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MEMORANDUM

DATE: ~~ 2

TO: Robert Seely, Chief
Deparment of Environmental Protection
Division of Construction Codes Enforcement

FROM: Jared Coop et, Historic Preservation Specialist
Department of Housing and Community Development
Division of Community Planning and Development

SUBJECT: Historic Area Work Permits

The Mo tgo ery County Historic Preservation Commission at their meeting
s of reviewed the

attac ed application by   for an Historic Area Work
Permit. The application was:

f X Approved

J

Denied

With Conditions:

Attac lime n is

2.T,—.
3.
4.
5.

JC:jcm
1016E
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION STAFF REPORT

PREPARED BY: Jared B. Cooper

CASE NUMBER: 37/3 - 89K.

SITE/DISTRICT NAME: Takoma Park

DISCUSSION:

DATE: May 9, 1989

TYPE OF REVIEW: SA

PROPERTY ADDRESS: 36 Columbia Avenue

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 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. lhey 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.

ATTArHMFWTC

1. SA Application
2. LAC Comments
3. Photographs
4. Elevations

COMMISSION ACTION:

JBC:av
1118E



HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION STAFF REPORT

PREPARED BY: Jared B. Cooper

CASE NUMBER: 37/3 - 89K

SITE/DISTRICT NAME: Takoma Park

nTCrIICCTnN -

DATE: May 9, 1989

TYPE OF REVIEW: SA

PROPERTY ADDRESS: 36 Columbia Avenue

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 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.

ATTArNMFNTC-

1. SA Application
2. LAC Comments
3. Photographs
4. Elevations

COMMISSION ACTION:

JBC:av
1118E



bill I I*no

Historic Preservation Commission

51 Monroe Street, Suite 1001, Rockville, Maryland 20850
)H C,aa~Eft 217-3625

APPLICATION FOR
HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT
TAX ACCOUNT # 1,,. 2'jo"ef)y5 301)

NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER Ulklowx 
L 
_)4aotn TELEPHONE NO.I W, y°15 -33 CC ( 3oi)

(Contract/Purchaser) (Include Area Code)

ADDRESS Ma CaLk- is A a I'7-aL M1 2o~1I 7
CITY STATE ZIP

CONTRACTOR+I, ~ ~%ur TELEPHONE N0. 2A

CONTRACTOR REGISTRATION NUMBER

PLANS PREPARED BY VDmkO TELEPHONE NO. (;2~—Ql)-~1Z2~,'I:V)O

(Include Area Code)

REGISTRATION NUMBER 1-305" IZ

LOCATION OF BUILDING/PREMISE 
(n~

House Number ~~ Street

Town/City~r~a /o+(7x-- MI Election District

Nearest Cross Street

Lot Block

Liber.9dZC,'x Folio

> Subdivision

E-1-6 — Parcel

1A. TYPE OF PERMIT ACTION: (circle one) Circle One: A/C Slab

Construct xtend/Add Alter/Renovate Repair Porch Deck Fireplace Shed

Wreck/Raze Move Install Revocable Revision Fence/Wall (complete Section 4) Other

1B. CONSTRUCTION COSTS ESTIMATE $ .3 i 1 0 i

1C. IF THIS IS A REVISION OF A PREVIOUSLY APPROVED ACTIVE PERMIT SEE PERMIT #

1D. INDICATE NAME OF ELECTRIC UTILITY COMPANY

1E. IS THIS PROPERTY A HISTORICAL SITE?

PART TWO: COMPLETE FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION AND EXTENO/ADDITIONS

2A. TYPE OF SEWAGE DISPOSAL 2B.

01 ()<) WSSC 02 ( ) Septic

03 ( ) Other

TYPE OF WATER SUPPLY

01 WSSC 02

03 ( ) Other
) Well

Room Addition

Solar Woodburning Stove

PART THREE: COMPLETE ONLY FOR FENCE/RETAINING WALL

4A, HEIGHT 45 feet inches

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

1. On party line/Property line 1
2. Entirely on land of owner F~+N„ +~*~►h b ~,~a ~~ `.4.~~~^ ~^t"c~~

3. On public right of way/easement Revocable Letter Required).

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

plans approved by all agencies listed and I hereby acknowledge and accept this to be a condition for the issuance of this permit.

