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I Investigation and Findings

Vitetta Group with Mr. Donald Scheuerman, of the Montgomery County Government,
and the County Government's roof consultant, Gale Associates, Inc., visited the site to
investigate the existing roofing material and to perform certain core tests in the different
roof areas. Attached is our sketch (Roof / SK-1) showing the location of the various areas
and the results of each test. (see Gale Associates memorandum to Mr. Scheuerman, for an
attached list of test cuts 1 through 20)

In general we found:

1. The main auditorium (Roof / SK-1 Areas A. B. C. D and N) is covered with
approximately five plies of built up roofing material over a poured in place gypsum deck
(see Roof Type D on Drawing A2 attached to Gale Associates memorandum). The main
auditorium roof has been re-roofed once with a single ply of roof membrane installed
over top of the original roof. From our visual field observations, it is apparent that the
existing roof has been repeatedly patch repaired and has reached the end of its useful life.
It must be replaced. The condition of the existing, original poured-in-place gypsum deck
is generally very good but, based on visual observation of the underside of the deck, as
visible from the attic space, in conjunction with the results of test cuts 7, 9 and 10, we
estimate that approximately 20% of the original gypsum deck requires replacement
before a new roof system can be installed. Bidders should be required to provide unit
pricing for the gypsum deck system replacement.

2. The theater lobby (north) and mechanical / support rooms (south and west). (Roof
/ SK-1 Areas G I J J. L and M) are covered with approximately four plys of built up
asphalt pitch roofing membrane on a concrete deck (see Roof Type C on Drawing A2
attached to Gale Associates memorandum). From our visual field observations, it is
apparent that the these existing roofs have been spot patch repaired and have reached the
end of their useful life. They must be replaced. The condition of the existing, original
concrete deck is good at the points of inspection as reflected by the results of test cuts 12,
18 and 19. There is no current evidence that any significant concrete deck replacement
will be required in these areas. However, spot testing is not foolproof and some
percentage of concrete deck repair or replacement may be required if it is found defective
when the existing membrane is removed. We estimate that approximately 5% to 10% of
the concrete deck may require either repair or replacement and suggest that unit prices be
required for repair and for replacement from the bidders.

3 The two original stores flanking the theater lobby to the east and west, Roof /
SK-1 Areas E and H), are covered with approximately four plys of built up asphalt pitch
roofing membrane on a wood tongue and groove deck (see Roof Type A on Drawing A2
attached to Gale Associates memorandum). From our visual field observations, it is
apparent that the these existing roofs have been spot patch repaired and have reached the
end of their useful life. They must be replaced. The existing, (assumed) original wood
deck is water saturated as reflected by the results of test cuts 2 and 20. These two wood

VITETTA GROUP / ARCHITECTS AND ENGINEERS PAGE 2
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deck areas must be replaced with new decking before they can be re-roofed. The existing

water saturated decking could be replaced either in-kind (T&G wood planks) or with

metal decking. We recommend in kind replacement if the structural support system is

determined to be viable. If the existing structural support system (assumed to be wood

joists from the original construction documents) is determined to be damaged, then the

system should be replaced either in-kind or with a new steel joist and decking system that

can be fire proofed.

It should be noted that test cut number 17 at the east edge of roof area H revealed two

roofs consisting of four plys of built up roofing membrane (each) on a gypsum deck. We

recommend that this anomaly be further investigated before construction documents are

completed.

Vitetta Group, with our consultant, Preservation Services, Inc., visited the site to
investigate the original paint colors of the roof top accessories and to obtain samples of
the original mortars for the interior roof parapet and chimney masonry. Attached is our
sketch, Roof / SK-2, indicating the locations of the samples taken. The laboratory results
of these tests and conclusions are found in the attached report and data sheets from
Preservation Services, Inc. In general we found that the most likely original color of the
roof top accessories was beige/tan between Munsell numbers 2.5Y - 8/2 and 2.5Y - 8/4, a
color range that is very similar to the color of the existing buff/cream colored brick that is
the predominant color of the facades.

The results of the mortar sample testing reflected in the laboratory report indicate that the
original mortars are appropriate for the types of masonry found on the parapet wall and
that the colors are appropriate to their substrata masonry depending on base colors and
locations. This is common for the type of construction during the period. The mortar, in
general, is in good condition, with only about 30% patch pointing replacement required.
The original joints, however, are reverse struck and it is recommended that replaced
joints should be correctly struck when installed.

Vitetta Group was able to obtain and copy original photographs (002 and 003) of the
Silver Theater from the files of the Historic Preservation Section of the Montgomery
County Department of Park and Planning to confirm the original appearance of the
roofing. We were also was given copies of the original construction drawings of the
Silver Theater by the Silver Spring Redevelopment Office. These original documents
indicate the various roof structures, decks, and finish (surface) materials and other related
details such as roof ventilators, the original chimney design, etc.

Vitetta Group's Chief Structural Engineer, visited the site and reviewed the condition of
the roof and in particular the condition of the roof's steel framing system as accessed
through the attic space above the auditorium. The results of this review are contained in
his report of the January 29, 1998 site visit. The general finding of the report is that the
existing structural support of the main auditorium roof is in good condition and that only

VITETTA GROUP / ARCHITECTS AND ENGINEERS PAGE 3
ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA
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' minor, localized repairs to the bulb-tee support members may be required when replacing
associated areas of the gypsum deck.

' II Scope of Roofing Demolition

' 1. The main auditorium (Roof / SK-1 Areas A. B. C. D and N)

The minimum extent of roof deck replacement that will be required is shown on the
attached drawing Roof / SK-1.

Roof areas A, B C, D and N above the theater auditorium, are composed of gypsum deck.
' Existing gypsum deck that is found to be deteriorated should be removed and replaced in

kind. It is estimated that approximately 20% (approximately 2000 square feet) of the
' existing gypsum deck above the auditorium must be replaced due to past or current water

intrusion below failed roof membrane.

' Related to the roof deck is the condition of the steel structural system that supports the
deck. As discussed above, the attached structural engineer's site visit report indicates that
overall the structural frame is in good condition and only minor repairs are expected to be

' required.

For the Auditorium roof, Vitetta Group recommends the use of new nailable gypsum
' deck, 2 1/2" to 3" in depth, poured over 5/8" thick gypsum form board to match the

original roof deck assembly as observed during the field investigations and corroborated
by the information found on the original construction documents. The system can be

' obtained from United States Gypsum Company through their representative for
cementitious deck gypsum roof systems, the Proteet Group of Charlotte, NC. Literature

' describing this system is attached to this report (attachment A).

While the first choice of replacement material for the auditorium roof deck is obviously
' replacement in-kind using poured-in-place, nailable gypsum deck, it should be noted that

the availability of certified installers of the system is extremely limited. There is also a
technical problem involved with the lengthy curing period required for poured-in-place

' gypsum that could adversely affect the fabric of the building if not handled with extreme
care. There are two alternative materials that might be used for extensive replacement
sections such as those found on the "mansard" and gutter sections of the auditorium roof

' designated as areas B, C, D and N on drawing Roof / SK-1. These areas may be repaired
by cutting away the damaged existing deck and installing either new prefabricated
gypsum roof deck panels or new cementitious woodfiber panels such as the "Tectum"
panels recommended in the attached report from Gale Associates, Inc. (Attachment B).

' Vitetta Group suggests that the County consider providing bid documents that call for a
base bid, for replacement in-kind using the original gypsum deck system, with two deduct
alternates for the installation of 1, the prefabricated gypsum roof deck panels and 2, the

' prefabricated cementitious woodfiber (CWF) panels.

VITETTA GROUP / ARCHITECTS AND ENGINEERS PAGE 4
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It should be noted that the alternate systems should only be used if it can be demonstrated
' that the acoustical qualities of the auditorium will not be adversely affected by the

substitution of the prefabricated gypsum or the CWF panels for the original gypsum
system.

1

1

I
11

2. The theater lobby (north) and mechanical / support rooms (south and west). (Roof
/ SK-1 Areas G. I. J. K, L and M)

The results of the test cuts performed at the remaining roof areas: G, I, J, K, L, and M,
indicate that these areas are on (or in the case of I, J and L can be assumed to be)
undeteriorated concrete deck that should be able to be reused as the substrate for new roof
membrane.

3. The two original stores flanking the theater lobby to the east and west, (Roof /
SK-1 Areas E and H),

Roof areas E and H, above the stores to the north and south of the theater lobby, are
composed of tongue and groove wood plank decking over a structural system that is
suspected to be wood roof joists. It will be necessary to perform a destructive test
opening in order to determine if the structure is wood joist as indicated by the original
drawings, or if some other system was used. Test cuts in these two areas reveal that the

(continued on page 5)

VITETTA GROUP / ARCHITECTS AND ENGINEERS PAGE 4A
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deck is saturated and needs to be replaced. If the existing joist structure is found to be
sound, the decking may be replaced (in-kind) with new wood decking. If the existing

1 structural wood joists prove to be deteriorated, they should be replaced with new steel
framing members and steel deck, the entire system coated with fireproofing material.

The results of the test cuts performed at the remaining roof areas: F, G, I, J, K, L, and M,
indicate that these areas are on (or in the case of I, J and L can be assumed to be)
undeteriorated concrete deck that should be able to be reused as the substrate for new roof
membrane.

All of the existing, membranes, on all roof areas should be removed down to the
structural decks (including the areas that have more than one roof). In the process of
demolition, each section of exposed deck should be inspected and approved before new
roofing membrane is installed in that area.

A requirement for unit pricing should be included in the specification for the following
roof deck replacement (along with that which is already included in the contract):

a) concrete deck repair/replacement $/sq ft
b) wood T&G plank deck repair/ replacement $/sq ft
C) gypsum deck system deck repair/replacement $/sq ft

III Guidelines for Roofing Base and Membrane Replacement

I . Roof areas A.B. C. D and N above the theater auditorium were originally built-up
asphalt topped roofing. This was confirmed by review of the original construction
drawings and as observed during visual inspection of test cut No. 15 (see photograph
001) which revealed the asphalt top sheet of the original built-up roof immediately
underneath the current roofing top sheet. This finding is also supported by the attached1 historic photographs 002 and 003 taken from the south in which the south facing mansard
slope of the auditorium roof is clearly visible and displays the monolithic appearance of
rolls of granular asphalt impregnated top sheets.

For the auditorium roof, Vitetta Grouprecommends the use of new sheet roofing whichg
has the appearance of the original asphalt impregnated sheet roofing. As the slope of the
mansard sections (B, C, and D) is too steep for most built-up roofing systems it will
probably be necessary to use a system that is appropriate for the steep (36 degree) slope
but can be modified to give the appearance of the original asphalt rolls. Samples must be
obtained of both the hypalon coated EPDM with broadcasted sand finish and the
modified bitumen cap sheet with black granules suggested in the Gale Associates, Inc.
memorandum attached to this report. The end result of the choice of membrane systems
for the auditorium roof must be a visual match for the original black granular appearance
of the asphalt sheet roofing and a reasonably warranted roof system in excess of ten years
for materials and five years for workmanship.

VITETTA GROUP 
/ ARCHITECTS AND ENGINEERS PAGE 5
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2. The roof areas above the lobby and mechanical/ support areas, J J. L and M
are currently covered with built up pitch with gravel ballast. There are no known historic
photographs of these flat roof areas but the original construction documents indicate that
these roofs were also built-up membrane with an asphalic top sheet. Vitetta Group
recommends the use of new sheet roofing which duplicates the appearance of the original
asphalt impregnated sheet roofing. The end result of the choice of membrane systems for
the flat roof areas should be a visual match for the original black granular appearance of
the asphalt sheet roofing. While these roofs are not visible from the street, they are

' clearly visible from the adjacent taller buildings which now surround the site and their
appearance should be compatible with the remaining roof areas.

3. The roof areas above the stores that flank the lobby, E and H are currently covered
with built up pitch with gravel ballast. As stated above, there are no known historic
photographs of these flat roof areas but the original construction documents indicate that
these roofs were also built-up membrane with an asphalic top sheet. Vitetta Group
recommends the use of new sheet roofing which has the appearance of the original

' asphalt impregnated sheet roofing. The end result of the choice of membrane systems for
the flat roof areas should be a visual match for the original black granular appearance of
the asphalt sheet roofing. While these roofs are not visible from the street, they too, are
clearly visible from the adjacent buildings which now surround the site, and their

■ appearance also, should be compatible with the remaining roof areas.

In general, all new roofing membrane must match, as closely as possible, the appearance
of the original roof. It should be understood that in order to meet current energy codes,
even for historic buildings, some modifications may be required, such as the addition of
thermal insulation which may increase the thickness of the roof deck by a small
dimension, but will be imperceptible from the original profiles.

All new roofing systems must be designed to meet current, applicable energy, building
and fire codes for Montgomery County and the State of Maryland for historic buildings.

■ It is strongly recommended that the construction documents for the re-roofing of this
building require the manufacturer(s) to warranty the roof system(s) for a minimum of 15
years from the date of acceptance by the County for defects due to manufacturer and the
installer of the new roof system(s) to provide minimum five year warranty against all
defects due to workmanship and installation.

As much as possible of the existing metal counter flashings (photograph 003) should be
maintained in place and reused. The built-in metal counter flashings will be required to
be carefully bent-up in order to install new roof perimeter fabric flashings and bent back
down after the new flashings have been installed. It will not be possible to obtain a "like
new" appearance of the built-in counter flashings but they must be repaired to a
reasonable and acceptable appearance and made watertight and functional. We have
employed this technique on several building restorations recently with success.

VITETTA GROUP / ARCHITECTS AND ENGINEERS PAGE 6
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4. Roof Insulation: No roof insulation was discovered during our field
investigations or any indication of intent to install insulation found on the original

■ construction documents.

However, it is recommended that insulation be designed and installed to comply with all
applicable governing codes. The architectural details of this building are such, that up to
three inches of rigid roof insulation could be included in the design without significantly
altering the appearance of the roof.

5. New roofing details: It is recommended that the designer of the new roof systems
use current accepted roofing details for all new and reused flashings, pitch-pockets, curbs
and other roof system details in order to be compatible with the new system specified and
to insure the County the ability to obtain the warranties required.

IV Guidelines for Roofing Accessory Replacement/ Restoration

All existing historic (original) and new roof top accessories (see photograph 003) are to
remain in their current locations (see attached Roof Plan). These items will need to be
temporarily disconnected and reinstalled on new curbs that will accommodate the
thickness of additional insulation board that may need to be installed to meet codes.
During the process, all existing paint should be removed to bare metal by the gentlest
means possible. The accessories must then be modified to meet current codes if
necessary, prepared, primed and finish painted to match the original colors as determined
by the paint analysis test results attached to this report (see attached drawing Roof / SK-2
for locations of paint test samples and attachment D for laboratory results and report of
findings).

