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Clarksburg Historic District




THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK & PLANNING COMMISSION

Date: June 10, 2005

MEMORANDUM

TO: Robert Hubbard, Director
)

FROM: Tania Tully, Semor Planner

Historic Preservation Section

SUBJECT:  Historic Area Work Permit #383930

The Montgomery County Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) has reviewed the attached
application for a Historic Area Work Permit (HAWP). This application was Approved with
Conditions.

1. Staff must approve any additional work on the historic house that includes anythmg other than repair or
replacement in kind. Major changes may require an additional HAWP.

2. All windows and doors on the addition will be wood, true- or simulated-divided light windows.

3. Details and specs will be approved by staff.

4. Additional work on the historic barn that includes anything other than repair or replacement in kind will
require an additional HAWP.

5. A tree protection plan prepared by a certified arborist will be implemented prior to any work beginning on

the property.

‘The HPC staff will review and stamp the construction drawings prior to the applicant’s applying for a
building permit with DPS.

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

Applicant: - Victor Peeke
PO Box 489, Clarksburg

Property Address: 23310 Frederick Road, Clarksburg

This HAWP approval is 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 Montgomery County DPS Field Services Office at 240-777-6210 or online at
http://permits.emontgomery.org prior to commencement of work and not more than two weeks
following completion of work

MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION, 1109 SPRING STREET, SUTIE 801, SILVER SPRING, MARYLAND 20910
WWW MC-MNCPPC.ORG/HISTORIC



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

W”‘dé;‘ ‘/u:) g;\d‘/“@ | &%/0“5 - 25

MS. WILLIAMS: No, just the windows.

MS. BROWN: All right. Thanks.

MS. O'MALLEY: All right. Thank you. The next
case 1is case E, 23310 Frederick Road, Clarksburg. Victor
Peeke.

MS. TULLY: The project at 23310 Frederick Road,
Clarksburg, is an outstanding resource within the Clarksburg
Historic District. It's a Queen Anne property, circa 1891
to 1900. The Commission has actually seen this project
twice now, on two separate preliminaries, and so what is
brought forward ténight are the changes based on many of,
based on all of those discussions.

I mean, I can certainly show the pictures again,
if yvou would like, but I thought that in the interestrof
time, and the fact that you've seen it before,vI'd just
briefly go over the proposal and what_staff‘s recommendation
is.

MS. O'MALLEY: That would be fine.

MS. TULLY: The applicants are going be doing a
number of things including rehabilitating the exterior of
the historic house. The do wish to»replace the asbestos
shingle roof with a synthetic slate product. They will be -
adding accessible ramp to the historic house, constructing,
well, removing a rear addition, and constructing a new one

and a half story wing or addition, also with a synthetic
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slate roof and fire cement, horizontal siding, wood

simulated divided light windows, as well as wood details aﬁd

trim. They have done a significant redesign of the driveway

‘and parking area that will be fully landscaped.

The material for the-driveway proposed is tar and
chip, as well as the parking./ They are proposing minimal
addition of sidewalks to the neighbors. And they are
proposing to remove five trees, based on a certified
arborist's assessment, which is included in the packet.

| They're also proposing to rehabilitate oné of the
hisﬁoric, well,lthe histofic barn on the property, including
removing‘plywood additions, as well as demolishing the non-
historic.outbuildings that are on the property.

Staff believes that the applicant has, you know,
worked very well with the staff and with the Commission's
suggestions; and we're recommending approval with a number
of conditions, one being generally that if there is any
additional work on the historic house, that includes
anything other than repair or replacement in kind, that
staff was removing, approved that, so that if something
comes up during work, but major changes may require an
additional work permitf

All of the windows and doors on the addition will

" be wood, true or simulated divided light windows, details,

and those conditions to be approved by staff. If there is
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any additional work on the histocoric barn, they will need to
come forward for an additicnal HAWP. There is a possible
future addition, where they might build another shed roof
condition on the barn. -

And then the final is that the tree brotection
plan be prepared by a certified arborist, that will be
implemented prior to any work. Do you have any questions?

MR. ROTENSTEIN: I have one question. Is this the,
just to jog my own memory, 1s this the one with the large
circular driveway we looked at --

MS. TULLY: Yes. 1It's come a long way.

MR. ROTEﬁSTEIN: Yes, 1t has.

MS. O'MALLEY: I guess Ivhad a question on circle
22, the large tree behind the house where it has the big
circle. is that one of the ones that will be removed?

MS. TULLY: Circle?

MS. O'MALLEY: Circle 22, there is a treé right in
the middle of the back, between the parking area and the
addition.

MS. TULLY: Oh, I'm looking at the wrong one.

That one? I do believe so. Let me look at -- no, actually,
it is not. It 1s not bne of those. If you look at circle
24.

MS. O'MALLEY: Right, I was one page short.

MS. TULLY: I would call it little boxes around
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the ones that the arborist proposed for removal. So that
would be 117, 102, 103, 112 and 114. 101, which I believe
is the one you were talking about --

MS. O'MALLEY: Right.

MS. TULLY: -- is proposed to remain.

MS. O'MALLEY: Okay. So the arborist.&ill_have
some kind of tfee protection plan-?

MS. TULLY: That's what I have put -- what you are
seeing is the existing conditions plan. So certainly they,
ves, we will work carefully with removal of whatever
materials there, that is fiﬁe, as a condition.

MS. O'MALLEY: ‘Are there any questions for staff?

would the applicant like to come up? It's a good thing we
asked you to come up, there are so many of you. I think
we're pretty familiar with this project, so maybe you can
just, if there is anything that differs, that you would like
to point Qut? |

MR. TALTAVULL: Sure. Yes, I think most of the
changes have been on the site. And so Mike Norton from
Haines Land Design would like to'address those.

MS. O'MALLEY: Okay.

MR. NORTON: Sure. I'm Mike Norton, again. I
think that this might be read wrong. This is the arborist's
réport for the trees that are in guestion. We don't have

any trees proposed to be removed. This is just his
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condition, and he saild it 1s a candidate to be removed, if

that is what we look to do. But we don't propose to remove

any.

MR.

MR.

MR.

MR.

MR.

MR.

PEEKE: Yes, I do.

NORTON: ©Oh, you do-?

PEEKE: I do.

NORTON: We do propose to remove some.
PEEKE: The ones that he recommended.

NORTON: Okay, I'm sorry, we are. Then I'll

explain those.

MS.

right page, I

MR.

O'MALLEY: Well, I think now that I'm on the
can see where those, where those are.

NORTON: Right. They're on the outskirts.

They're pear and white mulbérry. They are trees on the Park

and Planning list of species that can be removed. The 33-

inch black walnut is proposed to be saved.

MS .

MR.
there, the 33

MS.

MR.
saved.

MS.

your asphalt -

MR,

O'MALLEY: Which one-?

NORTON: The black walnut. It sits right back

O'MALLEY: That's the one in the back?

NORTON : Yes. That one is proposed to be

O'MALLEY : You'll have to work carefully with

NORTON: Right.
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MS. O'MALLEY: -- in that area.

MR. NORTON: I have set up, contacted Park and

-Planning, environmental planning section, so we have moved

forward with that tree protection plan.

MS. TULLY: Because of the size of the lot,.they
will be, have to, will be required to go through an
additional review process.

MS. O'MALLEY: Are there any guestions?

MS. WILLIAMS: Weil,-one sort of observation.
Wouldn't itvmake sense to, since that black walnut is one
you plan on keeping, and doing what you can to save it,
wouldn't it make sense to have it in the center of your
green roundabout thing, instead of on the edge there? I
mean why don't you extend the.driveway over --

MR. NORTON: Tree 1017

MS. WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR. NORTON: Well, actually --

MS. O'MALLEY: 22 is the one they are going to
actually -- circle 22 is the one you are actually planning
to, right?

MR. NORTON: Excuse me?

MS. WILLIAMS: I'm sorry. I was looking at the
Wrong map.

MS. O'MALLEY: She was looking at the --

MR. NORTON: The asphalt, this tar and chip that
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is near that number 2, is actually on the existing driveway
that's there right now. So there aren't really impacts.
That's already been compacted.

MS. WILLIAMS: Okay.

MR. NORTON: 1It's more -- vyes, there are no, we
pried to kéep it on>the existing as much as possible,
throughout the whole site.

MS. O'MALLEY: Any other questions-?

'MS. WILLIAMS: I move that we approve the staff
report for case 13/10-05A with thé conditions listed in the
staff report.

MS. O'MALLEY: Is there a second? Spéak_up for
the recorder.
MR. BURSTYN: Second.

MS. O'MALLEY: That's Lee Burstyn. Everybody in

favor, raise your right hand? Unanimously approved.

MR. NORTON: Thank you.
MR. PEEKE: Thank you.
MS. O'MALLEY: Thanks for working with us so long
on this. we look forward to seeing it when it's finished.
MR. NORTON: Thank vyou.
MS. O'MALLEY: So the next éase that we'll hear is
3942 Washington Street, case G, staff report, please?

MS. TULLY: Thank you. The property at 3942

Washington Street 1s a primary resource within the
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THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK & PLANNING COMMISSION

Date: June 10, 2005

MEMORANDUM
TO: . Victor Pecke
23310 Frederick Road, Clarksburg
.{/\’
FROM: Tania Tull%, Senior Planner

Historic Preservation Section

SUBJECT:  Historic Area Work Permit Application #383930

Your Historic Area Work Permit application for partial demolition, rear addition and major landscaping
was Approved with Conditions by the Historic Preservation Commission at its June 8, 2005 meeting.

Prior to applying for a county building permit from the Department of Permitting Services, you must
schedule a meeting with your assigned staff person to bring your final construction drawings in to the
Historic Preservation Office at 1109 Spring Street for stamping. 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.

When vou file for your building permit at DPS, you must take with you stamped drawings and an
official approval letter (given at the time of drawing stamping). 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 240-777-6370.

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 240-777-6210 or online at
http://permits.emontgomery.org of your anticipated work schedule.

Thank you very much for your patience and good luck with your project!

MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION, 1109 SPRING STREET, SUTIE 801, SILVER SPRING, MARYLAND 20910
WWW.MC-MNCPPC.ORG/HISTORIC .



REIURNTO.  DEPARIMENT UF PERMITIING SERVICES
255 ROCKVILLE PIKE. 2nd FLOOR. ROCKVILLE #D 20850

240i777.6370

301/563-3400

APPLICATION FOR
HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT

Contact Person: V/"mﬂ PEeLkE

Daytime Phone No. 2O/ = 347 D00/

Tax Account Na.: V2 D207 3

Name of Property Dwner: /(702 2L £/ Daytime Phuns‘No.; Z0/- 47 - co0/

atiress:__ PO _BOX _4EP LEPRESHLAS PIAR yet /2 2087,
Streer Number City Staer Zip Code

Contractorr: Phone No.:

Contracto RegisrationNo.

Agentfor Owner: /4 0/01AS ‘746 TRV L ~ JACH /72'6/’ Daytime Phane No.: 30/~ 894 - 847

LOCATIO BUILDING/PREM|

House Number: _ 2373/ & Steet REPER I LOAD
Town/City: _ C44R S /3 R e Nearest Cross Straet:. S/ /M5 TR Lvn/ Ros 20
Lot: Bock: Subdivision:

Liber: Falio: Parcel: B

PART ONE: TYPE OF PERMIT ACTION AND USE

1A. CHECK ALL APPLICABLE: CHECK ALL APPLICABLE:
[Q/Construct O Extend O Ater/Renovate Oac 0O skb G Room Addition O Porch [ Deck O Shed
[ Move O tnstall O Wreck/Raze O Solar () Fireplace [J Woodburning Stove O Single Family
U Revision O Repair O Revocable 73 Fence/Wal {complete Section 4) O Other:

18. C ion cost esti s 500 poo

1C. 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: 0 E/V/SSC - 02 OJ Septic 03 (J Other.