/t T--

o 1~. L, /~~ 12~ 
t

Signature of 

ownerQra

t(agentmust have signature notarized on back) Date 
N N A A A N N R A A N A A N N N N N N N N N A A A A N N N A N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N M A N N A A N N N N N A A A A N A M A A A A M A A N A

APPROVEO For Chairperson, Historic Preservation Commission

DISAPPROVED Signature Date

APPLICATION/PERMIT NO: FILING FEE:$

DATE FILED: PERMIT FEE: $

DATE ISSUED: BALANCE $

OWNERSHIP CODE: RECEIPT N0: FEE WAIVED:

SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS



THE FOLLOWING ITEMS MUST BE COMPLETED AND THE REQUIRED DOCUMENTS MUST ACCOMPANY THIS

APPLICATION

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

~Ckn~il]4-k) Ck MIS(E~~hJrC~~S I E,QUO(L IM~ZOVE~nEsifS

~~1C~rt~f ~L~jj leJS P~ F~E~ AS A 41r\ '

• .~ ~r1riL .zC'~~i~~i~sm.~•.-riTti~!.ai~z+

M11

, it ' L i _ I 1_f _t ► _1L JI-'

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

0

ATTACH TO THIS APPLICATION (2) COPIES OF: SUCH SITE PLANS (lot dimensions, building 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 DOCUMENTSTO THE:

HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION

100 MARYLAND AVENUE

ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND 20850

Sworn to and subscribed to before me by Scott T,Davis
this 2 day of May 1989 

Y J

R .s,~
Notar~~ublic DC

T+ly C0:c=1^,r4on r:-plrog

1



MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
r

LOCAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE REVIEW.FORM

EXTERIOR ALTERATIONS

I. Location of property

a. Located within the - historic district.

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

c. Address of Property: 3(;

d. Property owner's name, address and phone number:

(h) a70 - beill3 
1 w l q9s- 3 30 5—

e. Is this property a q, tributing resource within the historic
district? Yes ✓ No

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

II. Description of work proposed.

a. Briefly describe proposed work:

b. Is this work on the front, rear, or side of the structure?
. 
✓ -M-11

c. Is the work visible from the street?

d. What are the materials to be used?

e. Are these materials compatible with existing materials? How? If
not, why? ,,,&4



In

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

Ply) w ...,.c~oti d.,~,~

2. 1 could this proposal be altered so asp to be approved?

4AZ, ~ .~~~...~1~ig- et a,e arm ~-

IV. Additional comments

Date on which application received:

Date of LAC meeting at which application was reviewed:

17,Form completed by: 1206 -1)a'"✓ Title:

Member of : % a~ 4,zk I-/fG

Date: ,rlyel
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Historic Preservation Commission
'C'.

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

Jvrsrc~ ')CIL 217-3625
- i

APPLICATION FOR
HISTORIC ;AREA, WORK . PERMIT:.
TAX ACCOUNT #`i

NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER y 'rWNW\
(Contract/Purchaser)

ADDRESS .VR Col.l~ klla T>~c~ (~~.alL-

TELEPHONEN0. VJ y~1~':~'JU`~ (3w)
(Include Area Code)

•.• •c 

-,1i

.t. , 
L. 
 

STATE ZIP

CTOR K ►~~ ILlac)Cs1~U TELEPHONE NO.CONTRA 
L, -,. 'z, w3 CONTRACTOIj E ISTR;ATI,ON NUMBER _

PLANS PREPARED BY 
~1 

t- TELEPHONE N0.
t;.; .. , :; r t';•;'.•"° (Include Area Code)

REGISTRATION NUMBER

LOCATION OF BUILDING/PREMISE / I ~

House Number J Street

1-----~Town/City ~^ n'^A o+~~-- M~• Election District

Nearest Cross Street

Lot-• . Block,,,' ~~_ __`.., ~.` .,:Subdivision

LibeAV,C& Folio ~ Parcel

1A. TYPE OF PERMIT ACTION: (circle one) Circle One: A/C Slab Room Addition

Construct xtendlAdd Alter/Renovate Repair - Porch Deck Fireplace Shed Solar Woodburning Stove

Wreck/Raze Move Install Revocable Revision Fence/Wall (complete Section 4) Other

1B. CONSTRUCTION COSTS ESTIMATE $ ~ 7 QZ)0

1C. IF THIS IS A REVISION OF A PREVIOUSLY APPROVED ACTIVE PERMIT SEE PERMIT #

1D. INDICATE NAME OF ELECTRIC UTILITY COMPANY

1E. IS THIS PROPERTY A HISTORICAL SITE?

