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March 16, 1992

MEMORANDUM

TO: Robert Hubbard, Div. of Construction Codes Enforcement
Montgomery County Department of Environmental Protection

FROM: Gwen Marcus, Historic Preservation Coordinatorggjﬁf'
: Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Conhlssion

SUBJECT: Building Permit Application on 15715 Avery Road

I am writing in regard to the house at 15715 Avery Road,
which is a designated historlc site on the Master Plan for Hls-
torlc Preservation.

An initial Historic Area Work Permit for an attached garage
on this property was denied by the Historic Preservation Commis-
sion. The owners filed an appeal with the Board of Appeals. The
Board of Appeals sent the case back to the Historic Preservation
Commission for additional review and resolution.

On January 23, 1991, the matter was officially resolved and
a signed consent agreement between the owners of the historic
site and the Historic Preservation Commission was sent to the
Board of Appeals.
®

At this time, the owners of the property wish to make minor
revisions to the building plans that are the subject of the
consent agreement. These revisions include extending the "breeze-
way" connection from 7' in length to 9' in length, and increasing
the depth of the garage from 30' to 32°'. ,

I have reviewed these proposed revisions and find that they
do not substantially change the previous agreement and that they
are in keeping with the design and historic preservatlon goals
for this particular house.

As I find the proposed revisions acceptable, I recommend
that the building permit on this property be issued. Please
contact me at 495-4570 if you have any questions on this matter.
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((/ , " MONTGOMERY COUNTY SR A"

L

‘Mastgomery Courtty. N

Stella B. Werner Council Office Building Telephone

100 Maryland Avenue Area Code 301

Rockville, Maryland 20850 217-6600

Case No. A-3082

APPEAL OF WILLIAM AND JOAN BANFIELD

RESOLUTION TO DISMISS APPEAL
(Resolution adopted September 4, 1991

) The Board is in receipt of a letter dated_August 23, 1991, from the
appellants, which states:

"This is to inform you that we are pleased with the decision of the
board and withdraw our appeal.”

Therefore, based on the foregoing,

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Appeals for Montgomery County,
Maryland, that Case No. A-3082, (Administrative) Appeal of William and Joan
Banfield; charging error on the part of the Historic Preservation Commission
in its denial of a Historic Area Work Permit, shall be and hereby is dismissed.

The subject property is located at 15715 Avery Road, Roékville,
Maryland, in the RE-2 Zone.

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

Entered in the Minute Book

of the Board of Appeals for
Montgomery County, Maryland,

this 23rd day of September, 1991.

NS TS

Irene H. Gurhan
Clerk to the Board
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July 30, 1991

MEMORANDUM

TO: Terry Grant
MC Department of Environmental Protection

FROM: Gwen Marcus, Historic Preservation Coordinatofgyiﬁy
M-NCPPC

SUBJECT: Building Permit Application on 15715 Avery Road

The house at 15715 Avery Road is a designated historic site
on the Master Plan for Historic Preservation.

An initial Historic Area Work Permit for an attached garage
on this property was denied by the Historic Preservation Commis-
sion. The owners filed an appeal with the Board of Appeals. The
Board of Appeals sent the case back to the Historic Preservation
Commission for additional review and resolution.

On January 23, 1991, the matter was officially resolved and
a signed consent agreement between the owners of the historic
site and the Historic Preservation Commission was sent to the
Board of Appeals.

It seems that this agreement was not forwarded to the De-
partment of Environmental Protection. Therefore, I am taking this
opportunity to forward it and to officially notify your office
that a building permit for an attached garage may be issued on
the property at 15715 Avery Road, as long as it is in conformance
with the plans attached to the consent agreement and with the
language in the consent agreement.

If you have any question on this matter, please feel free to
call me at 495-4570.

cc: Robert Hubbard
Mary Quattro
Dr. and Mrs. William Banfield
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Montgomery County Covernment

January 9, 1991

~ Dr. and Mrs. William G. Banfield

15715 Avery Road
Rockville, Maryland 20850

RE: Board of Appeals Case No. A-3082

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Banfield:

Please find enclosed the consent agreement between you and the Historic.
Preservation Commission in regard to Board of Appeals Case No. A-3082 for your
review and signature. If the document meets with your approval, please sign
and return the entire packet as soon as possible. If you have any questions,
please call me at 217-3625. Thank you for your cooperation in this matter.