2B. Type of water supply: 0t mssc 02 [J wel 03 [J Other.

PART THREE: COMPLETE ONLY FOR FENCE/RETAINING WALL
3A. Height fest inches
3B. Indicate whether the fence or retaining wall is to be constructed on one of the following locations:

[ On party line/property line (3 Entirely on land of owner 0 On public right of way/eesement

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

/// gty u/ Z%W’// Yigy /8, 2o

Slg rura of owner or authorized agent Date

/ RIS

Approved: ___\ .~ 1 A i sy For Chairperson, Historic Preservation Commission

e / ('%/ C)_S/.

isappl : Sigs Date:
Application/Permit No.: \38 5730 ‘Daani‘Ied: 5‘ ’OS Date Issued:

l
i
|

[TTING s&mncr—_\l
OEFT OFEELM



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

1. WRITTEN DESCRIPTIDN OF PROJECT

a. Description of existing structura{s) and environmental setting, including their historical features and significance:
Y& pRECERTE A ZBHE FlePrL ﬂaﬁo MOLE Lomaonly ARIns AS FlAAtmERN L

4 2l 5700y FpremE Quesw /'Nﬂfj‘r‘rbf LPOPNE [T IS SIGAIFICAnr? corlTH sas THE
S BuLl HISTORIC DISTRICT 4S5 OAE oF TMNE FEW RESIDEACES BUILE AFTEN THE 7V’
45 BYPASSE) BY JHERMLRORD 4n9 A5 A pEPRATVAE fpom THE SimPLER_HOUSES
WM I THE DiSTCT THe HishF STreE BESIDENCE [EATVRES £ H(CPED RooF
TH L0AMERS N FUbRy EcEURTION, A PAKIECTING EAZRYy BAY arng A DEVARICED
ONT POLCH  THE HOUSE uds RUNT ok DR. JAmES B Sandu DEFrS
1JETREEN [BG | - 1920,

b. General description of project and its effect on the historic resourcels), the environmental setting, and, where applicable, the historic district:
YE PAQIECT PROPOSES 7O LZESTONE THE ORIEIANAC AXTEAIOR ,RELLICE FIHE~ ASPESTAL
HANCLE  ROOF (FR SYRTHETIC SIITE [2EMOVE JTHE CETERICRATEYD REANR A-ODI77ow
Lot Lowsnesr 4 1Y sSTony RERR .409’/7704/, NEXR, RPCP e £ REDESI6A oF
HE CRCUAA DRIVE AVO ADD AOD(TIon At [ARMING ON THE S10E L REAR, LESHDALE .
AR OUTBUNING  4NO REMWE JaLl GorsC #nvo SHEN O0VTBYILOING . THERESTDAR T4
IOITIOA) AwD SITE ok, Wict PRESEAVE THE SIGAIF! RV RESOVRCE, 777E P~/ STAG
2. SIEPLAN 7% FRONT farg KRAAINTHIAS FTHE WTEGRDYy OF PWHe¢ CLERASITVRE

Hrsrornic - O STR/ICT.
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. dir ions of all existing and proposed str ; and

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

3. PLANS AND ELEVATIDNS
You must submit 2 copies of plans and-elevations in a farmat na larger than 11" x 17", Plans on 8 1/2" x 11" paper are preferred.

a. Schemstic 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 resourcels) and the proposed work.

b. Elevations (facades), with marked di ions, clearly indicating ﬁroposed 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 tems proposed for incorporation in the work of the project. This information may be mcluded on your
design drawings.

5. PHOTOGRAPHS

a. Clearly labeled photographic prints of each facade of existing resource, including details of the affected pomons All iabels should e placed on (he
front of phomgraphs

b. Clearly label photographic prims of the resource as viewed from the public right-of-way and of the adjoining properties. All Jabels should be placed on
the frant of photographs.

6. TREE SURVEY
If you are proposing construction adjacent ta or within the dripline of any tree 6" o larger in diameter (at approximately 4 feet above the ground), you
must file an accurate tree survey identifying the size, lacation, and species of each tree of at least that dimension.

7. ADORESSES 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 fots or parcels which adjoin the percel in question, as well es the owner(s) of fot{s) or parcel(s} which lie directly across

the street/highway from the parcet in question. You can obtain this information from the Department of Assessments and Taxation, 51 Monroe Street,
Rockville, {301/279-1355).

. PLEASE PRINT (IN BLUE OR BLACK INK) OR TYPE THIS INFORMATIDN ON THE FOLLOWING PAGE.
PLEASE STAY WiTHIN THE GUIDES OF THE TEMPLATE, AS THIS WILL BE PHOTOCOPIED DIRECTLY ONTD MAILING LABELS,
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION STAFF REPORT

Address: 23310 Frederick Road, Clarksburg Meeting Date: 6/8/2005

Applicant: Victor Peeke Report Date: 6/1/2005
(Thomas Taltavull, Architect)

Public Notice: 5/25/2005

Resource: Outstanding Resource
Clarksburg Historic District Tax Credit: Partial
Review: HAWP Staff: Tania Tully

Case Number: 13/10-05A

PROPOSAL:  Partial demolition, rear addition, RECOMMENDATION:
and major landscaping Approve with Conditions
RECOMMENDATION:

Staff is recommending approval with the following condition:

1. Staff must approve any additional work on the historic house that includes anything other than
repair or replacement in kind. Major changes may require an additional HAWP.

2. All windows and doors on the addition will be wood, true- or simulated-divided light windows.

Details and specs will be approved by staff.

4. Additional work on the historic barn that includes anything other than repair or replacement in
kind will require an additional HAWP.

5. A tree protection plan prepared by a certified arborist will be implemented prior to any work
beginning on the property. '

[958

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

SIGNIFICANCE: Outstanding Resource within Clarksburg Historic District
STYLE: Queen Anne
DATE: c.1891-1900

The property at 23310 Frederick Road, more commonly known as Hammer Hill, is a 2-Y2-story frame
Queen Anne style house. It is significant within the Clarksburg historic district as one of the few residence
built after the town was bypassed by the railroad and also as a departure from the simpler houses found
throughout the district. This high-style residence features a hipped-roof with dormers on every elevation, a
projecting entry bay, and an elaborately detailed front porch. Built for Dr. James and Mrs. Sarah Deets
between 1891 and 1900, the house was likely designed by an architect.

Hammer Hill sits back well off of Frederick Road, roughly in the center of its 3.06 acre lot. The vacant

parcel in the upper left corner of the site plan (Circle 7) is outside the historic districts, but is also owned
by the Applicant. The site plan also shows the proposed extension of Stringtown Road. The house 1s

¢ @



mostly shielded from view by mature trees and vegetation along Frederick Road and will be at a grade
significantly higher than the Stringtown Road extension. The open space in front of the house is
specifically noted as one of the significant green spaces within the historic district.

Early in the county’s history, Clarksburg was a substantial center of commerce and transportation. John
Clark surveyed the land and subdivided lots along Frederick Road in the early 1790s, yet the town’s
origins extended back to the mid-1700s. Michael Dowden built a hotel and tavern about 1754. A popular
stop along the well-traveled Great Road between Frederick and Georgetown, Dowden’s Ordinary is said to
have provided lodging and entertainment for such well-known travelers as General E. Braddock, George
Washington, and Andrew Jackson.

John Clark built a general store and became the community’s first postmaster. The post office, established
1800, was one of the first in the county. By 1850, the town was the third most populous in the county, and
the residents numbered 250 by 1879. As a major stagecoach stop between Frederick and Georgetown,
Clarksburg supported several inns and taverns. By the mid-1800s, the town also included general stores, a
tannery and blacksmiths, and wheelwrights. In 1879, Clarksburg had 250 residents, making it the third
most populous town in the County. The Queen Anne-style house at 23310 Frederick Road, known as
Hammer Hill, was built ¢.1891-1900 by Clarksburg physician Dr. James Deetz and his wife Sarah. The
name, Hammer Hill, comes from the tract name given this land in 1752.

Clarksburg has historically been a bi-racial town. While many African Americans settled, after the Civil
War, in communities separate from white settlements, freed slaves in Clarksburg built houses in and
around the town. Growth in Clarksburg declined in the late 19th century, when the B & O Railroad
bypassed the town for nearby Boyds. The advent of the automobile and improved roads brought
something of an economic revival beginning in the 1920s. New boarding houses opened in town to
accommodate the new auto tourism.

APPLICABLE GUIDELINES:

When reviewing alterations and new construction within the Clarksburg Historic District several
documents are to be utilized as guidelines to assist the Commission in developing their decision. These
documents include the Vision of Clarksburg: A Long-Range Preservation Plan (Vision), Montgomery
County Code Chapter 24A (Chapter 244), and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation
(Standards). The pertinent information in these documents is outlined below.

Vision of Clarksburg

The Vision makes some of the following statements:

“Managing the preservation and protection of Clarksburg’s architectural character and historic pattern...is
critical to maintaining its contribution to the County’s heritage.” “A buffer area, adjacent to the historic
district, should allow for the conservation of open space...” “The Clarksburg Historic District is a
significant collection of early 19" century residential and commercial architecture along Frederick Road
reflecting the town’s once prominent role in trade, transportation, and industry in Montgomery County.”
“[TThe existing historic district [is] the “historic core’ of the new town, where the primary goal is to retain,
reuse, and preserve the existing resources, while allowing fro an acceptable amount of controlled infill.”

Montgomery County Code; Chapter 244

e A HAWP permit should be issued if the Commission finds that:

©



1. The proposal will not substantially alter the exterior features of a historic site or historic
resource within a historic district.

2. 'The proposal is compatible in character and nature with the historical archaeological,
architectural or cultural features of the historic site or the historic district in which a historic
resource 1s located and would not be detrimental thereto of to the achievement of the purposes
of this chapter.

Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation:

#2 The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The removal of distinctive
materials or alteration of features, space and spatial relationships that characterize a property will be
avoided.

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

#10New additions and adjacent or related new construction will be undertaken in such a manner that, if
removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its environment
would be unimpaired.

PROPOSAL:

= Rehabilitate exterior of the historic house
o Replace asbestos shingle roof with synthetic slate

=  Add an accessible ramp to the historic house (Circle 15)
o Wood railings

= Construct a new 1Y -story rear addition (Circles 11-15)
o Remove deteriorated rear ell addition

Synthetic slate roof

Fiber cement horizontal siding

2 round metal gutters

Skylights

Wood simulated divided light windows

Wood details and trim

O 0O 00O0O0

= Redesign the driveway and add more parking (Circle 22)
o Landscape the drive and parking areas (Circle 23)
o Tar and chip driveway and parking
o Sidewalks of pavers
o Remove five trees based on arborist’s assessment (Circle 24)

= Rehabilitate historic barn
o Remove plywood additions

* Remove non-historic outbuildings (Circle 22)



STAFF DISCUSSION

The Commission reviewed this project as a Preliminary at its March 9, 2005 and April 27, 2005 meetings
(transcripts from the April meeting begin on Circle 34). The proposal enclosed is the result of
modifications made by the applicant based on comments provided by the Commission at the two prior
meetings. On the whole the Commission felt that the proposed addition was appropriate in massing and
scale. There was limited discussion of removing the existing rear addition or with the proposed
outbuilding removals. The main topic of discussion at each meeting was the landscape plan and the
amount of hardscape proposed. At the last meeting the Commission seemed generally accepting of the
revised schematic site plan and was anticipating the planting scheme. The applicants also made minor
changes to the rear addition as suggested by the Commission.

