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MEMORANDUM

DATE: J//Z%%@‘Z

10: - Robert Seely, Chief
Deparment of Environmental Protection
~Division of Construction Codes Enforcement

FROM: Jared Coopef, Historic Preservation Specialist
' Department of Housing-and Community Development
Division of Community Planning and Development

SUBJECT: Historic Area Work Permits

The Moptggmery County Historic Preservation Commission at their meeting

of C/FEFZ

reviewed the

attached application by <47/ em S 5com —
Permit. The application was:

X Approved !
Denied

With Conditions:

for an Historic Area WOrK

Attachments:

2 . //;; .‘—v‘,‘ -

30 UFEL
a., 2, .-

5.

JdC:jcm



HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION STAFF REPORT

PREPARED BY: Jared B. Cooper DATE: May 9, 1989

CASE NUMBER: 37/3 - 89K TYPE Of REVIEW: SA

SITE/DISTRICT NAME: Takoma Park PROPERTY ADDRESS: 36 Columbia Avenue
DISCUSSION:

The applicant is proposing a partial side porch enclosure as well as a small
shed roof addition on the side of this early 20th century residence in Takoma
Park. In discussions with the architect, staff has determined that the main
reason for the proposed changes are that 1iving quarters are desired in the
basement and.that the existing floor plan does not permit a stacked staircase
(because of code restrictions).

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Although the LAC recommended denial, staff finds that the proposal does not
constitute substantial alteration. However, staff suggested two modifications
to the architect, who concurred. They include: 1), removal of the side-facing
skylight (see Elevation #1), and 2), provision of a setback of at least 6"
between the enclosed portion of the porch and the shed addition (this would
modify elevation #5, and would serve to better define the original porch
space). If the Commission agrees, these two changes could be conditions for.
approval.

ATTACHMENTS :
'SA Application
LAC Comments

1.
2.
3. Photographs
4. Elevations

COMMISSION ACTION:

JBC:av
1118



HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION STAFF REPORT

PREPARED BY: Jared B. Cooper DATE: May 9, 1989

CASE NUMBER: 37/3 - 89K TYPE OF REVIEW: SA

SITE/DISTRICT NAME: Takoma Park PROPERTY ADDRESS: 36 Columbia Avenue
DISCUSSION:

The applicant is proposing a partial side porch enclosure as well as a small
shed roof addition on the side of this early 20th century residence in Takoma
Park. In discussions with the architect, staff has determined that the main.
reason for the proposed changes are that living quarters are desired in the
basement and that the existing floor p]an does not permit a stacked staircase
(because of code restrictions).

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Although the LAC recommended denial, staff finds that the proposal does not
constitute substantial alteration. However, staff suggested two modifications
to the architect, who concurred. They include: 1), removal of the side-facing
skylight (see Elevation #1), and 2), provision of a setback of at least 6"
between the enclosed portion of the porch and the shed addition (this would
modify elevation #5, and would serve to better define the original porch
space). If the Comm1ss1on agrees, these two changes could be conditions for

approval.
ATTACHMENTS:

1. SA Application
2. LAC Comments
3. Photographs

4, Elevations

COMMISSION ACTION:

JBC:av
1118E



Historic Preservation Commission

51 Monroe Street, Suite 1001, Rockville, Maryland 20850
)m‘w) (po‘ogl. 217-3625 '

APPLICATION FOR
HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT

TAX ACCOUNT # : R .o . R, 270-84D (301)
NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER i’\\i\\im\ “Seoa TELEPHONE NO._W. UAS -2H05 (301

(Contract/Purchaser) : {Include Area Code)
A00RESS (o Cohyabya Ave  TeltornePack A 20912

] CTATE e

CONTRACTOR ”3\\ Tdecbone. TELEPHONE NO. 220 -UXT78 (300)

_ /CONTRACTOR REGISTRATION NUMBER
PLANS PREPARED BY Mﬁ;ﬁ&%&— TELEPHONE NO. (zo'z,\ 1221300

Coe , {Include Area Code)
REGISTRATION NUMBER __12Q& = 14

LOCATION OF BUILOING/PREMISE

House Number (.’3(0 Street CQ\Q"'\bP\ p\\ii -

Town/City /mm ,D»,QJL_ ' N\D : " Election District o
Nearest Cross Street __Bu_kﬂﬂ-v\ }\l& :

Lot Q. Block _lﬁ.___ subdivision _ 1. F. (olleegd
Laberﬁﬁ.la Folio ___3)._6_ Parcel _& '

1A.  TYPE OF PERMIT ACTION: (circle one) ' Circle One: A/C Slab Room Addition
Construct @nd/Add AIter/Renuva@, . Repair Porch  Deck  Fireplace Shed Solar Woodburning Stove
Wreck/Raze Move Install Revocable Revision ' Fence/Wall (complete Section 4) Other

18.  CONSTRUCTION COSTS ESTIMATE § 29,00 i

1C. IF THIS ISA REVISION OF A PREVIOUSLY APPROVED ACTIVE PERMIT SEE PERMIT # ‘
. 1D, INOICATE NAME OF ELECTRIC UTILITY COMPANY
1E. IS THIS PROPERTY A HISTORICAL SITE?

