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MEMORANDUM

TO: Denis Canavan, Coordinator, Zoning Section

FROM: Gwen Marcus, Coordinator, Historic Preservation Section

SUBJECT: Schematic Development Plan Amendment No. 94-3-
MYERS PROPERTY, 10415 Armory Avenue, Kensington
Zoning Application G-680

The property is a "primary resource" (dating from the earliest
period of the development of the subdivision of Kensington) in
the Kensington Historic District.

On October 27, 1994, the HPC reviewed a HAWP proposal for an
addition that had a footprint very similar to the current
proposal and a two-way driveway on the north side of the house.
The HPC approved the proposal with conditions (architectural in
nature) on a close vote, with the majority stating that the house
no longer retained its historic residential context and that the
office addition and parking therefore did not adversely affect
the character of the property and historic district. It was
understood that approvals for the amendment to the Schematic
Development Plan and for the proposed non-conforming driveway had
not yet been secured.

Subsequently, the Kensington Historical Society, which testified
against the proposal at the meeting, filed an appeal of the HPC's
decision with the Board of Appeals. As a result of the filing,
the applicant negotiated a compromise with the Kensington
Historical Society whereby the appearance of the addition was
redesigned to retain a similar footprint but reduce the massing
significantly in return for the withdrawal of the Kensington
Historical Society's appeal.

The revised design was reviewed again by the HPC at a public
meeting on February 23, 1994, during which the Kensington
Historical Society testified in support of the negotiated
revision. The HPC vote was in favor of the revision with the
condition that the two-way driveway be located so that a strip of
planted greenscape be preserved between the north side of the
house and the driveway pavement. The reason for the condition is



that the historic structure should retain a yard buffer on the
front and sides.

The HPC, while understanding the difficulty of obtaining relief.
from the 20-foot requirement for a two-way driveway, wanted to
prevent the appearance of the historic frame house sited directly
on a paved driveway on the north side. (The retention of the
greenspace to the south of the house is very important and argues
against a one-way driveway encircling the house.)

In subsequent discussions with the applicant and Division
staffinembers, the idea of retaining a 2' wide planted area west
of (in front of) the side bay extension were agreeable to the
applicant. The staff has also suggested using pavers rather than
asphalt for the section of driveway adjacent to the house.

If you have any questions about these comments, please contact
Nancy Witherell on x317.
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April 18, 1994

TO: Gwen Marcus;- Coordinator, Historic Preservation Section
John Carter, Coordinator, Design Section
Perry Berman, Chief, Community Planning Division
Rick Hawthorne, Chief, Transportation Planning Division
Jorge Valladares, Chief, Environmental Planning Division
Bette McKown, Chief, Development Review Division
Bill Gries, Park Planning and Development Division

Greg Leck, Mont'. Co. Department of Transportation
Bill Hamilton, Mont. Co. Bureau of Fire Prevention

FROM: Douglas Alexander, Chief_r6Q?_1-_411
Design, Zoning, and Preservation Division

SUBJECT: Schematic Development Plan Amendment No. 94-3 -
MYERS PROPERTY, O-M Zone, 10415 Armory Avenue, Kensington
(Zoning Application G-680)

Schematic Development Plan Amendment No. 94-3 is being
referred to you for review and written comments. The Amendment
requests a larger addition resulting in changes to lot coverage,
floor area ratio, setback requirements, green space, and the
driveways.

The Amendment has been tentatively scheduled for the Board's
agenda of June,9. Please submit comments by no later than Monday.
May 9• '

If you have any questions regarding the Amendment, contact
Judy Daniel of this Division at 495-4570.

DA:ds

Attachment

cc: Nancy Witherell
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Application for Schematic Development Plan Amendment
Montgomery County, Maryland

6gvgC-xE -T • M`IEy-S 1D4-1S ME . ~C0JJ1PGr1 P, WD, 2O8%5 '101 9'4Z-9VG2

Name of Applicant Address Tel No.

makes application with the County Council for Montgomery County, Maryland, sitting as a District Council for that

portion of the Maryland-Washington Regional District within Montgomery County, for the amendment of the Schematic
Development Plan, Exhibit No. II °k , in Zoning Application No. & - fO 6o 'approved
by the County Council on —~INR 4~ l9'11 , and approved Declaration of Covenants recorded at
Tiber 7114 —,folio u , in the land records of Montgomery County.

Concise Description of the Schematic Development Plan Amendment Nzick80R;400 orsirrcv a zonrvr;10orl2 AT At F-y mtiju y-epjiw -rbp,`'~PA,-?1- N onrAlLocation Of Property: , ,Jl4 P1

Tax Tax Account #:

Acreage: ` Ael.~ SF .23 A ejLE. Nib,? i ~3 1994

Existing Zoning. o! M el MS , VA °9ST-"- rE Ve Ww i ̀T
SrlV~q SFfc;NG.

I. As originally approved, the Schematic Development Plan proposed: 
M'

A Coc)a 5~ Pt~~To>J , polzw}-iU oNe WA4 •D¢VJSW- ^S ors 1~*e'r►s%TEs

off' E ~t S sT1NG S-1"g•~ LTd ~'F , B ~t'~ t-.S ~ ~ E l.A,-~ D S u.1p Ir~C-r , EN. C R Ea4SE'~ }~1 ~ ~ 1 ~ S t'~1 ~C-t .

2. The requested Schematic Development Plan Amendment would make the following change(s):

>0. 'LA'Rf6KF AocTo0 - A g-FSci T / c-*Afc--sES A¢f N l,--> ~br— LoT tt4E-~AK,TOW- .
J

s pcK ~,Er~J~p,>rwlF►- + 6gS-EN spA-r_q, Ak,SO , Ct%6P6E oNE w0,4 Vr-030ti7i'4

Oo~ 0r ftd5E 'TD e.OE 2 •WA I VY41J E"If C iw N-m r•--0- ZIV E-.

Pursuant to Section 59-D-1.74(a) this application for a schematic development plan amendment includes a copy of the
certified approved schematic development plan if approved after 8/17/87 or a copy of the uncertified approved schematic
develpment plan if approved before that date, and all relevant information required by Section 59-H-2.53 of the Zoning
Ordinance.

L/7-
cure App t

Filing Fee This application must be accompanied by a check, drawn to the order of Montgomery
County, Maryland, in the amount specified in the Fee Schedule of the Office of Zoning and
Administrative Hearings. The fee cannot be refunded once it is paid.

Initial Copies The Applicant shall submit three copies of the completed application, the Schematic
Development Plan Amendment and the previously approved and certified Schematic
Development Plan. The Application shall also include a copy of the existing recorded
covenants and the proposed new covenants. By the close of the hearing record, a copy of
.the newly executed covenants shall be made a part of the official record. The Technical
Staff of the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission will notify the
Applicant concerning the amount of additional copies of the Schematic Development
Plan Amendment needed for the processing of the Application.

(over)
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BOARD OF APPEALS

for

MONTGOMERY COUNTY

Stella B. Werner Council Office Building Telephone
100 Maryland Avenue Area Code 301

Rockville, Maryland 20850 217-6600

NEIGWOYINN 
DESIGN S 70N7NGCase Nos. A-3990 1IIE

PARK AND PIA= nONAL CAPMALRVG 
COMMISSION

'APPEAL OF KENSINGTON HISTORICAL SOC n n .

By: John-M. 
RobinsonIWAY

_- 

{/

RESOLUTION TO DISMISS APPEAL

(Resolution adopted April 27, 19

(Effective date of Resolution: April 29, 199 I 
SPRING, MD

On April 12, 1994, the Board received a letter from John M. Robinson,
President and Counsel for the Kensington Historical Society, which states, in

part:

"This is to advise that the Kensington Historical Society, appellant

in the captioned case, has received a copy of the historical area work permit

issued in the captioned case. The permit is consistent with the Historical

Society's understanding with Mr. Meyers, owner of the property ... The Society
therefore requests that its appeal in the captioned proceeding be dismissed."

In Case No. A-3990, the appellant charges administrative error on the
part of the Historic Preservation Commission in its approval of an Application
for Historic Area Work Permit dated October 27, 1993, contending that Chapter
24-A of the Montgomery County Code was misinterpreted.

The request was considered by the Board which found that the request
is in accordance with the Montgomery County Zoning Ordinance and the Rules of
Procedure for the County Board of Appeals. Therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Appeals for Montgomery County,
Maryland, that pursuant to written request in the above-entitled case, Case
No. A-3990, Appeal of Kensington Historical Society, shall be, and hereby is
dismissed with prejudice; and-'

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Appeals for Montgomery County,
Maryland, that the hearing scheduled for the 4th day of May, 1994, shall be
and hereby is cancelled.

