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19 Januwary 1991

Capitol View Park LAF Meebing
Chairmans ‘Jﬁhﬁ My an

In attendance:

David C1lough
Duncan Tebow
Jokhin Mo an

Fon Iesaksen
Mike Fadbe
Carel Ireland
Walter Meyer

Aoendat

1. 10110 Day Street: Construction of soreen poroh over exi
wood deck.  Ofter & brief discussion it was unanimously agreed
that the porch would be compatible with the existing house.

2, Welty Constructions Lot 8, Block 232 Capitol View Avenue. HPC
had discussed the possibility of reqguiring the builder to have &
gravel drive instead of an  asphalt drive. The LAF felt that
hecause of maintenance problems it would be better  to have the
asphalt. The HFD had suggested the possibility of a smaller
garage behind the house. The LAP felt that because the garage is
helind the house and because of several sxisting Z-car garages in
the immediate area that the builder be allowed to construct the
BT EY Ay agé. '

3. Adrdler  Construction. The LA&AF iz pleased that Adler
Construction is scaling down the size of  the alveady approved
houses, It had been felt that the oviginal houses were toelarge
for the enisting lots.

4, coHrmib e tometmuriieon: =2 10215 Mevedith Avenue. The L.&F
visited the proposed site for a new construction. Since there
are already twn large houses on the block 1t was  Telt that this
house would not be too large in scale because of the size of the
lob., However, the LAF is concerned  that in the  future any
canstruction on  the adjscent lobt to this hdiuse be limited in
scale and wait for realignment of Capitol View Avenue.

The LAF will be represented by Carol Ireland at  the Dounty

Cotncil  PHED  rveport  omn HFCS Bhe dis  to report back to the

Committee.



-

The LOF will schedule regular mestings on Baturday once a month
o review any plans submitted by HPC. It was felt that HFD Wil o
save time and mopey by FAXing reports to the LAF. This proposal
will be made to Alison Vawter for consideration.  Perhaps HFOD can
recommend & solution to the random sending of  information to the
LOFY's  which makes it difficult to schedule regular meetings.
Because of the randomness it  is sometimes difficult  to call
wgether 8% people on short notice to comment on important
changes proposed for owr Historic District.

It alss was strongly suggested that HPD give us immedi ate
feedback on MG decisions a0 that  the LAF can  know  of
construction or alterations to the neighborhood.  This will save
the LAF approaching developers and neighbors  who we might feranl
are in violabion of Historic Regulations when they have been
granted a Work Fermit to begin alterations or construction.

The LAF will advertise in the local  rnewspaper  to ask for
valuntesrs who  would be  interested in filling one o two

Mike Fadke will be the acting Chairperson until a final election

Carol Ireland: Secrebary



NEW CONSTRUCTION ‘

ADDITIONS *!* ‘ *‘*l*‘*l*
PARTIAL/TOTAL DEMO. * | x| x ' ' ‘ ’ * ‘ *
DECKS/PORCHES * ; * L * } * ‘ * ‘ * | * ) *
FENCES/WALLS * l * | % ‘ | ! * | * I *
DRIVES/PARKING AREAS * i * % l * i f x| * ‘ *
MAJOR LANDSCAP./GRADING | ¥ i x| x ) * ) ‘ ] * 1 * l *
TREZ REMOVAL *i* *!i*‘ ‘ \*(*f*
SIDING/ROOFING CHANGES | * ’ x| * ! ‘ ’ * 1 * ‘ * ‘ *
WINDOW/DOOR CHANGES * ‘ x| * t ' * } * ! * ’ * f *
MASONRY REPAIR/REPOINT f * } * | * ‘ ‘ ) * ‘ * i * ! *
SIGNS *"* *i I ’*[*]*i*
Sy
Commission Action: Approved ¢¢27

Case No. M

Items
Submitted:

WRNITTEN DESCAIPTION

PRNOJECT PLAN
TREE SURVEY

DESIOQH FEATUNES

FACADES

MATERIAL SPECIFICATIONS

PROPERTY OWHER ADDR.