PART TWO: COMPLETE FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION AND EXTEND/AODITIONS

ZA.‘ TYPE OF SEWAGE DISPOSAL 28. TYPE OF WATER SUPPLY
01 (X) WSSC 02 ( ) Septic 01 §J WSSC 02 () Well
03 () Other : 03 { ) Other

PART THREE: COMPLETE ONLY FOR FENCE/RETAINING WALL SR
4A.  HEIGHT & teet QO inches S o

- f ) \
48, Indicate whether the fence or retaining wall is to be constructed on one of the following locations: RN
1. On party line/Praperty line i -
2. Entirely on land of owner ol ) -

3. On public right of way/easement

(Revocable Letter Required). S

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

A?& liﬁb-\ @ Alay 2, [ f/jg

Signature of owner/r a thon}?a e t(agent must have signature notarized on back) J Date
IR X N R EEE NN BN ] LK X K N X *il**********ii**l**l***&**%***l&&*****4**&&&‘*&***&**&l&&’ﬂ&&&*&*&*&
APPRDVED For Chairperson, Historic Preservation Commission
DISAPPROVEOD Signature Oate
APPLICATION/PERMIT NO: FILING FEE:$
DATE FILED: . PERMIT FEE: $
DATE ISSUED: BALANCE $
OWNERSHIP COOE: RECEIPTNO:_______ FEEWAIVED:

SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS

|




THE FOLLOWING ITEMS MUST BE COMPLETED AND THE REQUIRED DOCUMENTS MUST ACCOMPANY THIS
‘APPLICATION . Co

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED WORK ; (including composition, color and texture of materials to be used:)

(epkes, B me prd AN AdVon Y ipiedine, *\\«a(oo\erc

that \r\oose::. o kemincees, Yred conmecht, M) \QP&NN
Jo_ e Corek Heon., Tl wkmmjmoamavwml’s 1nclode. aEnalption
ok He ltden meking “N'\’ O(\‘J‘N\ bPﬁf_M@\f{' P\DN&NM
\Aﬁwémo()ea D(ﬁ%l’if_ ANC) cm*-&aocy\'\m pAdioae (lo‘\c’fs
e exJ(emorLcE% N’)B&\cm Wil beoe (N\éaes Yred matdn
it i YR O, ‘\.}c\\m \f\NP\l daa \.n:a um}m(
@f\;ls‘du) exdnacie, doort Wil ‘fﬁ_&a\iceéga_-b_ﬂ £0iany Roo@\->
o\ enedidn b((%\'(“\) RS&\MP\\'\‘ s‘f\'\w\)\&%-

(If more space is needed, attach additional sheets on plain or lined paper to this appiication)

ATTACH TO THIS APPLICATION (2) COPIES OF: SUCH SITE PLANS (lot dimensions, buildinQ location with dimensions,
drives, walks, fences, patios, etc. proposed or existing) and/or ARCHITECTURAL DRAWINGS (floor plans, elevations, etc.},
PHOTOGRAPHS OF THE 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 '
100 MARYLAND AVENUE
ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND 20850

Sworn to and subscribed to before me by Scott Te Dav1s
this 2 day of May 1989

Iy Corzaizeion E::pites . “y" x?TacJZiL

1



II.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORI% PRESERVATION COMMISSION
LOCAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE REVIEW,FORM

XTERIO TERATIONS

Location of property

b.

Located within the 7ﬂ%ééh~4/ ﬁavé7 historic district.

This is a Master Plan/Atlas historic district (circle one).

Address of Property: 3‘, &/U_MA,-&U S‘f‘,‘

Tatcona Pok- '

Property owner's name, address and phone number:
William Strum
36 Lolvmbri_
Thkoma Fude V4D

B 590-g9¢s L Y95-3505

Is this property iy;dhtributing resource within the historic
district? Yes No .

On a map of the district locate this property and any adjacent
historic resources. Will this work impagt other contributing
historic resources? Yes No .

Description of work proposed.

Q.

Briefly describe proposed work:

W/ /ﬂrLc/Z ardl add ﬂM,z,‘ ~ Yo oo
Z wrlorer Stopct /vm—n pacinerd e
J/ loor . |

Is this work on the front, rear, or side of the structure?
Is the work visible from the street?
What are the materials to be used?
wood Mc&h? ¥+ wendpapa
Are these materials compatible with existing materials? How? If

not WhY?
*e)L '3 Y
9&( ;MM ¢ ‘A 7



III.Recommendations of the Local Advisory Committee
a. Approval of Work

1. Which criteria found in the Ordinance for Historic Preservation
(Sec. 24A-8-b of the Montgomery County Code) does this work meet

2. What conditions, if any, must be met in order for the proposed
work to meet the above criteria? (example: the proposed window
should be double hung to conform with existing windows)

b. Disapproval of Work

1. On what grounds is disapproval recommended? Refer to Sec. 24A-8
/W?m./ andd #wfa//yﬁ& CLM,& 10 yocade, Lyreligene 37
/ﬂw/l baal a Mz,?'ou ¢ i Vo pnckitor tceral a/amz—fz“

YAz
2. ;Z& could this proposal be altered so as to be approved?
i et At facitir! sn ardevan et at an alionids
W&A&W /Of/aj:»:’,

IV. Additional comments

Date on which application received: €7é74%?

