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THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL
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IWA

CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION
8787 Georgia Avenue • Silver Spring, Maryland 20910-3760

May 2, 2006

Ellie Galifianakis
Barnes Vanze Architects
1000 Potomac Street, NW, Suite L-2
Washington DC 20007

Re: 5810 Warwick Place, Somerset Historic District
HAWP # 410294

Ms. Galifianakis:

I am writing in response to your request to revise the approved Historic Area Work
Permit (HAWP) application for the above- mentioned property. The Commission at its
public worksession on April 26, 2006, reviewed the proposed revisions and voted to
support the width increase of the deck by 4' and the installation of a drop-in hot tub.

This letter will serve as your official approval for this HAWP revision. If you have any
additional questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

Michele Oaks, Senior Planner
M-NCPPC
Historic Preservation Section



MONTGOMERY COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT
THE MARYLAND-[NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION

May 14, 2007

Ruth Sorenson
5810 Warwick Place
Chevy Chase, Maryland

Re: Fence improvements at 5810 Warwick Place, Somerset Historic District
Revision to HAWP # 410294,

Mrs. Sorenson:

I am writing in response to your request to revise the approved Historic Area Work
Permit (HAWP) application for the above-mentioned property. The Commission at its
public worksession on March 14, 2007, reviewed the proposed revisions and voted to
support the 4' high fence replacement as proposed in the attached plan, however, the 6'
high proposed fence replacement must not exceed 4' feet in height.

This letter will serve as your official approval for this HAWP revision. If you have any
additional questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

Michele Oaks, Planner Coordinator
M-NCPPC
Historic Preservation Section

8787 Georgia Avenue, Silver Spring, Maryland 20910 Director's Office: 301.495.4500 Fax: 301.495.1310

www.MontgomeryPlanning.org 
,00 r recycled paper
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MX,aRYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION
— —' 6787 Georgia Avenue • Silver Spring, Maryland 20910.3760
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Department of Park & Planning
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION

Douglas M. Duncan Julia O'Malley
County Executive Chairperson

n
Date:"'

I o :W 
Wimn

ck Pik

To Whom It May Concern:

We are in receipt of your Historic Area Work Permit (HAWP) application dated — "~-7 - After
reviewing your submission we have determined that it is incomplete and cannot be processed at this time.

Your application is being returned to you because it is missing the following components:

O Written Description
Site Plan
Plans/Elevations
Material Specifications
Photographs
Tree Survey
Adjacent/Confronting Property Owner Addresses

L Submitted to office other than DPS in Rockville

As the current application has been deleted from the Department of Permitting Services' records, you will need to
submit a new, complete, application to DPS to be considered for the next available meeting of the Historic
Preservation Commission.

We look forward to receiving the information needed to complete your application and proceed with the review.
Please call 301-563-3400 if you have any questions.

~VX-.AMt
R

t

C'~'ttMv~~fi

v:tea...:.. Prneon..Finn Cnm,nilsion • 8787 Georgia Avenue 9 Silver SvrinQ, Maryland 20910 . 301/563-3400 a 301/563-3412 FAX



THE I MARYLAND-NATIONAL
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CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION
8787 Georgia Avenue • Silver Spring, Maryland 20910-3760

Date: February 9, 2006
I►I 1ll:r►1 UI

TO: Robert Hubbard, Director
Department of Permitting Services

FROM: Michele Oaks, Senior Planner
Historic Preservation Section, M CPPC

SUBJECT: Historic Area Work Permit # 410294, for additions and alterations
at 5810 Warwick Place, Chevy Chase

The Montgomery County Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) reviewed the attached application
for a Historic Area Work Permit (HAWP) at its public hearing on February 8, 2006. This application
was APPROVED.

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

Applicant: Arnie Sorenson (Arkie Barnes, Architect)

Address: 5810 Warwick Place (Somerset Historic District)

This HAWP approval is subject to the general condition that, after issuance of the Montgomery County
Department of Permitting Services (DPS) permit, the applicant will contact the Historic Preservation
Office if any alterations to the approve plans.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY PLANNING BOARD, 8787 GEORGIA AVENUE, SILVER SPRING, MARYLAND 20910
WWW.MNCPPC.ORG
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
'' ' 3011563-3400~:J if „, P:..

APPLICATION FOR
HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT

Colrtact Pelson:~KiV ,~ ✓~

Daytime Phone No.: ~V ✓ /~ / G ~J~

lax Account No.:

Name of Property Owner:

~ 

f~tYi 

 ~~ 'Sb'P'o' 0t 

Q _ Daytime Phone No.:

Address: 
~~111---"`--- ~~IG~ 1 ii G~Gi-ffi0,-;7F M 1~

Sneer Number - City 'S lovrr 7p Coda

Conoacton:

Contractor Registration No.:

Agent lot Owner:

Address: 1 2

I'Iwne No.:

Daytime I'hone No.: '245~Z J I ! ~?

2Cx+ W P1-"7Nji M 61-QtA be 2inoo'-7

Ilouse Number: 7L1/~G~

lowt✓City: i4'► gi5z9 NrarestCrossSheet:

Lot: Block: Subdivision:

libel. Folio: Parcel:

P R11 i ONE: TYPE OF PERMIT AC11ON AND USE

IA. 

QIEECK A Il AP jr %J IE: CIIECK ~I~ APf 
IICADI[,,~ f

>Q Construct C] Extend ❑ Aller/Renovale 1..) AIC (A Slab <R-nm Addition O Patch O Deck O Shed

11 move l.J Install I] Wreckille2e I,) Solat CI Fireplace IA Woodlruming Stove 1.J Single Family

1.1 Revision C3 Repair I] Revocable I' I Erncr.Mlall lcnmplete Section Al 0 Other:

10. Cons lruc lion cosIestimate: S

1 C. 11 this is a revision of a previmrsly approved active prrmil. see. [let mil#

PART TWO: COMPLEI E FOR NEW 

CO%,~WVSSC

NSI IIUCI ION AND EXIENU/AUUIIIUNS

2A. lype of sewage disposal: 

 

SSC 02 1.1 Septic 03 1 1 Other:_

20. type of wales supply:  02 F) Well 03 1 1 other.

PAR1111REE: COMPLETE ONLY FOR FENCEJIIEIAINING WAIL

JA. Ileight feet inches

30. Indicate whether the fence at retaining wall is to be consoucted on one of the following locations:

L') On parry line/property.kne O Entirely on land of owner CI On public right of wayieasement

I brrchy rrrfify leaf 1 have file aulbnriry, to male Ure interning application. fhaf tire npplirofinn is collect, and flint lbaeonstruetion will comply wth plans
npprnved by . 1 ayetpies Ifted and 1 hrrrhy acknnwle. dye. 111111 nccepl this In lie n r.11ndilioo lot flit! is,umner of this permit .

Approved: / V

Disapproved:

ApplicalioNPermil No.:

owner or aranoraer spent Bare

Commission

Dale:

Date Issued:

l dil 6/21/99 SEE REVERSE: SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS



THE FOLLOWING ITIMS MUST BE COMPLETEU AND THE=
REQUIRED DOCUMENTS MUST ACCOMPANY THIS APPLICATION.

I. WIII1lEN OESCRIF110N OF PROJECT

a. Uesuiption of existing sbucturelsj and environmental selling, including their historical features end significance:

If

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

N41 
. ~STn _ _our Q! 

2. SITEPLAN

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

a. the scale, north arrow, end date; .

b. dimensions of all existing and proposed structures: and

e. site leahues such as walkways, driveways, fences• ponds, streams, trash rhmtpsters, mechanical equipment, and landscaping.

3, PLANS AND ELEVAlIONS

You nrel submit 2 wares ol.ulans and elevations i~a lomlai no IarJcl Ilan 1 J_x 17_.1 tans on 8 1/2_x I~ILaoer ere orelened.

A. Schemalic construction plans, with marled dimensions, indicating location, We and general type of walls, window and door openings, and other

fixed lealures at both llte existing resomcelsl and the proposed wrrrk.

b. Elevations Hacades), with mar►ed dimensions, clearly indicating proposed work in relation to existing construction end, when appropriate, context.
All materials and fixtures proposed fm the exterior must be noted on the elevations drawings. An existing and a proposed elevation drawing of each
lacede affected by Um proposed work is required.

4. MATERIALS SPECIFICATIONS

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

design drawings.

5. PHO70GRAPIIS

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

Iont of photographs. .

b. Clearly label photographic prints of the resource as viewed from the public righl•af•way and of llte adjoining properties. All labels should be placed on

the front of photographs.

6. TREE SSURVEY

11 yrt• are propasing construction adjacent to or wrrhin the driplme of any lice 6" or larger in diameter tat approximately 4 feel above the ground), you

r...ar life an accurate lire survey identilyiog the site, location, and species of each tree of at least that dimension.

7. ADORFSSFS OF ADJACENT AND CONFRONTING PROPERTY OWNERS

for ALL projects, provide an accurate list at adjacent and confronting property owners trial lenanlsi, inchating names, addresses, and zip codes. This list
should include the owners of all lots or parcels which adjoin the parcel in question, as well as the ownerfs) of lolls) or parcel(s) which lie directly across

the sueetAiighway from lire parcel in question. You can obtain this information from the Department of Assessments and Taxation, 51 fvlonoe Sheet,

Rockville. (301/2791355).

PLEASE PRINT (IN BLUE 011 BLACK INK) 0il IYPE 11115 INFORMATION ON 111E FOLLOWING PAGE.

PLEASE S1AY WI7111N III[ GUIDES OF 111E TEMPLAIE, AS 11115 WILL BE 1'11011000PIED'DIRECILY ONTO MAILING LADELS.
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• ARCHITECTS

Sorenson Residence
5810 Warwick Lane
Somerset, MD

Proposed Scope of Work (Architectural)

House:
Existing two story frame house with full basement:
The historic fabric was previously expanded in the early ̀ 90s with an addition to the rear that
attempted to relocate the entry to the south side of the structure between an early, and a newer,
demi-octagonal bay window.

-Alterations:
1). The prior addition provided a demi-octagonal porch on the rear of the addition. It is the

current proposal to expand the overall house by expanding into and enclosing this portion
of the structure on the first floor, and to build an additional, and equal amount of square
footage on the second floor.

2). At the location of the dinette within the prior addition to the house, we are proposing the
construction of a new one story orthogonal bay on the north side. The historic fabric of
the house will remain untouched by this addition.

3). Two original windows in the original fabric of the north side of the house have been
covered in the previous renovations. It is our current proposal to install new windows in
the original locations that will replicate the historic fabric. The windows will be painted
wood double hung units.