PHOTOGRAPHS

HAWP PROCESSING CHECKLIST

Address: /JZKWWVM/Q%

Other Items Subm1tted ”
d‘?/A//)///?/ﬁ

:. PROJECT INTENT

=

—TCopy of Application sent to

Appearance Advertised: _/4/-2%-FH

Applicant/Prop. Owners

Notified: |/~ 2<Z- 0

Revisions sent to LAP: @

Approved with conditions:

Denied

Copy of App. to Applicant: /2-% -9D

Decision Togged on index card

Appropriate minutes filed:

2242E

Original Submission to DEP: (24, C?:/




Historic Preservation Commission

51 Monroe Street, Suite 1001, Rockville, Maryiand 20859

217-3625
, i ./)»
) )‘//
APPLICATION FOR
)‘/
\":1\ )//
TAX ACCOUNT # _ Ve
NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER _° AN TELEPHONE NO.
. (Contract/Purchaser) L L L . _ (fnclude Area Code)
AOORESS i ‘ Lt e ‘
P - W, .7 STATE - R i zip
CONTRACTOR : R TELEPHONE NU
CONTRACTOR BEGISTBATION NUMBER
PLANS PREPARED BY _ a TELEPHONE NO.
e (Inglude Area Code)
REGISTRATION NUMBER Bt
LOCATION OF BUILOING/PREMISE e
House Number "~ "~ § Street '
Town/City - _.'”%/ " Election Oistrict
Nearest Cross Street -
Lot . Block  _ _ Subdivision SR ‘ AN
Liber Folip- Parcel
1A.  TYPEGF PERMIT ACTION: (circle one) Circle One: A/C Slab Room Addition
Cofstruct - Extend/Add Alter/Renovate Repair Porch  Oeck Fireplace Shed Solar  Woodburning Stove
‘/"Wreck/Raze Move Install Revocable Ravision Fence/Wall (complete Section 4) Other ...
// C o )
1B. CONSTRUCTION COSTS ESTIMATE §
1C. IFTHISIS A REVISION OF A PREVIOUSLY APPROVEO ACTIVE PEBMIT SEE PERMIT #
10. INGICATE NAME OF ELECTRIC UTILITY COMPANY : :
1E. IS THISPROPERTY A HISTORICAL SITE? __, B L SR = : : TR
PART TWO: COMPLETE FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION ANG-EXTENO/AQQITIONS
2A. TYPE Oﬁ SEWAGE OISPOSAL 2B. TYPE OF WATER SUPPLY
01 {7) wsSC 02 ( } Septic 01 ()} WSSC 02 () Wel
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 following locations:

1. On party line/Praperty line
2. Entirely on land of owner : :
3. On public right of way/easement (Revocable Letter Required).

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

Signature of owner or authorized agent (agent must have signature notarized on back) Oate

**********v*******************-l-*********************************************:******************
; . N

APPROVED — - . ForChaigffersen ric Preservatign Compmissian
' 2y /}ZS ™
0

0ISAPPROVED Signature 1+ ate
. %4
APPLICATION/PERMIT NO: FILING FEE:$
OATE FILEO: PERMIT FEE: §
DATEISSUED: BALANCE $
OWNERSHIP CODE: RECEIPT NO: __ FEEWAIVEQ:

SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS



PR XA

THE FOLLOWING ITEMS MUST BE COMPLETED AND THE REOUIRED‘CUMENTS MUST ACC
APPNCATION : . :

PANY THIS

(If more space is needed, attagh additional sheets on plain or lined paper to this applicatiol

ATTACH TO THIS APPLIZATION (2) COPIES OF: SUCH SITE PLANS (lot dimensions, building lId¢ation with dimensions,
drives, walks, fences, patfos, etc. proposed or existing) and/or ARCHITECTURAL DRAWINGS (floor plans, elevations, etc.),
PHOTOGRAPHS OF THAE AREA AFFECTED, as are necessary to fully describe the proposed work.