The subject property is Lot 1 and Part of 2, Block 2, Derrick
Subdivision, located at 10415 Armory Avenue, Kensington, Maryland in an O-M
Zone.

The foregoing Resolution was proposed by K. Lindsay Raufaste and
concurred in by William Green, Helen R. Strang and Judith B. Heimann,
Chairman. Allison Bryant was necessarily absent and did not participate in
the foregoing Resolution.

Entered in the Opinion Book of the Board of Appeals for Montgomery County,
Maryland, this 29th day of April, 1994.

Irene H. Gurman C erk to the Board



John M. Robinson Thu Feb 17 A 9:22 pm Page 1 of 1

Kensington Historical Society
P.O. Box 453

Kensington, MD 20895

February 17, 1994

Ms. Irene H. Gurman
Clerk to the -Board
Board of Appeals for Montgomery County
Stella B. Werner Council Office Building
100 Maryland Avenue
Rockville, MD 28858

Dear Ms. Gurnan:

Case No. A-3990

This is to advise that the Kensington Historical Society,
appellant in the captioned case, appears to have reached an
understanding with Mr. Meyers, owner of the property at 10415
Armory Avenue, Kensington, MD. The matter will not be fully
resolved until Mr. Meyers submits his most recent plans, as these
are understood by the Society, to the Historical Preservation
Commission and they are approved. If the approved plans are
consistent with our understanding, the Society will request that
the appeal be dismissed. Since it would be wasteful for all
involved to hold the hearing now scheduled for March 2, 1994, the
Society requests a 45 day continuance of the hearing.

Sincerely yours,
isi

John M. Robinson
President and
Counsel

CC. Ms. Mancy Witherell, HPC
Mr. George T. Meyers
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April 5, 1994

Mr. John Robinson, President
Kensington Historical Society
c/o 9616 Old Spring Road
Kensington, MD 20895

Dear Mr. Robinson:

I am writing to inform you that this office has transmitted Mr.
Myers' plans for the addition and single driveway to the
Department of Environmental Potection. The plans are the same as
were submitted to the HPC and approved by the Commission at its
meeting on February 23, 1994. I have enclosed a copy of the
drawings presented to the HPC at the meeting, a copy of the
transmittal form to DEP, and the page from the transcript with
the vote and condition about the driveway.

If this information is sufficient,` I hope you will copy us, as
you did before, in your letter to the Board of Appeals confirming
the disposition of the case.

The Board of Appeals hearing for relief of the driveway
requirement will be scheduled soon, I understand. I will notify
you when I learn the date.

Thank you very much for your hard work on this case.

Hi

cc: George T. Myers

vation
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microphone did not pick that up.

Okay, is there any discussion of the

Commission? I would think there ought not to be a

protracted one. Is there a motion perhaps to accept it

as proposed by staff, with that condition, provided that

that works out with the zoning folks?

MS. LANIGAN: I move that an Historic Area Work

Permit be granted to George T. Myers, Case Number 31/6-

930, based on the staff report and the conditions

mentioned in the staff report. I'd also like to add that

I think it's commendable of the applicant to (inaudible).

CHAIRMAN RANDALL: Just a point of

clarification. The condition is, of course, one, if it's

only permissible based upon what the Board of Appeals

does with the driveway. Apparently there's a

possibility, because the width might not be, the ability

to have grass plantings. Is that intended to be a part

of your motion?

MS. LANIGAN: Yes.

CHAIRMAN RANDALL: Is there a second?

MR. BRENNEMAN: Second.

CHAIRMAN RANDALL: There's a second. There's

no discussion on the motion. I close the public record.

Those in favor of the motion please signify by raising

your hand.
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February 22,1994

( ~'TM~'T
ARCHITECTS

Dr. Edward Graham
Department of Environmental Protection''
101 Monroe Street
Rockville, Md. 20850

Rei 10415 Armory Avenue
Kensington,.Md. 20895

Dear Dr. Graham,

U

I am writing in regard to the property mentioned above. The
property is located in the Kensington Historic District and the
house on the property is currently used as my office. It is my
intention to build an addition on to the existing house in order
to create enough space for my, family to live there as well. Since
the property was rezoned for office use in 1991, any alterations
to the property must be reviewed for office use, even though I
plan on using the additional space as my residence. In order to
do this, I am applying for an amendment to the schematic
development plan which was approved when the property was rezoned
from residential use(R-60) to office use(OM) in 1991. The 1991
plan (see attached sheet 2) shows a smaller addition and a one
way driveway encircling the existing house.

The Historic Preservation Commission has approved the plans for
the addition; however, the commission questions the neccessity of
the one-way driveway around the entire house, in as much as it
will require the removal -of several mature trees, and the parking
lot in its final form (see attached sheet 4) will have only ten
spaces. I agree with the commission that it would be better to
preserve as much green space as possible, and that is why I am
writing to you to request the exceptions from the following
parking lot requirements:.

1. Section 59 E-2.72 : 41 ,landscaped area

In order to widen the existing driveway as much as
possible (to have two-way traffic), I will need to be
exempted from having a 4,', wide landscaped area between

• the driveway/parking lot and the adjoining property.
The adjoining properties are commercially zoned, and

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



i

essentially have windowless brick party walls all along
• the propery line: In abort, the landscape strip would

only benefit my property. The lack of planting along
these walls would certainly not cause a hardship.

2. Section 59 E-2.41: 201 Driveway Width

On Option 11 (see sheets 3A & 4A),the resulting
driveway would be 171 wide, with the exception ol- one
11' section, where it would be 151 wide. On Option #2
(see sheets 3B &4B), the resulting driveway would be
15' wide. The Historic Preservation commission prefers
Option #2 because of the green area next to the house..
As far as I am concerned, Option #1 seems safer, but
both are preferable to driveways on both sides of. the
house.

Thankyou for your consideration in this manner.

Sincerely,

George T. Myers, AIA

0
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• 10415 Armory Avenue •;`
Kensington, Md. 20895

List of Adjoining Property Owners:

16 St. Paul's Methodist Church
10401 Armory Avenue
Kensington, Md. 20895

26 Robert McChesney, Jr. (10417 Armory Avenue)
4429 Haverford Drive
Rockville, Md. 20853

3. Wyster Corporation
3760 Howard Avenue
Kensington, Md, 20895

R
4: Jane S. Davoli

2501 East Meredith Street
Vienna, Virginia 22180

51 Safeway Stores 98 Inc. +
4th & Jackson Street
Oakland, California 94660
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M1 n p4 of the 2/21/94 Meeting nf Kensin on .AP

Members attending were: Shulman (chairman), Dedes, Thompson,
Basle, Wagner, Little, and Gurney.

I. CanAf 31/6-930
Most of the discussion concerning proposed changes in structure of

10415 Armory Ave. indicated agreement with the HPC staff report. The
changes appear to complement the primary resource and preserve more
trees, plantings, and open space. In particular, the applicants
proposal to construct one driveway with two-way traffic rather than a
U-shaped driveway was supported. A motion to approve the plan passed
5 to 1.

11, ragef 3116-94B
The proposal for alterations at 3923 Baltimore St. raised several

considerations.
1. Details and drawings of a proposed rear deck and area beneath

it are not clearly presented because the precise construction has not
been settled on. The back porch is shown extending approximately 9
feet past the west side of the house and would extend across the back
of the house where it is not shown. Mrs. Fisher, present at the
meeting, indicated that the entire back porch is not to be considered
part of the present application, but may be a future submission.

2. A wrap-around extension of the front porch was considered
inappropriate by the HPC staff. LAP discussants brought out examples
of original wrap-around porches on some resource 4-square houses in
Kensington. Also, such additions have been permitted previously. It
was pointed out that although most 4-square houses have symmetrical
window distribution on the front, this house's windows are not
centered, making the asymmetric porch extsnsion less disruptive. A
motion in favor of extending the porch as shown was approved
unanimously. Those voting for the motion also approved the proposed
new kitchen projection.

3. Massing of the rear addition with respect to height ̀ af the hip
roof and failure to discriminate between new and old construction were
discussed. One LAP member not present forwarded comments, read to the
group, favoring reducing the mass of the rear addition to more clearly
indicate new construction. There were 5 votes in favor of a motion to
approve the rear addition as is. One member present plus-the chairman
and the member supplying written comments favored a lower roof line.