- The proposed addition is consistent with the Preliminary Consultations and staff maintains the belief that
the addition is well designed and compatible with the architecture of the historic house. The scale of the
addition as seen from the side elevations is appropriately deferential and in staff’s opinion, meets the
Standards. In summary, the existing rear addition has been significantly altered and is structurally
deficient, thus warranting its removal in this case. The outbuildings proposed for removal are not historic
and the non-historic portions of the barn will be removed as part of its rehabilitation. Staff applauds the
applicant for undertaking rehabilitation of the historic house and for working with staff to maintain its
integrity. Work on the historic house will range from structural framing repairs to the roof and termite
damaged support post and foundation beam to painting. Some of the proposed work includes installation
of a new roof, gutters and downspouts, correcting water drainage, and restoration of the front porch. Staff
requests that the Commission remind the applicant of the Montgomery County Historic Preservation Tax
Credits that are available.

Staff recommends approval of the HAWP with the a few conditions related to details of the addition and
the plans for the barn. Although the documentation provided by the applicant is unclear, conversations
with staff indicate that all railings and trim will be wood. Staff is recommending a condition that allows
for staff approval of the specific balusters, columns, and other such details that are selected. The current
proposal for the barn involves simply removing the plywood additions and rehabilitating the existing
structure. The applicant has expressed an interest in adding a new appropriate shed addition to the barn for
tractor storage. This would require submittal of a new HAWP application.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the Commission approve with the above conditions the HAWP application as
being consistent with Chapter 24A-8(b);

and with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation;

and with the general condition applicable to all Historic Area Work Permits that the applicant will
present 3 permit sets of drawings to HPC staff for review and stamping prior to submission for
permits (if applicable). After issuance of the Montgomery County Department of Permitting Services
(DPS) permit, the applicant will arrange for a field inspection by calling the DPS Field Services Office at
240-777-6370 prior to commencement of work and not more than two weeks following completion of
work.

®
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EXISTING TREE SURVEY
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23310 FREDERICK ROAD
CLARKSBURG, MD

TREE DATA

Tree 0.B.H.

No. [Specles (Inches) | Condition Comments

101 | BLACK WALNUT 33.5 EXCELLENT |REMAIN IN LANOSCAPE
102 | PEAR 17.8 POOR REMOVAL CANOQIOATE
103 |BUTTERNUT 16 POOR REMOVAL CANDIQATE
104 | BUTTERNUT 18 FAIR REMAIN IN LANOSCAPE
105 | BUTTERNUT 145 | FAR REMAIN IN_LANOSCAPE |
106 | NORWAY SPRUCE 24 FAIR REMAIN IN LANDSCAPE
107 _| AMERICAN BASSWO00 | 36 FAIR REMAIN IN LANDSCAPE
108 | HORSE CHESTNUT 20 FAIR_ REMAIN IN LANOSCAPE
110 | EASTERN HEMLOCK 18 FAIR REMAIN IN LANOSCAPE
112 | TREE OF HEAVEN 21 POOR REMOVAL CANQIOATE

113 [ SILVER MAPLE 22 FAIR REMAIN IN LANOSCAPE
114 | WHITE MULBERRY (TRIP.) | 24 POOR REMOVAL CANOIQATE
117 | WHITE MULBERRY 20,28 POOR REMOVAL CANOIOATE

* THE TREE ASSESSMENT FOR EACH TREE ABOVE WAS
PERFORMEOQ BY A CERTIFIEO ARBORIST ANO IS INCLUOEO.

5 EX. TREE

%]

0o 5 30
(5} EX. TREE W/ CRITICAL I l |
5 ROOT ZONE

MAY, 2005
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Sent By: MNCPPC; 3014951303; Dec-27-05 6:27PM; Page 1/1

MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION
REVIEW OF FOREST CONSERVATION EXEMPTION APPLICATION

TO: Michael Norton, Haines lLand Degign (fax: 301-216-9649)
FROM: andy Bunna hone: 301-435- 3/ fax: 301-495-1303 DATE: 12/27/05

Environmental Planning Division

SUBJECT: Forest Conservation Exemption # 4-06148E , Hammerhill
Information Received _on 12/1/05

The above-referenced information has heen reviewed to determine if it qualifies for an
exemption from the forest conservation plan requirements. Staff has the following
comments regarding the information that has been submitted:

COMMENTS : 1. Provide a signed and dated statement from the property owner that
existing ugse is residential and that this use will continue with the proposed project.

2. Historic pregservation staff has indicated that the submitted stormwater
managenment concept plan has several features that are not consistent with the
Pplan approved by the Historic Preservation Commission:

a. The driveway appears to be wider than the plans approved by HPC. The
driveway should be no more than about 12 feet wide.
b. The proposed filling and grading at the front of the property doas not
appear to be on the HPC-approved plan.
€. There ara no SWM facilities on the HPC-approved plan.
The SWHM concept plan should be revised to be consistent with the HPC approval of
the project.

3. Submit a tree save plan that is congistent with the HPC approval of the project
and shows which large trees (24 inches and greater, dbh) will be removed or
protected. Please contact Tanya Tully (301-455-3404), Historic Preservation
staff, regarding HPC approval of the project. The following items need to be
incorporated into the tree save plan:

a. Show proposed grading, limits of disturbance, and tree protection
meagsures.

b. Take out areas that are noted as “possible future driveway/parking
expangion” since these features have not besn approved by HPC.

c. The tree save plan, at a minimum, should provide tree protection measures
for tree nos. 5, 16, 101, 106, 107, and 109. Check with Historic

rvation staff for additional trees that are required for protection.

afo many of these treaes, proposed land disturbance is very c¢lose. Limits
of disturbarice may need to be revised to provide adeguate tree protection.

e, Spscial parking lot or walkway constructlon measures may be needed to
protaect soma of the trees,

f. As part of the tree save plan, provide a certified arborist’s
recommendations on tree protection before, during, and after construction.

g. The arborist must sign, stamp, and date the tree save plan.

»
Please refer to the forest conservation exemption nmo., given above, on any
correspondence or plan revisions related to thig application.

Cc: Tanya Tully (fax: 301-563-3412)

o © 1 page



DEPARTMENT OF PERMITTING SERVICES
255 ROCKVILLE PIKE. 2ndd FLOOR. ROCKVILLE. MD 20850
240/777-6370

'HISTORIC PRESERVATION cdmmrssi' '
301/563-3400

APPLICATION FOR \,,,,._.NJ
HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT

Contact Person: V/ZM/Z PEL s
Daytime Phone No.: 2 O /- 349 -0 00 /

RETURNTO:

Tax Account No.:. ﬂﬂo 2{73

Name of Property Owner: __ (/ /(0 702  J2E LKL Daytime Phone ~Nn,: 20/- 349 - 00D/

addess:_PO_BOX 487 LLARUSILAG  PIARYed /2 208 7/
Sm_m Number City ) Staet Zip Code

Contracton: Phone No.:

C Registrati No.:

Agentfor Owner: 7X0IAS THRLTAYVLEL ‘,42('///72—‘&{’ Daytime Phone No: 30/ = SGFL - /B G4>

ATION OF BUILDIN EMISE

House Number: 2 33/82 Steet AREPERICL. ROARD
Town/City: _ L4428 (36> Nearest Cross Steet: S/ /b 7D/  RDAD
Lot: Block: Subdivision: ‘

Liber: Folio: Parcel: 3

PART ONE: TYPE OF PERMIT ACTION AND USE

1A. CHECK ALL APPLICABLE: CHECK ALL APPLICABLE:
@ Construct O Extend O Atter/Renovate OAC O sSlab @ Room Addition (3 Porch O Deck (] Shed
O Move O Install O Wreck/Raze [ Solar (7 Fireplace (] Woodbuming Stove O Single Family
[ Revision O Repair O Revocable [ Fence/Wall {complete Section 4) O Other:

1B. Construction costestimate: $ 520/, oo

1C. 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 MVSSC 02 O3 Septic 03 O Gther:
2B. Type of water supply: 01 Bﬁssc 02 [0 wWell 03 O Other:
Al EE: PLi LY FOR FENCE/RETAINING WALL

3A. Height feet _ inches

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

O On party line/property line O Entirely on land of ownar O On pubiic right of way/easement

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

areny f 7 w-/// | Wiy /8, 2005
: Date

Sigpéture of owner or suthorized agent

Approved: For Chairperson, Historic Preservation Commission

Disapproved: Signature: Date:

ApplicationyPermit No. \38 fﬁﬁo : Date Fﬁed: 5 —/ Y ’O z Date Issued:

Edit 6/21/99 SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS




THE FOLLOWING ITEMS MUST BE COMPETED AND THE
REQUIRED DOCUMENTS MUST ACCOMPANY THIS APPLICATION.

1. WRITTEN DESCRIPTION DF

a D

iption of existi (s) and environmental setting, including their historical features and significance:
IHE pRECEITY AT 2338 LD ROAY, MOCE Lommonty Amrwd A4S HammErsy ree

§ 42Ut STORY FAIME QUEEN ANN E STILE HOruE [T IS SI6ANFICE 07 orTH 100 THEE

[tRIESBULL fISTORIC PISTRICS 45 ONE OF JTHE FEW RESIDENCKS (RUILI APRR _THE 7D/

IAS BYPASSED BY 7MERMLILROAD pu9 AS A DEPANTVAE fpom THA SIMPLER Hovse™S

G B THE DISTUCT THe HISH STYeE RESIDENCE [EATIAES A HIOPED RpoF

NTH LokmeErS On FoERy ECEMNON, A PANECTING EATRY BAY and 4 DETA/CED

CAONT POLCK,  THE HOVSE //4; RULT _fok DR, JAMES B-Sqands DELrC
1PETWEEAN [BG [ - 1900

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

HE PRQIECT [PROPOSES 7O ZESTONE THE ORIENAC AXTEAIORL ,REPICE FHE" ASPESTAS
SHAll RoOF (T SYNTHEIIC SIITE [2EMOVE THE DETERIORATED REAR ADDIT7ow
Pus Lowsmos 1Yy STony REAR ADOITION, NENK RANPOAP 6 & REDESISA OF
e E CIRCUAA DRIVE VO ADD ADDITIONAL FPARK/NG ON THE S1DE L BEAn . LESNE .
MMAN CvTRUN) G 4MO REMIVE DaLL borSE Ano SHEN OUTRVILDIANG . THERESTONRTA
fovr o Anvd S IIF Work. Witt PAESEAVE THE SIGANIFI SRV RESOURCE, 77r& OPs~ STAG

2. SIEPLAN /¢ FRONT fard KaRrnTHinl THE /TEGRIPYy OF PXHe co(-/z/tr'?(fﬁé

rMrsToric - O STR/ICT.
Site and environmentai setting, drawn to scale. You may use your plat. Your site plan must include:

a. the scale, north arfow, and date;

b. di ions-of all existing and proposed structures; and

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

3. PLANS AND ELEVATIDNS

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

8. Schematic construction plans, with marked dimensions, indicating location, size and generel type of walls, window and door opemngs and other
fixed features of both the existing resource(s) and the proposed work.

b. Elevations (facades), with marked dimensions, clearly indicating broposed 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 SPECIFICATIDNS

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

5. PHDTDGRAPHS

8. Clearly labeled photographic prints of each facade of existing resource, inciuding details of the affected portions. Al labels shouid be piaced 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. Ali iabels should be piaced on
the front of photographs.