Sincerely,

Laura E. McGrath,
Planning Specialist

Enclosure

2412E

Historic Preservation Commission

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



CONSENT AGREEMENT
between
THE MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
and
 DR. AND MRS. WILLIAM G. BANFIELD
in regard to.Board of Appeals Case No. A-3082

BACKGROUND

On October 31, 1990, the Montgomery County Board of Appeals held a public
hearing regarding the appeal of the decision of the Historic Preservation
Commission (herein after referred to as the "Commission") to deny an
application for an Historic Area Work Permit to construct a garage made by Dr.
and Mrs. William G. Banfield (herein after referred to as the "Banfields"), at
15715 Avery Road, Rockville (HPC Case 22/30-90A). At that hearing the Board
of Appeals requested that the Commission and the applicants work together to
reach an acceptable resolution within 90 days. Subsequently, the applicants
submitted revised plans for construction of a garage and met with the HPC at
its December 19, 1990, meeting to discuss the revised plans. After some
discussion, the Commission voted unanimously in favor of the revised proposal,
noting that it does conform with the criteria of Montgomery County Code
Chapter 24A, Section 8.

CONSENT AGREEMENT

Therefore, in an effort to resolve the above-referenced appeal, the Banfields
and the Commission have agreed as follows: :

1. The Banfields consent to replacing the plans submitted in Application
#22/30-90A with the plans submitted to the Commission on December 10,
1990, which are attached to this agreement as Exhibit A. Further, the
Banfields agree to be bound by representations made by them on December
19, 1990, at the Commission’s discussion of the case and by other
descriptive and supportive data submitted in the Banfields’ original
Historic Area Work Permit application.

2: The Banfields agree that the new structure will have the following
elements: The garage will be a two-bay, two-story structure with a rear
second-story dormer and will be attached to the existing house with.an
indented, enclosed breezeway with roof line approximately 3 1/2' below the
garage roof line. The garage will measure 30’ wide X 32’ long, with a 7/



Board of Appeals
Page 2

wide breezeway. The garage will be set back approximately 15’ from the
front of the house. The materials of the garage will match the existing
house with German clapboard siding and wood trim, double hung windows,
metal roof, and wooden shutters. The breezeway will incorporate the metal
roof and siding, but with large windows installed on each side.

3. The Commission acknowledges that the revised plans conform with the
criteria of Montgomery County Code Chapter 24A, Section 8.

4. The Banfields agree to request that the Board of Appeals dismiss Appeal
No. A-3082. ‘

5. The Commission agrees to recommend that the Director of the Department of
Environmental Protection issue a Historic Area Work Permit for the project
~as proposed and described in this agreement and in Exhibit A.

6. The parties represent that this agreement is made in full and final
settlement of Appeal No. A-3082.

.0, . |
%’4’5‘% /2~ /~F-T|
Leonard Taylor, Chair /~ Date
Historic Preservation Com#ission

Dr. William G. Banfield Date

Joan Banfield - Date

2374E
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MEMORANDUM

T0: Judith Heimann, Chair '

- Board of Appeals 7 —_ )
FROM: Leonard Taylor, Jr., Chair (::332§%2a722¢5u6 /Ci%S

Historic PreservationvCommiSSJOn
SUBJECT: Board ‘of Appeals Case No. A-3082 |
DATE:  January 23, 1991

Attached please find a consent agreement betweén the Historic Preservation

Commission and Mr. and Mrs. William Banfield in regard to Board of Appeals
Case Number A-3082. We are pleased that the matter could be resolved in this

way and hope that this agreement meets with the Board’s approval.

Should you have any questions, please feel free to call me at 986-5222 or
Laura McGrath, Historic Preservationvstaff, at 217-3625.

Attachment

2456E

Historic Preservation Commission

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




CONSENT AGREEMENT
“between
THE MONTGOMERY.COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION |
and
DR. AND MRS. WILLIAM G. BANFIELD
in regard to Board of Appeals Case No. A-3082

BACKGROUND

On October 31, 1990, the Montgomery County Board of Appeals held a public
hearing regarding the appeal of the decision of the Historic Preservation
Commission (herein after referred to as the "Commission") to deny an
application for an Historic Area Work Permit to construct a garage made by Dr.
and Mrs. William G. Banfield (herein after referred to as the "Banfields"), at
15715 Avery Road, Rockville (HPC Case 22/30-90A). At that hearing the Board
of Appeals requested that the Commission and the applicants work together to
reach an acceptable resolution within 90 days. Subsequently, the applicants
submitted revised plans for construction of a garage and met with the HPC at
its December 19, 1990, meeting to discuss the revised plans. After some
discussion, the Commission voted unanimously in favor of the revised proposal,
noting that it does conform with the criteria of Montgomery County Code
Chapter 24A, Section 8.

CONSENT AGREEMENT

Therefore, in an effort to resolve the above-referenced appeal, the Banfields
and the Commission have agreed as follows: '

1. The Banfields consent to replacing the plans submitted in Application
#22/30-90A with the plans submitted to the Commission on December 10,
1990, which are attached to this agreement as Exhibit A. Further, the
Banfields agree to be bound by representations made by them on December
19, 1990, at the Commission’s discussion of the case and by other
descriptive and supportive data submitted in the Banfields’ original
Historic Area Work Permit application.

