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U MONTGOMERY COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PARK & PLANNING

r~ THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL
`J PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION

8787 Georgia Avenue
Silver Spring, Maryland 20910-3760 May 12, 2000

Mr. Carey Hoobler
Ellison Corporation
10907 Jarboe Avenue
Silver Spring, MD 20901

Opr

Dear oobler:

In anticipation of meeting with you next week to discuss the necessary grading plan
submittal, I am enclosing an example of a grading plan which was accepted for new
construction of a house in Brookeville. As with all new construction, the commission strives
to incorporate the new element into the existing district with minimal disruption to the
environmental setting and existing conditions. Concerns which have arisen in the past with

other new construction projects include subsequent drainage problems and wet basements
where there never had been any, heights of new porches relative to the finished grade, and
heights of ridgelines of the new construction relative to the existing homes. A good grading
plan will help to address all of these issues, and the following information should be included
on your grading plan:

Existing topography, extending to both adjacent residences.

2. Modification of topography to accommodate the new construction, including the new
house and relocation of the existing garage.

Real elevations, tied into the USGS system.

4. Elevations for the finished floor levels at the basement, first floor and porches for the
new house.

Elevations of the existing finished first floor level of the existing resource at 3920
Baltimore Street.

6. Elevation of the ridgeline at 3920 Baltimore Street, provided by a licensed surveyor, as
stipulated in Condition 12 of the HAWP approval.

7. Elevation of the proposed ridgeline at the new house, as per Condition 12.



e

In terms of landscaping, Condition 7 of the approval asked for a tree survey for
existing conditions at Lot 25. This can also serve as the foundation for the new landscape
plan, as some of the existing plant material will be retained in the new landscape plan, I
believe. The landscape plan, required in Condition 6, should be presented as a separate
drawing which incorporates the new landscape proposal with the modifications to the
topography. The plantings (trees, shrubs) should be specified and their exact locations should
be noted. This drawing would also show the driveway in its proposed configuration, with a
portion of the existing asphalt removed. This is also the appropriate place to note tree save
measures which you will have to take during construction to save existing trees to remain.
Such measures typically include setting up protective fencing at the driplines to prevent heavy
machinery or storage of materials on the root systems. This can be shown graphically or
stipulated with a note on the drawing.

Both the grading plan and the landscape plan drawings should be presented at a large
enough scale to accommodate detailed information, with numbers that are clearly legible.

We have an appointment to meet at the site on Monday, May 15 at 2 p.m. If you have
any questions, please call me at (301) 563-3400.

cc: Mrs. Jeannie Ahearn

Sincerely,

obin D. Ziek
Historic Preservation Planner
Staff to the Montgomery County
Historic Preservation Commission
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U MONTGOMERY COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PARK & PLANNING

THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL
U PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION

8787 Georgia Avenue
Silver spring, Maryland 20910-3760 May 12, 2000

Mr. Carey Hoobler
Ellison Corporation
10907 Jarboe Avenue
Silver Spring, MD 20901

Dear nobler:

In anticipation of meeting with you next week to discuss the necessary grading plan
submittal, I am enclosing an example of a grading plan which was accepted for new
construction of a house in Brookeville. As with all new construction, the commission strives
to incorporate the new element into the existing district with minimal disruption to the
environmental setting and existing conditions. Concerns which have arisen in the past with
other new construction projects include subsequent drainage problems and wet basements
where there never had been any, heights of new porches relative to the finished grade, and
heights of ridgelines of the new construction relative to the existing homes. A good grading
plan will help to address all of these issues, and the following information should be included
on your grading plan:

1. Existing topography, extending to both adjacent residences.

2. Modification of topography to accommodate the new construction, including the new
house and relocation of the existing garage.

3. Real elevations, tied into the USGS system.

4. Elevations for the finished floor levels at the basement, first floor and porches for the
new house.

5. Elevations of the existing finished first floor level of the existing resource at 3920
Baltimore Street.

6. Elevation of the ridgeline at 3920 Baltimore Street, provided by a licensed surveyor, as
stipulated in Condition 12 of the HAWP approval.

7. Elevation of the proposed ridgeline at the new house, as per Condition 12.



In terms of landscaping, Condition 7 of the approval asked for a tree survey for
existing conditions at Lot 25. This can also serve as the foundation for the new landscape
plan, as some of the existing plant material will be retained in the new landscape plan, I
believe. The landscape plan, required in Condition 6, should be presented as a separate
drawing which incorporates the new landscape proposal with the modifications to the
topography. The plantings (trees, shrubs) should be specified and their exact locations should
be noted. This drawing would also show the driveway in its proposed configuration, with a
portion of the existing asphalt removed. This is also the appropriate place to note tree save
measures which you will have to take during construction to save existing trees to remain.
Such measures typically include setting up protective fencing at the driplines to prevent heavy
machinery or storage of materials on the root systems. This can be shown graphically or
stipulated with a note on the drawing.

Both the grading plan and the landscape plan drawings should be presented at a large
enough scale to accommodate detailed information, with numbers that are clearly legible.

We have an appointment to meet at the site on Monday, May 15 at 2 p.m. If you have
any questions, please call me at (301) 563-3400.

Sincerely,

i

obin D. Ziek
Historic Preservation Planner
Staff to the Montgomery County
Historic Preservation Commission

cc: Mrs. Jeannie Ahearn
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A WARM WELCOME TO
3922 BALTIMORE STREET

KENSINGTON, MARYLAND 20895

RARE OPPORTUNITY

This new construction in Historic District of Kensington offers you an inviting
floorplan, top quality craftmanship and materials. The owner of the lot personally chose
Ellison Construction to build this home because of their uncompromising attention to
detail, standard of construction and experience in historic areas.

Natural daylight fills all three levels of this charming home. A parlor, formal
dining room, gourmet kitchen with granite counter tops and large family room
accommodate comfortable family living or gracious entertaining. This home offers a
total of four bedrooms and three and one half baths. The lower level with two activity
areas, a bedroom and full bath is a possible separate living area.

What a perfect blend of`replicated historic and up to date features! You will find
two masonry fireplaces, custom wood paneling -with a plate rail, skylights, "Jacuzzi" tub,
tray ceilings, shaker style cabinets,*stainless steel Amana appliances, a unique niche on
the stairway and so much more. In the garden there is even a restored "auto house".

You can invest your time and money in "this old house" or choose this home with
all the charm and none of the work and worry.

Offerred for Sale at $599,500

Jeanie Ahearn Long and Foster Sterling Mehring
301-215-4741 301-585-2600
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Jeannie Ahearn
3920 Baltimore Street
Kensington, MD 2090

Dear Jeannie:

CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION
13787 Georgia Avenue a Silver Spring, Marviend 20810-3760

September S, 2000

This letter serves as our agreement that we will meet prior to October 1, 2000 to work out
the exact language - acceptable to all parties - for an "Agreement of Limitations" that will be
entered into the land records for the new house at 3922 Baltimore Street. This "Agreement of
Limitations" will meet the intent of the Historic Preservation -Commission's condition #4 that was
a part of their approval of the Historic Area York Permit for the new house at 3922 Baltimore
Street (see attached conditions.)

The "Agreement of Limitations" will serve to notify any future buyer of the property at
3922 Baltimore Street as to the existence of the Kensington Historic District, the implications of
inclusion within the district. and the guidelines which govern the district. It will clearly reference
the "Vision of Kensington Long Range Preservation'Plan" and the guidelines for lot coverage
included in that document,

However, the document will also be clear that, if the Kensington. Mstoric District or the
Historic Preservation Commission ceases to exist or if the Commission's guidelines fbr
Kensington chance at any. point in the. future, then limitations on the footprint size for the house At
3922 Baltimore Street would be removed.

I look forward to meeting with you to work out the final language prior to October 1,
2000, and will call you to set up a meeting date as soon as possible. To signify your agreement to
this plan of action, please sign on the be below and send a copy of this letter back to me.

ncerely,

Gwen Wright
Historic Preservation Coordinator

Q.-x~
I oncur with the issues detailed in the letter above.
eannie Ahearn

d OS N3GdWUH/H138 18-1 Wd9V : E0 00, 90 d3S



NOTICE OF DEVELOPMENT GUIDELINES IN THE
HISTORIC DISTRICT

3922 Baltimore Street, Kensington, Maryland is part of the Kensington Historic.
District which requires Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) approval for exterior
alterations to any property located within its jurisdiction. Such approvals are to be guided
by the Vision of Kensington Long Range Preservation Plan, which includes guidelines for
lot coverage, as well as by the Montgomery County Historic Preservation Ordinance.
The building of this home was authorized by the Commission with a series of detailed
conditions regarding design, lot coverage and iandscaping. The approved HAWP
with conditions may be obtained by contacting the HPC office at (301) 563-3400. Ali
Historic Area Work Pen-nit (HAWP) application. must be made for any additional
exterior alteration. The application would be brought before the HI'C for their
consideration under the aforementioned criteria.

Any questions regarding these guidelines may be directed to the Jeanie Ahearn
(301-526-1209) or directly to the Historic Preservation Commission ( 301-563-3400).

This notice meets the intent of the HPUS condition that was part of the approval
of the HAWP approval for the new home at 3922 Baltimore Street.

btLLtH:

`7 ( ` ®[ / (SEAL)
Date UX &'9VaVA

PURCHASER:

21  '0 A / (SEAL)
Date S14nature

I r
(SEAL)

Date Signature Date Signature
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A hearing in the above-entitled matter was held on

Wednesday, April 12, 2000, commencing at 7:45 p.m., in the
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P R O C E E D I N G S

MR. SPURLOCK: Good evening and welcome to the

April 12 meeting of the Montgomery County Historic. .

Preservation Commission. My name is Steven Spurlock, I'm

the vice chair. And as it is our custom, I'd like to have

our commissioners and staff introduce themselves, starting

on my left.

MR. BRESLIN: Steve Breslin, Bethesda.

MS. WATKINS: Lynne Watkins, Silver Spring.

MS. DEREGGI: Marilyn DeReggi, Boyds.

MS. VELASQUEZ: Susan Velasquez, Gaithersburg.

MR. HARBIT: Doug Harbit, Takoma Park.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: I'm --, I'm from the County

ttorney's Office.

MS. WRIGHT: Gwen Wright, Historic Preservation

I
oordinator.

MS. KEPHART: Perry Kephart, Historic Preservation

ordinator.

MS. NARU: Michelle Naru, Historic Preservation

Planner.

MS. ZIEK: Robin Ziek, Historic Preservation

Planner.

MR. SPURLOCK: The first item on our agenda this

ening are the historic area work permits. Have these been

ly advertised?
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MS. KEPHART: These were advertised in the

Montgomery Journal on March the 29th, 2000.

MR. SPURLOCK: Thank you. I'd like to open a

public record. First, is there anyone here to speak in

opposition to the following cases: Case B, Case C, Case D,

Case E, Case G, Case H, Case J, Case K or Case L?

MS. VELASQUEZ: Mr. Chairman, I move we approve

the staff reports for the following cases, complete with

their staff commission. New fence at 9803 --, Silver

Spring, HPC Case No. 31/8-OOA in the Forest Glen Historic

District; the application 6000 Connecticut Avenue, Chevy

Chase, Case No. 35/13-OOE in Chevy Chase; 1 Primrose Street,

PC Case 35/13-OOF in Chevy Chase; 59 12 Cedar Parkway, HPC

Case No. 35/13000; 3919 Washington Street, Kensington, HPC

Case 31/6-OOD in Kensington; 10909 Montrose Avenue, Garrett

Park, HPC Case 30/13-OOA in Garrett Park; 912 New York

Avenue, Takoma Park, HPC Case 37/3-OOJ, Takoma Park; 7218

Spruce Avenue, Takoma Park, Case No. 37/3-OOK in Takoma

Park; and 19215 Blunt Avenue in Germantown, HPC Case 19/13-

OOA in Germantown.

MR. HARBIT: I'll second.

MR. SPURLOCK: All those in favor, raise your

fight hand? Motion passes unanimously.

What we've just done, for the audience, we felt

that these cases, we've reviewed these in a work session and
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felt that these cases were outstanding examples of excellent

work in the community, and we'd like to thank all of the

applicants for the fine job they've done, and you're free to

go home now. Thank you very much.

The next case on the -- first case on the agenda

Jis Case A. May we have a staff report, please?

MS. ZIEK: Yes. The project is at 3922 Baltimore

Street in the Kensington Historic District. This is a side

lot which is associated with 3920 Baltimore Street in the

Idi.strict. It is an outstanding resource. It's a Victorian

residence that we built in the late 19th century and was

totally revitalized in the 20th century, early 20th century,

and -- to a -- in other words, in the early 20th century,

cladder was put on the house and now the cladder has been --

of the cladder, wood shingles was put on the house and now

cladders -- the wood shingles were taken off by the current

wner and the house now cladder again. This -- because.I'll

show you a slide when it still had the shingles on it, and

lso the small historic garage also has shingles still on

lit.

The proposal is to construct a new house on the

ide lot, about 25 --, which is a single lot between two

utstanding resources in the Historic District in the

esidential corner, the historic residential corner. The

}applicant also has proposed moving the existing historic
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garage to the back of the lot, where it would be

rehabilitated. It is important --, but it is a significant

structure in the district. It is a Sear's garage, a mail

order catalog garage, where the stamps from the Sear's

Company and the delivery address for the homeowner, the

homeowner's name can be clearly read on the inside. It's a

significant resource in the district. And the proposal

would be to move it to the back of the lot where it could be

-- it could serve as a- small garage or- also as a garden

shed. The applicant has suggested also moving it to the

opposite side of the primary resource, 27, which is the east

side yard; it's currently in the west side yard. I had

discussed this

--. I don't recommend that, and the reasons state --. But

I want to make it clear that in that proposal there was a

driveway proposed. They didn't provide us with any grade

information or the tree survey, which I did discuss with

them, would be important information for the'Commission.

And so this -- that would not be part of this application,

that's -- that we would consider that any application for a

driveway on Lot 27 would -- for another historic area work

permit in the future.

I have some slides to show you of this project. A

roposal for construction of this site has come before the

ommission. I should say more than one proposal for
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development of this lot as a single residential lot, not

associated with the historic resource at 3920 Baltimore

Street, has been before the Commission, has been considered

by the Commission. The issues are -- remain the same in all

cases, disturbing the integrity of the historic district.

And with the -- the preservation of the Historic District in

terms of integrity and all of the guidelines and the

guidance that the Commission uses, specifically the

development standards outlined in the -- of Kensington,

which is the -- document that has been adopted by County

Council to be used by this commission for guidance and

direction.

This application, in the second iteration, there

are two alternatives in the second iteration. It comes very

close -- makes a very, very good attempt to conform to

development standards in the vision of Kensington. I have

covered in or circled three. I've outlined what those

evelopment standards are and I have gone through each item

to show how the applicant has made good attempts to comply

with the development standards. And I have recommended

approval of this application with the -- with conditions.

And those conditions would be that the historic garage be

moved to the back of Lot 25, that it remain on the existing

lot, which will I feel be used -- in the future would always

e used as a clue that -- were associated with the main
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house as a primary resource of 3920. So that the garage

would remain on Lot but be moved to the back of the lot and

rehabilitated or restored. The second condition would be

that the existing driveway be modified as per drawings

submitted by the applicant in a -- actually, a -- verbally,

and the discussion was described verbally in a meeting staff

had with the applicant at a meeting that was -- by the LAP.

On Circle 13, where we felt that it would be certainly

feasible to just maintain the original driveway where it was

but remove some of the -- to narrow down the driveway. And

staff is saying, in addition, that the driveway should not

be extended any further back on the lot than it currently

is. Staff feels that this will promote open space between

re side yard, more opportunity for plantings, all of which

Jis -- sets a spaciousness, all of which is a value in

ensington. Condition 3, a new house on Lot 25, will be

wilt with a footprint that is no greater than 862 square

feet. That is the 10 percent recommended in the condition

f Kensington. And with the -- understanding that the

istoric garage stay on the lot, that there won't be greater

than 10 percent lot coverage. But staff feels that since

he applicant is willing to move the garage and meet the 10

percent rule, I want to acknowledge that, but that I feel

from a preservation point of view it's more important to

Peep the garage on Lot 25 --. And so that the
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recommendation -- of the house meet the 10 percent rule.

Four, at no time in the future will there be any additions

to Lot 25 to increase this lot coverage. And that's just an

acknowledgement of the need to preserve open space in

Kensington. And, five, will need to do grading plan for

this site. They -- moving the garage and some of the other

conditions on the site which really haven't been addressed.

Six will be landscape proposal and recommending a

replacement -- for those that will - be removed -- -And,

seven, I think that a tree survey should be clarified --

proposed. And, eight, doors and windows will be true

divided light or simulated true divided light. The porch

railing is --. The shutters are --.

I just have a few slides that perhaps could -- the

Commission on the general site and the issues.

This is the house, 3920, the property to the

right. This has a -- it's on a center lot with the side lot

ards. On the side is the subject property question is to

he right.

This is the existing driveway where -- and the

garage beyond. They show this is an earlier photograph of

he garage without a car in front of it. It's --. Just to

how the garage has original doors. The C is a stamping,

and there's other stampings inside. And this is the back.

Just to show the -- it is -- with -- that match to the
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house.

This is the driveway on the -- this is the house

on the east side, neighboring with -- driveway associated

with that property. And this was the area that the

applicant had proposed regarding moving to Lot 27 here, the

driveway would be here. Issues which haven't been address -

to the grade

-- and tree saving concerns having to do with cutting mature

trees, this is a mature tree. And, in fact, there are --

there are many trees on the edge of the road in this

articular segment. So, of course, the trees are valuable

asset in the district. You can see beyond to the garage,

and the new house would be back further. So that you would

still be able to see spacing between these houses, which is

This one is standing on the lot, looking back

towards Baltimore Street. And here is the garage, and the

house will be built in this area. And so you can see it's

back pretty far.

This is the corner where the garage would go.

There has tc be some grading in here. There is a change in

levation to the west neighbor. There is some trees that

have to be removed. And we would just like to work more

closely with the applicant in terms of grading concerns back

re.
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And just to show there are sheds, this is the

neighbor, 3920, has another shed here, and this is a shed

associated with the backyard neighbor on Prospect Street.

And this is just another view showing the subject

property, the west side yard of 3920 Baltimore Street.

MR. SPURLOCK: Are there any questions of staff at

this time? If the applicant would like to sort of address

some of the -- what we'd like to do is have you sort of

address some of the conditions in the staff report.- We -have

a number of speakers who would like to speak so I'd like to

have you do that on a preliminary basis and then let the

speakers do their presentations and have you come back and

address some of those concerns.

MR. MYERS: Okay. My name is George Myers with

GM Architects, author of the proposal you see before you.

Just a couple of thoughts and basically to tell you what my

houghts were when thinking about this project. The house

looks like it does for two main reasons. When I thought

bout designing a house for this spot for the applicant who

ame to me, I agreed completely that it ought to look like a

secondary structure. And I also, in light of that, I

quickly, after looking around the neighborhood and looking

t some other secondary structures in the neighborhood, two

things that became important to me were that it be set back

ehind the face of the existing building and that it had a
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proportion facing the street of a secondary structure, and

that to me meant no more than the width of a typical garage,

which is why it's 24 feet wide and one story facing the

street. As a matter of fact, directly opposite of this

house on the other side of the street, probably four or five

months ago, I designed a garage, a free-standing garage,

which is exactly 24 feet wide, exactly opposite this on the

other side of the street. So after having established those

rameters, the question is now how do I make a house out of

that -- something that looks that small from the street.

And I think that, you know, there was a lot of pushing and

pulling to get it to look that way, and I know that if you

look at the thing from the side, it clearly doesn't look

like a garage. But the proportion facing the street, and I

w

ant to focus on that, because I think that's what the focus

ought to be as to what you perceive and what does the public

perceive that's there walking or driving or whatever, how do

they see this house. And I think from the front and the

back they'll see a 24-foot wide proportion with little bumps

ere and there on the sides, which I think are less

ticeable.