Materials:
Materials would be consistent with those utilized for the rear addition, comprising a stucco
covered concrete masonry unit foundation wall, with a frame structure above clad in painted
wood siding with an asphalt shingle roof. Windows would be painted wood double hung
units with simulated divided lites.

Washington DC 1238 Wisconsin Avenue NW - Suite.204 - Washington DC 20007 • T 202 337 7255 • F 202 337 0609
Middleburg VA barnesvanze.com
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Oaks, Michele

From: Ellie Galifianakis [EGalifianakis@barnesvanze.com]

Sent: Friday, January 27, 2006 6:23 PM

To: Oaks, Michele

Subject: Sorenson

Michele,
My apologies for getting back to you this late, we ended up out at a site later than I anticipated.

The current house (the previous addition) projects 4'-7" from the original house. The proposed addition projection
is T-4 1/2" from that point, therefore the total projection is T-11 1/2".

Please let me know if you have any questions or need any more information.
Thank you,
Ellie

Eleanor Galifranakis
BARNES VANZE ARCHITECTS, INC.

Washington DC TELE: 202 337 7255 FAX: 202 337 0609

-----Original Message-----
From: Oaks, Michele [mailto:Michele.Oaks@mncppc-mc.org]
Sent: Friday, January 27, 2006 10:48 AM
To: Ellie Galifranakis
Subject:

Michele Oaks, Senior Planner
Historic Preservation Office
Montgomery County Department of Park and Planning
1109 Spring Street, Suite 801
Silver Spring, MD 20910
(301) 563-3400 (phone)
(301) 563-3412 (fax)
michele.oaks@mncppc-mc.org
www.mncppc.org

1/30/2006
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HAWP APPLICATION: MAILING ADDRESSES FOR NOTICING
[Owner, Owner's Agent, Adjacent and Confronting Property Owners]
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Sorenson Residence
5810 Warwick Lane
Somerset, MD

Proposed Scope of Work (Architectural)

House:
Existing two story frame house with full basement:
The historic fabric was previously expanded in the early ̀ 90s with an addition to the rear that
attempted to relocate the entry to the south side of the structure between an early, and a newer,
demi-octagonal bay window.

-Alterations:
1). The prior addition provided a demi-octagonal porch on the rear of the addition. It is the

current proposal to expand the overall house by expanding into and enclosing this portion
of the structure on the first floor, and to build an additional, and equal amount of square
footage on the second floor.

2). At the location of the dinette within the prior addition to the house, we are proposing the
construction of a new one story orthogonal bay on the north side. The historic fabric of
the house will remain untouched by this addition.

3). Two original windows in the original fabric of the north side of the house have been
covered in the previous renovations. It is our current proposal to install new windows in
the original locations that will replicate the historic'fabric. The windows will be painted
wood double hung units.

Materials:
Materials would be consistent with those utilized for the rear addition, comprising a stucco
covered concrete masonry unit foundation wall, with a frame structure above clad in painted
wood siding with an asphalt shingle roof. Windows would be painted wood double hung
units with simulated divided lites.

Washington DC 1238 Wisconsin Avenue NW • Suite 204 • Washington DC 20007 • T 202 337 7255 • F 202 337 0609
Middleburg VA barnewanze.com
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TRANSMITTAL

Date: October 26, 2005

To: Department of Permitting Services

From: Joshua Mohr

Re: HAWP Application - 5810 Warwick Place

We are sending you the following attached:

Copies Date No. Description
2 Prints 8 1/2" x 11" Plans and Elevations
1 Prints 18 x 24" Plans and Elevations
1 Contextual and Materials narrative
1 HAWP Application

These are transmitted: For approval

Comments:
To Whom it may concern:
I am enclosing the necessary information to file for an Historic Area Work Permit at
5810 Warwick Place. Photographs for the project have already been submitted at a
previous concept review hearing with the HPC and we were told that they did not need
to be resubmitted. If you have any questions about this application or require further
information, please contact me at 202-337-3726.

Thank you,

Joshua Mohr

Washington DC 1238 Wisconsin Avenue NW • Suite 204 - Washington DC 20007 - T 202 337 7255 - F 202 337 0609
Middleburg VA barnesvanze.com



SORENSON RESIDENCE
SOMERSBT, MARYLAND

CONCEPTUAL SITE PLAN
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SORENSON RESIDENCE
SOMERSET, MARYLAND

CONCEPTUAL FIRST FLOOR PLAN

OCTOBER 13, 2005
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CONCEPTUAL EAST ELEVATION
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SORENSON RESIDENCE
SOMMM MARnnNO

CONCEPTUAL NORTH ELEVATION
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Oaks, Michele

From: Steve Schottler [sschottler@barnesvanze.com]

Sent: Wednesday, January 18, 2006 9:26 AM

To: Oaks, Michele

Subject: 5810 Warwick Place

Michele,

We are currently set to be on the Town Council Agenda for Feb 6th. Can we tentatively request placement on the
Feb 8th HPC agenda for this project? It may mean that we'll be bringing verbal approval, or that we'll have to
have Tom Carter contact you directly on Feb 7th, but does it matter in what manner you get the Town's comments
so long as you have them prior to the hearing?

Stephen J: Schottler, AIA
BARNES VANZE ARCHITECTS, INC.

Washington DC TELE: 202 337 7255 FAX: 202 337 0609

1/18/2006
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION STAFF REPORT

Address: 5810 Warwick Avenue, Chevy Chase

Resource: Outstanding Resource
Somerset Historic District

Review: HAWP

Case Number: 35/36-06A

Applicant: Arne Sorenson
(Ankie Barnes, Agent)

PROPOSAL: Additions

RECOMMEND: Approve

BACKGROUND

Meeting Date: 02/08/06

Report Date: 02/01/06

Public Notice: 01/25/06

Tax Credit: Partial

Staff: Michele Oaks

The applicants submitted a design proposal for a preliminary consultation at the August 17th 2005
meeting. This proposal was to expand the kitchen on the first floor by constructing a one, story side
addition along the north elevation of the original massing, expand the family room on the first floor
by enclosing the existing back porch on the 1990s addition and adding a second story, construct a
new rear porch on the first floor level behind the existing 1991 addition, and install a window in
foyer on the first floor and relocate and remove windows on the second floor on the north elevation
of the original massing.

The Commission and staff were very concerned with making any alterations to the original massing
and recommended that the applicant and their architect look at design alternatives that onlyplaced an
addition onto the existing rear addition of the building. The Commission also indicated that they
would support a proposal that re-introduced windows in the north side of the house where the
original windows had been removed and the openings covered by previous renovations.

The applicants returned to the Commission on November 16th 2005 with a revised preliminary
consultation application. This design entailed constructing a new one-story addition on the north
side of the 1990's addition, installing new windows on the north elevation of the original massing,
and enclosing an existing rear porch and building an additional equal amount of square footage on its
second level. The Commission supported this revised design as the proposed additions are.
completely contained on the non-contributing additions, and the proposed installation of windows on
the main massing are in locations where there is evidence of windows previously existing. The
Commission recommended that the applicants submit a Historic Area Work Permit application for
the project, as presented in the second preliminary consultation, after they have completed the Town
of Somerset's review process. The applicant is scheduled to be on the Town's agenda for February
6th, 2005. The HPC will have the Town's comments at their meeting on February 8 h̀

0



PROJECT DESCRIPTION

SIGNIFICANCE: Outstanding Resource (Garfield House) within the Somerset Historic District
STYLE: Queen Anne/Four Square
DATE: 1901/1991

This house is one of the three identically built houses on Warwick Street, built by
Somerset Heights developer, Edward Halliday. This frame structure clad in narrow clapboard
siding is set upon a fieldstone foundation is 2-1/2 stories in height. The front fagade is detailed
with a porch that wraps around to a two-story extended bay on the south fagade. The porch is
detailed with a simple, balustrade with square inset pickets. The main massing continues to be
detailed with its original 2/2 windows, flanked by two, paneled louvered shutters. The asphalt
roof is detailed with overhanging eves and a brick central chimney.

A large rear addition was placed on this house in 1991. The lot contains many mature
trees and shrubbery.

PRopnsm,-

The applicant is proposing to:

1. Enclose the existing demi-octangonal rear porch on the first floor and build and
additional, and equal amount of square footage on the second floor.

2. Construct anew, one-story orthogonal bay on the north side of the 1990's addition. This
addition will be a side addition, yet will be fully contained on the 1990's addition and
will not impact any original fabric on the main massing. The material specifications are
painted, wood siding, stucco covered concrete CMU foundation, asphalt shingle roofing,
and painted wood, double hung windows with simulated divided lights to match the
existing addition.

3. Install new windows on the north elevation of the original massing. The windows will be
installed in their original locations and will replicate the missing historic fabric in size,
shape and design.

APPLICABLE GUIDELINES:

Proposed alterations to outstanding resources within the Somerset Historic District are
reviewed by the Commission with the guidance of the Secretary of Interior's Standards for
Rehabilitation (Standards) and the Montgomery County Code Chapter 24,4 (Chapter 24A). The
pertinent information in these documents is outlined below.

Montgomery County Code; Chapter 24A-8(b)

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.

• In the case of an application for work on a historic resource located within a historic district, the
Commission shall be lenient in its judgment of plans for structures of little historical or design
significance or for plans involving new construction, unless such plans would seriously impair the
historic or architectural value surrounding historic resources or would impair the character of the
historic district.

Secretary of Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation

Rehabilitation is defined as the act or process of making possible a compatible use for a property
through repair, alterations, and additions while preserving those portions or features, which
convey its historical, cultural, or architectural values.

The applicable Standards are as follows:

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

#3 Each property will be recognized as a physical record of its time, place and use. Changes that create a
false sense of historical development, such as adding conjectural features or elements from other
historic properties, will not be undertaken.

#5 Distinctive materials, features, finishes and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship that
characterize a property will be preserved.

#6 Deteriorated historic features will be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity of deterioration
requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature will match the old in design, color,
texture, and, where possible, materials. Replacement of missing features will be substantiated by
documentary and physical evidence.

#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 proportion,
and massing to protect the integrity of the property and its environment.

#10 New additions and adjacent 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.

STAFF DISCUSSION:

Staff commends the applicants and their design team for their willingness to work with the
Commission on this very challenging case. The proposed kitchen addition will be completely
contained to the rear of the 1990s non-contributing addition. However, the current two-story
addition projects beyond the north elevation of the original massing by 47" and the new one-story
addition proposes to project an additional 3'4 1/2" (total projection 7'11 '/2"). Since this projection
is an existing condition, the additional 3'4 %2" does not concern staff. The addition is designed
and detailed to be sympathetic to the historic massing while allowing it to continue to be the
prominent feature on the streetscape.

