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MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION

l ] 8787 Geargia Avenue # Silver Spring, Maryland 20810-3760

y I

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:

[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 Oats

Michele Oaks, Senior Planner
M-NCPPC
Historic Preservation Section



'l - 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 *100% racyeld paper
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2. THE VERTICAL DATUM IS NGVD29, BASED UPON SEWER INVERTS 883 g%—g;gg Fax
3. TZHOISEl;Rg:gRTY APPEARS ON TAX MAP HN341 AND IS CURRENTLY E-MAIL: surveyor@meridiansurveys.com
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Historic Preservation Office -
. Department of Park & Planning
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
301/563-3400

APPLICATION FOR
HISTORIC AREA WORK PERM(\'!T

Contatt Prame. Aﬂ\]K}b B;M: :

1ax Account Na,!

Nome of Property Dwer: _A—’P NE \SI 42 N.___ﬁQN Davtine Phone Nu.:
rvers_ BP0 WKRAWICK, Ple CHEVY Cilfey MDD

Jtretr Number Cip L] Jm Coun
Gontacton; I'hone No..
Contractor Negisteation No.! .
4 ~ A I_‘A_: _ Cnypritine Mhane No.: QQZ 3’5-7 7?55
2%>

hgent lor Dwner: B/'\
1

Mclress:

52, W1l OM BN MVE., SIE 204 WA GTON 0. Zoce™]
LOCATIUN OF QUL OINGPREMISE 4

House Numbed: féf?“ 2 ' . #heel WMW}UL- 'ﬂ-

Town/City! /) M C.'{/HMZE'; Nenex Crosa Slmel:
T

Lot: Dlock; Subdivision,

tiber: falis: . Pargel:

PAIT ONE; 1YL OF PERMIT AGTION ANG USL

1A CUECK AL APRLCARLE: : CHECK AL ARRUCADIE:
%:on“mr_l 121 Extend [0 AerMenovaie ITat 4] Smb )(I(unm Addition (O Porch () Oeck 1] Shey
2] Move [ insiat ) WiechTlare I;) Selar 1) Taeplace 1.} Woodhuening Stove 171 Singts Faewily
[Y fevision (1 Newr ™ 1) Nevocabie 4] PanceMall{cnnydets Section 44 {21 Omer:

th. Consituctioncostestiniate: §

1C. Wilis is n revision of a previously Appraved aelive pranit, yer Preaay # i

e rm—

PART TWO: GUMPIETL ) GIE NEW CUNSTHUCTIUN ARD L X 1ENIVADUITIDNS

A, lype ol sewage dispacal; oNZ WS¢ 02 1,1 Sapee DY 1] e

200, Type ol waver supply: 1Y WSSC 02 'l wen 03 | ! thhee:

PART LUILE; GOMULELE ONLY OB T ENCEAWIAINING WALL . . @’@@L
JA. Neight fecl inthes - R . \___\J&

3D, Indrcate whelher the lence or retnining well is 1o be ¢onsiicter on one of the fnllowing lucntions:

1.1 Onpsnyline/propenty lige §Z4 Entircly on 1ang of gwner I} Ouyuibilic tight o! way/essemant

1 lireohy eonity thar 1 have the authacity t mke 1 farcroin) aphtaiion, that ihi apjlication it corear, and thal tha conslivition will romply with plans
ngyavedd hy aff ayenicics Ksted and £ havehy scknowdedgs ol aceept Wit e it o cundhiionn fur the ssuades of Uiy prumit.

Signnte of ewnas re nuthnris Agear Date @‘M
Approved: . Far Cheitpersen, Historic Fiesrrvatian Commission
Disanproved: Signanre: Date: %

Applicalio/Parmil No.: Date Fled: Oalelssund:

Fl ta21 /e SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTAUGTIONS




Jari 18 06 12:06p MNCPPC Historic Preservat 301-563-3412

THE FOLLOWING 1TFMS mMUST BE COMPLETED AND THE
REQUIRED DOCUMENTS MUST ACCOMPANY THIS APPLICATION,

4

). WRITTEN DESCAIPTION Lt Pnn.ug
5. Uestiiption ol eaisling 5"ncm|g{‘5) nngd envituinvental seiting, in.cluu‘mg theit historicnl femtoces il signilicance;
DU paSDinlly  AEZOVELL,
WITHIN TG 22 N2 48A HPADIRAC DI

ev..

. Genertl umsgription of project and its eflet? on the histuric 1esouice{s), the envionmnental setting, and, where oppliceble, the hisiarie disnict:

— _ENCLOSE, RENZ. precrt ON FiESL a0
—MM_MMMY-JJ\%L--JALLMQW

~ INSTALL DN WLNDMN‘ oo MM N T2/ 852 m,mmwd X

W S TEVIN Y/ P W Vo AN
7

2. sgpal S
Site and envidhmienial aettng, drawn (o scale, Yuu My use yair plet You site pinn st inchede: .
.t seale, north anaw, endd dale;

b. dimensinns of all exishing and pioposed structures; pnif

L. Site leatures such as walkwayy, divewsys, lences, ponds, sueans, nash tunipsiers, mechianics] equipment, apd 1andsc eping,

3. PLANZAND (LLVATIDNS »///

You sl subimit 2 coplea o) pians ond elevetions in 3 jorypLog et han L7 a 172 Loz on 8 3/2 0 31 nakes are prefened.

8. Schemntic consuuction plans, with insthedl dimensions, inticaimi loc ation, semul peirgin] type 0 walls, windaw anr donr opesings, and orhier
lined fratiues of finth tie eisting cesourcels) amb tthie papnace work.

b, Elovatigns llazndes), witls manked dimensions, sleady indicatiog jropnacil work in sefatinn to enisting consliugtian and, when sppropriate, comtext.

Al niagerials and fiviges proposed Jor the exteriun s e uatritng the elevations i ewinys, An esl3ting 2nd » propaseo elevaiion drawing of eech
Iacude altecicd Ny the proposed wark is cenuiired,

4. MATERIALS SPECIFICATIONS

Genrcal deschiplion o meiwedals mnd manyfactated ilems propaaesl lor incoporation in the wosk of (he piajeet, This information may be included on your
design drswings,

5. PlUO PIS

2. Clestly lzbeicd photuyaphic prints ol pacts lacede of esisting sesomce, inchuling retails ol the sffecied ponians, All labels should be placed on the
tront ol photagaplss,

' b. Cleady inbel phiotographic p1ints of the resaince o3 viewed lrom Ifie pybii right-ol-wey nnyl of Ute ndjoining propenies, Al labets should be placed nn
the lont of phelographs.

G. TRCE SUNVEY

It yav die propuinyg consiucting sdjacent |0 of witliin tee dophun o auy feee 6 on g in dinetee [at appeoxiniiely 4 fcet ebove the grovnd], yon
nt a1 bile an accurate hee survey wWentitying e sue, iunimn, s sgiecies of eachiee of st least thal dunension.

). ADDRISSES OF ANJACENY AND CONFRONYING PROPEATY OWNENS \/

i A4

Far ALL prajects, movite an accutale list uf adjacent oad ranhufiling frapedy oviers {nel lonanis), inchufing Aames, eddiesses, and fip codes, This liat
shunabd incliide (e nwners of 3l 1ot ar peecels which milfjmn stz parcelin guesimn, as well oy the ownierls| of latls] or parceifs) which lie direcity acrasy
tlie stereyiiigiway G slie paicel n question. You tan alitant s information’ v the Llepanntent of Assessments and Tonation, 51 Mamoe Street,
Nockyile, (J01/279-1355]. '

) PLEAST PHINT [N BLUE QI DLACK INKIL DR TYPL T14S INFOIMATION UN THE FOLLDWING PAGE.
PLEASE STAY WITHIN Y0F GUIDES OF THE TEMILATE AS 1133 WILL OE PHOTDCOMED'DHIECTLY ONTD MARING LAGELS, -
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Bistoric Preservation Qffice
Department of Park & Planning

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

4 o
TO:MWP e FAX NUMBER: 1‘?6" FFTb2L2

FROM: % W
DATE: _} 19 CJZ;
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" HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION

Douglas M. Duncan ‘ : . Julia O’Malley
County Executive . . : . Chairperson

, Date: ’9\*’9~%"Ob : . | - ,I
T . NANE S NS

S0 \WwhRwitk Place
u\evgj Or\wj& M P &og\e’

To Whom 1t May Concern

We are in receipt of your I-hstonc Area Work Permit (HAWP) apphcatlon dated 9\ 9\3’“0(9 After
~ reviewing your submission we have determined that it is incomplete and cannot be processed at this time.