Date of LAC meeting at which application was reviewed: é}é@%ﬁ?
Form completed by: Paa@ />«‘J/W\/ ’ Titles Membe L
Member of: wa /44«4/ LAC

Date: J/q/gg
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Historic Preservation Commission

e
.51 Monroe Street, Suite 1001, Rockville, Maryland 20850
’ \)W'Lﬂﬁé Cﬂ’ e 217 3625

APPLICATION FOR |
HISTORIC. AREA wom( PERMIT i

TAX ACCOUNT PR -,,[ ¥ : e : o M. Z’]O'ff"}l"b L%U\)
" NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER. \J\\ \\ww\ ’\rhmu\ . TELEPHONE NO._W- UG5S =B 0% (301)
{Contract/Purchaser) - TR {Include Area Cade) '
ADDRESS M&MM’RQL ) A 2091 2
. - O €rTATE ZP
CONTRACTOR __Dill (zobrﬂbom\ L i TELEPHONE NO. 2.7Q ~UXN 1A (Joﬁ

) g-f\,, ,

PLANS PHEPA RED BY

CONTRACTOH E ISTRATION NUMBER
TELEPHONE NO. ({20’ L] 122~V A0Q

e

ey ) m B PRI . e (Include Area Code)
g | Y REGISTRATION NUMBEH TAHOS — 1L
B o Y A L A P N ‘._".t.-:.,-v.«..ﬁ
LOCATION OF BUILDING/PHEMISE , L }
House Number ~____ Yo “Strest . <9\°'*'\be "'p\\l‘{- -
— PR TR T S T .
Town/City lr\lLCrV\Ps (\.)AQL ‘ N\D N Electmn District o)

Nearest Cross Street __.Bu_koﬂ-u\ NE,
_.\_Q___ :Block,:_x, 2l Sdbdlvusnon,- (b E (‘a\“(rlt}(
leer% Folio __3':6____ Parcel Z‘S RS

‘,,w,‘

1A.  TYPE OF PERMIT ACTION: (circle one) Circle One: A/C Slab Room Addition
Canstruct €Extend/Add AltTﬁenov;) Repair.. . Porch  Oeck  Fireplace Shed Solar Woodburning Stove
Wreck/Raze Mave Install Revocable ~ Revision - Fence/Wall (complete Section 4) Other
. ~
18. CONSTRUCTION COSTS ESTIMATE $ 5h CDO

IC.  IFTHISIS A REVISIDN DF A PREVIOUSLY APPROVED ACTIVE PERMIT SEE PERMIT #
.10, INDICATE NAME OF ELECTRIC UTILITY COMPANY
1E. - ISTHISPROPERTY A HISTORICAL SITE? i

PART TWO: COMPLETE FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION AND EXTEND/ADDITIONS

2A.  TYPE OF SEWAGE DISPOSAL 2B. TYPE OF WATER SUPPLY
01 (X) WSSC 02 ( ) - Septic 01 (4 WwsSC 02 () Well

03 ()} Other —— i T 03 () Other

PART THREE: COMPLETE ONLY FOR FENCE/RETAINING WALL
4A, HEIGHT _&___feet (@) inches
48, . indicate whether the fence or retaining wall is to be constructed on one of the following locations:

1. On party line/Property: Ime v _
2. Entirely on land of owner s U&*bD\(L Linge =
{Revocable Letter Required).

3. Dn public right of way/easement

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

e

U _ A;a“"‘/;“ X)@\- o Ll 2, 1459

Signature of owner/0r a thoriM@ (agent\:nust have signature notarized on back) \_} Date

LERE RN X EEREE X R L L R R R IEEE R RS R R L R R E R RN R R R R EEEE R R RS R R R R R R R R R R EREEREEREEEEEREESESEES:

_ .APPHOV_‘EVD - ForChair%f\Pre erygtion Cyssibn
o S ‘ . <7
.~ DISAPPROVED . Signature /K o V%:om 5:/27;'/; Z

APPLICATION/PERMIT NO: __ : ' FILING FEE:$
. DATE FILED:. — , —  PERMIT FEE: §
_ DATE ISSUED: - : BALANCE $

OWNERSHIP CODE: : __ RECEIPT NO: __ FEEWAIVED:

SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS




LI L T "1 fu £
(lncludlng composition, color and texture of materials to be used:)

’ '..l\ itiats ‘f“:"l‘ » L e -
DESCRIPTION QF PROPOSED WORK
LR e 'n,: kH

_ - "’T fmoxeel' i (mnmegb £ minel\ewicons infeion \mg&oouvmfs

. Yma_agmgddms oy ne\\ NN "\P\(?:\ﬂh] Dadn encone  Ahet
Uzep(e, A @vjvra PO AN P\bé\)ﬂo& pOYOIInG, e, (OO\F(L

et V\OOSEb = %a.aa\se, —qu (o«N«J« Mg kp&wm\f
(i;b__)dgg G rusk Qm —ﬁm:,. ekt o xmorwverv\mf ndode aasalrdian
*‘3”‘“-‘("1"" e~ k.dem@hma ""'“’—[b\g eg\%’w MMM ppovdaecast
Bmonea Mﬁﬁfﬂct’j;’sh’(} (‘LNS\(LL)({‘"\'\A\ pddianel closis

2Bl heve (N\s\/wes gk MAJr(}r\
mﬂ-&r:\ Sidis m»]mrxa w00 uwc\ouf
docpé‘ea Jro e 959\’(\0& \7@06\«
| f\\% »éf\w\\es .