0



The proposed porch enclosure and second-story addition will be located at the rear of the
property and will not increase the footprint of the house. Additionally, it completely attaches to
the 1990s addition and as such, no original historic fabric will be affected by its construction.

Staff commends the applicant's desire to use compatible building materials for this
project. The Commission appreciates reviewing projects where the applicant is specifying the use
of quality materials.

Additionally, the replacement of missing historic features, such as the two windows,
might be eligible for the County Tax Credit, please contact our office for further details on how
to apply for this tax credit.

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

Staff recommends that the Commission approve the HAWP application as being
consistent with Chapter 24A-8(b)2:

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

and with the Secretary of the Interior Guidelines.

and with the general condition that the applicant shall present the 3 permit sets of drawings to
Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) staff for review and stamping prior to submission
for the applicable Montgomery County Department of Permitting Services (DPS) building
permits.
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
\\ any' 301/563-3400

APPLICATION FOR
HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT

ConlaclPelson: ANJKC~ A~I2l~Il~

Daytime Phone No.: ! 6-2—

lax Account No.: 

Q ,,
Name of Plop" Owner: 

Fjtl~(1~~~ 
~0,r,

l

0,6of4 Daytime 

eP

Phone No

n

:

Address: ~" —~Nn~l2J/
Soerr Number City a --der lip Coda

Conbacton: Phone No.:

Contractor Registration No.:

Agent for Owner:

Address:

Uaytintr. I'hone No.: 26/ 2 "-7 ~~Z7
Z04 W N~7"I l6~WA be -Z~0 ̀7

(louse Numbec ~~ 0 
I F iaiect — WE N L ( 7-4~

lowrJCity: ~~y (,/I~~►"Iv/~+ NeareslGrossSuert: __________

lot: Olock: Subdivisiml:

Libel: Folio: Parcel:

P R/1 T ONE: TYPE OF PERMIT ACT ION AND USE

]A. CHECK AIL APPLICABLE: CIU ALl ~PI' LICApL[:

~1 Consbuct 1_I Extend 0 Aller/Renovatr 1:1 NC (..I Slah 'ANomn Addition ❑ Porch L7 Deck I_1 Shed

//(l Move U Install 11 Wreck/llatr I.T Solar I_I Fireplace //1.) Woodbuming Stove 1.) Single Family

I--1 Revision Cl Repair ❑ nevocable I I rence/WalllcnmpleleSection4) 0 Other:

ID. Conslr uclion cost estimate: S

IC. 11 this is a revision of a previously approved active plant• see I'mnlil k

PART TWO: COMPLETE FOR NEW CONS] 11UC1 ION _AND EXIEND/ADDITIUNS

2A. lype of sewage disposal: 

00 

WSSC 02 1.1 Septic OJ 1 1 Oliver: _

20. Type of water suplily: 1 WSSC 02 I .I Well OJ I I [llllrr:

PART 111REE: COMPLETE ONLY FOR FENCE1R RAINING WALL

JA. Ileight leel inches

30. Indicate whether the fence or retaining wail is to be constructed un one of the following Inrntions

C] On party line/property.line 17 Entirely on land of owner 1_1 On public right of way/easement

I hrrrhy rerfily flit I have the authority fa male the forrgning.apphcnhnn, !liar thr npplirannn is c•nrrect. and flint thaeonslfuvion will comply with plans
npproved by all agenrirs listed And I lrrrelrp ncblowlydgr. nrut Accept Ilia ro he n condiiinn Inc the issuance of this permit.

Signorine of owner at authorized Agent Date

Approved: __for Chairperson, Historic Preservation Commission

Oisapproved: Signature: Date:

Application/PerntilNo.: O Dale Filed: t/ Date Issued:

rail 6/21/99 SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS



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

I. WHInEN DESCRIPIION OF PROJECT

a. Description of existing souclurels) and environmental setting, including Ureir historical leatures and significance:

b. General description of project and its effect on the historic tescuiceis), the envitonmenial setting, and, where 8110coble, the historic distict:

~ rJ. ~ 1. , . _ ter. ~ < ■ ~ ~ ► e~ ..;~

1.IT$ E PLA

Site and environmental setting, drown to scale. You may use your plot. Yon site plan must include:

a. the scale, north allow, and date;

b. dimensions of all existing and proposed sbucluies: and

c. site leanues such as walkways, driveways, fences, ponds, strenms, vash dumpsters, mechanical equipment, and landscaping.

3. PLANS AND ELEVATIONS

You must submit 2 onics ol.plans and elevations in a.lortttat no.larJcl LIfan I 1 A I T. Plaps on B I/2_x 11' paper are preferred.

a. Schematic construction plans, with marled dimensions, indicating location, site and general type of walls, window and door openings, and other
fixed lealures of both the existing resource(s) and the proposed wail,.

b. Elevations Uacadesl, with marl,ed dimensions, clearly indicating piopnsed wolf, in relation to existing construction and, when appropriate, context.
All materials and fixtures proposed lot the exterior must be noted on the elevations drawings. An existing end a proposed elevation drawing of each
facade allec led by the proposed work is requited.

4. MAY ERIALSSPECIFICATIONS

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

5. PHOTOGRAPHS

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

b. Clearly label photographic prints of the resource as viewed brim the public right-cf-wey and of the adjoining properties. All labels should be placed on
the host of photographs.

6. TREE SURVEY

11 yr:• are proposing coin tuctiun adjacent to or within the driplmc ill any lice 6" or Imgen in diameter fat approximately 4 feel above lire ground), you

,:..r file an accurate free survey idenlifyirg the size, location, and species of each free ut at least that dimension.

7. ADDRESSES OF ADJACENT AND CONFRONTING PROPERTY OWNERS

For ALL projects, provide an accurate list of adjacent and confronting property owners Inol tenants), inducting names, addresses, end zip codes. This list
51102 include the owners of all lots or parcels which adjoin the parcel in question, as well as the owner(s) of lol)s) or parcels) which lie directly across
the sueet/highway Iron the parcel in question. You can obtain this information from the Department of Assessments and Taxation, 51 Monroe Street,

Rockville. 1301/279-13551.

PLEASE PRINT IIN DEUE 011 0 LAC K INK) Oil IYPE 11115 INFORMATION ON 111E FOLLOWING PAGE. p

PLEASE STAY WI7111N TIIE GUIDES OF 111E TEMPLATE, AS 11115 WILL BE 11110TDCOPIED'DIRECTLY ONTO MAILING LABELS. I
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Owner's mailing address O"•ner's Agent's mailing address
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Sorenson Residence
5810 Warwick Lane
Somerset, MD

Proposed Scope of Work (Architectural)

House:
Existing two story frame house with full basement:
The historic fabric was previously expanded in the early ̀ 90s with an addition to the rear that
attempted to relocate the entry to the south side of the structure between an early, and a newer,
demi-octagonal bay window.

-Alterations:
1). The prior addition provided a demi-octagonal porch on the rear of the addition. It is the

current proposal to expand the overall house by expanding into and enclosing this portion
of the structure on the first floor, and to build an additional, and equal amount of square
footage on the second floor.

2). At the location of the dinette within the prior addition to the house, we are proposing the
construction of a new one story orthogonal bay on the north side. The historic fabric of
the house will remain untouched by this addition.

3). Two original windows in the original fabric of the north side of the house have been
covered in the previous renovations. It is our current proposal to install new windows in
the original locations that will replicate the historic fabric. The windows will be painted
wood double hung units.

Materials:
Materials would be consistent with those utilized for the rear addition, comprising a stucco
covered concrete masonry unit foundation wall, with a frame structure above clad in painted
wood siding with an asphalt shingle roof. Windows would be painted wood double hung
units with simulated divided lites.

Washington DC 1238 Wisconsin Avenue NW • Suite 204 - Washington DC 20007 • T 202 337 7255 • F 202 337 0609
Middleburg VA bamesvanze.com
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CONCEPTUAL SCl E PLAN

OCTOBER 13, 2005
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SORENSON RESIDENCE
SOMERSET, MARYLAND ,

CONCEPTCJ_AL EAST ELEVATION
OCTOBER 13, 2005
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SORENSON RESIDENCE
SOMERSET MARYLAND

` CONCEPTUAL NORTH ELEVATION
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SORENSON RESIDENCE
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CONCEPTUAL WEST ELEVATION
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION STAFF REPORT

Address: 5810 Warwick Avenue, Chevy Chase

Resource: Outstanding Resource
Somerset Historic District

Review: Preliminary Consultation

Case Number: N/A

Applicant: Arne Sorenson
(Ankie Barnes, Agent)

PROPOSAL: Additions

RECOMMEND: Proceed to HAWP

BACKGROUND

Meeting Date: 11/16/05

Report Date: 11/09/05

Public Notice: 11/02/05

Tax Credit: Partial

Staff: Michele Oaks

The applicants submitted a design proposal for a preliminary consultation at the August 17'2005
meeting. This proposal was to:

1. Expand the kitchen on the first floor of the original massing by constructing a one, story
side addition along the north elevation.

2. Expand the family room on the first floor by enclosing the existing back porch on the
1990s addition. Add a second story onto this massing to create a larger master bedroom.
Construct a new rear porch on the first floor level behind the existing 1991 addition.

3. Install a window in foyer on the first floor and relocate and remove windows on the
second floor on the north elevation of the original massing.

The Commission and staff were very concerned with making any alterations to the original massing
and recommended that the applicant and their architect look at design alternatives that only placed
an addition onto the existing rear addition of the building. The Commission also indicated that they
would support a proposal that re-introduced windows in the north side of the house where the
original windows had been removed and the openings covered by previous renovations (transcripts
from this meeting are attached beginning on circle ).

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

SIGNIFICANCE: Outstanding Resource (Garfield House) within the Somerset Historic District
STYLE: Queen Anne/Four Square
DATE: 1901/1991



This house is one of the three identically built houses on Warwick Street, built by
Somerset Heights developer, Edward Halliday. This frame structure clad in narrow clapboard
siding is set upon a fieldstone foundation is 2-1/2 stories in height. The front fagade is detailed
with a porch that wraps around to a two-story extended bay on the south fagade. The porch is
detailed with a simple, balustrade with square inset pickets. The main massing continues to be
detailed with its original 2/2 windows, flanked by two, paneled louvered shutters. The asphalt
roof is detailed with overhanging eves and a brick central chimney.

A large rear addition was placed on this house in 1991. The lot contains many mature
trees and shrubbery.