III.
Discussion of the Fleming application brought out the fact that

the HPC reviewed a different set of plans on 2/14/94 than those
reviewed at the 2/3/94 LAP meeting. New plans with major changes were
submitted to the HPC the day of its meeting despite Mr. Flemings
assurance to the LAP that the 2/3/94 plans were final. A motion was
passed unanimously to write to the Chairman of the HPC (with copies to
the County Government) expressing our dismay that the HPC permitted
consideration of the new plans and in so doing bypassed and ignored
the LAP in this important case.

THGHBORHOODE ~~ SIGN d ZON04G
PART( ANDPIANNBYGCOk CAPITALCOMMfSSION
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May 8, 2000

National Preservation Awards Coordinator
National Trust for Historic Preservation
1785 Massachusetts Avenue, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20036

Dear Sir,

The Queen Anne Style residence built in 1905 at 10415 Armory Avenue, Kensington
Maryland is a Primary Resource in the Kensington Historic District. As it is a significant
property within one of Montgomery County's pre-eminent historic districts, the
Montgomery County Historic Preservation Commission has reviewed the changes to the
rear of the structure with great interest. The effective adaptation of this property is an
example of streetscape revitalization~and of the community needs being met by the active
use of individual landmarks.

The owner/designer, GTM Architects, spent years developing a project that is sensitive to
the historic character of the site and to the setting on a busy street in the midst of the
historic district. At the same time, the project is responsive to the burgeoning needs of a
contemporary architecture studio.

The creativity and the patience of the designer in satisfying contemporary building codes
and use and occupancy requirements while maintaining the architectural integrity of the
historic resource are greatly to be admired and emulated.

The staff of the HPC has enjoyed working with GTM on this project because at all times
it was clear that although the goal was to meet the needs of a rapidly expanding work
force, the focus was on achieving this goal well within the guidelines for historic
rehabilitation. No compromises were made in adherence to sound preservation practices.
In our opinion, the final result clearly demonstrates that adaptive re-use can be made of
historic structures while keeping them intact.

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to publicly commend this nominee.

Sincerely,

George Kousoulas
Chair
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Date: Friday, May 05, 2000

To:
Barry Peoples
Phone: 301-942-4820
Fax: 301-942-2880

GTM ARCHITECTS

From: GTM Architects Incorporated
Cathy Williford
Phone: 301-942-9062, x16
Fax: 301-942-3929

Pages: including cover

GTM File #:. National Preservation Awards 2000

Subject:
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PAGE 01

Thank you all for speaking with we today. I have attached the whole brochure for

this competition but have clearly marked the category we entered and areas that

apply to our submission and that would be of help to you in composing the letter.

For your information I have also attached the description of the project that I did

for the competition. I so very much appreciate your help in this matter. If I could

have your letters no later than Tuesday morning, I will courier them down to
National Trust and then we can hope we have a winner. Please call me if you have

any questions or concerns. Once again, thank you so very much,

cc: Julie O'Malley - hand delivered
Helen Wilkes - fax 301-933-8756
Tara van Emmerik - fax 30 1. 9Y-7 - 43 G ~o
Perry Kephart - Fly 30 t , s b 3.3 412-
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ach year the National Trust for Historic Preservation

celebrates the best of preservation by presenting

National Preservation Awards to Individuals and

organizations whose contributions demonstrate outstanding

excellence 

in historic preservation. A select number of recipi-

ents Is chosen for the National Preservation Honor Awards. One

.AWA,RD C G RIES
NATIONAL, PRESERVATION HONOR .AWARDS
Nominations must be postmarked by May 1, 2000.

National Preservation Honor Award nominees arc judged for the

success they have achieved in the preservation, rehabilitation,

recipient Is chosen for each of the Trustees and HUD awards, restoration and interpretation of our architectural and cultural
heritage. The general evaluation criteria include the followiruz: __

THl` NATIONAL PRESERVATION HONOR AWARDS
recognize the efforts of individuals, local organizations and corpora-
tions whose skill and determination have given new meaning to
their communities through preservation. These efforts include
citizen attempts to save and maintain important landmarks, as well
as architects, craftsmen, and developers whose exemplary work
restores the richness of the past. We applaud the vision of elected
and appointed officials who support preservation projects and
legislation in their communities; and educators, journalists and
writers who help Americans understand the value of preservation.
All demonstrate commitment, leadership and achievement worthy
of national recognition.

THE TRUSTEES' AWARD FOR ORGANIZATIONAL
EXCELLENCE recognizes a nonprofit organization that has dernon-
strared sustained and superlative achievement in historic preservation.

THE TRUSTEES' ANVARD FOR OUTSTANDING
ACHIEVEMENT IN PUBLIC POLICY honors an individual
who has made an outstanding contribution to historic preservation in
the field of public policy,

THE TRUSTEE EMERITUS AWARD XOR EXCELLENCE
IN THE STEWARDSHIP OF HISTORIC SITES recognizes
outstanding achievement in the programming, management and
interpretation of one or more historic sites.

Ttif NATIONAL TRUST/HUD SECRETARY'S AIYARD
FOR EXCELLENCE IN HISTORIC PRESERVATION
recognizes organizations and agencies for their success in ad,,,aneing
the goals of historic preservation while providing affordable housing
and/or expanded economic opportunities, particularly for low-and
moderate income families and individuals.

11be ,National Trust inviter you to participate in the celebration of the best
of historic preservation by nominating those individuals and organizations
you believe are most deserving ofa National Preservation Award

• lit of the nominee's project on the community
• Quality and degree of difficulty of the nominee's project or efforts
• Degree to which the nominee's project is unusual or pioneering,

or serves as an example that influences others

In addition to recognizing individuals and organizations, the National
Trust is trarticularly interested in nominations that demonstrate

neienoorhooas: rev

scapes; and meet

A jury of preservation professionals and representatives is invited
each year to review nominations for National Preservation Honor
Awards. Although the composition of the jury changes each year, the
National Trust strives to achieve balanced representation from the
various professional preservation disciplines and geographic regions of
the United States.

Ifyau have any questions or need additional information, please call
(202) 588-6236 or e-mail awardsenthp. org

TRUSTEES' AWARD FOR ORGANIZATIONAL
EXCELLENCE
Nominations must be postmarked by March 1, 2000.

This award recognizes a nonprofit organization that has accomplished
the following,

• Achieved outstanding success in historic preservation over a
sustained period of time

• Broadly and effectively communicated the value of historic
preservation to its constituents

• Exhibited leadership in issues of importance to historic preservation
• Demonstrated integrity in its dealings, including its financial

management
• Made appropriate efforts to be inclusive in the composition of

its board, staff, membership, and programs

The Preservation Committee of the National Trust Board of Trustees
selects the recipient of the award.

If you have any questions or need additional information. please call
(202) 588-6236.
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3 
NATION WARD

XCELLENCE IN HISTORIC PRESERVA
Nominations must be postmarked by March 1, 2000.

Nonwations for this award are judged according m tke following criteria: The National Trust/HUD Secretary's Award for Excellence in

Historic Preservation recognizes organizations and agencies for their

• Outstanding achievement in historic preservation public policy at
the federal, state or local level over a sustained period of time

• Broad and effective advocacy for the value of historic preservation

to elected officials and government agencies, either as a colleague
or constituent

• Leadership on issues of importance to historic preservation policy, as
an elected official, career public servant, citizen volunteer or advocate

• Success in broadening the base of support for historic preservation

beyond its traditional constituencies

The Law and Public Policy Committee of the National Trust Board
of Trustees selects the recipient of the award.

.ifyou have any questions or need additional information, please cal!
(202) 588-6255.

TRUSTEES' FMERITUS AWARD FOR EXCELLENCE
IN THE STEWARDSHIP OF HISTORIC SITES
Nominations must be postmarked by March 1, 2000.

The historic site associated with the nominee must demonstrate

overall solid museum programming. The award mcvgnum achtevement
in any one or more of the following areas:

• Playing a leadership role in preservation in the community
• Promoting preservation through unique and effective programming
• Preservation and maintenance of historic structures and landscapes
• Excellcnce in interpretive cducation projects
• Public relations/marketing projects, including overall programming

or programming relative to a specific project
• Excellence in general or fiscal management, especially in particularly

challenging situations

The Historic Sites Committee of the National Trust Board of Trustees
selects the recipient of the award.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please call

(202) 588-6151.