And having said that, I used the vision of

ensington as more of a guideline and less as a real zoning

document. I didn't think of -- I understand 10 percent is

round what it ought to be, but I didn't think of it as
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exactly like a 35 percent lot coverage, which Montgomery

County is, just say it's exactly that. I think around 10

percent is accurate, I don't necessarily think 10 percent --

it has to be 10 percent in order to succeed. And having

said that, the applicant and I both prefer the first

proposal that's about 944 square feet footprint because for

the simple reason that I think that there's no way anybody

could perceive the difference of the two houses from the

street, yet it makes a better house. And I think that would

be silly to knock off 80 square feet just to -- just to meet

a, either it's a guideline or standard, but if it's a

guideline then it's a guideline, and it should be used to

help you make a good house and not keep you from making a

better house if it's one percent or so.

And with regard to the other -- our stated -- our

preference is for the -- is for the first proposal that was

944 square feet. Our preference is also to move the

xisting garage to Lot 27 in a spot without a driveway, in a

pot that we can mutually agree on with Robin, and to build

another garage, single garage in the back of this driveway.

Having said that, that's our preference, and we'd like to

have that voted on, but we would -- obviously, we submitted

another proposal because, you know, the smaller version at

instruction of staff because we very much want to build

Oomething on this lot. Thank you.
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MR. SPURLOCK: We have a number of speakers. I'm

going to call you up in groups if that's -- to save some

walking time. First, Frank O'Donnell, Julie O'Maley.and

Helen Wilkes.

MS. ZIEK: Just for the record, I'd like to note

that the owner of 3920 has submitted some letters for the

Commission's review, and those are part of the record,

having distributed to the Commission.

MR. SPURLOCK: Who wants to go first?

MR. O'DONNELL: Chairman Spurlock and members of

the Commission, my name is Frank O'Donnell, I live at 10407

Faucet Street in the Historic District of Kensington. I'm

also a chairman of the Kensington LAP. We've already

provided in writing our -- the official comments of the LAP

so I won't go over them literally to save time. I did want

to touch on a couple of things though. First of all, I

hank Robin Ziek very much for coming out on her own time

nd not on the clock, but spending an evening with us a

couple of weeks ago to talk about this project and the

historic district generally. And I think it was a very

useful interactive kind of discussion that actually is the

'deal kind of thing that you'd have in this kind of case,

here we had a real free flow of information. I'd also like

o thank the applicant and Mr. Myers, the architect, who

lso were there, they understood that we have no power and
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there was no obligation for them to come but that we invite

their participation so we could really talk it through with

tthem.

Having said that, our position is probably one you

might describe as our neutrality. It's probably pretty

close to the staff report. You can read some nuances in it

that may be slightly more restrictive. I want to explain a

little bit about what goes behind it. I think you should

know that there are a lot of people in the Historic

District, some of them on the LAP, who probably prefer no --

development at all, certainly not on a single lot kind of a

situation. I know it's not -- opinion. I don't know if

it's -- on the LAP, we didn't poll the members or anything

like that, but there's a strong emotional feeling about that

sort of thing. And if I were king for a day, conceivably I

ld say, are we going to change the zoning, and I'd say

can't build anything unless you've got a double lot.

I'm not king, no one has made me king, and that would be a

controversial move, obviously. And what we've got are the

uidelines that you work under the -- of Kensington. And I

think the staff has pointed out very accurately how the

arious iterations of this project dovetail with that.

I think it's significant that the LAP do not

fficially comment on the record oppose to this project. I

ould read into that some appreciation for the work that Mr.
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Myers has done to try to create the continued appearance of

open space, to minimize the size of it, move it back and to

try to be flexible on his design, and in fact offering

alternatives. We do leave it up to you, I think, to decide

does it meet that level. But one thing I would like to

raise, and I think there are a couple of good things in the

staff report that have come up -- that I don't legally have

the ability to do. As you know, there's another thing

hanging on this and that's the applicant's appeal of the

earlier rejection of a bigger, more objectionable project.

And I don't know if we make it part of the condition here

that that appeal be dropped. It seems to me the only reason

that that appeal would go forward, if you gave any kind of

approval, conditional or otherwise, this evening would be to

roll the dice and try to build something bigger and uglier

and essentially roll the whole process. So it seems to me

that if the guys want to roll the dice, maybe the snake eyes

ought to be an option. So I'll leave that for your

discussion and be happy to take any questions.

MR. SPURLOCK: Any questions of the speaker?

Okay. MS. O'MALEY: I'm Julie O'Maley with the

nsington Historical Society. Some of you have seen me

fore. I've been here consistently for many years. I'm

iting on behalf of the Preservation Committee. And I'm

sically going to go over the letter that you -- I believe
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she's just handed out. I'm sorry I didn't get it in

earlier. The proposed house, while having an

interesting character and some appropriate features, still

doesn't meet the guidelines set for the core area of the

Historic District. The applicant wants to build a house

which is more than the 10 percent maximum permissible or

recommended under the provision of Kensington guidelines.

But there is a demand for small homes in the Historic

District. When I first moved to Kensington, my husband, two

children and I lived in a house which was 867.6 square feet

with an 80-square-foot front porch, no second floor, was not

a two-story house, it was only a one-story house. we lived

there for six years, and when we wanted a bigger house, we

just moved five blocks to a larger house in Kensington

because we liked the area.

I don't believe that the Historic District should

have to lower their standards or risk the historic

designation by allowing a new house in the side yard of a

primary resource which does not in every way meet the

guidelines which have been developed specifically for the

istoric District.

There was no streetscape submitted with this

proposal. I noticed tonight, when she -- the slides, it

looks to me like it goes uphill on the west side of the

house, and I believe that the house, the height of the house
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was to be the same as the primary resource, which would make

it in effect taller than the primary resource if it's

uphill. The size of the house tends to fill the space, when

you look up the hill, between the two primary resources, and

it appears -- it will appear even larger because of it's

uphill from the street. But even the streetscape can be

deceptive, not always capturing the true effect of the

proposed infill. Recently a garage was permitted where the

streetscape shows the garage to be below the grade, and in

fact downhill, with only half of the first level in view.

But, actually, when you go past this building which is being

built apparently across the street, you can see from the

street the ground level of that garage. So even when you

visually see the object, it doesn't always appear as it does

in the drawings. On Washington Street, where the house is

built on the side yard, the neighbors were quite shocked

when they realized what a large mass of a building it was.

Our Historic District is very small. The portion

-- this portion is only four blocks wide. I'm not going to

o into the letter. I put parts of the letter in there that

were written about previous case in Kensington to the Board

f Appeals. And you also have that portion which describes

he concerns of the Historic Society in Kensington.

We ask that you weigh this proposal very carefully

light of the precedence it will set. The Historic
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preserved in order to maintain our integrity as a district.

This core area is of primary importance, and major changes

such as proposed new construction, must be considered

thoroughly with every new application. We thank you for

your vigilance and thoroughness.

MR. SPURLOCK: Thank you.

MS. WILKES: Hi. I'm Helen Wilkes. I am

president of -the Kensington Lion Trust, I am a registered

architect and I am an adjacent property owner. So I'm here

wearing several hats.

As president of the Kensington Lion Trust, I

continue to believe that the best and most appropriate use

for this lot in question is as a side yard lot for the

existing house at 3922 -- 3920 Baltimore Street, as it has

been since the house was built.

As an architect and as the -- well, as an

architect, I want to commend Mr. Myers for his very

sensitive and well-designed cottage sort of house, which I

think is architecturally very appropriate for this lot, and

I think it's as suitable as anything might be for this

articular lot between two houses. However, you knew there

would be an however, there is the issue of precedent, and I

ant to really talk about that issue and the critical

question of what constitutes lot coverage here and what is
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acceptable. I want to remind you all that whatever you

decide here will be the beginning of a new pattern of

development for Kensington. I want you to be aware that

this idea of the cottage and/or carriage house as a

residence, as a precedent for Kensington, as a --, and the

fact that this house will be built will create pressures for

the same kind of development in Kensington. This will be

the first time that there will be an approval, if you --

should you approve this proposal, since the visions of

Kensington guidelines have come into effect. And because of

the resolutions, which are something we waited all for for a

very long time, can be our salvation for Kensington in the

sense that they give us something critical to work with, I

can something quantifiable with work with. That's why this

10 percent lot coverage issue is so important. Envision, if

u will, down the road, someone comes with a heavily-wooded

allot between two houses, a similar circumstance but lots of

rees, this will be used as a precedent. There's no

uestion in my mind that that will happen. Put that

precedent together with the fact that smart growth

initiatives are enjoying -- engaging in popularity, and

here are the increasing pressures for infill development to

come with that, plus the fact that the economy is so high.

And it would not surprise me if developers would start

ctually calling, as they do from time to time anyway,
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property owners in the Kensington Historic District to say,

hey, we've got a proposal for you, this is something that we

can do. And that will be attractive to certain land owners

in Kensington. So I think that this is a very, very serious

issue, and the issue of shaving off, you know, 80 square

feet is more important to the Historic District than it is

to the particular property owner in question. I'm not

concerned about whether this venture turns out to profitable

for the developer- in question.. I agree with Julie O'Maley

that there are plenty of one-story houses that are viable as

residences in Kensington, I'm not opposed to the cottage or

carriage house prototype, but it really and truly should be

that, because this is going to come back to you again. And

that's all I have to say.

MR. SPURLOCK: Any questions? Thank you. I think

~e have three more, actually two more speakers. John

awson, Larry Ott, and Jim Engle is the first.

MR. LAWSON: My name is John Lawson. I live at

924 Baltimore Street, which is the house to the left of the

applicant. And I want to encourage the Commission to

pprove the application when it comes to comply with the HPC

taf.f report. I think it's important that the HPC staff

eport govern the application, especially for future

eference. We have been attending these meetings for five

ears about this particular case, and part of the -- part of
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the reason for the repeated meetings is the vagaries and

uncertainty about the rules for historic development, or new

development, in historic districts. So long as the vision

of Kensington is endorsed by the HPC, as the staff has done,

as the governing vision, then anybody will know the way that

things should be done. And it will help even for real

estate sales because there won't be the uncertainty about

1what goes and what doesn't go. So I endorse the

application, the one that has complied with the HPC report,

hich is part of the visions of -- based on the visions of

lKensington.

I want to compliment everyone, including the

applicant and Mrs. Ahearn, on finding a creative solution to

development project that dates back five years. This

scheme preserves the streetscape, it saves the red bud tree

that has been on my mind for five years. I wanted to

mention the fact that there's a mulberry tree that will have

o come out of the southwest corner, and lest there be any

questions about that, the mulberry tree has been capsizing.

It's a big, full-size tree, but it's coming over, and it's

of going to last two or three years because there's nothing

eft to hold the thing up. That will have to be removed,

Ond I think that that's reasonable, speaking as the ex-tree

committee of the LAC.

And, finally, I want to compliment Mrs. Jeannie
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Ahearn for her efforts on behalf of historic preservation to

restore the resource of 392. I've watched her restore that

house with her own hands for the last nine years, and nobody

could have worked harder on that than Mrs. Ahearn. And I

hope that we can approve this application, let her move on

with the development on the final restoration of her house

at 3920 Baltimore Street.

MR. SPURLOCK: Thank you.

MR. ENGLE: I'm Jim Engle. My wife and son and I

moved to Kensington October of 1998. We came to Kensington

'under similar circumstances I guess you might say. We -- a

developer purchased a historic home with a side lot in the

Historic District and assigned his interest in the home to

US. He attempted to develop the side lot with a house

design that was substantially in excess of the guidelines

and visions of Kensington. And the Historic Area Work

ermit was eventually turned down by the HPC in January of

1999. In March of 1999, my wife,and I purchased the side

of from the former owner.

What I want to talk about today, what I want to

sort of bring forward is that we'll face considerable cost

o renovate this house, and we have resources to renovate

it, we have the will to do so, it may not happen overnight.

ut I just want to say that while it would be, given this

et of circumstances, extremely lucrative to turn around and
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do the kind of development that's talked about in this

proposal, we wouldn't dream of doing it, we value the open

space too much at this point. And just from my personal

perspective, I don't know how anybody would want to wake up

and see a house next door to them. Even though this is a

nice plan and George Myers should be commended for coming up

with what is, for all intents and purposes, a very

attractive design, efficient use of allowable space. I

guess my concern, though, is that in the long run, now that

there's sort of a model that's going to be set forth, and if

at some point in the future this does turn out to be a very

profitable venture for the developer, it will set a

precedent. We have to very mindful of the precedent that's

being set here, because at some point, a substantially

larger amount of the open space in Kensington could be

infilled with just this type of house. I guess it is

referable that this type of house would go in than say a

,000 square foot house with 1,500 square foot footprint.

ut nevertheless, it does sort of take away from what makes

Kensington unique, as opposed to, say, Falls Church or

Herndon or Vienna, where there has been such considerable

'nfill development over the years that all the character is

o longer there to see.

So it is our preference, my preference, my

family's preference, we would like to see the space remain
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MR. SPURLOCK: thank you.

MR. OTT: Yes, my name is Larry Ott and I live at

3911 Prospect Street, which is diagonally behind the

property that's going to be developed, and I've lived there

for 22 years at a Victorian house, which we restored

substantially over the last 22 years. My personal feeling,

I feel very strongly about this, is that the property should

not be developed. I think it sets a precedent for the

future, that starting with this and what's happened before

that, the area is going to be totally infilled over the next

two years. I think in five or six years we're going to come

ack and see pretty much every lot in that area filled up.

I think it's a unique historic district, it has no equal in

the Washington, D.C. area, and I think this is probably the

beginning of the end of it. I wouldn't be surprised to see

din the near distant future that the property on the other

side of Kensington, where you have a home for the aged, in a

beautiful, also a very beautiful and unique and historic

district around a very unique train station and downtown

area that probably doesn't exist anywhere that I know of in

his part of the country, and certainly not near a major

metropolis like Washington, D.C., will eventually be

'nfilled. So that being said, I think we are setting a

recedent for future infill that will continue and basically
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ultimately destroy the historic character of Kensington.

Thank you very much.

MR. SPURLOCK: Thank you. We have one final

speaker, John O'Meil. O'Meil.

MR. O'MEIL: Good evening. My name is John O'Meil

and we are the adjacent property owner, immediately behind

the property in question. We have opposed the large houses

that have been proposed over the years before this

Commission in the past, because when we bought our property,

and that was before Mrs. Ahearn bought hers, we understood

that there was a historic preservation district and that

art of the preservation was for the Victorian garden

setting, and if you take away the land, you have no

Victorian garden setting. We also understand that there is

a set of guidelines that established the possibility of

evelopment on lots, but in a manner that will achieve as

uch as possible the balance between a property owner's

fight to develop his land and the Victorian garden setting.

d that guideline establishes a coverage of a lot of no

ore than 10 percent. I find somewhat inconsistent with

that the 321 square foot garage, along with a house that's

10 percent, which gives you considerably more than that.

As the property owner that is behind the existing

roperty, we, of course, would have considerably less garden

etting because allowing the house to be set back on the lot
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for purposes of the streetscape certainly will adversely

affect the view that we'll have from the rear of our

property.

That being said, we would suggest that if this

Commission strictly enforces these guidelines, establishes

no more than a 10 percent coverage, and then chooses a

design such as the one here that attempts as best as

possible to fit into the overall Victorian setting, that we

certainly wouldn't oppose it.

I would also, as did Dr. Lawson, commend Mrs.

Ahearn for the wonderful job she has done restoring which

was a dilapidated house when she bought it, which, as you

saw from the two pictures, certainly looks a lot better, and

attempting to address the issues that we have in the past

brought before this Commission. And I've told her

personally and I tell her again I think she's done a

terrific job. But I believe that this Commission must adopt

the conditions established by the staff, and, indeed, should

nsure that it is no more than a 10 percent coverage,

otherwise, it seems to me that the slippery slope that has

been described by Mrs. Wilkes and others will indeed be

embarked upon. Thank you.

MR. SPURLOCK: Thank you.

MR. MYERS: I would just like to make one point

with regard to the precedent. I live in Kensington and work
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there as well, and I think that when you talk about this as

a precedent, you also have to think of the existing

precedent for accessory structures. There are already many

accessory structures, some of which are as big as 600 square

feet in footprint, that exist currently in Kensington now.

So I think that -- and I don't think that if we were coming

up here now to say that I wanted to build a little garage

with'a room on top of it on this property, without

subdividing it, without selling it, meaning it's truly an

accessory structure, I would probably design something that

looks an awful lot like what you see before you. So there

his precedent and we could, you know, to put an accessory

structure which has the same effect, I would venture to say,

of these small little buildings between bigger houses. So I

think to say that a precedent -- that this is such a bad

precedent, and that if -- that if you approve this, that all

of a sudden you're going to see all these little accessory-

looking buildings between bigger houses all over Kensington,

that may be true, but it's also true now. I mean, the

precedent is set for accessory structures. There have been

some ones approved recently that are of pretty good size. I

ean, I know for sure of two that are 600 square feet in

footprint, that's 20 by 30. That's, you know, that's a

garage with a little storage on the edge of it, okay. So I

don't think that this is going to be some watershed of all
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of a sudden if you -- if you stop and you deny this, all of

sudden you're going to stop small buildings from ever

getting approved on side lots and you'll see smaller

buildings between the bigger ones. The possibility exists

currently.

MR. SPURLOCK: Does the -- go ahead.

MR. BRESLIN: I have a question for the staff. Is

the size of this lot typical for other lots that would be --

MS. ZIEK: Kensington is -- it's typical for a

portion of the lots. I think that the clearest thing to

refer to would be Circle 33, no, I'm sorry, Circle 32, which

shows you have a land that's subdivided in 50-foot lots,

until it came to the corners, and those corners are much

larger. And that's one of the reasons that the development

pattern is stipulated on 33. We see that a lot of those

corner lots indeed have been sold individually and developed

individually, but houses in the straight sections with 50-

foot lots were purchased as multiple lots to accommodate

that size.

MR. BRESLIN: So if it just came up again as a

precedent, a 50-foot lot is typical, because we might see

he same size lot again?

MS. ZIEK: Oh no, there will be. The typical --,

he smallest -- lot in Kensington, I think it's pretty safe

o say, is 50 foot --. There are many larger lots, as per
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the circles in this, you know, the curving areas in

particular.

MR. SPURLOCK: Does anyone want to address any of

the qualitative aspects of the house as presented by their

scheme?

MR. BRESLIN: Well, I think in general, infill has

a very bad reputation, and I think it deserves the bad

reputation, but I think that's mostly because of the houses

that we see proposed for infill. And I think the houses

proposed here I think are -- they go out of their way to be

compatible and they go out of their way to meet the

standards, particularly the one that meets the 10 percent.

So I think, as far as the right way and the wrong way to do

infill, I think this is the right way to do it.

MS. WATKINS: I had a question about the existing

house, 3920. What is the height of that --?

MR. MYERS: I think, I couldn't tell you for sure,

but I believe it's around 29 feet. It's a full two stories

ith, you know, probably up to the roof line it's about 18

to 20 feet, and it has a fairly steep pitch. So whether I

guess you're going to have one house be taller or as tall?

MS. WATKINS: Yes.

MR. MYERS: My -- I think ours, if you measure off

,

where the grade where ours will be, it's around, I think

it's on here, the final -- it's 28 feet off the grade. The
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question -- we have to shoot the grade exactly and see the

difference in the first floor. My inclination is that it

will be lower simply because our roof line starts off the

first floor as opposed to their starting off the second

floor. I can't say that for sure without having, you know,

get out there with a transit and find out exactly.

MS. WATKINS: Will you have a streetscape or?

MR. MYERS: No, to tell you the truth, you know,

the issue was brought up, but I feel like if you're going to

do that, it needs to be exact. It takes a lot of time and

to be done exactly right. I guess what I'm saying is all

those grades would have to be shot. Because I'd hate to put

p in front of you something that's going to either be --

look better than it is or worse than it is. But, no, the

drawing was not done just because of the expense and the

time involved.