PROPOSAL:

The applicant is proposing to:

1. Enclose the existing demi-octangonal rear poch on the first floor and build and
additional, and equal amount of square footage on the second floor.

2. Construct a new once story orthogonal bay on the north side of the 1990's addition. This
addition will be a side addition, yet will be fully contained on the 1990's addition and
will not impact any,original fabric on the main massing. The material specifications are
painted, wood siding, stucco covered concrete CMU foundation, asphalt shingle roofing,
and painted wood, double hung windows with simulated divided lights to match the
existing addition.

3. Install new windows on the north elevation of the original massing. The windows will be
installed in their original locations and will replicate the missing historic fabric in size,
shape and design.

APPLICABLE GUIDELINES:

Proposed alterations to Outstanding resources within the Somerset historic district are
reviewed under the Secretary of Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Rehabilitation is defined
as the act or process of making possible a compatible use for a property through repair,
alterations, and additions while preserving those portions or features, which convey its historical,
cultural, or architectural values.

The Secretary of Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation that pertain to this project are as
follows:

46 Deteriorated historic features will be repaired rather than replaced. Where the
severity of deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature
will match the old in design, color, texture, and, where possible, materials.
Replacement of missing features will be substantiated by documentary and physical
evidence.

49 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 proportion, 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
a manner that, if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the
historic property and its environment would be unimpaired.

STAFF DISCUSSION:

Staff commends the applicants and their design team for their willingness to work with
the Commission on this very challenging case. Staff fully supports this project as all the
alterations to the building are to non-contributing additions and are sympathetic to the historic
character of the existing historic resource. Staff recommends that the applicant proceed with
filing a historic area work permit after completing their review process with the Town of
Somerset.

The Town of Somerset and its Local Advisory Panel (LAP) has not responded to the
HAWP application at the time this report was prepared. They have placed this item on their
December 21 agenda and the Commission will have comments from this agency before a
Historic Area Work Permit application decision is required.

Additionally, the replacement of missing historic features, such as the two windows,
might be eligible for the County Tax Credit, please contact our office for further details on how
to apply.



HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION STAFF REPORT

Address: 5810 Warwick Avenue, Chevy Chase

Resource: Outstanding Resource
Somerset Historic District

Review: Preliminary Consultation

Case Number: N/A

Applicant: Arne Sorenson
(Ankie Barnes, Agent)

PROPOSAL: Additions

Meeting Date: 08/17/05

Report Date: 08/10/05

Public Notice: 08/03/05

Tax Credit: None

Staff: Michele Oaks

RECOMMEND: Redesign and Proceed to a Second Preliminary Consultation

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

SIGNIFICANCE: Outstanding Resource (Garfield House) within the Somerset Historic District
STYLE: Queen Anne/Four Square
DATE: 1901/1991

This house is one of the three identically built houses on Warwick Street, built by
Somerset Heights developer, Edward Halliday. This frame structure clad in narrow clapboard
siding is set upon a fieldstone foundation is 2-1/2 stories in height. The front fagade is detailed
with a porch that wraps around to a two-story extended bay on the south fagade. The porch is
detailed with a simple, balustrade with square inset pickets. The main massing continues to be
detailed with its original 2/2 windows, flanked by two, paneled louvered shutters. The asphalt
roof is detailed with overhanging eves and a brick central chimney.

A large rear addition was placed on this house in 1991. The lot contains many mature
trees and shrubbery.

PROPOSAL:

The applicant is proposing to:

1. Expand the kitchen on the first floor of the original massing by constructing a one, story
side addition along the north elevation.

2. Expand the family room on the first floor by enclosing the existing back porch on the
1990s addition. Add a second story onto this massing to create a larger master bedroom.
Construct a new rear porch on the first floor level behind the existing 1991 addition.



3. Install a window in foyer on the first floor and relocate and remove windows on the
second floor on the north elevation of the original massing. (There appears to have been
some changes to this fagade. The siding indicates that there was a window, possibly two,
in the lower level, however, the new windows are not proposed to be installed in the
original openings.). '

APPLICABLE GUIDELINES:

Proposed alterations to Outstanding resources within the Somerset historic district are
reviewed under the Secretary of Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Rehabilitation is defined
as the act or process of making possible a compatible use for a property through repair,
alterations, and additions while preserving those portions or features, which convey its historical,
cultural, or architectural values.

The Secretary of Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation that pertain to this project are as
follows:

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

#3 Each property will be recognized as a physical record of its time, place and use.
Changes that create a false sense of historical development, such as adding
conjectural features or elements from other historic properties, will not be
undertaken.

#5 Distinctive materials, features, finishes and construction techniques or examples of
craftsmanship that characterize a property will be preserved.

#6 Deteriorated historic features will be repaired rather than replaced. Where the
severity of deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature
will match the old in design, color, texture, and, where possible, materials.
Replacement of missing features will be substantiated by documentary and physical
evidence.

49 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 proportion, 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
a manner that, if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the
historic property and its environment would be unimpaired.

M



STAFF DISCUSSION:

Topic #1 Expand the kitchen on the first floor of the original massing by constructing a one,
story side addition along the north elevation.

. The placement of the proposed addition on the side elevation of the original massing is
problematic. The Commission discourages alterations and additions to the character-defining
features of an outstanding resource. The proposed addition will alter this elevation and the
original massing's footprint. Staff's recommendation would be to place this addition to the rear
of the house on the existing 1991 non-contributing addition.

Topic #2 Expand the family room on the first floor by enclosing the existing backporch on the
1990s addition. Add a second story onto this massing to create a larger master
bedroom. Construct a new rear porch on the first floor level behind the existing
1990s addition.

The proposed new construction will be located at the rear of the dwelling and will not be
visible from the streetscape. The design of the proposed second-story rear addition is sympathetic in
size, scale and massing to the original blocks of the house and takes details from the original house.
Staff would have liked to see a different massing configuration for this addition that did not replicate
the original octagonal bay detail on the house. We feel that this element is being repeated too much
on the house's additions. The addition could still be complementary to the existing architectural
style by utilizing the fenestration and other decorative elements on a more simplified boxed mass
with a hipped-roof.

Staff supports the applicants proposed material specification list, which includes a stucco
covered concrete masonry unit foundation, painted wood siding, painted, wood double hung
windows and a asphalt shingle roof to match the existing.

Topic #4 Install a window in foyer on the first floor and relocate and remove windows on the
second floor on the north elevation of the original massing. (There appears to have
been some changes to this fagade. The siding indicates that there was a window,
possibly two, in the lower level, however, the new windows are not proposed to be
installed in the original openings).

Alterations of original features is discouraged. The locations and sizes of the existing
windows on the facades cannot be altered. If documentary evidence, physical or photo, can be
provided to illustrate locations of windows that differ from their current locations or the location
of a window that was removed, then staff would support their relocation and/or re-installation.

The Town of Somerset and its. Local Advisory Panel (LAP) has not responded to the
HAWP application at the time this report was prepared.
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Sorenson Residence
5810 Warwick Lane
Somerset, MD

Proposed Scope of Work (Architectural)

House:
-Existing two story frame house with full basement:

The historic fabric was previously expanded in the early ̀ 90s with an addition to the rear that
attempted to relocate the entry to the south side of the structure between an early, and a
newer, demi-octagonal bay window.

-Alterations:
1). The prior addition provided a demi-octagonal porch on the rear of the addition. It is the

current proposal to expand the overall house by expanding into and enclosing this
portion of the structure on the first floor, and to build an additional, and equal amount of
square footage on the second floor.

2). At the location of the kitchen within the historic fabric of the house, we are proposing
the construction of a new one story demi-octagonal bay on the north side. This addition
would be similar to the bays approved for the earlier addition.

-Materials:
Materials would be consistent with those utilized for the rear addition, comprising a stucco
covered concrete masonry unit foundation wall, with a frame structure above clad in painted
wood siding with an asphalt shingle roof.
Windows would be painted wood double hung units with simulated divided lites.
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1 MS. O'MALLEY: Are we ready for a vote? All in

2 favor, raise your right hand? It'.s approved.

3 MR. VILLEGAS: Thank you.

4 MS. O'MALLEY: And you can discuss with staff

5 about what you want to do and how to go about it. Thank

6 you.

7 1 MS. VILLEGAS: Thanks.

8 MS. O'MALLEY: So we'll move into our preliminary

9 consultations. Do we have a staff report for 5810 Warwick

10 Place? All right.' We'll have a few --

11 MS. OAKS: This is a preliminary consultation.

12 The subject house is an outstanding resource within the

13 Somerset historic district. It is a Queen Anne four square.

14 It was built about 1901. It is one of the three

15 identically built houses on Warwick Street, built by the

16 Somerset Heights developer, Edward Halliday.

17 It is a frame structure, clad in narrow clapboard

18 siding, and is set upon a fieldstone foundation, and two and

19 a half stories in height. The front facade is detailed with

20 a porch that wraps around to a two-story extended bay on the

21 south facade.

22 The porch is detailed with a simple balustrade

23 with square inset pickets. The main massing is detailed

24 with it's original two-over-two windows and flanked by two-

25 panel louvered shutters. The asphalt roof is detailed with
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1 overhanging eaves and bricked central chimney.

2 The house was, in 1991, a large addition was

3 placed on the house to the rear. And the lot contains many

4 mature trees and shrubbery.

5 The current proposal is to expand the kitchen on

6 the first floor of the original massing by constructing a

7 one-story side addition along the north elevation; expand

8 the family room on the first floor by enclosing the existing

9 back porch on the 1990's addition; add a second story onto

10 this massing to create a larger master bedroom; construct a

11 new rear porch on the first floor level behind the existing

12 1991 addition; and to install a window in the foyer on the

13 first floor and relocate and remove windows on the second

14 floor on the north elevation of the original massing.

15 I will note that there does appear to have been

16 some changes to this facade. The siding indicates there was

17 a window and possibly two on the lower level. However, the

18 new windows are not proposed to be installed in these

19 original openings. And you'll see that in the pictures.

20 I have provided in the staff report on page two

21 the applicable guidelines. This is a, within the Somerset

22 historic district, so therefore we use the Secretary of

23 Interior standards. And they stand alone in this district.

24 We, as staff, are concerned about three main

25 topics. It looks like about four, but I've suggested
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1 against them in my staff report.

2 The first is the kitchen expansion. We are

3 concerned about the changes to the original massing. We

4 generally encourage changes and alterations to the rear or

5 to additions. We, so as staff, we are not supporting any

6 alterations to the original massing. But we will note, and

7 you will see again, as I stated before, that where they are

8 proposing this change has, obviously has some sort of

9 alterations, because there'is some evidence of some windows

10 that have been covered up or been changed. So there have

11 been some alterations on that facade.