6. TREE SURVEY

If you are progosing 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 CONFRDNTING PROPERTY DWNERS

For ALL projects, provide an accurate list of adjacent and confronting property owners (not ténants), including names, addressas, and zip codes. This kst
should include the owners of all lots or parceis which adjoin the parce! in question, as well as the owner(s) of lot{s) or parcei(s) which lie directly across
the street’highway from the parcel in question. You can obtain this information from the Department of Assessments and Taxation, 51 Monroe Street,
Rockville, (301/279-1355).

PLEASE PRINT (IN BLUE DR BLACK [NK) DR TYPE THIS INFDRMATIDN DN THE FOLLOWING PAGE.
PLEASE STAY WITHIN THE GUIDES DF THE TEMPLATE, AS THIS WILL BE PHOTDCDPIED DIRECTLY DNTD MAILING LABELS.









VICTOR PEEKE

5 P.O. BOX 484
%:?- CLARKSBURG, MD 20871
) (301) 258-1000 PHONE

(301) 258~-1001 FAX

OVERALL SITE PLAN
HAMMERHILL

23310 FREDERICK ROAD
CLARKSBURG, MD

s

Lo

- -l = e —\ = —h

P i A 3 .
GENERAL NOTES
1) WATER CATEGORY =~ | (P3Il § N366) SEWER CATEGORY - 3 (P3I1), 4 (N366)

2) BOUNDARY INFORMATION SHOWN HEREON BASED ON A SURVEY PERFORMED BY
CAS ENGINEERING, DATED MARCH, 2004.

3) 2-FOOT CONTOUR DATA BASED ON A SURVEY PERFORMED BY
CAS ENGINEERING, DATED MARCH, 2004,

4) TOTAL LOT AREA: PARCEL 3l = 3.06 AC, PARCEL N366 = 43,560 S.F.
5) PROPERTY SHOWN ON TAX MAP EW, PARCEL 3ll 4 N366, CLARKSBURG HIGHLANDS,
6) PROPERTY SHOWN ON WSSC 200' SHEET 232 NW 13.
7) PROPERTY SHOWN ON MONTGOMERY COUNTY SOILS SURVEY MAP No. 7.
sOIL TYPE(S): 4B, 9C, 16B.
8) FLOOD ZONE 'C' PER H.U.D. FIRM MAPS, COMMUNITY
PANEL No. 240049 0050 B,
Q) SITE 19 LOCATED IN THE LITTLE SENECA CREEK WATERSHED.

0 0! 60
10) LOCAL UTILITIES INCLUDE: I'_j l
WATER ¢ SEWER - PUBLIC WATER $ SEPTIC FIELD
ELECTRIC - PEPCO - MAY, 2008

TELEPHONE - VERIZON
GAS - WASHINGTON GAS

11) ALL DOWNSPOUTS TO BE DIRECTED AWAY FROM ALL STRUCTURES AND TOWARDS STREET.

ZONING DATA

1) ZONING: R-200

MIN. LOT AREA = 20,000 SF FRONT B.R.L. = 400 FT (OR ESTABLISHED)
LOT WIDTH AT R/W = 26 FT REAR B.R.L. = 20 FT
LOT WIDTH AT B.R.L. » 100 FT SIDE B.R.L. = 12 FT MIN. EACH SIDE,

25 FT MIN, TOTAL

SITE DRAWING SHEET 2 OF 4
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Keith Pitchford £02-333-3858

PITCHFORDASSOCIATES

srhoncuitare + envirenmenta. coasulting

April 30, 2005

Mr. Victor Peeke
P.O. Box 389
larksburg, MD 20871

Dear Victor:

This report contains several survey results regarding a select number of trees on your
property at 23310 Frederick Road. Clarksburg, Maryland.

In particular, there are tree assessments, appraisals and one hazard tree evaluarior. Thave
maimained the numbering system that was in place at the time of this survey.

I.

IREE ASSESSMENTS:

‘#101 - Black walnut {Juglans nigra). This tree measured 33.5” of diameter at

breast height (dbh) and is in good condition. The form on this tree is
excellent. The oniy factor that detracts from an “excellent” condition rating is
what appears to be an old lightning strike on the trunk. ¥ do not feel that this
will impact the tree in sither health or structural ntegrity. It should receive a
crown cleaning treatment and remain in the landscape.

#102 ~ Commen pear (Pyrus communis). This tree measured 17.3” dbh and is
in fair to pcor condition. There are several defects along the main stem and
leaders including significant cavities. There is also tip dieback throughout the
small crown that remains. This is an older pear and certainly near the end of
its lifespan, I would not recommend investing any monies into keeping this
tree Lealthy. 1 believe it is a removal candidate. |

#103 -- Butternut (Juglans cinerea). This tree measured 16" dbh and is in
poor condition. There is very little live crown left on thistree. Itisnota
preservation candidate and should be removed.

#104 - Butternut. This tree measured 18” dbh and is in good coadition.
There are sore broken limbs in the crown and a prominent basa! wound. 1do
not fecl that the basal wound represents a significant defect for this tree. [t
should receive a crown cleaning treatment and be retained in the landscape.

22134onupmce.nw.suhe1.nwshmg:oncczooo;.phonezoz333385:.hx2023333859.kpuaes@ccnwashnet.pkchhfdkee&ccm
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#10S -- Butternut. This tree measured 14.5” dbh and is in good 1o fair
condition. There is a sweep in the wrain :runk and some minor deadwood in
the crown. It would benefit by a crown cleaning cperation and should be
retained in the landscape.

#112 - Tree-of-heaven (dilanthus altissimay. Tnis tree measured 21" dbh and
is in fair to poor condition. There 15 a very large vine coverage in this tree.
However. inese are a highly invasive species and should be removed from the
landscape. -

#113 - Silver mapie (Acer saccharimum). This tree measured 227 dbh and is
in good to fair condition. A large ivy vine has been cur which should help this
tres out tremendcusly. One lead has broken, but a larger lateral now appears
o be asserting dominance. There is alsc a slight lean'in the trunk, but it is
self-correcting. This :ree should remain in the landscape.

#114 — White mulberry (Morus alba). This tree measured 24 dbh and is in
fair to poor condition. There are two stems here of equal diameter. Heavy
vines in the canopy have been cut recently which will help this tree.
However, it may be too late. One of the main stems has been badly damaged
3t the base. This is not a preservation candidate and should be removed,

#1135 ~ Sugar mapie {(Acer saccharum). This tree measured 377 and is in fair
condition. There are mulitiple wounds along the trunk and several large
weounds on the root flares. Tt is obvicus that several large limbs have broken
cut of the crown over the past several years. There is also quite a bit of
deadwood in the crown At the very least, this tree needs to be deadwoodec
and cabled. [ have conducted a hazard tree evaluation on this tree, including
resistograph tests. This report is attached here. I am not a supporter of
keeping this tree in the landscape. I believe there is ro0 much of a hazard
Zssociated with it.

#116 — Whire mulberry. This tree has two large stems that measured 31.5”
and 277 dbh. A third large stem has been removed in the recent past. Some
of the cut-up woaed from this stem is scattered under this tree. The smaller of
ihe two stems lcst its top in the recent past, but it has re-sprouted and appears
to be vigorous. The remaining third stem is in better condition. Iam not
aptunistic about the long-term prospects or this tree.

The base of the tree is decaying in many locations and the angle of iean of the
stems is considerable (>15%). Even if just the h=althiest stem is kept, I do not
think it is viable enough to warrant keeping it in the landscape. Inmy
apinion, i1 is not a preservation candidate and should be removed.

#117 — White mulberry. This tree also has two main stems, One is 26™ and
the cther 207 dbh. The larger of the two stems is in poor condition with the

pilchicicassociates nitzhfordtrees.com
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top dying back. The base of this tree is also highly decayed and weak. I do
not feel that this is a preservation candidate 1 believe that it should be

removed.
S ————————

{1

HAZARD TREE EVALUATION:

#115 — Sugar maple.

This tree was evaluated for structura! stability in both the main trunk and root
flares. The resistograph machine was used in these tests. A total of nine (9)
tests were made into the tree. Five (5) of these were made into the roort flares
and four (4) were made into the main trunk. A diagram of the test Jocations is
arrached.

The results of these tests were rather interesting in that they were completely
opposite of what [ would have expected. I have enclosed a reduced ccpy of
the resistogreph tests and included all of them on one page.

Tests #1-5 on the enclcsed are from the root flares. The pattern for all of
these tests is encouraging in that the amplitude of the graph increases as the
needle penetrates the wood. It is apparent thar the differentiation of the spike
marks along the graph is minimal, but this is not unusua!l in roots because the
density of the wood is very different from: the main stem. [ am most
concerned with the amplitude of the graph rather than the differentiation of the
spike marks for roots. So, what I take from these tests is thar, despite the
damage 1o the root flares, there has been little decay activity within the root
fares.

Tests #6-9 were taken on the four opposite sides of the main trunk and at
breast height. There is a very cbvious arez of decay starting as a depth of 77
on graph #6 At the end of the graph, hewever, there is more scund wood.
The only other pattern like this is at the end of test #8, at a depth of 16.5”,
where the needle starts to drop off.

My interpratation of these tests is that the main trunk and roct flares are quite
sound in this tree. This doesn’t surprise me too much given that sugar maple
is so effective at compartmentalizing wounds. My only concern with this tree
is with the main stem and scaffcld limbs higher in the crown. My sense is that
ihere is not enough live crown tc ensure the level of photesynthetic potential
to keep thiis large tree healthy. It is certainly possible to remove the deadwood
and add a cabling system, but I am not convinced that it will extend the useful
life of this tree for more than a year or two.

p
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Thank you for the opportunity to provide these assessments and

recommendations. 1 have enclosed a separate letter with the appraisals.

Please cali with any tollow-up questions.

Sincerely, //>

Keith C. Pitchford
1S4 Certified Arborist, MA-0178
MD Tree Expert, #589

/

,’;ﬂ*’
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION STAFF REPORT

Address: " 23310 Frederick Road, Clarksburg Meeting Date: 6/8/2005

Applicant: Victor Peeke - ' v Report Date: 6/1/2005
(Thomas Taltavull, Architect) ,
Public Notice: 5/25/2005

Resource: Outstanding Resource
Clarksburg Historic District Tax Credit: Partial
Review: HAWP  Staff: " Tania Tully

Case Number: 13/10-05A

PROPOSAL:  Partial demolition, rear addition, RECOMMENDATION:
~ and major landscaping Approve with Conditions

RECOMMENDATION: oo Pk s ‘?\Qnmyb‘f&u
Staff is recommending approval with the following condition: QWM

1. Staff must approve any additional work on the historic house that includes anything other than
repair or replacement in kind. Major changes may require an additional HAWP.

2. All windows and doors on the addition will be wood, true- or simulated-divided light windows. .

Details and specs will be approved by staff.

4. Additional work on the historic barn that includes anything other than repair or replacement in
kind will require an additional HAWP.

5. A tree protection plan prepared by a certified arborist will be 1mplemented prior to any work
beginning on the property.

w

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

SIGNIFICANCE: Outstanding Resource within Clarksburg Historic District
STYLE: Queen Anne :
DATE: ¢.1891-1900

The property at 23310 Frederick Road, more commonly known as Hammer Hill, is a 2-/2-story frame
Queen Anne style house. It is significant within the Clarksburg historic district as one of the few residence
built after the town was bypassed by the railroad and also as a departure from the simpler houses found
throughout the district. This high-style residence features a hipped-roof with dormers on every elevation, a
projecting entry bay, and an elaborately detailed front porch. Built for Dr. James and Mrs. Sarah Deets
between 1891 and 1900, the house was likely designed by an architect.

