
report for that review are attached at the back of this report.

At that meeting, the applicant presented a proposal to build an
addition that would more than double the size of a primary re-
source in the Kensington Historic District. The house is situat-
ed in the commercial part of Kensington and is, in fact, not
adjacent to any other primary resourcs. On either side are a
church parking lot and a non-historic one-story brick commercial
structure, across Armory Avenue are large scale commercial struc-
tures and parking lots, and behind the property are brick apart-
ment buildings listed as secondary resources. -

The five commissioners at the September 22 meeting discussed the
issue of compatibility of the addition with the house's context,
as opposed to the compatibility of the addition to the house
itself. It was understood by all that the addition would radi-
cally alter the house, but was also acknowledged by all that the
house's original context has been radically changed. Several
Commissioners questioned the inclusion of the resource in the
historic district. All agreed that the site is unique and that a
decision concerning this property would not reflect on decisions
made about proposed additions to other primary residential struc-
tures in the historic district in the past or future.

Two Commissioners stated that the addition should be reduced
somewhat; three Commissioners stated that the addition was ac-
ceptable as proposed. All Commissioners agreed that a fully
attached addition (as opposed to the use of a hypenated structure
or a separate structure) was most appropriate.



STAFF DISCUSSION

In the HAWP proposal before the Commission, the applicant has
redesigned the rear addition, altering the roof form and the
projections, especially on the south and east elevations. The
turret has been moved to the north elevation. The footprint of
the new addition has been reduced by 160 square feet and the
gross floor area by 150 square feet. New materials, including
windows and roofing, would match the existing. The asbestos
cladding on the house would be removed and the existing wood
siding underneath would be patched, repaired, or replaced as
necessary.

The applicant previously showed the Commission two options for
treatment of the front porch. The staff had recommended the
simpler treatment, which left the front porch intact and created
a separate stoop on the south elevation. There was no discussion
of this issue at the September meeting, and the applicant has
elected to proceed with his preferred design, which is to contin-
ue the porch arocund the corner to create a wrap-around.porch.

The staff acknowledges that the wrap-around porch provides addi-
tional articulation on this elevation--the most exposed side of
the building--but still expresses reservations at altering the
front porch of the house.

The staff continues to focus in the analysis of this project on
the designation of this house as a primary resource in the his-
toric district, while fully recognizing the arguments concerning
loss of original context put forth by the applicant and concurred
in by the Commission during the preliminary consultation. The
staff, therefore, is troubled not only by a proposal that would
so substantially alter a primary resource but by the apparent
consensus that the designation process erred in the determination
made about this property. Staff believes that it is important to
uphold decisions previously made about properties during the
lengthy and open designation process.

Despite this concern, however, the staff also fully concurs with
the analysis of the site's context as discussed at the September
meeting and is prepared to recommend that the project be ap-
proved. The staff has come to this conclusion also in part
because other large-scale additions have been approved by the HPC
for houses of a similar size in the past year. 1In each of these
other cases--in the Kensington Historic District and in other
districts--the footprint of the house was expanded appreciably or
even doubled and staff was satisfied that the Commission fully
considered the effect of such additions on the character of not
only the house but the character of the historic district as a
whole.

The applicant has responded positively to the recommendation in
the previous staff report to enhance landscaping at the rear

of the house. Decreased parking spaces, increased greenspace,
and a patio are the result. '



STAFF RECOMMENDATION

The staff strongly recommends that the Commission direct the
applicant to find ways to reduce the addition further as a condi-
tion of approval, but recommends that the proposal be found
consistent with the purposes of Chapter 24A. The staff bases its
recommendation on the stated judgment of Commissioners at the
September 22, 1993, meeting, the subtantially altered context of
the house, and the precedent of other approved large additions to
primary resources in this and other historic districts.