MAIL OR DELIVER THE APPLICATION AND ALL REQUIRED DOCUMENTS TO THE:
HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
108 MARYLAND AVENUE

OCKVILLE, MARYLAND 20850



MEMORANDUM

T0: Historic Preservation Commission

FROM: Laura McGrath, Planning Specia]ist[ﬂﬂA
SUBJECT: Continuation of Review of HPC Case 31/7-90P
DATE: January 22, 1991

As you may recall, the Commission first considered this case at its
December 19, 1990, meeting. The Commission agreed with the applicant to keep
the record open and asked the applicant to submit revised plans showing a
house lower in height than that proposed.

As revised, the height has been reduced by approximately 2’ from 29.5’
from 27.8’. Other changes have been made to the roof pitch, cornice and
window widths and spacing in order to decrease the appearance of height.

It should also be noted that the Capitol View Park LAP has reviewed the
revised plan and finds it acceptable, based on the fact that there are houses
of similar size and shape in that area of the district.

Staff finds that the revisions do work to reduce the overall appearance of

the height of the house. Staff recommends approval of the application,
therefore, based on criterion 24A-8(b)(1).

2042E W@'W%Méfa@@%



MEMORANDUM

T0: Historic Preservation Commission

FROM; Laura McGrath, Planning Specialist Lj”\
SUBJECT: Continuation of Review of HPC Case 31/7-90P
DATE:  January 16, 1991 |

As you may recall, the Commission first considered this case at its
December 19, 1990, meeting. The Commission agreed with the applicant to keep
the record open and asked the applicant to submit revised plans showing a
house Tower in height than that proposed. The revised plans, along with the
original staff report, are attached. The height has been reduced by
approximately 2’ from 29.5’ from 27.8'. Other changes have been made to the
roof pitch, cornice and window widths and spacing in order to decrease the
appearance of he1ght Staff, however, was not able to formulate a

recommendation prior to d1str1but1on of the meeting packet. Staff will have a
recommendation at the January 23 meeting.

Attachments

1. Revised Elevations.
2. December 5, 1990, Staff Report

2442E
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION STAFF REPORT
PREPARED BY: Laura McGrath DATE: December 5, 1990 .

CASE NUMBER: 31/7-90P . TYPE OF REVIEW: HAWP

SITE/DISTRICT NAME: Capitol View Park PROPERTY ADDRESS: 10215 Meredith Avenue
Historic District

TAX CREDIT ELIGIBLE: No
DISCUSSION:

The applicant is proposing to construct a house at 10215 Meredith Avenue. The
applicant met with the Commission in September, 1990, for a preliminary
consultation to discuss construction on this property as well as on a lot to
the rear. The Commission made several general comments on the proposal
reviewed (HPC Comments and September 19, 1990, staff report attached). The
applicant is proposing construction only on the front lot at this time.

Presently proposed is a 2 1/2 story house of frame construction with wood
siding, asphalt shingle roofing, full-length front porch, and front gable
sided with cedar shingles. The Tot is approximately 7,785 square feet in
area; the house is 25’ wide and 42’ Tong and is set back approximately 25’
from the front property line and 20’ from the rear property line. It should
be noted that the angle at which the house sits in relationship to the street
is similar to that of other houses on this block. A detached garage, 12’ X
20’, is proposed to be placed to the rear of the property, approximately 6’
from the south property line.

To the north of this property is 10232 Capitol View Avenue, a 1 1/2 story
frame bungalow built in 1918 and identified as having a high degree of
architectural and historical significance. This house fronts Capitol View
Avenue; its rear and a garage face the property under consideration. To the
south of the property is 10213 Meredith Avenue, a 1 story brick and frame
house, probably built in the late 1930s or 1940s and identified as a "nominal"
property in the historic district. Homes on the opposite side of Meredith
Avenue facing the property are primarily 1 story frame houses and are not
included in the historic district.