The original accessories include approximately five goose neck vents, two major (highly
visible) and one minor gravity ventilators, ten vent pipes and one original roof hatch. It
should be noted that the, existing roof hatch should be replaced with a modern, code
conforming, operable unit that approximates the dimensions and profiles of the existing
hatch.

If it is determined that any historic (original) roof accessory is deteriorated beyond repair
then it should be replaced in kind in it's existing location and painted to match the
original color as determined by the paint analysis. Replacement may only be undertaken
if a reasonable attempt to repair each unit is made and found to be unsuccessful. are first

No roof accessories that are likely to be required for operation of the building systems
should be removed and replaced with new roof deck and membrane until it is determined
that they are no longer required for proper function of the building support systems (e.g.
the new ventilator added recently to provide ventilation exhaust to the building while it is
being restored). However, non-original accessories that can be determined to be obsolete,
may be removed and new deck and membrane installed at those locations.

VITETTA GROUP / ARCHITECTS AND ENGINEERS PAGE 7
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V Guidelines for Original Chimney Replacement

The chimney at the east (apse) end of the building (see photograph 005) is to be restored

to the original form as shown on the original construction documents (see attached

annotated excerpts from the original construction drawings) and as confirmed by the

historic photographs (see photographs 002 and 003).

The top of the replicated caststone chimney top will be approximately thirty feet above

the top of the existing chimney at its current high point. The restoration will include a

four foot set back from the west face of the chimney at the 141'-8" elevation and a three

foot set back at the 152'-8" elevation. The westward projecting masonry will be sealed

and roofed over with new metal cricket flashings as shown on the original contract
documents. The upper portion of the chimney was apparently removed down to it's
current height in past decades. The condition of the remaining chimney is not indicative
of any apparent distress. It is assumed, at this time, that there is no apparent structural
reason that the chimney should not be reconstructed to it's historic height and shape.
Vitetta Group has observed visually that the condition of the chimney base in the boiler
room does not show any apparent signs of distress in the base. We recommend that a
final inspection of the interstitial space immediately below the north face of the chimney
be made in order to observe the condition of the support beam below the chimney at the
underside of the roof deck. If no signs of distress are apparent then the chimney should
be restored to it's original form. It is likely that additional reinforcing will be required
when the chimney is reconstructed but this will not be visually detectable.

There is a strong possibility that the chimney will be used functionally to accommodate
the new HVAC system. Before the reconstruction of the upper, missing portion is
started, it is recommended that a new code compliant, stainless steel chimney liner be
installed in the existing, lower portion of the chimney to facilitate the installation of the
liner.

The brick used for the chimney reconstruction must be a match for the two types of brick
as seen in the remaining portion of the original structure. The buff colored (cream) brick
will be laid in running bond, nine courses high per band and the black salt glazed face
brick will be laid in running bond, three courses high per the original drawings. The
mortar used for the reconstruction of the chimney must be produced to match the original
mortar mix in proportions of components and color. The results of the mortar test for the
chimney are found in the attachment D, mortar analysis section. The mortar sample for
the chimney was taken from the base of the remaining portion of the chimney and is
indicated as "MS-l" on the attached drawing Roof / SK-2. It is important that the sheet
metal flashing installed over the wash surfaces of the replacement chimney set-backs,
match the original construction documentation (see attached excerpts of original

.~ construction documents.

VITETTA GROUP / ARCHITECTS AND ENGINEERS PAGE 8
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VI Guidelines for Brick Parapet Wall Repair

1. The interior face of the parapet walls should be repaired as part of the roof
replacement project. The existing pointing mortar is in relatively good condition and
appears to be original. (see photograph 006). Vitetta group recommends that
approximately 30% of the existing joints above the roof level be raked out and repointed
with new pointing mortar to match the original as defined in the attached mortar analysis
report. Locations of mortar test samples can be seen on the attached drawing Roof / SK-
2, indicated as "MS-1 through MS-7A" and the appropriate mortar mix and colors can be
found in the mortar analysis section of attachment D. The specifications should include a
unit price request for linear feet if repointing of the brick masonry.

2. The entire parapet cap system, both caststone and terra-cotta tile units should be
removed and reset after the existing through-wall flashings have been repaired (if
required). The caststone bedding mortar must match the results of the attached mortar
analysis test report for sample MS-7A. It is recommended that the terra-cotta parapet cap
units be removed and carefully stored. The existing bedding mortar should be removed
and the top of the parapet wall cleaned and fitted with new "deformed" metal flashing
that provides a mechanical attachment to both the top of the parapet brick wall and the
new bedding mortar required to reinstall the salvaged terra-cotta parapet tile caps. Both
the reinstalled terra-cotta caps and the reset caststone parapet capstones should be sealed
using urethane sealant colored to match the color of the original mortar on all wash
surfaces and vertical joints. Horizontal joints should be repointed with new pointing
mortar which must match the mixture and color of mortar MS-6 as described in the
attached mortar analysis report.

Missing terra-cotta tile parapet caps (see photograph 005) must be replaced with new
replacement units to match the existing. If it is not possible to find a source of matching
replacement units, salvaged units from the adjacent shopping center parapet may be used.
Salvaged units would be required to be modified in order to fit the apse curve where the
units are missing. Salvaged units may only be taken from portions of the shopping center
parapet that are known to be scheduled for demolition (specifications should direct the
contractor to verify with the County, which areas of shopping center parapet would be
available for terra-cotta unit appropriation).

All joints between masonry and metal should be raked out and have new urethane sealant
installed with wicked weep tubes at 12" on center. This would occur particularly at the
joint between the bottom brick and the top of the metal through wall counter flashing.

The separated mortar joint that runs continuously around the auditorium parapet wall, at
the fourth joint below the bottom of the parapet cap, appears to be caused by rust jacking

' of a steel plate that is built into the wall at that point (see photographs 004 and 006). The
intent of the plate is not known at this point. There is some indication on the original
construction drawings that a steel angle with one leg downward may have been installed
and possibly tied to the spandrel beam below in order to strengthen the masonry parapet,

VITETTA GROUP / ARCHITECTS AND ENGINEERS PAGE 9
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but this is conjecture and should be investigated further. Vitetta Group recommends that
a destructive test be performed to uncover a reasonable size portion (approximately 4 feet
in length in two areas for a total of 8 feet of exposure) of the steel to observe and attempt
to discover the reason for its use and then, a more informed judgment as to how to repair
this condition can be made. If it is decided not to investigate the situation, there are
remedial measures that can be applied to treat it as a "moving joint," but this will not
repair the source of the problem. If the problem is not addressed, the steel will continue
to rust and cause this joint to fail periodically. We strongly recommend further testing of
this item. If the remedial measure is decided upon then the County should assume that
the condition will be a chronic maintenance item.

The existing roof dunnage (steel support for former 1 VAC units) shown at roof area K
on the attached drawing, Roof / SK-1, should be removed. The parapet wall that this
support steel should be taken down to the bottom of the existing imbedded steel so that it
can be completely removed. After the steel has been removed, the parapet can be
reconstructed reusing the salvaged brick units and the terra-cotta cap can be reinstalled as
described above. This removal will insure that remnants of the steel framing will not
remain inside the parapet wall where it might continue to rust and damage the parapet
further.

Caststone parapet cladding that faces outward should not be repointed until the facade of
the entire building is restored, at which time all visible caststone facing would be
repointed and cleaned at one time by the same contractor. This is the only way to insure
a uniform appearance of the caststone portions of the facades.

VII Additional Roof Drain Inlet Locations

Currently the entire auditorium roof is drained to two roof drains located in the northeast
and northwest corners of the roof (see drawing Roof / SK-1). Both of these drains appear
to be blocked and these locations are concurrent with the most serious water intrusion
damage to the historic fabric of the auditorium ceiling below. These drains should be
replaced with new drains and the rain water conductors into which they drain need to be
inspected and cleared to insure that they are sound and able to be reused. If the
conductors prove to be unusable, they must be replaced with new conductors as far as
required to insure proper drainage of the roof. The existing original sheet metal roof
scuppers (see photograph 009) are too high above the drains to be of any practical use if
the drains or rain water conductors should become blocked. Vitetta Group recommends
that two additional roof drains be added at locations approximately ten feet to the east of
the existing drains. These additional drains would serve as emergency back-up if the
primary drains became blocked. An alternative solution would be to relocate the existing
sheet metal scuppers to positions about ten inches above the top of the new roof
membrane so that they would function as emergency overflow relief if the drains or rain
water conductors become blocked.

VITETTA GROUP / ARCHITECTS AND ENGINEERS PAGE 10
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I VII Paint and Mortar Test Findings

' The attached drawing Roof / SK-2 indicates the locations of the four paint samples and
the eight mortar samples collected on March 17, 1998.

The samples have been collected and analyzed by Vitetta Group's building materials
conservation consultants, Preservation Services, Inc. of Fredericksburg, Virginia. The
results of the laboratory analysis of the samples is contained in the attached report
(attachment D) We recommend that the historic paint colors as evidenced in the
laboratory report be used to repaint the original, extant roof accessories and any new,
non-original equipment that must remain. We also recommend that the pointing mortar,
used to repoint the caststone and brick on the interior face of the roof parapet wall and to
point the reconstructed chimney, match the resulting mortar mixtures and colors for each

' specific type of brick and stone, as presented in the accompanying mortar analysis test
report.

VITETTA GROUP / ARCHITECTS AND ENGINEERS PAGE 11
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VIII Referenced Photographs

001 Test cut No. 15 showing the top sheet of the existing roofing pealed back to
reveal the top sheet of the original historic asphalt sheet roof and gypsum deck.
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002 1938 photograph taken from the west showing asphalt sheet roofing on the west
facing mansard slope of the of the auditorium and the original chimney to the left.
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003 Mid-twentieth-century photo showing the mansard roof and original chimney.
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004 East face of the west parapet wall of the auditorium roof showing separated joint,
metal counter-flashing and terra-cotta parapet cap (1998 photograph).
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005 Base of the demolished chimney intersecting the south (apse) end of the
auditorium (note chimney flue at right of photo, 1998 photograph)
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006 Detail of west face of the east parapet wall showing mortar joints and the steel
plate exposed (1998 photograph).
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007 Existing original sheet metal scupper and caststone parapet wall cladding with
buff brick parapet wall below (1998 photograph).

y  -
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008 Juncture of caststone and terra-cotta parapet caps at the northwest corner of
auditorium roof (1998 photograph).
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ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA



I SILVER THEATER / PHASE I / ROOF REPORT ' APRIL 1998

1

' 009 Exterior view of original parapet wall scupper in the auditorium parapet wall to
' the right in the distance (1995 photograph).

k
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bash: gypsum deck

Two Basic Deck Sys:ams
1. Fire-Rated Gypsum Root Decks of PYROFILL Gypsum Concrete
are poured in place over galvanized reinforcing mesh and form-
boards supported by steel sub-purlins, Formboards are left exposed
or a rated finished ceiling is suspended below. The result is a rock-
hard, monolithic roof deck system that resists hurricane uplift wind
forces up to 125 psi: resists seismic shock well in excess of build-
ing code requirements: and has passed the UL Wind Uplift Class 90
test_ Gypsum decks are rated noncombustible and their use dramat-
ically reduces insurance rates for lifetime savings. Gypsum sets
fast, so roofing can be applied without undue delay. These features
make the systems idea for schools, hospitals, warehouses, indus-
trial construction and other buildings where up to 2-hour fire resis-
tance is required.
2, USG Service Ceiling Systems provide walk-deck ceilings to per-
mit full access to the interstitial space between the Service Ceiling
and the floor above.
Li=mitations
1. Gypsum roof decks are suitable for normal temperature and

humidity conditions. Acid fumes, generally not harmful to gyp-
sum, may affect framing. Where such abnormal conditions pre-
vail, consult a specialist for particular recommendations.

2. Certain recommendations concerning drying and ventilation,
expansion and con—action, decorating and roofing must be
adhered to for satis:actory performance (see Specifications on
page 9 for details).

3. Although SHEETROCK brand Formboard is treated to resist
mildew growth, sur.'i growth can occur under adverse condi-
tions. See Notes to Architect for details of precautionary mea-
sures in notes 1, 2, 3, 4, and 7.

deck with telling

Fire Ratings
A choice of fire-rated systems with exposed deck construction, sus-
pended acoustical or drywall ceilings

The UL-tested USG roof deck systems listed below ensure the
extra protection required in specific applications. USG's policy of
comprehensive testing of complete roof systems offers high-quality
decks that meet all major building codes.
till. Design No. P676 (Rating-2 hr.)
Two-in. PYROFILL Poured Gypsum Concrete and KEYDECK Rein-
forcing Mesh on %rin. exposed SHEETROCK brand Formboard sup-
ported by KEYDECK Truss Tees spaced 323: in. o.c. on fireproofed
beams 8 ft. o.c. max. System rated 1h hr, with beams 9 ft. o.c,
max. Slab weight: 11 psf.
UL Design No. P603 (Rating-2 hr.)
Two-in. PYROFILL Poured Gypsum Concrete and KEYDECK Rein-
forcing Mesh on %rin. SHEETROCK brand Formboard supported by
KEYDECK Truss Tees spaced 32% in. o.c. and welded to 14-in. steel
bar joists spaced 4 ft. o.c. max.; USG Metal Furring.Channels
spaced 24 in, o.c. wire-tied to joists, %-In. SHEEiROCK brand
Gypsum Panels, FIRECODE C Core, screw-attached to channels,
joints unfinished or taped. Restrained assembly rated 2 hr.; unre-
strained assembly 1% hr. Slab weight: 11 psf.
UL Design No. P207 (Rating-1S4 br.)
Two-in. PYROFILL Poured Gypsum Concrete reinforred with KEYDECK
Wire Mesh on h-in. SHEETROCK brand Formboard sijpported by
KEYDECK Bulb Tees spaced 32 in. o.c. and welded to 12-In. steel bar
joist 4 ft. o.c. max, and AURATONE RAECODE Acoustical Panels sus-
pended on an exposed rated grid system. Slab weir nt: 11 psf.
UL Design No. P229 (Rating-1 hr.)
Two-in. PYROFILL Poured Gypsum Concrete and KFVDECK Rein-
forcing Mesh on min. SHEETROCK brand Formboard supported by
KEYDECK Truss Tees spaced 32% in. o.c. and welded to 10-in. steel
bar joists spaced 6 ft. o.c. max.: IRMA roof assemt :v—built-up
roofing on slab, maximum 8-in. rigid foam plastic insulation above
roofing with crushed stone over insulation, Yrin. AL)PATONE FIRECODE
Ceiling Panels on a suspended exposed rated grid :;stem, re-
strained and unrestrained assembly rated 1 hr. Slat weight: 11 psf.
UL Design No. P505 (Rating-1% hr.)
Two-in. PYROFILL Poured Gypsum Concrete and KEYDECK Rein-
forcing Mesh on'/rin. SHEETROCK brand Formboard supported by
KEYDECK Truss Tees spaced 32% in. o.c, and welded to bar joists
spaced 4 ft. o.C. max.; IRMA roof assembly—built-up roofing on
slab. maximum 8-in. rigid foam plastic Insulation above roofing
with crushed stone over insulation; USG Metal Furring Channels
spaced 24 in. o.c. wire-tied to joists, %-in. SHEETROCK brand
Gypsum Panels, FIRECODE C Core, screw-attached to channels,
joints exposed or finished. Restrained assembly rated I  hr.: unre-
strained assembly 1 hr. Slab weight 11 psf.
UL Design No. P507 (Rating-1% hr.)
Two-in. PYROFILL Poured Gypsum Concrete and KEYDECK Rein-
forcing Mesh on K-in. SHEETROCK brand Formboard supported by
KEYDECK Truss Tees spaced 32y In. o.c. and welded to bar joists
spaced 4 ft. o.c. max.; IRMA roof assembly—built-up roofing on
slab, maximum 8-in. rigid foam plastic insulation above roofing
with crushed stone over insulation; light fixtures ar.d dampers, %-in,
SHEETROCK brand Gypsum Panels, FIRECODE C Co,(. screw-attached
to suspended rated grid system, joints finished. R  itrained assem-
bly rated 1'% hr.; unrestrained assembly 1 hr. Slab weight; 11 psf.

c~

1 2 Cuuyripnt 1994. Unitea States Gypsum Company
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PvROFILL Gypsum Concrete is mill formulated and composed of cal-
cined gypsum and wood chips or shavings. It Is mixed at the job-
site with clean water only and poured in place over permanent
formboards. Thermal resistance (R) value is 0.67 per inch. It com-
plies with ASTM C317.