PART TWO: COMPLETE FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION AND EXTEND/ADDITIONS

2A. TYPE OF SEWAGE DISPDSAL 26.

01 0C) WSSC 02 ( 1 ' Septic
03 ( 1 Other

TYPE OF WATER SUPPLY
01 (w WSSC 02
03 ( 1 Other

Well

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/Property'line.. -

2. Entirely on land of owner~~--

3. On public right of way/easement (Revocable Letter Required).

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

plans approved by all agencies listed and I hereby acknowledge and accept this to be a condition for the issuance of this permit.

—,
Signature of owner r a thoriz a e t (agent must have signature notarized on back) Date

APPROVED For Chairperson, istoric Pre ery tion Coin sion

DISAPPROVED Signature Ddte

APPLICATION/PERMIT NO:
DATE FILED:
DATE ISSUED:
OWNERSHIP CODE:

FILING FEE:$
PERMIT FEE: $
BALANCE$ _
RECEIPT NO:

r SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS

• ': - .. per
r'

FEE WAIVED:



*` THE FOLLOWING ITEMS MUST BE,COMPLETED AND THE REQUIRED DOCUMENTS MUST ACCOMPANY THIS

APPLICATION ri:lfFgC"d lF.~'}.t'r ti r~;4`

' t1 SF:i 1:f1F'14• . r i ,. rr, ,,. !,. .{1•r 7:'7

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

plo rQ►r1_nrlyi 

Ad -,, Qo a k uJC rLrtr. 46:4

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

+ ATTACH TO THIS APPLICATION (2) COPIES OF:;SUC.H SITE PLANS (lot dimensions, building 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.

t'7?Oi1il:~tA tn(Y?I fi 31 

cW; r`p Rfhr ,11,3
MAIL OR DELIVER.IT,HE~APPLICATION AND ALL REQUIRED DOCUMENTS TO THE:

HISTORIC.PRESERVATION COMMISSION

100 MARYLAND AVENUE

ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND-20850... ...i, 32, 4

Sworn ;to and subscribed t6g., fore me by Scott T. Davis
this .;2 day, of,I May•,1989•,'+ . As

Notar Public DC

~ 

`' ...~7' T '^•;4 
. ~lt~niye~:t) 7,li1lF.'f?{if=~ ~fi) to ~

Illy cc?::=M ion t::,,ires ... , .Y. ̀ l —

\l{, nitla 'IIiW f:rnf,'.Invn(Vj :IfIf J iIII I'n+i ;, 11?:t !:•it Zirr,p: ;aril tt:l:t ,

:?irrta3:; ni•Ir 7ft 3^,flitt~:i ~,{: ,p1 v d;tl~nft3 r~'N3~Ci

,~ 
a

V 6 Y'MAY.~ C R MIF 1l:Q+~R Ali(!8k v , i AZk •. Y T V rri~i;nY.w

.. .,r1WLlyMa.pr'- ....._ r,.A:.C.,r.r.r.r....w,.w..:....-._ {j..••~..I~ /7=~II:1~

... ... ', •0y..w~.r~...:ri;,`,y„_:~~~A~{~df1l•.~~J'f»r,-..-, ._ _.. .. w .. '«li ~til~u.7 ~t~'~•'.



MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSIONi,

LOCAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE REVIEW FORM

gXT RIOR ALTERATIONS

Z. Location of property

a. Located within the Takoma 'Park historic district.

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

c. Address of Property: 36 Columbia Avenue, Takoma "ark, vD 20912

d. Property ownerfs name, address and phone number:

willian Strum, 36 Columbia, Takoma Park, VD 2091.2

111)-270-8943 t U-495-3305

e. Is this property a contributing resource within the historic
district? Yes X No

f. 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

II. Description of work proposed.

a. Briefly describe proposed work:

Enclosure of side portion of front porch. Side a6eition to
rear or front 'Porch enclosincr new stair eonncctinrr Y.)asement
anartment with first floor.

b. is this work on the front, rear, or side of the structure?
Front and side

c. Is the work visible from the street?