2. The Banfields agree that the new structure will have the following
elements: The garage will be a two-bay, two-story structure with a rear
second-story dormer and will be attached to the existing house with an
indented, enclosed breezeway with roof line approximately 3 1/2’ below the
garage roof line. The garage will measure 30’ wide X 32’ long, with a 7/



Board of Appeals
Page 2 ‘

wide breezeway. The garage will be set back approx1mate1y 15’ from the
front of the house. The materials of the garage will match the existing
house with German clapboard siding and wood trim, double hung windows,
metal roof, and wooden shutters. The breezeway will incorporate the metal
roof and s1d1ng, but with Targe windows installed on each side.

3. The Commission acknowledges that the revised plans conform with the
criteria of Montgomery County Code Chapter 24A, Section 8.

4. The Banfields agree to request that the Board of Appeals dismiss Appea1
: ‘No. A-3082.

5. The Commission agrees to recommend that the Director .of the Department of
Environmental Protection issue a Historic Area Work Permit for the project
as proposed and described in this agreement and in Exhibit A.

6. The parties represent that this agreement is made in full and final
settlement of Appeal No. A-3082.

(Terrent 72, J~ /-9-q

Leonard Taylor, Chair 2/~ Date
Historic Preservation Comwission

?//%m/g Denfle %12, e

Dr. William G. Béﬁ?1e1d-// Date

- @MM/ //o?é‘d/t 9/

(;IJEZn Banfield

2374E
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION STAFF REPORT
PREPARED BY: Laura McGrath DATE: December 12, 1990
CASE NUMBER: N/A TYPE OF REVIEW: N/A

SITE/DISTRICT NAME: Barnesley House  PROPERTY ADDRESS: 15715 Avery Road

TAX CREDIT ELIGIBLE: No
DISCUSSION:

As you may recall, in August, 1990, the Commission denied an application by
the applicants requesting approval of construction of an attached garage (HPC
Case No. 22/30-90A). The applicants subsequently appealed this decision to
the Board of Appeals, which held a public hearing in late October, 1990. At
the conclusion of the hearing, the Board detected some collegiality between

~ the Banfields and the HPC and, therefore, directed the applicants and the
Commission to work together to reach an acceptable resolution. This
resolution should be forwarded to the Board of Appeals in the form of a
consent agreement by January 26, 1990. The Board will then close the record
and issue a formal decision.

The first application proposed a three-bay, two-story garage/workshop which
would be attached to the existing house. The proposed garage measured 36’
wide X 32’ long and included a 9’ wide enclosed breezeway connecting it to the
house. Although the breezeway was indented, it shared the same roof line with
the garage. All materials would match the existing house, which measures

46 1/2' in length and 45 1/2’ in width. (Please see original proposal
attached.) The Commission denied the application primarily based on the
following: 1) An attached two-story addition would be inappropriate to this
style as it would make the existing building mass asymmetrical; and 2)
Outbuildings to Gothic Revival style farmhouses in the central eastern United
States were not traditionally attached to the main house. A detached garage
in the same location as proposed, or one connected to the house with an open
breezeway, would be more appropriate to the historic site (Commission Decision
attached).

With the present submission, the applicants are proposing to construct a
two-bay, two story garage, 16’ in height, with rear second-story dormer. The
garage would be attached to the existing house with an indented, enclosed
breezeway with roof line approximately 3 1/2’ below the garage roof line

(12 1/2"). The garage would measure 30’ wide X 32’ long, with a 7’ wide
breezeway. The garage would be set back approximately 15’ from the front of
the house. The materials of the garage would match the existing house with
German clapboard siding and wood trim, double hung windows, metal roof, and
wooden shutters. The breezeway would incorporate the metal roof and siding,
but with large windows installed on each side.



The applicants have also submitted a landscaping plan showing existing
vegetation and vegetation to be planted. Only one honeysuckle bush will
require removal. Hollies will be planted on each end of the garage in the
front to further screen the garage and the breezeway.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

The applicants have taken several steps with the current proposal to address
the original concerns of the Commission. As a result, the width of the garage
has decreased, reducing its scale in relation to the existing house. The
large windows proposed for the breezeway help to "open up" the breezeway and,
along with the lower roof line, helps to further differentiate the breezeway
from the garage. This, in turn, helps define the garage as a structure
separate from the historic resource. Finally, the proposed plantings should
help in screening the garage and "softening" its impact on the house. Staff
recommends that the Commission agree with this proposal. This agreement would
be based on criterion 24A-8 (b)(1).