Hammer Hill sits back well off of Frederick Road, roughly in the center of its 3.06 acre lot. The vacant
parcel in the upper left corner of the site plan (Circle 7) is outside the historic districts, but is also owned
by the Applicant. The site plan also shows the proposed extension of Stringtown Road. The house is



mostly shielded from view by mature trees and vegetation along Frederick Road and will be at a grade
significantly higher than the Stringtown Road extension. The open space in front of the house is
specifically noted as one of the significant green spaces within the historic district.

Early in the county’s history, Clarksburg was a substantial center of commerce and transportation. John
Clark surveyed the land and subdivided lots along Frederick Road in the early 1790s, yet the town’s
origins extended back to the mid-1700s. Michael Dowden built a hotel and tavern about 1754. A popular
stop along the well-traveled Great Road between Frederick and Georgetown, Dowden’s Ordinary is said to
have provided lodging and entertainment for such well-known travelers as General E. Braddock, George
Washington, and Andrew Jackson.

* John Clark built a general store and became the community’s first postmaster. The post office, established
1800, was one of the first in the county. By 1850, the town was the third most populous in the county, and
the residents numbered 250 by 1879. As a major stagecoach stop between Frederick and Georgetown,
Clarksburg supported several inns and taverns. By the mid-1800s, the town also included general stores, a-
tannery and blacksmiths, and wheelwrights. In 1879, Clarksburg had 250 residents, making it the third
most populous town in the County. The Queen Anne-style house at 23310 Frederick Road, known as
Hammer Hill, was built ¢.1891-1900 by Clarksburg physician Dr. James Deetz and his wife Sarah. The
name, Hammer Hill, comes from the tract name given this land in 1752. '

Clarksburg has historically been a bi-racial town. While many African Americans settled, after the Civil
War, in communities separate from white settlements, freed slaves in Clarksburg built houses in and
around the town. Growth in Clarksburg declined in the late 19th century, when the B & O Railroad
bypassed the town for nearby Boyds. The advent of the automobile and improved roads brought
something of an economic revival beginning in the 1920s. New boarding houses opened in town to
accommodate the new auto tourism.

APPLICABLE GUIDELINES:

When reviewing alterations and new construction within the Clarksburg Historic District several
documents are to be utilized as guidelines to assist the Commission in developing their decision. These
documents include the Vision. of Clarksburg: A Long-Range Preservation Plan (Vision), Montgomery
County Code Chapter 244 (Chapter 24A), and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation
(Standards). The pertinent information in these documents is outlined below.

Vision of Clarksburg

The Vision makes some of the following statements:

“Managing the preservation and protection of Clarksburg’s architectural character and historic pattern...is
critical to maintaining its contribution to the County’s heritage.” “A buffer area, adjacent to the historic
district, should allow for the conservation of open space...” “The Clarksburg Historic District is a
significant collection of early 19™ century residential and commercial architecture along Frederick Road
reflecting the town’s once prominent role in trade, transportation, and industry in Montgomery County.”
“[TIhe existing historic district [is] the “historic core’ of the new town, where the primary goal is to retain,
reuse, and preserve the existing resources, while allowing fro an acceptable amount of controlled infill.”

Montgomery County Code; Chapter 24A

¢ A HAWP permit should be issued if the Commission finds that:

©,



1. The proposal will not substantially alter the exterior features of a historic site or historic
resource within a historic district.

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

Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation:

#2 The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The removal of distinctive
materials or alteration of features, space and spatial relationships that characterize a property will be
avoided. .

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

#10 New additions and adjacent or related new construction will be undertaken in such 2 manner that, if
removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its environment
would be unimpaired. ' ‘

PROPOSAL:

=  Rehabilitate exterior of the historic house
o Replace asbestos shingle roof with synthetic slate

»  Add an accessible ramp to the historic house (Circle 15) -
o Wood railings

s Construct a new 1Y% -story rear addition (Circles 11-15)
o Remove deteriorated rear ell addition

o Synthetic slate roof

o Fiber cement horizontal siding

o Yiround metal gutters

o Skylights

o Wood simulated divided light windows
o Wood details and trim

= Redesign the driveway and add more parking (Circle 22)
o Landscape the drive and parking areas (Circle 23)
o Tar and chip driveway and parking
o Sidewalks of pavers
o Remove five trees based on arborist’s assessment (Circle 24)

* Rehabilitate historic barn
o Remove plywood additions

* Remove non-historic outbuildings (Circle 22)



STAFF DISCUSSION

The Commission reviewed this project as a Preliminary at its March 9, 2005 and April 27, 2005 meetings
(transcripts from the April meeting begin on Circle 34). The proposal enclosed is the result of
modifications made by the applicant based on comments provided by the Commission at the two prior
meetings. On the whole the Commission felt that the proposed addition was appropriate in massing and
scale. There was limited discussion of removing the existing rear addition or with the proposed
outbuilding removals. The main topic of discussion at each meeting was the landscape plan and the
amount of hardscape proposed. At the last meeting the Commission seemed generally accepting of the
revised schematic site plan and was anticipating the planting scheme. The applicants also made minor
changes to the rear addition as suggested by the Commission. v

The proposed addition is consistent with the Preliminary Consultations and staff maintains the belief that
the addition is well designed and compatible with the architecture of the historic house. The scale of the
addition as seen from the side elevations is appropriately deferential and in staff’s opinion, meets the
Standards. In summary, the existing rear addition has been significantly altered and is structurally
deficient, thus warranting its removal in this case.” The outbuildings proposed for removal are not historic
and the non-historic portions of the barn will be removed as part of its rehabilitation. Staff applauds the
applicant for undertaking rehabilitation of the historic house and for working with staff to maintain its
integrity. Work on the historic house will range from structural framing repairs to the roof and termite
damaged support post and foundation beam to painting. Some of the proposed work includes installation
of a new roof, gutters and downspouts, correcting water drainage, and restoration of the front porch. Staff
requests that the Commission remind the applicant of the Montgomery County Historic Preservation Tax
Credits that are available.

Staff recommends approval of the HAWP with the a few conditions related to details of the addition and
the plans for the barn. Although the documentation provided by the applicant is unclear, conversations
with staff indicate that all railings and trim will be wood. Staff is recommending a condition that allows
for staff approval of the specific balusters, columns, and other such details that are selected. The current
proposal for the barn involves simply removing the plywood additions and rehabilitating the existing
structure. The applicant has expressed an interest in adding a new appropriate shed addition to the barn for
tractor storage. This would require submittal of a new HAWP application.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the Commission approve with the above conditions the HAWP application as
being consistent with Chapter 24A-8(b);

and with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation;

and with the general condition applicable to all Historic Area Work Permits that the applicant will
present 3 permit sets of drawings to HPC staff for review and stamping prior to submission for
permits (if applicable). After issuance of the Montgomery County Department of Permitting Services
(DPS) permit, the applicant will arrange for a field inspection by calling the DPS Field Services Office at
240-777-6370 prior to commencement of work and not more than two weeks following completion of
work.

®



RETURNTO:  DEPARTMENT OF PERMITTING SERVICES
255 ROCKVILLE PIKE. 2nd FLOOR. ROCKVILLE. MD 20850
24017776370

HISTORIC PRESERVATION commsanﬂ{
301/563-3400 1

APPLICATION FOR MM:\
- HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT

ContactPerson:  (//E70R PEL,LE
Daytime Phone No.: 2 & /- 249 -000 / ‘

Tax AccountNo,. -0 0 2{ @73

Name of Prop?rty owner: (L TDR PLEKE. Daytime Phoﬁe}\lo.z 20/- 349 - o0/

address: __ PO BOX_4EF LEARKSBLAG ATAR YLREN 2 208 7/
Street Number City Staet ) Zip Code

ContractorT: . : Phone No.:

Contractor Registration No.: »

Agentfor Owner: 74/0m1AS TRLTAVLLL —,Mcw/mr Daytime Phone No. 30/~ BFL- /84>

TION OF BUILDI REMISE

House Number: 233/ O ' st AREDERIc.  RODAY
Town/City: _ L 44 R S BLAE NearestCrossStraet: SR /N6 70 un/  ROALD
Lot: Block: _ ___ Subdivision:.
Liber: Folio: Parcel: 3
' PARTONE: TYPEOF PERMIT ACTION AND USE
. 1A. CHECK ALL APPLICABLE: ' . CHEC PPUCABLE:
. Foonstuet O bxtend O AteyRenovate Oat Osa  @hoom Addtion O Porch O Deck O Shed
O Move O install O Wreck/Raze O3 Solar (3 Fireplace (3 Woodbuming Stove O Singla Family
O Revision O Repair O Revocable a FenceMalltcomplem Section 4) O Other:

1B. Construction cost estimate: § __ 50 oﬁﬂﬂa

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

PART TWO0: COMPLETE FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION AND EXTEND/ADDITIONS
ZA. Type of sewage disposal: 01 IB/WSSC 02 (J Septic 03 O Other:

2B. Type of water supply: 01 lz{/ssc 0z O well 03 O Other:

R THREE: COMPLETE ONLY FOR FENCE/RETAINING WALL

3A. Height feet inches

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

(J on party line/property line (3 Entirely on land of owner O On public right of way/easement

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

oy ﬂ 7 M‘«/ WAy /8, 2005
: Date

j(rwe of owner or authorized agent
Approved For Chairperson, Historic Preservation Commission
Disapproved: - Signature: ) Date:
Application/Permit No.: \38 5 j 3 (7 : Date Fnled / Y E Date Issued:
Edit 6/21/29 SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS




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

1. WRITTEN DESCRIPTION OF P

a. Description of emshng structure(s) and environmental setting, including their historical features and significance:
Ve pRCLETEY AT 233l Lrelis ROMO MOCE Commonty Awind! AS HAmmERM (L

£ 22 STORY FAWNE QUEEN ANN E STILE HOrug, [T ]S SIGAIFICAnT CorTat s THE
PRICSBILL [USTORIC PDISTRICT 4S5 ONE OF JNE FEW RESIPENCES RUILI APRYR THE 7Dwa/
U5 OYPASSED F) HERILROAD pa? A5 A DEPRATVAE fpom THA& SIMPLER HoUuSES
WA | THE DSPULT THe HISH STYLE BESIOENCE [ERTVRES £ #tOPED Rool
TH LOMERLS O £ty EcEMTION,, A PAOIECTING EATRY B3AY An9 A LPE7A (CEP
WONT POLCH , TR E HoVsE ./,.mt;‘ifz.//u" o PR, JAMES B ANt s DELrS
JPETWERHN _[BG] - [900.

b. Ghnerel description of projact and its effect on the historic resource(s), the environmental setting, and, where applicable, the historic district: '
1E PRAUECT PROPOSES T2 ZESTOAE FHE ORIEIAAL AXTEAICR ,REPLCE FiE~ ASOESTAL
SAlE RpOF (P SYNTHETIC SITE REMOVE JTHE DETERIORATED REAR ADDI77ow
Lot CLowstmear a4 1Y STony REAR ADO/TION, NEX  ANDOAP e 4 REDESISA OF
HE CIRCURA DRIVE AVO ADD ADDTIONAL FPARKI/ING ON THE S1PE L REAR ., LeSnoas .
AN CUT RN NG ANO REMIWVE Jall GorsC Anvo SHEN OVTRVILYING | THERESTDAFTH
POI TroAs Awd S IPE WORK. Wict PRESENVE THE SIGN/E! <avr RESOVRCE, 7078 OPE~ vk -]
7 SITEPLAN I FROMT fars) KR IATHIAS TUE TECRPYy OF PXHeE cm,tw?“’-é

Hr3TORIC . O STRICET.
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 end proposed structures; and

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

3. PLANS ANO ELEVATIONS

You must submit 2 copies of pians and elevations in a format no larges than 11" x 17*, Plans on 8 1/2* x 11" paper ar rred

a. Schematic construction plans, with marked dimensions, indicating location, size and general type of walls, window and door opamngs and other
fixed features of both the existing resource(s) and the proposed work.

b. Elevations {facades), with marked dumensmns clearly mdu:ahng proposed work in relation to existi ion and, when appropriate, context.
All materials and fixtures proposed for the exterior must be noted on the elevations drawings, An exnstmg and a proposed elevation druwmg 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 wark 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, mcludmg details of the affected portions. Al labels should be piaced on the
frant of photographs

b. Clearly label photographic pnnts of the resource as viewed from the public nght-of-wny and of the adjoining propemas All febets 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 lerger in diameter {at approximately 4 feet above the ground), you
must file an accurate tree survey identifying the size, Iocahcn and species of each tree of at least that dlmenswn

7. ADDRESSES OF ADJACENT AND CONFRONTING PROPERTY OWNERS

For ALL projects, provide an accurate list of adjacent and confronting property owners {not tenants), including nemes, addresses, and zip codes. This list
should include the owners of all lots or parcels which adjain 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 Taxation, 51 Monroe Street,
Rockville, {301/279-1355).