MR. BRESLIN: As far as height is concerned, you

have a nine-foot ceiling on the first floor?

MR. MYERS: That's correct.

MR. BRESLIN: Would you consider dropping it to

ight foot to reduce the height?

MR. MYERS: I, yeah, would consider it. I guess

he, you know, Ellis & Corporation will be absolutely

gainst it, but I think that we're, I mean, we're looking to

et something approved. I think I would probably sooner
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push it further in the ground.

MR. BRESLIN: Reduce to four foot?

MR. MYERS: Yeah, I would rather drop it further

into the ground than drop the nine-foot ceiling on there, if

that, you know, so.

Excuse me, but Ms. Ahearn did mention to me that

with regards to their appeal, part of the reason I came

today was wanting to be done with it and build something.

So she told- me that if something is approved, the appeal

would actually be dropped with regard to the other larger

structure. She just told me that while you were -- that was

brought up, so I wanted it to be noted.

MR. SPURLOCK: That was a question I was going to

k you.

MR. MYERS: Yeah, there's no need for it if we

ive a house that we feel like we would like to build, so.

MS. EIG: But you could not make that a condition.

MR. SPURLOCK: No, we understand that. But we can

~ceive assurances from the applicant that they will do

Zat, but we cannot make that decision.

MS. EIG: Well, we can certainly mention it, so.

MS. VELASQUEZ: I still, and I know you've been

Ding through this for five years, -- putting anything on

-ie lot. I think --

MR. MYERS: I've only been doing it for about four
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(weeks.

MS. VELASQUEZ: --.

MR. MYERS: I know.

MS. VELASQUEZ: And in -- is maintained regarding

--. It's -- and I did hear where a lot of people here were

saying about what kind of -- precedent are we citing

tonight. So I'm really wrestling with this, I'm having a

hard time. I think if we have to have a house, this

proposal is very nice. It meets a lot of what we talked

about before --. But at the same time, I -- anything here,

so I'm just going to listen to everybody else for a little

bile longer.

MR. MYERS: I think, you know, again, I think it's

a false precedent. Because I could -- let's just say this

as denied, and I came back from -- she goes, well, if I

can't do that then I'd like to build a guest house/art

studio out there, and it would be 24 feet wide and I'd

probably put a little rim on top. And if you looked at the

bile three lots, it would be close to 10 percent lot

overage, because all of a sudden it would be one property.

So I'm just saying in terms of accessory structure infill,

he precedent has been set all over Kensington, and this

looks -- I don't think it's a bad precedent to say that if

ou're going to do an infill house in Kensington, it ought

o look like a secondary accessory structure, it ought to be
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precedent, you know. So I mean I think that if you're --

that's the precedent you're setting. It has to be well

designed, you know, so that's the precedent. Because I

think you're not going to be able to stop over years little

buildings from cropping up between the bigger ones in

Kensington. You can't deny people the right to build

accessory structures, and that will happen.

MS. VELASQUEZ: I agree. I agree.

MR. MYERS: Right, so.

MS. VELASQUEZ: And so that -- subdividing --.

MR. MYERS: Exactly, so.

MR. BRESLIN: Well, I think another way to look at

it is that if the house was kept at 10 percent, 10 percent

is a good precedent. I think 10 percent is the spirit of

he development standards.

MS. WATKINS: The problem that I think we enter

into is that if we keep the house at 10 percent and there's

lready an existing structure on the site, it brings it

Bove. So somebody who comes with -- and it's really close

0 10 percent already, let's build another 10 percent, then

we've got 20 percent. The problem that I have is with the

existing garage and how the two buildings work together, and

would the existing garage to the other lot, other empty lot,

or the current house exclude that lot from further
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development if we -- 10 percent. I don't know if staff

Icould comment on this.

MS. ZIEK: It seems that the only thing that would

-- development is the fact right now that one of the -- this

side of the porch --. If somebody -- or to grant the

demolition of that part of the house, then the lot could be

built up because the garage -- Lot 25. So --.

MR. SPURLOCK: Could the applicant sort of -- you

had mentioned moving the garage and building another garage.

Could you address how you -- what your thoughts are about

that or how strongly you feel about that?

MR. MYERS: Well, again, I think that I'm between

the applicant who wants -- who is at one hand trying to

build the most marketable house he can, so I don't not

necessarily feel strongly about it. The applicant feels

like some sort of storage or whether it's a shed or small

Ingle-story garage is something that he would like to have

n there, on the property. We have looked at a number of

alternatives. The simplest one was to, you know, pick the

existing garage up. When I first started designing the

Ouse, I didn't know about the -- I thought we were just

ving the garage, and so I was working with 10 percent on

e house. And if you put the garage in there, you just

n't do it with the house, I think. I mean, well, you'd

e to knock off a room or two off the house for sure,
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that's the bottom line. But I liked Robin's alternative,

obviously, I thought that was very fair of her to say that

in this case, okay, your house is 10 percent, and because of

the extraordinary interest of the existing garage, to allow

that garage to remain on this lot because it's an indicator

of the entire -- the entire property being one at one time.

And, plus, that satisfied our problem of needing some sort

of storage on the lot, so we were happy with that. I know

that the -- that the applicant, Keri Hoobler, wanted the new

garage, that's all, because I think he thinks that the other

one is, you know, going to be difficult to rebuild back

there. But I think at the end of the day, we would be very

satisfied with what Robin suggested, which was to keep the

single, the old garage on our property. We looked at other

alternatives, we looked can we keep them all on Mrs.

hearn's property and possibly just allowing her to -- to

ave the use of the lot -- of the garage, even though it's

of specifically on this property, it's on the adjacent one.

It's sort of a little technicality. Maybe some sort of

asement would be involved, I don't know. But, again, the

my issues we feel like some -- it would be nice, if he's

t it for this house, to have some sort of storage area on

]it.

MS. WRIGHT: And just to reiterate, I think Mr.

rs made it clear, reiterate Robin's point, if there was
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no garage on this property today, staff, I do not believe,

would be supporting the house plus a one-car garage, because

that would be way over the 10 percent limit. The only

treason for going over the 10 percent limit is because it's

somewhat important to keep the historic garage in proximity

to where it was originally constructed.

MR. SPURLOCK: Let me ask one other question for

the Commission, just to get some reaction. One thought I

had in looking at this is that-the -- -it is -- it does seem

somewhat as an accessory building, and I think the applicant

has made -- gone to great lengths to describe it in that

context, although it does have a front door and a porch

facing the street. Would there be -- would it be beneficial

to have the applicant look at perhaps rotating the porch so

that there was a side entrance to the porch and not have it

quite so frontal, so that it looked a little bit more like -

perhaps reinforce the concept that it was an accessory

.ilding as opposed to a house pushed back further on the

Ilot?

MS. VELASQUEZ: You know, there's a house just

they finished on -- Washington Road, which isn't really in

he historic area, and they, to address their lot, I don't

think it was for historic-looking purposes, but to address

the lot they have, they have turned the house so that the

side is on the main road, and the driveway is over the front
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door here, and it looks so strange. It looks like if you're

going to do that, it shouldn't be there at all. So I really

am opposed to turning it like that. I mean, if you have a

front door, the front door should address the street.

MR. SPURLOCK: But --

MR. MYERS: I'm not opposed to the stair, you

know, being on the side or turned as, you know. I think the

-- just from -- the house, believe me, is so tight, to try

to every time you push and pull this it's a square footage

issue. So I'm not opposed to moving the stair on the porch,

you know, and having the railing -- and having the stair

come up the side and sort of, you know, that would be okay.

I think moving the door just presents move problems design-

wise inside.

MR. SPURLOCK: Did you want to come back up and

say something?

MS. WILKES: --.

MR. SPURLOCK: Could you come up to the mic,

slease?

MS. WILKES: I just wanted to, since I raised the

issue of this new prototype as a precedent, I am continuing

o believe that this is in fact a precedent in the fact that

it is an accessory structure in appearance but it is under

different ownership than the house to which it appears to be

n accessory. And that raises a whole new set of
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possibilities about how the materials get interpreted down

the road, colors, you know, in all likelihood, the owner

will exert individuality, so that it won't necessarily read

as an accessory structure. So, really, it is a new

prototype in the sense that it is in fact a residence, and

it will appear as a residence, and I agree that it should

appear as a residence, it should address the street, it

should not pretend to be something that it isn't. It should

not pretend to be a garage. But, as such, that's why I

think that all this discussion has to approve here, because

what you're coming up here -- with her will be a prototype

for subsequent development, and that's why the size matters

las far as I'm concerned, just my professional opinion.

That, yes, there are accessory structures throughout

Kensington but they are true accessory structures. This is

not a true accessory structure, it is a new, separately

owned house that appears secondary to primary resources to

which it is adjacent, and it will potentially read as a

completely different kind of house, depending on what the

rs decide to do with it, than an accessory -- rather

than an accessory structure.

MR. MYERS: Just a quick response on that.

There's a house on this circle, probably a year or so ago an

accessory structure was built, it is unbelievably

contemporary, that looks nothing at all like the existing
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house. So the precedent has set for accessory structures to

look like whatever the heck they want, and have nothing to

do with the existing house. So I think that -- that's not a

good argument at this point because I could build whatever I

want out there. You know, the precedent is already there.

MS. WILKES: May I ask are you referring to the

studio on Montgomery Avenue?

MR. MYERS: Uh-huh.

MS. WILKES: Well, that is -- that is in fact a

studio, and it belongs to the existing owner.

MR. MYERS: I know -- I know that it belongs

there, I'm just telling you if I'm driving by there and

you're saying that this house looks -- I know it reads as

accessory structure, it reads as its own thing, meaning it

doesn't really match, it's not painted the same colors, it

doesn't look like the same owner because of some aesthetic

issues. I'm just telling you that the idea -- I happen to

agree, I built a garage and I made it match my house, okay.

That's the -- I like that. But it's already been

established that in Kensington you can build an accessory

structure and use totally contemporary detailing, you can do

whatever you want. So, I mean, it's just an --

MS. ZIEK: I'm sorry, I just need to go on the

record. It is taken on a case-by-case basis. The

Commission looks at every new construction as an example and
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learns from it in whatever way it has to teach it. The

Commission goes out there and decides if that one you're

talking about is a good precedent, they will, I'm sure,

endorse it. If they decide that it is not the direction.

JIn other words, it's on a case-by-case basis.

MR. MYERS: No, I understand, Robin. It's not

that I'm saying that I dislike the structure, I'm just

telling you that it doesn't look anything like the existing

house. And not that that's anything wrong with it, but if

we're talking about precedents, you just said, well, what is

a precedent. If you can just ignore whatever you just

approved, what's the bother with saying it's a precedent?

If it's not a precedent then why is this a precedent?

MS. WRIGHT: Well, I think that that -- I think

that's the point is that -- the -- you tried to make, which

is precedents certainly come into play, but, really, our

commission has said time and time again that we review each

case on a case-by-case basis, using our executive

regulations and the criteria in the law, and, you know, --

lat one point the two-car was approved doesn't mean that

very house is going to be allowed to have two-care garages

from here on out. But I think this is like a side issue to

some degree in terms of precedent. I think it's sort all

hat's before you tonight.

MS. VELASQUEZ: I also think that the point is
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very valid, that this is going to be a house. We're trying

to make it feel like an out building but it in fact is not,

it's going to be somebody else's house, somebody else's

azaleas. The other out buildings you're talking about are

on, in fact, are on the house's property, and they are

outbuildings to that house. This is, in reality, not on

that primary resource's property, and it is -- different

lot, and I think that's what we're sort of we're trying to

wrestle with how to make this fit in the neighborhood, if in

fact it will.

MR. HARBIT: I would just like to concur for the

record that I don't feel this is setting precedent and we do

review cases on an individual basis. And one of the reasons

I'm going to vote for this is for the preservation of the

garage as exceeding the 10 percent -- because of the --

historic character of that particular structure. And that

shouldn't be considered a precedent for -- the 10 percent

overage --. You've got secondary and third buildings on

properties --. This issue you brought up about reducing the

overall height of the structure possibly by reducing the

ceiling height or reducing or pushing the building further

own into the ground, I haven't heard any of the other

ommissioners talk about that, whether or not that's a

ncern.

MS. DEREGGI: I, too, -- for the approval of this
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structure is consented with the second option meeting the 10

percent restriction. I would definitely prefer to see it

further in the ground than to lower the height of the

ceiling to eight feet. And certainly make it a condition of

any kind of approval that the Sear's garage be preserved and

restored, and that that be in -- that it not be allowed to

be replaced at any time by another structure.

MR. HARBIT: Could I ask a procedural question at

this point? The -- talk about a series of conditions came -

- in principle but not necessarily in detail. So if we

approve the staff -- approve the staff recommendations, is

the applicant going to come back to us with more detail of

the house or -- at this point?

MS. ZIEK: That is my understanding, it would be

our choice. If there were some details that at this point

you felt strongly about, it would be helpful to hear

actually what they were. It is not a-typical for somebody

o come -- of this level of development, honestly. And, of

ourse, staff typically, I mean, always, reviews the

ermits. So if there are specific issues, I think it would

e very important --

MR. HARBIT: Do you have a consensus in terms of

hat we're looking for?

MS. WRIGHT: But if you vote with these

onditions, you would be issuing the Historic Area Work
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Permit, and it would then be up to the staff, in reviewing

the building permits and drawings, to make sure all of those

conditions are met. And if you wish to add another

condition about the height of the building being no more

than 27 feet instead of 28 feet, then that would have to be

an additional condition that you would add.

MR. HARBIT: What is the current height proposed?

MR. MYERS: It's 28 from the grade of where the

building is built.' I guess the issue -- it's going to be

difficult and maybe -- it may be we don't have a height

problem, maybe we do. I think that probably that's

something that needs to be determined. It's hard to just

say, shall we squash into the ground, but it may turn out

with three feet lower than the other house, well, we maybe

idn't need to do that. Or maybe it's better to say that

he house needs to be lower by whatever you feel that's

ecessary to the existing house, and we'll make whatever

adjustments, either pushing it down or lowering the

ceilings, to do that.

MR. HARBIT: Do you know what the height of the

current house is?

MR. MYERS: It's about 29 feet, but the difficulty

is the difference in grade.

MS. ZIEK: We have the measurements on that. I've

measured from the first floor, so that doesn't include the
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'foundation at 26 something, and Mr. Hoobler was there and he

measured it as at 28. There's been, you know, some

distinction, obviously, -- for the -- measure, but I think

it's important -- I think that it's true that there is some

-- you know, it's hard to sort of imagine it, but the grade

on the west lot is higher than the grade of the existing

lot. So that even if the house were 28 feet but set at a

higher elevation, it will be higher. I don't think your eye

will necessarily see that because the house will also be

back further. But if you -- you know, I honestly think that

it's a good idea to stipulate from grade, but realizing that

the grade point is higher than the grade plan.

MS. WRIGHT: So are you suggesting, Mr. Myers,

that what you could do as a condition is say, for example,

that the new house will be one foot lower than the existing

house or something like that?

MR. MYERS: Certainly. I mean, it sounds to me

like if you measured whatever from the first floor, I know

that we have another three or four feet to grade, I think

he answer is probably closer to 33, 34 feet. Did you just

ay you measured from the first floor?

MS. ZIEK: No.

MR. MYERS: Or whatever. Whatever. I would

stipulate that it would be lower by a foot than the existing

ouse, you know.
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1 MS. WRIGHT: Whatever it takes to make that

2 happen.

3 MR. MYERS: Yeah, whether we have to push it

4 further in the ground, we will, yes, yes.

5 MR. HARBIT: Mr. Chairman, I'd like to move the

6 approval of - -

7 MR. SPURLOCK: I'd just like to point out further,

8 just to keep it in context before you make your motion --,

9 - that, you know, the staff has pointed out that there were

10 three standards in Kensington, and we've been focusing on

11 the 10 percent standard, but the other two are not. I think

12 we need to probably -- the record that addresses these other

13 two issues. Obviously, the first condition is not possible

14 in this case. The third condition, the side yards, are not

15 possible.

16 MR. HARBIT: And that for precedent, we are not

17 abandoning those --.

18 MR. SPURLOCK: I mean, that's something that

19 should just be acknowledged, that we're doing that.

20 MR. HARBIT: Okay. I approve -- I move that we

21 should approve Case No. 31/6-OOC, with the staff conditions,

22 and with a new condition, number 12, that the height of the

23 new structure be at least one foot below the height of the

24 rimary resource.

25 MR. BRESLIN: I second.
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MR. SPURLOCK: Closing public record. All those

in favor, raise your hand? Right hand, please. All those

opposed?

MS. WATKINS: Abstain.

MR'. SPURLOCK: Abstaining? Two abstentions.

Three.

47

MS. WRIGHT: Okay, so the vote then was

Commissioners Breslin, DeReggi and Harbit in favor of the

motion, Commissioners Velasquez and Watkins opposed, and

Commissioners Lesser and Spurlock abstaining. So the motion

es pass.

MR. MYERS: Thank you.

MR. SPURLOCK: The next case on the agenda is Case

F. Do we have a staff report, please?

MS. NARU: Case No. 37/3-001, 7051 Eastern Avenue,

is a on-story -- located in the Takoma Park Historic

District. The house is covered with a side gable roof

ornamented with an offset brick, central chimney. The walls

re clattered covered with asbestos siding on the front and

ides vinyl siding on the rear aberration. The roof is

sheet with asphalt shingles, and a one-story enclosed front

porch is clad in -- and lapsiding, and it projects out from

he principle elevation.

Prior to the district's designation, the house

underwent significant alterations. The original clapboard



MAIN LEVEL­-Crown molding highlights 9 foot ceilings throughout main level
Gracious Foyer opens from inviting corner porch
Front Parlor brightened by floor to ceiling bay window
Dining Room made more charming with second bay window

Custom 5 inch wood paneling topped with plate rail
French doors leading to Gourmet Kitchen with maple Shaker Style cabinets

Granite counter tops—choice left up to you
Amana stainless appliances---side by side refrigerator with filter water & ice dispenser
Slide in gas stove with GE microwave above -- vented to outside

Ample cabinet space and pantry
Kitchen open to large Family Room across rear of home and windows on 3 sides

Brick masonry fireplace framed with paneling matching dining room
Breakfast bar to be topped with your choice of granite
French doors leading to back garden and Garden Shed
Prewired for ceiling fan

Guest Closet and Powder Room with decorative window completing main level
UPPER LEVEL---accessed from paneled stairway with unique niche to display your art piece

Bright hall with natural light from skylight
Large Master Bedroom --- tray ceiling & walk-in closet custom fitted for maximum use

Skylight in Master Bath illuminates vanity with granite top of your choice
Limestone tile, Jacuzzi with jets & separate shower with seat

Two other large Bedrooms with ample closet space
Pull down stairs to attic from one bedroom
Unique architectural details mirroring slope of gable

Second Full Ceramic Tile Bath with a window and linen closet
LOWER LEVEL---TRULY DAYLIGHT

Two separate activity areas defined by ceiling---tray ceiling in one area
Closets customized for maximum storage of games or "things"
Larger Recreation Room area highlights second brick fireplace with raised hearth

Fourth Bedroom brightened by oversized window with deepened window well
Third Full Bath featuring ceramic tile and a 5 foot shower
Utility Room roughed for laundry

AMENITIES
Garden shed—restored "auto house" originally Sears & Roebuck kit
2 zone heat-both units natural gas (lower 2 floors 92% efficient, upper level 80%)
Windows Crestline simulated divided light--tilt & wash--screens to be installed
Hardwood floors-main level Quarter sawn fir, upper level hall 3 %4" oak
Wall to wall carpeting in bedrooms and on lower level---your choice of color
Prewired for cable and multi-phone lines
Adams window and door casing and oversized baseboard, Ogee shoe molding
Rough in for washer/dryer in utility room
Ample room for workbench in utility room
50 gallon gas Sidewinder hot water heater

Subdivision: Kensington Park Builder: Ellison Construction
Lot size: 8640
NOTE: Please call listing agent for Historic Area Disclosure

All information deemed reliable but not guaranteed



NOTICE OF DEVELOPMENT GUIDELINES AFFECTING THE PROPERTY

This NOTICE OF DEVELOPMENT GUIDELINES AFFECTING THE
PROPERTY (the "Notice") is made this day of , 2000, by and
among JEANIE AHEARN (the "Owner"); CARY E. HOOBLER, PRESIDENT OF THE
ELLISON CORPORATION (the "Contractor Purchaser"); and the HISTORIC
PRESERVATION COMMISSION OF MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND (the
"Commission"), (the Owner, Contract Purchaser, and Commission together the "Parties").