Steel sub-purlins vary in size, weight and shape and are selected
according to required span and loading (see page 5). They provide
lateral bracing, anchorage against uplift, and restrict deck move-
ment due to temperature change. Sub-purlin spacing accommo-
dates formboard with a slight tolerance for ease of formboard
placement. Sub-purlins are spaced approx. 32% in. o.c. and are
welded to the structural framing members. USG neither manufac-
tures nor sells bulb or truss tee sub-pudins. Roll-formed USG sub-
purlins are available 18 ga, and 16 ga.
Reinforcing mesa for gypsum concrete Is one of the fallowing

y11. K~EYDECK—A galvanized wire mesh, woven with 16-ga. straight
wires and 19-ga. diagonal wires.
2.48.1214--A galvanized, welded wire mesh with 12-ga. longitudi-
nal wires at 4 in. o.c. and 14-ga. transverse wires at 8 in. o.c.

The effective cross-sectional area of reinforcing mesh placed at
90e to the sub-purlins is .026 sq. in, per toot of mesh width. USG
neither manufactures nor sells reinforcing mesh.

SHEETROCK brand Formboard is a rigid gypsum board, treated to
resist mildew* effectively where adequate ventilation is provided.
Fire ratings are available with 2-in. gypsum slabs .nd exposed tees.
Ideal for almost every roof deck need, concealed or exposed. Makes
economical ceilings for warehouses, light manufacturing buildings,
schools—any construction where durability and low cost are
desired.

•AMouyn SKFrAoot OraM Forma—rd is truted to resist mildew Drown, sucn growth an actor
under adverm adriMons. Sa Mss to Arddted Ior details of preaunonary measures In notes 1. 2.
3. 4. and 7.

Structural Strength
To withstand hurricane winds, wind up ift and roof
loads ...
USG roof deck systems form a monolithic unit that structurally inte-
grates the roof deck with the roof framing. Sub-purlins, securely
welded to bar joists or purlins, resist uplift and transmit slab loads.
Reinforcing mesh provides tensile strength, enables the slab to
transmit the load to the framing. With truss tees, the gypsum fill
flows through the open web to mechanically key all components
into a structural unit. The resulting rigid diaphragm firmly resists
horizontal and vertical loading from wind and seismic forces.

Gypsum concrete decks have high structural strength and a
hard surface. In tests, standard assemblies supported uniform roof
loads over 450 psf when wet and 700 psf when dry. At a dry densi-
ty of 50 pcf for PYROFILL Gypsum Concrete, the compressive
strength of the slab is 500 psi min. This conforms to ASTM C317
for Class A gypsum concrete.

USG roof decks with long, clear spans can be designed for
fewer bar joists to optimize design.

In hurricane areas, such as Florida, standard gypsum roof decks
have withstood repeated fierce blows without damage. This is
because USG root decks resist uplift action by nearly four times the
normal requirements of 35 psf when constructed with bulb or truss
tee sub-purlins welded to the primary framing,

UL Wind Uplift Class 90 has been assigned to a poured gypsum
concrete roof deck assembly based on qualified testing (see NM
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513 in UL Roofing Materials and Systems Directory). The system
tested consisted of PYROALL Gypsum Concrete over SMEETROCK
brand Formboard with bulb tees, KEYDECK Mesh and roof covering
attached with NAIL-TITS Nails. This USG assembly successfully
withstood the rigorous test—while most competitive deck systems
have not. Extended coverage insurance rates are generally lower for
assemblies having passed the test, especially in Gulf Coast and
Prairie States where high wind velocities are prevalent.
To resist seismic shock or to relitaro the building ...
USG roof decks provide excellent lateral bracing. They have with-
stood some of the most severe earthquakes in California and have
been approved as rigid diaphragms in Los Angeles and in many of
the 1,000 cities which use the Uniform Building Code.

USG poured gypsum roof decks with bulb tees or truss tees
structurally tie the framing system together to reinforce the building
and provide resistance to wind and, seismic loads.

Open-web eonsf etloa .^"'m lM-m Ell to ftw through &W teas to
w*sd It le a salad ==.;I Appon cansnote. This, plus weldlao of Aga
tes to sopparto, prvwjo= srroa9 composlts ftsbtsnce to ~ a"
Uplift. 7" mrorb prnvlds; tomfle sttsooft to tolatoms of asst.
Cmltlso and do'ec:lan carsod by la;wct and seismic shock are mlal-
rrked

Economy
USG decks give more for less ... to fire-rated systems
Initial savings can amount to thousands of dollars in construction
investment when USG firo-rated roof decks are specified. A UL 2-hr.
fire-rated system often costs only a few cents per sq. ft. more than
a non-rated system ... and considerably less than other types of 2-
hr. UL fire-rated decks. USG decks enjoy ready 'acceptance from
major code bodies and insurance companies. Savings are achieved
through the unique advantages that USG roof decks offer in
strength, fire resistance and durability.
In Fast Installation
Up to 30,000 sq. ft, of gypsum deck can be poured in one day. The
quick-setting action of gypsum concrete permits roofing almost
immediately. There's no wait for curing as with ordinary lightweight
concrete decks; no costly delays in erection schedules.

USG roof decks can be poured in cold weather; in any weather
in which men can work. The quick-setting action of gypsum con-
crete makes it one of the best roof deck materials for winter con-
struction. The exothermic reaction in the slab protects it from freez-
ing before sat takes place and the slab Is capable of carrying design
loads.
In Roducod Construction Costs
USG gypsum roof decks meet Factory Mutual Noncombustible
Classification to qualify for lowest extended-coverage insurance

IdLCZ '"ItI AL tnG VIG6I-41Ja11 IIIIIIIAUVIID 111 1FW.1Cv UJAX1 DtfaUl IUUI

deck designs. With gypsum decks, bar joist spacing can be opti-
mized for major cost reductions over steel and lightweight concrete
systems.
In Total Value
USG gypsum roof decks are the best value in the industry. They
offer maximum economy without sacrificing safety or strength.
They resist rot, warpage and deterioration to cut maintenance costs
and also reduce insurance rates.

dootlls bnsrd poaved #V=W deck

Northlake Mall, Atlanta, GA
Architect: lbambs, Am/sww A Wells
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For informationproduct and services, contact:

' The Poteet Group
310 Sardis View Lane
Charlotte, NC 28270
(704) 364-2543
Fax(704)366-9721

smote we shall net pe Maple for IncidetIM and 00119epnential damages, directly or indirectly sus•
tamed, nor for

a 
any loss caused by application of that. goods not In aceordana adtn current printed

insirucfiens  for ether Than the Intended use. Our Mali ty Is expressly IlmKed to replacement of
oef cM goods. Any clelm shelf be downed warred unless made in writing to us wllhtn inlny (30)
drys from dale h was or reasonably should hie been discovered.

11ra/eewlm The following tracemarlis tiled herein an owned by United Stairs Gypsum Company or
a related comDM. AuwooE. nREcoliE. PfflOR 1. 5HFFTAM. USG. SWROFOAm Is a trademark of
Dow Chrmiol Company. KEYDECR is it namara of Keystone Consolidated IrduMries. Inc. NAIL-TITS
Is a trademark of E.S. Products. SMIPLEX is a tademark of Sirrrploa Nall 

& 

Isla. Corp.

IIIMP: AN products desalted here rrwy not be mih ble in as geographK marm". Consult your loyal
USG sales office or reprosenlalW for elforrMon.

United States Gypsum Company
125 South Franklin Street
P.O. Box 806278
Chicago, IL 60680-4124
A Subsidiary of USG Corporation

P-697/1-95 Printed in U.S.A.
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I Gale Associates, Inc.

5550 Newbury St. Baltimore, MD 21209 FAX: (410) 664-0711

MEMORANDUM

TO: Don Scheuerman, MCG PH:
FAX:

RE:

CC: Chris Ruffing, Vitetta
fax(703)683-1662
Ed Madden, GALE Assoc.

FROM: Gary W. Brown, P.E.

DATE: 3/31/98

ISM

301217-6075
301271-6045
Silver Theatre

JOB NO: 652810

AIL.
GAL E

TEL: (4 10) 664-0611

AA%i o~~

'
7,99
8A

No. of Pages including cover sheet: 5

We have completed our initial field work and some preliminary design calculations for the Silver
Theatre project.

STRUCTURE

The areas of deteriorated gypsum decking are primarily found in the valley sections and portions
of the steep slope area of the main roof. Also, the wood decking on the roof areas E and H (see
attached plan) are saturated. The test pulls, where applicable, are shown on the attached log and
are referenced on the roof plan.

New decking materials will be required in the locations shown on the roof plan. GALE
recommends that a plank type material is installed to replace the gypsum. The planks must be
able to span the distance between the existing bulb tees. Additionally, the existing reinforced
deck spans from support to support utilizing wire mesh. The new decking should be specified to
span at least this distance. Cementitious woodfiber (CWF) by Tectum, Inc. or concrete planks
(e.g. MidCon metal edge of Hortonville, WI or Steel Edge Crete-plank by Martin Fireproofing of
Buffalo, NY) are examples of potential deck replacement materials. Since the concrete planks do
not tout the acoustical properties of their material as Tectum does, GALE assumes that CWF will
act as a better sound insulator than the concrete planks. Note that this assumption is based on
observation and not empirical data, so we will be willing to discuss the design parameters with
all parties as the project progresses.
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GALE

The structure beneath the wood decks was inaccessible to us during our survey so we are not able

to determine the most feasible deck replacement material, but can assume at this stage that new

tongue and groove wood decking or other lightweight construction materials can be utilized to
replace the existing deteriorated deck. Our rooftop field survey indicated that the entire areas

' were damaged so a complete replacement should be anticipated.

DRAINAGE

calculated the drainage requirements of the building We have also g q g based on BOCA codes and the
more stringent design of SMACNA. The two existing six inch drains near the front of the
building (north side) are sized to accommodate the drainage requirements of a one hundred year
storm (BOCA National Plumbing Code 1993).

SMACNA Fifth Edition, 1993 requires that the two existing drains should be eight inches rather
than six inches for the same 100 year storm. The addition of supplemental drainage and some
minor redesign of the contours of the roof on the south side of the building can nearly alleviate
the capacity overloading of the existing six inch drains and leaders on the north side of the
building. If we introduce new drainage from roof areas C and N onto roof area K, the total flow

' (Q) from the aggregate roof areas is 0.287 ft3/s for the 100 year storm (I=9.7 in/hr, A=0.029
acres, average C=0.95). This flow may be used in calculating drainage for storm water
management. Note that the drainage on the north end of the building will be reduced from the

I existing condition with the introduction of the new drains on the south end, therefore no flow
calculations have been developed.

A THERMAL

Our roof designs for Montgomery County typically include provisions for insulation meeting
ASHRAE 90.1 requirements. The total average R-value requirement for the system, including
air spaces, is 16.6 per these requirements. Accordingly, the roofing system on all areas should

' receive two inches of isocyanurate plus an inch of wood fiberboard. These may be reduced if the
County directs GALE to disregard this requirement, but some insulation is required to act as a
substrate for the membrane in any case.

ARCHITECTURAL

1 The membrane choice is based on the configuration of the building and the desire to closely
emulate the historic aspects of the structure. Although a light colored membrane (e.g. white
granular surfaced modified bitumen) is more resilient than darker membranes due to their ability
to reflect sunlight better (and therefore reduce the effects of thermal shock), GALE has
considered the use of a black granular surfaced membrane over a four ply built up roof on the
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low traffic, low slope roof areas. Alternatively, a two (or more) ply modified bitumen system in
a cold or hot asphalt application can be used on the low sloped roofs.

The low slope, high traffic areas should receive a lighter colored surface or the provision of
walkpads to eliminate tearing of the membrane which occurs under load (work boots, tool
boxes, etc.) at elevated temperatures.

The steep slope areas of the roof must be designed to apparently resemble built up roofing or roll
roofing. The steep slope of Areas B, C, and D is greater than what GALE would recommend
using asphalt or coal tar pitch. Consequently, we have considered designing the areas with fully
adhered EPDM (with a nailer grid pattern) coated with hypalon paint and broadcast sand. An
alternative design would be to use asphalt shingles in a pattern and appearance which somewhat
resemble the roll roofing, but eliminating the horizontal lines will not be completely feasible. A
third option would be to install two plies of modified bitumen (cap sheet with black granules) in
a cold adhesive. The adhesive would need to be the trowel grade flashing adhesive and back
nailing would be necessary.

The valley sections are of particular concern (evidenced by the existing failure) and require
special attention. The valleys for the EPDM or shingle options may be accomplished with
EPDM. The modified bitumen option could be accomplished with modified bitumen valley
section. GALE will provide all details as required depending on the option which is chosen.

From a contractor's construction management standpoint and a manufacturer's culpability
standpoint regarding leaks, the alternative which reduces the amount of different materials and
manufacturers makes sense. From a purely waterproofing point of view, the combination of the
four ply BUR with cap sheet, the shingles on the mansard and EPDM valleys is an appropriate
solution.

Please call me as soon as you can to discuss.GP.LE's findings.

pA652810\nemo.doc
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Silver Theater
Montgomery County
GALE JN: 642810

TEST
CUT ROOF
NUMBER TYPE ROOF AREA

1 Verification Cut B Dry to touch F

2 Verification Cut A Moist to touch H

3 Verification Cut D (105 pull value) dry A

4 Verification Cut D (50 pull value) dry A

5 Verification Cut D (48 pull value) dry A

6 Verification Cut D (65 pull value) dry A

7 Verification Cut D Saturated B2

8 Verification Cut D Moist to touch C

9 Roof to Wall D West to touch N
10 Verification Cut D Wet to touch N

11 Verification Cut D Dry to. touch D

12 Roof to Wall C Dry to touch G

13 Verification Cut D (80 pull value) dry B2
14 Verification Cut D (40 pull value) dry B2

15 Verification Cut D (50 pull value) dry B2
16 Verification Cut D (55 pull value) dry BI
17 Edge Cut A H

18 Edge Cut C M

19 Verification Cut C Dry to touch K

20 Verification Cut A Saturated E

p:\652810\test cuts.doc
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VITETTA
GROUP4

ARCHITECTURE J ENGINEERING O PLANNING O INTERIOR DESIGN

SITE VISIT REPORT

PROJECT:

PROJECT NO.:

SITE VISIT NO.:

DATE OF VISIT:

Silver Theater Restoration

HP404

HI

January 29, 1998

DATE OF TYPING: February 11, 1998

ATTENDEES:

Don Scheuerman, Jr. Montgomery County
Todd Gerhart, P.E. Vitetta Group
Chris Ruffing Vitetta Group

The purpose of the site visit was to observe the existing roof structure and plaster ceiling
support structure and identify deterioration of the existing roof deck, steel framing and
ceiling black iron due to water infiltration from the leaks in the roofing.

01.01 The existing roof system over the theater seating area consists of a poured
gypsum deck on bulb-Tees supported by wide flange purlins spanning
between steel trusses. The steel trusses clear span the theater seating area and
bear on steel columns in the masonry walls on the north and south sides of
the theater. The poured gypsum deck appeared to be 2 to 3 inches thick
including the '/2 inch gypsum board form spanning between the bulb-Tees
and was reinforced with wire mesh.

01.02 The effects of recent water infiltration through the roof did not appear to
effect the steel purlins and trusses. No structural distress attributed to water
infiltration was observed in the exposed steel roof framing. The steel primer
paint was still bonded to the steel framing and virtually no corrosion was
observed except a localized areas adjacent to leaking roof drains. The
continued water infiltration at these isolated locations has removed the primer
paint and initiated localized surface corrosion. However, even at these local
areas, steel section loss due to corrosion appeared insignificant. These
observations should be further verified during the proposed restoration. Our
initial observations indicate only minor structural repairs will be necessary at
these localized areas.

THE WALLACE BUILDING -1 642 NORTH BROAD STREET! PHILADELPHIA, PA 19130 'I 1215) 235-3500 1 FAX (2151235-3530
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01.03 The gypsum roof deck was more effected by the recent water infiltration, but
again only in localized areas. The majority of the roof deck and bulb-Tees
exhibited no signs of deterioration or structural distress. In localized areas,
the gypsum form board was sagging, loose and stained from water
infiltration. Removing the form board exposed the bottom of the deck for
observation. In most locations, deck appeared to be in no distress from the
water infiltration even though the form board had sagged. In the areas of
significant water infiltration, the gypsum had been either partially or
completely eroded exposing the bulb-Tees and wire mesh. The bulb-Tees
and wire mesh showed signs of corrosion and some section loss. Our initial
observations indicate that replacement or repairs of portions of the gypsum

'

roof deck will be necessary at these localized areas. A more thorough
investigation and documentation of the existing roof deck is required to more
carefully define the areas requiring replacement or repairs.

'

01.04 Distress in the black iron, ties, and metal lath supporting the plaster ceiling
effects of water infiltration was limited to the localized areas of significant
water infiltration. In these locations, minor corrosion of the steel ceiling
framing was observed. However, the cause of the localized plaster holes was

'

a result of failure of the plaster due to the water rather than corrosion of metal
ceiling framing. Similar to the gypsum roof deck, localized replacement and
repairs will be required.

' 01.05 A horizontal crack in the existing north and south parapet walls was
reviewed during our site visit. The crack occurs approximately 4 to 5 brick

' courses from the parapet cap and appears to be a through wall crack. The
crack is continuous on both the north and south wall parapets, although it is
more pronounced on the south wall than the north. At the northeast corner of
the building, a piece of steel was observed in the parapet at the horizontal
crack location. Also, a review of the existing building cross sections
indicates what appears to be an angle in the parapet at that approximate
location. If the parapet does contain hidden steel at this location in the
parapet, that may be the cause of the observed horizontal crack. Further
investigation is required to identify the cause of the crack and appropriate

' repair actions.

01.06 The existing steel stubs left from the original sign over the entry were
observed on the low roof above the lobby. These stubs did not appear to be
in deteriorated from exposure and can be reused if a replica of the original
sign is replaced. An investigation of the stub connections to the roof

' framing needs to be completed to be sure that no hidden distress exists prior
to reuse.

11
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01.07 Attached are copies of photos taken during the site visit.

/sg

Attachments

cc: CR/HM/JWS

p:\programs\eng\struct\gerhart\slrsv l .doc
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1 PRESERVATION SERVICES, INC.
o c god Jackson Street + Fredericksburg, Virginia 22401 (540) 899-7790

IJ Post COice Box 832.3- Fredericksburg, Virginia 22404 Fax: (540) 899-8950

Silver Theare

Paint Study

This survey was conducted with the primary purpose of establishing. . the
sequence of painted finishes on each of the ventilation assemblies on the
roof. It was apparent from observation at the site that these units were
pai. te;4 uniformly during each cwnpatgn.

A total of five (5) samples were taken, identified as follows:

PS-1 Roof Top Ventilator - Bottom shaft

PS-2 Roof Top Ventilator - Outer rim - inside face

PS-3 Goose Neck - North face - under neck

PS-4 Roof Top Ventilator - North side shaft

I
PS-5 Goose Neck - East face - under neck

Each sample was examined under a Bausch and Lomb stereo -mom
mic. oscope, illuminated with a high intensity fibre optic lamp, adjusted to
5500 K. Samples were examined both from the surface and cross-section to
establish chronology. Color matching was done to exposed surface areas.
Selected colors were matched to the Munsell standard book of colt;.' and

I designations noted for the,report.

n.

11
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Silver Theatre - Paint Study
Page 2

Conclusion: Samples numbered 1-2-4 were identical in both color and
sequence, corfuming that the colors were uniform at any point in tame.
Samples numbered 3-5 lacked the earliest layer but were identical beginning
with the second layer through the fifth. The sequence is as follows:

Samples 1-2-4
Galvanized Metal
Red
Bei e/Tan
Greer
Blue
Present Green

Betwee-n IOR-4/8 & 1IOR-5/8
Between 2.5Y-8/2 & 2.5Y-8/4
Between IOH4-2/4 & I0GY-3/4
Between 7.5 B-5/6 & l OB 5/6
Between 5G-2/4 & 5G-3/4

Samples 3-5
Galvanized Metal

Beige/Tan
Green
Blue
Present Green

The earliest color (red) contains lead and might be intended as a prime-ier,
though it is a thick coating which would be unusual as a primer. More likely I
thin'- the red was a coating in place prior to installation of the goose neck
ventilators.

The beige/tan coating was in use while all ventilators were in place and all
colon following in sequence represent subsequent changes.

a

And. w L. Ladygo
President April 5, 1998
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PRESERVATION SERVICES,, INC.
601 Jackson Street : Fredericksburg, Virginia 22401 (540) 899-7790

Post Office Box 832 + Fredericksburg, Virginia 22404 Fax: (540) 899.8950

Silver Theatre

Mortar Sti:dy

Motars present at the Silver Theatre were analyzed with the purpose of
determining content and proportion of constituent materials. To this end,
nine (9) samples were retrieved during the site visit. Each represented a
specific condition which was likely to differ slightly from the rest. Clearly
some attempt was made to tint the original mortar to match or blend with
adjacent finish surfaces.

The samples were :abeled as follows:

MS 1 - Inboard chimney face
MS2 - Parapet mortar (inboard face)
MS3 - Terra Cotta parapet mortar
;ViS4

- Parapet mortar
MS5 - Black brick mortar
MS6 - Limestone parapet mortar
MS7 - Limestone pointing mortar
MS7A- Limestone bedding mortar
MS8 - Red brick mortar

Each sample was subjected to visual analysis at low magnification aj its
characteristic features noted on the lab data sheets. Sample hardness was
detem--fined through comparative probing with a scratch awl. Sample color
was determined through comparison with the Munsell soil color standard.

1
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t
Silver Threatre - Mortar Analysis
Page 2

Measured samples were processed in a dilute hydrochloric acid solution to
separate the inert components from the cementitious binder. The fines were
then separated from the sand fraction through filtration of the aqueous
solution. Each component was recorded by weight and Munsell color
notation on the analysis sheets and where sufficient sand was present, a
par`zicle size profile was established.

No elemental analysis was done at this time. If and when it becomes
imperative to accurately profile the elemental structure of the lime or other
cementitious material we can do so_

Conclusion_ All mortars examined were quite similar in compoFition.
Portland cement is the prima-,y binder in all cases and the ratio of aggi egate
to cer :entitious material varies only slightly. There appears to be a higher
perce it-age of birder in the stone setting and pointing mortar than in the brick
II10:'=s.

The aggregate appears to be quite uniform and well graded for its pw pose.
The tinted mortars include  colored sand as well to achieve the desired effect.
Fines present in the colored mortars account for the finished appearance but

r

, the sand used throughout is probably from a single source with good
panculate structure.

An appropriate mix for the brick masonry repair and pointing would be:

1 part Portland cement Type TI
1 part hydrated lime
6 parts sand - to match original

This can be tinted to match, for specific locations

Id
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Silver Threatre • Mortar Analysis
Page 3

An appropriate mix for the stone pointing would be the following:

1 part Portland cement
3 parts sand - to match original

Sand samples from our testing will be returned to the Architect and could be
made available at the commencement of work.

Andrew L. Lady
Presic ent April 5, 1998
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?MORTAR ANTALYSLS

JOB- /LvC~c~wrk,~ .~ Lvpu~vy dL/D.

SA IFLE WEIGHT: SANu'LE HARDNESS:

TES'x' SAMPLE WGT: 5 9 7g, TEST SAMPLE COLOR: i° y/t ?/Z.

NOTES:

WEIGHT SOLUABLE FRACn()~4: 0.7  S 3. z

WEIGHT SAND: COLOR SAND: /o y2 -Ali

WEIGHT FINES:D y__ COLOR FIl4PS: Sy Z7/~ 

SCREEN SAND: WGT. CLW.WGT. % PASS

#16 qQ

#50~~

#100 o-q4!k

#200 23 2

PASS~'O Z ~ 2 D

NOTES.

QU,,/~. 9oyo.

3S%

(~NQISSKvtQ. i ib

N

.3:(
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D'I

MORTAR ANALYSIS

RAMS OF MD(

0 "sleight of linne (Ca and Mg) content (50luble Fraction)

0 • ?!C x, 0.95 = o ~~ gas: % 3' s; = o=% x 1.5 = 0 2 parts/vol (L =e)
wei&df . r—Pl  t
ale huchm

'Weight of sample residue: (Fines)

% x 1.5~ parts/vol (Clay)
waia.:t d sample Weight

*.Weight of sand;-and

2.(.4/2 . (.4. / ~7 = o b $ % x 1-0 = 0. L4l parts/vol (Sand)
wad.: c- ea+pie. ewe
Sena

* if weight of sample residue with paper (after drying) is from port]and
cement, weight fo sample residue x 1:5 = weight of cement soluble fraction.

o.72 + 0.48 / 3 8; = 0.3i % x 1.0 parts/vol (Portland)
wmig}4 of weight of eampl'e weight
Coe mt sample residue
soluvk h etion

* if weight of sample residue with paper (after drying) is from natural
cement; weight fo sample residue x 20 = weight of cement soluble fraction.

+ / _ % x 1.8 = parts/vol (natural cement)
welg .: dwmdght of simple weiglmt

sample naddue
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MORTAR OR A.R ANALYSIS

JOB: Me

SAMPLE: F,*95% N6. Z

SA.VTLE WEIGHT: SAMPLE HARDNESS:

TE~'T SAMPLE WGT: Z TEST SAMPLE COLOR:

NOTES:

WEIGHT SOLUABLE FRACTION: 3.4 ~k

W GHT SAND; ) • S Z, COLOR SAND: 16

W=GHT FRSTF.S: /. SYS, COLOR FWES: . y

SCREEN SAND: WGT. CUM-WGT. % PASS

#8 ~•~~ b. ~G~ g~ 90

#30

#50~~ ~3 • 401 15 90

#100

#200 >I ~o

PASS 2 =i l5 • 13~ ~

NOTES:

_'A 'n.7Z °& - ~ 5~ ~ ~~
W~ .,rz !&M /t UDC, d yiEes ssrsS~

aod's~'g zw-
y Ecc o e.J d 016

Age*

~I
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MORTAR ANALYSIS

RATIOS OF MIX

0 Weight of lime (Ca and Mg) content: (Soluble Fraction)

x0.95 = gms_ / = % x 1.5 = parts/Vol (Lime)
wreighL of sample weight
soluble fraction

Weight of sample residue: (Fines)

aci % x 1.5 = o• 13 parts/vol (Clay)
weigh of sample weight
furs

Weight of sand:

2/.06 = o• 15 % x 1.0 = 0• }, parts/vol (Sand)
weight o sample weight
nand

* if weight of sample residue with paper (after drying) is from pordand
cement, weight fo sample residue x 1.5 = weight of cement soluble fraction.

44w•s` = 2 . aL + / N / V.a4, = .2-?-  9'o x 1.0 = .7 z- parts/vol (Portland)
weight of wcighl of sample weight
cpn -wnt sample residue
soluble fraction

* if weight of sample residue with paper (after drying) is from natural
cement, weight fo sample residue x 2.0 = weight of cement soluble fraction.

+ / = %x1.8=
weighs of welght of trample weight
cetrimt sample residue
solubla fraction

parts/vol (natural cement)

M M
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MORTAR ANALYSIS

JOS: It ve-oe-  .5Guaf-loc *~S 1 476

SAMPLE: ~ ~°~~ riLL

SAMPLE WEIGHT: SAMPLE HARDNESS:

TEST SAMPLE WGT: 2i, G 3 S, TEST SAMPLE COLOR: /Oft 3

NOTES:

WEEIGHT SOLUABLE FRACTION: 4.32 
~-

zo zj

WEIGHT SAND: /6 COLOR SAND: 2 5 Pe j/3

WEIGHT FINES: 2.55 COLOR FINES: /o R _

SCREEN SAND: WGT. C JNCWGT. % PASS

#16 /~ /~ ~Jo %•

#30 1

#50 G, i3 ,y go.

#100 2 / *

#200 0.

PASS ~~., l ~ • ~D cL O

NOTES:

6CL4 ,cm

~UNi2F

Gtt~
ytu~

~RvyFNE

ti C 5 ~sv4

(~~riL:t: 5ocu~d

4-04~4ej -4

Q~,~~lii~G Of LtN~L;SCI.r/~D

r Aa~eru~ gib ~.•~ .

Q11

y• i
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I
RATIOS OF MIX

1

n

1

MORTAR ANALYSIS

* Weight of lime (Ca and Mg) content: (Soluble Fraction)

X, 0.95 = gms. / _ % x 1.5 = parks/vol J-ime)
weight of minplc weight
•olubie fraction

* Weight of sample residue: (Fines)

2.55 / 25.03 =  o . o %x1-5 G •'. ' parts/vol (Clay)
weighk of sampleweight
araft

* Weight of sand:

,* i4- / 25.103 = 0,7Z 96 x 1.0 = 0.;'Z parts/vol (Sand)
weigh: o: sample weight
sand

* If weight of sample residue with paper (after drying) is from portland
cement, weight fo sample residue x 1.5 = weight of cement soluble fraction.

3 j Z + 2. --S/ / zs.o'. 0.2s % x 1.0 = D. Zr parts/vol (Portland)
weight of weight of sample weight
cen=C —Mple residue
soluble fraction

-* If weight of sample residue with paper (after drying) is from natural
cement, weight fo sample residue x 2.0 = weight of cement soluble fraction.

weight of weight of sample weight
cement sample residue
soluble :rection

% x 1.8 = parts/vol (natural cement)

4.1

Q12
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MORTAR. ANALYSIS

JOB: JicVef ;WGA6WC .5cw,ek 4;0"w
SAMPLE:  A<A4Aer— Wes7- M5 -

SAMPLE WEIGHT: SAMPLE HARDNESS:

UESr SAMPLE WGT: 24? , f TEST SAMPLE COLOR: /o V/c 'A Z

NOTES:

Q13

4 /

WTEIGHT SOLUABLE FRACTION: z z.. 7-Y ~,

WEIGHT SAND: 20, oV !k COLOR SAND: is YA

WEIGHT FDJ S: 2 2 ~/9.—rte-- COLOR FINES: Z .5 y zLz

S,', —E V SAND: WGT. CUM-WGT- % PASS

#8 0 o_ 9G % vp o~aso~co A

#16 9-0/ 3. ?& ;61 9b

#30 -4 -V 7 NZ 90.

#50 L yy /o 20.

#100
~--0--

19. l3 3 5~

#200
a-3

~i X90

PASS

NOTES:

&.ow ' 9a

Gdf~R' s'6
yEu,Aw b S 90

/eEG aaS j 90
G~ivD~ls~xuf0 S/
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MORTAR ANALYSIS

I RAMS OF MIX

0 Weight of lime (Ca and Mg) content (Soluble Fraction)

x 0.95 = gms. / _ % x 1.5 = parts/vol (Ume)
Weight of sample Weight
9olubie f Action

Weight of sample residue: (Fines)

rz. I4 / = a.og % x 1.5 = 0-iZ parts/vol (Clay)
weight d sample weight
film--

Weight

ig

Weight of sand:

Zo.s~ / V, •` (o = 0.94 % x 1.0 = 0.30 parts/vol (Sand)
weight of sample weight
sand

* If weight of sample residue with paper (after drying) is from portland
semen, weight fo sample residue x 1.5 = weight of cement soluble fraction.

3. 34, + 2--  Z4 / ZG- Re = 0,20 % x 1.0 = 10,20 parts/vol (Portland)
weig u c f weight of sample weight
cement sample residue
soluble 4action

If weight of sample residue with paper (after drying) is from natural
cement, weight fo sample residue x 2.0;o weight of cement soluble fraction.

+ / _ % x 1.8 = parts/vol (natural cement)
weight of weight of sample weight
cement sample residue
wlu~:c fraction

4:/
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MORTAR ANALYSIS

JOB: Sic-✓E~c ~rx~ `azic S~c..uc; *41,

S•s.MPLE: 112oAtr- w4z

SAMMPLE WEIGHT: SA~V'S'LE HARDNESS:

T'.~ST SAMPLE WGT: /7-26k  _ TEST SAMPLE COLOR: GW~/ z , 5 n!

`~m—Z3

W = GHT SOLUABLE FRAC'nQ34: -1-0(/ 
91 

/ ?, Z 1

WEIGHT SAND:lam.9 2- _ COLOR SAND: S/^/

w,"mlGH.T F1NES: I, 3 y w COLOR FINES:

SCREEN SAND: WGT. CUM.WGT. % PASS

#16 / 3 ̀_- 91796

#30

#50 /c /o

#100

#200 D /1 ("4;t 7 1 '10

PASS

NOTTS:

ZD %a

' f,O e44

60/4~rZ - i/e. S

N•i

/ra~u~►D~~J ~ S~'~ ~.u" uc'r.c Sic.v ivy:
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I RAMS OF MIX

7

MORTAR ANALYSIS

0 Weight of lime (Ca and Mg) content (Soluble Fraction)

z 0.95 - gate. / _ % x 1.5 = parse;/vol (Lime)
mznp le weight

olubie Erection

Weight of sample residue: (Fines)

%x1.5=0,//  parts/vol(Clay)

* Weight of sand:

//- 9Z / 17. z4w, = o % x 1.0 = o -(9 parts/vol (Sand)
.'eight of sample wa t
sand

* if weight of sample residue with paper (after drying) is from portland
cement, weight fo sample residue x 1.5 = weight of cement soluble fraction.

+ % x 1.0 parts/vol (Portland),
were of weight of sample w 'ght
oew:tt sample residue
solublz f:actior►

0 L weight of sample residue with paper (after drying) from natural
cement, weight fo sample residue x 2.0 = weight of cement soluble fraction.

/ % x 1.8 - parts/vol (natural cement)
i~uwe of ;—eight of sample weight

CZD+-,t sample nacidue
solub:e fraction
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MORTAR ANALYSIS

JOB: SYL, verve l d,

SA~I&TLE:

SAMPLE WEIGHT: SAMPLE HARDNESS:

TEST SAMPLE WGT: 5.4 TEST SAMPLE COLOR: )' YR Z

NOTES: y6.c.7 Dicciuc~,T crc000.+r .

W.-.IGHT SOLUABLE FRACTION: G 4 
12.34

WMGHT SAND: A AS a COLOR SAND: /o Y~ ?/3

WEIGHT FINES: Z • o 14, COLOR FINES: 2-5-1 713

SCREEN SAND: WGT. CJM.WGT. % PASS

#8 0

#16 0D . iJo

#30 / G

#100 2

#200 a

PASS 0. Oct

NOTES:

r,.a,erz.

76

iCEOs~tiyr~~L ~ ̀10

4"ZA

' d,wm+,+ yplw3/LwC i~

6Gitoli~ /'b

q2%

I •ZS_cy QD %

aw Ar,(SoGui 
C Adir" /ao,v

.Pasnor/~ s SkrcP ,vcyuwc q,~.,~.~s
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MORTAR ANALYSIS

RATIOS OF MIX

C Weight of Lime (Ca and Mg) content: (Soluble Fraction)

x 0.95 = gms. / _ % x 1.5 = parts/vol (Lime)
weight of ramp!e weight
soluble fraction

Weight of sample residue: (Fines)

fii.o$ = e+1 % x 1.5= O parts/vol (Clay)
weight of awnple weight
fines

* Weight of sand:

A-01 = a. 5 % x 1.0 parts/vol (Sand)
we<g mple weight
sntsG

' > if weight of sample residue with paper after d ~is from Portland
cement, weight fo sample residue x 1.5 = weight of cement soluble fraction.

'7 i 3 9/ /3o9 = o, 2 z 1.0 parts/Vol (Portland)
weig:tt of weight of comple weight
aarcnt sample residue
soluble fraction

* 1f weight of sample residue with paper (after drying) is from natural
cement, weight fo sample residue x 20 = weight of cement soluble fraction.

+ / _ % x 1.8 = parts/vol (natural cement)
weight of weight of sample weight
cement sample residue
soluble fraction
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MORTAR ANALYSIS

JOB: ,vent 736~'N,~C,~ ~LN~t ? /~%•

SAMPLE: .50lVe Af./Vr1

SAMPLE WEIGHT: SAMPLE HARDNESS:

TEST SAMPLE WGT: 
/41, TEST SAMPLE COLOR: D 2t /

NOTES: a

WEIGHT SOLUABLE FRACTION: S 8.t iV . z

WEIGHT SAND: ~. 4~ _ COLOR SAND: /o VA. V5

WEIGHT FINES: 2 234, COLOR FINES: s y 3

SCREEN SAND: WGT. CUM.WGT. % PASS

#80 ~~ o•oG 9'910

#16 0, N~ o •So~ _~y 90

#30

#50 3 G . ZI 9Ar—yo

#goo q%

#200 0. ~_ c, r ~ > i

PASS O.Oqalx. !i5 /o~ %.

NOTES:

QUAAXZ- 7-5%

e'r—OA.o- 90
yalow No "10
"taz

UNei « p 20

dui y %

$afOuG ,

idxuuA ANy~c~~C(sfwr,pp) (;40000s
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RAMS OF MIX
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MORTAR ANALYSIS

Weight of lime (Ca and Mg) content: (Soluble Fraction)

x-0.95 = gms. / _ % x 1.5 = parts/vol (Lime)
weight of sample weight
soluble fraction

Weight of sample residue: (Fines)

' _2? / /1,. Do = o• O q % x 1.5 parts/vol (Clay)
wc> ght of sample weight
tines

2:1

1 
0 "Height of sand:

LK / w. W = 0. A % x 1.0 = o -y9 parts/vol (Sand)
wei&ht :t sample weight
sang

If weight of sample residue with paper (after drying) from Portland
cement, weight fo sample residue x 1.5 = weight of cement soluble fraction.

Z.21Sx1.$ -~ 3.31 + 2. I X a0 0.35 - 0.35/ - % x 1.0 - parts/vol (Portland)
-Cigtt of weight of sample weight

' ceatent sample residue
soluble fraction

* 3 weight of sample residue with paper (after drying) is from natural
cement, weight fo sample residue x 20 = weight of cement soluble fraction.

+ / _ % x 1.8 = parts/vol (natural cement)
weight of weight of sample weight
cem<mt sample rp_ddue
soluble fraction

fl
t
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MORTAR ANALYSIS

Jos: _ .5/~~~~z ~~+ 5t-Vic

SAIDLE: /uS 7A

SANDLE WEIGHT: SANDLE HARDNESS:

TES3' SAMPLE WGT: /a •y~ESTMPT SALE COLOR: y2 3

NOTES:

%UGHr SOLUABLE FRACTION: 4.6 t g.t

WEIGHT SAND: 4 1 Z COLOR SAND:

WEIGHT FINES: /, S ~ COLOR FI VFS. Z , 5 y'l

SCRFr'- SAND: WGT. CUN4.WGT. % PASS

#8oy~ o ~ _ >~~ yo

#16 d3jQ_

#30 2~

##100

#200

PASS

NOTES:

ueA~ CID

yEuaw i5 9~
r~yc- r~u 5
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MORTAR ANALYSTS

' RAMM OF MIX

' # Weight of Bade (Ca and Mg) content (Soluble Fraction)

x0.95 = gms: / _ % x 1.5 = parts/vol (Lime)

volubW ~~

Weight of sample residue: (Fines)

'o.~zi3-qs' = 0~96* z 1.5 = pass/vol (Cay)
ad "Aq& Wei&

' . Weight of sand:

~• iz / !3 y~ = o.s~- % X 1.0 = G.J parts/vol (Sand)
' wstght d sauggv weOt

If weight of sample residue with paper (after drying) is from portland
cement, weight fo sample residue x 1;5 - weight of cement soluble fraction:

/.o5riS /. S;?- + /. oS / 13. ys` _ D. / % x 1.0 = a, 19. parts/vol (Portland)
' wei& of wei& of "Anple weight

aanumt waxple reddue
soluve f scum

' * If weight of sample residue with paper (after drying) is from natural
cemnt, weight fo sample residue x 20 = weight of cement soluble fraction.

+ _ % x 1.8 = vol natural cement/ per/ ( )
we0t of wsgttt of ewmple w®ght
®vent sample te~due
613 nUKe h dan

M
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MORTAR ANALYSIS

Jos; S %~ vE.e ..$n S,~v~•d S' /1d4.

SANTLE: e Its- 114,5-6

SAMPLE WEIGHT: SANV 'LE HARDNESS:

TEST SAMPLE WGT: /f . ,90 TESi SAMPLE COLOR: Y < 5 3

NOTES:

' WEIGHT SOLUABLE FRACTION:

WEIGHT SAND: z 9 3T 5 COLOR SAND: /o 61S

' WEIGHT F7NFS: /. $5 COLOR F1VFS: /o

' SCREEN SAND: WGT. CUM.WGT. % PASS

#8

#16 / 03 / 31i= 9 go

' #50

1
#100 6/ 49b

#200
o s3 11.4

' PASS

NOTES:

Q.uAw-?- got
J,oyi~x vo %
za-*ic 46 ye.
l'E1,(1w 20 410

(144e,/ 7-C-044S'

IZGG.-, 2 %

Aed ~5 90
'AY&Wpe'" rn~ea5'

aA1465-ZVE4 3 ~%

AI,JV4. f SO C- f-W 0 .
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` MORTAR ANALYSTS

RAITJS OF MIX

0 Weight of lime (Ca and Mg) content (Soluble Fraction)

x 0.95= gans. %/ % x 1.5 = parts/vol (Line)

wlubk baefim

Weight of sample residue: (Fines)

/.k5 /ifs •yo = o, ~o x 1.5 = o. ~~ parts/vol(Clay)
~ eaz$ple wr1; jit .

s.,es

Weight of sand-

iz• 53 / /$ yo = p,?o % x 1.0 parts/vol (Sand)
weig~.t of Wei&

mind

* U weight of sample residue with paper (after drying) is from pordand
cent ..t, weight fo sample residue x 1:5 - weight of cement soluble fraction.

z. 3 z + i • s /~, ya = o , zs % x 1.0 = o . 2S parts/vol (Portland)
weight of welt of esmpld Wei&
OMMMt able tadduu
soluble b-ACUM

0 12 weight of sample residue with paper (after drying) is from natural
cement, weight fo sample residue x 2.0 = weight of cement soluble fraction

+ / _ % x 1.8 = parts/vol (natural cement)
weigt : a -hem of "Lvk -94N
CMMMY umple midue
eoluLL.- hr c



MONTGOMERY COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PARK AND- -
..:.

THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL
PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION `~

8787 Georgia Avenue

Silver Spring, Maryland 20910-3760 
/-

Date:

MEMORANDUM

TO: Robert Hubbard, Director
Department of Permitting Services

FROM: Gwen Wright, Coordinator
Historic Preservation A:~;

SUBJECT: Historic Area Work Permit

The Montgomery County Historic Preservation Commission has reviewed the attached application
for a Historic Area Work Permit. This application was:

Approved

_Approved with Conditions:

i nreA~ ~rnr 1]

Denied

THE BUILDING PERMIT FOR THIS PROJECT SHALL BE ISSUED CONDITIONAL UPON
ADHERENCE TO THE APPROVED HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT (HAWP).

Applicant:

Address:

64-,

~La-te- J,P v, Ci Iver',S

'THE APPLICANT MUST F,RR.ANGE FOR A FIELD INSPECTION BY CALLING
DPS/FIELD SERVICES (217-6240) FIVE DAYS PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF
WORK AND WITHIN TWO WEEKS FOLLOWING COMPLETION OF WORK.

V.0 - S/w 'Xe~AVYY416--* ~1 —0 ~(a/-~?-

of



•  ~ r~ JTO: DEPARTMENTOFPERMrtTINGSE!RVICES

;,► —1 250 HUNGERFURU DRIVE. ROCKVILLE, MARYLAN~50

AML

• ra^\ ; 3 01121 7-6 37 0

r 
:.r76 HISTORIC PRESERVATION
YL 301/495-4570

APPLICATION FOR
HISTORIC AREA WORK

S

~ PERMIT
Contact Person:V'~7 .51-7/!/

Daytime Phone No.: 70/

Tax Account No.: 

2
Name of Property Owner:

J 
r

y&FI—Y Dayti

I

me Phone No.: 
 
S— _% 30 0

Address: K/   S
Street Number City Set 

p 

Zip Code

Contractorr: u L G' C_ j~/4 ~%' Phone No.:

Contractor Registration No.:

Agent for Owner: Daytime Phone No.:

LOCATION OF BUILDING/PREMISE

House Number: ?4157 / Street

Town/City: S/G l%F/9 2. )Ze c/G Nearest Cross Street

Lot: Block: Subdivision:'

Liber: Folio: Parcel:

PARTONE: TYPE OF PERMIT 10ON AND USE

1A. CHECK ALL APPLICABLE: CHECK ALL APPLICABLE:

❑ Construct ❑ Extend XAlter/Renovate ❑ A/C ❑ Slab ❑ Room Addition ❑ Porch ❑ Deck ❑ Shed

❑ Move ❑ Install OWreck/Raze ❑ Solar Fireplace ❑ Woodbuming Stove 
n 

❑ Single Family

❑ Revision A Repair ❑Revocable Cl Fen6i/WaO (complete Section 4) Other: /CDoF /Ck,0&i 6FA~(Z-AA—

1B. Construction cost estimate: E G~iUKNo~~tl

1 C. If this is a revision of a previously approved active permit, see Permit #

PART TWO: COMPLETE FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION AND EXTEND/ADDITIONS

2A. Type of sewage disposal: 01 ❑ WSSC 02 ❑ Septic 03 ❑ Other:

2B. Type of water supply: 01 ❑ WSSC 02 ❑ Well 03 ❑ Other:

ART THREE: COMPLETE  ONL FOR FEN E/RETA NIN ALL

3A. Height feet inches

3B. Indicate whether the fence or retaining wall is to be constructed on one of the following locations:

❑ On party line/property line ❑ Entirely on land of owner ❑ On public right of way/easement

1 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.

ignature o owner or authorized agent nefe

Disapproved:

Application/Permit No.:

ill,' Hi I tic Preservation Commission

p 
Date: O

Date Issued:

SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS

3~(J-7 - 72 H
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1. WRITTEN DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

a. Description of existing structure(s) and. environmental setting, including their historical features and significance:

?, v •C ~% - •• . 
S 

.. 
1. +

b. General description of project and its effect on the historic resource(s), the environmental setting, and, where applicable, the historic district:

~Ji~l 
• 

A11-1

2. SITE PLAN

Site and environmental setting, drawn to scale. You may use your plat. Your site plan must include:

a, the scale, north arrow, and date;

b. dimensions of all existing and proposed structures; and

c. site features such as walkways, driveways, fences, ponds, streams, trash dumpsters, mechanical equipment and landscaping.'

n

3. PLANS AND ELEVATIONS

You must submit 2 copies of clans and elevations in a format no larger than 11"x 17" Plans on 8 1/2" x 11" paper-are preferred.

a. Schematic construction plans, with marked dimensions, indicating location, size and general type of walls, window and door openings, and other

fixed features of both the existing resource(s) and the proposed work.

b. Elevations (facades), with marked dimensions, clearly indiclting proposed work in relation to existing construction and, when appropriate, context.

All materials and fixtures proposed for the exterior must be noted on the elevations drawings. An existing and a proposed elevation drawing of each

facade affected by the proposed work is required.

4. MATERIALS SPECIFICATIONS

General description of materials and manufactured items proposed for incorporation in the work of the project. This information may be included on your

design drawings.

il
5. PHOTOGRAPHS  y

a. Clearly labeled photographic prints of each facade of existing resource, including details of the affected portions. All labels should be placed on the

from of photographs. ~ I - • r ' .,

b. Clearly label photographic priors' of the -resource as viewed from the public right-of-way and of the adjoining properties. All labels should be placed on

the front of photographs.

6. TREE SURVEY a• r n.

If you are proposing construction adjacent to or within the dripline of any tree 6" or larger in diameter (at approximately 4 feet above the ground), you

must file an accurate tree survey identifying the size, location, and species of each tree of at least that dimension.

7. ADDRESSES OF ADJACENT AND CONFRONTING PROPERTY OWNERS -

For ALL projects, provide an accurate list of adjacent and confronting property owners (not tenants), including names, addresses, and zip codes. This lists

should include the owners of all lots or parcels which adjoin the parcel in question, as well as the owner(s) of lot(s) or parcel(s) which lie directly across

the street/highway from the parcel in question. You can obtain this: information from the Department of Assessments andTaxation, 51 Monroe Street, „

Rockville, (301/279-1355). t9 C,ti E/tn Zi.t L'C LLG. +-

„~:'iN C!:~ c+.!! %fiL'f r_/i•, ,~ ~ .c.:.,..i c.~..::,"rl"' v i 6tC ,~. ~.,' c /llP~ 'i:o~'r
PLEASE PRINT (IN BLUE OR BLACK INI4 OR TYPE THIS INFORMATION ON THE FOLLOWING PAGE.

PLEASE STAY WITHIN THE GUIDES OF THE TEMPLATE; AS THIS WILL;BE PHOTOCOPIED DIRECTLY ONTO MAILING LABELS.
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MEMORANDUM

MONTGOMERY COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PARK AND PLANNING

THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL
PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION

8787 Georgia Avenue 
/

Silver Spring, Maryland 20910-3760 Date:~~

TO: Historic Area Work Permit Applicants

FROM: Gwen Wright, Coordinator
4~eHistoric Preservation Section

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

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

You may now apply for a county building permit from the Department of Permitting Services
(DPS) at 250 Hungerford Drive, second floor, in Rockville. Please note that although your work
has been approved by the Historic Preservation Commission, it must also be approved by DPS
before work can begin.

pv When you file for your building permit at DPS, you must take with you the enclosed forms, as
well as the Historic Area Work Permit that will bewailed to _You directiv from DPS. _These forms
are proof that the Historic Preservation Commission has reviewed your project. For further
information about filing procedures or materials for your county building permit review, please
call DPS at 301-217-6370.

If your project changes in any way from the approved plans, either before you apply for your
building permit or even after the work has begun, please contact the Historic Preservation
Commission staff at 301-563-3400.

Please also note that you must arrange for a field inspection for conformance with your approved
HAWP plans. Please inform DPS/Field Services at 301-217-6240 of your anticipated work
schedule.

Thank you very much for your patience and good luck with your project!
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION STAFF REPORT

Address: 8619 Colesville Road

Resource: Silver Theatre/Shopping Center
Master Plan Site #36/7-3

Case Number: 36/7-3-98A

Public Notice: 5/27/98

Applicant: Montgomery County

PROPOSAL: Repair roof of Silver Theater;
Rebuild masonry chimney

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

RESOURCE: The Silver Theater
STYLE: Art Deco Theater
DATE: 1938

Meeting Date: 6/10/98

Review: HAWP

Tax Credit: N/A

Report Date: 6/3/98

Staff.  Robin D. Ziek

RECOMMENDATIONS: APPROVAL
w/CONDITIONS

The Silver Theatre/Shopping Center was built in 1938 as a single suburban complex. It was
designed by John Eberson, an important architect in movie theater design all over the country.
The County now owns the property, but had to obtain it through condemnation proceedings; the
previous owner subjected the building to demolition by neglect, and, in fact, was responsible for the
removal of the rear chimney proposed to be rebuilt in this HAWP.

The Theater is protected by an easement with the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT), and
the applicant has coordinated reviews with the HPC and the MHT. Typically, projects which are
protected by a state easement, and which work has been reviewed and approved by the MHT
easement committee, are presented to the HPC in expedited format. This project is being reviewed
concurrently by MHT and HPC; MHT staff have informally indicated that they anticipate approval
of the proposal.

The project is conceived as a restoration of the Silver Theater. To that end, the county has
hired a preservation architect, Hy Myers with the Vitetta Group, to develop the project.

The roof decking and roof membrane will be repaired in kind. Additional roof drains will be
installed to address inadequate drainage which has led to severe deterioration in the past.



The chimney at the rear of the building will be restored to its original form, extending c30'
above the existing chimney cap. This was an important design element of the Art Deco designed
Theater, and the restoration of this chimney is highly desirable.

The immediate goal for the roof repairs is to completely dry out the interior of the theater to
prepare the way for the interior restoration. The MHT easement also protects the interior of the
theater, and MHT will work closely with the County as the work progresses.

STAFF DISCUSSION

This proposed work is long overdue, and the entire community will benefit by the
restoration of this historic theater. The work on the Shopping Center will follow as the
development of the land behind the Theater/Shopping Center Complex proceeds. Staff notes that
there is still a Locational Atlas Resource to evaluate - the Silver Spring Historic District. There are
several Art Deco commercial buildings along the Colesville Road corridor which may constitute a
thematic historic district. This will, of course, come before the HPC at some later date.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that, with the following conditions, the Commission find this concept
general consistent with the purposes of Chapter 24A-8(b)2:

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

and with Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation #9:

New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy historic materials that characterize
the property. The new work shall be differentiated from the old and shall be compatible with the massing, size,
scale, and architectural features to protect the historic integrity of the property and its environment.

1. The applicant will provide the permit set of drawings to HPC staff for review and
stamping prior to applying for the building permit with DPS.

and subject to the general condition that, after issuance of the Montgomery County Department of
Permitting Services (DPS) permit, the applicant arrange for a field inspection by calling the DPS
Field Services Office at (301) 217-6240 prior to commencement of worknd not more than two
weeks following completion of work.
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APPLICATION FOR
HISTORIC AREA WORK_ PERMIT

Contact Person: V 'tom - —17 / !/

Daytime Phone No.: ?n 5-Z,

Tax Account No.: 

TName of Property Owner: -~~J Gdv'1_~~~iY C~V~i~ Daytime Phone No.: ~dI CGS-73
00

Address: 7~oZ 100-4 yc~ f7'[~e~ {e jvU f rL

Contractorr: E42U L 6-otAZ Q. A7' Phone No.:

Contractor Registration No.: 
rT

Agent for Owner: Daytime Phone No.:

House Number: p 46~1 / Street 6P L"-5,'Il z Z_ 
// 

/1.0,12)

Towr✓City: 5 14 UFO Sio/Ql~/G Nearest Cross Street b/Q A/,c:

Lot: Block: Subdivision:

Liber: Folio: Parcel:

PARTONE: TYPE OF PERMIT ACTION AND USE

1A. CHECK ALL APPLICABLE: CHECK ALL APPLICABLE:

❑ Construct ❑ Extend XAlter/Renovate ❑ A/C ❑ Slab ❑ Room Addition ❑ Porch ❑ Deck ❑ Shed

❑ Move ❑ Install ;WWreck/Raze ❑ Solar ❑ Fireplace ❑ Woodburning Stove 
!, 

❑ Single Family

El Revision Repair El Revocable ❑ Fenbe/Wallicomplete Section 4) ,'1J Other: IGor /CFJ064C6itf,-~

1B. Construction cost estimate: E t ZA) "'Jo-j'0

1 C. If this is a revision of a previously approved active permit, see Permit #

PART TWO: COMPLETE FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION AND EXTEND/ADDITIONS

2A. Type of sewage disposal: 01 ❑ WSSC 02 ❑ Septic 03 ❑ Other:

28. Type of water supply: 01 ❑ WSSC 02 ❑ Well 03 ❑ Other:

PART THREE: COMPLETE ONLY OR FIENCEMETAINING WALL

3A. Height feet inches

3B. Indicate whether the fence or retaining wall is to be constructed on one of the following locations:

❑ On party line/property line ❑ Entirely on land of owner ❑ On public right of way/easement

1 hereby certify that / 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 1 hereby acknowledge and accept this to be a condition for the issuance of this permit.

r

~r v~.LoiN•/ljj¢N/>t~L~
igneture owner or authorized agent De

Approved: For Chdirpertoti; Historic Preservation Commission

Disapproved: Signature: Date:

~7 p
Application/Permit No.: q /) O S1 0 do of Date Filed: L ~~ ~(~ Date Issued:

SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS



1. WRITTEN DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT ji

a. Description of existing structure(s) and environmental setting, including their historical features and significance:

b. General description of project and its effect on the historic resource(s), the environmental setting, and, where applicable, the historic district:

rl

2. SITE PLAN

Site and environmental setting, drawn to scale. You may use your plat. Your site plan must include:

a. the scale, north arrow, and date;

b. dimensions of all existing and proposed structures; and

c. site features such as walkways, driveways, fences, ponds, streams, trash dumpsters, mechanical equipment, and landscaping.

n

3. PLANS AND ELEVATIONS

You must submit 2 copies of plans and elevations in a format no larger than 11" x 17". Plans on 8 1/2" x 1 t" paper.ere preferred.

a. Schematic construction plans, with marked dimensions, indicating location, size and general type of wells, window and door openings, and other

fixed features of both the existing resource(s) and the proposed work.

b. Elevations (facades), with marked dimensions, clearly indicating proposed work in relation to existing construction and, when appropriate, context.

All materials and fixtures proposed for the exterior must be noted on the elevations drawings. An existing and a proposed elevation drawing of each

facade affected by the proposed work is required.

4. MATERIALS SPECIFICATIONS

General description of materials and manufactured items proposed for incorporation in the work of the project. This information may be included on your

design drawings.

5. PHOTOGRAPHS

a. Clearly labeled photographic prints of each facade of existing resource, including details of the affected portions. All labels should be placed on the

front of photographs.

b. Clearly label photographic prints of the resource as viewed from the public right-of-way and of the adjoining properties. All labels should be placed on

the front of photographs.