12 The family room proposal on the second story

13 change, this is all at, located at the rear of the dwelling.

14 It is also on the 1990's addition. It is proposed to be

15 sympathetic to the size and scale of the massing, to the

16 original block of the house. And we feel it takes details

17 from this original house.

18 We would have liked, however, to see a different

19 massing configuration for that addition. We feel that the

20 octagonal bay detail has kind of been replicated a lot on

21 the addition, and we feel like we didn't want to see it

22 again. But at this point, it is complementary and it is

23 completely to the rear, so we don't feel that strongly about

24 it.

25 We do support the proposed material specification
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1 list, which includes a stucco covered concrete masonry unit

2 foundation, painted wood siding, wood double hung windows,

3 and asphalt shingle roof to match the existing.

4 Topic number three is the installation of the

5 window in the foyer on the first floor, and the relocation

6 of the windows on the second, on the north elevation.

7 Again, as I mentioned, we discourage the

8 alterations and relocation of original features. The

9 location and sizes of the existing windows on the facade,

10 especially on the original massing cannot be altered, unless

11 there is documentation of the, that these windows have been

12 altered from their original historical locations, staff

13 doesn't feel that we could support this proposal as

14 presented.

15 But if the applicant or the architect can provide

16 that evidence, we'll be more than happy to change our

17 position on that matter.

18 The Town of Somerset has not commented on this

19 proposal as of yet. It is a preliminary consultation, and

20 we will be asking for their comments prior to this coming as

21 a formal historic area work permit.

22 With that said, I do have a couple of pictures.

23 This is the front facade as you see it from the street.

24 Again, you will see it is very heavily wooded. There is a

25 lot of shrubbery around the house.
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1 This is the side elevation, as you are coming down

2 the street. You will see this. is the original block, and

3 then the 1990's addition, which is to the rear here. This

4 is a better view. This is, again, a view from the street.

5 The location of the proposed bay for the kitchen is

6 approximately in this .location here. This is a better view

7 of it.

8 And this isn't a very good picture. It's not

9 showing up as well as I would like, but there is some shot

10 in which you which you might be able to see a little of the

11 clapboard. You can see that there is evidence of some sort

12 of a window in this location and a window in this location

13 here. This shows it a little bit better. This is a

14 different picture of that, shows the nonuse of the windows,

15 or the openings.

16 The applicant and their architect are here this

17 evening, and I will be happy to entertain any questions you

18 might have.

19 MS. O'MALLEY: Are there questions for staff? If

20 you could just clarify the original portion of the house is

21 shown on circle 11? Is that correct?

22 MS. OAKS: The original portion of the house, if

23 you are looking at circle 11, is the front porch, the study,

24 the kitchen, and the dining room.

25 MR. FULLER: So it ended behind the first octagon?
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1 MS. OAKS: Correct. 1990's addition protrudes

2 beyond that.

3 MS. O'MALLEY: So the square, the lot coverage

4 seems to have doubled, about?

5 MS. OAKS: Yes.

6 MR. FULLER: If you take away the original porch,

7 to more than double.

8 MS. O'MALLEY: Any other questions? All right.

9 Would the applicants come up, please?

10 MS. OAKS: Oh, before I forget, I didn't say it in

11 my staff report and I meant to. I forgot to mention in my

12 staff report, I apologize, I meant to, and I promised the

13 architect I would.. This application has been through staff

14 in many iterations with staff. So I want to commend the

15 architect and the homeowners for working with staff.

16 This is probably the fourth design in maybe a year

17 that they have been working with us. So this is the first

18 time that you all have seen it, but it's probably about the

19 fourth design that has come through staff. So I want to

2.0 commend them for working with us on this design.

21 MR. BARNES: Good evening. I'm Ankie Barnes,

22 Barnes Vance Architects, the architect. Thank you, Michele.

23 And we do enjoy the intelligence of the staff review

24 process here, because as you know, it doesn't exist in every

25 historic agency in the Greater Washington area. And it's
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1 very helpful to us.

2 I want to introduce the owners. The homeowners

3 are here today because as one of you observed, there was a

4 large addition done at the house a while ago, and they've

5 been making large additions to their family since then, as

6 well. And that's really the reason that we are back here.

7 So I'll let them talk about that while I put up the facade.

8 MR. SORENSON: Good evening. My name is Arne

9 Sorenson, and this is Ruth. I have my two teenagers, two

10 teenagers in the back, Austria and Ester. We left the two

11 boys at home because we weren't quite sure we could control

12 them. But we are a family of six, very much dedicated to

13 each other, and view this as our home in a very historic

14 sense of the word. We love the house. We love the

15 neighborhood. We bought the house in late 1987.

16 Actually, it may not be in the Commission's

17 records,.but we, I think this house and the removal of that

18 window on the first floor, was as far as we know, the first

19 time a Somerset house has come to the historic review

20 process in late 1987, we think, where we bought a house that

21 had no bathroom on the first floor, no closet on the first.

22 floor, beautiful porches.

23 It had a kitchen that was at least 30 years old,

24 and our first step, we then had one, what, 12-month old

25 child, maybe -- was to get plumbing in the kitchen. And we
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1 moved the window from that place so we could put the kitchen

2 counter against it.

3 Came back in 1991. At that point we had two

4 children, and worked with the Commission to pull that

5 process together. Joan Fabrey helped us as an architect

6 through that process. And we tried very much to come up

7 with something that accorded with the historic nature of the

8 house.

9 As the years have gone by, and our one.has grown

10 into two, and now four children, you can see in the existing

11 interior drawings, there is a very tiny entry hall in this

12 house, which everyday is filled with Lacrosse sticks and

13 school back packs, and soccer balls, and cleats. And it's

14 not much overstatement to say we really can't get in and out

15 of the house at the same time.

16 And that, that was the thing that really got us

.17 frustrated increasingly over the last number of years. And,

18 of course, as a family, besides the front hall, we live in

19 the kitchen. And the kitchen I the next room as you

20 progress through that.

21 And so what we started with was a very simple

22 idea. How do we .create more space in the front hall, and

23 how do we create more space in the kitchen so that we can

24 live like a family, and live in the rooms that the family

25 lives in?
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1 You can see from the 1 91 addition, which really is

2 sort of built on the left, if you look at the picture on the

3 screen, it's the downhill side of the house, and we tried to

4 find a way to put an entrance around on that side of the

5 house so that we could sort of work around the problem. But

6 human nature being what it is, we don't, and no one really

7 uses that side of the house as an entrance, because it's

8 just too far away. And so everybody comes in through the

9 front door.

10 We live -- Somerset is obviously a very close in

11 community. It's a great family neighborhood. It's a house

12 we want to protect very much, but it's a house where we have

13 struggled to try and come up with the staff with a design

14 that allows us to adapt the house, we think quite modestly,

15 from the form it exists in today.

16 Obviously, if you look back to the form it was in

17 in 1987, it's a significantly different house. And that's

18 not surprising, because in many respects, the house that was

19 there was tiny and really couldn't be lived in by a family.

20 And so we initially came in with a proposal that

21 talked about sort of bumping out that side of the house to

22 make .the front hall bigger, bringing it very close to the

23 very street front of the house. And I think initially we

24 wanted to bring it all the way up, so we had a bigger front

25 hall. And then a kitchen expansion.
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1 I think the first or second round we heard loud

2 and clear that we don't like changes coming that close to

3 the front of the hall, front of the house, excuse me. So we

4 abandoned the expansion of the front hall itself. We then

5 came in with a two-story plan to expand the kitchen, and

6 then deal with some issues we've got upstairs, which are a

7 bit less fundamental, but have to do with bathrooms and

.8 bedroom space and the rest of it.

9 And heard back that really we didn't like the two

10 story plan there. So we came up working with Ankie Barnes,

11 with the one-story kitchen. So really the only change to

12 the visible part of the house is the one-story bump out of

13 the kitchen.

14 It is, coincidentally, at a place which is not

15 pristine, in that there was a window there before that had

16 been moved, though clearly it would change the line of the

17 house. I think the front of that addition is probably about

18 15 feet back from the front of the house, not counting the

19 porch, today..

20 And then in the back of the house, we need to make

21 some changes, because what we've ended up with, in order to

22 get some hall space, is to move the internal stairway to the

23 back of the.house. Since we can't expand that hall, the

24 notion is, let's at least move the stairs so we can

25 essentially double the amount of space that we have to use
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1 as a front hall, to move the stair in the back where there's

2 a logical place for us to put it, which is over the stairway

3 now going into the basement. But to do that really requires

4 us to reclaim, in a sense, for interior space, the outline

5 of the house that exists today, which is that 1991 addition,

6 which is now a back porch built on a block foundation.

7 And the staff has described the octagonal shape,

8 versus the square.shape. We all can have some conversation

9 about that, but generally what-we're trying to do in the

10 back is simply stay very close the lines that already exist

11 on the house, though a bit.more will be enclosed, and the

12 porch will have to come out just a little bit more to handle

13 the door's opening and closing. But by and large, there is

14 not much of a change to what is already there.

15 We know these are tough issues. They are, the

16 historic part of Somerset is something we want very badly

17 for this Commission to protect. We would also like very

18 badly not to have to move, and the debate that we have sort

19 of as a family is whether or not we can make this historic

20 structure work for six of us living together and wanting to

21 eat together and have kids friends over, and that sort of

22 thing.

23 And we do need to make some changes in order to

24 make that happen. So we appreciate your willingness to

25 consider a fourth attempt to see if we can get something to
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1 work.

2 MS. O'MALLEY: All right. Are there are questions

3 from the Commissioners?

4 MR. BURSTYN: Is there anything in here as to the.

5 lot coverage percentage that would change?

6 MR. BARNES: No, I do not have that figure here.

7 But it is modest. Do you have a -- package? If not, I'm

8 going to have to put one on the --

9 MS. OAKS: Circle six.

10 MR. BARNES: The change in the footprint, if you

11 look at your circle six, is the net add of the bay window

12 shown with the kitchen in it, and the middle of the top of

13 the house. And there's a broken line indicating the

14 extension of the porch on the rear of the house. The bay

15 shape exists under roof, and the house already, and the

16 covered porch. So the footprint change is modest. It's

17 almost entirely due to the kitchen.

18 MR. BURSTYN: Do you know what the square footage

19 of the lot is, offhand?

20 MR. BARNES: I don't have that. I can probably

21 figure it out here.

22 MR. SORENSON: 11,000, maybe, square feet. It's

23 just about a quarter of an acre, I think.