ATTACHMENTS:

1. December 10, 1990 Submission by Applicant

2. August, 1990, HAWP Application and Staff Report
3. Commission Decision on HPC Case No. 22/30-90A

2343E
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION STAFF REPORT

PREPARED BY: Laura McGrath DATE: August 3, 1990

CASE NUMBER: 22/30-90A TYPE OF REVIEW: HAWP

SITE/DISTRICT NAME: Barnesley PROPERTY ADDRESS: 15715 Avery Road
House

TAX CREDIT ELIGIBLE: No

DISCUSSION:

The applicant is proposing to construct a three-bay, two-story garage/workshop
which would be attached to the existing structure. The garage would replace:
an existing "lean-to" carport and a cinderblock storage shed to the rear of
the property.

STAFF _RECOMMENDATION:

Staff originally met with the applicant earlier this year and discussed a
slightly different garage design. Staff recommended at that point that the
design was incompatible with the Barnesley House, which, according to the
Master Plan, is a "good example of a well-maintained 19th century Gothic
Revival Farmhouse". The basic elements of this style include symmetrically
arranged bays under a multi-gabled roof. Staff recommended that, if possible,
the garage be built as a separate structure and that the roof style be altered
to one more compatible with the house. If, in the 0p1n1on of the applicant,
the garage had to be attached, staff suggested that the size be reduced, that
it be connected to the house with a breezeway or similar "hyphen" structure,
and that it be oriented in such a way as to have less visual impact on the
front and side elevations of the house.

With the proposal currently under consideration, the applicant has responded
to several of staff’s earlier concerns by incorporating a gable-style roof,
setting the garage back from the front elevation, and attaching the garage to
the house with an enclosed breezeway. All materials used will also match
those of the house. The width of the proposed garage, however, is almost
equal to that of the house. Staff is still of the opinion, therefore, that
the proposed garage is not compatible with the existing structure in terms of
overall scale. Staff recommends that the record be left open in order to
allow the applicant time to explore alternatives to the current proposal in
terms of both size and location. %

ATTACHMENTS:

. HAWP Application and Attachments
Site Plan

. Photographs

. Elevations

. Floor Plan

. Master Plan Amendment
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Historic Preservation Commission

.. .., 51 Monroe Street, Suite 1001, Rockville, Maryland 20850

: © 217-3625 22/_»50 —QOA

! S | ECEIVE
APPLICATIONFOR = o J0. 2 31090
HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT

o R Eh Montt oY
TAX ACCOUNT # ‘1’-{‘/7'{ : L o . .
NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER DD o 1 mrs (v 6. Bgmfngld TELEPHONENO. JO) 762- 677(
(Contract/Puychaser) .. : - {include Area Code)

ACDRESS iﬂLLAMﬂa?_EL_EQﬁek.}. e MArey Irli(\({ Dokss
contRacTon _ OBA _Lrove  peguns o TELEPHDNE NO. _G4B 65/
coNTRACTOR REGISTRATION NUMBER __/7 €0

PLANS PREPAREOBY TELEPHONE NO.
_{Include Area Code)

REGISTRATION NUMBER _

LOCATION OF BUILOING/PREMISE
House Number L4 25 ) Street IOVer\li @/

Town/City _EXZJ_IALILQ C i i ' Election Qistrict 4

Nearest Cross Slreel myn aﬂ%-ﬁgr- [yt Dund.

SR et e aadh et aepe e,

Lot . Bluck : SuhleH‘I;Jn -(Ds?-f . - _ ‘. . - '
uhera‘la,?? Folio g‘/‘/"“"' el T (Bm;/a(q be/ngr\

1A, TYPE DF PERMIT ACTION : {circle one) Circle One: A/C Slab Room Addition
Canstruct xtend/Add A!lqr/Rennvnla . Repair e Porch  Qeck  Fireplace Shed  Solar  Woodburning Stove
Wreck/Raze Move Install Revocable Revision Fence/WaIl (complele Section 4) Olher wﬁm(cr
1B.  CONSTRUCTION €OSTS ESTIMATE $ 34, evv ]

iC. 1F THIS IS A REVISION OF A PREVIOUSLY APPROVED TIVE PERMIT SEE PERMIT #
10. INOICATE NAME OF ELECTRIC UTILITY COMPANY

1E.  ISTHISPROPERTY A HISTORICAL SITE? \|€5 ~ MP ﬁ 22.[2D -~ Parnesky Hmee —

PART TWO: COMPLETE FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION ANO EXTEND/ADDITIONS

2A. TYPE OF SEWAGE 0ISPOSAL 28. TYPE OF WATER SUPPLY
01 { ) wsse 02 { Septic 01 () WSSC 02 {21 Well
03 () Other i 03 () Other

PART THREE: COMPLETE ONLY FOR FENCE/RETAINING WALL

4A.  HEIGHT Teet inches P

48, Indicate whether the fence or retsining wall is to be constructed on one af the following locations:
1. On party line/Property line
2. Entirely on land 6! owner