:‘_o\l_i

f "U\ (¥ s

SRR '\" N

)

(If more space |s needed attach addltlonal sheets on plaln or lined paper to this application)

e _,-‘;.. s
‘

ATTACH TO THIS APPLICATION (2) COPIES OF §SUCH SITE PLANS (lot dlmensmns building location with dimensions,
- "“"dnves walks, fences,- patios, etc,~proposed or exustmg) and/or ARCHITECTURAL DRAWINGS (floor plans, elevations, etc.),

PHOTOG RAPHS OF THE AR EA AFFECTED as are necessary to fully describe the proposed work.

o g ot A oot s toren e et -

i Ry s e TR T PPN

. Mmtho’k mmf' LT dsis o "l'\f\ RTINS REth!
‘*V“fb- p v wuydln atpt w2 hani

_MAILOR DELIVER,THE, APPLICATION AND ALL REQUIRED DOCUMENTS TO THE:
77 HISTORIC.PRESERVATION COMMISSION
. - 100 MARYLAND AVENUE o
.f'ROCKVILLE MARYLAND 20850 ; mwu»f

- el mviyee S e s e e .-,..xww
R R s e o RIS L P S P OPRONS W
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i

MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
I
LOCAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE REVIEW FORM

0 RA N
Location of property
a. Located within the Takoma Park historic district.
b. This is a Master Plan/Atlas historic district (circle one).
c. Address °£ Property: 36 Columbia Avenue, Takoma Park, MD
d. Property owner's name, address and phone number:
villiam Strum, 36 Columbia, Takeoma Park, MD 20912
{h) 270-8943 (W)} 495-3305
e. Is this property _a contributing resource within the historie

district? VYes % No .

On a map of the district locate this property and any adjacent
historic resources. Will this work impact cther contributing
historic resources? Yes ¥ . No .

Description of work proposed.

Q.

cl

d.

e.

Briefly describe proposed work:

Enclosure of side portion of front porch. 8ide addition to
rear of front norch enclosing new stair connectina hasement
apartment with first floor.

Is this work on the front, rear, or side of the structure?
Frent and side

Is the work visible from the street?
Ves

What are the materials to be used? vood sidina, double..
hung windows

Are these materials compatible with existing materials? How?
not, why? B

20912

If

Materials are compatible ner sc (match existing, orxricinal “acade

materials), but construction of side addition and éncleosure of

" omAaveian AF Ffrant mnreh c2immificantlv alter higtoria anmearance



Py L — L i = 1 PO T | (R T PR

vaw mrampvinmn 8 (4 weiwstan Ca

of the nroperty from the public riaht of Wax.

I1II.Recommendations of the Local Advisory Committee

a, Approval of Woxk

1. Which criteria found in the Ordinance for Historic Pgeservation
(Sec., 24A-8-b of the Montgomery County Code) does this work meet

2. What conditions, if any, must be met in ordexr for the proposed
work to meet the above c¢riteria? (example: the proposed window
should be double hung to conform with existing windows) ,

b. Disapproval of Work

1. On what grounds is disapproval recommended? Refer to Sec. 24A-8

Violates 24-A-8 b. (1} ané (2). Promnsosal is n substantiallv
alteration which is incomratable with the historic nroncrtv
and larger historic Qistrict. Tederal and Countv standards

» y £y =a1de it] 13
2. BTN VAT Tr o S5 R T e agBiotaty Sdiier

Locate stair in the interior or at an alternative location

less visible from the street (e.a. rear or rear-side).

Do not enclose front porch: obtain space-increase necds hv -
construction on rear of original house.

IV. Additicnal comments

Denial is recommended because the owner's reonresentative does

not wish to neqgoctiate an alternative solution., UWe “cel that reasonable

solutions for meeting handicapncd and smace needs are available and

are common nractice ameng other mermbers ©f the comrunitv, There

are many elderly ané handicamved citizens in Takema Park. Their ncoads

have been mot in a manney consistent with nreservation desian quidalincs.

[n our opinion, the changes necessarv to make the ammlication accaentable
Date on which application received: are substantial cnouah that it should

5/9/89 be rasubmitted to the LAC for 2nd reviecw.
Date 7f/LAC meeting at which application was reviewed:
5 9 8 9 * . .' Ty .
' Y o TSI : "
Form completed DY: curoline Alderson Tltle'chairman

Menber of: Takoma Park LAC

Date; 5/18/89 This form elabeorates the discussion wnrasenter
in the 5/9/89 surmary review form submitted
on the morning followina LAC review.

'



@ity nf Takoma Park, Margland

7500 MAPLE AVENUE

TELEPHONE 270-1700 TAKOMA PARK, MD. 20912

Mr. Peter J. Levine
1511 X Street, N.W.
Suite 1100
Washington, DC 20009

Dear Mr. Levine:

On behalf of the Takoma Park Historic Preservation Committee, in its role
as Local Advisory Committee (LAC) to tha Montgomery County Historie
Preservation Commission, I wish to respond to your letter of complaint to
the City of Takoma Park regarding the Committee's review of your clieat,
Mr. William Strum's Historie Work Area Permit (HAWP) applicatilon for
alteration of his property at 36 Columbia Avenue, Takowa Park.