WHEREAS, the Owner is the owner of an undeveloped building lot located at Lot
Block of the subdivision, known as 

~ 
Baltimore Road in

Kensington, Maryland (the "Property"); 
3I

WHEREAS, the Contract Purchaser has entered into a contract with the Owner to
purchase and develop the Property;

WHEREAS, the Property is located in the Kensington Historic District, and is
subject to the [NAME OF THE GUIDELINES] (the "Guidelines");

WHEREAS, the Owner and Contract Purchase were co-applicants on an
application for a Historic Area Work Permit (the "HAWP") to develop the Property;

WHEREAS, the Commission approved a HAWP)4ith conditions to permit
development of the Property consistent with the Guidelines on April 19, 2000;

WHEREAS, the Property will be developed consistent with the conditions in the
Permit; and

WHEREAS, the Owner and Contract Purchaser wish to record this Notice to
comply with Condition 4- of the Commission's approval of the HAWP, and to provide
information to future owners about the nature of the limitations on use of the Property
under the Guidelines.

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the approval of the HAWP for the
Property and the conditions imposed on the approval, and for other good and valuable
consideration, the Parties hereby agree to provide Notice of the conditions affecting the
Property as follows.

1.) Under the terms of the Guidelines, the permissible footprint of a building that
can be developed on the Property is a

O '

2.) Condition of the HAWP approval limits development on the Property to a
footprint of %a square feet.
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3.) Condition A of the HAWP requires that the garage structure currently
located on the Property be maintained, and that the footprint of the garage structure be
included in calculations of developable area on the Property.

4.) The Owner and the Contract Purchaser have agreed to develop the Property in
conformance with the Guidelines and the conditions imposed in the HAWP.

5.) The Owner and the Contrac Purchaser  are recording this Notice to alert future
owners of the Property of the existen e of the Guidelines and the HAWP, and of the
requirement that future owners will ave to file an application for a HAWP with the
Commission pursuant to Chapter 2 of the Montgomery County Code, 1994, as amended,
(the "Historic Preservation Ordinance") to mak m rovements or changes to
the Property y .~

A"

6.) This Notice, the Guidelines, and the HAWP will remain effective oy so long
as the Commission continue4 to existjand the Historic Preservation Ordinance remains in
force and effect. `- 

+V-P— 
K"• 

4-
1~t,yt~c 

'&NVY~ 
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7.) The Parties, their successors, heirs, and assigns may take any action necessary
9 . , to enforce the terms and conditions of the HAWP.

IN WITNESS OF THIS NOTICE AND THE AGREEMENTS made in it, the
Parties have executed this Notice under seal on the date first written above.

",O [SIGNATURE BLOCKS AND NOTARY JURATS FOR JEANIE AHEARN,
CARY HOOBLER, AND THE COMMISSION].

Parcel id no

After recording, please return to:

The Historic Preservation Commission of
Montgomery County Maryland



NOTICE OF DEVELOPMENT GUIDELINES AFFECTING THE PROPERTY

This NOTICE OF DEVELOPMENT GUIDELINES AFFECTING THE
PROPERTY (the "Notice") is made this day of , 2000, by and
among JEANIE AHEARN (the "Owner"); CARY E. HOOBLER, PRESIDENT OF THE
ELLISON CORPORATION (the "Contractor Purchaser"); and the HISTORIC
PRESERVATION COMMISSION OF MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND (the
"Commission"), (the Owner, Contract Purchaser, and Commission together the "Parties").

WHEREAS, the Owner is the owner of an undeveloped building lot located at Lot
Block of the subdivision, known as Baltimore Road in

Kensington, Maryland (the "Property");

WHEREAS, the Contract Purchaser has entered into a contract with the Owner to
purchase and develop the Property;

WHEREAS, the Property is located in the Kensington Historic District, and is
subject to the [NAME OF THE GUIDELINES] (the "Guidelines");

WHEREAS, the Owner and Contract Purchase were co-applicants on an
application for a Historic Area Work Permit (the "HAWP") to develop the Property;

WHEREAS, the Commission approved a HAWP with conditions to permit
development of the Property consistent with the Guidelines on April 19, 2000;

WHEREAS, the Property will be developed consistent with the conditions in the
Permit; and

WHEREAS, the Owner and Contract Purchaser wish to record this Notice to
comply with Condition of the Commission's approval of the HAWP, and to provide
information to future owners about the nature of the limitations on use of the Property
under the Guidelines.

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the approval of the HAWP for the
Property and the conditions imposed on the approval, and for other good and valuable
consideration, the Parties hereby agree to provide Notice of the conditions affecting the
Property as follows.

1.) Under the terms of the Guidelines, the permissible footprint of a building that
can be developed on the Property is

2.) Condition _ of the HAWP approval limits development on the Property to a
footprint of square feet.

Zz.;*,-r g\LG (~ro



3.) Condition _ of the HAWP requires that the garage structure currently
located on the Property be maintained, and that the footprint of the garage structure be
included in calculations of developable area on the Property.

4.) The Owner and the Contract Purchaser have agreed to develop the Property in
conformance with the Guidelines and the conditions imposed in the HAWP.

5.) The Owner and the Contract Purchaser are recording this Notice to alert future
owners of the Property of the existence of the Guidelines and the HAWP, and of the
requirement that future owners will }have to file an application for a HAWP with the
Commission pursuant to Chapter 24tbf the Montgomery County Code, 1994, as amended,
(the "Historic Preservation Ordinance") to make any other improvements or changes to
the Property.

6.) This Notice, the Guidelines, and the HAWP will remain effective only so long
as the Commission continues to exist and the Historic Preservation Ordinance remains in
force and effect.

7.) The Parties, their successors, heirs, and assigns may take any action necessary
to enforce the terms and conditions of the HAWP.

IN WITNESS OF THIS NOTICE AND THE AGREEMENTS made in it, the
Parties have executed this Notice under seal on the date first written above.

[SIGNATURE BLOCKS AND NOTARY JURATS FOR JEANIE AHEARN,
CARY HOOBLER, AND THE COMMISSION].

Parcel id no

After recording, please return to:

The Historic Preservation Commission of
Montgomery County Maryland

Address

Attn: ?
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FAX COVER SHEET

Jeanie Ahearn
Long and Foster Realtors

Fax Number: 301-907-7997
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Kensington

Comments: Please call with any questions.
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JEANIE AHEARN
3920 Baltimore Street
Kensington, NID 20895

Gwen Wright
Historic Preservation Commission

Dear Gwen:

In the first week of October I faxed to Eileen Bassamen Carey's and my rendition of the
"NOTICE OF DEVELOPMENT GUIDELINES". I followed up with phone calls no less
than 10 times and she did not return my messages.

Carey and I feel that the attached "NOTICE" conveys the message. I have asked all
agents to contact me regarding a special contract addendum and will have Purchaser(s)
sign a copy. Since I am one of the listing agents, I have made it clear that there will be no
additions to the footprint and the necessity of execuft an Historic Area Work Permit for
any exterior changes.

I believe that we may have a contract today, so I would appreciate your response as soon
as possible. The best way to contact me is on my cell phone 301-526-1209.

Thanks for your help.

Sincerely yours,

)Je/~eAheam



NOTICE OF DEVELOPMENT GUIDELINES IN THE D [A
HISTORIC DISTRICT
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3922 Baltimore Street, Kensington, Maryland is part of th ensington Historic

District which requires Historic Preservation Commission (HP approval for exterior
alterations to any property located within its jurisdiction. Su approvals are to be guided
by the Vision of Kens'n~}gton Long Range Preservation Pl hicb nacludes guidelines for
lot coverage} as well a the Montgomery County 1 iistoric servation Qrdinance. The
building of tlus home was authorized by the Commission. A4 Historic Area Work Permit
(HAWP) application must be made for any ex eNnloc alteration. The~ application would be
brought before the HPC for their consideration under the aforementioned criteria.

Any questions regarding these guidelines may be directed 0 jhe Jeanie Ahearn.
(301-526-1209) or directly to the Historic Preservation Commissiop ( 301-563-3400)

This notice meets th Iptent of the HPC'S concj jjp t v s p ~of the HAWP approv* 
fQr* 

qtq new home at 3922 Halt prp ;eet.
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A WARM WELCOME TO
3922 BALTIMORE STREET

KENSINGTON, MARYLAND 20895

RARE OPPORTUNITY

This new construction in Historic District of Kensington offers you an inviting
floorplan, top quality craftmanship and materials. The owner of the lot personally chose
Ellison Construction to build this home because of their uncompromising attention to
detail, standard of construction and experience in historic areas.

Natural daylight fills all three levels of this charming home. A parlor, formal
dining room, gourmet kitchen with granite counter tops and large family room
accommodate comfortable family living or gracious entertaining. This home offers a
total of four bedrooms and three and one half baths. The lower level with two activity
areas, a bedroom and full bath is a possible separate living area.

What a perfect blend of replicated historic and up to date features! You will find
two masonry fireplaces, custom wood paneling with a plate rail, skylights, "Jacuzzi" tub,
tray ceilings, shaker style cabinets, stainless steel Amana appliances, a unique niche on
the stairway and so much more. In the garden there is even a restored "auto house".

You can invest your time and money in "this old house" or choose this home with
all the charm and none of the work and worry.

Offerred for Sale at $599,500

Jeanie Ahearn Long and Foster
301-215-4741

Sterling Mehring
301-585-2600
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MAIN LEVEL-Crown molding highlights 9 foot ceilings throughout main level
Gracious Foyer opens from inviting corner porch
Front Parlor brightened by floor to ceiling bay window
Dining Room made more charming with second bay window
Custom 5 inch wood paneling topped with plate rail

French doors leading to Gourmet Kitchen with maple Shaker Style cabinets
Granite counter tops—choice left up to you
Amana stainless appliances--side by side refrigerator with filter water & ice dispenser
Slide in gas stove with GE microwave above --- vented to outside

Ample cabinet space and pantry
Kitchen open to large Family Room across rear of home and windows on 3 sides

Brick masonry fireplace framed with paneling matching dining room
Breakfast bar to be topped with your choice of granite
French doors leading to back garden and Garden Shed
Prewired for ceiling fan

Guest Closet and Powder Room with decorative window completing main level
UPPER LEVEL--accessed from paneled stairway with unique niche to display your art piece

Bright hall with natural light from skylight
Large Master Bedroom --- tray ceiling & walk-in closet custom fitted for maximum use

Skylight in Master Bath illuminates vanity with granite top of your choice
Limestone tile, Jacuzzi with jets & separate shower with seat

Two other large Bedrooms with ample closet space
Pull down stairs to attic from one bedroom
Unique architectural details mirroring slope of gable

Second Full Ceramic Tile Bath with a window and linen closet
LOWER LEVEL---TRULY DAYLIGHT

Two separate activity areas defined by ceiling---tray ceiling in one area
Closets customized for maximum storage of games or "things"
Larger Recreation Room area highlights second brick fireplace with raised hearth

Fourth Bedroom brightened by oversized window with deepened window well
Third Full Bath featuring ceramic tile and a 5 foot shower
Utility Room roughed for laundry

AMENITIES
Garden shed--restored "auto house" originally Sears & Roebuck kit
2 zone heat-both units natural gas (lower 2 floors 92% efficient, upper level 80%)
Windows Crestline simulated divided light--tilt & wash--screens to be installed
Hardwood floors-main level Quarter sawn fir, upper level hall 3 %4" oak
Wall to wall carpeting in bedrooms and on lower level---your choice of color
Prewired for cable and multi-phone lines
Adams window and door casing and oversized baseboard, Ogee shoe molding
Rough in for washer/dryer in utility room
Ample room for workbench in utility room
50 gallon gas Sidewinder hot water heater

Subdivision: Kensington Park Builder: Ellison Construction
Lot size: 8640
NOTE: Please call listing agent for Historic Area Disclosure

All information deemed reliable but not guaranteed
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ELLISON CORPORATION
Builders

10907 Jarboe Avenue
Silver Spring, MD 20901

Telephone 301-681-1411
Telefox 301-593-1930
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FAX COVER. SHEET

To: ROBIN ZIEK
Fax Number: 301-563-3412

From: CAREY HOOBLER
Cell Phone: 301-370-5438

Date: MAY 18, 2001 2:31 PM
Number of Pages (including cover): 3
Re: 3922 Baltimore Street

Comments:
Re: Condition #4 on HAWP approval
Due to time constraints I have resorted to

faxes. We can have original signatures on one
document for you Monday AM.

Re: Condition # 12
I have contacted the surveyor and paper

work will be forthcoming, as soon as I get it.

Please call with any questions but thanks for
your help in the meantime.



MAY-1B-2001 13:30 NC1/SURGERY BRANCH sei abe irdo

NOTICE OF DEVELOPNMNT GUIDELINES IN THE.
HISTORIC DISTRICT

3922 Baltimore Street, Kensington, Maryland is part of the Kensington Historic
District which, requires HiAoric Preservation Commission (HPQ approval for exterior
alterations to any property locatod within its juris"on. Such appro*s are to be guided
by the Vision of Kensington Long Range Preservation Plan, which includes guidelines for
lot coverage, as well as-by the Moatgomft7 Coimty Historic Preservation Ordinance.
The building of this home was authorized by tl a CommiWon irA s series of detailed
condi lop regarding design, lot covetrage sod ludsuplag. The approved AAWY
with conditions may be obtained by eantsotittg the HK offl a at (301) 563-3400. An
Historic Area Work Permit (HAWP) application must be utede for any additional
exterior altoratien. 'i'he application would be brought Wore the HPC' far their
consideration under the aforementioned etitetis.

Any quesfioas regarding these gttidelittes may be dheaoed to dw Jeanie Alseam
(301-526-1209) or directly to the Historic Preservation Commission ( 361-563.3400).

This notice meats the iwng of the HPC' S oondition that was pact of tide approval
of the HAW? approval for the new home at 3922- Baltimore Street.'

att,~tH:

5,1b ̀c)li teeny
Data Sip cure

Dhie Signature

PURCHASER:

r.uc

I (SFAQ
Date Signature

S/15101./_ lsEAy
Date ignsture



05/18/01 12:Q4 FAX 202J27 2201 14 NORTH H Qb 002

NOTICE OF DE'V19LOPMENT. GUIDEUNT-SIN THE
MSTORIC DISTRICT

3922 Baltimore Sheet, KensinM Maryland h part of U KensimIM Historic
District which mquims Hlsto& Prsservedw Comtaiwlon (IKPQ approval for exte or
shmadons to any psopatr loaaled within its jut dsdicdm Such approvais we to be guided
by the VWon d9n iogton%ng Raage Pmw"tdm Pbw whldit inclodi ss guidelines fo{
lot coverage, As vmU a by the Montgomay County Historic Pmervsti m Oe&cm.
The building of tills homes was mthorind by the cotsm an with a steins of detailed
eoedidam tr pr+dWg des>Ss, bt coverage and landsaapAva. The approved NAWP
with aaadiNoos may be obtained by ,eontacting the HPC ufliee at (301) Sd3-9400. An
HiAorio Am Work Permit (HAWP) application must be made for any mAdidand
exterior alt Kidoa The application would bo brought badbtre• the HpC for their
cotneidandan underthe eftro mentioned mfWa.

. Any  quad= rgpW iqg these guideli m4► be dirocad to title Jeanne Ahesm
(301-526-1209) of directly to the HiMmic Prea

nes 
w axon Coannlssion (301-563-MO).

This notice menu do its of the I?C'S condlti n W was psrt of the appmvel
of the H,AWP eppraval for the new home at 3912 -Bahl m Steel.

~tlltH:

Datea 9fd Wh

to Sigpatu e

PURCHANA:

s _j AcafiAtaDate' r* - .

~! f3s~►u
Date Signature
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2813 Patuxent River Road • Davidsonville, MD 21035
(410)798-9700

FAX: (410) 798-9705

May 22, 2001

Mr. Carey Hoobler
Ellison Construction
10907 Jarboe Avenue
Silver Spring, MD 20901

RE: Kensington Park
Lot 25 Block 11
#3922 Baltimore Street
Montgomery Co., MD

BL$VATION CERTIFICATE

The aebu It ridge height of #3920 Baltimore Street is 350.70'. The
a uiltr height of #3922 Baltimore Street is 349.3', a
di 7ence of ~ feet.

~tOF 
rrr~~~i

Gary D.R-ft o5/18/01

Reg. ear Surve or, MD No. 514
Profes urveycQr, VA No. 1122
0

I N >' SV~` •~•
~~l,/A/ItI1160
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MAIN LEVEL—Crown molding highlights 9 foot ceilings throughout main level
Gracious Foyer opens from inviting comer porch
Front Parlor brightened by floor to ceiling bay window
Dining Room made more charming with second bay window

Custom 5 inch wood paneling topped with plate rail
French doors leading to Gourmet Kitchen with maple Shaker Style cabinets

Granite counter tops--choice left up to you
Amana stainless appliances---side by side refrigerator with filter water & ice dispenser
Slide in gas stove with GE microwave above --- vented to outside

Ample cabinet space and pantry
Kitchen open to large Family Room across rear of home and windows on 3 sides

Brick masonry fireplace framed with paneling matching dining room
Breakfast bar to be topped with your choice of granite
French doors leading to back garden and Garden Shed
Prewired for ceiling fan

Guest Closet and Powder Room with decorative window completing main level
UPPER LEVEL---accessed from paneled stairway with unique niche to display your art piece

Bright hall with natural light from skylight
Large Master Bedroom --- tray ceiling & walk-in closet custom fitted for maximum use

Skylight in Master Bath illuminates vanity with granite top of your choice
Limestone tile, Jacuzzi with jets & separate shower with seat

Two other large Bedrooms with ample closet space
Pull down stairs to attic from one bedroom
Unique architectural details mirroring slope of gable

Second Full Ceramic Tile Bath with a window and linen closet
LOWER LEVEL---TRULY DAYLIGHT

Two separate activity areas defined by ceiling---tray ceiling in one area
Closets customized for maximum storage of games or "things"
Larger Recreation Room area highlights second brick fireplace with raised hearth

Fourth Bedroom brightened by oversized window with deepened window well
Third Full Bath featuring ceramic tile and a 5 foot shower
Utility Room roughed for laundry

AMENITIES
Garden shed—restored "auto house" originally Sears & Roebuck kit
2 zone heat-both units natural gas (lower 2 floors 92% efficient, upper level 80%)
Windows Crestline simulated divided light--tilt & wash--screens to be installed
Hardwood floors-main level Quarter sawn fir, upper level hall 3 %4" oak
Wall to wall carpeting in bedrooms and on lower level---your choice of color
Prewired for cable and multi-phone lines
Adams window and door casing and oversized baseboard, Ogee shoe molding
Rough in for washer/dryer in utility room
Ample room for workbench in utility room
50 gallon gas Sidewinder hot water heater

Subdivision: Kensington Park Builder: Ellison Construction
Lot size: 8640
NOTE: Please call listing agent for Historic Area Disclosure

All information deemed reliable but not guaranteed
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3 HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT - HPC Case No. 31/6-OOC
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Deposition Services, Inc.
6245 Executive Boulevard 2300 M Street, N.W.

Rockville, MD 20852 Suite 800

(301) 881 3344 Washington, D.C. 20037

(202) 785-1239



A hearing in the above-entitled matter was held on

Wednesday, April 12, 2000, commencing at 7:45 p.m., in the

Montgomery Regional Office Auditorium at the Montgomery

County Department of Park & Planning, at 8787 Georgia

Avenue, Silver Spring, Maryland, before:

BOARD CHAIRMAN

Steven Spurlock

BOARD MEMBERS

Emily Hotaling Eig

Lynne Watkins

Steven Breslin

Marilyn DeReggi

Susan Velasquez

Nancy Lesser

Douglas Harbit - -

STAFF

Robin Ziek

Perry Kephart

Gwen Wright

Michelle Naru

APPEARANCES

George Myers

Frank O'Donnell

Julie O'Maley

Helen Wilkes

John Lawson

Larry Ott

Jim Engle

John O'Meil

Joy Jones

Mary Donahoe

Allen Joselyn

Elliot Pfansethl
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P R O C E E D I N G S

MR. SPURLOCK: Good evening and welcome to the

April 12 meeting of the Montgomery County Historic

Preservation Commission. My name is Steven Spurlock, I'm

the vice chair. And as it is our custom, I'd like to have

our commissioners and staff introduce themselves, starting

on my left.

MR. BRESLIN: Steve Breslin, Bethesda.

MS. WATKINS: Lynne Watkins, Silver Spring.

MS. DEREGGI: Marilyn DeReggi, Boyds.

MS. VELASQUEZ: Susan Velasquez, Gaithersburg.

MR. HARBIT: Doug Harbit, Takoma Park.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: I'm --, I'm from the County

Attorney's Office.

MS. WRIGHT: Gwen Wright, Historic Preservation

oordinator.

MS. KEPHART: Perry Kephart, Historic Preservation

rdinator.

MS. NARU: Michelle Naru, Historic Preservation

Planner.

MS. ZIEK: Robin Ziek, Historic Preservation

Planner.

MR. SPURLOCK: The first item on our agenda this

evening are the historic area work permits. Have these been

my 

advertised?
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MS. KEPHART: These were advertised in the

Montgomery Journal on March the 29th, 2000.

MR. SPURLOCK: Thank you. I'd like to open a

public record. First, is there anyone here to speak in

opposition to the following cases: Case B, Case C, Case D,

Case E, Case G, Case H, Case J, Case K or Case L?

MS. VELASQUEZ: Mr. Chairman, I move we approve

the staff reports for the following cases, complete with

their staff commission. New fence at 9803 --, Silver

Spring, HPC Case No. 31/8-OOA in the Forest Glen Historic

District; the application 6000 Connecticut Avenue, Chevy

Chase, Case No. 35/13-OOE in Chevy Chase; 1 Primrose Street,

PC Case 35/13-OOF in Chevy Chase; 59 12 Cedar Parkway, HPC

Case No. 35/13000; 3919 Washington Street, Kensington, HPC

Case 31/6-OOD in Kensington; 10909 Montrose Avenue, Garrett

Park, HPC Case 30/13-OOA in Garrett Park; 912 New York

venue, Takoma Park, HPC Case 37/3-OOJ, Takoma Park; 7218

Spruce Avenue, Takoma Park, Case No. 37/3-OOK in Takoma

Park; and 19215 Blunt Avenue in Germantown, HPC Case 19/13-

OOA in Germantown.

MR. HARBIT: I'll second.

MR. SPURLOCK: All those in favor, raise your

fight hand? Motion passes unanimously.

What we've just done, for the audience, we felt

that these cases, we've reviewed these in a work session and
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felt that these cases were outstanding examples of excellent

work in the community, and we'd like to thank all of the

applicants for the fine job they've done, and you're free to

home now. Thank you very much.

The next case on the -- first case on the agenda

is Case A. May we have a staff report, please?

MS. ZIEK: Yes. The project is at 3922 Baltimore

Street in the Kensington Historic District. This is a side

lot which is associated with 3920 Baltimore Street in the

district. It is an outstanding resource. It's a Victorian

residence that we built in the late 19th century and was

totally revitalized in the 20th century, early 20th century,

and -- to a -- in other words, in the early 20th century,

cladder was put on the house and now the cladder has been --

of the cladder, wood shingles was put on the house and now

cladders -- the wood shingles were taken off by the current

caner and the house now cladder again. This -- because I'll

show you a slide when it still had the shingles on it, and

lso the small historic garage also has shingles still on

lit.

The proposal is to construct a new house on the

side lot, about 25 --, which is a single lot between two

utstanding resources in the Historic District in the

esidential corner, the historic residential corner. The

Japplicant also has proposed moving the existing historic
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garage to the back of the lot, where it would be

rehabilitated. It is important --, but it is a significant

structure in the district. It is a Sear's garage, a mail

order catalog garage, where the stamps from the Sear's

Company and the delivery address for the homeowner, the

homeowner's name can be clearly read on the inside. It's a

significant resource in the district. And the proposal

would be to move it to the back of the lot where it could be

-- it could serve as a small garage or also as a garden

shed. The applicant has suggested also moving it to the

opposite side of the primary resource, 27, which is the east

side yard; it's currently in the west side yard. I had

discussed this

--. I don't recommend that, and the reasons state --. But

I want to make it clear that in that proposal there was a

driveway proposed. They didn't provide us with any grade

information or the tree survey, which I did discuss with

them, would be important information for the Commission.

And so this -- that would not be part of this application,

hat's -- that we would consider that any application for a

driveway on Lot 27 would -- for another historic area work

ermit in the future.

I have some slides to show you of this project. A

roposal for construction of this site has come before the

ommission. I should say more than one proposal for
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development of this lot as a single residential lot, not

associated with the historic resource at 3920 Baltimore

Street, has been before the Commission, has been considered

by the Commission. The issues are -- remain the same in all

cases, disturbing the integrity of the historic district.

And with the -- the preservation of the Historic District in

terms of integrity and all of the guidelines and the

guidance that the Commission uses, specifically the

development standards outlined in the -- of Kensington,

which is the -- document that has been adopted by County

Council to be used by this commission for guidance and

direction.

This application, in the second iteration, there

are two alternatives in the second iteration. It comes very

close -- makes a very, very good attempt to conform to

development standards in the vision of Kensington. I have

covered in or circled three. I've outlined what those

development standards are and I have gone through each item

to show how the applicant has made good attempts to comply

ith the development standards. And I have recommended

approval of this application with the -- with conditions.

d those conditions would be that the historic garage be

moved to the back of Lot 25, that it remain on the existing

lot, which will I feel be used -- in the future would always

e used as a clue that -- were associated with the main
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house as a primary resource of 3920. So that the garage

would remain on Lot but be moved to the back of the lot and

rehabilitated or restored. The second condition would be

that the existing driveway be modified as per drawings

submitted by the applicant in a -- actually, a -- verbally,

and the discussion was described verbally in a meeting staff

had with the applicant at a meeting that was -- by the LAP.

On Circle 13, where we felt that it would be certainly

feasible to just maintain the original driveway where it was

but remove some of the -- to narrow down the driveway. And

staff is saying, in addition, that the driveway should not

be extended any further back on the lot than it currently

is. Staff feels that this will promote open space between

ore side yard, more opportunity for plantings, all of which

is -- sets a spaciousness, all of which is a value in

Kensington. Condition 3, a new house on Lot 25, will be

built with a footprint that is no greater than 862 square

feet. That is the 10 percent recommended in the condition

f Kensington. And with the -- understanding that the

istoric garage stay on the lot, that there won't be greater

than 10 percent lot coverage. But staff feels that since

he applicant is willing to move the garage and meet the 10

percent rule, I want to acknowledge that, but that I feel

from a preservation point of view it's more important to

the garage on Lot 25 --. And so that the
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recommendation -- of the house meet the 10 percent rule.

Four, at no time in the future will there be any additions

to Lot 25 to increase this lot coverage. And that's just an

acknowledgement of the need to preserve open space in

Kensington. And, five, will need to do grading plan for

this site. They -- moving the garage and some of the other

conditions on the site which really haven't been addressed.

Six will be landscape proposal and recommending a

replacement -- for those that will be removed --. And,

seven, I think that a tree survey should be clarified --

proposed. And, eight, doors and windows will be true

divided light or simulated true divided light. The porch

railing is --. The shutters are --.

I just have a few slides that perhaps could -- the

Commission on the general site and the issues.

This is the house, 3920, the property to the

fight. This has a -- it's on a center lot with the side lot

ards. On the side is the subject property question is to

he right.

This is the existing driveway where -- and the

garage beyond. They show this is an earlier photograph of

he garage without a car in front of it. It's --. Just to

how the garage has original doors. The C is a stamping,

and there's other stampings inside. And this is the back.

Just to show the -- it is -- with -- that match to the
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Ihouse.

This is the driveway on the -- this is the house

on the east side, neighboring with -- driveway associated

with that property. And this was the area that the

applicant had proposed regarding moving to Lot 27 here, the

driveway would be here. Issues which haven't been address -

to the grade

-- and tree saving concerns having to do with cutting mature

trees,- this is a mature tree. And, in fact, there are --

there are many trees on the edge of the road in this

articular segment. So, of course, the trees are valuable

asset in the district. You can see beyond to the garage,

and the new house would be back further. So that you would

still be able to see spacing between these houses, which is

This one is standing on the lot, looking back

towards Baltimore Street. And here is the garage, and the

house will be built in this area. And so you can see it's

back pretty far.

This is the corner where the garage would go.

There has to be some grading in here. There is a change in

elevation to the west neighbor. There is some trees that

have to be removed. And we would just like to work more

~plosely with the applicant in terms of grading concerns back

re.
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And just to show there are sheds, this is the

neighbor, 3920, has another shed here, and this is a shed

associated with the backyard neighbor on Prospect Street.

And this is just another view showing the subject

property, the west side yard of 3920 Baltimore Street.

MR. SPURLOCK: Are there any questions of staff at

this time? If the applicant would like to sort of address

some of the -- what we'd like to do is have you sort of

address some of the conditions in the staff report. We have

a number of speakers who would like to speak so I'd like to

have you do that on a preliminary basis and then let the

speakers do their presentations and have you come back and

address some of those concerns.

MR. MYERS: Okay. My name is George Myers with

GGM Architects, author of the proposal you see before you.

Just a couple of thoughts and basically to tell you what my

Noughts were when thinking about this project. The house

looks like it does for two main reasons. When I thought

bout designing a house for this spot for the applicant who

came to me, I agreed completely that it ought to look like a

secondary structure. And I also, in light of that, I

quickly, after looking around the neighborhood and looking

t some other secondary structures in the neighborhood, two

hings that became important to me were that it be set back

ehind the face of the existing building and that it had a
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proportion facing the street of a secondary structure, and

that to me meant no more than the width of a typical garage,

which is why it's 24 feet wide and one story facing the

street. As a matter of fact, directly opposite of this

house on the other side of the street, probably four or five

(months ago, I designed a garage, a free-standing garage,

which is exactly 24 feet wide, exactly opposite this on the

other side of the street. So after having established those

parameters, -the question is -now how do I make a house out of

that -- something that looks that small from the street.

And I think that, you know, there was a lot of pushing and

pulling to get it to look that way, and I know that if you

look at the thing from the side, it clearly doesn't look

like a garage. But the proportion facing the street, and I

ant to focus on that, because I think that's what the focus

ought to be as to what you perceive and what does the public

perceive that's there walking or driving or whatever, how do

they see this house. And I think from the front and the

ack they'll see a 24-foot wide proportion with little bumps

ere and there on the sides, which I think are less

ticeable.

And having said that, I used the vision of

sington as more of a guideline and less as a real zoning

ument. I didn't think of -- I understand 10 percent is

and what it ought to be, but I didn't think of it as
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exactly like a 35 percent lot coverage, which Montgomery

County is, just say it's exactly that. I think around 10

percent is accurate, I don't necessarily think 10 percent

it has to be 10 percent in order to succeed. And having

said that, the applicant and I both prefer the first

proposal that's about 944 square feet footprint because for

the simple reason that I think that there's no way anybody

could perceive the difference of the two houses from the

street, yet it makes - a better-house. And I think that would

be silly to knock off 80 square feet just to -- just to meet,

a, either it's a guideline or standard, but if it's a_

guideline then it's a guideline, and it should be used to

help you make a good house and not keep you from making a

better house if it's one percent or so.

And with regard to the other -- our stated -- our

preference is for the -- is for the first proposal that was

944 square feet. Our preference is also to move the

sting garage to Lot 27 in a spot without a driveway, in a

t that we can mutually agree on with Robin, and to build

another garage, single garage in the back of this driveway.

Having said that, that's our preference, and we'd like to

ave that voted on, but we would -- obviously, we submitted

nother proposal because, you know, the smaller version at

instruction of staff because we very much want to build

Something on this lot. Thank you.
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MR. SPURLOCK: We have a number of speakers. I'm

going to call you up in groups if that's —to save some

walking time. First, Frank O'Donnell, Julie O'Maley and

Helen Wilkes.

MS. ZIEK: Just for the record, I'd like to note

that the owner of 3920 has submitted some letters for the

Commission's review, and those are part of the record,

having distributed to the Commission.

MR. SPURLOCK: Who wants to go first?

MR. O'DONNELL: Chairman Spurlcck and members of

the Commission, my name is Frank O'Donnell, I live at 10407

Faucet Street in the Historic District of Kensington. I'm

also a chairman of the Kensington LAP. We've already

provided in writing our -- the official comments of the LAP

so I won't go over them literally to save time. I did want

to touch on a couple of things though. First of all, I

hank Robin Ziek very much for coming out on her own time

nd not on the clock, but spending an evening with us a

couple of weeks ago to talk about this project and the

historic district generally. And I think it was a very

seful interactive kind of discussion that actually is the

'deal kind of thing that you'd have in this kind of case,

here we had a real free flow of information. I'd also like

o thank the applicant and Mr. Myers, the architect, who

also were there, they understood that we have no power and
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there was no obligation for them to come but that we invite

their participation so we could really talk it through with

Ithem.

Having said that, our position is probably one you

might describe as our neutrality. It's probably pretty

close to the staff report. You can read some nuances in it

that may be slightly more restrictive. I want to explain a

little bit about what goes behind it. I think you should

know that there are a lot of people in the Historic

District, some of them on the LAP, who probably prefer no --

development at all, certainly not on a single lot kind of a

situation. I know it's not -- opinion. I don't know if

it's -- on the LAP, we didn't poll the members or anything

like that, but there's a strong emotional feeling about that

sort of thing. And if I were king for a day, conceivably I

ld say, are we going to change the zoning, and I'd say

can't build anything unless you've got a double lot.

I'm not king, no one has made me king, and that would be a

controversial move, obviously. And what we've got are the

guidelines that you work under the -- of Kensington. And I

kink the staff has pointed out very accurately how the

various iterations of this project dovetail with that.

I think it's significant that the LAP do not

fficially comment on the record oppose to this project. I

ould read into that some appreciation for the work that Mr.



ksc

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

a

17

a

18
Z

® 19

20
0

21

22

23

24

25

16

14yers has done to try to create the continued appearance of

Dpen space, to minimize the size of it, move it back and to

try to be flexible on his design, and in fact offering

alternatives. We do leave it up to you, I think, to decide

does it meet that level. But one thing I would like to

raise, and I think there are a couple of good things in the

staff report that have come up -- that I don't legally have

the ability to do. As you know, there's another thing

hanging on this and that's the applicant's appeal oft

earlier rejection of a bigger, more objectionable project.

And I don't know if we make it part of the condition here

that that appeal be dropped. It seems to me the only reason

that that appeal would go forward, if you gave any kind of

al, conditional or otherwise, this evening would be to

11 the dice and try to build something bigger and uglier

d essentially roll the whole process. So it seems to me

at if the guys want to roll the dice, maybe the snake eyes

ht to be an option. So I'll leave that for your

scussion and be happy to take any questions.

MR. SPURLOCK: Any questions of the speaker?

ay. MS. O'MALEY: I'm Julie O'Maley with the

ington Historical Society. Some of you have seen me

fore. I've been here consistently for many years. I'm

iting on behalf of the Preservation Committee. And I'm

sically going to go over the letter that you -- I believe
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she's just handed out. I'm sorry I didn't get it in

earlier. The proposed house, while having an

interesting character and some appropriate features, still

doesn't meet the guidelines set for the core area of the

Historic District. The applicant wants to build a house

which is more than the 10 percent maximum permissible or

recommended under the provision of Kensington guidelines.

But there is a demand for small homes in the Historic

District. When I first moved to Kensington, my husband, two

children and I lived in a house which was 867.6 square feet

with an 80-square-foot front porch, no second floor, was not

a two-story house, it was only a one-story house. We lived

there for six years, and when we wanted a bigger house, we

just moved five blocks to a larger house in Kensington

because we liked the area.

I don't believe that the Historic District should

have to lower their standards or risk the historic

designation by allowing a new house in the side yard of a

primary resource which does not in every way meet the

guidelines which have been developed specifically for the

Historic District.

There was no streetscape submitted with this

proposal. I noticed tonight, when she -- the slides, it

looks to me like it goes uphill on the west side of the

house, and I believe that the house, the height of the house
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was to be the same as the primary resource, which would make

it in effect taller than the primary resource if it's

uphill. The size of the house tends to fill the space, when

you look up the hill, between the two primary resources, and

it appears -- it will appear even larger because of it's

uphill from the street. But even the streetscape can be

deceptive, not always capturing the true effect of the

proposed infill. Recently a garage was permitted where the

streetscape shows the garage to be below the grade, and in

fact downhill, with only half of the first level in view.

But, actually, when you go past this building which is being

built apparently across the street, you can see from the

street the ground level of that garage. So even when you

visually see the object, it doesn't always appear as it does

in the drawings. On Washington Street, where the house is

built on the side yard, the neighbors were quite shocked

when they realized what a large mass of a building it.was.

Our Historic District is very small. The portion

-- this portion is only four blocks wide. I'm not going to

go into the letter. I put parts of the letter in there that

Were written about previous case in Kensington to the Board

f Appeals. And you also have that portion which describes

he concerns of the Historic Society in Kensington.

We ask that you weigh this proposal very carefully

in light of the precedence it will set. The Historic
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District is very small. The dominant features must be

preserved in order to maintain our integrity as a district.

This core area is of primary importance, and major changes :

such as proposed new construction, must be considered

thoroughly with every new application. We thank you for

your vigilance and thoroughness.

MR. SPURLOCK: Thank you.

MS. WILKES: Hi. I'm Helen Wilkes. I am

president of the Kensington Lion Trust, I am a registered

architect and I am an adjacent property owner. So I'm here

wearing several hats.

As president of the Kensington Lion Trust, I

continue to believe that the best and most appropriate use

for this lot in question is as a side yard lot for the

existing house at 3922 -- 3920 Baltimore Street, as it has

been since the house was built.

As an architect and as the -- well, as an

architect, I want to commend Mr. Myers for his very

sensitive and well-designed cottage sort of house, which I

kink is architecturally very appropriate for this lot, and

I think it's as suitable as anything might be for this

articular lot between two houses. However, you knew there

would be an however, there is the issue of precedent, and I

ant to really talk about that issue and the critical

uestion of what constitutes lot coverage here and what is
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acceptable. I want to remind you all that whatever you

decide here will be the beginning of a new pattern of

development for Kensington. I want you to be aware that

this idea of the cottage and/or carriage house as a

residence, as a precedent for Kensington, as a --, and the

fact that this house will be built will create pressures for

the same kind of development in Kensington. This will be

the first time that there will be an approval, if you --

should you approve this proposal, since the visions of

Kensington guidelines have come into effect. And because of

the resolutions, which are something we waited all for for a

very long time, can be our salvation for Kensington in the

(sense that they give us something critical to work with, I

mean something quantifiable with work with. That's why this

~10 percent lot coverage issue is so important. Envision, if

will, down the road, someone comes with a heavily-wooded

allot between two houses, a similar circumstance but lots of

rees, this will be used as a precedent. There's no

uestion in my mind that that will happen. Put that

recedent together with the fact that smart growth

initiatives are enjoying -- engaging in popularity, and

here are the increasing pressures for infill development to

come with that, plus the fact that the economy is so high.

it would not surprise me if developers would start

tually calling, as they do from time to time anyway,
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property owners in the Kensington Historic District to say,

hey, we've got a proposal for you, this is something that we

can do. And that will be attractive to certain land owners

in Kensington. So I think that this is a very, very serious

issue, and the issue of shaving off, you know, 80 square

feet is more important to the Historic District than it is

to the particular property owner in question. I'm not

concerned about whether this venture turns out to profitable

for the developer in question. I agree with Julie O'Maley

that there are plenty of one-story houses that are viable as

residences in Kensington, I'm not opposed to the cottage or

carriage house prototype, but it really and truly should be

that, because this is going to come back to you again. And

that's all I have to say.

MR. SPURLOCK: Any questions? Thank you. I think

have three more, actually two more speakers. John

wson, Larry Ott, and Jim Engle is the first.

MR. LAWSON: My name is John Lawson. I live at

924 Baltimore Street, which is the house to the left of the

licant. And I want to encourage the Commission to

pprove the application when it comes to comply with the HPC

taff report. I think it's important that the HPC staff

port govern the application, especially for future

ference. We have been attending these meetings for five

ars about this particular case, and part of the -- part of
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the reason for the repeated meetings is the vagaries and

uncertainty about the rules for historic development, or new

development, in historic districts. So long as the vision

of Kensington is endorsed by the HPC, as the staff has done,

as the governing vision, then anybody will know the way that

things should be done. And it will help even for real

estate sales because there won't be the uncertainty about

what goes and what doesn't go. So I endorse the

application, the one that has complied with the HPC report,

which is part of the visions of -- based on the visions of

Kensington.

I want to compliment everyone, including the

applicant and Mrs. Ahearn, on finding a creative solution to

a development project that dates back five years. This

scheme preserves the streetscape, it saves the red bud tree

that has been on my mind for five years. I wanted to

mention the fact that there's a mulberry tree that will have

o come out of the southwest corner, and lest there be any

questions about that, the mulberry tree has been capsizing.

It's a big, full-size tree, but it's coming over, and it's

of going to last two or three years because there's nothing

eft to hold the thing up. That will have to be removed,

and I think that that's reasonable, speaking as the ex-tree

ommittee of the LAC.

And, finally, I want to compliment Mrs. Jeannie
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Ahearn for her efforts on behalf of historic preservation to

restore the resource of 392. I've watched her restore that

house with her own hands for the last nine years, and nobody

could have worked harder on that than Mrs. Ahearn. And I

hope that we can approve this application, let her move on

with the development on the final restoration of her house

at 3920 Baltimore Street.

MR. SPURLOCK: Thank you.

MR. ENGLE: I'm Jim Engle. My wife and son and I

moved to Kensington October of 1998. We came to Kensington

under similar circumstances I guess you might say. We -- a

developer purchased a historic home with a side lot in the

Historic District and assigned his interest in the home to

s. He attempted to develop the side lot with a house

design that was substantially in excess of the guidelines

and visions of Kensington. And the Historic Area Work

Permit was eventually turned down by the HPC in January of

1999. In March of 1999, my wife.and I purchased the side

lot from the former owner.

What I want to talk about today, what I want to

sort of bring forward is that we'll face considerable cost

o renovate this house, and we have resources to renovate

it, we have the will to do so, it may not happen overnight.

ut I just want to say that while it would be, given this

et of circumstances, extremely lucrative to turn around and
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do the kind of development that's talked about in this

proposal, we wouldn't dream of doing it, we value the open

space too much at this point. And just from my personal

perspective, I don't know how anybody would want to wake up

and see a house next door to them. Even though this is a

nice. plan and George Myers should be commended for coming up

with what is, for all intents and purposes, a very

attractive design, efficient use of allowable space. I

guess my concern, though, is that in the long run, now that

there's sort of a model that's going to be set forth, and if

at some point in the future this does turn out to be a very

profitable venture for the developer, it will set a

p

recedent. We have to very mindful of the precedent that's

eing set here, because at some point, a substantially

larger amount of the open space in Kensington could be

infilled with just this type of house. I guess it is

referable that this type of house would go in than say.a

,000 square foot house with 1,500 square foot footprint.

But nevertheless, it does sort of take away from what makes

Kensington unique, as opposed to, say, Falls Church or

Herndon or Vienna, where there has been such considerable

'nfill development over the years that all the character is

o longer there to see.

So it is our preference, my preference, my

family's preference, we would like to see the space remain
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MR. SPURLOCK: thank you.

MR. OTT: Yes, my name is Larry Ott and I live at

3911 Prospect Street, which is diagonally behind the

property that's going to be developed, and I've lived there

for 22 years at a Victorian house, which we restored

substantially over the last 22 years. My personal feeling,

I feel very strongly about this, is that the property should

not be developed.- I think it sets a precedent for the

future, that starting with this and what's happened before

that, the area is going to be totally infilled over the next

two years. I think in five or six years we're going to come

back and see pretty much every lot in that area filled up.

I think it's a unique historic district, it has no equal in

the Washington, D.C. area, and I think this is probably the

beginning of the end of it. I wouldn't be surprised to see

tin the near distant future that the property on the other
ide of Kensington, where you have a home for the aged, in a

eautiful, also a very beautiful and unique and historic

kdistrict around a very unique train station and downtown

rea that probably doesn't exist anywhere that I know of in

his part of the country, and certainly not near a major

metropolis like Washington, D.C., will eventually be

nfilled. So that being said, I think we are setting a

recedent for future infill that will continue and basically
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ultimately destroy the historic character of Kensington.

Thank you very much.

MR. SPURLOCK: Thank you. We have one final

speaker, John O'Meil. O'Meil.

MR. O'MEIL: Good evening. My name is John O'Meil

and we are the adjacent property owner, immediately behind

the property in question. We have opposed the large houses

that have been proposed over the years before this

Commission in-the past, because when we bought our property,

and that was before Mrs. Ahearn bought hers, we understood

that there was a historic preservation district and that

art of the preservation was for the Victorian garden

setting, and if you take away the land, you have no

Victorian garden setting. We also understand that there is

a set of guidelines that established the possibility of

development on lots, but in a manner that will achieve as

uch as possible the balance between a property owner's

fight to develop his land and the Victorian garden setting.

d that guideline establishes a coverage of a lot of no

ore than 10 percent. I find somewhat inconsistent with

that the 321 square foot garage, along with a house that's

10 percent, which gives you considerably more than that.

As the property owner that is behind the existing

property, we, of course, would have considerably less garden

setting because allowing the house to be set back on the lot
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for purposes of the streetscape certainly will adversely

affect the view that we'll have from the rear of our

property.

That being said, we would suggest that if this

Commission strictly enforces these guidelines, establishes

no more than a 10 percent coverage, and then chooses a

design such as the one here that attempts as best as

possible to fit into the overall Victorian setting, that we

certainly wouldn't oppose it.

I would also, as did Dr. Lawson, commend Mrs.

Ahearn for the wonderful job she has done restoring which

was a dilapidated house when she bought it, which, as you

saw from the two pictures, certainly looks a lot better, and

attempting to address the issues that we have in the past

brought before this Commission. And I've told her

personally and I tell her again I think she's done a

terrific job. But I believe that this Commission must adopt

the conditions established by the staff, and, indeed, should

ensure that it is no more than a 10 percent coverage,

otherwise, it seems to me that the slippery slope that has

been described by Mrs. Wilkes and others will indeed be

embarked upon. Thank you.

MR. SPURLOCK: Thank you.

MR. MYERS: I would just like to make one point

ith regard to the precedent. I live in Kensington and work
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there as well, and I think that when you talk about this as

a precedent, you also have to think of the existing

precedent for accessory structures. There are already many

accessory structures, some of which are as big as 600 square

feet in footprint, that exist currently in Kensington now.

3o I think that -- and I don't think that if we were coming

ap here now to say that I wanted to build a little garage

with a room on top of it on this property, without

subdividing it, without selling it, meaning it's truly an

accessory structure, I would probably design something that

looks an awful lot like what you see before you. So there

is precedent and we could, you know, to put an accessory

structure which has the same effect, I would venture to say,

Df these small little buildings between bigger houses. So I

think to say that a precedent -- that this is such a bad

precedent, and that if -- that if you approve this, that all

of a sudden you're going to see all these little accessory-

looking buildings between bigger houses all over Kensington,

that may be true, but it's also true now. I mean, the

precedent is set for accessory structures. There have been

some ones approved recently that are of pretty good size. I

mean, I know for sure of two that are 600 square feet in

footprint, that's 20 by 30. That's, you know, that's a

garage with a little storage on the edge of it, okay. So I

don't think that this is going to be some watershed of all
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of a sudden if you -- if you stop and you deny this, all of

sudden you're going to stop small buildings from ever

getting approved on side lots and you'll see smaller

buildings between the bigger ones. The possibility exists

currently.

MR. SPURLOCK: Does the -- go ahead.

MR. BRESLIN: I have a question for the staff. Is

the size of this lot typical for other lots that would be --

MS. ZIEK: Kensington is -- it's typical for a

portion of the lots. I think that the clearest thing to

refer to would be Circle 33, no, I'm sorry, Circle 32, which

shows you have a land that's subdivided in 50-foot lots,

until it came to the corners, and those corners are much

larger. And that's one of the reasons that the development

pattern is stipulated on 33. We see that a lot of those

corner lots indeed have been sold individually and developed

individually, but houses in the straight sections with 50-

foot lots were purchased as multiple lots to accommodate

that size.

MR. BRESLIN: So if it just came up again as a

>recedent, a 50-foot lot is typical, because we might see

:he same size lot again?

MS. ZIEK: Oh no, there will be. The typical --,

:he smallest -- lot in Kensington, I think it's pretty safe

:o say, is 50 foot --. There are many larger lots, as per
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the circles in this, you know, the curving areas in

particular.

MR. SPURLOCK: Does anyone want to address any of

the qualitative aspects of the house as presented by their

scheme?

MR. BRESLIN: Well, I think in general, infill has

a very bad reputation, and I think it deserves the bad

reputation, but I think that's mostly because of the houses

that we see proposed for infill. And I think the houses

proposed here I think are -- they go out of their way to be

compatible and they go out of their way to meet the

standards, particularly the one that meets the 10 percent.

So I think, as far as the right way and the wrong way to do

infill, I think this is the right way to do it.

MS. WATKINS: I had a question about the existing

house, 3920. What is the height of that --?

MR. MYERS: I think, I couldn't tell you for sure,

but I believe it's around 29 feet. It's a full two stories

with, you know, probably up to the roof line it's about 18

0 20 feet, and it has a fairly steep pitch. So whether I

uess you're going to have one house be taller or as tall?

MS. WATKINS: Yes.

MR. MYERS: My -- I think ours, if you measure off

here the grade where ours will be, it's around, I think

it's on here, the final -- it's 28 feet off the grade. The
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question -- we have to shoot the grade exactly and see the

difference in the first floor. My inclination is that it

will be lower simply because our roof line starts off the

first floor as opposed to their starting off the second

floor. I can't say that for sure without having, you know,

get out there with a transit and find out exactly.

MS. WATKINS: Will you have a streetscape or?

MR. MYERS: No, to tell you the truth, you know,

the issue was brought up, but I feel like if -you're going to

do that, it needs to be exact. It takes a lot of time and

to be done exactly right. I guess what I'm saying is all

those grades would have to be shot. Because I'd hate to put

p -in front of you something that's going to either be --

look better than it is or worse than it is. But, no, the

drawing was not done just because of the expense and the

time involved.

MR. BRESLIN: As far as height is concerned, you

have a nine-foot ceiling on the first floor?

MR. MYERS:' That's correct.

MR. BRESLIN: Would you consider dropping it to

fight foot to reduce the height?

MR. MYERS: I, yeah, would consider it. I guess

he, you know, Ellis & Corporation will be absolutely

against it, but I think that we're, I mean, we're looking to

et something approved. I think I would probably sooner
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push it further in the ground.

MR. BRESLIN: Reduce to four foot?

MR. MYERS: Yeah, I would rather drop it further

into the ground than drop the nine-foot ceiling on there, if

that, you know, so.

Excuse me, but Ms. Ahearn did mention to me that

with regards to their appeal, part of the reason I came

today was wanting to be done with it and build something.

So she told me that if something is approved, the appeal

would actually be dropped with regard to the other larger

structure. She just told me that while you were -- that was

brought up, so I wanted it to be noted.

MR. SPURLOCK: That was a question I was going to

you.

MR. MYERS: Yeah, there's no need for it if we

have a house that we feel like we would like to build, so.

MS. EIG: But you could not make that a condition.

MR. SPURLOCK: No, we understand that. But we can

eceive assurances from the applicant that they will do

that, but we cannot make that decision.

MS. EIG: Well, we can certainly mention it, so.

MS. VELASQUEZ: I still, and I know you've been

oing through this for five years, -- putting anything on

he lot. I think --

MR. MYERS: I've only been doing it for about four
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(weeks.

MS. VELASQUEZ: --.

MR. MYERS: I know.

MS. VELASQUEZ: And in -- is maintained regarding

--. It's -- and I did hear where a lot of people here were

saying about what kind of -- precedent are we citing

tonight. So I'm really wrestling with this, I'm having a

hard time. I think if we have to have a house, this

proposal is very nice. It meets a lot of what we talked

about before --. But at the same time, I -- anything here,

so I'm just going to listen to everybody else for a little

bile longer.

MR. MYERS: I think, you know, again, I think it's

false precedent. Because I could -- let's just say this

as denied, and I came back from -- she goes, well, if I

can't do that then I'd like to build a guest house/art

studio out there, and it would be 24 feet wide and I'd

probably put a little rim on top. And if you looked at the

bile three lots, it would be close to 10 percent lot

overage, because all of a sudden it would be one property.

So I'm just saying in terms of accessory structure infill,

he precedent has been set all over Kensington, and this

looks -- I don't think it's a bad precedent to say that if

ou're going to do an infill house in Kensington, it ought

o look like a secondary accessory structure, it ought to be
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small, it ought to be set back. I think it's a good

precedent, you know. So I mean I think that if you're --

that's the precedent you're setting. It has to be well

designed, you know, so that's the precedent. Because I

think you're not going to be able to stop over years little

buildings from cropping up between the bigger ones in

Kensington. You can't deny people the right to build

accessory structures, and that will happen.

MS. VELASQUEZ: I agree. I agree.

MR. MYERS: Right, so.

MS. VELASQUEZ: And so that -- subdividing --.

MR. MYERS: Exactly, so.

MR. BRESLIN: Well, I think another way to look at

it is that if the house was kept at 10 percent, 10 percent

is a good precedent. I think 10 percent is the spirit of

he development standards.

MS. WATKINS: The problem that I think we enter

into is that if we keep the house at 10 percent and there's

already an existing structure on the site, it brings it

above. So somebody who comes with -- and it's really close

0 10 percent already, let's build another 10 percent, then

we've got 20 percent. The problem that I have is with the

existing garage and how the two buildings work together, and

ould the existing garage to the other lot, other empty lot,

or the current house exclude that lot from further
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development if we -- 10 percent. I don't know if staff

could comment on this.

MS. ZIEK: It seems that the only thing that would

-- development is the fact right now that one of the -- this

side of the porch --. If somebody -- or to grant the

demolition of that part of the house, then the lot could be

built up because the garage -- Lot 25. So --.

MR. SPURLOCK: Could the applicant sort of -- you

had mentioned moving the garage and building another garage.

Could you address how you -- what your thoughts are about

that or how strongly you feel about that?

MR. MYERS: Well, again, I .think that I'm between

the applicant who wants -- who is at one hand trying to

build the most marketable house he can, so I don't not

necessarily feel strongly about it. The applicant feels

like some sort of storage or whether it's a shed or small

single-story garage is something that he would like to have

n there, on the property. We have looked at a number of

alternatives. The simplest one was to, you know, pick the

existing garage up. When I first started designing the

house, I didn't know about the -- I thought we were just

oving the garage, and so I was working with 10 percent on

he house. And if you put the garage in there, you just

can't do it with the house, I think. I mean, well, you'd

ave to knock off a room or two off the house for sure,
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that's the bottom line. But I liked Robin's alternative,

obviously, I thought that was very fair of her to say that

in this case, okay, your house is 10 percent, and because of

the extraordinary interest of the existing garage, to allow

that garage to remain on this lot because it's an indicator

of the entire -- the entire property being one at one time.

And, plus, that satisfied our problem of needing some sort

of storage on the lot, so we were happy with that. I know

that the -- that the applicant, Keri Hoobler, wanted the new

garage, that's all, because I think he thinks that the other

one is, you know, going to be difficult to rebuild back

there. But I think at the end of the day, we would be very

satisfied with what Robin suggested, which was to keep the

single, the old garage on our property. We looked at other

alternatives, we looked can we keep them all on Mrs.

earn's property and possibly just allowing her to -- to

have the use of the lot -- of the garage, even though it's

of specifically on this property, it's on the adjacent one.

It's sort of a little technicality. Maybe some sort of

asement would be involved, I don't know. But, aqain, the

y issues we feel like some -- it would be nice, if he's

t it for this house, to have some sort of storage area on

Lit.

MS. WRIGHT: And just to reiterate, I think Mr.

rs made it clear, reiterate Robin's point, if there was
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no garage on this property today, staff, I do not believe,

would be supporting the house plus a one-car garage, because

that would be way over the 10 percent limit. The only

reason for going over the 10 percent limit is because it's

somewhat important to keep the historic garage in proximity

to where it was originally constructed.

MR. SPURLOCK: Let me ask one other question for

the Commission, just to get some reaction. One thought I

had in looking at this is that the -- it is -- it does seem

somewhat as an accessory building, and I think the applicant

has made -- gone to great lengths to describe it in that

context, although it does have a front door and a porch

facing the street. Would there be -- would it be beneficial

to have the applicant look at perhaps rotating the porch so

that there was a side entrance to the porch and not have it

quite so frontal, so that it looked a little bit more like -

perhaps reinforce the concept that it was an accessory

uilding as opposed to a house pushed back further on the

Ilot?

MS. VELASQUEZ: You know, there's a house just

they finished on -- Washington Road, which isn't really in

he historic area, and they, to address their lot, I don't

think it was for historic-looking purposes, but to address

the lot they have, they have turned the house so that the

(side is on the main road, and the driveway is over the front
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door here, and it looks so strange. It looks like if you're

going to do that, it shouldn't be there at all. So I really

am opposed to turning it like that. I mean, if you have a

front door, the front door should address the street.

MR. SPURLOCK: But --

MR. MYERS: I'm not opposed to the stair, you

know, being on the side or turned as, you know. I think the

-- just from -- the house, believe me, is so tight, to try

to every time you push and pull this it's a square footage

issue. So I'm not opposed to moving the stair on the porch,

you know, and having the railing -- and having the stair

come up the side and sort of, you know, that would be okay.

I think moving the door just presents move problems design-

wise inside.

MR. SPURLOCK: Did you want to come back up and

say something?

MS. WILKES: --.

MR. SPURLOCK: Could you come up to the mic,

please?

MS. WILKES: I just wanted to, since I raised the

issue of this new prototype as a precedent, I am continuing

to believe that this is in fact a precedent in the fact that

it is an accessory structure in appearance but it is under

different ownership than the house to which it appears to be

~an accessory. And that raises a whole new set of
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possibilities about how the materials get interpreted down

the road, colors, you know, in all likelihood, the owner

will exert individuality, so that it won't necessarily read

as an accessory structure. So, really, it is a new

prototype in the sense that it is in fact a residence, and

it will appear as a residence, and I agree that it should

appear as a residence, it should address the street, it

should not pretend to be something that it isn't. It should

not pretend to be a garage. But, as such, that's why I

think that all this discussion has to approve here, because

what you're coming up here -- with her will be a prototype

for subsequent development, and that's why the size matters

as far as I'm concerned, just my professional opinion.