It appears from the site plan submitted that all significant trees on the
property will be retained. These trees help to screen the properties to the
north and to some extent, the house to the south. It is proposed that a
minimum of 4 conifers be planted on that south property 1ine, 6-8’ on center
to further screen the property from the house to the south. The applicant
also plans to plant foundation plantings, including Japanese Holly and/or
Azaleas, but has not submitted any more details on new landscaping elements.



STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

It appears that the construction of this house will have some impact on the
adjacent property to the north (10232 Capitol View Avenue). The house will
have much more immediate impact on the property to the south (10213 Meredith
Avenue) because of the location of the existing house so close to its northern
property line. Unless a house comparable in height and overall scale is
constructed, impact on the southern property is inevitable. Staff finds,
however, that the design of the proposed house is appropriate to the historic
district and the immediate area. Several changes to the proposal could help
go]1essen the impact on the property to the south. These changes are as
ollows:

1. Reduce the length of the house to no more than 36 feet. As the
applicant shows in his submission, the house that previously sat on
the property was approximately 24’ wide X 36.5’ long.

2. Reduce the height of the house to 2 stories; as presently proposed,
the gable roof adds at least another 1/2 story to the house.

3. Relocate the proposed garage to the northern side of the property,
retaining the proposed location for ingress/egress. :

Reduction of the length and height of the house would reduce the overall scale
and massing of the house and would perhaps, in turn, help lessen the
inevitable impact of a 2 story structure on the southern property. Relocation
of the garage while maintaining the proposed ingress/egress would help to
lessen the intrusion to the southern property caused by the rear wall of the
garage and by traffic to the garage. This would also be compatible with the
properties to the north, as the garage would back to other garages and
backyards.

Although the garage would be moved to the other side of the property, staff
recommends retention of the proposed screening at the south property line.

Staff recommends, therefore, that the record be left open to allow the
applicant to incorporate these suggestions and/or any from the Commission into
the proposed plans and return to the Commission with revised plans for further
consideration. Staff also recommends that the applicant return, at that time,
with a more detailed landscaping plan.

SENT T0 LAP /-Z7-90 COMMENTS RECEIVED? _ WD
SENT TO APPLICANTZ _ [ 2-5 -0

ATTACHMENTS:
1. HAWP Application and Attachment

2. Site Plan and Additional Material Submitted
3. September, 1990, Comments from HPC and Staff Report

2324t
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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:
— VAT LOoT ON Mepebvird Mebue - owd #/0a/5 —
p DISTRAGT NAs VARIED ARCHTECTURAL STHLES 3 SIGVIFIGANCES OF SPUTURS,

TS STRET ;5 MT IV EKCEFTIoN T2 THrS. BLITINALL Y THE LVAlh-
PEPTIL SETTIVG (S vARIED, PHE ADIALENT 45 4podel, The o]
GLeEr) GLASS. MIST EXSTIE RESONLSES CLoSeSy 70 THE ST
gﬁoﬂéﬁﬁ Pl W70 THE IBTER FLitl carrtiory L 728 Cffwya Vet

7/

45RO R

2t it < een L

So THE PVILIMNMEINTRL SETTILG  1THIL THE JTE (5 Sl GrotdTH
WitH LAPGE 'SPecimen TREES op THe felimerar. OF THE FRofpiy
OUT D THE Buredpg ederops. THeRe fre No Sipuci?ilss Pleseity
0D THe SITE,