THE, NATIONAL. TRUST FOR HISTORIC PRESERVATION
provides leadership, education, and advocacy to save America's
diverse historic places and revitalize our communities.

Thrvugh membership in the National Trust you assist our efforts to
save America's historic and architectural heritage. Your support helps
revitalize historic districts, older neighborhoods, central business
districts, rural cvmmuhitim and maritime heritage.

Individual ($20) and Family ($24) membership provides our bi-monthly
magazine Preservation, a 10 percent discount at Preservation Shops
and free admission to National Trust museum properties.

success in advancing the goals of historic preservation while providing

affordable housing and/or expanded economic opportunities,
particularly for low-and moderate-income families and individuals.

In addition to the general evaluation criteria outlined under the
National Preservation Honor Awards category. the following criteria

will also be applied for National Tr„ar 1 Ir 4 rnr< .,,r~~•

• Does the nominated project or activity provide for the adaptive

use of historic structures and districts for affordable housing and/or

economic development opportunities for low- and moderate-
income residents?

• s the Mject or activity in an area that is part of a locally developed,'
overall mmunity revitalization effort or part of a community
revitalization plan?

Although HUD funding or other participation in nominated projects
is not required, the nomination should clearly state what, if any, role

HUD played in the nominated project or activiry.

A jury of preservation professionals and HUD representatives is invited
each year to review the nominations for the National Trust/HUD
Secretary's Award for Excellence in Historic Preservation.

Xf you have questions or need additional information, please call
HUD USER at (800) 245-2691 or the National TrustAwards
Coordinator at (202) 588-6236

National Trust Forum ($115) membership entitles you or your
organization to all the valuable benefits listed above and, in addition,
a subscription to the quarterly Forum Jaurnal, the bi-monthly Forum
News, access to the Forum Online wcb site, participation in financial
assistance programs, technical advice, and substantial member
discounts on publications from the Preservation Books catalog and
registration for the National Preservation Conference.

Support is provided by membership dues; endowment funds: individual,
corporate and foundation contributions; and giants from state and
federal agencies.
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'GENERAL

REQUIREMENTS

ELIGIBILITY

• Any individual, organization or project involved in historic

preservation is eligible to receive a National Preservation Award.

• Nominated projects trust have been completed within the last
three years.

• Previous nominations not selected to receive an award may be
revised, expanded and resubmitted.

• Nominations may be made without the knowledge of the nominee.
Self-nominations will be accepted. Nominations for posthumous
awards will not be accepted,

• National Taut trustees, advisors, and staff are not eligible for a
National Preservation Award for individual achievement during
the period of their active service and for three years thereafter.
Properties owned by the National Trust will not be considered, nor
will individuals or groups of individuals for their work relative to
National Trust properties.

NOMINATION PROCEDURE

Nominations must conform to the procedures outlined in this
brochure m be considered for a National Preservation Award.

All nomination materials must be submitted in a pocket-style folder

Nominations must be submitted by the March 1 deadline r be
considers f cial cats ories i.e. e
~r~Te H award. Unless the nominator indicates otherwise on the
nomination form, all nominations received after the Match 1
deadline and before the May I deadline, as well as all nominations
not selected to receive a special category award, will be considered
in the judging for National Preservation Honor Awards.

Z

MINATION REQUIREMENTS

Each nomination trust include the following-

• A completed nomination form.

• A $l5 processing fee. Checks should be made payable to the

National Trust.

• A concise description in 750 words or less of the project,

organization, or individual that is being nominated.

If the nominee is a site or district, explain its historical signifi-

cance, the challenges overcome, unique strategies and activities

carried out, and the impact of these activities on the community,

Please also indicate if its significance has been recognized by listing

as a National Historic Landmark, in the National Register of

Historic Places or by a state or local designation program.

Describe the people involved and how this project could be a

model for other communities. If the nominee is an individual or
organization, describe his or her accomplishments and contribu- .

tiom in the area of historic preservation. • 0

Wr

Project photos and slides should demonstrare before and after V
results, show interior site shots from a variety of angles, and
include overall exterior shots. Special architectural details should

be identified with close-up shots. Photos must include people and

activity around the site, including a shot of the project in the con-
text of the greater community.

5Tides of individuals should include at least two different head
shots. The balance: should illustrate the body of work for which the
individual is bein nominated

If the nomination is for a program or project, those who made
a significant contribution to its success should be listed as

co-nominees. Please list no more tlhaa five cn-nnminees. _

• Four 8x10 inch color photographs and ten 35mm professional

quality color slides, horizontal format, illustrating various aspects

of the project or program should be submitted.

5lades must be labeled, include a credit line for publication, and
must be submitted in a protective plastic sleeve. Slides should be

in focus with proper exposure.

g
National Preservation Award recipients will be notified no later than
September 1st. In the case of all other entrants, the nominator will be • No more than five supporting brochures or news clippings should

pnotified. Award announcements and presentations are made at a special be submitted.

ceremony during the National Preservation Conference in November.
five letters of recommendation that 

demonstrateAllmaterials submitted will be become the property of the Nationalpport
EN'omam

may be submitted. A listing of any awards

Trust unless the nominator specifically requests that they be returnedalsobe included.

and provides a self-addressed package with adequate postage for this
purpose. Every effort will be made to protect and return the submis-
sions if requested. The National Trust cannot be held tcsponsible for DEADLINES
any of the material submitted.

Complete submissions for the special category awards (Trustees
Awards and the National Trust/HUD Secretary's Award) must be
postmarked no later than MARCH I, 2000.

Complete submissions for the National Preservation Honor Awards
must be postmarked no later than MAX 1, 2000.
,~.. --
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'NOMINATION FORM

Xwe type or print clearly O If you are not a National Trust member, check here to receive a

Nominee
six-month complimentary membership.

Contact pcnvn 0 Check here if you would like to receive more information on

Trust Forum membership.AddressNational

0 The National Trust's Main Street Center recognizes exceptional

accomplishments in mvitaliting America's historic and traditional'
City, State, Zip downtowns and neighborhood commercial districts through the

Telephone Great American Main Street Awards. Check here to receive a
nomination packet.

Email

RELEASE AUTHORIZATION

(Nore: Thu form must be signed in order for entries ro be judged)
Nomination submitted by The undersigned gives to the National Trust for Historic Preservation

Organization the absolute and unqualified right to use in whole or in part, in what-
ever manner the National Trust may desire, including (but not &meted

Address to) use for publicity, audio-visual presentation, and/or promotion, all

photographs. videos, and other materials submitted to the National

Trust's National Preservation Awards Program for one year.

City, State, Zip
The National Trust for Historic Preservation is hereby given permis-

Telephone sion to make any editorial changes and/or additions to the materials

E-mail referred to in paragraph one above as it may deem necessary or desir-
able for production purposes.

Check the category for which you are submitting the nomination.

Projects nor selected to receive special category awards will auroman, The undersigned hereby guarantees to have on file all individual

cally be considered for National Preservation Honor Awards. agreements and signatures from each model (adult, minor with
parent or pardian written 4pprot,4. creator, photographer and

SU13MISSION DEADLINE MARCH 1, 2000 producer needed for this assignment to the National Trust for

O Trustees' Award for Organizational Excellence
Historic Preservation.

❑ Trustees' Award for Outstanding Achievement in Public Policy
Release authorized by

* Trustee Emeritus Awatd for Excellence in the Stewardship of (Signanne)
Historic Sites
* National Trust/HUD Secretary's Award for Excellence in

Historic Preservation (Print or type name and title)

O Do not consider this nomination for a National Preservation ALL AWARD NOMINATIONS SHOULD BE
Honor Award. ADDRE55ED TO:

SUBMISSION DEADLINE MAY 1, 2000 National Preservation Awards Coordinator

O National Preservation Honor Awards National Trust for Historic Preservation
1785 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W.

Briefly describe the project/activity for which the individual(,$) or Washington, D.C. ZW36

organizations(s) is being nominated.

~SS
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Project Description

As Americans race into the next century, they reach to the past with a desire to embrace
the style and context of an earlier America. There is a longing for that sepia toned
America where the lifestyle is perceived as slower, friendlier, and safer. To merge those
qualities of life with all the modern amenities that the 2135 century has to offer is one of
the goals of historic preservation. The 10415 Armory Avenue venture was conceived
with this basic tenet of historic preservation in mind. Accordingly, it is now the picture
of a successful adaptive re-use project,

Incorporated in 1894, Kensington, located in Montgomery County, Maryland on the
northern border of Washington, D.C., was the quintessential small town until the end of
the Second World War. The commercial boom of the 1950's and the subsequent sprawl
of Washington, D.C. transformed Kensington into the bustling community it is today.

The Victorian home at 10415 Armory Avenue dates from 1898 and is listed as an.historic
property in a Montgomery County Historic District. It had been continuously occupied
as a residence from the time of construction until purchased by its present owners in 1992
to be used for commercial purposes. Though the home was to be converted into
professional offices, there was never any question that the historic fabric of the structure
should be maintained. It was the last such home on the street that had not fallen victim to
the wrecking ball to make way for other business ventures. The house was no longer
viable as a residence but its use as a commercial office space made sense. The property's
simple grace and beauty created the perfect buffer between residential and commercial
areas, and the new owners knew the structure could not only provide a comfortable home
for a professional firm, but also helped preserve the small town air of the community.

The project demanded a sizeable addition to house the current owners. Extensive
reorganization of space inside was required to accommodate the office  layout and design.
The building needed to be upgraded to meet ADA accessibility standards and had to be
capable of handling the latest technological equipment. The difficulty was to create a
new structure that captured the design intent of the original Victorian home. To
accomplish this, the architect looked to the key elements of the building. The house was
a box approximately 24' x 30' with a hipped roof, and gables with fish scale shingles.
The columns of the ubiquitous front porch were adorned with simple gingerbread, The
architect designed the same size box but rotated it 90° and made a connection to the
existing home. Another hipped roof, but with a modern skylight, covers the new section,
with fish scale shingled gables complementing the originals. The porch with its Victorian
details now wraps around two sides of the house, blending the old with the new.
Asbestos shingles daring from the 1950's had to be removed to uncover the original wood
siding which was then patched and repainted. New siding installed on the addition,
matches the historic siding. Inside, the original molding was replicated throughout the
house to ensure flow and continuity. The resulting structure measures more than twice
the size of the original but still preserves the comfortable appearance of a large stately,
turn of the century Victorian home.
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The use of the property as an office promises an additional support base to the
community. The influx of an increased number of professionals helps to maintain a
thriving village by their patronage of local businesses, restaurants and services.
Employees, many of whom who now reside in Kensington, are involved in a number of
community events such as the local Chamber of Commerce 8K Race, holiday
celebrations, and other local events. The restoration of this once proud Victorian home
stands as a perfect example to other D.C. property owners on how best to create a new
use for au existing structure while preserving its historic integrity.



•

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

CONDITIONS

1. The side porch on the middle section as originally approved will be retained.

2. All the new dormer windows should have 6/1 true divided light windows.

3. Porch brackets not be installed without staff confirmation that they were
originally on the historic resource.

4. The location of the windows on the side elevations of the new addition be as
originally approved.

and with the general condition applicable to all Historic Area Work Permits that the applicant
shall arrange for a field inspection by calling the Montgomery County Department of
Environmental Protection (DEP), Field Services Office, five days prior to commencement of
work and within two weeks following completion of work.

V



ARCHITECTS

February 10, 1997

Gwen Marcus
Historic Preservation Coordinator
MNCPPC

Re: Revision to Historic Area Building Permit
10415 Armory Avenue
Kensington, Md. 20895

Dear Gwen,

I am sending you this letter to request a revision to the previously issued historic area work
permit for the above referenced project. The major revision (raising the middle roof section by
approximately 6') is necessitated by the fire marshall's requirement that a new means of egress
be provided to access the existing attic. The new stair, which is also required to be an exterior
stair (see South elevation), has to be covered, so therefore we had to raise the roof to
accommodate it. A dormer was added on each side of the roof to add light and to break up the
roof. In any case, we feel the raised roof is still well within the confines of the original
requirement that the new roof structures stay two feet below the existing roof.

The other changes reflect design refinements (i.e. window placements, wood trellis, relocation of
bay window at the rear, etc. ) which work better with our current needs. I appreciate your help in
this matter.

Sincerely,

Georg . M AIA

04
10415 ARMORY AVENUE - KENSINGTON, MARYLAND 20895 - (301) 942-9062 - FAX (301) 942-3929
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION STAFF REPORT

Address: 10415 Armory Avenue

Resource:Kensington Historic District

Case Number: 31/6-93 0

Public Notice: 2/9/94

Applicant: George T. Myers

PROPOSAL: Construct addition

Meeting Date: 2/23/94

Review: HAWP/Alteration

Tax Credit: No

Report Date: 2/16/94

Staff: Nancy Witherell

RECOMMEND: Approve
w/condition

The applicant appeared before the Commission at its October 27,
1993, meeting and received approval for a large rear addition to
a primary resource in the historic district. The property is
used for both residential and office purposes and would continue
to serve both uses. At the October meeting, the lengthy discus-
sion focused on the setting for this property, whose architectur-
al character is residential but whose context is now commercial.

Although the applicant received approval from the HPC (with
conditions that specified removing the corner tower from the
proposed rear addition and lowering the ridge of the roof of the
addition two feet), he has revised the plans beyond the condi-
tions stipulated in October and seeks stronger support from the
Commission for the revised proposal. The staff would character-
ize the changes as an attempt to integrate the addition more
compatibly with the house's massing, and to make it smaller in
scale. The new roof massing has been simplified, and the addi-
tion no longer reads as a near mirror image of the historic
house.

STAFF DISCUSSION

The staff recommends that the HPC support the revisions for
several reasons: the project is improved, in the staff's judg-
ment, by the proposal of a smaller and more compatible addition;
the Kensington Historical Society, which had been opposed to the
previous proposal, supports this proposal and has agreed not to
pursue the appeal of the Commission's October decision; and
stronger approval from the Commission will assist the applicant
in the variance he seeks before the Board of Appeals for a two-
way driveway. A U-shaped driveway is presently required by the
zoning code for the construction of this addition. The applicant
would prefer just one driveway for two-way traffic on the north
side of the house, but a 20' minimum width is required. Since



(

there is insufficient room, the variance request would seek
relief from the 20' requirement.

The HPC voted approval in October for a site plan that showed
just the one driveway on the north side of the building. The
staff is strongly opposed to a U-shaped driveway that would
encircle the house with pavement and require a reduction in green
space and vegetation on the more visible south side of the lot.

The staff notes, however, that the revised proposal shows a wider
paved area for the driveway (and parking spaces) on the north
side than was shown in the approved October proposal--the pave-
ment now would extend to the edge of the house. Although the
staff would like to minimize the paved area at the rear, that is
preferable to extra paving at the front. In no circumstance
(except for a rear patio) should pavement meet the edge of the
house, because that would alter the character of the property
more than a rear addition. Despite the commercial surroundings,
a pedestrian is very conscious of the residential character of
the building and yard, which the staff believes is significant
since the building still looks like a historic house, regardless
of its current and future use. The staff urges the retention of
vegetation along the edge of the building, even if that leads to
a variance request for greater relief from the 20' requirement.

The applicant has submitted Phase I and Phase II schemes. Al-
though Phase II may not be implemented for some years, the HPC
should vote on that proposal (with 10 required parking spaces, as
before) since the Planning Board will also vote on it when it
reviews the amended site plan.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

1) The staff recommends that the Commission find the revised rear
addition compatible with the purposes of the ordinance, citing
the particular provisions below.

2) The staff recommends that the HPC approve and strongly endorse
the concept of one two-way driveway, rather than the U-shaped
driveway required by the zoning code, provided some area of grass
or shrubbery is retained along the north elevation of the house.

Further, the staff commends the applicant and members of the
Kensington Historical Society for working together in good-
spirited cooperation to resolve their differences for the benefit
of the project and the historic district.

24A-8(b)l: The proposal Will not substantially alter the exterior
features of an historic site, or historic resource within an
historic district;

Standard 12: The historic character of a property shall be
retained and preserved. The removal of historic materials
or alteration of features and spaces that characterize a
property shall be avoided.
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CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION
8787 Georgia Avenue • silver Spring, Maryland 20910-3760

DATE • -' - -2- c c, " ev1

TO: Historic Area Work Permit Applicants

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

SUBJECT: Historic Area Work Permit Application - Approval of
Application/ Release of Other Required Permits

Enclosed is a copy of your Historic Area Work Permit application,
approved by the Historic Preservation Commission at its recent
meeting, and a transmittal memorandum stating conditions (if any)
of approval.

You may now apply for a county building permit from the Depart-
ment of Environmental Protection (DEP), at 250 Hungerford Drive,
Second Floor, in Rockville. Please note that although your work
has been approved by the Historic Preservation Commission, it
must also be approved by DEP before work can begin.

When you file for vour buildingr hermit at DEP, you must take with
you the enclosed forms, as well as the Historic Area Work Permit
that will be mailed to you directly from DEP. These forms are
proof that the Historic Preservation Commission has reviewed your
project. For further information about filing procedures or
materials for your county building permit review, please call DEP
at 217-6370.

If your project changes in any way from the approved plans,
either before you apply for your building permit or even after
the work has begun, please contact the Historic Preservation
Commission staff at 495-4570.

Please also note that you must arrange for a field inspection for
conformance with your approved HAWP plans. Please inform
DEP/Field Services at 217-6240 of your anticipated work schedule.

Thank you very much for your patience and good luck with your
project!
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February 10, 1997

Gwen Marcus
Historic Preservation Coordinator
MNCPPC

Re: Revision to Historic Area Building Permit
10415 Armory Avenue
Kensington, Md. 20895

Dear Gwen,

I am sending you this letter to request a revision to the previously issued historic area work
permit for the above referenced project. The major revision (raising the middle roof section by
approximately 6') is necessitated by the fire marshall's requirement that a new means of egress
be provided to access the existing attic. The new stair, which is also required to be an exterior
stair (see South elevation), has to be covered, so therefore we had to raise the roof to
accommodate it. A dormer was added on each side of the roof to add light and to break up the
roof. In any case, we feel the raised roof is still well within the confines of the original
requirement that the new roof structures stay two feet below the existing roof.

The other changes reflect design refinements (i.e. window placements, wood trellis, relocation of
bay window at the rear, etc. ) which work better with our current needs. I appreciate your help in
this matter.

Sincerely,

Georg . M AIA
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION STAFF REPORT

Address: 10415 Armory Avenue Meeting Date: 02/26/97

Resource: Kensington Historic District

Case Number: 31/6-930 (REVISION)

Public Notice: 02/12/97

Applicant: George Myers

PROPOSAL: Construct new addition

DATE OF CONSTRUCTION: 1905

HAWP: Alteration

Tax Credit: None

Report Date: 02/19/97

Staff. Perry Kephart

RECOMMEND: Approve w/
conditions

SIGNIFICANCE: Primary Resource in Kensington Historic District.

ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION

Hipped roof three story frame Queen Anne with Tudoresque front elevation, shingled
siding, and dormers on the front and one (south) side. North side elevation has a projecting two
story pitched roof bay with paired windows on the 1 st and 2nd story. The hipped roof front
porch extends across the front elevation. There are a variety of windows on the house, but the
majority of windows are 6/1 and are paired on the front and side elevations.

PROPOSAL

Applicant proposes to revise a previously approved design for an extensive rear addition
in order to meet fire code requirements for providing access to the existing attic by means of a
covered exterior stairway. Applicant has proposed a number of design refinements.

Applican proposes:
1. To raise the roof height of the middle or connecting section between the

old house and the new addition.
2. Also proposed is the addition of an exterior stair well between the two

sections on the south elevation with a side porch landing at the top of the
stairs and another entry door proposed under the stairway on the ground
floor.

3. A small side porch is proposed to be omitted.
4. On the north elevation of the middle section, applicant proposes to replace

a side porch with two sets of double doors.
5. Applicant proposes to add a dormer on either side of the new roof section

to add light to the enlarged space.
6. Applicant also proposes to modify the asymmetrical design for the rear

elevation of the new addition by eliminating an exterior chimney, a rear
porch and a two story bay. In their place, applicant proposes a
symmetrical three bay facade with the center bay to have three banked
%vindows bracketed by two window-length pilasters.

7. Trellises are proposed for either side of the rear addition. Applicant
proposes to move the side windows out to enlarge the open wall space to
accommodate the trellis.

8. Bracketing has been proposed for all the porches.
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STAFF DISCUSSION

The large addition approved by the Historic Preservation Commission on October 27,
1993 was the subject of considerable discussion. The Kensington Historical Society opposed the
size of the proposed addition as it was originally approved. The applicant revised the proposal
and submitted a smaller and more compatible design that was supported by the KHS and
approved by the HPC on February 23, 1994. Staff is concerned that the revisions that have been
proposed at this time should be in keeping in scale and mass with the design that was finally
approved.

Staff would support most of the changes that have been proposed. The new design for
the rear elevation is a departure from the simple asymmetrical porch and bay that was approved.
It is more elegant than the simple Homestead style of the historic resource, but makes a
reasonable differentiation between the new and old sections. The rear elevation takes on some of
the appearance of a Four Square house. That style could be considered a natural evolution from
the Queen Anne style of the earlier section. It is also in keeping with the more cubical
proportions of the new addition.

The use of trellises and the relocation of the windows on the side elevations reinforces the
Four Square look of the addition, and might be considered as consistent with the scale of the
lower, less vertical new structure. Staff would note, however, that the trellis are not a permanent
architectural feature, and are difficult to maintain. Relocating the windows to accommodate a
temporary structure is, in staffs opinion, a questionable design decision. Staff wuld support the
use of the trellises, but would recommend that the window locations remain as originally
approved. ,

Staff would suggest that there be some indication that porch brackets were original to the
house before they are approved by the commission as they may be considered too elaborate for
the simplicity of the resource.

Staff feels that the double doors on the north elevation are out of keeping with the overall
design and should be omitted. The side porch on north elevation should be retained as originally
approved. The side porch addition on the south elevation can be omitted, in staff s opinion, now
that the exterior stairway will include a continuation of the front porch wraparound.

As to the main issue, the increased roof height and exterior stairway. staff would support
the revision as the roof height is still well below that of the historic resource and is set in on both
sides from the original structure. The change from a cupola to two dormers is in'keeping with
the style of the dormers on the older section.

Staff would add that the design as submitted shows 1/1 dormer windows and would make
it a condition of approval that a 6/1 true divided light window design be used for all the dormer
windows to match the dormer window configuration in the historic resource.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

With the following conditions. staff recommends that the Commission find the proposal
consistent with the purposes of Chapter 24A-8(b)2:

The proposal is compatible in character and nature with the historical, archeological, architectural or

cultural features of the historic site. or the historic district in which an historic resource is located and

would not be detrimental thereto or to the achievement of the purposes of this chapter;

and with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation #10:

D



STAFF DISCUSSION

The large addition approved by the Historic Preservation Commission on October 27,
1993 was the subject of considerable discussion. The Kensington Historical Society opposed the
size of the proposed addition as it was originally approved. The applicant revised the proposal
and submitted a smaller and more compatible design that was supported by the KHS and
approved by the HPC on February 23, 1994. Staff is concerned that the revisions that have been
proposed at this time should be in keeping in scale and mass with the design that was finally
approved.

Staff would support most of the changes that have been proposed. The new design for
the rear elevation is a departure from the simple asymmetrical porch and bay that was approved.
It is more elegant than the simple Homestead style of the historic resource, but makes a
reasonable differentiation between the new and old sections. The rear elevation takes on some of
the appearance of a Four Square house. That style could be considered a natural evolution from
the Queen Anne style of the earlier section. It is also in keeping with the more cubical
proportions of the new addition.

The use of trellises and the relocation of the windows on the side elevations reinforces the
Four Square look of the addition, and might be considered as consistent with the scale of the
lower, less vertical new structure. Staff would note, however, that the trellis are not a permanent
architectural feature, and are difficult to maintain. Relocating the windows to accommodate a
temporary structure is, in staff's opinion, a questionable design decision. Staff wuld support the
use of the trellises, but would recommend that the window locations remain as originally
approved.

Staff would suggest that there be some indication that porch brackets were original to the
house before they are approved by the commission as they may be considered too elaborate for
the simplicity of the resource.

Staff feels that the double doors on the north elevation are out of keeping with the overall
design and should be omitted. The side porch on north elevation should be retained as originally
approved. The side porch addition on the south elevation can be omitted, in staff's opinion, now
that the exterior stairway will include a continuation of the front porch wraparound.

As to the main issue, the increased roof height and exterior stairway, staff would support
the revision as the roof height is still well below that of the historic resource and is set in on both
sides from the original structure. The change from a cupola to two dormers is in'keeping with
the style of the dormers on the older section.

Staff would add that the design as submitted shows 1/1 dormer windows and would make
it a condition of approval that a 6/1 true divided light window design be used for all the dormer
windows to match the dormer window configuration in the historic resource.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

With the following conditions, staff recommends that the Commission find the proposal
consistent with the purposes of Chapter 24A-8(b)2:

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

and with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation #10:
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New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be undertaken in such a manner that if
removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its environment would
be unimpaired.

CONDITIONS

The side porch on the middle section as oruginally approved will be retained.

2. All the new dormer windows should have/1(true divided light windows.

Porch brackets not be installed without staff confirmation that they were
originally on the historic resource.

4. The location of the windows on the side elevations of the new addition be as
originally approved.

and with the general condition applicable to all Historic Area Work Permits that the applicant
shall arrange for a field inspection by calling the Montgomery County Department of
Environmental Protection (DEP), Field Services Office, five days prior to commencement of
work and within two weeks following completion of work.

so
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February 10, 1997

Gwen Marcus
Historic Preservation Coordinator
MNCPPC

Re: Revision to Historic Area Building Permit
10415 Armory Avenue
Kensington, Md. 20895

Dear Gwen,

I am sending you this letter to request a revision to the previously issued historic area work
permit for the above referenced project. The major revision (raising the middle roof section by
approximately 6') is necessitated by the fire marshall's requirement that a new means of egress
be provided to access the existing attic. The new stair, which is also required to be an exterior
stair (see South elevation), has to be covered, so therefore we had to raise the roof to
accommodate it. A dormer was added on each side of the roof to add light and to break up the
roof. In any case, we feel the raised roof is still well within the confines of the original
requirement that the new roof structures stay two feet below the existing roof.

The other changes reflect design refinements (i.e. window placements, wood trellis, relocation of
bay window at the rear, etc. ) which work better with our current needs. I appreciate your help in
this matter.

Sincerely,

Georg . M AIA
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5. Design Features: Schematic construction plans drawn to scale at 1/8"

=1'-0" or 1/4" - 1'-0", indicating location, size and general type of
walls, window and door openings, roof profiles, and other fixed.features
of both the existing resource(s) and the proposed work.

6. 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. All 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.

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

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

9. 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 Adiacent 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 lot(s) or parcel(s) which lie directly across
the street/highway from the parcel in question. If you need assistance
obtaining this information, call the Department of Assessments and
Taxation, at 279-1355.
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION STAFF REPORT

Address: 10415 Armory Avenue

Resource:Kensington Historic District

Case Number: 31/6-93 0.

Public Notice: 2/9/94

Applicant: George T. Myers

PROPOSAL: Construct addition

Meeting Date: 2/23/94

Review: HAWP/Alteration

Tax Credit: No

Report Date: 2/16/94

Staff: Nancy Witherell

RECOMMEND: Approve
w/condition

The applicant appeared before the Commission at its October 27,
1993, meeting and received approval for a large rear addition to
a primary resource in the historic district. The property is
used for both residential and office purposes and would continue
to serve both uses. At the October meeting, the lengthy discus-
sion focused on the setting for this property, whose architectur-
al character is residential but whose context is now commercial.

Although the applicant received approval from the HPC (with
conditions that specified removing the corner tower from the
proposed rear addition and lowering the ridge of the roof of the
addition two feet), he has revised the plans beyond the condi-
tions stipulated in October and seeks stronger support from the
Commission for the revised proposal. The staff would character-
ize the changes as an attempt to integrate the addition more
compatibly with the house's massing, and to make it smaller in
scale. The new roof massing has been simplified, and the addi-
tion no longer reads as a near mirror image of the historic
house.

STAFF DISCUSSION

The staff recommends that the HPC support the revisions for
several reasons: the project is improved, in the staff's judg-
ment, by the proposal of a smaller and more compatible addition;
the Kensington Historical Society, which had been opposed to the
previous proposal, supports this proposal and has agreed not to
pursue the appeal of the Commission's October decision; and
stronger approval from the Commission will assist the applicant
in the variance he seeks before the Board of Appeals for a two-
way driveway. A U-shaped driveway is presently required by the
zoning code for the construction of this addition. The applicant
would prefer just one driveway for two-way traffic on the north
side of the house, but a 20' minimum width is required. Since
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there is insufficient room, the variance request would seek
relief from the 20' requirement.

The HPC voted approval in October for a site plan that showed
just the one driveway on the north side of the building. The
staff is strongly opposed to a U-shaped driveway that would
encircle the house with pavement and require a reduction in green
space and vegetation on the more visible south side of the lot.

The staff notes, however, that the revised proposal shows a wider
paved area for the driveway (and parking spaces) on the north
side than was shown in the approved October proposal--the pave-
ment now would extend to the edge of the house. Although the
staff would like to minimize the paved area at the rear, that is
preferable to extra paving at the front. In no circumstance
(except for a rear patio) should pavement meet the edge of the
house, because that would alter the character of the property
more than a rear addition. Despite the commercial surroundings,
a pedestrian is very conscious of the residential character of
the building and yard, which the staff believes is significant
since the building still looks like a historic house, regardless
of its current and future use. The staff urges the retention of
vegetation along the edge of the building, even if that leads to
a variance request for greater relief from the 20' requirement.

The applicant has submitted Phase I and Phase II schemes. Al-
though Phase II may not be implemented for some years, the HPC
should vote on that proposal (with 10 required parking spaces, as
before) since the Planning Board will also vote on it when it
reviews the amended-site plan.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

1) The staff recommends that the Commission find the revised rear
addition compatible with the purposes of the ordinance, citing
the particular provisions below.

2) The staff recommends that the HPC approve and strongly endorse
the concept of one two-way driveway, rather than the U-shaped
driveway required by the zoning code, provided some area of grass
or shrubbery is retained along the north elevation of the house.

Further, the staff commends the applicant and members of the
Kensington Historical Society for working together in good-
spirited cooperation to resolve their differences for the benefit
of the project and the historic district.

24A-8(b)l: The proposal will not substantially alter the exterior
features of an historic site, or historic resource within an
historic district; .

Standard #2: The historic character of a property shall be
retained and preserved. The removal of historic materials
or alteration of features and spaces that characterize a
property shall be avoided.
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5. Design Features: Schematic construction plans drawn to scale at 1/8"

=1'-0", or 1/4" = 1'-0", indicating location, size and general type of
walls, window and door openings, roof profiles, and other fixed .features
of both the existing resource(s) and the proposed work.

6. Facades: Elevation drawings, drawn to scale at 1/8" = 1'0", or 1/4" _
110", clearly indicating proposed work in relation to existing
construction and, when appropriate, context. All 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.

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

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

9. 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 lot(s) or parcel(s) which lie directly across
the street/highway from the parcel in question. If you need assistance
obtaining this information, call the Department of Assessments and
Taxation, at 279-1355.
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FRANK [YDONNELL
10407 Fawcett Street
Kensington, MD 20895

301-942-3313

FAX COVER PAGE

I
NEIGHBORHOOD DESIGN a SON NG
THE MARYLAND NATIONAL THE

TO: Gw~er► Ma us
PARK AND PLANTING COMMISSIO: J

Judy Daniel 
301-495-13072 199Q

QUUFROM: Frank OVonnell , 

DATE: September 2, 1994

TOTAL NUMBER OF PAGES, INCLUDING COVER: 7

Thank you both for taking so much time talking with me about the Background
of decisions concerning Development Alan Amendment No. 94-3 at 10415 Armory
Ave.

For your records, 1 am attaching the Nov. 17, 1993 letter from then-Mayor lack
Jones to Mr. Philip Tiemey regarding the Town Council's Intentions. On August 29,
1994, the Council voted 4-1 to reaffirm that letter and to state that the Council has not
voted in favor of any changes to the binding elements of the 1991 zoning decision.

am also attaching correspondence from Mr. T.J. O'Malley outlining his
position, which was shared by other Town residents at the August 29 Town meeting.

1 hope this material will help clarify the record and prove useful in related
future cases.
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November 17, 1993

Mir. Philip Tismey
Hearing fficaminer
Office of Zoning
100 'Maryland Ave.
Rockville,- Maryland 30850

Dear Mr.. Tierney:

At The October 23th meeting of Kayos and council., the council
approved, in a three to one vote, the planned addition and site
improvements at 10514 Armory Ave. - It ways the understanding of the
Council that this vote vas on the aesthetics of the proposed blame
not on the intensified use of the property (aea enclosures).