'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 PHOTDCOPIED DIRECTLY ONTO MAILING LABELS. G



VICTOR PEEKE

P.O. BOX 489
CLARKSBURG, MD 2087|
(301) 258-1000 PHONE
(301) 258-1001 FAX

11~ OVERALL SITE PLAN
N HAMMERHILL

23310 FREDERICK ROAD
CLARKSBURG, MD

GENERAL NOTES

1) WATER CATEGORY -~ 1| (P3Il ¢ N366) SEWER CATEGORY - 3 (P3ll), 4 (N366)

2) BOUNDARY INFORMATION SHOWN HEREON BASED ON A SURVEY PERFORMED BY
CAS ENGINEERING, DATED MARCH, 2004

3) 2-FOOT CONTOUR DATA BASED ON A SURVEY PERFORMED BY
CAS ENGINEERING, DATED MARCH, 2004.

4) TOTAL LOT AREA: PARCEL 311 = 3.06 AC, PARCEL N34é = 43,500 S.F.
8) PROPERTY SHOWN ON TAX MAP EW, PARCEL 3it 4 N366, CLARKSBURG HIGHLANDS.
6) PROPERTY SHOWN ON WSSC 200' SHEET 232 NW 13,

7) PROPERTY SHOWN ON MONTGOMERY COUNTY SOILS SURVEY MAP No. 7.
SOIL TYPE(S): 9B, 9C, 16B.

8) FLOOD ZONE '’ PER H.U.D. FIRM MAPS, COMMUNITY
PANEL No. 240044 0050 B.

—_— 4) SITE IS LOCATED IN THE LITTLE SENECA CREEK WATERSHED. 0 "
. 10) LOCAL UTILITIES INCLUDE: l— _T l
N — {3 ) HATER ¢ SEWER - PUBLIC WATER ¢ SEPTIC FIELD
h § | ELECTRIC - PEPCO MAY, 2008
1 ] : TELEPHONE ~ VERIZON
' GAS - WASHINGTON GAS
' C— 11) ALL DOWNSPOUTS TO BE DIRECTED AWAY FROM ALL STRUCTURES AND TOWARDS STREET.
| | :
, _ !~ ZONING DATA
' :
l o : ) 1) ZONING: R-200
_ . _ MIN, LOT AREA = 20,000 SF FRONT B.RL. = 40.0 FT (OR ESTABLISHED)
— T . LOT WIDTH AT R/W = 256 FT REAR BR.L, = 30 FT
: ‘ LOT WIDTH AT B.R.L. = 100 FT SIDE B.R.L. = 12 FT MIN. EACH SIDE,
— 25 FT MIN. TOTAL

SITE DRAWING SHEET 2 OF 4
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EXISTING TREE SURVEY
HAMMERHILL

23310 FREDERICK ROAD
CLARKSBURG, MD

TREE DATA

Tree | D.B.H.

No. |Specles (inches) | Condition Comments

101 | BLACK WALNUT 33.5 EXCELLENT | REMAIN IN LANDSCAPE ]
102 | PEAR 172.5 POCR REMOVAL CANDIDATE
103 | BUTTERNUT 18 POOR REMOVAL CANDIDATE
104 | BUTTERNUT 18 FAIR ] REMAIN IN_LANOSCAPE
105 | BUTTERNUT 145 | FAR REMAIN IN LANDSCAPE
106 | NORWAY SPRUCE 24 FAIR REMAIN IN LANDSCAPE
107 | AMERICAN BASSWOOD | 36 FAIR REMAIN N LANDSCAPE
108 | HORSE CHESTNUT 20 FAIR REMAIN IN LANDSCAPE |
110 | EASTERN HEMLOCK 18 FAIR REMAIN IN LANDSCAPE
112 { TREE OF HEAVEN 2 POOR REMOVAL CANDIDATE

113 {SILVER MAPLE 22 FAIR REMAIN N LANDSCAPE
114 | WHITE MULBERRY (TRIP.) | 24 POOR REMOVAL CANDIDATE
117 | WHITE_MULBERRY 20,26 POOR REMOVAL CANDIDATE

* THE TREE ASSESSMENT FOR EACH TREE ABOVE WAS
PERFORMED BY A CERTIFIED ARBORIST AND IS INCLUDED.

D EX. TREE

o
{ap ! EX. TREE W/ CRITICAL :
R ROOT ZONE MAY, 2005

SITE DRAWING SHEET 1 OF 4
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April 30, 2005

Mr. Victor Peeke

P.O. Box 489
Clarksburg, MD 20871

Dear Victor:

This report contains several survey 1esults regarding a select number of trees on your
property at 2331C Frederick Road. Clarksburg, Maryland.

In particular, there are tree assessments, appraisals and one hazard tree evaluatior. Ihave
. maintained the numbering system that was in place at the ‘ime of this survey. ‘

L TREE ASSESSMENTS,

#101 - Black walnut {Juglans nigra). This tree measured 33.5” of diameter at
breast height (dbh) and is in good condition. The form on this tree is
excellent. The onuy factor that detracts from an “excellent” condition rating is
what appears 10 be an old lightning strike on the trunk. I do not feel that this
will impact the tree in sither healith or structural integrity. It should receive a
crown cleaning trzatment and remain in the landscape.

#102 - Common pear (Pyvrus communis). This tree measured 17.5” dbh and i$
in fair to peor condition. There are several defects along the main stem and
leaders including significant cavities. There is also tip dieback throughout the
small crown that remains. This is an older pear and certainly near the end of -
its lifespan. I would not recommend investing any moriies into keeping this
tree healthy. 1 believe it is a removal candidare. |

#103 -- Butternut (Juglans cinerea). This tree measured 16" dbh and is in
poor condizion. There is very little live crown ieft on this tree. Itis nota
preservation candidate and should be removed.

#104 - Butternut. This tree measured 18” dbh and is in good condition.

There are some broker: limbs in the crown and a prom.nent basa! wound. 1do
. not feel that the basal wound represents a significant defect for this tree. It

should receive a crown cleaning treatment and be retained in the landscape.

zzi; 4oth place . ew . suite 1. washinglon ¢t 2000; . phone 202 333 38s: . fax 202 333 3859, kptrees@cemcast.nat . pirchfordtrees.com
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#10S - Butternut. This tree measured 14.5” dbh and is in geod 1o fair
condition. There is a sweep in the train :rurk and some minor deadwood in
the crown. It would benefit by a crown cleaning cperation and should be
retaine? in the landscape.

#112 - Tree-of-heaven (dilanthus altissima). This tree measured 21" dbh and
is in fair tc poor condition. There is a very large vine coverage in this tree.
However, these are a highly invasive species and should be removed from the
landscape —_—

#113 - Sitver map:e (Acer saccharimm). This tree measured 227 dbh and is
in good to fair condition. A large ivy vine has been cur which should help this
tres out tremendcusly. One lead has broken, but a larger lateral now appear:
1o be asserting dominance. There is alsc a slight lean in the trunk, bur it is
self-correcting. This tree should remain in the landscape.

#114 — White mulberry (Morus alba). This tree measured 24” dbh and is in
fair to poor condition. There are two stems here of equal diameter. Heavy
vires in the canopy have been cut recently which will help this tree.
However, it may be too late. One of the main stems has been badly damaged
at the base. This is not a preservation candidate and should be removed.

#1135 ~ Sugar mapie {4cer saccharum). This tree measured 37" and is in fair
condition. There are multiple wounds along the trunk and several large
wounds on the root flares. Tt is obvicus that several large limbs have broken
cut of the crown over the past several years. There is aiso quite a bit of
deadwood in the crovm. At the very least, this ree needs to be deadwooded
aud cabled. [ have conducted a hazard tree evaluation on this tree, including
resistograrch tests. This report is attachec here. I am not a supporter of
keeping this tree in the landscape. [ believe there is 1G0 much of a hazard

#116 — White mulberry. This tree has iwo large stems that measured 3!.5”
and 27”7 dbh. A third large stem has been removed in the recent past. Some
of the cut-up wood from this stem is scattered under this tree. The smaller of
the two stems lest its top in the recent past, but it has re-sprouted and appears
to be vigorous. The remaining third stem is in better conditior. Iam not
aptimistic about the long-term prospects Sor this tree.

The base of the tree is decaying in many locations and the angle of iean of the
stems is considerable (>15%). Even if just the healthiest stem is kept, 1 do not
think it is viable enough to warrant keeping it in the laadscape. Inmy
opinien, it 15 not a preservation candicate and should be removed.

#117 = White mulberry. This tree also has two mz'n stems. One 1s 26" and
the cther 207 dbh. The larger of the two stems is in poor zondition with the

Oy
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top dying back. The base of this tree is also highly decayed and weak. Ido
not feel that thxs is 4 preservation czndidate. I believe that it should be

reroved.
T ———————

HAZARD TREE EVALUATION.

#1135 — Sugar maple.

This tree was evaluated for structura! stability in both the main runk and root
flares. Tae resistograph machine was used in these tests. A total of nine (9)
tests were made imo the tree. Five (5) of these were made into the roort flares
and four (4) were made into the main trunk. A diagram of the test Jocations is
artached.

The results of these tests were rather interesting in that they were completely
opposite of what [ would have expecied. | have enclosed a reduced cepy of
the resistogreph tests and included all of them on one page.

Tesis #1-3 on the enf‘losed are from the root flares. The pattem for all of
these tests is encouraging in that the emplitude of the graph increases as the
needle penetrates the wood. 1t is apparent thar the differentiation cf the spike
marks slong the graph is minimal, but this is not unusua! in roots because the
density of the wood is verv different from the main stem. I am most
concerned with the amplitude of the graph rather than the differentiation of the
spike marks for roots. So, what I take from these tests is thar, despite the
damage 10 the 7001 flares, there has been little decay activity within the root
ares.

- Tests #6-9 were taken cn the four opposite sides of the main trunk and at

breast height. There is a very cbvious arez of decay starting st a depth of 77
on graph #6 At the end of the graph, hewever, there is more scund wood.
The only other pattern like this is at the end of test #8, at a depth of 16.5”,
where the needle starts to drop off.