24 MR. BARNES: I'm sorry to say, there is not a

25 dimension on this plan.
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1 MR. SORENSON: And the kitchen addition is about

2 an average of maybe six feet by, what's the width?

3 MR. BARNES: About 15.

4 MR. SORENSON: If that. I'm not even sure it's

5 15.

6 MR. BARNES: Yes, it's 12.

7 MR. SORENSON: Six by 12, probably.

8 MR. JESTER: How far does the proposed bump out

9 project from the existing side elevations? There's not a

10 dimension on the conceptual site plan, or the first floor

11 plan. It appears to be around 12 feet.

12 MR. SORENSON: If you look at the straight lines,

13 the, at the front of the house, where the entry foyer is,

14 that line coming back from the street, and then the line of

15 the 1991 addition, those are five feet, so that the 91

16 addition is five feet further out than the historical north

17 side of the house.

18 MR. BARNES: And the new proposal is another four

19 feet. So the combination of the projection of the bay

20 beyond the 1 91 addition, which you'll find, plus four feet,

21 about nine feet to the right of the existing face of the

22 original house.

23 And that's set back 14 feet from the corner of the

24 existing house, another eight feet from the porch. It's

25 eight feet plus 14 consisting of that which is before you up
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1 to the bays, from the street.

2 MR. JESTER: Staff mentioned that you've worked

3 through a number of designs to get to this point. Did you

4 explore any designs that did not require the bump out that

5 we're seeing on the side elevation? In other words, you're

6 replanning some of the, or reconfiguring some of the space

7 on the back.of the house that had been the porch.

8 MR. SORENSON: We did just look at --

9 MR. JESTER: Any possibilities of extending the

10 addition towards the back of the house?

11 MR. BARNES: We tried that. The plan was not as

12 successful, and so we thought, with staff support, that we

13 were respectfully not and we're going with this proposal and

14 see whether you would consider this. There is physically

15 room to put a kitchen at the back of the house, but the

16 circulation, organization doesn't work as well, with the

17 dining room being right next to the kitchen on the original

18 bay on the outside there.

19 MR. FULLER: Question. One of the points that you

20 made early on was that the early design had anticipated

21 moving the entry to the side of the house, and that

22 functionally, it just didn't work that way, and people

23 continued to use the smaller door into the hall, and that's

24 obviously very tight with the stair and everything else that

25 goes up.
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1 What options have been explored to try to

2 accentuate the side entrance, because I mean, even in the

3 current plan that you're proposing, you're still creating an

4 awful long linear situation on the inside of the house. And

5 somebody is going to walk in the front door. They're going

6 to have to walk all way to the back of the house to get to

7 the stairs to go upstairs. It's going to feel somewhat like

8 along trip.

9 If you could, if there is a way to get a person to

10 come in the front door on the side of the house, it's going

11 to feel a lot logical, more logical at that point, than the

12 need to have to push the kitchen out and do some of the

13 other changes on the front of the house become a lot less.

14 But I can see you've got some tough situations, because not

15 only is it on the side, it's recessed behind the little

16 bumps. So it doesn't lend itself to something that says,

17 hey, I'm the door.

18 MR. SORENSON: We talked in 1991, or excuse me, I

19 think it would have been early 1 91 or late 1990, I don't

20 know precisely when the hearings were, about this. And one

21 of the things we were talking about is closing off the

22 railing on the front porch, and finding a way to pull the

23 sidewalk from the historic front door. And that was viewed

24 as being much more offensive to fiddling with the historic

25 street frontage of the house.
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1 And so we've ended up with essentially the two

2 walks. And no, if we went back today and said, if youjust

3 took the walk out of that front door, maybe you could get

4 there, but I'm not sure what the best theory is about how

5 that then presents that house to the neighborhood.

6 MR. FULLER: I mean, I can't say. I haven't driven

7 past, but is there enough landscaping that it leads a person

8 to that door? Is there anything that really would make a

9 person know to come in the other door?

10 MR. SORENSON: There is a sidewalk. It's actually

11 a bigger sidewalk than the sidewalk that goes to the old

12 front door. But again, it is,. as we mentioned, it's tucked

13 behind the original bay on the house. And it's, you could

14 tell from some of the pictures, you're down three or four

15 feet, I supposed, ground level, by the time you get to that

16 side of the house.

17 MS. WRIGHT: Having been involved in 1991, I

18 believe, as the staff person who reviewed this original

19 historic area work permit, that I can say that adding that

20 addition to the side of the porch was controversial, because

21 we really didn't want the front door of the house to stop

22 feeling like the front door.

23 And I guess, you know, in a way, it's somewhat

24 encouraging to me, from the historic preservation

25 standpoint, to realize that even with all these design
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1 features to try to get people to the side, people naturally

2 want to come in the front door. That front door really

3 means something.

4 And I guess, you know, I think that that's a good

5 thing. I think it should be celebrated. I think it's

6 unfortunate that it means you are going to have to removed

7 the front staircase, but I think that using the front door

8 as the front door is a good thing.

9 MS. O'MALLEY: Well, I think it sounds to me like

10 it's really a problem with the kids going in and out the

11 front door. I mean, if you could get them to come in the

12 side door and have their boxes and all their equipment by

13 the side door, I mean, we use the back door.

14 Our guests come to the front door. But all the

15 family members come to the back door because that's where

16 the box is where we throw our shoes when we come in, you

17 know, and there are clippers for the garden and everything

18 is near that door. So that's why everyone comes to that

19 door.

20 MS. SORENSON: Our driveway is right there by the

21 front door. It doesn't go in the back.

22 MR. SORENSON: There is no alley. There's no

23 access to the back.

24 MS. SORENSON: No alley, no back. Except if you

25 walk through dirt to get to the back. And then we don't
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1 have a mud room. And we want people to come in the front

2 door, but we don't necessarily want them immediately to go

3 up the stairs. They're not invited up the stairs. So our

4 gathering place is in that front hall.

5 MS. O'MALLEY: So then the next problem is, is

6 there a way to reconfigure your kitchen so there is not a

7 bump out? Can you make it the rectangular shape being front

8 to back rather than side to side?

9 MR. SORENSON: It's difficult with the size group

10 we are. It's not, it's not impossible. I mean, I can't say

11 any of us can sit here and say that, you know, a 10-by-10

12 foot space is an impossible space to use as a kitchen. But

13 again, it's a little like the front hall. The kitchen is

14 the place where we congregate as family, and often where our

15 friends, when they show up to the house, congregate as well.

16 MS. O'MALLEY: So that distance from the interior

17 wall to the current exterior wall is 10 feet?

18 MR. BARNES: You mean the proposed projection?

19 MS. O'MALLEY: No.

20 MR. BARNES: I'm sorry.

21 MS. O'MALLEY: The original kitchen.

22 MR. BARNES: The original kitchen dimension? It's

23 just shy of 11. It's 10-9.

24 MS. O'MALLEY: I can relate to that. Mine is 10.

25 MR. BARNES: And what we -are hoping is that



tsh 63

1 perhaps with different, slightly different detailing that

2 shows that the bay, which is at a lower, a lower roof

3 height, and simple form, that it looks like an addition to

4 the side; that this bay, if it were allowed, would be seen

5 as an addition from the point of view if you look at the

6 front of the house he way the Commission does when it looks

7 at houses.

8 And it would obviously allow the house to develop

9 with the needs of the family. It's a fairly classic program

10 for living today, without giving disrespect to the house.

11 Yes, it does change the historic fabric, but it's, we're

12 hoping it will be seen as minor, and accepted.

13 MS. O'MALLEY: Let me ask you one more question.

14 MR. BARNES: Sure.

15 MS. O'MALLEY: You will basically be redoing your

16 kitchen when you do this.

17 MR. BARNES: Yes.

18 MS. O'MALLEY: Have you ever thought of having

19 your kitchen where your dining room is?

20 MS. SORENSON: Where the dining room is, with the

21 fireplace?

22 MS. O'MALLEY Or where the family room is?

23 MR. FULLER: More or less making the existing

24 addition wider, maybe widening out your family room, and

25 picking up some space back there, so you are not really
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1 changing the existing massing. I don't know how much space

2 you have there.

3 MR. BARNES: You.mean to the side yard? Again,

4 that space is currently a room that's, that's a little bit

5 narrower than the kitchen, but it's certainly not impossible

6 to do that. The, of course, the flow of the space doesn't

7 work as well. Right now, the kitchen being next to the

8 family room, instead of next to the dining room, which is a

9 historic room in the house with its fireplace.

10 And then having the family room open up to the

11 kitchen, the way the plan is, is clearly a plan that works

12 very well with a large group of people, or a family, and so

13 on. So it certainly, it's more desirable, and that's why --

14 MR. SORENSON: The dining room, the dining room is

15 the best room in the house. It's --

16 MS. O'MALLEY: Well, it should be the kitchen

17 then.

18 MR. SORENSON: Well, it's just a lovely, with the

19 fireplace, and it's actually been untouched in all material

20 respects. The, among the, in addition, moving the kitchen

21 back does have a problem in terms of getting to the stairs

22 and some other things. But there is also no water existing

23 in.the house behind, essentially, the kitchen, with the

24 exception of a little powder room which is also in the

25 middle of the house just off the new entryway.
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1 And I know expense is not necessarily the be all

2 and end all, but it would be a much more significant project

3 to put in all of the plumbing through a finished basement,

4 which is underneath it, which has no water in it, and would

5 require really blasting through the floor and trying to work

6 that out, which would make it much more complicated.

7 MS. O'MALLEY: Anything from other Commissioners?

8 MR. FLEMING: Just out of curiosity, the location

9 of this. Are you right across the street from the new

10 elementary school?

11 MR. SORENSON: Straight across the street, yes.

12 MS. SORENSON: We have a very dirty house right

13 now, two years of construction.

14 MS. O'MALLEY: So you're next door to the one that

15 we looked at?

16 MS. SORENSON: The Tillman-Thompson Center.

17 MR. SORENSON: Yes, that's one.of the other three.

18 MS. O'MALLEY: Are there other questions? I guess

19 several of us have had questions, because we have a problem

20 with the idea of knocking out that whole first floor wall

21 there on the original.

22 MS. OAKS: Well, two things on this that we need

23 to address. One is that bump out, but two is the

24 reconfiguration of the windows that was proposed in the

25 application.
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1 MR. BARNES: I can summarize what's happening

2 here. Since this was going to be the foyer, and the stair

3 would be removed to create more room in the old front hall,

4 the, we thought it would be appropriate to have a window

5 facing the side there. So we are showing a new window and

6. an indication where there was nothing. And that's one

7 issue.