Yes

d. What are the materials to be used? Y'oaG sidi n dotixk>1c ..
hung windows

e. Are these materials compatible with existing materials? How? If
not, why'd

Materials are compatible ner se (match existing, ori,ninal racaee
materials), but construction of side addition and 4nc1esure of

„4 nnrr+h Ri Nn i f i t-.Ani'.i v Al t--P-r t, i Ci'C)Y t C 
;1r)n(z3r;knnt.



i

or the property from the public right of wad.f

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. (11 and (2). nronosal is i substanti,aliv
alteration which is incornatable with the historic r:<onerty
and larder historic district. Federal andlCoun~v stancards

2.aw rcou.dd~hais proposal a a°isteze~` so asonorep°aVed 
acldition~,

Locate stair in the interior or at an alternative location
less visible frorn the street (c.o. rear or rear-side).
Do not enclose front norchr obtain srace-incroAse nen0c, h%►
construction on rear oY ori(.7inal house.

IV. Additional comments

Denial is recommended because the owner's rerr..esentati.vc flocs
not apish to ne(7ctiate an alternative solution. h.'t~ `col that relzsonablo
solutions for matting, handicar,,r,,cd and s»ace nea s are nvail.shln and
arc enrmon practice among other r-,cr-hors or the eoinrunity, There
are r,nr,y elderly and handicanneO citizens in Takoma nark, Their rQnds
liavcti been nct in ca manner ccnsisten.t with -)reservation c'.csinn guic?c~linca.
r.n our .opinion, the changes necessary to snake thn an»licat_on ~zccc~r.>tab?~

Date on which application received: are .substzntinl cnnur* that it she ule.
5/9/89 be resubmitted to the I,AC ':'or ZnO revicv'.

Date of LAC meeting at which application was reviewed:
5/9/89

Form completed by t Caroline Alderson Title:Chairman

Member of: Takoma nark LAC

Date: 5/18/39 ',his form ela.bcr.ates the Discussion tnresente^
in the 5/9/89 surnrnary review dorm sub*nitted
on the morning rollowina LAC review.



Cat g of Gakauta Park, Aarglaab

TELEPHONE 270.1700

Mr. Peter J. Levine
1511 K Street, N.W.
Suite 1100
Washington, DC 20004

Dear Mr. Levine:

7300 MAPLE AVENUE
TAKOMA PARK, MO. 20912

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 CHAWP) 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 Protection.
We have since received from the County an up to date list of properties
located within the District boundaries, enabling us to provide more
complate and accurate information to applicants in determining their
property's status prior to submitting 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 trade 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
seversi hours. The deadline for applications to be reviewed at the
County 1istoric Preservation Commission (FPC)'s next meeting of May 18th
was noon the day following our meeting (Wednesday, May 10). Cinder 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
Committee that the proposed design conflicted with nationally accepted
standards for historic properties. Partial enclosure 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 ol the nterior s tandards for Rehabilitation and
Montgomery County's Historic Suburbs Handbook, which is based on the
national standards, but provides specific guidance 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, 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 construction 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 ea
outstanding record of negotiation and compromise. Never have we turned
away an owner without providing reasonable alternat es 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 historic streetscape we were
created to protect•

Sincerely, 

/J

Caroline Alderson
Chairman, Takoma Park Historic Preservation Committee



MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION

LOCAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE REVIEW FORM

EXTERIOR ALTERATIONS

I. Location of property

a. Located within the ~., ~y,, historic district.

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

c. Address of Property:TFl~s~~~i
~j

d. Property owner's name, address and phone number:

3& !C'Sow bl L~

-74#wi &.. A,-4 M0

IN-
e.

h) 
e. Is this property a ntributing resource within the historic

district? Yes No

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

.

II. Description of work proposed.

a. Briefly describe proposed work:

~~e~: ~a~t-2t~ ~v►~~ l.dr.R ~~~~-ter: ~~rs-~ .~.-mot- ~i/~ ,~

/1"d ~ --

b. Is this work on the front, rear, or side of the structure?

c. Is the work visible from the street?

d. What are the materials to be used?