The staff relies on the following criteria:

The proposal is compatible in character and nature with the
historical, archeological, architectural or cultural fea-
tures 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; ‘ :

and Standards #9 and #10:

New additions, exterior alterations, or related new con-
struction shall not destroy historic materials that charac-
terize the property. The new work shall be differentiated
from the 0ld and shall be compatible with the massing, size,
scale, and architectural features to protect the historic
integrity of the property and its environment;

New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall
be undertaken in such a manner that if removed in the fu-
ture, the essential form and integrity of the historic
property and its environnment would be unimpaired.
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Nell’esl,ctos_sst!’eet — KNOW L6 A\J E‘M’l"ed,‘ L TE N THL W T M I SNIT A N0 oy AT s s ers

20 < Block- ™ tq,, kpuz:r a'F %n?bd;v’n:onTJa TIHEES “PeTrreky 5J;5 pchoMa it :qu.boop-& +Peay 30
—GTt

Lo P ro0n . 910 83102 10 ¢HUT 0 (182283971 015 2L (13 LA AIRA IS A o, Ladt ..uxu'*H

Liber. Folio _________ Parcel

1A, TYPE OF PERMIT ACTION: (circle one} Circte One: A/C Slab Room Addition
Construct Alter/Reniovate 17 v URepair33 R 1UDAF Porch U-Deck O Firsplace A Stiéd A Sotarl 2 WoadbUrdidy Stove

Wreck/Raze Move Install Revocabls Revision Fancd/Wall (complats Section-4) Othe . HROT21H
: Sl 1228 TR M 00t
18.  CONSTRUCTION COSTS ESTIMATE $ U Eprow N - NREQS QLIAJSYAAM 3Jitv:id04
1IC.  IFTHISIS A REVISION OF A PREVIDUSLY APPROVED ACTIVE PERMIT SEEPERMIT # & .
10.  INDICATE NAME OF ELECTRIC UTILITY COMPANY pe pte

1E.  ISTHISPROPERTY A HISTORICAL SITE? Yes,

PART TWO: COMPL FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION AND EXTEND/ADDITIONS

2A. TYPE oyg:ss DISPOSAL 2B. TYPE DFNATER SUPPLY
01 {) WSS 02 { ) Septic ' n WSSC 02 ( ) Well
03 () Other 03 { ) Other

PART THREE: COMPLETE ONLY FOR FENCE/RETAINING WALL

4A.  HEIGHT feot 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 land of owner

3. On public right of way/sasement {Revocabls Letter Required).

| hereby certify that | have the authority to make the foregoing application, that the applicstion & correct, and that the construction will m@m

plans approved by ali agencies listed and | hereby acknowledge and accept this to bea condition for the issuance of this permit.

M — (.,



SUPPLEMENTAL APPLICATION FOR HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT
REQUIRED ATTACHMENTS

1. WRITTEN DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

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

ERSTING  SyRdepdpe W A 2 stepy Ces Do AL JipE

STRISRIPE  NwokAe W STYCE. TT \S prrg oF

Kebsiwamen  His2RIAC DUTRST  Tied e 1T A8

sdreg-deret> B or -WisreRNAC PR PERVISS AU
of ™NoN - REsipe~TIAC (St\u&u: FAM\\\)'L dse

b. General description of project and its impact on the historic
resource(s), the environmental setting, and, where applicable, the
historic district:

e PrepoA~ 8 T2 ADE AN APPRoX '\ WM AT Y T Cco st

CxPArsionN | 1 PE e M TARY ok Rt iDerTiac
Plepses. rbwwc\??fi/ "Tx\-g STRduvlge LWL AT

Sewm®  PeiwT P dSemv F oFFIQE‘\LomH€FQ‘A$-'

?\\WG) 3 (;Twc PRopeRTY © ‘:/M 'Z,ONFQ /LAND repEteRe
stedie B¢ RevieuEY A sded '

. G



2. Statement of 'Pro”g: Intent: / .

Short, written statement that describes:

a. the proposed design of the new work, in terms of scale, massing,
materials, details, and landscaping:

ALL s-Hqu, Dé‘rm&s) EfT WL WATZR EXSTirG.