My interpretaticn of these 1ests is that the main trunk and roct flares are quite
sourd in this tree. This doesn’t surprise me too much given that sugar maple
is so effective at companmentalizing wounds. My only concern with this tree
is with the mair stem and scaffcld limbs higher in the crown. My sense is that
ihere is not enough live crown tc ensure the level of photosynthetic potential
to keep this large tree healthy. It is certainly possible to remove the deadwood
anc add a cabling system, but ] am not convinced that it wnl] extend the useful
life of this tree for more than a year ortwo.

o:tchiordassociates pitchfordtrees.com
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Thank you for the opportunity to provide these assessments and
recommendetions. [ have enclosed a separate letter with the appraisals.
’lease cali with any tollow-up questions.

Sincerely, ,,,/>

Keith C. Pitchford
1S A Certified Arborist, MA-0178
MD Tree Expert, #589

iy
/

2

-

pitchfcicassosiates pitinfordtrees.com

&



=
]
A

o

N S




e

5



Hammerhill, Rear Elevation
2004

i
M jug




vooe

4

LORASIZ BPIS 13T

L

Be



' HAWP APPLICATION: MAILING ADDRESSES FOR NOTIFING
[Owner, Owner’s Agent, Adjacent and Confronting Property Owners]

=

Owner’s mailing address

Victor J. Peek
P. O. Box 489
Clarksburg, MD 20871

Owner’s Agent’s mailing address

* Miller, Miller & Canby

Attn: James L. Thompson, Esq.

200-B Monroe Street
Rockville, MD 20850

Adjacent and confronting Property Owners mailing addresses

RUDDEN, ARIC L

22329 FREDERICK RD
CLARKSBURG MD 20871

‘CARBY, RODNEY H & AT

6125 TUCKERMAN LANE
ROCKVILLE MD 20852

TERRABROCK TLARKSBURG LLC

C/O NEWLANKE COMMUNITIES
13777 304N J DELANEY DR #525

CHARLOTTE N 28277

WATKINS, WILLIAM K & B L

11610 PIEDMONT RD
CLARKSBURG MD 20871

v

KOSTARIS, FOTIS & EET AL

8800 CARMHFSTOWN RD
ROCKVILLE #0 20835C

GATEWAY COMMONS LLC

10230 NEW HAMPSHIRE AVE
SILVER SPRING MD 20903-1400

wmemgen e

FAKM DEVELDPMERNT COOP LLC

21032 COG wWHIEL. WAY
GERMANTCOW N MD 20876-4271

[ OPTNRSR P UV JORS—

‘BOARD OF EDUCATION

850 HUNGERFGRD DR
ROCKVILLE ME 20850

€y
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMM]SSION
April 27, 2005 Meeting Minutes ‘

MS. O'MALLEY: Anyone else have any other staff items or dates to announce? Think that's it, okay.

Well, then we can -- I guess we'll go ahead. Let's see. We'll go ahead with our preliminaries.
MS. WRIGHT: Yeah, there will be a staff report and then the architect is here.

MS. TULLY: Right, and the landscape architects are on their way so hopefully they will get here.
Okay, the preliminary tonight is a second preliminary consultation for 23310 Frederick Road in the Clarksburg
historic district, also known as Hammer Hill. _ |

The Commission saw, this project initially on March 9th and based on those comments, the applicant is
back with some changes. The proposal as you know, is for partial demolition, a rear addition, driveway and

parking. I'm not sure if tree removal is still actually on the books. Certainly not as -- if there is, not as much as .

- there was with the initial landscape design.

Staff is generally supportive of the changes. The changes to the addition are relatively subtle. The most
obvious changes for the most part are the addition of the wheelchair access, which was discussed but not
shown last week. I mean at the last meeting. It is on the right side through a porch entrance that was originally
the doctor's ofﬁce entrance as opposed to coming in the front porch.

In response to Commission comments about the rear wing obscuring the historic house, it has been
reduced in length by two feet. Additionally, the applicant requested that the architect make that same rear
portion a bit wider which he has done which has resulted in the additional deeper, which resulted in additional
he1ght _

If you look at circles, it looks.like an 8 and 11 that illustrates the changes. Yeah, circle 11 shows the
reduction in width of the rear portion and then circle eight shows the slight increase of depth of that same

portion. Again, there are relatively subtle changes of portions are still appropriate and staff is of the opinion

that although it does make the rear portion a bit higher, it does separate the distance between the connector and

the rear portion that makes it not seem quite as tall.

What is obvious is the major changes to the landscape plan which at this point, schematic parking and
drive plan, which still has a lot of parking. The applicant still has the lease but at the request of the
Commission, A, the circular drive in the front has been removed and additionally, the dcsign' iS more organic

and less boxy. They made an attempt to separate parking from one another and it also pushes it towards the

rear of the property so it takes on a secondary role.

What is not showing at this point is the actual landscaping and vegetation suggestions. At this point,
they're hoping to hear from the Commission if this layout idea will work before getting into the screening and

actual plantings that they‘would be proposing which they definitely will be.

(34)
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-The materials, the only real change is that, at staff and the Commission's suggestions, rather than asphalt
shingles, they will be re-roofing the historic with synthetic slate. They will be using the same product on the
new house, the new addition as well. To clarify one little part, I have a note in there that the roof of the rear

project -- that makes no sense. There's a little bump out there on the very back of the house, a bay window

"and that's what I was referring to in that comment, having a metal roof and that's just a higher design thing that

I wanted to make that clear that I wasn't talking about the entire addition.

And now I have the photographs of the property if you wish to see them again. Otherwise, the architect
is here. Are there any questions regarding this side of the house? Oh, one other change was on the railings of
the roof, the roof decks. They're more proportional. Did you want to see the -- unless the Commissioners

remember what it looked like so I'd be happy to comment. The architect.

MR. TALTAVULL: I guess Comsat wasn't on the agenda tonight. Good evening. My name is Tom
Tultavull, I'm the architect for Victor Peek and Mike Norton from Amy's Lvand Design, I believe, is on the
way. _

I think Tania pretty much summed up the changes that I made. I've got another additional drawing.
There was some concern about the low facia on the connector part and I've got an alternative dréwing that
, which would flatten out the roof pitch a little bit. Ican show you that drawing. It raises this

facia up in line with the facia that connects it with.
MR. FULLER: In the alternative, you're getting it basically above a person's head if they're --

MR. TALTAVULL: Iwas trying to keep the height of this down and try to keep that roof at a fairly
decent pitch. Ithink it would work out by raising this up in line. It takes away a little bit of the clumpiness, I
think. |

MR. FULLER: Fihisk [

¢r with --

~ MR. TALTAVULL: You'd have to get a ladder to clean the gutter out now, I guess. That's just one

~ option that I've changed since you've seen the last submission.

MR. FULLER: Imean personally, I think there's a lot of improvements. I mean, the main thing that I
think we objected to last time, the biggest thing was the sidewalk. I thinkit's -- you know, I'd love to see less

cars, but it certainly Your

driveway 1s now -- yoil're 1 I think was a big issue to us.

I think the detail on the house was fairly close on to begin with. Ilike your alternative on the connector

- but you should hear that from other people. I thinkit's a nice project.

@
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MS. WATKINS: Ihad one question about some of the site work. There's an existing barn or shed so
you're taking off part of that, a little wing of it to bring the driveway around?

MR. TALTAVULL: Thisis a larger barn on I guess the north side?
MS. WATKINS: Right.

MR. TALTAVULL: And it was my understanding that they were going to take off, I guess it's OSB
type, you can see it in the photographs.

MS. TULLY: Right. There are non-historic plywood OSB attachments to the historic barn and that's

what they would removing.
MS. WATK]NS: That's what would be‘coming off and then.--
MS. TULLY: Right.
MS. WATKINS: - and then the driveway is wrapping where -- okay.
MS. TULLY: Correct,
MR. TALTAVULL: AndI--
MS. TULLY: I can show you --

MR. TALTAVULL: Ican't speak for Victor, but thiﬁk that he was also still looking for rebuilding the

 two sheds so you have somewhat of a tradition.

MS. TULLY: Right, he had to come back for that but that 1s his eventual plan. I can show you. Do you

want me to show you the pictures that we have available?

MR. TALTAVULL: It's just on your site plan, it looks like the bar is rotated 90 degrees. 1don't know if

somebody has drawn it incorrectly or --
UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: I think showing the picture might help. -

MS. TULLY: Okay. Imean, right now, it's sort of square and when you take the additions off, it

become rectangular. But maybe you'll see the picture of that house clarified.

MR. TALTAVULL: Iknow the intention of the owner is to restore that barn and -

B&
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MR. FULLER: Historic barn status?

MR. TALTAVULL: Yes. And then the two sheds wings would be made an open carport but they

would be restored in detail in keeping with the main barn.

MR. BURSTYN: On the left side elevation in the foreground, are those blinko doors? Is that what that

is?

- MS. WRIGHT: Just to finish, let's just finish the out building discussion and then we'll tum the lights
back up so that we can refer to the drawing. This is the out bﬁilding in question and you can see with the two
shed additions, the footprint of it actually becomes a much bigger footprint. But if you remove all those
additions, what you have is a rectangular building with the shorter part of the rectangular facing north-south

which is what is shown in the drawing.
MS. WATKINS: Thank you for clarifying that.

MS. WRIGHT: Okay now, you had a question. Mr. Burstyn had a question that required looking at the

drawing.

MR. BURSTYN: Yes, he answered it. The little doors in the foreground in the middle are the cellar
blinko doors. ’ '

MR. TALTAVULL: I think they're deteriorated wood now and the owner would prefer to have the

metal what I call Dorothy doors.

MS. OMALLEY: Do any of the other architects
angles, the height?

MS. WATKINS:

MS. OMALLEY: I aree.

MS. WILLIAMS: Did you look at all at squeezing the addition a litt.le bit and -- I mean, I know that in

terms of the relationship of the historic building to the new constructions; I didn't have any problems, but I was

interested in seeing if we could I so that from the rear elevation, more of the
original building was visible. We talked about perhaps trying to pull it in a little bit. It's not apparent that it

was really tightened up much.

3D
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MR. TALTAVULL: Yes, what ] have done on this is pulled in a foot on each direction, on each side. 1
think the owner's concern is that he's not quite sure. I think he's going to live in the house for a period of time
as he's restoring it but he's also looking into the options for professional offices, either doctors or dentists. And

I know he's been speaking with a dentist and the back section would be a place where the exam rooms would

“be. They talked about how it laid out in terms of getting enough space for four dentist chairs.

MS. TULLY: It looks like everybody is here.

MS. WILLIAMS: Well, I was just going to make a comrhent and apologize to the two of you that just

came in and had to jump right into the meeting a lot quicker than expected.-

MR. TALTAVULL: I know your concern and I guess programmatically it's tough. I guess my main
goal was in the connector wing, to keep that small and pulled away from the main building. So, in three
dimensions, if you're off center in the back of the property, you know, 30 feet one way from direct, you're still
going to see the main portion of the back building in realty. v

Obviously, if you are standing back in this area, it's going to block it, but from either side on this side,
which is -- the main garden area is here and the entrance to the parking lot is here. I guess it was kind of a

trade off.

MS. WILLIAMS: Yesh, I mean [ g

really don't have any huge objection. k
MR. FULLER: Do you want to address the landscaping that you're proposing for the site?

MR. NORTON: My name is Mike Norton. We made this rendering. It's in my boss's car because I
knew he wouldn't be late. That should be here shortly.
I can address the rendering of the project versus last time if you like. If you guys all have your 8.5xI1.

So I'apologize -
MS. TULLY: Circle 19.

MR. NORTON: We don't have the'other_ one and we did look at your comments and we removed the

circle driveway.
MS. OMALLEY: Thank you.