In a conversation on kovesher 16'.19931, oven X rcus,.Historic
Preservation comaiesion (BPC) Staff, confirmed to Pat Weikel, Town

, .~.•• + w.• .w v u.w.a. +Hay vu w •.v.~Gi s i Waa u= tr V %-4V W

the aesthetics of the proposal,- -not to any zoning issue to -include
intensified use of the property.

Zn the Town of Xansington Garter Section 411-9 it states that
the Mayor and Council cannot mace any recommandation to the
Maryland National Park and Planning Commission for mars intensive
use of. land within the corporate limits of the Town ;without a
unanimous recorded vote by the Mayor and all Cguncilsembarm or
approval by a majority of voters in a spacial election.

-It is with this understanding, that when the proposed. plan for
this property roaches the zoning board for any amendments to
existing conditions, the Town expects the opportunity to comment cm
any zoning ehapgs decision.

Should there by any questions on the move couments, please
contact Pat Weikel, Town Administrator,, at 949-2424.

Sincerely,"

Mayor

mFR: the cony sation daring the two public meetings held with Mr.
)Myers was totally in the area of aesthetics; never was the
discussion involving the intensive use of property. The two
letters forwarded to the MIC were interpreted to be only about
aesthetics, not intensive use of the property in question. The
only time intensity was mentioned as at the worksession on November

3710 MITCHELL ST • KEKSINOTOIN MA 20895 - (301) 949-2424 FAX (301) 949.4915
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18, 1993 by a rev citizens in attendance. The Council agreed that
upon research by the Town staff and myself, if the situation of the
contents of the letters to Myc was inplying intansive use of the
pr y, then I have their approval to recind the letters
accordingly. After review of information available, the letter
above was forwarded to the Zoning. Board. J.J.
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10019 Fred& Avenue
Kensington, MD 20$95

-' August 18;1994

Mr. Charles Stuart, Mayor
Kensington Town Hall
3710 Mitchell Street
Kensington, MD, 20895

Dear Charlie,

The issue of inning and intensity of use at the property at 10415 Armory Avonue bas
been a long and difficult one. As you'll recall from your first tenure as Mayor, the Town
cousisteatly opposed repeAM efforts by the owners for intensification of use on that sib. Time
after time, because of well-founded concerns over already overly-dense land use patterns in
Kensington:, the Mayor and Council refused to support such actions. [n 1991, however, the
Town, moved by the hardship plea of the owner, compromised by not opposing some
intensification on that site. The land use plan approved then by the Board of Appeals allowed an
addition of up to 600 square feet to the property.

Apparently, this was enough to make the property a viable and desirable parcel, since it
was sold shortly dwradter. Now the,current owner. Mr. Myers, wiebes to add more tim 2000
square The to the property, more than doubling its size. The hearing on this application before
the Board of Appeals is scheduled for September $ ( Development Plan Amendment 94-3 ).

I understand from Mr. Tierney at the Board that the page submitted by Mr. Myers in
support of the application claims that the application has Town approval. This is in error and I
believe the Town must take immediate steps to correct it As for as I can ascerta4 there has bran
no public discussion of this Issue at a Town meeting. The Mayor and Council mistakenly had
taken a position at one time, but had not realized that the Town Charter required unanimous
approval of any intensified usage or higher zoning. I've enclosed a copy of a letter to the Board
from Mayor Jones explicitly stating that the Town did not approve any intensification of usalee.
I've also enclosed a copy of a letter I wrote to then-Mayor Jones at the time expressing my
views, which includes soma background on the issue.

I believe there was some sympathy for Mr. Myers when he was in the position of raising
a family and aperating a business out of the same property. But 6e has just bought the Walsh
property on Fawcett Street for a residence. As things stand now, then, the situation is a purely
commercial and individual one—W. Myers has a business property and wants to maximize its
value. This is nothing more than the classic zoning issue—benefits for an Individual versus costs



09/02/94 10:06 '020229 7808 BILLINGS 0003/007

►  •

for the community. I see no benefit for Kensington to outweigh the dangers of allowing more
commercial encroachment an our beleaguered remdenbal enclave.

At the very least, I suggest that the Town should reiterate its position and make it
absolutely clear to the Board of Appeals that them is no Town approval of this application. I
would like to see the Town go further and express strong opposition to any intensification of
visage or, higher density Zoning in K,eosiugton. As a principle to guide us in the fut we and to
inform the Board ofthe Town's position this seems the only acceptable one.

Yowl truly,

TJ. O`Malley

cc. Council members
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10019 Frederick Avenue
Ksnsingtion, MD 20895
November 12,1993

Mr. Jack Jones, Mayor
Kensing" Town Hall
3710 Mitchell Street
Kensington. MD. 20895

Dear rack,

I'm sure you remember fiom your early days as Mayor that the issue of the 1991 zoning
cbenge at 10415 Armory Avenue was a highly contentious orte. In fact. the Town had rejected a
rezoning proposal in 1989. A great concern of many Town citizens, raised at several Town
meetings, was the encroachment of the commercial district into residential areas. Others, myself
included, were moved by the hardship on the owner due to the difficult nature of the site. The
compromise solution crafted in 1991, which upgraded the honing from Residential to aAow
office and mixed use in return for restrictions on further development on the sits, was approved
by the Council and seemed a fair one to most citizens. Some, however, still expressed %are that
the action amounted to letting the camel's nose into the tent and would-soon be followed by the
whole camel.

In fact, the camel has indeed appeared with Mr. Myers' proposal to come than double the
sin of the existing house and his stated plait to make the site completely commercial. This is
exactly the realization of the fears expressed at the Town meetings before the 1991 compromise.
And duff of us who felt that the compromise was a fair one, needing only the continuing goad
will and attention of the parties involved to protect the Town's interests, feel doubly betrayed_
After only two years, the Mayor and Council are willing to give away all the protection aVocded
the Town by the 1991 agreement, to the extent of formally expressing a Town resolution
supporting Mr. Myers proposal. This despite the fact that no public hearing was held on the
issue! ( Mayon you've undere9timated the amount of citizen opposition, became no one knew.
this issue was to be discussed at the Town Meeting.)

Jack, I don't understand why the Town is not vchemerrtty opposing this. The ink is lordly
dry on the last concession we rude to the owner of this property, and now the new owner wants
to rip up that compromise. Don't we care about commercial encroachment? In a town that's
already zoned too heavily? Don't we want the Zoning Board to believe that Kensington takes
zoning issrtes seriously, and wants to see agreements enforced vigorously? Do we want to send a
message that if people am unhappy with a Town decision they can just come back two years
later, when the Town will have forgotten and then they can get whatever they want? To my
mind, this makes the Town look like a lightweight. lacking any seriousness of purpose about our
zoning. Is that the way we want the County and the Zoning Roard to view us?
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Another issue is the legality of the' umWs approval. I understand that the .approval was,
in fact, illegal, as the Charter requires unanimous approval by the Mayor and Council on any
issue involving intensification of land use. I believe this issue arose in 1991, as well. I hope this
issue will be on the agenda for the November Work Session, and that the Town will resolve it, If
the Town approval did not conform to the Charter. then I presume the Town will notify all the
relevant parties ( including the historic Preservation Commission and the Zoning Board) that
Town approval does not, in fact. exist.

I would lice to see the Town go AwOmr, and explicitly and farcetldly request that the
Zoning Board uphold the agreement of 1991. I we no other course if the Town wishes to
maintain any respect from the Zoning Board. Mr. Myrra was well aware of the constraints when
he bought the property. He has no complaints of hardship, as did the previous owner. He simply
wants more. I see no good reason for rte Town to support him. Abiding by the terms of an
agreement tMfs only two years old hardly seems an undue burden

Yours truly.

T.J. QTvlaliey

cc. Council movibem
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THE MARYLAND—NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND .PLANNING COMMISSION

P
8787 Georgia Avenue • Silver Spring. Maryland 20910-3760

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: 3 Zak •-' r

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

Approved

___~. Approved with Conditions:

Denied.

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

Applicant:

Address: l `~ h *'UVx ~Vlwvt
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10415 ARMORY. AVENUE
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PLEASE DELIVER THE FOLLOWING PAGE() TO:
i

NAME: 14 AOCA WA%101r f -

FIRM:

PAX NUMBER:

FROM:

NUMBER OF PAGES INCLUDING COVER PA~E:

DATE: ~- ̀22 TIME:

~~ ,S ~t~-V40T►~ IL-k tow r

IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS OR PROBJ+mSf PLEASE CALL GTM
ARCHITECTS AT 301-942-9062.
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