D _ADDIToN , We PRobest T QEMeE ME NeMN - HHSpRial
ASBEIES S DWW o £Rew ~TrE pR\CcuAL  STRICTIRRE §
foENRY 1T \D O RGrieAL DA KR CLaPPerfD.

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

?nf\?c’& T2 DPrAV I GS

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

Prfep o PRAWNGS .

3. Project Plan:

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, cah'.per
and species of all trees within project area which are 6" in caliper or -
larger (including those to be removed).

-2-



Desiqn 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" = 10", or 1/4" =
1’0", <clearly indicating proposed work in vrelation 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.

Materials  Specifications: 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 detajls of the affected
portions. A1l 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 Adjacent Property Owners. For all projects, provide an
accurate list of adjacent and confronting property owners (not tenants),

including names, addresses, and zip codes. This list should include the
owners of all lots or parcels which adjoin the parcel in question, as
well as the owner(s) of Tlot(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

uTaxation, at 279-1355.

Name - ST . Padl's MeTHopisT <Hipcd
Address WWV tevst AP—M.QF,\‘ AT .

City/Zip __ICERLS NI WD 2o29S .

Name CoBeRT  MSChespel OB, (oMY s 2

Address 44249 HAER foprr> DORwWE AR

City/Zip _ PocfulUx wb . 10853




3. Name WNSTER (R PopATION)
 Address 2100 Yewapp AT
City/Zip \'C:G-)J‘SlrJ Q{’T?MJ 20848
4. Name JAME S DadoLd (Appgw\epﬁ)
| Address LS50l BEAST pEREDTH ST -
City/Zip VIER A /\J‘R (r\R\A 272\ 0
5. Name orfe\ist oteolkes 42 \wC.
| Address 4TH § Sxcksons ST |
City/Zip oA A @ qYLLo
6. Name
Address
City/Zip
7. Name
Address
City/Zip
8. Name
Address
City/Zip
1757E
-4-



" PROPOSED ADDITION
TO '
10415 ARMORY AVENUE

GTM Architects

OETewER G, 1997
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION STAFF REPORT

Address: 10415 Armory Avenue Meeting Date: 9/22/93

Resource:Kensington Historic District Preliminary Consultation

Case Number: n/a : Tax Credit: No

Public Notice: 9/8/93 _ Report Date: 9/16/93
Applicant: George T. Myers Staff: Nancy Witherell
PROPOSAL: Rear addition RECOMMEND: Further study

This preliminary consultation involves the proposed construction
of an addition to a primary resource in the Kensington Historic
District. Formerly a residence, the structure is now zoned for
office use and is occupied by the applicant's architectural firm.

The map on the last page of the packet is marked to show the
location of the property. Although the structure remains resi-
dential in character, it's original context has been lost. The
building is surrounded by commercial development, including small
non-contributing structures to the north, a parking lot to the
south, and parking lots and large-scale buildings across the:
street to the west. However, the building is near a park across
~the street, and structures designated as secondary resources face
Fawcett Street to the east of the applicant's property.

The building's footprint measures 1,060 square feet on a lot
measuring 9,825 square feet, for coverage of under 11%. The
applicant proposes a two-story addition that would more than
double the footprint of the building to 2,400 square feet, for
coverage of under 25%. The proposed addition, which retains the
roof ridge height and general character of the house, is designed
to incorporate the materials and irregular massing of the Queen
Anne-style house.

The applicant has submitted two schemes, the first of which
integrates a side porch on the south elevation with the existing
front porch, and a longer one-story section on the north eleva-
tion. The second scheme leaves the front porch intact and uti-
lizes a small entrance porch on the south elevation, instead. In
addition, the north elevation features a smaller porch and a
projecting bay.



STAFF DISCUSSION

Constructing an addition on this structure would meet the pur-
poses of Chapter 24A and be consistent with approved rear addi-
tions to primary resources in the Kensington Historic District.
However, 1in the staff's judgment, the propocsed additicn is too
large for the building. Although the addition's massing has been
fairly well articulated, it would create, if built, a structure
fundamentally different than the existing structure. Instead of
a house that is fairly square in plan and organized under a hip
roof, the structure would become a very long rectangle, with a
length and massing that did not occur in houses of the period.

The staff would suggest, however, that a smaller addition could
be constructed behind the existing house. The rear elevation is
fairly flat and a well-articulated addition could be attached to
it without distorting the architectural character of the build-
ing. The addition, if shorter, would solve the problem inherent
in this proposal, particularly in scheme 1, of apparent bisymme-
try on the ncrth elevation. .In general, the staff would recom-
mend the approcach shown in scheme 2, which keeps the original
front porch separate from the new entrance on the side (south)
elevation.

It is ironic that a longer addition, such as that proposed, would
actually block views of non-contributing buildings and features
to the north and south of the property. Nevertheless, the scale
and architectural character of the resource itself must be pre-
served.

The applicant has submitted on page 3 of the packet the schematic
site plan approved in 1991. It includes 7 parking spaces ac-
cessed by two driveways. Although some areas of greenspace would
be preserved, the house would be virtually surrounded by paving
when seen from the street. Pages 5 and 6 show, in two phases,
the site plan the applicant would propose if an addition were
approved by the HPC. In both schemes, only one driveway is
proposed, thus saving greenspace at the front of the lot.

The staff notes, however, that the proposed site plan on page 6
shows the addition extending all the way to the paved parking
lot. The absence of appropriate greenspace directly behind the
structure--so that the building can continue to read as a histor-
ic residential structure--reinforces the staff's recommendation
that the addition be made smaller and more sympathetic to the
scale of the existing primary resource.

The applicant has dcne well to use the building as his office
without altering its original residential character. His office
sign, reviewed by the Commission in 1992, was designed to main-
tain that character. A smaller rear addition and appropriate
landscaping could be designed to retain that historic residential
character, as well.



*ct™m ®

ARCHITECTS

August 27,1993

Historic Preservation Commission

8787 Georgia Avenue ‘

Silver Spring,Md. 20910-3760

Re: 10415 Armory Avenue
Kensington, Md. 20895
Proposed Addition

To whom it may concern,

As per HPC requirements, enclosed is an 8-1/2"x 11" package
describing the addition I am proposing to my office. As I
described to HPC planners Nancy Witherell and Pat Parker, the
site was rezoned for office use(OM) by the previous owner in
1991. However, as part of the rezoning, it was agreed that the
site would be developed according to the schematic development
plan shown on page one of the enclosed package. This plan greatly
limits the development of the site, and in my opinion leaves much
to be desired, in that it seems as though the entire site is
being paved for seven parking spaces.

I have had preliminary discussions with the zoning and land use
offices, and they have indicated that the site plan that I am
proposing would be able to meet all necessary requirements (with
a few minor adjustments). However, it will be necessary to apply
for a modification to the approved schematic development plan.
While I am not sure whether the HPC would have to approve the new
site plan, I know the HPC will have to approve the new structure,
and there is no point in going through the process to change the
site plan if the structure will not be approved.

on page five of the package is a site summary showing the changes
that I am proposing to the schematic site development plan. While
I am seeking increases in several areas, the numbers I am
proposing still do not even approach the typical OM development
standards. In any case, I believe the location (in a largely
commercial area) and the size of the lot warrant a larger
structure, provided it is done in the same style and character of
the original building.

At this time, I am contemplating using the new structure for my
home and my office. However,the long term plan will be strictly
office use only, and the structure therefore will be required to
meet all commercial codes.

C_

T
George T. Myers; AIA

10415 ARMORY AVENUE « KENSINGTON, MARYLAND 20895 « (301)942-9062 ¢ FAX (301) 942-3929




PROPOSED ADDITION
TO

10415 ARMORY AVENUE

~ GTM Architects
August 17, 1993
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