MR. NORTON: We reduced the drive aisles down to 12 feet. We removed two spaces. We did come

&/
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down to 14 spaces and we tried to break it up as best as possible while still keeping Mr. Peeke's seven vehicles
and then I tried to intersperse parking around a loop as we have shown. Thave another drawing that has like T

said a rendering and it's on its way.
MS. OMALLEY: Just in time.
MR. NORTON: Sure. And we'll set that up there now.
MS. OMALLEY: Exactly what we were just planning to cover. Thank you.

MR. NORTON: Sure. Since the last meeting, we also did retain an arborist who is doing an evaluation
of all the trees on the site. Let me step up here. And all these ones that are in this paler green are actually ail
trees that are staying. All the treeé right now are staying on the -- we have proposed to stay and added éome
more. And that's how it had worked. '

We're looking at just some shrubbery screening along here a little better for the residential and just trying
to kind of hide this thing and put two or three spaces in.the site. We do have five spaces back here and that is
our biggest block of spaces I guess you would call it and try to get this loop in here

If Mr. Peeke does go to -- I think they were just referring to possible dentlsts now, what have you. This
would allow deliveries to come in right here. What we did do is try to keep as much on the existing
impervious, the gravel space as possible. It's what we have right now and just bump things out a little bit.

We were looking at bringing a handicapped ramp in right here on this side, you come in right there. And
kind of an entrance right here, kind of a primary entrance, we're saving for keeping this entrance, the front
entrance and the front as it is and then a walk around this way. That's what we're looking at right now, kind of

breaking things apart and more of amebic --

‘MS. WATKINS:

MR. NORTON: Sure. Which ones are you, which parking?
MS. WATKINS: Right between two and three.

MR. NORTON: Two and Three. We do> have this existing tree right here and that is why we saved it,
104. Itis al7-inch tree. It's a caliber tree so we did try and break things apart and stay away from those as

much as possible.

MS. WATKINS: Okay. And then back behind the five -- there are a row of trees on that other side that

®



pg

\©

B
B o

P
W

=
(IS

=
[0)

e
o

N -
O O

N N
N =

N N
W

NN
a N

N
~J

N N
\© ®©

w W
= o

w W w
[' O S B S ]

w W
oy U1

w w
@ ~J

s W
O 0

Iy
=

o J0 b WN o

36

will remain?

MR. NORTON: Back behind this five right here?
MS. WATKINS: Yeah on the, yeah.

MR. NORTON: Along this walk?

'MS. WATKINS: Right.

MR. NORTON: Yes, everything is to remain right along the property line.

MR. PEEKE: There's no trees back there right now.

now.

MR. NORTON: Right. This tree right here, that's the existing tree. That's the only one back there right

MS. WATKINS: Okay, but I

~ MR. NORTON: Oh, you mean these right here? These are all proposed.

MS. WATKINS: Okay.
MR. NORTON: That's all proposed. The lighter green is the existing tree that is there.

MS. WATKINS: Okay, because this is going to be easy for this parking to grow as needed and that

would happen.

MS. WRIGHT: Did you specify if there are any trees being removed?

MR. NORTON: Currently, as we have drawn right now, there are not. That is, like I said, we do have

the arborist who is doing an analysis of each tree andI gave him the grading plan. Just a preliminary grading

and a preliminary sketch so he can make an analysis of what would happen if this did move forward, if these

trees could be saved and how they could.

MS. OMALLEY: Have you considered what the material of the driveway would be?
MR. NORTON: Ibelieve we're still talking of a tar and chip right now?

MR. PEEK: Tar and Chip.



Pg

37

MR. NORTON: Yeah, a tr

). This is still — we're still fine tuning it and working on this, but I
think they were leaning towards the tar and chip.

€D,

leas -enang il v

MS. OMALLEY: Any other questions? I , e cha
’ . Well, I guess back to the time when you'll bring in -

your final application. |

MR. TALTAVULL: Ijust had one other cut quick comment. It was discussed at the last meeting in
regard to this chimney. It goes through the existing dormer.

MS. O'MALLEY: Uh-huh.
MR. TALTAVULL: | Of how the Commission felt about whether it could be removed or not?
MR. FULLER: The chimney or the dormer? |
MR. TALTAVULL: The chimney.
MR. FULLER: And the dormer restored.
MR. TALTAVULL: And restore the dormer back to what I think was it's original...
_ MS. O'MALLEY: Would you refresh my memory about that? Was the chimney original? |
MR. TALTAVULL: No, I think --
MS. OMALLEY: The chimney wasn't added?

MR. TALTAVULL: Yeah, I think when they added this doctor's entrance, they built this chimney. It

“went up through the dormer that they just built, left it and built around it. I think the original house had two

“smaller chimneys, at least one of them is left. I think the original house has, looking at the framing and the

roof, had a chimney near this - right through here. It came down next to the -- not that we're proposing to

remove, but I guess we were thinking at this point --

MR. FULLER: It certainly doesn't feel very natural the way it sits there.

MS. OMALLEY:

MR. TALTAVULL: Okay.
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MS. WRIGHT: Just one point I wanted to make just to clarify the record. Rigﬁt now, you were talking
about the dentist office or a doctor's office, you would have to
- -- I believe the only way that that could be considered would be through a special exception process.
The zoning of the property is R200 and does allow for some non-residential professional offices but only

through the special exception process. 1just wanted to make sure that was clear.

MR. FULLER: But I think it looks like they're trying to do is position themselves so they don't have to

come back here.
v MS. O'MALLEY: All right, well then, we'll have to see youvagain.
MR. FULLER: Thank you.
MR. TALTAVULL: Thank you.
MR. PEEKE: Sorry, I missed the show.
MS. OMALLEY: You just got here in time.
MR. BURSTYN: Do you want one more?
MS. OMALLEY: We have covered all the standard commission items. Then the meeting is adjourned.

(Whereupon, the meeting was concluded at 8:53 p.m.).
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NERAL NOTES
1) WATER CATEGORY - | (P3Il ¢ N366) SEWER CATEGORY - 3 (P3Il), 4 (N366)
2) BOUNDARY INFORMATION SHOWN HEREON BASED ON A SURVEY PERFORMED BY
CAS ENGINEERING, DATED MARCH, 2004.
3) 2-FOOT CONTOUR DATA BASED ON A SURVEY PERFORMED BY
CAS ENGINEERING, DATED MARCH, 2004.
4) TOTAL LOT AREA: PARCEL 3l « 3,06 AC, PARCEL N3¢66 = 43,560 S.F.
5) PROPERTY SHOWN ON TAX MAP EW, PARCEL 3!l § N366, CLARKSBURG HIGHLANDS.
6) PROPERTY SHOWN ON WSSC 200' SHEET 232 NW 13,
7) PROPERTY SHOWN ON MONTGOMERY COUNTY SOILS SURVEY MAP No. 7.
SOIL TYPE(S): 9B, 4C, 168.
8) FLOOD ZONE *C* PER H.U.D. FIRM MAPS, COMMUNITY
PANEL No. 240049 0050 B.
9) SITE IS LOCATED IN THE LITTLE SENECA CREEK WATERSHED.
10) LOCAL UTILITIES INCLUDE:
WATER 8 SEWER ~ PUBLIC WATER ¢ SEPTIC FIELD .
ELECTRIC - PEPCO MAY, 2005
TELEPHONE - VERIZON
GAS - WASHINGTON GAS
1) ALL DOWNSPOUTS TO BE DIRECTED AWAY FROM ALL STRUCTURES AND TOWARDS STREET.

ZONING DATA

1) ZONING: R-200

MIN, LOT AREA = 20,000 SF FRONT B.R.L. = 40.0 FT (OR ESTABLISHED)
LOT WIDTH AT R/W = 26 FT REAR B.R.L. » 30 FT
LOT WIDTH AT B.R.L. « 100 FT SIDE B.R.L. = 12 FT MIN. EACH SIDE,

256 FT MIN. TOTAL
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TREE DATA

Tree D.B.H.
No. |Species (inches) | Condition Comments
101 [ BLACK WALNUT 33.5 EXCELLENT JREMAIN IN LANDSCAPE
102 | PEAR 12.5 POOR REMOVAL CANDIDATE
103 { BUTTERNUT 16 POOR REMOVAL CANDIDATE
104 [ BUTTERNUT 18 FAR REMAIN IN LANDSCAPE
105 | BUTTERNUT 14.5 FAIR REMAIN IN LANDSCAPE
106 _{ NORWAY SPRUCE 24 FAIR REMAIN IN LANDSCAPE
107 | AMERICAN BASSWOOD | 36 FAIR REMAIN [N LANDSCAPE
108 { HORSE CHESTNUT 20 FAIR REMAIN [N LANDSCAPE
110 | EASTERN HEMLOCK 18 FAIR REMAIN IN LANDSCAPE
112 | TREE OF HEAVEN 2 POOR REMOVAL CANDIDATE
113 | SILVER MAPLE 22 FAIR REMAIN IN LANDSCAPE
114 | WHITE MULBERRY (TRIP.) | 24 POOR REMOVAL CANDIDATE
117_| WHITE_MULBERRY 20,26 | POOR REMOVAL CANDIDATE |

* THE TREE ASSESSMENT FOR EACH TREE ABOVE WAS
PERFORMED BY A CERTIFIED ARBORIST AND IS INCLUDED.

0 EX. TREE

[§)]

e, o___s 30
ol EX. TREE W/ CRITICAL l I |
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MAY, 2005
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RETURNTO:  DEPARTMENT OF PERMITTING SERVICES

* 255 ROCKVILLE PIKE. 2nd FLOOR. ROCKVILLE. MD 20850
240/777-6370

HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
o 301/563-3400

- APPLICATION FOR
HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT

Contact Person: V VETIR PL gt
Daytime Phone No.. 2O/ - 347 -0 00/

DPS -#8

Tax Account No: &2 O 273

Name of Property Owner. /70 702 Pfé_/{é’ . Daytime Phone No.:  2O/- IS4G - 0o/
Addess: __ PO BOX 4EL5 LeARNMSSLAG AIAR yedn/ o 2087/

i Street Number City Staet Zip Code
Ct;ntracton: - - | E 3 ) . Phone No.: |
Contractor Registration No.:

Agent for Owner: THONIAS = THRETHY 4L ”42(’ 4/ /72C 7 Daytime Phone No.: 20/~ BGL- /¥ il

LOCATION OF BUILDING/PREMISE . .
House Number: 233/ & . Steet AREPER1cK  LOAD

Town/City: (4R 1S Bl NearestCrossStreet: S/ /b 70/ RDA LD
Lot: ‘ Block: Subdivision:
Liber: Folip: Parcel: ? / /

+

PART ONE: TYPE OF PERMIT ACTION AND USE

1A. CHECK ALL APPLICABLE: . CH.ECK ALL APPLICABLE: _
[E/Construct O Extend [ Atter/Renovate O A/C D Slab @ Room Additioﬁ FD Porch (3 Deck (J Shed
] Move 0 Instal [J Wreck/Raze U Solar (7 Fireplace [J Woadburning Stove [J Single Family
[J Revision [ Repair 3 Revocable - O FencéMaII (complete Section 4) [J Other:

1B. Construction cost estimate; § 50 O poo
/

1C. I 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 @4NSSC 02 [J Septic 03 (J Other:

2B. Type of water supply: 01 2 Wssc 02 O Wl 03 [J Other:

PART THREE, COMPLETE ONLY FOR FENCE/RETAINING 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 fine {J Entirely on land of owner [3 On public right of way/easement

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

/
%Mw ﬂ %/ Mgy /8, 2005

Siyéture of owner or authorized agent Date

Approved: For Chairperson, Historic Preservation Commission

Digapproved: Signature:

. . Date:
Application/Permit ﬁ'o.: \38 :3? 80// Date Filed: 5 -/ Y /OS Date Issued:

Edit £/21/99 , | SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS