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

.8  Written Descr1pt10n
- Site Plan
4, Plans/Elevations
| Material Specifications
~a| Photographs
™ Tree Survey
‘q Adj acent/Confrontmg Property Owner Addresses
~f. 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
Preservatlon 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. _ (
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Hictnris Procoruatinn Cammission e 8787 Georgia Avenue ¢ Silver Spring, Marvland 20910 » 301/563-3400 » 301/563-3412 FAX
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THE | MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION

! [ 8787 Georgia Avenue e Bilver Spring, Maryland 20910-3780

Date: February 9, 2006

MEMORANDUM
TO: Robert Hubbard, Director
Department of Permitting Services
FROM: Michele Oaks, Senior Planner @
Historic Preservation Section, M>NCPPC

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 (Ankie 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



Tax Account No.:

HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
301/563-3400

APPLICATION FOR
HISTORIC AREA WORK PERNIIT

Ors - 18

Contaci Person: AT\.IKI& ﬁm{%

Daytinme Thone No.: %ﬁ %7 ’72%

Name of Property Dwner: A@,NE \SJKE\LSOM

Davlune hone No.:

Address:

5810 WKGWILK. PL CHEVY Citzre (M D

Street Number

Contracion:

City Stant

Fhone No.:

Contractor Registration No.:

Zip Codn

Agent foc Dwner: W{\Jéé VP(NZ}’ Al A

Uaytime "hone No.:

Address:

2067 331 7255

LOCATION DF BUILDING/PIEMISE

ltouse Number: 561Q !

Town/City: /)M\'( WE

Lot Block:

Liber: Folio:

Subtivision:

slieet

\Z5% WisdoNsIn pAVE , STE204 WIZMINETON DE Zopo ]

WABWICK. T

Nearest Cross Suect:

Parcel:

PART ONE: TYPEQF PERMIT ACTION AND USE
1A, CHECK AtL APPLICADLE:

%onsmucl 121 txtend (3 AkioyMenovate
1D WiechRare '

[ Move (7 Install

[1 Revision L) Repair © 10 Revocabie

tD. Consltuction costestimate:  $

CHECK ALL_APPLICADLE:

(Y S W G %ﬂonm Adfition O Poich

11) Solar L) Tireplace  11) Woodbmining Stove

11 Trnce/Wali [complete Seclion 4] ‘) Dther:

O Deck (0 Shed

17} Single Family

1C. M this is a tevision of a meviously apmoved active presmit. see Peimit # _

PART TWD: COMPLETE FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION AND EXTEND/AUDITIONS

7A.  Type of sewage disposal: 0 WSSC

20. Type of water supply: 1 WSSC

02 || Seplic

02 1°1 Well

03 1 1 Dites:

C 0311 Othes;

PART THREE: COMPLETE ONLY FORFENCEMETAINING WALL

JA. lleight leei inches

3B. Indicate whether the fence of retaining wall is 1o be consbucted ot one of the lellowing locations:

L On party line/property line

1) Entirely on land of owner

12) On gmibitic right of way/essement

i hm-hy certityfihar | have the mahasity to make the lorenoing application, that the application ¢s careect, and thal the coastruction will comply with ploas

appuoverd by il agen es/

3

hedd andd § herehy acknawledye and accept this 1o ke a comlition lor the issimoce of this permit,

e of owner of izev] g ent

& /
LW

/7%
/ 4

Dste

Apnraved: ><
A

eservation Commission

Date;

Disapproved: {!
Application/Permit No.: i 10 Z q‘

[t 6/21/39

z/q/ecp

Date Issued;

SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS




THE FOLLOWING 1TENS MUST BE COMPLETED AND TI“E
REQUIRED DOCUMENTS MUST ACCOMPANY THIS APPLICATION.

1. WITIEN DESCMPIION Of PHOJECY

». Description of existing shuciures] and environmental setting, includiag treir histosicel lestuies snil significance;

U paSDin,  REZ0Vees
W\ THIU . TR Do M4 HWvrarbiedc D/‘?ﬂ%b

b. Generel descriplion ol project and its ellect on Jhe historic 1esource(s), the environmental setling, and, wherte spplicable, the historic distiicl:

— ENUOSE R~ prectt ON FRSH B1o0E |
~ CONGRAICT A NEW oNe. S AN IN 19905 ADpg)

- INSTALL. NS WinNms mio@ﬁ# E‘M
MLN%

2. SUEPLAN
Sile and envilonmental setting, diewn to scale. You may'use your plat. Your site plan must inchde:
8. the scale, north anow, snd date; —
b.' dimensions of all existing and proposed structures: and

c. site lealutes such as walkways, diiveways, fences, ponds, stieams, tiesh tIﬁmpﬁcu, mechanical equipment, snd lsndscaping.

3. . PLANS AND ELEVATIONS

You niust submit 2 copics pf plans and eltvaliousm_a“!gg!ggl_ng!gr_ggg_l_lggp_l_}_‘_g_!L_L‘Eggs_nnj_lﬂ_‘_g_!_]_‘_p,qper ae pieferred.

3. Schematic construction plnns with marked dimensiuns, indicating tucation, sire al yeneral Iype of walls, window and door openings, and ome'
tixed leatuies of Lotl the existing 1esource{s) amt the proposed waork,

b. Hevstions |lacades), with marked dimensions, cleatly indicating propaser! work i relation 1o existing construction end, when appropiiate, context.

All materials and Sixtinres proposed lor the exterion must be notest an Ihe elevations diawings, An existing and a proposed elevetion drewing of each
facade lfected by the proposed work is tequired. '

4. MATERIALS SPECIFICATIONS

General description of malerials and manulactured ilems proposed lor inc orparation in the woik of the project, This inlormation may be included on your
design deawings. )

5. PHOTOGRAPUS

2. Cleaily labeled photogsaphic prinls ol each facede ol existing resowice, inchnling details ol the aftecied portions. All lebels should be pleced on the
from of pl\ologmphs

b. Cleatly Inbel photographic prinls of the 1esowrce es viewed liom the public right-of-wey and of the sdjoining propenies. All labels should be placed on
" the front of photographs. :

6. TREE SUAVEY

If yrr are proposing constructing adjacent 10 of wohin the diiphne ol any nee 6 or lsrger in diameter {at appoximately 4 feet above the yround), you
.ot lile 2n accuiate tree suivey identilying the sire, locatian, and sgecies of each lree of at leas) What dimension. )

7. ADDRESSES OF ADJACENT AND CONFRONTING PROPERTY OWNERS

For ALL frojects, provide an accurate fist of adjacen) and contionting properly owners fnat tenanis), inchiding names, sddresses, and 2ip codes. This list
should inchide the owners of all fots of pa1cels which adjoin the pascel in question, os well as the owner{s) of lot(s) or parcells) which lie directly across
the streeVhighway iom the parcel in question. You can obiain this inlonwation'Sioin the Depaniment of Assessments snd Texation, 51 Monioe Street,
flochville, (301/279-1355). !

PLEASE PRINT (IN BLUE OB DLACK tNK]) O TYPE TIIS INFORMATION ON TIIE FOLLOWING PAGE.
PLEASE STAY WITHIN THE GUIDES OF THE TEMPPLATE, AS T111S Wil t BE PHOTOCOPIED DIRECTLY ONTO MAILING LADELS, -
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BARN ES VANZE ARCHITECTS

Sbrenson 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 addmon 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.

eAlterations: '

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 pamted ,
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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~ Telephone Number: (301) 563-3400 Fax Number: (301)-563-3412
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DATE: Z—_’ 2Ot
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Page 1 of 1

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 | anticipated.

The current house (the previous addition) projects 4'-7" from the original house. The proposed addition projection
is 3'-4 1/2" from that point, therefore the total projection is 7'-11 1/2".

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

Eleanor Galifianakis
BARNES VANZE ARCHITECTS, INC.

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

From: Oaks, Michele [mailto:Michele.Oaks@mncppc-mc.org]
Sent: Friday, January 27, 2006 10:48 AM

To: Ellie Galifianakis

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.caks@mncppc-me.org

WWW.mncppc.org

1/30/2006



- HAWP APPL]CAT]ON: MAILING ADDRESSES FOR NOTICING

[Owner, Owner’s Agent, Adjacent and Confronting Property Owners]

1-

Ownper’'s mailing address

- AeNE peeNnsoN
CH10 WpeWick PL
- OHEVY CunE , MD

20815

Owner’s Agent’s mailing address
BKZNES VAZE Ak
223 Wisconsind MVEE ) STEZ0

WheAING TN D Zocor7

i

Adjacent and confronting Property Owners mailing addresses

RVING Zciieper. W%%i]:;u/]ﬂ/lﬁl_
%12 WhRWiCkK-PL HAY CHAze :
CHEN Y CARsE ( MD | &, MD

20915 i zo815

ALEX PN D2IN DY OIS |

PUZ CYMPERLAN D ME |

N erpze ,MD
22815

2'addresses. noticing table
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BARNES VANZE 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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BARN ES \Z2\WV4 ARCHITECTS

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 apprdval

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
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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 6. Can we tentatively request placement on the

Feb 8" 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 7™, 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, AlA
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 Meeting Date: 02/08/06

Resource:  Outstanding Resource Report Date: 02/01/06
Somerset Historic District

Review: HAWP Public Notice: 01/25/06

Case Number: 35/36-06A Tax Credit: Partial

Applicant:  Arne Sorenson Staff: Michele Oaks
(Ankie Barnes, Agent)

PROPOSAL.: Additions

RECOMMEND: Approve

BACKGROUND

The applicants submitted a design proposal for a preliminary consultation at the August 17" 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 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.

The applicants returned to the Commission on November 16™ 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
6™, 2005. The HPC will have the Town’s comments at their meeting on February 8"



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 porch on the first floor and build and
additional, and equal amount of square footage on the second floor.

2. Construct a new, 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 244 (Chapter 244). The
pertinent information in these documents is outlined below.

Montgomery County Code; Chapter 24 A-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

#3

#5

#6

#9

#10

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.

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.

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

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.

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.

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 4’7 and the new one-story
addition proposes to project an additional 3’4 2" (total projection 7’11 }2”). Since this projection
1s an existing condition, the additional 3’4 %2 does not concem 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.

&



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
301/563-3400

APPLICATION FOR
HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT

Contact Prison: AﬂKlﬁ @M@{\Iﬁ%
Qaytime Phone No.: ZOQ— %7 "72%

ors .- ng

lax Account No.:

Name ol Property Qwner: AW_NE SOWOM
R0 WhRWICK. . PL:_CHEVY CHAZE (M D

Sneet Number Lity Srant

Qaytime Phone No.;

Address:

Zip Coda

Conbacton: Phone No.:

Contractor Registiation No.:

Agent lor Owner: %{\‘% VKI\i zE At A Daytime Phone No.: 20'2 56'7 _72435
sadress: | 22D WISEoNSIN MVE , STE204 WPEAMNETON DL 2000 ]

LOCATION OF BUILDING/PHEMISE

5]
¥

ouse umber:_DP] O !  spe WhARWICK- PL 7
Town/City: [’M\Tf OH% NearestCross Sueet: )
Lot: Block: Subdivision: R

Lirer: Folio: Parcel: .

PART DNE: 1YPE OF PERAMIT ACTION AND USE

1A. CHECK ALL APPLICABLE:
)?(Conslmc! {Z] Extend (3 Alier/Renovate
{0 WreckMare

CHECK ALL_APPUCAQLE:
[,V o W Y %ﬂonm Adgdition O Porch
I’} Solar

) veck (O Shed

] Move {2 instalt {_1 Fiepiace  F.{ Woodhuning Stove [7) Single Family

{1 Revision C) Repair (J Revocable 1l Fence/Wall {complete Section 4) () Other:

1B. Construction cost estimate:  $

1C. Wiisis a revision of a previously approved active promit, see eyt

PART TWO: COMPLETE FORNEW CUNSTRUCTION AND EXTEND/ADDITIONS

2A. ype of sewage disposal: o1 WSSC 02 1.1 Semic 03 ! 1 Other:

2B8. Type ol watet supyily: 1 WSSC 02 17) Well 03 1 | Other:

PART THREE: COMPLETE ONLY FOR FENCEMETAINING WALL

A Height leel inches

3B. indicate whether the lence of retaining wall is 10 be construcicd on one of the foliowing locations:

{7} On party line/property line 17 Entirely on tand of owner 12} On prubslic right of way/easement

1 hierely cedtity that | have the authadty 1o make the fareqoing.application, that the application is correct, and thal tha conslruction will comply with plons
apymaved by ali agencies listed and | herely acknowledye nmf accept (s ta he a cumditing B e issuance of this peanit.

Signnnine of owner or authorizel agent Date

Approved:

Far Chaicperson, historic Preservation Commission-

Disapproved: Signature:

Qate:

Date Filed: I’ ?/D(J Oale Issued:

Application/Perntit No.: q l O /?,9 L;i

Fdit 6/21/29

SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS




2.

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

WRITTEN DESCRIPYION OF PROJECT

8. Description ol existing structure(s) and environmental setting, including their historical features and significence:

U orpalDinle KiZzovecs
WI\THIU AW Sod Mo hrpric Rkl

b. Generel desciiption of project end its ellect on the historic resourcels), the environmentel setting. and, whete sppliceble, the historic dissict:
—_ENCUOSE RENZ- prectt ON FRSE B0l

~_CONSTRUCT A NEW oNe. SIokY. B I 19905 ADpi s
~ NS N WINDuS 2 Nozz-H- 2BV w = >

FRAGINI I~ Mipzinle

SITEPLAN

Site Bnd envitonmental setting, diewn to scale, You may use yout plat. Your site plan must inchide:
8. the scale, north anow, end date;
b. dimensions of all existing and proposed struciuies; and

c. site leatures such as welkways, driveways, fences, ponds, stieams. tash dumpsters, mechanical equipment, and landscaping.

_ PLANS AND ELEVATIONS

You_mwst submit 2 copies o] plans and elevatioits in a Jormat ne laryer than 117 x 177 Play L.__B_I/g_ 17 paper sie prelerted.

a. Schematic constiuction plans, with merked dimensions, inlicating kocation, size anil genesal type ol walls, window end doot openings, and ollm
lixed leatures of Loth the existing tesource(s} and the piojioset wark.

b. Flevations {lacades), wilh marked dimensions, clearly indicating proposed work in relation lo existing constiuction and, when spptoptiate, Context.

All materials and lixtures proposed for the entetior iust be noted on the elevations siawinys, An enisting and 8 proposed elevation diswing of esch
lacede aflected by the proposed work is requier. ’

MATERIALS SPECIFICATIONS

General description ol matesials end manulactured items proposed for incorpotation in the work ol the project. This information may be included on your
deslgn drawings.

PHOTOGNAPHS

a. Cleaily labeled phiotographic ptints of each facede of existing resource, inchnting details ol the alfected portions. All Iabels should be pleced on the
tront of photographs.

b. Cleatly label photographic prints of the resource as viewed liom the public right-of-way and of the adjoining properties. Al labels sﬁould be placed on
the lront of photographs. '

TREE SURVEY

I yes- are proposing constructiin sdiscent to or wihin she teiphine af any tree 6° ar leiyer in diameter (at appioximately 4 Jeet sbove the yround), you
m.st lile an accwate Liee suivey identilying thie size, localian, aml species of each tree of at least that dinension.

ADDRESSES OF ADJACENT AND CONFRONTING PROPENTY OWNERS

For ALY projects, provide an accurate list of adjacent and conlionting property ovwners [not tenanis], inchiding names, sddiesses, snd 2ip codes. This list
should inchide \he owners of all lo1s or paicels which aijoin the parcel in guestion, as well 85 the ownei(s) of lot{s} ot parcel(s) which lie directly scross
the streethighway fiom the parcel in question, You can olitain his inlosmation froin thie I)epanmcm of Assessmenis end Taxalion, 51 Monroe Street,
Nochville, {301/279-135%).

PLEASE PRINT (IN BLUE O DLACK INK) ON TYPE THIS INFORMATION ON TIHE FOLLOWING PAGE.
PLEASE STAY WITIIN T1(E GUIBES OF YIIE TEMPLATE, AS T1IS WILL OF PILOTOCOPIED DINECTLY ONTO MAILING LADELS. -



HAWP APPLICATION: MAILING ADDRESSES FOR NOTICING

[Owner, Owner’s Agent, Adjacent and Confronting Property Owners]

Owner's mailing address

- NeNE fppensoN
Cpi0 Whewick PL
LHevyY cunse , Mp

20815

\

Ownper’s Agent’s mailing address
BAZNES Vaze, A ik
1220 WistonNs i Az, STEZD

WheAiNG 2N DE. ZocomT

4

Adjacent and confronting Property Owners mailing addresses

VRVING ZchNeiper.

ZO12 WhNewick.-PL

CHEN Y Cirdrie | MDD
20915

|

i
i
i
1

ElgenE Tiumeal
=206 Whew It PL
@WYWE/ MD

zogis,

MEBX BN DRIN DY ROTS
P2 CympER PN D ME
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BARNES VANZE 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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" SORENSON RESIDENCE

SOMERSET, MARYLAND

CONCEPTUAL SITE PLAN
OCTOBER 13,2005
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION STAFF REPORT

Address: 5810 Warwick Avenue, Chevy Chase Meeting Déte: 11/16/05

Resource:  Outstanding Resource Report bate: 11/09/05
Somerset Historic District

Review: Preliminary Consultation Public Notice: 11/02/05

Case Number: N/A Tax Credit: Partial

Applicant; Ame Sorenson Staff: Michele Oaks

(Ankic Barnes, Agent)
PROPOSAL: Additions

RECOMMEND: Proceed to HAWP

BACKGROUND

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:

#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 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 afler 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 2™ 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 Meeting Date: 08/17/05

Resource:  Outstanding Resource Report Date: 08/10/05
Somerset Historic District

Review: Preliminary Consultation Public Notice: 08/03/05

Case Number: N/A | Tax Credit: None

Applicant:  Arne Sorenson Staff: - Michele Oaks

(Ankie Barnes, Agent)
PROPOSAL: Additions

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 facade. 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 fagcade. 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.

#0 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 destioy
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:

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 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
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 fagcade. 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 (ILAP) 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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MS. O'MALLEY:  Are we ready for a vote? All in
favor, raise your right hand? It\s.appfoved.

MR. VILLEGAS: Thank you.

MS. O'MALLEY: And you can discuss with staff
about what you want to do and how to go about it. Thank
you. | |

MS. VILLEGAS: Thanks.

MS. O'MALLEY: So we'll move into our preliminary
consultations. Do we havé a staff report for.5810 Warwick
Place? All right. We'll have a few --

MS. OAKS: This is a preliminary consultation.

The subject house is an outstanding resource within the
Somerset historic district. It is a Queen Anne four square.

It was built about 1901. It is one of the three
identically built houses én Warwick Street, built by the
Somerset Heights developer, Edward Halliday.

It is a frame structure, clad in narrow clapboard
siding, and is set upon a fieldstone foundation, and two and
a half stories in height! The front facade is detailed with
a porch that wraps around to a two-story extended bay on the
south facade.

The porch is detéiled with a simple balustrade
with square inset pickets. The main massing is detailed‘
with it's ofiginal two-over-two windows and flanked»by two-

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

The house was, in 1991, a 1arge addition was
placed on the house to the rear. And the lot contains many
mature trees and shrubbery.

The current proposal is to expand the kitchen on
the first floor of the original massing by constructing a
one-story side additioﬁ along the north elevation; expand
the family room on the first floor by enclosing the existing

back porch on the 1990's 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; and to install a window in the foyer on the
first floor and relocate and remove windows on the second
floor on the north elevation of the original massing.

I will note that there does appear to have been
some changes to this facade. The siding indicates there was
a window and possibly two on the lower level. However, the
new windows are not proposed to be installed in these
original openings. And you'll see that in the pictures.

I have provided in the staff report on page two

the applicable guidelines. This is a, within the Somerset

historic district, so therefore we use the Secretary of
Interior standards. And they stand alone in this district.
We, as staff, are concerned about three main

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

The first is tﬁe kitchen expansion. We are
concerned about the changes to the original maséing. We
generally encouragé changes and alterations to the rear or
to additions. We, so as staff, we are not supporting any
alterations to the original maséing. But we will note, and

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

proposing this change has, obviously has some sort of

alterationsg, because there is some evidence of some windows

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

been some alterations on that facade.

The family room proposal on the gecond story
change, this is all at, located at the rear of the dwelling.
it is aléo on the 1990's addition. It is proposed to be

sympathetic to the size and scale of the massing, to the
original block of the house. And we feel it takes details
from this original house.

We would have 1iked[.however, to see a different
massing configuration for that addition. We feel that the
octagonal bay detail has kind of been replicated a lot on
the addition, and we feel like we didn't want to see it
again. But at this point, it is complementary and it is
completely to the rear, so we don't feel that strongly about
it.

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

Topic number three is the iﬁstallation of the
window in the foyer on the first floor, and the relocation
of the windows on the second, on the north elevation.

Again, as I mentioned, we discourage the
alterations and relocation of original features. The
1ocetion and sizes of the existing windows on the facade,
especially on the original massing cannot be altered, unless
there is documentation of the, that these windows have been
altered from their original historical 1ecations, staff
doesn't feel thet we could support this proposal asr
presented.

But if the applicant or the architect cén provide
that evidence, we'll be more than happy to chaﬁge our
position on that matter.

The Town of Somerset has not commented on this
proposal as of yee. It is a preliminéry consultation, and
we will be asking for theif comments prior to this coming as
a formal historic area work permit.

With that said, I do have a couple of pictures.
This is the front facade as you see it from the street.
Again, you will see it is very heavily wooded. There is a

lot of shrubbery around the house.
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1 This is the side elevation, as you are coming ddwn
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 1is 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 guestions you
18 might have.

19 | MS. O'MALLEY:V Are.there questions fof staff?b If

20 you could just clarify the briginal portion of the house 1is

21 shown on circle 11? 1Is that correct?

22 MS. OAKS: Thevoriginal portion of the house, if

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

24 the kitchen, and thevdining room.

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

MS. O'MALLEY: So the square, the lot coverage
seems to have doubled, about?

MS. ORKS: Yes.

MR. FULLER: >if you take éway the original porch,
to more than doﬁble.

MS. O'MALLEY: Any other questions? All right.
Would the applicants come up, please?

MS. OBRKS: Oh, before I forget, I didn't say it in
my staff report and I meant to. I forgot to mention in my
staff report, I'apologize, I meant to, and I promised the
architect I would. This application has been through staff
in many iterations with staff. So I want to commend the
architect‘and the homeowners for working with staff.

This is probably the fourth design in maybe a year
that they have been working with us. So this is the first -
time that you all have seen it, but it's probably about the
fourth design that has come through staff. So I want to
commend them for working with us on this design.

MR. BARNES: Good evening. I'm Ankie Barnes,
Barnes Vance Architects, the architect. ‘Thank you, Michele.

And we do enjoy the intelligence of the staff review
process here, because as you know, it doesn't exist in every

historic agency in the Greater Washington area. And it's



tsh

10

11

-12

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

51

very helpful to us.

I want to introduce the owners. The homeowners
are here today because as one of you observed, there was a
large addition done at the house a while ago, and they've
been making large additions to their family since then, as
well. And thét's really the reason that we are back here.
So I'll let them talk about thaﬁ while I put up the facade.

MR. SORENSON: Good evening. My name 1s Arne
Sorenson, and this is Ruth. I have My two teenagers, two
teenagers in the back, Austfia and Ester. We.left the two
boys at home because.we weren't guite sure we could control
them. But we are a family of six; very much dedicated to
each other, and view thié as our home in a very historic
sense of the word. We love thé house. We love the
neighborhood. We bought the house in late 1987.f

Actually, it may not be in the Commission's
records, but we, I think this house and the rembval of that
window on the.first floor, was as far as we know, the first
time a Somerset house has coﬁe té the historic review
process in late 1987, we think, where we bought a house that
had no bathroom on the first floor, no closet on the first
floor, beautiful porches.

It had a kitchen that was at least 30 years old,
and our first step, we then had one, what, 12-month old

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

Came béck inv199i. At that point we'had two
children, and worked wiﬁh the Commigsion to.pull that
process together. Joan Fabrey helped us as an architect
through that proéess.v And we tried very much to come up
with something that accorded with the historic nature of the
house.

Ag the years have gone by, and our one has grown
into two, and now four children, you can see in the existing
interior drawings, there is a véry tiny entry hall in tﬁis
house, which everyday is filled with Lacrosse sticks and
school back packs, and soccer balls, and cleats. And it's
not much overstatement to say we really can't get in and out
of the house at the same time.

And that/ that was the thing that really got us
frustrated increasingly over the last number of years. And,
of course, as a family, besides the front hall, we live in
the kitchén. And the kitchen I thé next room as you
progress through that.

And so what we startedeith waé a very simple
ideé, How do we create more space in the front hall, and
how do we create more space in the kitchen so that we can
1ive 1ike é family, and live in the rooms that the family

lives 1in?
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You can see from the '91 addition, which really is
sort of built on the left, if you loock at the picture on the
screen, it's the downhill side of the house, and we tried to

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

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

human nature being what it is, we don't, and no one really
uses that side of the house as an entrance, because it's
just too far away. And so everybody comes in through the
front door.

We live -- Somerset is obviously a very close in
community. It's a great family neighborhdod. it‘s a house
we want to protect very much, but it's a houée where we have
struggled to try and come up with the staff with a design
that allows us to adapt the house, we think quite modestly,
from the form it exists in today.

Obviously, if you look back to the form it was in
in 1987, it's a significantly different house. And that's
not surprising, because in many respects,'the house that was
there was tiny and really couldn't be lived in by a family.
| And so we initially came in.with a proposal that
talked about sort of bumping out that side of the house to
make the front hall biggef, bringing it very close to the
very street front of the house. And I think initially we
wanted to bring it all the way up, so we had a bigger front

hall. And then a kitchen expansion.
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I think the_first or second round we heard loud

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

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

abanddned the expansion of the front hall itsélf. We then
came in with a two—story plan to expand the kitchen, and
then deal with some issues we've got upstairs, which are a
bit less fundamental, but have to do with 5athrooms and
bedrdom space and the rest of it.

And heard back that'really we didn't like the two
story plan there. So we came up working with Ankie Barnes,
with the one-story kitchen. So really the only change to
the visible part of the house is the one-story bump out.of
the kitchen.

It is, coincidentally, at a place which is not
pristine, in that there was a window there before that had
been moved, though clea:iy it.wouid change the line of the
house. I think the front of that addition is probably about
15 feet back from the front of the house, not counting Ehe
porch, today. |

And then in the back of the house, we need to make
some changes, because what we'&e ended up with, in order to
get some hall space, 1s to move the'internai‘stairway to the
back of the house. Since we can't expand that hall, the
notion is, leth at least move the stairs so we can

essentially double the amount of space that we have to use
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as a front hall, to move the stair in the back where there;sv
a logical place f@r us to put it, which is over the stairway
now going into the basement. But to do that ;eélly requires
us to reclaim, in a sehse, for interior space, the outline
of the house that exists today, which is that 1991 addition,
which is now a back porch built on a block foundation. |

And the staff has described the octagonal shape,
versus the square shape. We all can have some conversation
aboﬁt that)‘but generally what-we'fe trying to dovin the
back is simply stay very close the lines that already exist
on the house, though a bit more will be enclosed, and.the
porch will have to come out just a little bit more to handle
the door's opening and closing. But by and large, there is
not much of a change to what is already there.

We know these are tough issues; They are, the
historic part of Somersetvis gsomething we want very badly
for this Commission to protect. We would also like very
badly not to have to move, and the debate that we have sort
of as a family is whether or not we can make this historic
structure work for six of us living together and wanting to
eat together and have kidé friends over, and that sort of
thing.' |

And we do need to make some changes in order to
make that happen. So we appreciate your willingness to

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 nave a -- package? If not, i'mb
8  'going to have to put one on the --

s 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 fooﬁage

19 of the lot is, effhand?

20 ' MR. BARNES: I don't have that. I can probably
21 figure it out here.
22 MR. SORENSON: 11,000, maybe, square feet. Tt's
23 just about a guarter of an acre, I think.

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

25 dimension on this plan.
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MR. SORENSON: And the kitchen addition is about
an average of maybe six feet by, what's the width?

MR. BARNES: About 15. |

MR. SORENSON: If that. I'm not even sure it's
15.

MR. BARNES: Yes, it's 12.

MR. SORENSON: Six by 12, probably.

MR. JESTER: How far does the proposed bump out
project from the existing side elevations? There's not a
dimension on the conceptual site plan, or the first floor
plan. It appears to be around 12 feet.

MR. SORENéON: If you look at the straight lines,
the, at the front of the house, where the entry foyer is,
that line coming back from the street, and then the line of
the 1991 addition, those are five feet, so that‘the 91
addition is five feet further out than the historicél.north
gside of the house.

MR. BARNES: And the new proposal is another four
feet. So the combination of the projection of the bay
beyond the '91 addition, which you'll find, plus.four feet,
about nine feet to the right of the existing face of the
original house. |

And that's set back 14 feet from the corner of the
existing house, another eight feet from the ﬁorch. It's

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

MR. JESTER: Staff mentioned that you've worked
through a number of designs to get to.this point.. Did you
explore any designs that did not réquire the bump out that
we're seeing on the side elevation? In other words, you're
replanning some of the, or reéonfiguring gsome -of the space
on the back of the house that had been the porch.

MR. SORENSON: We did just look at --

MR. JESTER:V Any possibilities of extending the
addition towards the back of the house?

MR. BARNES: We tried that. The plan was not as
successful, and so we thought, with staff support, that we
were respectfuily not énd we're going with this proposal and
see whether you would consider this. There is physically
room to put a kitchen at the back of the house, buﬁ the
circulation, organization doesn't work as well, with the
dining room being right next to the kitchen on the original
bay on the outside there.

MR. FULLER: Question. One of the points that you
made- early on wés that the early design had anticipated
moving the entry to the side of the house, and that
functionally, it just didn't work that way, and people
continued tb use the smaller door into the hall, and that's
obviously very tight with the stair and everything else that

goes up.



tsh

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

59

What options have been explored to try to
accentuate the side entrance, because I mean, even in the
current plan that you're proposing, you're still creating an
awful long linear situation on the inside of the house. And
somebody is going to walk in the front door. They're going
to have to walk all way to the back of the house to get to
the stairs to go upstairs. It's goiﬁg to feel somewhat like
a long.trip;

If you could, if there is'a way.to get a person to
come in the front door on the side of the house, it's going
to.feel a lot logical, more logical at that point, than the
need to have to push the kitchen out and do some of the
other changes on.the front of the house become a lot less.
But I can see you'?e got some tough situations, because not
only is it on the side, it's reéessed behind the little
bumps. So it déesn't lend itself to something that says,
hey, I'm the door.

MR. SORENSON: We talked in 1991, or excuse me, I
think it would have been early '91 or late 1§90, T don't
know precisely when the hearings were, about this. And one
of the things we were talking about is closing off the
railing on the front porch, and finding a way to pull the
sidewélk from the historic front door. And that was viewed
as being much more offensive to fiddling with the historic

street frontage of the house.
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And so we've ended up with essentially the two
walks. And no, if we went back today and said, if yqu'just
took the walk out of that front door, maybe you could get
there, but I'm not sure what the best theory is about how
that then presents that house to the neighborhood.

MR. FULLER:»I mean, I can't say. IvhaQen't driven
past, but is there enough landscaping that it leads a person
to that door? Is there anything that really would make a
person know to come in‘the other door?

MR. SORENSON: There is a sidewalk. It's actually
a bigger sidewalk than the sidewalk that goes to the old
front door. But again, it is, as we mentioned, it's tucked
behind the original bay on the house. And it's, you could
tell from some of the pictures, you're down three or four |
feet, I supposed, ground levei, by the time you get to that
side of the house.

MS. WRIGHT: Having been involved in 1991, I
believe, as the staff person who reviewed this original
historic area wérk permit, that I can say that adding that
addition to the side of the porch was controversial, because
we really‘didn't want the front door of the house to stop
feeling like the front door.

-And I guess, you know, in a way, it's somewhat
encouraging to me, from the historic preservation |

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 ;elebrated. I think it's

6 unfortunate that it means you are going to have to removed
7 the front staircase, but I thinkvthat using the front dooi
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 equipmenﬁ by
13 the side door, I mean, we use the back door;

14 Our gueéts 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 1is near that door. So that's th everyone comes to that
19 door.

20 MS. SORENSON: Our driveway is right there by the
21 froﬁt docr. It doesn't go in the back.

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

23 access to the back.

24 - v 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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have a mud room. And we want,peoplé to come in the front
door, but we don't necessarily want them immediately to go
up the stairs. They're not invited up the stairs. So our
gathering place is in thét front hall.

MS. O'MALLEY& ‘So then the next problem is, is
thefe a way to feconfigure your kitchen so there is not a
bump out? Can you make it the rectangular shape being front
to back rather than side to side?

MR. SORENSON: 1It's difficult with the size group
we are. It's noﬁ, it's not impossible. I.mean, I can't say
any of us can sit here and say that, you know, a 10-by-10
foot spacé is an impossible space to use as a kitchen; But
agéin, it's a little like the front hall. The kitchen is
the place where we congregate as family, and often where our
friends, whén they show up to the house, congregate as well.

MS. O'MALLEY: So that distancé from the interior
wall to the current exterior wall is 10 feet?

MR. BARNES: You mean the proposed projection?

MS. O'MALLEY: No.

MR. BARNES: I'm sorry.

'MS. O'MALLEY: The original kitchen.

MR. BARNES: The original kitchen dimension? It's
just shy of 11. 1It's 10-9. |

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

MR. BARNES: And what we.are hoping is that
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perhaps with different, slightly different detailing that

shows that the bay, which is at a lbwer, a lower roof
height, and simple form, thdt it looks like an addition to
the side; that this bay, 1f itvwere allowed, would be seen
as an addition fromlthe point of view if you loock at the
front-of the house he way the Commission does when 1t looks
at houses.

And it would obviously allow the house to develop
with the needs of the family. It's a fairly classic program
for living today, without giving disrespect té the house.
Yes,vit does change the historic fabric, but it's, we're
hoping it will be seen as minor, and accepted.

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

MR. BARNES: Sure.

MS. O'MALLEY: You will basically be redoing your
kitchen when you do this.

MR. BARNES: Yes.

MS. O'MALLEY: Have you ever thought of having
your kitchen where your dining room 1s?

MS. SORENSON: Where the dining room is, with the
fireplace?

MS. O'MALLEY: Or where the family room 1s?

MR. FULLER: More or less_making the existing
addition wider, maybe widening out your family room, and

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

MR. BARNES: You mean to the side yard? Again,
that space is currently a room that's, that's a little bit
narrower than the kitchen, but it's certainly not impossible
to do that. The, of course, the flow of the space doesn't
work as well. Right now, the kitchen being next to the
family room, instead of next to the dining room, which is a
historic room in the house with its fireplace.

And then having the family ro&m open up to the
kitchen, the way‘the plan is, i1s clearly a plan that works
vefy well with a large group of people, or a family, and so
on. So it certainly, it's more desirable, and that's why --

MR. SORENSON: The dining room, theidining room 1is
the beét room in the house. 1It's --

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

MR. SORENSON: Well, it's just a lovely, with the
fireplace, and it's actually been untouched in all material

respeéts. The, among the, in addition, moving the kitchen

back dees have-a problem in terms of getting to the stairs

and scme other things. But there is also no water existing
in the house behind, essentially, the kitchen, with the

exception of a little powder room which is also in the

middle of the house just off the new entryway.
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And IAknow expense 1is not necessarily the be all
and end all, but it would be a much more significant project
to put in all of the plumbing through a finished basement,
which is underneath it, which has no water in it, and would
require really blasting through the floor and trying to work
that out, which would make it much more complicated.

MS. O'MALLEY: Anything from other Commissioners?

MR. FLEMING: Just out of curiosity, the location
of this. Are you right across the street from the new
elementary school?

MR. SORENSON: Straight across the street, yes.

MS. SORENSON: We have a very dirty house right
now, two years of construction.

MS. O'MALLEY: So you're next door to the one that
we looked at?

MS. SORENSON: The Tillman-Thompson Center.

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

MS. O'MALLEY: Are there other gquestions? I guess
several of us have had questions, because we have a problem
with the iaea of knocking out that whole first floor wall
there on the original. |

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

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

~reconfiguration of the windows that was proposed in the

application.
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MR. BARNES: I can summarize what's happening
here. Since this was going to be the foyer, and the stair
would be removed to create more room in the old front hall,

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

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

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

Then up on the second floor, there is a small
bathroom window. It's ohe of three'original windows
remaining on that side. We are proposing to close that,
because it wouldn't make sense in the new plan. We could
clearly keep that old window on the second floor, if that's
the board's preference.

And we could do without a window in the foyer, but
it would make more sense to.get that naturai light in the
foyer, if it could be there.

MR. BURSTYN: It looks like the windows in the
plan are just compatible with the existing windows, correct?

MS. OAKS: They are, but our guidelines state, and
this would be an added feature, be a conjectural feature.

So it would be adding something that would not have
historically been there originally,.through an original
massing of én outstanding resource, on a principai facade.

MS. WRIGHT; I think thevconcern is sort.of the

cumulative changes to the building. And I want to say, I
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actually remember the Sorensons'frpm 1991. And they've
been, you know, great stewards of this house. They have
done a great job with it. And it was, it was, you know, we
did a lot of working through the design that approved in
1991.

But, and I think that everyone, even at that time,
acknoWledged that that was a big addition to a historic
building, but that the core of the historic. building, sort
of the original three walls.of the historic building, wére
staying pretty much in tact, and it was realiy just the back
wall of the historié building that was being removed with
this largé new addition.

And I guess some of staff's.concern, and what
Michele is expressing is sort of, now we are taking another
little bite of the apple, which is, okay, well, can we make
changes to one of those original three walls. We've taken
out the baék wall and put on the addition, and now we are
proposing séme significant additions to one of three
remaining additional walls.

And I think that's just the concern. It's sort of
the cumulative affect of the changes to the building. And
again, it's not to.say that:the Sorensons don't have good

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

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

building.
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MS. OAKS: And we are, you know, définitely
acknowledging that there has been a change to that facade.
And I know that the owner did mention, and I wasn't aware of
that, because that was pre my time and pre what our files
are, the.rest of what i1s in our archives for that, but in
1990 or '87, that there was a change to that facade, where
there as a removal of a window.

MS. WRIGHT: Yes, pre-district.

MS. OAKS: And that was pre-district being
designated. So there has been a change.to that facade. But
other than that, the original massing is in, in its
entirety. It has not been altered. So that's why we're
having such a challenge with this project. k

MR. SORENSON: One thing that's a little hard to
get from the pictures, but say it, this north side of the
house, which is what we're talking about addressing, is
dramétically less visible than the front and the south side
of the house, both of which have a significant amount of
preserved historic fabric.

It is, it is almost, you can tell from the .
pictures that are straight on from the house, it's almost
impossible to see from the front. It's not very easy to see
from the side. This is the side. And it's really the only
vantage point where you can see anything, because as you

walk up in front of the house on the north side of the
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house, the foliage is so strong that you éssentially see
nothing. It's a very dark side of the ﬁouse.

It's kind of funny when you -- I understand the
philosophy and principals of protecting historic structures.
It's very important. But when you stand and look at this

side of the house, and feel the way it feels, which is by
and large a neglected, shady, hafd to see side of the house,
that has had some changes made to it already, and you see
how far back we are really from the streetscape, you know,
again, you've got expertise that I couldn't pretend to have,
but the, by now what we've gotten to in the fourth design is
really a very modest change to this house that creates a
very dramatic improvemént in the livability of the house,
without which this house becomes a very hard place to make
work in the kind of community it sits in today.

'And we've wofked very hard to try and come up with
something which is a decent balance; have looked at a nﬁmber
of different alternatives for the inside, and‘really feel
like they are all dramatically inferior.

MS. O'MALLEY: Now, I have to remind you that we
don't look at the landscaping when we look at the house,
because that can come and go. And your neighboring
property, there ié.quite a bit of distance between the two
houses. So it would be very visibie if you didn't have the

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

that's now there.

MR. SbRENSON: We actually can't remove shrubbery
without permission of the town, but I'm sure that's the
righﬁ,vI'm sure that's the right philosophy.‘

MS. ANAHTAR: Just a question. Can you make the
bay portion of the kitchen bump out, and just bring it to
the line of this north wall, so it won't be that different
from what you have, you know. You're just bringiﬁg this
corner up to the front. But you would still be gaining some
gpace off the kitchen.

MR. BARNES: You could. What's interesting about
that is that it seems it would be not as easy to see clearly
that it was an addition to the historic fabric, because it's
in line with the other addition. But certainly that another
space would be helpful, indeed. And certainly we'd consider

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

the board thought that was a better, better proposal.

MS. ANAHTAR: It won't be that different from what
it is right now, actually.

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

MS. WRIGHT: Tearing out half of the wall.

MR. BARNES: I like the point you make.

MS. OAKS: Should we go down the line and address
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the two main topics? One is the bay and.two is the adding
and removal of windows on the main massing. Those are the
two key points.

MS. O'MALLEY: We still have, and we're actually
adding massing to the rear because we're énciosing --

MS. OAKS: Right. But we're enclosing the
existing --

MS. SORENSON: A deck.

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

MR. BARNES: Yes, we are.

MS. SORENSON: Correct.

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

MR. SORENSON: Coverea deck.

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

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

feel that that was a problematic issue. That we felt that
that was something, if it didn't increase the footprint, or -

change it, it was a change to a noncontributing rear

addition --

MS. O'MALLEY: Very little differenée.

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

MS. O'MALLEY: Right. I guess. So it's just a
matter of massing on that one, on that part. D you want to

start, Commissioner Burstyn?
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MR. BURSTYN: Sure. I'm impressed that the
project, and especiallybimpreSSed by'your dedication that

comes through for preservation. We recently saw a case that

" came before the Commigsion that just was so much. - Every

floor was, even the floor plan was just an obvious overkill.
And this, to me, 1s not. To me, it looks very well
balanced.

I happen to like the octagon feature in the
kitchen, even though it interferes with the straight wall
line, because to me it provides some balance to the house,
since you have ﬁhe two octagons.oh the other side. And it
just looks like it works, and is not something that when you
drive down the street you're going to say, oh, look at that.

It's overdone for the neighborhood. It doesn't iook like

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

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

I would vote to approve it now, if it were an
application.

MS. OAKS: And the windows, the addition of
windows and the relocation of windows on the originél
massing? |

MR. BURSTYN: I don't really feel stfongly about
that. It doesn't seem that -- I don't know. It may look
like maybe there is, I don't know, a bit too many there.

You look at the conceptual west elevation, I don't know.
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I'd have to see another drawing that compares) though,
instead of having so many, that maybe you just have a larger
one in the middle. Is that what you are referencing?

' MS. ORKS: West is the rear elevation.

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

MS. ORKS: The elevation --

MS. WRIGHT: Circle nine.

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

MR. BURSTYN: Circle nine.

MS. WRIGHT: And you might want to clarify,
Michele, where they are taking the window out, or where they
are puttingvthe window in, on circle nine.

'MS. OAKS: Okay. Your floor plan, on the first
floor, they will be adding a window in the foyer level,
which is not shown in circle nine.

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

MS. OAKS: Okay. And then on the second floor,
they will be relocating the bathroom window, and they will
be adding a second window --

MR. BURSTYN: This is conceptual south elevation,
correct?

MS. OAKS: No, no.

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

MS. WRIGHT: Circle nine.

MS. OAKS: 1It's removing the bathroom window,
right, and then adding a second window.

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

MR. BARNES: Removing the bathroom window.

MR. BURSTYN: Right, conceptual north elevation.

MS. OAKS: Okay! I apologize.

MR. BARNES: We are moving one window and‘adding
another one.

MS. OAKS: And adding a second one.

MR. BARNES: For the interest of Commission, one
of the matching neighboring houseé'has a window, I‘believe,
in the foyer in the saﬁe location.

MS. OAKS: Okay, but you are relocating it.
That's what it was. It's not in the same spot. You're
moving it slightly. That's what it was.

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

MS. OAKS: I knew there was something different
about that windéwx

MR. BURSTYN: Well, I'll go easy on myself and
defer to the architects on the staff.

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

They are‘moving'one window on the second level, and they

are taking one window out and putting a different window in.



tsh

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

75

MS. WRIGHT: It's on the drawing. I think that
helps on this elevation. I understand you are putting a
Qindow in here. |

MR. BARNES: Yes.

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

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

little dotted line, which is a small bathroom window?

MR. SORENSON: There's a little window between the
two windows that are there.

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

MR. SORENSON: Right, which is --

MS. WRIGHT: And thét's all you are doing on the
second level. And I'll pass this around.

MS. OAKS: And then they afe moving the other
window to the 1eft,-over slightly.

MR. BARNES: We could leave that window.

MS. OAKS: But they could leave it here.

MR. SORENSON: And it is a little window. It's
not two ovér two, the one that we're talking about removihg.
It's inconsistent with the rest of the house. Yes. It
might not even be original.. It's hard to know.

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

MR. ROTENSTEIN:l I guess I'm next up. "I think
Gwen really made a compelling case by commenting‘on the

cumulative effects to this historic property by what we're
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looking at here. There were significant changes made in the
1991 addition. And going in the direction that this is
going in, it would completely change the character of this
wonderful Queen Anne building.

I think Commissioner Burstyn made my case for me
by mentioning the perceived balance in this program. The
key aesthetic, or one key aesthetic in Queen Anne houses is
their asymmetry, their lack of.balance. And by creating
this balance very apparently symmetrical appearénce to the
original block, you're taking away much of the character of
the intended design of this building.

And I would prefer not to see that kitchen bay or

bump out on the original massing. That would just further

‘detract from the integrity of this building.

As to the windows, I again refer back to Gwen's
comments about the cumulative affects to this historic
property. I understand you are facing some significant
challenges in the use of this building. But again, we have
to Weigh those challenges againét the fact that you have an
outstanding resource here. And I would just urge you to try
and work with what you have and what you already have
changed to this property in order to ensure that the
integrity of this property isn't further diminished.

MR. FULLER: I guess my comment is that would

follow that, and I will use similar words. My preference



tsh

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

77

would not be to see an addition on the north side of your
kitchen. I would not say it's a hell no. 1I'd have to be
convinced, though.

I would much prefer to see trying to solve the
problem with an internal functioning, finding some way where
your current dinette is to turn that area back into the
kitchen and find a method to get your internal circulation
to work, so you could still come from the kitchen, back into
the dining room. Because I understand what you are saying,
that yoﬁ want to have some sort of relationship thereﬁ

But by doing that, that might free up other things
between your hall and where your current kitchen is. |
Whether that allows your dinette to work in there, or
whether it even allows you to leave some of your stair
further forward, and maybe just simply sliding it back so
you get more space, I'm not sure how that happens. But my
strong first preference would be to leave the massing of the
old building alone.

If the massing can be.left alone, then I would be
more sympathetic about maybe changing and adding a window or
something on the north elevation to add some light back into
the hallway, because obviously that's, you know, you
certainly want to have a light and airy feel as you come
into tﬁe house. So I would be sort of more williﬁg to give

on something like that.
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I also agfee there was some staff comments early
on about the number of octagonalvor 45's, and I do agree
that it's sort of been a repeated element, almost too many
times. In the original massing it was the one corner of the
house. It was celebrated. There ére now three. You are
talking about adding a fourth‘one. I think it ig too many.

I'd much prefer to see the kitchen or anything
else stay somewhat rectilineal, so that you can do
something. I think staff was almost intimating should be to
the rear addition, be squared off. That's probably too much
overkill to tell you that, to sguare that off ét this stage
of the game. It's there. You've got it.

And at this stage of the game, I have no problem
with the enclosing of the back porch and the addition on the
back. I think that can be well done. I very much
appreciate the fact that you've been working so hérd with
staff, and that you've had to go through this many
alternatives, and that we're still telling you some fairly
basic issues.

And from my perspective, I would echo the opinion
that I'd really prefer to keep the massing changes off of
the old building. I really think that it is important to
try to preserve that aspect of it. I certainly sympathize,
from the user standpoint, bﬁt ags it relates to the historic

structure, which is what we're here to talk about, my Strong
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preference would be to leave it alone.
MR. JESTER: I also agree with many of the

comments that have been made about the property. As an

outstanding resource, I think there is an obligation to make

every effort to preserve as much 6f the massing as possible.

I think the '91 addition was {nade‘ sensitively. I think
thét effectively preserve all of the features that are.what
we are trying to maintain in this, the diétrict.

I also agree that my preference would bé that ﬁhe
kitchen be incorporated in a way that did not require the
bump out. I wouldn't -- I would need to convinced that a
plan wouldn't work for the kitchen configuration without
doing that, although I think it would certainly be an
improvement to reduce it, the bay, which juts out only as
far as the origiﬁal"9l addition. So that's the, that 1is
one possibility.

I'm not sure I would approve it if it came in, but
I think certainly we would look at it, 1if you could convince
us that there 1is no way to incorporate the kiﬁchen in the
current footprint.

I also agree that the rear addition enclosure is
not a problem. It's less visible, and the established
precedenﬁ for the form already exists. It's not a problem.

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

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

demonstrate that there wasn't an actual location for the

window.

MS. O'MALLEY: Commissioner.

MR.'DUFFY; I tend to agree about the cumulative
affect. It is an outstanding resource. I'm not personally

comfortable with what was done in 1991. What's being done
now, you knowf to what exists, is not an enormous change.
But that added to what was done in '91 makes me
uncbmfortable.

I think there are matters with principalﬁand
precedent dealing with outstandiﬂg resources that we have to
be very sensitive about. And I'm looking at the plans, I
think there has to be a way to make the kitchen work without
changing ﬁhé appearance of the original building in the
front. And frankly, I question whether further additions
should even been made to this property.

MS. ANAHTAR: Well, I don't have much to add to
what has been said already. But I have one more question.
Don't you have any windows in your current kitchen? I'm not
seeing windows along that wall, the old kitchen?

MR. SORENSON: There was one in there before 1998;
1987 or '88. |

MS. ANAHTAR: -Well then we were showing where.the

kitchen is.
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MS. OAKS: Right. That's where the kitchen is.

MR. BARNES: So the kitchen gained storage, but it
lost light, so it's an‘unhappy complement because of the
siting of the kitchen, it‘lost a window.

MS. ANAHTAR: And one comment about the rear porch

enclosure, that you will be losing the shadow effect of your

vbpen porch. I don't know if you can do anything about that,

with your --

MR. BARNES: We are still keeping a portion of the
rear poréh on the back of the living room, so there is still
some porch, and a single story roof will just cover that.
But yes, in that bay we would. Wé could deepen the roof if
you think it contributes anything. |

MS. ANAHTAR: I don't know. I guess --

MR. BARNES: If you look at the --

MS. ANAHTAR: -- when it's énclosed, you.are --

MR. BARNES: The two, the octagonal bay --

MS. ANAHTAR: -- there won't be a --

MR. BARNES: -- octagonal bay. _There would no
longer be a porch, correct. But there is a straight porch
that's still remains, a covered ﬁorch behind the living
room, next to it. So we lose half the porch to be able to
fill it in, but we were trying not to expand the footprint.
It's a challenge.

MS. ANAHTAR: The shadow effect, what I meant by
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shadow effect ig for the elevation.

MR. BARNES: You mean to have iﬁ more shadowed
from a covered porch?

MS. ANAHTAR: Exaétiy. Once you put windo&s, then
you don't have thé depth, et cetera.

MR. BARNES: I agree.

MS. ANAHTAR: TIt's é straight wall.

MR. BARNES: 'That's true. Well, we are trying to
protect some footprint back there, because there are |
obviously many more people trying to sleep onrthe second
floor than when the '91 addition was built. So we're trying
to capture some more bedroom space on the second floor. So
it certainly does create, it fills in that porch.

But T would say to mitigate that to some degree,
the other half Qf the west elevation still has an open porch
on it. So there is still some shadow. But I take your
MS. ANAHTAR: All right, sir.

MR. FLEMING: Where YOur SUV here is parked, if
you decide‘to do your upgrades, is there a way, or would it
affect the parking aréa?

MR. EARNES: No.

MS. SORENSON: No.

MR.‘SORENSON: No, not nécessarily.

MR. BARNES: It would go behind -it.
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MR. SORENSON: Not necessarily. We've thought a
little bit about just taking thé dri&eway out altogether
and, you know, it>would, I think, flow a little nicer. But
it is nice to have a place to put a car off the street. And
that's the, there is basically room for one car there.
That's it.

MR. FLEMING:‘ Is there a way for you guys to pull
in at this angle?

MR. SORENSON: You mean to get into the house?

MR. FLEMING: Yes, instead of, you know, there is

the issue of going to the front door, and the elevation side

door.

MR. SORENSON: There is nothing there now.

MR. FLEMING: I've inspected this house. I mean,
I've seen this house. You have a lovely home. I understand

thelneighborhood. I'veAspent a lot of time there. But,
again, the house is lovely, so you're in a situation where
yqu've got something that -- I hope that there's some kind
of way you can go in and WOrk with the rules and regulations
to get things done. It is a lovely home, I will tell you
that.

MR. SORENSON: Okay.

MS. O'MALLEY: Well, I think the consensus seems
to be across the board, that people, the Commissioners feel

pretty strongly about protecting the original part of the
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resource that is still in tact, and trying to make some
other interior changes to accommodate that kitchen area.
So I hope we'll see you again.

MR. SORENSON: Thank you. I'm sure you will.

MR. BARNES: Thank you. Thanks for your time.

MS. SORENSON: Thank you. ’

MS. O'MALLEY: Case B, 11231 River Road, master
plan site, Marwood.

MS. OAKS: Steve, i1f you would like to remove
these things arouﬁd, and place that in the front of the
microphones, that would probably be the best place for that.

Thank you. He'svbeen gracious enough to bring this after
we twisted his arm. They sent Powerpoint, or they sent
pictures, and I begged him to bring this wonderful model for
you to see tonight.

The subject property is 11231 River View Road.
You may remember the first preliminary consultation for this
property, Marwood. It's an individually designated master
plan site. You saw this on June 8th. That was the general
conceptual site proposal for the entire program for the
site.

This proposal in front of you tonight is
specifically to give you the required variances that the
applicant is goihg to have to obtain from the County Board

of Appeals.