6. TREE SURVEY

If you are proposing construction adjacent to or within the dripline of any tree 6" or larger in diameter (at approximately 4 feet above the ground), you

must file an accurate tree survey identifying the size, location, and species of each tree of at least that dimension.

7. ADDRESSES OF ADJACENT AND CONFRONTING PROPERTY OWNERS

For ALL projects, provide an accurate list of adjacent and confronting property owners (not tenants), including names, addresses, and zip codes. This list

should include the owners of all lots or parcels which adjoin the parcel in question, as well as the owner(s) of lot(s) or parcel(s) which lie directly across `

the street/highway from the parcel in question. You can obtain this information from the Department of Assessments and Jaxation, 51 Monroe Street,

Rockville, (301/279.1355). ~(,~'G S s t'! F.T. 1._1 ^ T, C., ~'(F C^ C4 Etc Yty z. b

G rr:ird / L= a(.~<` /~5<„'c:•~'.cr",i y ~ ; '~~:.:_ ~ ;.~.., ”: r." < <.  .  =' ~ ~~~F_- ,-Z ~i~~.~, :. ~.~9'; -i 
c:I

PLEASE PRINT (IN BLUE OR BLACK INK) OR TYPE THIS INFORMATION ON THE FOLLOWING PAGE.

PLEASE STAY WITHIN THE GUIDES OF THE TEMPLATE; AS THIS WILL BE PHOTOCOPIED DIRECTLY ONTO MAILING LABELS.
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SILVER THEATER / PHASE 1 ROOF REPORT APRIL 1998

REPORT OF EXISTING CONDITIONS
AND FINDINGS

REGARDING THE RESTORATION OF

THE ROOF OF THE SILVER THEATER

SILVER SPRING
MONTGOMERY COUNTY

MARYLAND

PREPARED AT THE REQUEST OF

THE MONTGOMERY COUNTY GOVERNMENT

BY

VITETTA GROUP

VITETTA GROUP / ARCHITECTS AND ENGINEERS VG
ALEXANDRIA VIRGINIA ~j
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VI Guidelines for Brick Parapet Wall Repair 9
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D. Laboratory Report of the Results of Paint and Mortar Sample Analysis

VITETTA GROUP / ARCHITECTS AND ENGINEERS V
ALEXANDRIA VIRGINIA



I Investigation and Findings

Vitetta Group with Mr. Donald Scheuerman, of the Montgomery County Government,
and the County Government's roof consultant, Gale Associates, Inc., visited the site to
investigate the existing roofing material and to perform certain core tests in the different
roof areas. Attached is our sketch (Roof / SK-1) showing the location of the various areas

and the results of each test. (see Gale Associates memorandum to Mr. Scheuerman, for an
attached list of test cuts 1 through 20)

In general we found:

1. The main auditorium (Roof / SK-1 Areas A. B, C. D and N) is covered with
approximately five plies of built up roofing material over a poured in place gypsum deck
(see Roof Type D on Drawing A2 attached to Gale Associates memorandum). The main
auditorium roof has been re-roofed once with a single ply of roof membrane installed
over top of the original roof. From our visual field observations, it is apparent that the
existing roof has been repeatedly patch repaired and has reached the end of its useful life.
It must be replaced. The condition of the existing, original poured-in-place gypsum deck
is generally very good but, based on visual observation of the underside of the deck, as
visible from the attic space, in conjunction with the results of test cuts 7, 9 and 10, we
estimate that approximately 20% of the original gypsum deck requires replacement
before a new roof system can be installed. Bidders should be required to provide unit
pricing for the gypsum deck system replacement.

2. The theater lobby (no1b) and mechanical / support rooms (south and west)-(Roof
/ SK-1 Areas G. I. J. K. L and M) are covered with approximately four plys of built up
asphalt pitch roofing membrane on a concrete deck (see Roof Type C on Drawing A2
attached to Gale Associates memorandum). From our visual field observations, it is
apparent that the these existing roofs have been spot patch repaired and have reached the
end of their useful life. They must be replaced. The condition of the existing, original
concrete deck is good at the points of inspection as reflected by the results of test cuts 12,
18 and 19. There is no current evidence that any significant concrete deck replacement
will be required in these areas. However, spot testing is not foolproof and some
percentage of concrete deck repair or replacement may be required if it is found defective
when the existing membrane is removed. We estimate that approximately 5% to 10% of
the concrete deck may require either repair or replacement and suggest that unit prices be
required for repair and for replacement from the bidders.

3 The two original-stores flanking the theater lobbv to the east and west. (Roof /
SK-1 Areas E and H), are covered with approximately four plys of built up asphalt pitch
roofing membrane on a wood tongue and groove deck (see Roof Type A on Drawing A2
attached to Gale Associates memorandum). From our visual field observations, it is
apparent that the these existing roofs have been spot patch repaired and have reached the
end of their useful life. They must be replaced. The existing, (assumed) original wood
deck is water saturated as reflected by the results of test cuts 2 and 20. These two wood

VITETTA GROUP I ARCHITECTS AND ENGINEERS PAGE 2
ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 
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deck areas must be replaced with new decking before they can be re-roofed. The existing
water saturated decking could be replaced either in-kind (T&G wood planks) or with
metal decking. We recommend in kind replacement if the structural support system is
determined to be viable. If the existing structural support system (assumed to be wood
joists from the original construction documents) is determined to be damaged, then the
system should be replaced either in-kind or with a new steel joist and decking system that
can be fire proofed.

It should be noted that test cut number 17 at the east edge of roof area H revealed two
roofs consisting of four plys of built up roofing membrane (each) on a gypsum deck. We
recommend that this anomaly be further investigated before construction documents are
completed.

Vitetta Group, with our consultant, Preservation Services, Inc., visited the site to
investigate the original paint colors of the roof top accessories and to obtain samples of
the original mortars for the interior roof parapet and chimney masonry. Attached is our
sketch, Roof / SK-2, indicating the locations of the samples taken. The laboratory results
of these tests and conclusions are found in the attached report and data sheets from
Preservation Services, Inc. In general we found that the most likely original color of the
roof top accessories was beige/tan between Munsell numbers 2.5Y - 8/2 and 2.5Y - 8/4, a
color range that is very similar to the color of the existing buff/cream colored brick that is
the predominant color of the facades.

The results of the mortar sample testing reflected in the laboratory report indicate that the
original mortars are appropriate for the types of masonry found on the parapet wall and
that the colors are appropriate to their substrata masonry depending on base colors and
locations. This is common for the type of construction during the period. The mortar, in
general, is in good condition, with only about 30% patch pointing replacement required.
The original joints, however, are reverse struck and it is recommended that replaced
joints should be correctly struck when installed.

Vitetta Group was able to obtain and copy original photographs (002 and 003) of the
Silver Theater from the files of the Historic Preservation Section of the Montgomery
County Department of Park and Planning to confirm the original appearance of the
roofing. We were also was given copies of the original construction drawings of the
Silver Theater by the Silver Spring Redevelopment Office. These original documents
indicate the various roof structures, decks, and finish (surface) materials and other related
details such as roof ventilators, the original chimney design, etc.

Vitetta Group's Chief Structural Engineer, visited the site and reviewed the condition of
the roof and in particular the condition of the roof's steel framing system as accessed
through the attic space above the auditorium. The results of this review are contained in
his report of the January 29, 1998 site visit. The general finding of the report is that the
existing structural support of the main auditorium roof is in good condition and that only

VITETTA GROUP I ARCHITECTS AND ENGINEERS PACE 3
ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 0



minor, localized repairs to the bulb-tee support members may be required when replacing
associated areas of the gypsum deck.

II Scope of Roofing Demolition

1. The main auditorium (Roof / SK-1 Areas A. B. C. D and N)

The minimum extent of roof deck replacement that will be required is shown on the
attached drawing Roof / SK-1.

Roof areas A, B C, D and N above the theater auditorium, are composed of gypsum deck.
Existing gypsum deck that is found to be deteriorated should be removed and replaced in
kind. It is estimated that approximately 20% (approximately 2000 square feet) of the
existing gypsum deck above the auditorium must be replaced due to past or current water
intrusion below failed roof membrane.

Related to the roof deck is the condition of the steel structural system that supports the
deck. As discussed above, the attached structural engineer's site visit report indicates that
overall the structural frame is in good condition and only minor repairs are expected to be
required.

For the Auditorium roof, Vitetta Group recommends the use of new nailable gypsum
deck, 2 1/2" to 3" in depth, poured over 5/8" thick gypsum form board to match the
original roof deck assembly as observed during the field investigations and corroborated
by the information found on the original construction documents. The system can be
obtained from United States Gypsum Company through their representative for
cementitious deck gypsum roof systems, the Proteet Group of Charlotte, NC. Literature
describing this system is attached to this report (attachment A).

While the first choice of replacement material for the auditorium roof deck is obviously
replacement in-kind using poured-in-place, nailable gypsum deck, it should be noted that
the availability of certified installers of the system is extremely limited. There is also a
technical problem involved with the lengthy curing period required for poured-in-place
gypsum that could adversely affect the fabric of the building if not handled with extreme
care. There are two alternative materials that might be used for extensive replacement
sections such as those found on the "mansard" and gutter sections of the auditorium roof
designated as areas B, C, D and N on drawing Roof / SK-1. These areas may be repaired
by cutting away the damaged existing deck and installing either new prefabricated
gypsum roof deck panels or new cementitious woodfiber panels such as the "Tectum"
panels recommended in the attached report from Gale Associates, Inc. (Attachment B).

Vitetta Group suggests that the County consider providing bid documents that call for a
base bid, for replacement in-kind using the original gypsum deck system, with two deduct
alternates for the installation of 1, the prefabricated gypsum roof deck panels and 2, the
prefabricated cementitious woodfiber (CWF) panels.VITETTA GROUP I ARCHITECTS AND ENGINEERS PAGE 4ALEXANDRIA VIRGINIA (DO
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It should be noted that the alternate systems should only be used if it can be demonstrated
that the acoustical qualities of the auditorium will not be adversely affected by the
substitution of the prefabricated gypsum or the CWF panels for the original gypsum
system.

2. The theater lobby (north) and mechanical / support rooms (south and wes!). (Roof
/ SK-1 Areas G. I. J. K. L and M.)

The results of the test cuts performed at the remaining roof areas: G, I, J, K, L, and M,
indicate that these areas are on (or in the case of I, J and L can be assumed to be)
undeteriorated concrete deck that should be able to be reused as the substrate for new roof
membrane.

I The two original stores flanking the theater lobby to the east and west. (Roof /
SK-1 Areas E and H),

Roof areas E and H, above the stores to the north and south of the theater lobby, are
composed of tongue and groove wood plank decking over a structural system that is
suspected to be wood roof joists. It will be necessary to perform a destructive test
opening in order to determine if the structure is wood joist as indicated by the original
drawings, or if some other system was used. Test cuts in these two areas reveal that the

(continued on page 5)

VITETTA GROUP / ARCHITECTS AND ENGINEERS PAGE 4A 

of
ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 



deck is saturated and needs to be replaced. If the existing joist structure is found to be
sound, the decking may be replaced (in-kind) with new wood decking. If the existing
structural wood joists prove to be deteriorated, they should be replaced with new steel
framing members and steel deck, the entire system coated with fireproofing material.

The results of the test cuts performed at the remaining roof areas: F, G, I, J, K, L, and M,
indicate that these areas are on (or in the case of I, J and L can be assumed to be)
undeteriorated concrete deck that should be able to be reused as the substrate for new roof
membrane.

All of the existing, membranes, on all roof areas should be removed down to the
structural decks (including the areas that have more than one roof). In the process of
demolition, each section of exposed deck should be inspected and approved before new
roofing membrane is installed in that area.

A requirement for unit pricing should be included in the specification for the following
roof deck replacement (along with that which is already included in the contract):

a) concrete deck repair/replacement $/sq ft
b) wood T&G plank deck repair/ replacement $/sq ft
C) gypsum deck system deck repair/replacement $/sq ft

III Guidelines for Roofing Base and Membrane Replacement

1. Roof areas A.B. C. D and N above the theater auditorium were originally built-up
asphalt topped roofing. This was confirmed by review of the original construction
drawings and as observed during visual inspection of test cut No. 15 (see photograph
001) which revealed the asphalt top sheet of the original built-up roof immediately
underneath the current roofing top sheet. This finding is also supported by the attached
historic photographs 002 and 003 taken from the south in which the south facing mansard
slope of the auditorium roof is clearly visible and displays the monolithic appearance of
rolls of granular asphalt impregnated top sheets.

For the auditorium roof, Vitetta Group recommends the use of new sheet roofing which
has the appearance of the original asphalt impregnated sheet roofing. As the slope of the
mansard sections (B, C, and D) is too steep for most built-up roofing systems it will
probably be necessary to use a system that is appropriate for the steep (36 degree) slope
but can be modified to give the appearance of the original asphalt rolls. Samples must be
obtained of both the hypalon coated EPDM with broadcasted sand finish and the
modified bitumen cap sheet with black granules suggested in the Gale Associates, Inc.
memorandum attached to this report. The end result of the choice of membrane systems
for the auditorium roof must be a visual match for the original black granular appearance
of the asphalt sheet roofing and a reasonably warranted roof system in excess of ten years
for materials and five years for workmanship.

VITETTA GROUP I ARCHITECTS AND ENGINEERS PAGE 5
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2. The roof areas above the lobby and mechanical/ support areas. I. J. K. L and M
are currently covered with built up pitch with gravel ballast. There are no known historic
photographs of these flat roof areas but the original construction documents indicate that
these roofs were also built-up membrane with an asphalic top sheet. Vitetta Group
recommends the use of new sheet roofing which duplicates the appearance of the original
asphalt impregnated sheet roofing. The end result of the choice of membrane systems for
the flat roof areas should be a visual match for the original black granular appearance of
the asphalt sheet roofing. While these roofs are not visible from the street, they are
clearly visible from the adjacent taller buildings which now surround the site and their
appearance should be compatible with the remaining roof areas.

3. The roof areas above the stores that flank the lobby. E and H are currently covered
with built up pitch with gravel ballast. As stated above, there are no known historic
photographs of these flat roof areas but the original construction documents indicate that
these roofs were also built-up membrane with an asphalic top sheet. Vitetta Group
recommends the use of new sheet roofing which has the appearance of the original
asphalt impregnated sheet roofing. The end result of the choice of membrane systems for
the flat roof areas should be a visual match for the original black granular appearance of
the asphalt sheet roofing. While these roofs are not visible from the street, they too, are
clearly visible from the adjacent buildings which now surround the site, and their
appearance also, should be compatible with the remaining roof areas.

In general, all new roofing membrane must match, as closely as possible, the appearance
of the original roof. It should be understood that in order to meet current energy codes,
even for historic buildings, some modifications may be required, such as the addition of
thermal insulation which may increase the thickness of the roof deck by a small
dimension, but will be imperceptible from the original profiles.

All new roofing systems must be designed to meet current, applicable energy, building
and fire codes for Montgomery County and the State of Maryland for historic buildings.

{ It is strongly recommended that the construction documents for the re-roofing of this
building require the manufacturer(s) to warranty the roof system(s) for a minimum of 15
years from the date of acceptance by the County for defects due to manufacturer and the
installer of the new roof system(s) to provide minimum five year warranty against all
defects due to workmanship and installation.

As much as possible of the existing metal counter flashings (photograph 003) should be
maintained in place and reused. The built-in metal counter flashings will be required to
be carefully bent-up in order to install new roof perimeter fabric flashings and bent back
down after the new flashings have been installed. It will not be possible to obtain a "like
new" appearance of the built-in counter flashings but they must be repaired to a
reasonable and acceptable appearance and made watertight and functional. We have
employed this technique on several building restorations recently with success.

1
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4. Roof Insulation: No roof insulation was discovered during our field
investigations or any indication of intent to install insulation found on the original
construction documents.

However, it is recommended that insulation be designed and installed to comply with all
applicable governing codes. The architectural details of this building are such, that up to
three inches of rigid roof insulation could be included in the design without significantly
altering the appearance of the roof.

5. New roofing details: It is recommended that the designer of the new roof systems
use current accepted roofing details for all new and reused flashings, pitch-pockets, curbs
and other roof system details in order to be compatible with the new system specified and
to insure the County the ability to obtain the warranties required.

IV Guidelines for Roofing Accessory Replacement/ Restoration

All existing historic (original) and new roof top accessories (see photograph 003) are to
remain in their current locations (see attached Roof Plan). These items will need to be
temporarily disconnected and reinstalled on new curbs that will accommodate the
thickness of additional insulation board that may need to be installed to meet codes.
During the process, all existing paint should be removed to bare metal by the gentlest
means possible. The accessories must then be modified to meet current codes if
necessary, prepared, primed and finish painted to match the original colors as determined
by the paint analysis test results attached to this report (see attached drawing Roof / SK-2
for locations of paint test samples and attachment D for laboratory results and report of
findings).

The original accessories include approximately five goose neck vents, two major (highly
visible) and one minor gravity ventilators, ten vent pipes and one original roof hatch. It
should be noted that the, existing roof hatch should be replaced with a modern, code
conforming, operable unit that approximates the dimensions and profiles of the existing
hatch.

If it is determined that any historic (original) roof accessory is deteriorated beyond repair
then it should be replaced in kind in it's existing location and painted to match the
original color as determined by the paint analysis. Replacement may only be undertaken
if a reasonable attempt to repair each unit is made and found to be unsuccessful. are first

No roof accessories that are likely to be required for operation of the building systems
should be removed and replaced with new roof deck and membrane until it is determined
that they are no longer required for proper function of the building support systems (e.g.
the new ventilator added recently to provide ventilation exhaust to the building while it is
being restored). However, non-original accessories that can be determined to be obsolete,
may be removed and new deck and membrane installed at those locations.

VITETTA GROUP / ARCHITECTS AND ENGINEERS PAGE 7
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V Guidelines for Orieinal Chimnev Relacement

The chimney at the east (apse) end of the building (see photograph 005) is to be restored !!~__
to the original form as shown on the original construction documents (see attached

annotated excerpts from the original construction drawings) and as confirmed by the
historic photographs (see photographs 002 and 003).

The top of the replicated caststone chimney top will be approximately thirty feet above

the top of the existing chimney at its current high point. The restoration will include a

four foot set back from the west face of the chimney at the 141'-8" elevation and a three

foot set back at the 152'-8" elevation. The westward projecting masonry will be sealed

and roofed over with new metal cricket flashings as shown on the original contract
documents. The upper portion of the chimney was apparently removed down to it's
current height in past decades. The condition of the remaining chimney is not indicative
of any apparent distress. It is assumed, at this time, that there is no apparent structural
reason that the chimney should not be reconstructed to it's historic height and shape.
Vitetta Group has observed visually that the condition of the chimney base in the boiler
room does not show any apparent signs of distress in the base. We recommend that a
final inspection of the interstitial space immediately below the north face of the chimney
be made in order to observe the condition of the support beam below the chimney at the
underside of the roof deck. If no signs of distress are apparent then the chimney should
be restored to it's original form. It is likely that additional reinforcing will be required
when the chimney is reconstructed but this will not be visually detectable.

There is a strong possibility that the chimney will be used functionally to accommodate
the new HVAC system. Before the reconstruction of the upper, missing portion is
started, it is recommended that a new code compliant, stainless steel chimney liner be
installed in the existing, lower portion of the chimney to facilitate the installation of the
liner.

The brick used for the chimney reconstruction must be a match for the two types of brick
as seen in the remaining portion of the original structure. The buff colored (cream) brick
will be laid in running bond, nine courses high per band and the black salt glazed face
brick will be laid in running bond, three courses high per the original drawings. The
mortar used foi the reconstruction of the chimney must be produced to match the original
mortar mix in proportions of components and color. The results of the mortar test for the
chimney are found in the attachment D, mortar analysis section. The mortar sample for
the chimney was taken from the base of the remaining portion of the chimney and is
indicated as "MS-1" on the attached drawing Roof / SK-2. It is important that the sheet
metal flashing installed over the wash surfaces of the replacement chimney set-backs,
match the original construction documentation (see attached excerpts of original
construction documents.
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VI Guidelines for Brick Parapet Wall Repair

1. The interior face of the parapet walls should be repaired as part of the roof
replacement project. The existing pointing mortar is in relatively good condition and
appears to be original. (see photograph 006). Vitetta group recommends that
approximately 30% of the existing joints above the roof level be raked out and repointed
with new pointing mortar to match the original as defined in the attached mortar analysis
report. Locations of mortar test samples can be seen on the attached drawing Roof / SK-
2, indicated as "MS-1 through MS-7A" and the appropriate mortar mix and colors can be
found in the mortar analysis section of attachment D. The specifications should include a
unit price request for linear feet if repointing of the brick masonry.

2. The entire parapet cap system, both caststone and terra-cotta tile units should be
removed and reset after the existing through-wall flashings have been repaired (if
required). The caststone bedding mortar must match the results of the attached mortar
analysis test report for sample MS-7A. It is recommended that the terra-cotta parapet cap
units be removed and carefully stored. The existing bedding mortar should be removed
and the top of the parapet wall cleaned and fitted with new "deformed" metal flashing
that provides a mechanical attachment to both the top of the parapet brick wall and the
new bedding mortar required to reinstall the salvaged terra-cotta parapet tile caps. Both
the reinstalled terra-cotta caps and the reset caststone parapet capstones should be sealed
using urethane sealant colored to match the color of the original mortar on all wash
surfaces and vertical joints. Horizontal joints should be repointed with new pointing
mortar which must match the mixture and color of mortar MS-6 as described in the
attached mortar analysis report.

Missing terra-cotta tile parapet caps (see photograph 005) must be replaced with new
replacement units to match the existing. If it is not possible to find a source of matching
replacement units, salvaged units from the adjacent shopping center parapet may be used.
Salvaged units would be required to be modified in order to fit the apse curve where the
units are missing. Salvaged units may only be taken from portions of the shopping center
parapet that are known to be scheduled for demolition (specifications should direct the
contractor to verify with the County, which areas of shopping center parapet would be
available for terra-cotta unit appropriation).

All joints between masonry and metal should be raked out and have new urethane sealant
installed with wicked weep tubes at 12" on center. This would occur particularly at the
joint between the bottom brick and the top of the metal through wall counter flashing.

The separated mortar joint that runs continuously around the auditorium parapet wall, at
the fourth joint below the bottom of the parapet cap, appears to be caused by rust jacking
of a steel plate that is built into the wall at that point (see photographs 004 and 006). The
intent of the plate is not known at this point. There is some indication on the original
construction drawings that a steel angle with one leg downward may have been installed
and possibly tied to the spandrel beam below in order to strengthen the masonry parapet,

VITETTA GROUP I ARCHITECTS AND ENGINEERS PAGE 9
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but this is conjecture and should be investigated further. Vitetta Group recommends that
a destructive test be performed to uncover a reasonable size portion (approximately 4 feet
in length in two areas for a total of 8 feet of exposure) of the steel to observe and attempt
to discover the reason for its use and then, a more informed judgment as to how to repair
this condition can be made. If it is decided not to investigate the situation, there are
remedial measures that can be applied to treat it as a "moving joint," but this will not
repair the source of the problem. If the problem is not addressed, the steel will continue
to rust and cause this joint to fail periodically. We strongly recommend further testing of
this item. If the remedial measure is decided upon then the County should assume that
the condition will be a chronic maintenance item.

The existing roof dunnage (steel support for former HVAC units) shown at roof area K
on the attached drawing, Roof / SK-1, should be removed. The parapet wall that this
support steel should be taken down to the bottom of the existing imbedded steel so that it
can be completely removed. After the steel has been removed, the parapet can be
reconstructed reusing the salvaged brick units and the terra-cotta cap can be reinstalled as
described above. This removal will insure that remnants of the steel framing will not
remain inside the parapet wall where it might continue to rust and damage the parapet
further.

Caststone parapet cladding that faces outward should not be repointed until the facade of
the entire building is restored, at which time all visible caststone facing would be
repointed and cleaned at one time by the same contractor. This is the only way to insure
a uniform appearance of the caststone portions of the facades.

VII Additional Roof Drain Inlet Locations

Currently the entire auditorium roof is drained to two roof drains located in the northeast
and northwest corners of the roof (see drawing Roof / SK-1). Both of these drains appear
to be blocked and these locations are concurrent with the most serious water intrusion
damage to the historic fabric of the auditorium ceiling below. These drains should be
replaced with new drains and the rain water conductors into which they drain need to be
inspected and cleared to insure that they are sound and able to be reused. If the
conductors prove to be unusable, they must be replaced with new conductors as far as
required to insure proper drainage of the roof. The existing original sheet metal roof

j scuppers (see photograph 009) are too high above the drains to be of any practical use if
the drains or rain water conductors should become blocked. Vitetta Group recommends
that two additional roof drains be added at locations approximately ten feet to the east of
the existing drains. These additional drains would serve as emergency back-up if the
primary drains became blocked. An alternative solution would be to relocate the existing
sheet metal scuppers to positions about ten inches above the top of the new roof
membrane so that they would function as emergency overflow relief if the drains or rain
water conductors become blocked.
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I VII Paint and Mortar Test Findings

The attached drawing Roof / SK-2 indicates the locations of the four paint samples and
the eight mortar samples collected on March 17, 1998.

The samples have been collected and analyzed by Vitetta Group's building materials
conservation consultants, Preservation Services, Inc. of Fredericksburg, Virginia. The
results of the laboratory analysis of the samples is contained in the attached report
(attachment D) We recommend that the historic paint colors as evidenced in the
laboratory report be used to repaint the original, extant roof accessories and any new,i non-original equipment that must remain. We also recommend that the pointing mortar,
used to repoint the caststone and brick on the interior face of the roof parapet wall and to
point the reconstructed chimney, match the resulting mortar mixtures and colors for each
specific type of brick and stone, as presented in the accompanying mortar analysis test
report.
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VIII Referenced Photographs

001 Test cut No. 15 showing the top sheet of the existing roofing pealed back to
reveal the top sheet of the original historic asphalt sheet roof and gypsum deck.

002 1938 photograph taken from the west showing asphalt sheet rooting on the west
facing mansard slope of the of the auditorium and the original chimney to the left.
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003 Mid-twentieth-century photo showing the mansard roof and original chimney.

004 East face of the west parapet wall of the auditorium roof showing separated joint,

metal counter-flashing and terra-cotta parapet cap (1998 photograph).
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005 Base of the demolished chimney intersecting the south (apse) end of the
auditorium (note chimney flue at right of photo, 1998 photograph)

006 Detail of west face of the east parapet wall showing mortar joints and the steel
plate exposed (1998 photograph).
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007 Existing original sheet metal scupper and caststone parapet wall cladding with
buff brick parapet wall below (1998 photograph).

008 Juncture of caststone and terra-cotta parapet caps at the northwest corner of
auditorium roof (1998 photograph).
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009 Exterior view of original parapet wall scupper in the auditorium parapet wall to
the right in the distance (1995 photograph).
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SILVER SPRING REGIONAL CENTER
Douglas M. Duncan

County Executive

Mr. Richard J. Brand, Administrator
Financial Assistance and Easements

May 29, 1998

Division of Historical and Cultural Programs
Maryland Department of Housing and Community Development
100 Community Place
Crownsville, Maryland 21032

Dear Richard:

Douglas M. Wrenn

Acting Director

Re: Maryland Bond Bill Project - Silver Theatre

We are preparing the materials you requested in your letter of May 1, 1998, for the
historic easement on the Silver Theatre. In the mean time, we are proceeding with the
roof repair project that is necessary to stabilize the building and the reconstruction of the
chimney. We have made application with the Montgomery County Historic Preservation
Commission (HPC) for a Historic Area Work Permit to allow for these improvements.
The hearing before the HPC is scheduled for 7:30 p.m. June 10, 1998.

Attached is the report by the Vitetta Group making recommendations for the roof repair
project. Also enclosed is a draft of the specifications for the roof repair project prepared
by Gale Associates, Inc. This document is being reviewed by Vitetta and a final copy of
the specifications will be given to Foulger-Pratt next week. Foulger-Pratt is the
developer of the Silver Spring Urban Renewal Project and will be the County's contractor
for all public improvements in the Urban Renewal Area.

We want to move forward with these improvements as quickly as possible. We would
like to request that you review and approve of these improvements to the Silver Theatre
even though the historic easement is not actually in place. The stabilization of the Silver
Theatre necessitates that we proceed with this project now.

Please call me if you have any questions. I look forward to your comments and approval
of this proposed work.

Sincerely,

Gary Stith
Redevelopment Manager

Regional Services,"Redevelopment Program

962 Wavne Avenue, Suite 300 • Silver Spring, Marvland 20910 • 301/565-7300. FAX 301 /565-7363 or 7365



encl.
cc: Jim Duke, DFS w/o enclosures

Chris Ruffing, Vitetta w/o enclosures
Diane Schwartz Jones, County Attorney w/o enclosures
Robin D. Ziek, HPC w/o enclosures



0 A*g, \g9%

a ~pl V, +etk q~~
J Dkiz, - P, M. _ qc,

wl-P

wry ~o rM (pco%fL ltrti ~ w f l~ .

~5y~s

soc

6eO4,lV3 e z---

S~f /(,P, ~~~



V
0.4

V

MONTGOMERY COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PARK AND PLANNING

THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL
PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION

8787 Georgia Avenue

Silver Spring, Maryland 20910-3 760

FAX TRANSMITTAL SHEET

Historic Preservation Section
Department of Park & Planning

Telephone Number: (301) 563-3400 Fax Number: (301) 563-3412

TO: 6m2 c,J FAX NUMBER: 3-Q (, ~) I -q- • % 3

FROM: ,La -l_
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