3. On public right of way/ t {Revocahle Letter Required).

| hereby certify that | have the euthority to make the foregoing application, that the application is correct, and that the construction will comply with

pla s eppruved ell agencies ||sted and 1 herebv acknowledge and accept this to be a condition for the issuance of this permit.
A‘/ég ' a'%/ Jv / 90

annalure of owner or aulhonzed”agem {agent must heve signature notarized on back) ala

uoolou!ulllann&In.uulouunlnuuouQuuuu!&uunuull.u.nQonlunuluunulocauubouqn.uunluulnuclnuolunan

APPROVEO For Chairperson, Histaric Preservation Commission

0ISAPPROVED Signatura Date
aeruicaTioNPERMIT ND: _ 100 0.0 ©o | FILING FEE:$

OATE FILEO: PERMIT FEE: §

OATE ISSUEO: BALANCE $

OWNERSHIP CODE: - . RECEIPT NO: FEE WAIVED:

SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS




APPLICATION FOR HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT
' REQUIRED ATTACHMENTS

~ 1. MWRITTEN DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

a. Description of existing structure(s):

@ﬂ,/’rm / Aaws_e. O (ke 7L%Lc*g//7€{: ﬁ:ﬂ'—cc.l j”l”/cﬂ-c 104:./

//ﬂ'/l‘/’)’) /MJVLi_zL ; A 51/111411, ﬁUC JA"’UQ.S 6077(&1 [ ’LIIY./L Y4
l

gL qvlcm/, S I1iar ‘#O&V» J(gzl /ML—Q{/ (@3 aécafvw ‘/7) t’~¢7‘ﬂx

Camnr Ve T et ik Sl ol T fhiad G Ap L >

/uzAZn,az- co»/*(/l L /wzum g oot 2'/ Cf‘fwbu
4 ,

b. General Description of Project:
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2. SITE PLAN. For all projects, attach an accurate site plan or property
survey, which shall include the following: -

<E§> 2. Scale (for example, 1/4" = 1 foot)

b, North Arrow

c. Location and dimensions of all existing and proposed structures:

d. Location of other features such as walks, drives, fences, ponds,
streams, dumpsters, mechanical equipment, and major landscaping
elements.

3. TREE SURVEY. If any 6" diameter or larger trees are to be removed, or
fall within the construction zone, attach an accurate tree survey. The
survey should include the exact location, size, and species of all trees
located in the project area, indicating which are to oe preserved and
which are to be removed.

. 4&. FLOOR PLANS; CONSTRUCTION PLANS. For new construction and room

= additions, attach a complete set of scaled floor plans. For porches and
-<§> decks, attach scaled drawings showing dimensions, materials, and where and
how they wil] be attached to existing structures. For other types of

work, such as outbuildings and fences, attach scaled drawings showing
dimensions, materials, construction methods, and design details,

5. ELEVATION DRAWINGS. For new construction, including outbuildings,
attach scaled drawings of all sides of the proposed structure., For
additions, decks, porches, and major exterior alterations, attach scaled

drawings of all sides of structure which will be affected by the proposed
work. .

//6. MATERIAL SPECIFICATIONS. For all projects, provide a written
' description of all exterior materials to be used. If desired, materfal
specifications may also be included as notes on elevation drawings.. If
" available, manufacturer's literature may also be included.

3\
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
of -
MONTGOMERY COUNTY

51 Monroe Street, Suite 1001
Rockville, Maryland 20850

301-217-3625
Case No.: 22/30-90A Received: July 23, 1990
Before the Montgomery County Historic Preservation Commission
Application of Dr. and Mrs. William G. Banfield
DECISION AND OPINION OF THE COMMISSION

Decision of the Commission: Application is DENIED

OPINION OF THE COMMISSION
BACKGROUND
The following term is defined in Section 28A-2" of the Code:

Historic Site: Any individual historic resource that is significant
and contributes to the historical, architectural, archeological or
cultural values within the Maryland-Washington Regional District and

which has been so designated in the master plan for historic
preservation.

The applicant has applied for an Historic Area Work Permit (HAWP) for
construction of a two-story garage/workshop at 15715 Avery Road, Rockville,
Maryland. The subject property is also known as the "Barnesley House" and was
designated an historic site through a resolution amending the Master Plan for

Historic Preservation by the Montgomery County Council, sitting as the
District Council, on July 8, 1985. The amendment was adopted by the
Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission on July 9, 1985,

\
)




The Master Plan Amendment for the Barnesley House describes the findings
of historical and architectural significance that resulted in the placement of
the Barnesley House on the Master Plan.