That, yes, there are accessory structures throughout

Kensington but they are true accessory structures. This is

not a true accessory structure, it is a new, separately

owned house that appears secondary to primary resources to

hick it is adjacent, and it will potentially read as a

completely different kind of house, depending on what the

s decide to do with it, than an accessory -- rather

than an accessory structure.

MR. MYERS: Just a quick response on that.

There's a house on this circle, probably a year or so ago an

accessory structure was built, it is unbelievably

contemporary, that looks nothing at all like the existing
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house. So the precedent has set for accessory structures to

look like whatever the heck they want, and have nothing to

do with the existing house. So I think that -- that's not a

good argument at this point because I could build whatever I

want out there. You know, the precedent is already there.

MS. WILKES: May I ask are you referring to the

studio on Montgomery Avenue?

MR. MYERS: Uh-huh.

MS. WILKES: Well, that is -- that is in fact a

studio, and it belongs to the existing owner.

MR. MYERS: I know -- I know that it belongs

there, I'm just telling you if I'm driving by there and

you're saying that this house looks -- I know it reads a-s

accessory structure, it reads as its own thing, meaning it

doesn't really match, it's not painted the same colors, it

doesn't look like the same owner because of some aesthetic

issues. I'm just telling you that the idea -- I happen to

agree, I built a garage and I made it match my house, okay.

That's the -- I like that. But it's already been

established that in Kensington you can build an accessory

structure and use totally contemporary detailing, you can do

whatever you want. So, I mean, it's just an --

MS. ZIEK: I'm sorry, I just need to go on the

record. It is taken on a case-by-case basis. The

Commission looks at every new construction as an example and
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Commission goes out there and decides if that one you're

talking about is a good precedent, they will, I'm sure,

endorse it. If they decide that it is not the direction.

In other words, it's on a case-by-case basis.

MR. MYERS: No, I understand, Robin. It's not

that I'm saying that I dislike the structure, I'm just

telling you that it doesn't look anything like the existing

house. And not that -that's anything wrong with it, but if

we're talking about precedents, you just said, well, what is

a precedent. If you can just ignore whatever you just

approved, what's the bother with .saying it's a precedent?

If it's not a precedent then why is this a precedent?

MS. WRIGHT: Well, I think that that -- I think

that's the point is that -- the -- you tried to make, which

is precedents certainly come into play, but, really, our

commission has said time and time again that we review each

case on a case-by-case basis, using our executive

regulations and the criteria in the law, and, you know, --

t one point the two-car was approved doesn't mean that

very house is going to be allowed to have two-care garages

from here on out. But I think this is like a side issue to

some degree in terms of precedent. I think it's sort all

hat's before you tonight.

MS. VELASQUEZ: I also think that the point is
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very valid, that this is going to be a house. We're trying

to make it feel like an out building but it in fact is not,

it's going to be somebody else's house, somebody else's

azaleas. The other out buildings you're talking about are

on, in fact, are on the house's property, and they are

outbuildings to that house. This is, in reality, .not on

that primary resource's property, and it is -- different

lot, and I think that's what we're sort of we're trying to

wrestle with how to make -this fit in the neighborhood, if in

fact it will.

MR. HARBIT: I would just like to concur for the

record that I don't feel this is setting precedent and we do

review cases on an individual basis. And one of the reasons

I'm going to vote for this is for the preservation of the

garage as exceeding the 10 percent -- because of the --

historic character of that particular structure. And that

shouldn't be considered a precedent for -- the 10 percent

overage --. You've got secondary and third buildings on

properties --. This issue you brought up about reducing the

overall height of the structure possibly by reducing the

ceiling height or reducing or pushing the building further

own into the ground, I haven't heard any of the other

ommissioners talk about that, whether or not that's a

concern.

MS. DEREGGI: I, too, -- for the approval of this
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structure is consented with the second option meeting the 10

(percent restriction. I would definitely prefer to see it

further in the ground than to lower the height of the

ceiling to eight feet. And certainly make it a condition of

any kind of approval that the Sear's garage be preserved and

restored, and that that be in -- that it not be allowed to

be replaced at any time by another structure.

MR. HARBIT: Could I ask a procedural question at

this point? The -- talk about a series of conditions came -

- in principle but not necessarily in detail. So if we

approve the staff -- approve the staff recommendations, is

the applicant going to come back to us with more detail of

the house or -- at this point?

MS. ZIEK: That is my understanding, it would be

our choice. If there were some details that at this point

you felt strongly about, it would be helpful to hear

actually what they were. It is not a-typical for somebody

o come -- of this level of development, honestly. And, of

ourse, staff typically, I mean, always, reviews the

permits. So if there are specific issues, I think it would

e very important --

MR. HARBIT: Do you have a consensus in terms of

hat we're looking for?

MS. WRIGHT: But if you vote with these

conditions, you would be issuing the Historic Area Work
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Permit, and it would then be up to the staff, in reviewing

the building permits and drawings, to make sure all of those

conditions are met. And if you wish to add another

condition about the height of the building being no more

than 27 feet instead of 28 feet, then that would have to be

an additional condition that you would add.

MR. HARBIT: What is the current height proposed?

MR. MYERS: It's 28 from the grade of where the

building is built. I guess the- issue -- it's going to be

difficult and maybe -- it may be we don't have a height

problem, maybe we do. I think that probably that's

something that needs to be determined. It's hard to just

say, shall we squash into the ground, but it may turn out

with three feet lower than the other house, well, we maybe

didn't need to do that. Or maybe it's better to say that

the house needs to be lower by whatever you feel that's

ecessary to the existing house, and we'll make whatever

adjustments, either pushing it down or lowering the

ceilings, to do that.

MR. HARBIT: Do you know what the height of the

urrent house is?

MR. MYERS: It's about 29 feet, but the difficulty

is the difference in grade.

MS. ZIEK: We have the measurements on that. I've

measured from the first floor, so that doesn't include the



ksc

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

45

foundation at 26 something, and Mr. Hoobler was there and he

measured it as at 28. There's been, you know, some

distinction, obviously, -- for the -- measure, but I think

it's important -- I think that it's true that there is some

-- you know, it's hard to sort of imagine it, but the grade

on the west lot is higher than the grade of the existing

lot. So that even if the house were 28 feet but set at a

higher elevation, it will be higher. I don't think your eye

will necessarily see that because the house will also be

back further. But if you -- you know, I honestly think that

it's a good idea to stipulate from grade, but realizing that

the grade point is higher than the grade plan.

MS. WRIGHT: So are you suggesting, Mr. Myers,

that what you could do as a condition is say, for example,

that the new house will be one foot lower than the existing

house or something like that?

MR. MYERS: Certainly. I mean, it sounds to me

like if you measured whatever from the first floor, I know

that we have another three or four feet to grade, I think

he answer is probably closer to 33, 34 feet. Did you just

ay you measured from the first floor?

MS. ZIEK: No.

MR. MYERS: Or whatever. Whatever. I would

tipulate that it would be lower by a foot than the existing

ouse, you know.
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happen.

MR. MYERS: Yeah, whether we have to push it

further in the ground, we will, yes, yes.

MR. HARBIT: Mr. Chairman, I'd like to move the

approval of --

MR. SPURLOCK: I'd just like to point out further,

just to keep it in context before you make your motion --,

that, you know, the staff has pointed out that there were

three standards in Kensington, and we've been focusing on

the 10 percent standard, but the other two are not. I think

e need to probably -- the record that addresses these other

two issues. Obviously, the first condition is not possible

in this case. The third condition, the side yards, are not

ossible.

MR. HARBIT: And that for precedent, we are not

abandoning those --.

MR. SPURLOCK: I mean, that's something that

should just be acknowledged, that we're doing that.

MR. HARBIT: Okay. I approve -- I move that we

hould approve Case No. 31/6-OOC, with the staff conditions,

and with a new condition, number 12, that the height of the

ew structure be at least one foot below the height of the

rimary resource.

MR. BRESLIN: I second.
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MR. SPURLOCK: Closing public record. All those

in favor, raise your hand? Right hand, please. All those

opposed?

MS. WATKINS: Abstain.

MR. SPURLOCK: Abstaining? Two abstentions.

IThree.

47

MS. WRIGHT: Okay, so the vote then was

missioners Breslin, DeReggi and Harbit in favor of the

ion, Commissioners Velasquez and Watkins opposed,-and

missioners Lesser and Spurlock abstaining. So the motion

aces pass.

MR. MYERS: Thank you.

MR. SPURLOCK: The next case on the agenda is Case

F. Do we have a staff report, please?

MS. NARU: Case No. 37/3-001, 7051 Eastern Avenue,

is a on-story -- located in the Takoma Park Historic

District. The house is covered with a side gable roof

rnamented with an offset brick, central chimney. The walls

re clattered covered with asbestos siding on the front and

sides vinyl siding on the rear aberration. The roof is

beet with asphalt shingles, and a one-story enclosed front

porch is clad in -- and lapsiding, and it projects out from

he principle elevation.

Prior to the district's designation, the house

,underwent significant alterations. The original clapboard



MONTGOMERY COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PARK & PLANNING

THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL
PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION

8787 Georgia Avenue

Silver Spring, Maryland 20910-3760

Date: April 19, 2000

MEMORANDUM

TO: Robert Hubbard, Director

Department of Permitting Services

FROM: Gwen Gwen Wright, Coordinator

('Y ~ Historic Preservation

SUBJECT: Historic Area Work Permit #31/6-00C (Permit 4212943)

The Montgomery County Historic Preservation Commission has reviewed the attached

application for a Historic Area Work Permit. This application was:

Approved Denied X Approved with Conditions:

1) The historic garage will be moved to the back of Lot 25 and restored, using the
original doors and materials (clapboard siding). Special care will be given to
retention of the structural members which have been stamped by Sears and
Roebuck.

2) The existing driveway on Lot 25 will be modified as per the tree survey (attached)
with a small area of macadam removed. The driveway will not be extended any
further back on the lot.

3) Scheme 2 will be used for the new house on Lot 25, with a footprint which is no
greater than 862 sf.

4) At no time in the future will any additions to the house on Lot 25 which increase
the footprint above 862 sf be approved for this site. This will be stipulated by
deed by the current property owner prior to transfer of the lot.

5) A new grading plan for this site will be provided to HPC staff.

6) A landscape proposal for Lot 25 will be provided for HPC approval which
includes replacement trees for those being removed as well as sidewalk details.



L~

7) A clear tree survey for Lot 25 will be provided to HPC prior to submitting for a
building permit for use in reviewing the landscape proposal.

8) The doors and windows will be wood, True-divided-light (TDL) or Simulated
TDL.

9) The porch railing will utilize in-set pickets.

10) The shutters will be operable and sized to fit the window opening.

11) Any proposal for a new driveway on Lot 27 will need to come back to the HPC as
a separate HAWP, with a full tree survey and information on the impact of the
driveway construction on existing trees.

12) The new house will be one foot lower in absolute elevation than the absolute
elevation of the height (roof ridge line) of the house at 3920 Baltimore Street, to
be certified by an independent surveyor.

and subject to the general conditions that 1) HPC Staff will review and stamp the constriction
drawings prior to the applicant's applying for a building permit with DPS; and 2)after issuance of
the Montgomery County Department of Permitting Services (DPS) permit, the applicant arrange
for a field inspection by calling the DPS Field Services Office at (30 1) 217-6240 prior to
commencement of work and not more than two weeks following completion of work.

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

Applicant: Ellison Corporation (Cary Hoobler, Agent)

RE: 3922 Baltimore Street, Kensington MD 20895
(Kensington Historic District)
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17 76 • HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
MgkYLN 3011563-3400

APPLICATION FOR
HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT

Contact Person:

Daytime Phone No.:

Tax Account No.: I I 
 6, ̀Z w 'f j

Name of Property Owner: ot 111 )OP C 0 r p • (( 
or TA CT~ Daytime Phone No.:

Address: I D D d ~e S 0 C Al-f La 14-d 0 1 ° I
Street Number 

 

City 'Stoat Zip Code

Contractorr: SG tP G G i r^ e- Phone No.:

Contractor Registraticin No.:

Agent for Owner: C'! E y ~ C- Vbt  F 12 S Daytime Phone No.:

LOCATION OF BUILDING/PREMISE

House Number: 3 g Z Z Street:

Town/City: L{ c, ,t f Nearest Cross Street: L c— -

Lot: 2 5 Block: Subdivision: IC{ ✓ r < F t' Ear'-

Liber: Folio: Parcel:

PART ONE: TYPE OF PERMIT ACTION AND USE

1A. CHECK A 'APPLICABLE: CHECK ALL APPLICABLE:

L~ CC. sfruct ❑ Extend ❑ After/Renovate ❑ A/C ❑ Slab ❑ Room Addition ❑ Porch ❑ Deck ❑ Shed

- Move 11 Install 1-~ Wreck/Raze f 1 Solar 17 Fireplace I.1 Woodbuming Stove atingle Family
i

❑ Revision [.✓Repair ❑ Revocable L] Fence/Wall )complete Section 4) Cl'Other:
i

1B. Construction cost estimate: $ U

IC. If this is a revision of a previously approved active permit, see Permit # x%

PART TWO: COMPLETE FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION AND EXTEND/ADDITIONS

2A. Type of sewage disposal: 01 C`f WSSC 02 1 1 Septic 03 1 1 Other:

2B. Type of water supply: 01 (;~ WSSC 02 ❑ Well 03 1 1 Other:

PART THREE: COMPLETE ONLY FOR FENCE/RETAINING WALL

3A. Height feet inches

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

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

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

CO-

Sighttrure of owner oli authorized ag nt oate

Approved: ~G for [ rson, His c Preservation Commission

Disapproved: 
/ 

SigCn~ture: 
/ 

r! Date: p v

Aoolication/Permit No.: ~/OC~9 / 2 f Date Filed: !-; ~ ̀/~1 Date Issued:

Edit 2/4/98 SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS

---~ ~ l t, - c) C)



1. WRITTEN DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

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

39ZZ, is G scmv t( L..1c(r~, 1~t Sc,)cl

All . lc o; 'e- y.j (fo3 .

Q'I

fr✓

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

2. SITE PLAN

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

a. the scale, north arrow, and date;

b. dimensions of all existing and proposed structures; and

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

3. PLANS AND ELEVATIONS

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

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

b. Elevations (facades), with marked dimensions, clearly indicating proposed work in relation to existing construction and, when appropriate, context.
All materials and fixtures proposed for the exterior must be noted on the elevations drawings. An existing and a proposed elevation drawing of each
facade affected by the proposed work is required.

4. MATERIALS SPECIFICATIONS

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

design drawings.

5. PHOTOGRAPHS

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

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

6. TREE SURVEY

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

7. ADDRESSES OF ADJACENT AND CONFRONTING PROPERTY OWNERS

For ALL projects, provide an accurate list of adjacent and confronting property owners (not tenants), including names, addresses, and zip codes. This list
should include the owners of all lots or parcels which adjoin the parcel in question; as well as the owner(s) of lot(s) or parcel(s) which lie directly across
the street/highway from the parcel in question. You can obtain this infonhiation from the Department of Assessments and Taxation, 51 Monroe Street,
Rockville, (301/279.13551.

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

PLEASE STAY WITHIN THE GUIDES OF THE TEMPLATE, AS THIS WILL BE PHOTOCOPIED DIRECTLY ONTO MAILING LABELS.
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PARK AND PLANNING

THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL
PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION

8787 Georgia Avenue

Silver Spring, Maryland 20910-3760

MEMORANDUM

DATE: +-/ / (?-j 
Zp o 0

TO: Local Advisory Panel/Town Government

FROM: Historic Preservation Section, M-NCPPC

PORobin D. Ziek, Historic Preservation Planner
Perry Kephart, Historic Preservation Planner
Michele Naru, Historic Preservation Planner

.41- 31AG - 0,0 ::.

k14Ai -iN G ra 11)

SUBJECT: Historic Area Work Permit Application - HPC Decision

The Historic Preservation Commission reviewed this project on aani' ! Z, ZGO ,~
A copy of the HPC decision is enclosed for your information.

Thank you for providing your comments to the HPC. Community involvement is a key
component of historic preservation in Montgomery County. If you have any questions, please do
not hesitate to call this office at (301) 563-3400.
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From: ~t e

Fax#:'Z--

Subject:

COMMENTS:

Date: ` ' C` 2-6z;-6

Pages: 10
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THOMAS F. AND MARY JANE FISHER

3923 BALTIMORE STREET
KENSINGTON, MD 20895

April 12, 1999

Dear Members of the Historic Preservation Committee,

I am again writing on behalf of my neighbor Mrs. Ahearn. I am very much in favor of Plan
I for her buWable lot. I also feel the Auto House should be located on the lot of the original
structure.

I continue to be amazed at the restrictions and length of this endeavor to build. I cannot
help but feel there has been a personal vendetta in this case. I watch as in one meeting a garage is
approved which is twice the size of the original. Five years ago we were told that our garage,
which was dangerously leaning to one side, could not be replaced. If it fell, it also could not be
replaced and therefore we had to repair or go without. Please do not misunderstand. I do not
begrudge the new garage our neighbors are building. I do, though, resent the inconsistency of
guidelines and the inconsistent rulings.

I look forward to a new cottage across the street and meeting new neighbors soon



March It, 1998

To Whom It May Concern:

We are writing to show our support of Jeannie Ahern and her perspective buyer

concerning the sale and building of a home on the lot at 3922 Baltimore Street in the

Kensington historic district.

We, like most people we know, respect green space and enjoy living in a
neighborhood where there are mature trees, gardens, and lawns. However, in our
experience, the mechanism that an individual traditionally used to maintain an abundance
of green space around his house was to buy adjoining lots, thus having absolute control
over any future building. Until we lived in the Kensington historic district, we'd had no
experience with residents misusing the historic preservation bureaucracy to obtain control
over green space without paying for it.

We are taking issue with the HPC's practice of setting the Kensington historic
district, and Baltimore Street in particular, apart from other historic districts and streets.
The statute provides for the review of any proposed change (e.g. new construction) to an
historic district to ensure that it does not detract from the historic district's environment.
The concept of"not detracting from the environment" is obviously vague. In our
opinion, the HPC should disapprove a proposed structure if it would dominate the
streetscape or if its style would be drastically different from and would clash with the
historic structures. A proposed structure that is comparable in style and size to the rest of
the structures should in no way be prohibited, However, this is exactly what the HPC is
doing as regards Baltimore Street. Proposed buildings are given a more rigorous test—
that

est
that they avisally be subservient to the historic structures.

This is the crux of our objection to the HPC's current practice as regards
Baltimore St. This practice of requiring new construction to be subservient to the
existing historical structures, while having the appearance of preserving property rights,
actually has the opposite effect on those owning buildable lots in the neighborhood. This
is because a subservient structure is necessarily smaller and less worthwhile for a builder
to undertake. Thus the property owner may be unable to find a builder who will take on a
project with such severe constraints. The result is a towering (perhaps a drastic lowering)
of the market value of the buildable lot.

There is no specific mention in the statute of what could constitute protecting the
environment of an historic district. In our opinion, requiring new structures to be
subservient to historic ones is a contrived and unwarranted extension of the power to
protect the historic district's environment. We feel that there is a clear and unwarranted
invasion on the rights of the property owners in the historic district to enjoy the benefits
of property ownership.



We live at 3919 Baltimore St., directly across the street from the proposed new
construction. We have reviewed the proposed structure for 3922 Baltimore St., and have
no objection to having it built across the street from our home.

Sincerely,

iff 0"~ - 6U.
Seabom M. and Jill W. Mc rory
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Date March 10, 1998
To Board of Appeals

for Montgomery County
From Katherine Davidson

3911 Baltimore Street
Kensington, MD 20895

I am writing in support of Mrs. Ahearn's and Mr. Hoobler's petition to build on the lot that will
be 3922 Baltimore Street.