8 Then up on the second floor, there is a small

9 bathroom window. It's one of three original windows

10 remaining on that side. We are proposing to close that,

11 because it wouldn't make sense in the new plan. We could

12 clearly keep that old window on the second floor, if that's

13 the board's preference.

14 And we could do without a window in the foyer, but

15 it would make more sense to get that natural light in the

16 foyer, if it could be there.

17 MR. BURSTYN: It looks like the windows in the

18 plan are just compatible with the existing windows, correct?

19 MS. OAKS: They are, but our guidelines state, and

20 this would be an added feature, be a conjectural feature.

21 So it would be adding something that would not have

22 historically been there originally, through an original

23 massing of an outstanding resource, on a principal facade.

24 MS. WRIGHT: I think the concern is sort of the

25 cumulative changes to the building. And I want to say, I



tsh 67

1 actually remember the Sorensons from 1991. And they've

2 been, you know, great stewards of this house. They have

3 done a great job with it. And it was, it was, you know, we

4 did a lot of working through the design that approved in

5 1991.

6 But, and I think that everyone, even at that time,

7 acknowledged that that was a big addition to a historic

8 building, but that the core of the historic building, sort

.9 of the original three walls of the historic building, were

10 staying pretty much in tact, and it was really just the back

11 wall of the historic building that was being removed with

12 this large new addition.

13 And I guess some of staff's concern, and what

14 Michele is expressing is sort of, now we are taking another

15 little bite of the apple, which is, okay, well, can we make

16 changes to one of those original three walls. We've taken

17 out the back wall and put on the addition, and now we are

18 proposing some significant additions to one of three

19 remaining additional walls.

20 And I think that's just the concern. It's sort of

21 the cumulative affect of the changes to the building. And

22 again, it's not to say that the Sorensons don't have good

23 reasons, and don't have needs, family needs. But, you know,

24 again, the resource that we are trying to protect is the

25 building.
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1 MS. OAKS: And we are, you know, definitely

2 acknowledging that there has been a change to that facade.

3 And I know that the owner did mention, and I wasn't aware of

4 that, because that was pre my time and pre what our files

5 are, the rest of what is in our archives for that, but in

6 1990 or 1 87, that there was a change to that facade, where

7 there as a removal of a window.

8 MS. WRIGHT: Yes, pre-district.

9 MS. OAKS: And that was pre-district being

10 designated. So there has been a change to that facade. But

11 other than that, the original massing is in, in its

12 entirety. It has not been altered. So that's why we're

13 having such a challenge with this project.

14 MR. SORENSON: One thing that's a little hard to

15 get from the pictures, but say it, this north side of the

16 house, which is what we're talking about addressing, is

17 dramatically less visible than the front and the south side

18 of the house, both of which have a significant amount of

19 preserved historic fabric.

20 It is, it is almost, you can tell from the

21 pictures that are straight on from the house, it's almost

22 impossible to see from the front. It's not very easy to see

23 from the side. This is the side. And it's really the only

24 vantage point where you can see anything, because as you

25 walk up in front of the house on the north side of the
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1 house, the foliage is so strong that you essentially see

2 nothing. It's a very dark side of the house.

3 It's kind of funny when you -- I understand the

4 philosophy and principals of protecting historic structures.

5 It's very important. But when you stand and look at this

6 side of the house, and feel the way it feels, which is by

7 and large a neglected, shady, hard to see side of the house,

8 that has had some changes made to it already, and you see

9 how far, back we are really from the streetscape, you know,

10 again, you've got expertise that I couldn't pretend to have,

11 but the, by now what we've gotten to in the fourth design is

12 really a very modest change to this house that creates a

13 very dramatic improvement in the livability of the house,

14 without which this house becomes a very hard place to make

15 work in the kind of community it sits in today.

16 And we've worked very hard to try and come up with

17 something which 
is 

a decent balance; have looked at a number

18 of different alternatives for the inside, and really feel

19 like they are all dramatically inferior.

20 MS. O'MALLEY: Now, I have to remind you that we

21 don't look at the landscaping when we look at the house,

22 because that can come and go. And your neighboring

23 property, there is quite a bit of distance between the two

24 houses. So it would be very visible if you didn't have the

25 plantings there. So we have to take that into account as we
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1 look at it. In 20 years, there might not be the shrubbery

2 that's now there.

3 MR. SORENSON: We actually can't remove shrubbery

4 without permission of the town, but I'm sure that's the

5 right, I'm sure that's the right philosophy.

6 MS. ANAHTAR: Just a question. Can you make the

7 bay portion of the kitchen bump out, and just bring it to

8 the line of this north wall, so it won't be that different

9 from what you have, you know. You're just bringing this

10 corner up to the front. But you would still be gaining some

11 space off the kitchen.

12 MR. BARNES: You could. What's interesting about

13 that is that it seems it would be not as easy to see clearly

14 that it was an addition to the historic fabric, because it's

15 in line with the other addition. But certainly that another

16 space would be helpful, indeed. And certainly we'd consider

17 that an improvement over what we have in the house now, if

18 the board thought that was a better, better proposal.

19 MS. ANAHTAR: It won't be that different from what

20 it is right now, actually.

21 MR. BARNES: Exactly, because it's not as much of

22 a change.

23 MS. WRIGHT: Tearing out half of the wall.

24 MR. BARNES: I like the point you make.

25 MS. OAKS: Should we go down the line and address
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1 the two main topics? One is the bay and two is the adding

2 and removal of windows on the main massing. Those are the

3 two key points.

4 MS. O'MALLEY: We still have, and we're actually

5 adding massing to the rear because we're enclosing

6 MS. OAKS: Right. But we're enclosing the

7 existing --

8 MS. SORENSON: A deck.

9 MS. O'MALLEY: And making it two stories.

10 MR. BARNES: Yes, we are.

11 MS. SORENSON: Correct.

12 MS. O'MALLEY: So that's --

13 MR. SORENSON: Covered deck.

14 MS. OAKS: Which in staff's opinion, unless the

15 Commission, you know, felt differently, but staff did not

16 feel that that was a problematic issue. That we felt that

17 that was something, if it didn't increase the footprint, or

18 change it, it was a change to a noncontributing rear

19 addition --

20 MS. O'MALLEY: Very little difference.

21 MS. OAKS: -- that wouldn't be visible from the

22 streetscape.

23 MS. O'MALLEY: Right. I guess. So it's just a

24 matter of massing on that one, on that part. D you want to

25 start, Commissioner Burstyn?
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1 MR. BURSTYN: Sure. I'm impressed that the

2 project, and especially impressed by your dedication that

3 comes through for preservation. We recently saw a case that

4 came before the Commission that just was so much. Every

5 floor was, even the floor plan was just an obvious overkill.

6 And this, to me, is not. To me, it looks very well

7 balanced.

8 I happen to like the octagon feature in the

9 kitchen, even though it interferes with the straight wall

10 line, because to me it provides some balance to the house,

11 since you have the two octagons on the other side. And it

12 just looks like it works, and is not something that when you

13 drive down the street you're going to say, oh, look at that.

14 It's overdone for the neighborhood. It doesn't look like

15 that it's going to give that impression. And it looks like

16 it's going to work and be compatible with what's in and out.

17 I would vote to approve it now, if it were an

18 application.

19 MS. OAKS: And the windows, the addition of

20 windows and the relocation of windows on the original

21 massing?

22 MR. BURSTYN: I don't really feel strongly about

23 that. It doesn't seem that -- I don't know. It may look

24 like maybe there is, I don't know, a bit too many there.

25 You look at the conceptual west elevation, I don't know.
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1 I'd have to see another drawing that compares, though,

2 instead of having so many, that maybe you just have a larger

3 one in the middle. Is that what you are referencing?

4 MS. OAKS: West is the rear elevation.

5 MR. BURSTYN: So which one are you --

6 MS. OAKS: The elevation --

7 MS. WRIGHT: Circle nine.

8 MS. OAKS: --. you must be looking at is circle

9 nine.

10 MR. BURSTYN: Circle nine.

11 MS. WRIGHT: And you might want to clarify,

12 Michele, where they are taking the window out, or where they

13 are putting the window in, on circle nine.

14 MS. OAKS: Okay. Your floor plan, on the first

15 floor, they will be adding a window in the foyer level,

16 which is not shown in circle nine.

17 MR. BARNES: It's not shown on that elevation. I

18 apologize.

19 MS. OAKS: Okay. And then on the second floor,

20 they will be relocating the bathroom window, and they will

21 be adding a second window --

22 MR. BURSTYN: This is conceptual south elevation,

23 correct?

24 MS. OAKS: No, no.

25 MR. BARNES: It's the north elevation.
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1 MS. OAKS: Actually, they are removing that.

2 MS. WRIGHT: Circle nine.

3 MS. OAKS: It's removing the bathroom window,

4 right, and then adding a second window.

5 MR. BURSTYN: Oh, I see. Right. Okay. I see.

6 MR. BARNES: Removing the bathroom window.

7 MR. BURSTYN: Right, conceptual north elevation.

8 MS. OAKS: Okay. I apologize.

9 MR. BARNES: We are moving one window and adding

10 another one.

11 MS. OAKS: And adding a second one.

12 MR. BARNES: For the interest of Commission, one

13 of the matching neighboring houses has a window, I believe,

14 in the foyer in the same location.

15 MS. OAKS: Okay, but you are relocating it.

16 That's what it was. It's not in the same spot. You're

17 moving it slightly. That's what it was.

18 MR. BARNES: Yes, we're moving it slightly.

19 MS. OAKS: I knew there was something different

20 about that window.

21 MR. BURSTYN: Well, I'll go easy on myself and

22 defer to the architects on the staff.

23 MS. OAKS: Does that make sense to everybody else?

24 They are moving -one window on the second level, and they

25 are taking one window out and putting a different window in.
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1 MS. WRIGHT: It's on the drawing. I think that

2 helps on this elevation. I understand you are putting a

3 window in here.

4 MR. BARNES: Yes.

5 MS. WRIGHT: Okay. What are you doing on the

6 second floor? You're taking a little window out, with

7 little dotted .line, which is a small bathroom window?

8 MR. SORENSON: There's a little window between the

9 two windows that are there.

10 MS. WRIGHT: There, that you are taking out.

11 MR. SORENSON: Right, which is --

12 MS. WRIGHT: And that's all you are doing on the

13 second level. And I'll pass this around.

14 MS. OAKS: And then they are moving the other

15 window to the left, over slightly.

16 MR. BARNES: We could leave that window.

17 MS. OAKS: But they could leave it here.

18 MR. SORENSON: And it is a little window. It's

19 not two over two, the one that we're talking about removing.