We regret the inconvenience suffered by Mr. Strum in undergoing Histerle
District Review, particularly since he was unable to recieve verification
of his property's inclusion in the distriect until submitting his request
for a work permit to the County Department of Environmental Protection.
We have since received from the County an up to date list of properties
located within the Distriet boundaries, enabling us to provide wore
complete and accurate Information to applicants in determining thelir
property's status prior to submitting work applicationms.

1 would like you to know that in our concern for the unexpected delay
imposed upon Mr. Strum in having to undergo the extra step of historic
preservation review, the Committee made an unusual effort to expedite
processing Mr. Strum's application. With each permit request, the
Committee 18 required to submit to the County Historic Preservation
Commission a standard review form detalling the affects of the proposed
project on the historic qualities of the Distriet,

Because our wmembership consists of volunteers with full-time job commit~
ments outside of the Committee and because the review meetings take

place on weeknights, approximately one week 1s usually allowed to prepare
these forms. During months when a large number of applicatlons, or

2 number of complex project proposals are submitted, this task may take
several hours. The deadline for applicaticons to be reviewed at the
County Historic Preservation Commission (HPC)'s next meeting of May 18th
was noon the day following our meeting (Wednesday, May 10). Under ordlnary
circumstances, the applications reviewed at our meeting would have been
submitted to the HPC a week after our meeting, in time for the HPC's

June 1 meeting. In order to accomodate Mr. Strum's time constraints, we
convened early and prepared the review forms the during our meeting,

as they were gubmitted. Given the effort made by the committee, it is
unfortunate the the proposal was difficuls to accept 8s submitied.



Your letter mentions Mr. Strum's concern that his application may have
been judged unfairly because of his past negative relationship with

the architectural firm of Price and Partners, of which one of our
members, Mrs. Jean Price, is a partner. Neither Mr. Strum (who did

not attend our meeting) nor his architect, Mr. Davis, raised the question
of bias by Mrs. Price at or before the meeting. As Chairman, I had no
knowledge of any conflict between Mr, Strum and Mrs. Price before or
during the meeting., Mrs., Price's involvement in the discussion of this
property was minimal. Mr. Strum was not present at the meeting and the
address of the property is different than that which was the subject of
Mr. Strum's dispute with Mrs. Price's architectural firm. Given that 1
was the only member who viewed the application form prior to the meeting,
it 1s possible that Mrs. Price was unaware that Mr. Strum was the owner
of the property for which the permit was being submitted. Mrs. Price
made no comment whatsoever on Mr. Strum, or the appropriateness of the
work proposal. I led the discussion.

Having viewed the drawings prior te the meeting, I spent a few minutes
briefing Mr. Strum's architect, Mr. Davis, on the major preservation
design standards having a bearing on this case while the other members
examined the drawings. The committee discussion focused on conflicts
between the proposed design and Federal and County design standards for
work on historic properties. Examining the floor plans to evaluate the
spatial and programmatic constraints particular to this case, the
committee discussed with Mr. Davis alternate solutions to project's
functional requirements.

Mrs. Price's only comment at the meeting, to my recollection, was, in
regponse to Mr, Davis' request that we examine the elevation drawings,
"we already have.” Mr. Davis wss evidently unaware that the committee
members had or were examining all of the drawings while I spoke to him.
To assure efficient and thorough review, the drawings are always examined
in their entirety prior to opening committee discussion. For the purpose
of discuszing alternative solutions to placement of the staircase, the
most useful drawings were the floor plans, so they were on the table for
most of our review.

Not only was Mrs. Price's involvement in this review insubstantial, but
the merits of the case were guch that her opinion would not have affected
the Commlittee's decislon gnyway. There was a clear consensus of the
Committee that the proposed design conflicted with natlonally accepted
standards for historie properties. Partial enclosure of the front

porch and construction of the additien in the front portion of the lot
would have a substantial and negative impact on historic facades highly
visible from the public right of way., As such, the integrity of the
historic streetscape would be diminished and the adieining histeric
resources negatively affected.

There was little room for subjectivity in this review becauge the proposal
violated basic design standards for work in historic districts. These
standards are based on Federal, State and local enabling legislation
which has been repeatedly upheld in in court (sece encloged article from



Nov. 1988 issue of Historie Preservation). The standards which we follow
are the Secretary of the iInterior's Standards for Rehabilitation and
Montgomery County's Historic Suburbs Handbook, which 1s based on the
national standards, but provides specifie guldance on the particular
types resources which dominate the historic districts of Montgomery
County. Both standards specifically recommend retention of character
defining features on historic buildings, such as shape, materlals,

and decorative details. Enclosure, removal, or alteration of porches,

a prominant feature of the residential historic distriects of Momtgomery
County, is specifically recommended against, as is construetion of
additions on locations visible from the public right of way, most notably
the front, or front-side portions of the house.

Our committee is composed of eight fndividuals with different types of
experience in historic preservation. Two are full=time preservationists
with graduate training inm architectural history, restoration technology,
‘presetvation theory, planning, and preservation law. One is an attormney
specializing in billboard regulation. His experience in the legal founda-
tion of regulations which bear upon f£ifth ammendment rights transfers -
direetly to his role on the committee. One member is a nationally acclaimed
architectural photographer. Four of the committee members are architacts,
all experienced with historic properties. Their knowledge of design
alternatives and construction costs helps the committee to be fair and to
work constructively with ownexrs and architects in developing realistic
solutions teo difficult design problems. All members are required to

know the Federal and local preservation design standards.

In regard to the possible hardship impoged upon Mr. Strum in the
Committee's request that he incerporate handicapped modifications inm
another manner, I would also like you to know that we routinely approve
handicapped-access modifications and that under no circumstances has an
owner's need to provide for s handicapped member of the housechold ever
been denied. It waas the consensus of the commlittee that there were
Teasonable alternatives, and that other property owners have found less
conspicuous means of accomodating such needs. OQur committee has an
outstanding record of negotiation and compromise, Never have we turned
away an owner without providing reasonable alternatives for meeting his
or her needs. In fact, in my five yecars as a member of the committee,
this 1s the first time we have recommended denlal because the owner's
repregsentative did not wish to negetiate an alternative solution.

We invite and encourage owners, architects, and contractors to attend our
meetings and work out mutually acceptable solutions during the review.

We appreciate thelr scheduling constraints and the extrs burden that
compliance with historic district design regulations imposes. It is

our charge to recognize property owners' needs and to compromise. It is
also our charge, under the legislation by which we were created, to
preserve the agpects of our historic¢ resources which make them valuable
to the community.



We would be pleased to meet with you and work out a way to meet your

client's needs while preserving the historic streetscape we were
created to protect.

Sincerely,

9 .

( ch_m /&a-ﬁﬁ;\

Caroline Alderson

Chairman, Takoma Park Historic Preservation Committee



II.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION

i
'

: LOCAﬁ ADVISORY COMMITTEE REVIEW FORM

EXTERIOR ALTERATIONS

Location of property

Located within the 7ﬁ%éﬁﬁub/ﬁz,l§ historic district.

This is a Master Plan/Atlas historic district (circle one).

Address of Property: 3¢ [olom bin < o+
| Toteoma lrk
Property owner's name, address and phone number:
Witliam Strum
36 Lolvmbri
7"%‘014’1&/ fote V4D

B 270-gey5 M H95-3305

Is this property avgdhtributing resource within the historic
district? Yes

No .

On a map of the district locate this property and any adjacent
historic resources. Will this work impackt other contributing
historic resources? Yes No .

Description of work proposed.

a. Briefly describe proposed work:

 Lonedoge X /‘"“/Z ol cdld M/Zf' Yo Lo &
/M“éz rilorior shoin from Goaconod g%m/

/ leve

Is this work on the front, rear, or side of the structure?
At
Is the work visible from the street?

What are the materials to be used’

M.uaﬁu_‘] * wendlpuss |

Are these materials compatible with existing materials? How? If
not, why? i

5#2 M~afé£r4%é’ff“‘j7
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III.Recommendations of the Local Advisory Committee
a. Approval of Work

1. Which criteria found in the Ordinance for Historic Preservation
(Sec. 24A~-8-b of the Montgomery County Code) does this work meet

2. What conditions, if any, must be met in order for the proposed
work to meet the above criteria? (example: the proposed window
should be double hung to conform with existing windows)

b. Disapproval of Work

1. On what grounds is disapproval recommended? Refer to Sec. 24A-8
/5%&4 Gieg 4 nmﬁyghzﬁ%}vvgavaﬂ e bpnchfortecial chasoctn

2. H could this proposal be altered so as to be approved?
6ﬁb&bvﬂﬂéévf*#6’[hﬁéﬁﬁ2/dﬁ¢'A&¢3224é:;‘fldﬁf 2 g 4a4£e44q;2ﬁ1

IV. Additional comments

Date on which application received: Q?%?é%?

Date of LAC meeting at which application was reviewed: «57%/@?
Form completed by: L0ué6 Dows/ Title: Mewnte LHE
Member of: Tilome Pl LAC

Date: .d;/%/ﬁ?f »



II.

a.

b.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION.

LOCAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE REVIEW FORM

EXTERTOR ALTERATIONS

' Location of property

Located within the Takoma Park historic district.
This is a Master Plan/Atlas historic district (circle one).

Address of Property: 36 Columbia Avenue, Takoma Park, MD

Property owner's name, address and phone number:
William Strum, 36 Columbia, Takoma Park, MD 20912

(h) 270-8943 (W) 495-3305

Is this property._ a contrlbutlng resource within the historic

district? Yes No .

on a map of the district locate this property and any adjacent

historic resources. Will this work impact other contributing
historic resources? Yes. X No .

Description of work proposed.

Aa.

c.

e.

Briefly describe proposed work:

Enclosure of side portion of front porch. Side addition to
rear of front vorch enclosinag new stalr connecting basement
apartment with first floor.

Is this work on the front, rear, or side of the structure?
Front and side -

Is the work visible from the street?
‘ Yes

What are the materials to be used? ‘wood siding, double

hung windows’

Are these materials compatible with ex1st1ng materials? How?
not, why?

20912

If

Materials are compatible pmer se (match existinag, original facade

materials), but construction of side addition and énclosure of

a vortion of front porch sicgnificantly alter historic annearance



.....

of the property from the public right of way.
: i

III.Recommendations of the Local Advisory Committee

a. Approval of Work
1. Which criteria found in the Ordinance for Historic Preservation
(Sec. 24A-8-b of the Montgomery County Code) does this work meet

‘2. What conditions, if any, must be met in order for the proposed
work to meet the above criteria? (example: the proposed window
should be double hung to conform with existing windows)

b. Disapproval of Work

1. On what grounds is disapproval recommended? Refer to Sec. 24A-8

Violates 24-A-8 b. (1) and (2). PrOpésal is a substantiallv
alteration which is incompnatable with the historic nropertv

and larger historic digstrict. Federal and Countv standards

commend, ggainst voxc nclosure and fron —-S1 additions.
ﬁ%w codl E%ﬁﬁs proposa E% a tereg'so as tooge approvegg

Locate stair in the interior or at an alternative location
less visible from the street (e.c. rear or rear-side).
Do not enclose front porch: obtain space-increase needs by
construction on rear of original house.

IV. Additional comments

Denial is recommended because the owner's renresentative does

not wish to negotiate an alternative solution. Ve feel that redasonable

solutions for meeting handicapned and snace needs are available and

are common nractice among other members of the community. There

are many elderly and handicapoed citizens in Takoma Park. Their needs

have been met in a manner consistent with nreservation design guidelines.

Tn our opinion, the changes necessarv to make the application accevtable
Date on which appllcatlon received: are substantial enoucgh that i1t should

5/9/89 be resubmitted to the LAC for 2nd review.
Date of LAC meeting at which application was reviewed:
5/9/89 (f%7
L . Canr e X (et . .
Form completed by: (,y5line Alderson Tltle'chairman
Member of: ‘'akoma ‘Pa. rk T.AC
Date: 5/18/89 N _ This form elaborates the discussion nresented

in the 5/9/89 summary review form submitted
on the morning followina LAC review.
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Building Location Plat

Lot 10 Block 19
B.F., Gilbert's Addition to
TAKOMA PARK
Montgomery County, Maryland
Scale: 1"= AO
Surveyorls Certificate
We hereby certify that we have carefully examined the property shown .
hereon in accordance with record description; that all of the existing
buildings have been located by a transit-tape survey; that lot corners ha?e
not been set by this survey unless otherwise shown:

Date: June 5, 1986 Frey, Sheehan, Stoker & Assoc.,Inc.
: Land Planning Consultantas

lat Book A /ﬁo]\e 588-311¢ .
: {

Plat No. 2 , /—Jﬂf /
: By: \ J vty . [ CAUidan
< James F. Sheehdn ‘
P)';q'ressional Land Surveyor
Md. No. 3984 '
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[ The bunding shown hereon s in com: ance
with building restriction tines. . ch‘g

The lot hereon does not bie
within fk+al Lazard “ome A or Zone
B as deterevinsd by Depastment of
Hoieg aad Urban Dvelopmient,
Feloial Tsermee Admnictiation




@ity of Takoma Park, Maryland

7500 MAPLE AVENUE

TELEPHONE 270-1700 TAKOMA PARK, MD. 20912

Mr. Peter J. Levine

1511 K Street, N.W.

Suite 1100 ‘

Washington, DC 20009 ' -

Dear Mr. Levine:

On behalf of the Takoma Park Historic Preservation Committee, in its role.
as Local Advisory Committee (LAC) to the Montgomery County Historic
Preservation Commission, I wish to respond to your letter of complaint to
the City of Takoma Park regarding the Committee's review of your client,
Mr. William Strum's Historic Work Area Permit (HAWP) application for
alteration of his property at 36 Columbia Avenue, Takoma Park.

We regret the inconvenience suffered by Mr. Strum in undergoing Historic
District Review, particularly since he was unable to recieve verification
of his property's inclusion in the district until submitting his request
for a work permit to the County Department of Environmental Protectiomn.
We have since received from the County an up to date list of properties
located within the District boundaries, enabling us to provide more
complete and accurate information to applicants in determining their
property's status prior to submirting work applications.

I would like you to know that in our concern for the unexpected delay
imposed upon Mr. Strum in having to undergo the extra step of historic
preservation review, the Committee made an unusual effort to expedite
processing Mr. Strum's application. With each permit request, the
Committee is required to submit to the County Historic Preservation
Commission a standard review form detailing the affects of the proposed
project on the historic qualities of the District.

Because our membership consists of volunteers with full-time job commit-
ments outside of the Committee and because the review meetings take

place on weeknights, approximately one week is usually allowed to prepare
these forms. During months when a large number of applications, or

a number of complex project proposals are submitted, this task may take
several hours. The deadline for applications to be reviewed at the
County Historic Preservation Commission (HPC)'s next meeting of May 18th
was noon the day following our meeting (Wednesday, May 10). Under ordinary
circumstances, the applications reviewed at our meeting would have been
submitted to the HPC a week after our meeting, in time for the HPC's

June 1 meeting. In order to accomodate Mr. Strum's time constraints, we
convened early and prepared the review forms the during our meeting,

as they were submitted. Given the effort made by the committee, it is
unfortunate the the proposal was difficult to accept as submitted.



Your letter mentions Mr. Strum's concern that his application may have
been judged unfairly because of his past negative relationship with

the architectural firm of Price and Partners, of which one of our
members, Mrs. Jean Price, is a partner. Neither Mr. Strum (who did

not attend our meeting) nor his architect, Mr. Davis, raised the question
of bias by Mrs. Price at or before the meeting. As Chairman, I had no
knowledge of any conflict between Mr. Strum and Mrs. Price before or
during the meeting. Mrs. Price's involvement in the discussion of this
property was minimal. Mr. Strum was not present at the meeting and the
address of the property is different than that which was the subject of
Mr. Strum's dispute with Mrs. Price's architectural firm. Given that I
was the only member who viewed the application form prior to the meeting,
it is possible that Mrs. Price was unaware that Mr. Strum was the owner
of the property for which the permit was being submitted. Mrs. Price
made no comment whatsoever on Mr. Strum, or the appropriateness of the
work proposal. I led the discussion. '

Having viewed the drawings prior to the meeting, I spent a few minutes
briefing Mr. Strum's architect, Mr. Davis, on the major preservation
design standards having a bearing on this case while the other members
examined the drawings. The committee discussion focused on conflicts
between the proposed design and Federal and County design standards for
work on historic properties. Examining the floor plans to evaluate ‘the
spatial and programmatic constraints particular to this case, the
committee discussed with Mr. Davis alternate solutions to project's
functional requirements.

Mrs. Price's only comment at the meeting, to my recollection, was, in
response to Mr. Davis' request that we examine the elevation drawings,
"we already have.” Mr. Davis was evidently unaware that the committee
members had or were examining all of the drawings while I spoke to him.
To assure efficient and thorough review, the drawings are always examined
in their entirety prior to opening committee discussion. For the purpose
of discussing alternative solutions to placement of the staircase, the
most useful drawings were the floor plans, so they were on the table for
most of our review.

Not only was Mrs. Price's involvement in this review insubstantial, but
the merits of the case were such that her opinion would not have affected
the Committee's decision anyway. There was a clear consensus of the
Commlittee that the proposed design conflicted with nationally accepted
standards for historic properties. Partial enclcdsure of the front

porch and construction of the addition in the front portion of the lot
would have a substantial and negative impact on historic facades highly
visible from the public right of way. As such, the integrity of the
historic streetscape would be diminished and the adjoining historic
resources negatively affected.

There was little room for subjectivity in this review because the proposal
violated basic design standards for work in historic districts. These
standards are based on Federal, State and local enabling legislation
which has been repeatedly upheld in in court (see enclosed article from



Nov. 1988 issue of Historic Preservation). The standards which we follow
are the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and
Montgomery County's Historic Suburbs Handbook, which is based on the
national standards, but provides specific guldance on the particular
types resources which dominate the historic districts of Montgomery
County. Both standards specifically recommend retention of character
defining features omn historic buildings, such as shape, materials,

and decorative details. Enclosure, removal, or alteration of porches,

a prominant feature of the residential historic districts of Montgomery

.County, is specifically recommended against, as is construction of

additions on locations visible from the public right of way, most notably
the front, or front-side portions of the house.

Our committee is composed of eight individuals with different types of
experience in historic preservation. Two are full-time preservationists
with graduate training in architectural history, restoration technology,
preservation theory, planning, and preservation law. One is an attorney
specializing in billboard regulation. His experience in the legal founda-—
tion of regulations which bear upon fifth ammendment rights transfers

directly to his role on the committee. One member is a nationally acclaimed

architectural photographer. Four of the committee members are architects,
all experienced with historic properties. Their knowledge of design
alternatives and comstruction costs helps the committee to be fair and to
work constructively with owners and architects in developing realistic
solutions to difficult design problems. All members are required to

know the Federal and local preservation design standards.

In regard to the possible hardship imposed upon Mr. Strum in the
Committee's request that he incorporate handicapped modifications in
another manner, I would also like you to know that we routinely approve
handicapped—access modifications and that under no circumstances has an
owner's need to provide for a handicapped member of the household ever
been denied. It was the consensus of the committee that there were
reasonable alternatives, and that other property owners have found less
conspicuous means of accomodating such needs. Our committee has an
outstanding record of negotiatiorn and compromise. Never have we turned
away an owner without providing reasonable alternatives for meeting his
or her needs.. In fact, in my five years as a member of the committee,
this is the first time we have recommended denial because the owner's
representative did not wish to negotiate an alternative solution.

We invite and encourage owners, architects, and contractors to attend our
meetings and work out mutually acceptable solutions during the review.

We appreciate their scheduling constraints and the extra burden that
compliance with historic district design regulations imposes. It is

our charge to recognize property owners' needs and to compromise. It is
also our charge, under the legislation by which we were created, to
preserve the aspects of our historic resources which make them valuable
to the community.



We would be pleased to meet with you and work out a way to meet your

client's needs while preserving the historiec streetscape we were
created to protect.

Sincerely, —
//)

( ' 4 ‘l—él—% ,>V /(4 }"21;1\
Caroline Alderson , ,
Chairman, Takoma Park Historic Preservation Committee



51 Monroe Street
Rockville, Maryland 20850
