[The Barnesley House is] A good example of a well-maintained 19th
Century Gothic Revival farmhouse, once so ubiquitous in Montgomery
County. Because this house retains its original/historic setting,
the entire 11.25 acre parcel is recommended as the environmental
setting in order to provide architectural review of any future
development under the Preservation Ordinance. Designation of the
site does not preclude subdivision under the development standards
of the RE-2 Zone. Inclusion of the entire parcel in the
environmental setting does, however, require architectural review of
any additional development on the site prior to the issuance of
building permits. Once developed, the environmental setting to be
required in perpetuity under the Ordinance could be reduced to the
size of the 1ot retained for the historic structure.

EVIDENCE
The following testimony was presented at the hearing:

Commission Staff

Staff reported that the applicant proposed to construct a three-bay,
two-story garage/workshop which would be attached to the Barnesley House. The
proposed garage would replace an existing "lean-to" carport (consisting of a
metal roof supported by poles). The applicant also proposed to remove a
cinderblock storage shed located to the rear of the property. Staff noted a
meeting with the applicant earlier in the year, at which time staff
recommended that the garage be built as a separate structure and that the roof
style of the garage be made compatible to the 19th Century Gothic Revival
style of the Barnesley House. This style is characterized by symmetrically
arranged bays under a multi-gabled roof. At that time, staff also advised
that if, in the opinion of the applicant, the garage had to be attached to the
house, its size should be reduced, it should be connected with an open
breezeway or similar "hyphenated" structure without walls, and that it be
oriented in such a way as to have less visual impact on the front and side
elevations of the house.

Staff reported that the applicant had responded to a few of staff’s
suggestions by incorporating a gable-style roof for the garage and setting it
back from the front elevation. A1l proposed materials would match the
existing house. The drawings for the garage show it attached to the house by
a hyphenated structure, but this structure is completely enclosed, contrary to
staff’s recommendation. Staff also noted that the width of the proposed
garage, exclusive of the enclosed connecting structure, was almost equal to
that of the house, rendering the proposed garage incompatible with the
existing structure in terms of overall scale. Staff recommended that the
record be left open to allow the applicant time to explore alternatives to the
current proposal in terms of both size and location.




Applicant

The applicant, Mrs. Banfield, testified that the garage is needed for her
family’s three automobiles, a tractor, and an end loader. She stated that the
existing house is Tocated on a rise and that only the second story of the
proposed addition will be visible from the road, thereby having little visual
impact from the public right-of-way. A detached garage in the back yard would
ruin the view from the house into the back yard space.

In response to a question raised by Commissioner Taylor on whether the
applicant had considered the possibility of constructing a detached garage in
the same location or connecting it with a breezeway, open on both sides, the
applicant replied that she considered the side of the house where the garage
would be attached the "nothing" side of the house and that she did not see the
reason for detaching the garage from the house. The proposed location is also
the most convenient location because the driveway already leads there, she
added. Commissioner Taylor explained that outbuildings to Gothic Revival
style farmhouses in the central eastern United States were traditionally
constructed as separate structures. He stated that structures are rarely
built as appendages to this style of farm house.

Commissioner Cantelon stated that the proposed garage and enclosed
breezeway would add 45 feet to the existing 40 foot wide house, noting that a
separate garage would be more consistent with the style of this house. He
also stated that if the.garage were to be attached to the house, it should be
attached by an open breezeway or similar structure.

There were no opponents to the application from the public.

FINDINGS

Based on the testimony presented to the Commission and other evidence in
the record, the Commission makes the following findings:

1. The Barnesley House, at 15715 Avery Road, Rockville, is a historic
site under the Master Plan for Historic Preservation and the
definition in Section 24A-2 of Chapter 24A of the Montgomery County
Code, and is a valuable example of a well-maintained 19th Century
Gothic Revival Farmhouse. ‘

2. The applicant’s proposed alteration is inconsistent with two
characteristics of 19th Century Gothic Revival Farmhouses. First,
the Gothic Revival style is characterized by symmetrically arranged
bays under a multi-gabled roof. An attached two-story addition
would be inappropriate to this style as it would make the existing
building mass asymmetrical. Second, outbuildings to Gothic Revival
style farmhouses in the central eastern United States were not -
traditionally attached to the main house. A detached garage in the
same location as proposed, or one connected to the house with an
open breezeway, would be more appropriate to the historic site.




Accordingly, the Commission finds that the application does not meet any
of the criteria for approval in Section 24A-8, and, that the alteration
proposed by the Banfield’s would be inappropriate and inconsistent with the
preservation of the Barnesley House. Therefore, under Section 24A-8(a), the
Commission must deny the application.

Based on these facts and findings, and having heard and carefully
considered all of the testimony and exhibits contained in the record, it is
the decision of the Montgomery County Historic Preservation Commission that
the application by Dr. and Mrs. William G. Banfield for an Historic Area Work
Permit for construction of a garage/workshop at 15715 Avery Road, Rockville,
is denied.