20 It's' inconsistent with the rest of the house. Yes.. It

21 might not even be original. It',s hard to know.

22 MS. WRIGHT: Okay. I'm sorry, David.

23 MR. ROTENSTEIN: I guess I'm next up. 'I think

24 Gwen really made a compelling case by commenting on the

25 cumulative effects to this historic property by what we're
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1 looking at here. There were significant changes made in the

2 1991 addition. And going in the direction that this is

3 going in, it would completely change the character of this

4 wonderful Queen Anne building.

5 I think Commissioner Burstyn made my case for me

6 by mentioning the perceived balance in this program. The

7 key aesthetic, or one key aesthetic in Queen Anne houses is

8 their asymmetry, their lack of balance. And by creating

9 this balance very apparently symmetrical appearance to the

10 original block, you're taking away much of the character of

11 the intended design of this building.

12 And I would prefer not to see that kitchen bay or

13 bump out on the original massing. That would just further

14 detract from the integrity of this building.

15 As to the windows, I again refer back to Gwen's

16 comments about the cumulative affects to this historic

17 property. I understand you are facing some significant

18 challenges in the use of this building. But again, we have

19 to weigh those challenges against the fact that you have an

20 outstanding resource here. And I would just urge you to try

21 and work with what you have and what you already have

22 changed to this property in order to ensure that the

23 integrity of this property isn't further diminished.

24 MR. FULLER: I guess my comment is that would

25 follow that, and I will use similar words. My preference
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1 would not be to see an addition on the north side of your

2 kitchen. I would not say it's a hell no. I'd have to be

3 convinced, though.

4 I would much prefer to see trying to solve the

5 problem with an internal functioning, finding some way where

6 your current dinette is to turn that area back into the

7 kitchen and find a method to get your internal circulation

8 to work, so you could still come from the kitchen, back into

9 the dining room. Because I understand what you are saying,

10 that you want to have some sort of relationship there.

11 But by doing that, that might free up other things

12 between your hall and where your current kitchen is.

13 Whether that allows your dinette to work in there, or

14 whether it even allows you to leave some of your stair

15 further forward, and maybe just simply sliding it back so

16 you get more space, I'm not sure how that happens. But my

17 strong first preference would be to leave the massing of the

18 old building alone.

19 If the massing can be left alone, then I would be

20 more sympathetic about maybe changing and adding a window or

21 something on the north elevation to add some light back into

22 the hallway, because obviously that's, you know, you

23 certainly want to have a light and airy feel as you come

24 into the house. So I would be sort of more willing to give

25 on something like that.
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1 I also agree there was some staff comments early

2 on about the number of octagonal or 45's, and I do agree

3 that it's sort of been a repeated element, almost too many

4 times. In the original massing it was the one corner of the

5 house. It was celebrated There are now three. You are

6 talking about adding a fourth one. I think it is too many.

7 I'd much.prefer to see the kitchen or anything

8 else stay somewhat rectilineal, so that you can do

9 something. I think staff was almost intimating should be to

10 the rear addition, be squared off. That's probably too much

11 overkill to tell you that, to square that off at this stage

12 of the game. It's there. You've got it.

13 And at this stage of the game, I have no problem

14 with the enclosing of the back porch and the addition on the

15 back. I think that can be well done. I very much

16 appreciate the fact that you've been working so hard with

17 staff, and that you've had to go through this many

18 alternatives, and that we're still telling you some fairly

19 basic issues.

20 And from my perspective, I would echo the opinion

21 that I'd really prefer to keep the massing changes off of

22 the old building. I really think that it is important to

23 try to preserve that aspect of it. I certainly sympathize,

24 from the user standpoint, but as it relates to the historic

25 structure, which is what we're here to talk about, my strong
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1 preference would be to leave it alone.

2 MR. JESTER: I also agree with many of the

3 comments that have been made about the property. As an

4 outstanding resource, I think there is an obligation to make

5 every effort to preserve as much of the massing as possible.

6 I think the 1 91 addition was made sensitively. I think

7 that effectively preserve all of the features that are what

8 we are trying to maintain in this, the district.

9 I also agree that my preference would be that the

10 kitchen be incorporated in a way that did not require the

11 bump out. I wouldn't -- I would need to convinced that a

12 plan wouldn't work for the kitchen configuration without

13 doing that, although I think it would certainly be an

14 improvement to reduce it, the bay, which juts out only as

15 far as the original 1 91 addition. So that's the, that is

16 one possibility.

17 I'm not sure I would approve it if it came in, but

18 1 think certainly we would look at it, if you could convince

19 us that there is no way to incorporate the kitchen in the

20 current footprint.

21 I also agree that the rear addition enclosure is

22 not a problem. It's less visible, and the established

23 precedent for the form already exists. It's not a problem.

24 As far as the windows go, I think the comment is

25 going to echo other that have been made about wanting to
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1 preserve the elevation as much as possible, unless you

2 demonstrate that there wasn't an actual location for the

3 window.

4 MS. O'MALLEY: Commissioner.

5 MR. DUFFY: I tend to agree about the cumulative

6 affect. It is an outstanding resource. I'm not personally

7 comfortable with what was done in 1991. What's being done

8 now, you know, to what exists, is not an enormous change.

9 But that added to what was done in 1 91 makes me

10 uncomfortable.

11 I think there are matters with principal and

12 precedent dealing with outstanding resources that we have to

13 be very sensitive about. And I'm.looking at the plans, I

14 think there has to be'a way to make the kitchen work without

15 changing the appearance of the original building in the

16 front. And frankly, I question whether further additions

17 should even been made to this property.

18 MS. ANAHTAR: Well, I don't have much to add to

19 what has been said already. But I have one more question.

20 Don't you have any windows in your current kitchen? I'm not

21 seeing windows along that wall, the old kitchen?

22 MR. SORENSON: There was one in there.before 1998,

23 1987 or 1 88.

24 MS. ANAHTAR: Well then we were showing where the

25 kitchen is.
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1 MS. OAKS: Right.. That's where the kitchen is.

2 MR. BARNES: So the kitchen gained storage, but it

3 lost light, so it's an unhappy complement because of the

4 siting of the kitchen, it lost a window.

5 MS. ANAHTAR: And one comment about the rear porch

6 enclosure, that you will be losing the shadow effect of your

7 open porch. I don't know if you can do anything about that,

8 with your --

.9 MR. BARNES: We are still keeping a portion of the

10 rear porch on the back of the living room, so there is still

11 some porch, and a single story roof will just cover that.

12 But yes, in that bay we would. We could deepen the roof if

13 you think it contributes anything.

14 MS. ANAHTAR: I don't know. I guess --

15 MR. BARNES: If you look at the --

16 MS. ANAHTAR: -- when it's enclosed, you are --

17 MR. BARNES: The two, the octagonal bay --

18 MS. ANAHTAR: -- there won't be a --

19 MR. BARNES: -- octagonal bay. There would no

20 longer be a porch, correct. But there is a straight porch

21 that's still remains, a covered porch behind the living

22 room, next to it. So we lose half the porch to be able to

23 fill it in, but we were trying not to expand the footprint.

24 It's a challenge.

25 MS. ANAHTAR: The shadow effect, what I meant by
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1 shadow effect is for the elevation.

2 MR. BARNES: You mean to have it more shadowed

3 from a covered porch?

4 MS. ANAHTAR: Exactly. Once you put windows, then

5 you don't have the depth, et cetera.

6 MR. BARNES: I agree.

7 MS. ANAHTAR: It's a straight wall.

8 MR. BARNES: That's true. Well, we are trying to

9 protect some footprint back there, because there are

10 obviously many more people trying to sleep on the second

11 floor than when the 1 91 addition was built. So we're trying

12 to capture some more bedroom space on the second floor. So

13 it certainly does create, it fills in that porch.

14 But I would say to mitigate that to some degree,

15 the other half of the west elevation still has an open porch

16 on it. So there is still some shadow. But I take your

17 point.

18 MS..ANAHTAR: All right, sir.

19 MR. FLEMING: Where your SW here is parked, if

20 you decide to do your upgrades, is there a way, or would it

21 affect the parking area?

22 MR. BARNES: No.

23 MS. SORENSON: No.

24 MR. SORENSON: No, not necessarily.

25 MR. BARNES: It would go behind it.



tsh 83

1 MR. SORENSON: Not necessarily. We've thought a

2 little bit about just taking the driveway out altogether

3 and, you know, it would, I think, flow a little nicer. But

4 it is nice to have a place to put a car off the street. And

5 that's the, there is basically room for one car there.

6 That's it.

7 MR. FLEMING: Is there a way for you guys to pull

8 in at this angle?

9 MR. SORENSON: You mean to get into the house?

10 MR. FLEMING: Yes, instead of,,you know, there is

11 the issue of going to the front door, and the elevation side

12 door.

13 MR. SORENSON: There is nothing there now.

14 MR. FLEMING: I've inspected this house. I mean,

15 I've seen this house. You have . a lovely home. I understand

16 the neighborhood. I've.spent a lot of time there. But,

17 again, the house is lovely, so you're in a situation where

18 you've got something that -- I hope that there's some kind

19 of way you can go in and work with the rules and regulations

20 to get things done. It is a lovely home, I will tell you

21 that.

22 MR. SORENSON: Okay.

23 MS. O'MALLEY: Well, I think the consensus seems

24 to be across the board, that.people, the Commissioners feel

25 pretty strongly about protecting the original part of the
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1 resource that is still in tact, and trying to make some

2 other interior changes to accommodate that kitchen area.

3 So I hope we'll see you again.

4 MR. SORENSON: Thank you. I'm sure you will.

5 MR. BARNES: Thank you. Thanks for your time.

6 MS. SORENSON: Thank you.

7 MS. O'MALLEY: Case B, 11231 River Road, master

8 plan site, Marwood.

9 MS. OAKS: Steve, if you would like to remove

10 these things around, and place that in the front.of the

11 microphones, that would probably be the best place for that.

12 Thank you. He's been gracious enough to bring this after

13 we twisted his arm. They sent Powerpoint, or they sent

14 pictures, and I begged him to bring this wonderful model for

15 you to see tonight.

16 The subject property is 11231 River View Road.

17 You may remember the first preliminary consultation for this

18 property, Marwood. It's an individually designated master

19 plan site. You saw this on June 8th. That was the general

20 conceptual site proposal for the entire program for the

21 site.

22 This proposal in front of you tonight is

23 specifically to give you the required variances that the

24 applicant is going to have to obtain from the County Board

25 of Appeals.