ﬁg:Tyhzbeneral description of project and its impact on the historic

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

L Lonsteactron OF NEW SED OB APLOXIMAE iocAtiok) OF FERNER Huss.
THE _F207 FRIOT. 0F PLoposed JA0SFD) A4S (LaSE 7D T oF Foprep. Mo
NBO 5D AR cif [TeTtuRe %Mﬁsg (PL VER] SRR PO TWE NEPRRY [eSvinss:
(102> cav o 308 Lz o) ) (cAry)
o BUT_SHRLLER. 7HAN THE LARGEL L MOAE SIHRIF 16 BT ES50ul SE Sy ON ThE
STRCET, IT 15 povevep. LALeR. * Db el T THIN AN PDRC 0T SPctuce
WINCH 15 _DFF LT eD Siap| ZaalcE. (CAT: 3) Aedtét TEZTHRAL oY domPATIIBIE
_WITH ¢ATAGORY oNE { CATGOLY TD ResoupdesS. MASSED. Wjid
PE SeT ASKerS TO LoD AS AlL HOASES FACNG THE STREET DO
HOUSE SET-BAl FROM PRAD IS BEYWND FILCAL SETRACK AP rHmce
PETNE R RyT j0 mppic PANSE 0F DSBAY & Fhov e SiReeT Folf 1e
VAL D seTBAckS ON THIS BLOLK oF Merey) 17# Ade e,
IMPALT o ERVIEAD MENTRC SETTING wiLl Ng AEPacT?oR) OF

SPLTME  TREES BUT LU OF 21D WMES(TE OF SCLaB-TYfE TRES
Some CRiFehs Wit Be APPED Ao SouTH LNE '.70 odip e _5(;&@)/,(&(*0‘;;‘)

—



2. Statement of Project Inteﬁt:

Short, written statement that describes:

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

S'&mumrb , - —
ERRCT 20 Cadmpd House-tensss = D soel Sinpe BMe ARG, oV
SCME L PASSIOG VELH SHL/AR TO Ted LRy LeS0urceS (CF 7" "7 2)
; &) 21 TTER) PRI : 0 YT CEPAE. HIULES 1 b
FLe WidTy FEMNT PR /7l WiDE BPDeA) 7EPSEBEADED PotwD PNE JEitif6, .
DINEPL 0B FC ASPHRALT SHAGLE ROOFIN G, DeTricS WELC Tiymiichd W/
GG 2 BLAD -
b. the relationship of this design to the existing resource(s): (3 71/,35)
VERY Siiic/hr TO 700 NERLRG £ESources —Sas patras (O ]
VERY DrSEimiting. 10 STPUCTULE TO SOUTH WM ILH MitsT HAVE PN
SUBSTANTIALLY ALTERED Siffoc LecePirop AS cArmiorty 3. NER#for 7o
NILTH FALES APOTINIE. STEEET BT s AUESOLY Spouclinls (2 (ol G/ EC
FACKL  MePeDiTd APENUE, QuitiTY off MATEIALS SiHiLifL T0 ThooE OF
Peczotlpde 1 NoRHH, 0L OThel. CATRCORY ONE pesScupbes,

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

A,

4,?@: 4 E‘ THhe NSO SE0. LS urdet. _curhiory P'eF I4RETHE prynscd
A S [ LELEVE f1So 715 2AAEBR R LERUpeWER TS SIHE THAS
Thods€ 15 Se SUMIL AL IN MASS b SO EXTOL 0p  FNTULES 7O NEAPBY L=Sc@ses
AND IE S D (IIMPAOMISE N SIZE BETVEED Tifrr LALLEA 1oL REAZOD
UWIES 11T ARE RESMECES ALD THe SMALL B HoMes (B Tte PRER.

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., Z 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 Tandscaping.

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-
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September 28, 1990

Carey Hoobler
2400 Forest Glen Road
Silver Spring, Maryland 20910

Dear Mr. Hoobler:

As you know, the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) met with you at its
September 26, 1990 meeting for a preliminary consultation regarding your

proposed construction on Lots 10 and 11, Meredith Avenue, Capitol View Park.
The Commission made the following comments and suggestions on the proposal:

1. The height and massing of the proposed houses may combine to make
the houses appear out of scale with adjacent houses.

2 Due to the pipestem lot configuration, there is some concern on the
visual relationship between the house fronting Meredith Avenue (Lot
10) and the house on the rear lot (Lot 11).

The Commission also suggested that an application for an Historic Area Work
Permit include models and/or drawings and elevations better illustrating the
relationship between the two proposed houses and any impact on the properties
adjacent to the lots.

Please be aware that the HPC is in no way bound by comments made at a
preliminary consultation. The comments are for your consideration and
guidance and I hope are helpful to you in preparing a formal Historic Area
Work Permit application. If you have questions, please call me at 217-3625.