If any party is aggrieved by the decision of the Commission, pursuant to
Section 24A - 7(h) of the Montgomery County Code, an appeal may be filed
within thirty days with the Board of Appeals which will review the
Commission’s decision de novo. The Board of Appeals has full and exclusive
authority to hear and decide all appeals taken from decisions of the
Commission. The Board of Appeals has the ‘authority to affirm, modify, or
reverse the order or decision of the Commission.

@’{ZMM / @/\ Aecpad 29, 1770

Leonard Taylor, ChairperSonl/ 7 Date
Montgomery County Historic Preservation Commission

.
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William G. Banfield
15715 Avery Road
Rockville MD
20855-1718

Leonard Taylor, Chairman

Historic Preservation Commission

51 Monroe Street

Suit 1001

Rockville Maryland 20850

Dear Mr. Taylor:

We very much regret that we were unable to get together all the
information you asked for by Dec 3. We hope that this does not inconvenience
the Commission. We do believe that we will he able to do it by the 18th,
however, and Ms. McGrath tells us that we will then be rescheduled for your
Dec 19th meeting.

Again, our apoleogies and thank you for your patisnce.
Sincerely, ' 157 _—

William 6. Banfi

Jeerd B/
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A-3082

Dr. & Mrs. William Banfield
15715 Avery Road

Rockville, MD 20855

A-3082

M/M Stphen Bradicich

5913 Bethlehem Court
Rockville, Maryland 20855

A-3082

M/M Rotolone

5930 Serenity Lane
Rockville, Maryland 20855

A-3082

M/M Wontman

15609 Amelung Lane
Rockville, Maryland 20855

A-3082

M/M James Curry

6000 Warm Springs Drive
Rockville, Maryland 20855

A~-3082

Dr. & Mrs. William Banfield
15715 Avery Road

Rockville, MD 20855

A-~-3082 -

M/M Stphen Bradicich
5913 Bethlehem Court
Rockville, Maryland 20855

A-3082

M/M Rotolone

5930 Serenity Lane
Rockville, Maryland 20855

A-3082

M/M Wontman

15609 Amelung Lane
Rockville, Maryland 20855

A~3082

M/M James Curry

6000 Warm Springs Drive
Rockville, Marvland 20855

A-3082
Esther Finder

5700 Lake Christopher Drive

Rockville, Maryland 20855

A-3082

M/M Paul Hubanks

15801 Avery Road
Rockville, Maryland 20855

- A~3082

M/M Woronka
5926 Serenity Lane
Rockville, Maryland 20855

A-3082

Mr. Burnett

15605 Amelung Lane
Rockville, Maryland 20855

A-3082

Historic Preservation Comm
c/o DHCD Rm 1000/51 Monroe St
Attn: Laura McGrath/INTEROFFICE

A-3082
Esther Finder

5700 Lake Christopher Drive

Rockville, Maryland 20855

A-3082

M/M Paul Hubanks

15801 Avery Road
Rockville, Maryland 20855

A-3082

M/M Woronka

5926 Serenity Lane
Rockville, Maryland 20855

A-3082

Mr. Burnett

15605 Amelung Lane
Rockville, Maryland 20855

A-3082

Historic Preservation Comm

A-3082

M/M Brody

5917 Bethlehem Court
Rockville, Maryland 20855

A-3082

M/M Herberg

5934 Serenity Lane
Rockville, Maryland 20855

A-3082.
M/M Gene Yocum
15701 Amelung Lane

. Rockville, Maryland 20855

A-3082

Mr. Tom Brewster

15809 Amelung Lane
Rockville, Maryland 20855

A-3082

Alan Wright, Sr. Co. Atty.
EOBR ~ 3rd Floor
INTEROFFICE MAIL »

A-3082

M/M Brody

5917 Bethlehem Court
Rockville, Maryland 20855

A-3082

M/M Herberg

5934 Serenity Lane
Rockville, Maryland 20855

A-3082

M/M Gene Yocum

15701 Amelung Lane
Rockville, Maryland 20855

A-3082

Mr. Tom Brewster

15809 Amelung Lane
Rockville, Maryland 20855

A-3082
Alan Wright, Sr. Co Atty

DHCD Rm 1000 - 51 Monroe Street EOB - 3rd floor

Attn: Laura McGrath/INTEROFFICE

INTEROFFICE MATL



November 19, 1990

Dr. and Mrs. William G. Banfield
15715 Avery Road
Rockville, Maryland 20850

RE: Board of Appeals Case No. A-3082
Dear Dr. and Mrs. Banfield:

As you know, at its October 31, 1990, public hearing regarding your appeal of
the decision of the Historic Preservation Commission denying your request for
approval of construction of a garage on your property, the Montgomery County
Board of Appeals requested that you and the Commission work together to reach
an acceptable resolution. The Board of Appeals will close the record on
January 26, 1991 and will issue a decision after that time. The Commission
proposes the following procedure:

1. Please submit your revised plans for the proposed garage to the
Commission by Monday, December 3, 1990. Your submission should
jinclude a revised site plan, elevations drawn to scale, including
elevations showing the proposed garage in the context of the
existing house, description and specification of design features and
proposed materials, and a description and/or drawings of all
vegetation to be removed or planted.

2. Staff will inform you if additional information is necessary. All
information submitted will be distributed to the Commissioners for
consideration and discussion at the December 12, 1990, HPC meeting.
Adjacent property owners, as well as any parties notified of the
Board of Appeals hearing, will be notified that your proposal will
be considered at the December 12 meeting.

3. The HPC will discuss your revised submission at its December 12,
1990, meeting and will evaluate your proposal in terms of the
criteria listed in Chapter 24A of the Montgomery County Code. If an
agreement is reached accepting the revised submission, the HPC will
approve a motion noting this decision. A formal consent agreement
will be subsequently drawn up to be signed by you and the
Commission. The consent agreement will then be transmitted to the
Board of Appeals. If the Commission cannot come to agreement over
the revised submission, the issue will be continued and taken up at
the December 19, 1990, meeting of the HPC.

Historic Preservation Commission

51 Monroe Street, Rockville, Maryland 20850-2419, 301/217-3625
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Dr. and Mrs. William G. Banfield
Page 2

If you cannot submit revised plans by December 3, please inform Laura McGrath,
staff, at 217-3625. Your cooperation and assistance in this matter is greatly
appreciated.

Sincere]x,_
p——
(Thennit /2,
Leonard Taylor, :
Chairman

cc: Historic Preservation Commission .
Christopher Hitchens, Assistant County Attorney
Anthony Shore, Assistant County Attorney
Tedi Zweig, Board of Appeals

2279t
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MEMORANDUM

November 15, 1990

10: Leonard Taylor, Chairman
Historic Preservation Commission

FROM: Christopher Hitchens, Assistant County Attorney(%?b

SUBJECT: Scheduled meeting with Tedi Zweig at the Board of Appeals
re: Banfield Appeal

I have discussed the meeting with Tedi Zweig scheduled for tomorrow
with my supervisor, Kathy Hart. Kathy and I believe that the propriety
of such a meeting is questionable, primarily because the Banfields will
not be in attendance. By way of analogy, the Commission would likely be
indignant i1f, given the Board's directive to the parties to settle the
appeal, Mrs. Banfield was to meet with the Board, through its staff,
without a representative from the Commission present. Unilateral contact
with the Board or its members, is referred to as ex parte contact, and is
expressly forbidden in the Board's rules. This applies even to a
procedural discussion, because the procedure can be used to one party's
advantage, and there is no quarantee that substantive issues will not be
discussed.

I realize that this meeting was intended not to take advantage of the.
Banfields and that it had broader implications, but given that the
Banfields appeal is extant, I think the meeting has at least the
appearance of impropriety. I would not be opposed to a brain storming
session to include advisors other than the Board of Appeals.

We also note that the Board directed the parties to settlie the appeal
and left the procedure to the parties, not to the Board. The settlement
praocedure should therefore be in the context of the appeal, and not in
the context of a Commission procedure such as the HAWP application

process.

Kathy also notes, as did Tedi Zweig, that the Commission may be
prohibited from accepting a new historic area work permit appliication
while the first one i1s being appealed. The code expressly lists building
permits as covered by this principle. An exception would be if the
application presented a significantly different proposal from that-
initially considered. We both agree that the Commission has no authority

v to compel the Banfields to submit a new application.

~ In summary I would advise-you to cancel the meeting with Tedi Zweig
and to use a procedure as outlined to you in Annette's memo of November
7, 1990.



Mr. Taylor
November 15, 1990
Page two

I plan to call Tedi Zweig after 3:00 this afternoon to let her know
that 1 do not believe this meeting is proper and will not be attending.
Please contact me as soon as possible if you have information you realize
will change my mind, my extension is 217-3619.

CH/rap:25298B

cc: Kathy Hart V////
Annette Van Hilst
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MEMORANDUM
November 7, 1990

T0: Leonard Taylor, Chairperson
Historic Preservation Commission

VIA: Christopher Hitchens, Assistant County Attorney Qj%b
Department of Housing and Community Development

FROM:  Annette G. van Hilst, Chief
Division of Community Planni evelopment
Department of Housing and Community Development

SUBJECT: Banfield HPC Case - Board of Appeals

The Board of Appeals has left the record open on the subject case and
requested that HPC and the Banfields work together to reach a resolution on

the HAWP application.

As a consequen