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



It

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

2. H could this proposal be altered so as to be approved?

IV. Additional comments

Date on which application received:~~

Date of LAC meeting at which application was reviewed: 0.71"
Form completed by: P0067 1:)vAtA/ Title:

Member of: '% ,-, t4- ~ G

Date:



MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION:

LOCAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE REVIEW.FORM

EXTERIOR ALTERATIONS

I. Location of property

a. Located within the Takoma park historic district.

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

C. Address of Property: 36 Columbia Avenue, Takoma nark, MD 20912

d. Property owner's name, address and phone number:

?William Strum, 36 Columbia, Takoma Park, MD 20912

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

e. Is this property a contributing resource within the historic
district? Yes X No

f. 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

II. Description of work proposed.

a. Briefly describe proposed work:

Enclosure of side portion of front porch. Side addition to
rear of front porch enclosinc7 new stair connecting ha.sem-ent
apartment with first floor.

b. Is this work on the front, rear, or side of the structure?

Front and side

c. Is the work visible from the street?

Xes

d. What are the materials to be used? T-7ood siding, double_,
hung windows

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

.Materials are compatible ner se (match existing, orict,inal raca0e

materials)., but construction of side addition and Enclosure of

a portion of front porch significantly alter historic annearance



of the property from the public right of way.

III.Recommendations of the Local Advisory Committee

a. Approval of Work
1 .

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). nronosal is a substantially
alteration which is incomnatable with the historic property

and 'larger historic district.. Federal and County standards

2 . ion r Mid ~ghis proposal ~e a~tere
and 

o asonto.obe 'approved? 
additions.

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 representative does

not wish to negotiate an alternative solution. we -`eel that reasonable
solutions for meeting handicapped and space needs are available and
are common practice among other members of the com--unity. mhos.e
are many elderly and handicapped citizens in Takoma marl:. Their needs

have been met in a manner consistent with nreservation design guidelines.
in our opinion; the changes necessary_ to slake the application acceptable

Date on which application received: are substantial enoucrh that it should
5/9/89be resubmitted to the LAC- .-"'or 2nd review.

Date of LAC meeting at which app lication was reviewed:
x/9/89

Form completed by: `•Y Title
Caroline Alderson ' Chairman

Member of: Ta k- oiiia lla rl T,7\C

Date: 5/18/89 This form elaborates the discussion presented
in the 5/9/99 summar~i review form submitted
on the -.iornina followincr LAC review.





Building Location Plat

Lot 10 Block 19
B.F. Gilbert's Addition to

TAKOMA PARK
Montgomery County, Maryland

Scale: 1"- dO
Surveyorls Certificate

We, hereby certify that we have carerull•v examined the property shown
hereon in accordance with record description; that all.of the existing
buildings have been located oy a transit-tape survey; that lot corners haiie
not been set by this survey unless otherwise shown:

Date: June 5, 123-6-_ Frey, Sheehan, Stoker 4 Assoc.',Inc.
Land Plwning Consultants

Nat hook A o e 588-31111

Hat No. l -

James  F. Sheehi n
Pty esslonal Land Surveyor

Md. No. 3984 „

A

~T\ w,•

L .

y ~O SQ
'o

e
~ I°tt5~t~2a

~• r

IN

the building shown hrrrt)n rs in coin ' ince
wah bui4l6ig restrictiun finks. r

jp 77IP tot here tvi docs not he 1

within N ~ „? "/.onv A or Zone

R as by I~outment ut
11 it: -;rs, •j!!d Utbin IN volerinent.
'Fr.,.+.I G:r: ~~,c aJn:~~istration

i



Tity of c01 dkoma park, mdrgtanh
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7500 MAPLE AVENUE
TELEPHONE 270-1700 INCORPORATED 

APRI O, 
TAKOMA PARK, MD. 20912

L 
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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 Protection.
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 submitting 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

Committee that the proposed design conflicted with nationally accepted
standards for historic properties. Partial enclosure 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 guidance 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, 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 construction 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 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 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 historic streetscape we were
created to protect.

Sincerely,

Caroline Alderson
Chairman, Takoma yPark Historic Preservation Committee



lrlon~omeiy County ~ernment
® Historic Preservation Commission

51 Monroe Street
Rockville, Maryland 20850
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