Sincerely,

/ﬂ'a// / D/ gfﬂ%

Laura McGrath,
Planning Specialist

2136E

Historic Preservation Commission

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




HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION STAFF REPORT

PREPARED BY: Laura McGrath DATE: September 19, 1990
CASE NUMBER: N/A TYPE OF REVIEW: Preliminary
Consultation

SITE/DISTRICT NAME: Capitol View Park PROPERTY ADDRESS: Lots 10 & 11, Meredith
Avenue

TAX CREDIT ELIGIBLE: No
DISCUSSION:

The applicant is proposing to construct two houses on these lots in the
Capitol View Park Historic District. A 25’ X 46’ house is proposed for Lot
10; a 28’ X 34’ house is proposed for Lot 11. A detached garage will also be
built on both Tots. At present, access is provided for Lot 11 through Lot

10. Access to Lot 11 from the street will be available once a planned
realignment of Capitol View Avenue is implemented. To the north of the
subdivision is a 10232 Capitol View Avenue, a one and one-half story frame
bungalow built in 1918 which could be considered a "primary" resource in the
historic district; adjacent to this property is an empty lot. To the south is
a 10203 Meredith Avenue, a one story brick and frame house which appears to
have been built in the 1930s or 1940s (see attached site plan). Homes on the
opposite side of Meredith Avenue are not included in the historic district and
are mostly one story frame houses.

This subdivision was recently approved by the Planning Board and was reviewed
by the Commission in October, 1989 (see attached November 2, 1989 memo). The
Commission made the following comments: 1) the proposed subdivision would
establish a new type of lot not typical to the Capitol View Park Historic
District, in the form of an interior lot accessed by a common driveway; 2)
should development occur on both lots, the development would 1likely be
overscaled in the context of the adjacent properties; and, 3) development of
two buildable Tots would result in a great deal of tree and open space loss in
that portion of the district.

After receiving these comments, the applicant met with HPC staff and M-NCPPC
staff to discuss the revision of the subdivision plan in response to these
comments. Staff determined that the applicant had made progress toward a
solution which better addressed HPC concerns (see attached June 11, 1990 memo)
and made the following suggestions regarding new construction on the lots:

° Consider the possibility of deferring the rear house to the front
house by making it appear as a carriage house or some similar
secondary structure (because of the stacked lots and access to Lot
11 through Lot 10)



° Separate the garage from the front house.

° The front house should orient to Meredith Avenue in a manner similar
to adjacent existing houses. - -

° Consider limiting the footprint of the front house to no more than
28’ X 32’ and height to no more than 2 stories.

° Driveway should be gravel and as narrow as possible.

The site plan as presently submitted responds to the above suggestions with
the following:

- detached garages

- gravel drive

- design of the rear house (Lot 11) to resemble a "barn "building
- orientation of the front house towards Meredith Avenue

In addition, a number of large trees are proposed to be retained on the north
side of the property; several are proposed to be retained on the south side of
the property. A site plan condition calls for the applicant to submit an
arboristdreport on how these trees will be protected before a building permit
is issued.

The large trees on the north and south property lines will help to screen the
new structures and lessen impact on adjacent homes, especially to the north of
the property. Staff is concerned, however, that the proposed size of the
front house (Lot 10) and the location of the garages may adversely impact the
property to the south. 10203 Meredith Avenue is a small, one story frame and
brick house located no more than 10 feet from the property line and would be
Tocated only approximately 15 feet from the proposed garages. The applicant
may want to consider reducing the size of the Lot 10 house to no more than 28’
X 32', as was suggested earlier by staff, and to relocate the garages to the
opposite side of the property, maintaining the location of the driveway.

ATTACHMENTS:

Site Plan and Revised Footprints

Elevations

November 2, 1990 HPC Memo

June 11, 1990 Memo from Jared Cooper
Planning Board Approval of Preliminary Plan
Capitol View Avenue Realignment Plan
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