I own and live in the property next to the Schmitts whose home at 3913 Baltimore Street was
built in 1987.

In 1987 my husband, now deceased, and I were asked by the owners of 391 if we had any
objection to the family selling their lot and home separately. Naturally, we enjoyed the trees and
birds on the vacant lot but told the Farrells that they should do what was best for them. They did
own the lot and had the right to do with it as they wished. We were aware that Jim and Barbara
Wagner, who then lived on Warner Street, had sold off the back of their property to make it
possible for a home to be built on Freeman Street. It was evident to us that any one who bought
the home and lot at 39 Baltimore Street could and probably would sell off the lot. Our feeling
was that the Farrells should have the benefit of the sale of the lot.

I feel strongly that Mrs. Ahearn has the same right to sell her lot. I feel that a home similar to
the Schmitt's home is appropriate and should be given a permit. The proposed plan appears to
be in keeping with the neighborhood and will add to the value of my home.

Sincerely,

Katherine Davidson
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November 25, 1997

To Whom It May Concern:

My husband Craig and I own the property located at 3914 Baltimore Street in Kensington.
We have lived in our homes for 37 years.

We understand that Jeanie Ahearn, who lives at 3920 Baltimore Street, is trying to sell her side lot
to a builder who wishes to construct a home on that lot. We saw the original plans for the
proposed dwelling and felt they definitely were in keeping with and appropriate for the
neighborhood.

I have also met Mr. Hoobler and am impressed with his concern for the quality of his construction
and the pains he has taken to design an appropriate dwelling.

Most importantly, both my husband I feel that Mrs. Ahearn has every right to sell part of her
property, and kstrictions, as have been described to us, should not be put on the builder. The
property belongs to Mrs. Ahearn and she should be able to do with it as she wishes.

In summary, we endorse Mr. Hoobler's request for permission to build the dwelling on the
property.

Sincerely yours,

Pat Reynolds



THOMAS F. AND MARY JANE FISHER

3923 BALTIMORE STREET

KENSINGTON, MD 20895

MAY 4, 1998

DEAR MEMBERS OF THE BOARD OF APPEAL,

I AM WRITING THIS LETTER ON BEHALF OF MY NEIGHBOR MRS.

AHEARN. I AM APPALLED WITH THE TREATMENT SHE HAS RECEIVED IN HER

ATTEMPTS TO BUILD ON HER BUILDABLE LOT. IN MY PAST EXPERIENCE

WITH THE HPC I WAS UNABLE TO OBTAIN ANY WRITTEN GUIDELINES WHICH
GAVE SPECIFIC INFORMATION AS TO WHAT CAN OR CANNOT BE BUILT. I

CAN APPRECIATE THE CRY OF "/NF/LL" BUT AS YOU HAVE ALREADY NOTED,

MRS. AHEARN HAS EVERY RIGHT TO BUILD ON HER LOT.

HER PROPOSAL HAS BEEN NO MORE THAN HAS BEEN APPROVED AT

LEAST TWO TIMES ON LOWER WASHINGTON STREET AND ONCE HERE IN THE
3900 BLOCK OF BALTIMORE STREET! WHY ARE HER RIGHTS ANY

DIFFERENT THEN THOSE? IF THE RULES HAVE CHANGED WHY WAS THE

COMMUNITY NOT NOTIFIED? I DO FAVOR HISTORIC PRESERVATION BUT NOT
WHEN THE STANDARDS ARE SO SUBJECTIVE. IT IS SAD TO SEE A TOWN AS
LOVELY AS KENSINGTON, PITTING ONE NEIGHBOR AGAINST ANOTHER. WILL
SHE NOT BE ALLOWED TO DO WHAT THREE HAVE DONE BEFORE HER,
BECAUSE HER OPPONENTS ARE ELOQUENT? OR IS IT SIMPLY THAT IT IS

FELT THAT THREE ARE ENOUGH? EITHER, GOES AGAINST EVERY RIGHT
THAT MRS. AHEARN HAS AS A CITIZEN AND HOMEOWNER IN THIS TOWN.

IT IS TOTALLY FRUSTRATING DEALING WITH HISTORIC PRESERVATION.

ONE FAMILY (PRICHARD) ON BALTIMORE STREET RECEIVED AN AWARD
FROM THE NATIONAL HISTORICAL PRESERVATION FOR AN ADDITION TO



THEIR HOME WHICH WAS DONE IN SUCH A WAY AS TO BE UNABLE TO

DISTINGUISH THE OLD FROM THE NEW. WHEN MY HUSBAND AND I APPLIED

TO ADD ONTO OUR HOME, WE WERE TOLD THE ADDITION WAS TO BE DONE

IN SUCH A WAY AS TO BE ABLE TO DISTINGUISH OLD FROM NEW. WHY DO

THE REQUIREMENTS VARY? EACH RESIDENT IS TO BE TREATED EQUALLY!

HOPE THAT YOU WILL CONSIDER THE RIGHTS OF ALL INVOLVED AND

DO THE RIGHT THING.

SINCERELY,

MARY A FISHER



Walter E. and Kathryn D. Schmitt
3913 Baltimore Street

Kensington, Maryland 20895
(301)929-8154

FAX (301) 942-5737

April 11, 2000

Montgomery County Historic Preservation Commission
Silver Spring, Maryland

Dear Sirs:

It is with great pleasure that my wife and I endorse the construction of a new home at Lot 25, Block
11, in the Kensington Historic District. We have reviewed the commission staff report (Case 31/6-
OOC) and would recommend the following:

1. We prefer Scheme 1 as the reduction in size, as shown in Scheme 2, would create a
home in a diminished size considering adjacent structures as well as other homes on
Baltimore Street.

2. We would hope that the HPC would also restrict the construction of any other
buildings on this lot in the future.

We prefer that the "Sears Auto-House" be moved from its present location to a
location at the end of a driveway as shown on page 11, a drawing prepared by GTM
Architects. This would essentially prohibit the construction of any other buildings
on this lot.

4. We prefer that the driveway, as shown on Lot 25 be allowed to continue to a point
even with the front of the home and not extend the length of the lot.

We prefer that as many trees as possible be maintained and that the red bud tree be
moved to another location (it could be donated to a Town of Kensington park) if, in
the opinion of a certified arborist, that it could survive a transplanting.

The proposed home would fit in very nicely in the neighborhood and would not hurt the aesthetic
view envisioned by "The Vision of Kensington: A long-range Preservation Plan. "

We thank the HPC for its diligence in this matter.

Walter E. Schmitt



To: Historic Preservation Commission
From: Undersigned supporters of construction of dwelling on Lot 25 Block 11

Also known as 3922 Baltimore Street, Kensington
Re: Meeting of 4/12/00

Throughout the process initiated by Mrs. Ahearn and Ellison Construction, we have
endorsed their request for permission to build on the above referenced lot and have found
the previous proposals acceptable. After review of the present proposed dwelling we
again endorse the construction. Since our sentiments are basically the same as expressed
for previous hearing, we would like this signature to authorize Mrs. Ahearn and Ellison
Construction to reenter our previous letters which are attached.
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION CON USSION
SPEAKER'S FORM

If you wish to speak on an agenda item, please fill out this form and give it to a
Historic Preservation staff person sitting at the left end of the stable in the front of the
auditorium prior to consideration of that item. The Historic Preservation Commission
welcomes public testimony on most agenda items.

Please print using ink, and provide your full name, complete address, and naive of
person/organization that you officially represent (yourself, an adjacent property owner,
citizens association, government agency, etc.). This provides a complete record and
assists with future notification on this case. This meeting is being recorded. For audio
identification, please state your name and affiliation for the record the first time you
speak on any item. , ,

DATE: / 2.-

AGENDA ITEM ON WHICH YOU WISH TO SPEAK: ~-

NAME: 
__~ o h 0 w..c I /

COMPLETE MAILING ADDRESS:

REPRESENTING (INDIVIDUAUORGANIZATION):

d W h -e -,—

The Montgomery County Historic Preservation Commission observes the following time
guidelines for testimony at regular meetings and hearings:

HAWP applicant's presentation ....................................................... .. 7 minutes
Comment by affected property owners on Master Plan designation............ 3 minutes
Comment by adjacent owners/mterested parties ......................................... 3 minutes
Comment by citizens association/'mterested groups .................................... S minutes
Comment by elected officials/government representatives .......................... 7 minutes
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION STAFF REPORT

Address: 3922 Baltimore Street

Resource: Kensington Historic District

Review: HAWP

Case Number: 31/6-OOC

Applicant: Ellison Corporation (Cary Hoobler, Agent)

PROPOSAL: New Construction

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

H-A

Meeting Date: 04/12/00

Report Date: 04/05/00

Public Notice: 03/29/00

Tag Credit: N/A

Staff: Robin Ziek

RECOMMEND: Approval
w/Conditions

RESOURCE: Kensington Historic District, Primary Resource (1880s, 1910-1930)

PROJECT PROPOSAL

Construct a new house at Lot 25 Block 11. This will be a major alteration to the property
associated with the Primary Resource at 3920 Baltimore Street (see Circle 101 9S ) as it
will develop the house's west side yard.

2. Move the existing historic garage on Lot 25 to an alternate site: either at the rear of Lot
25, or on Lot 27 (see Circle //, /Z ). The historic garage would be rehabilitated at either
location. The proposal to move it to Lot 27 also includes the installation of a new
driveway.

The applicant has submitted a proposal and an alternate which reflects concerns about the
size of the footprint and lot coverage. The one proposal has a foundation of 944 sf (Scheme 1 -
see Circle /#-Z1); and, the alternate has a foundation footprint of 859.3 sf (Scheme 2 - see Circle
27--V ). Either measurement excludes the square footage for the front porch (83 sf in Scheme 1;
or, 100 sf in Scheme 2), the rear stoop (25 sf in Scheme 1 and 2), and for the chimney (10 sf).

The new house will have a full basement (with the potential for two rooms and a full
bathroom as well as a mechanical room), and a first and second floor. The building is designed as
a cottage with no attic story. The materials include wood clapboard and wood shingles, wood
trim, and asphalt shingles for the roof. There are no details on the windows or doors, or the
porch railings.
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BACKGROUND FOR EVALUATION OF THE APPLICATION

Kensington has been protective of its historic significance for a long time, as evidenced
by the work undertaken by its civic groups (Kensington Historical Society, Kensington Local
Advisory Panel, Kensington Land Trust), by its listing in the National Register of Historic
Places (1980), and by its designation on the County's Master Plan for Historic Preservation
(1986). There are nomination forms and documentation available in support of the National
Register listing, and the County's designation.

In further support of the district, the HPC commissioned a planning study in 1992, The
Vision of Kensington: A Long-Range Preservation Plan (Wsion/Plan), to evaluate Kensington
in terms of its special characteristics. This was commissioned to aid in future decisions which
might affect the district, especially new construction. The planning study evaluated specific
qualities of the historic district, such as open space, distance between structures, and patterns
of development, which all contribute to the sense of "place" of the district. Two areas were
identified in the district: the Historic Residential Core, and the Peripheral Residential area; the
subject property is in the Historic Residential Core. The Vision/Plan was included in the
Executive Regulations for the HPC adopted by the County Council in 1997, and the HPC is
directed by these Regulations to use it when considering HAWP applications.

The Vision/Plan was also adopted by the Town of Kensington and is available at the
Kensington Town offices, at the Kensington library, and at the HPC offices.

APPLICATION BACKGROUND

The applicant, Ellison Corporation, is a contract purchaser with the property owner,
Ms. Jeannie Ahearn. Staff and the HPC have reviewed several proposals for residential
development of Lot 25 in the past five years, from two separate developers. None of the previous
proposals met the development standards outlined in the Vision/Plan (page 58), and the
applicants have been directed, with consistency, to review these standards and comply with them.
Previous staff reports on construction proposals for this lot are available through the HPC, and
provide in-depth discussion on relevant issues such as the history of Kensington, and "integrity"
as a component of a historic district.

STAFF DISCUSSION

This is the first proposal to come before the HPC which comes close to meeting the
development standards outlined in the Vision/Plan. The character-defining features of the
district include the broad range of late 19th and early 20' century architectural styles, the
extensive spacing between individual homes in the Historic Residential Core, and the effect of
the generous amounts of open space which have been developed as gardens, such that the
district is characterized as a "Victorian Garden Suburb" (National Register nomination).

9



The development standards were arrived at by analyzing existing conditions in the
historic district in 1992, noting that the Kensington Historic District was designated by the
County Council in 1986 and that alterations undertaken prior to 1986 were not reviewed by the
HPC. The existing conditions reflect the unique environment in Kensington in 1992, which
retained a high level of integrity and late-19th and early 20' century character-defining features
despite many alterations and changes prior to that date.

The development standards for the Kensington Historic District, Historic Residential Core, are:

1: Utilize a minimum of two lots, or 15,000  sf.

2: There should be a maximum lot coverage of 10%.

3: The minimum front yard setback should be 35';
The side yard setbacks should be 25'.

With regard to the current application, staff notes the following:

RE: 1 In several locations in the district, it would be possible for someone to accumulate two
adjacent lots (from two separate owners, typically), or 15,000 sf to meet the first standard.
In the case of Lot 25, this is not possible as the lot in question is located between two lots
with existing dwellings (both Primary Resources). While not meeting the letter of the
standard, the applicant strives to maintain the effective open space by setting the proposed
new house 70' back on the lot in contrast with the existing 40' setback for the historic
structures. In addition, the applicant proposes to maintain the existing driveway, and add
a small walk along the front of the house so that there will be no direct link between the
house and street (see Circle /1 ). This will contrast to the typical historic resource
which has a strong and highly visible front sidewalk leading from the public right-of-way
to the front door of the house. The front yard of the new house will continue to serve,
visually, as a side yard between both of the Primary Resources.

RE: 2 Lot 25 has 8,625 sf. The stipulated 10% lot coverage amounts to a footprint of 862 sf. In
the past, staff has evaluated proposed lot coverage as a guide which stipulates 90% of the
lot to be open space, and available for garden development. This approach has been taken
because the character-defining features of Kensington include elements of the
environmental setting, such as the wide spacing between houses, and available garden
space for trees, shrubs, and lawn. This is not the same approach taken by DPS for
building permits, where lot coverage is computed in terms of enclosed area, exclusive of
porches. This difference has been debated by the staff and applicant. That said, it is
important to note that the proposed house in Scheme 2 comes close to the 10% lot
coverage if one excludes the porch and stoop and chimney (as well as the historic garage,
which will be further discussed below).

Staff notes that the effort to reduce the lot coverage of the "footprint" from Scheme 1 to 2
involves some real reductions as well as some apparent expansions. Staff feels that this

0



illustrates flexibility on the part of the applicant and a willingness to work with his
architect to develop a proposal which will respond to the development standards.

RE: 3 The front yard set back can be achieved in the proposal. The applicant, however,
proposes to achieve the side yard setbacks through the retention of apparent open space
between the Primary Resources with the additional 35' front yard setback beyond the
stipulated 35'. Staff feels that the open space between the Primary Resources is
accentuated by not installing a sidewalk from the street to the front door of the new house,
and by leaving the front yard in its present state.

Staff feels that the applicant should combine the best features of Scheme 1 and 2, and
come to the HPC with a proposal that meets the 10% lot coverage stipulated in the Vision/Plan
because the current proposal is very close. Staff notes that the proposal will not meet the exact
10% lot coverage anyway, because the calculation excludes the historic garage (231 sf), the front
porch, and back stoop and the chimney. None of these areas could be planted and might easily be
included in the calculation for lot coverage. It should be noted, too, that the applicant has
calculated the footprint based on the foundation perimeter only, and is not counting bay windows
which are projected over the ground in the square footage.

A very positive part of the proposal in Scheme 2 is that the house is narrow (24') at the
front edge, and slightly wider (28') at the middle of the house. The house then is reduced in width
at the rear of the house, so that the roof is accentuated rather than the wall. The front porch is set
under the roof, so that it doesn't project towards the street. In this way, this is not a prominent
element, although porches are characteristic of the district and a modest porch provides a sense of
compatibility. The house is proposed as 4' above grade, providing a typical condition in the
district, which also permits adequate light in the basement to make that space desirable. The
height of the house is 28' to the ridge lines, including the 4' foundation. This is similar to the
overall height of the adjacent house at 3920 Baltimore Street, but no greater. Staff feels that the
narrow width of the proposed house, as well as the use of the front-facing gable, will serve to
reduce the sense of height of the house.

Staff supports the retention of the historic garage on Lot 25 rather than moving it to the
opposite side of the associated residence because it will then continue to reflect the historic unity
of property associated with the Primary Resource at 3920 Baltimore Street. If the garage were
moved to Lot 27, it would look as if it had always been there and there would be no evidence of
the existing three-lot conformation. In addition, staff notes that a requested tree survey has not
been provided for HPC consideration of a proposed new driveway on Lot 27. Field inspection of
the property indicates that there are two mature trees along the edge of the property in this
vicinity which would be affected by the proposed driveway (see Circle // ), and these are the
only two remaining trees on this side of the property by the edge of the road. Several dead or
dying trees have been removed under the HPC procedures, but no replacement trees were planted
(or mandated) in this area.

Given the small size of the historic garage, staff feels that the existing driveway should not
be extended to the rear of the yard. This will help to minimize the loss of garden space, and
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promote a green space between the new house and the adjacent house to the west. The historic
garage will serve for storage or a garden shed, as is typical behind many homes in the district.
The location at the rear of the yard will require the removal of several trees (see Circle /,3 ),
and the HPC may wish to stipulate the need for replacement trees for this property. This could be
done through the mechanism of a landscape plan for the newly developed lot. This will also
provide a means of reviewing the impact on its neighbors vis-a-vis the environmental setting of
this property in the historic district.

Staff notes that proposals for new construction in any historic district require careful
scrutiny because the preservation of the overall character and feel of the district are key. Within a
district, each proposal must be evaluated for its effect on both its immediate neighborhood and on
the overall district. At this site, and working with the Vision/Plan, staff has consistently advised
that only a small structure will work without compromising the character-defining features of
Kensington. It should be clear, from the explicit regard to elements such as foundation height,
footprint, width of the house, and roof height, that this proposal should not be regarded as
merely the first step towards achieving a large house on this lot. In fact, given the efforts that
have gone into assuring that any construction on this lot be modest in size, staff feels that there
should be protections in place to assure that this is the final size and form of construction on this
lot. Historic districts are different than those parts of the county which have not been designated
as historic, and the protection of the character of these small historic portions of the county is a
value which benefits everyone.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

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

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

and with Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation #2:

The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of historic materials
or alteration of features and spaces that characterize a property shall be avoided.

CONDITIONS:

1) The historic garage will be moved to the back of Lot 25 and restored, using the
original doors and materials (clapboard siding). Special care will be given to retention
of the structural members which have been stamped by Sears and Roebuck.

2) The existing driveway on Lot 25 will be modified as per the tree survey (on Circle
13 ), with a small area of macadam removed. The driveway will not be extended any
further back on the lot.



3) The new house on Lot 25 will be built with a footprint which is no greater than 862
sf. — l] C&" & —

4) At no time in the future will any additions to the house on Lot 25 which increase the
footprint above 862 sf be approved for this site. This will be stipulated by deed by the
current property owner prior to transfer of the lot.

5) A new grading plan for this site will be provided to HPC staff.

6) A landscape proposal for Lot 25 will be provided for HPC approval which includes
replacement trees for those being removed as well as sidewalk details.

7) A clear tree survey for Lot 25 will be provided to HPC prior to submitting for a
building permit for use in reviewing the landscape proposal.

8) The doors and windows will be wood, TDL or simulated TDL.

9) The porch railing will utilize in-set pickets.

10) The shutters will be operable and sized to fit the window opening.

11) Any proposal for a new driveway on Lot 27 will need to come back to the HPC as a
separate HAWP, with a full tree survey and information on the impact of the driveway
construction on existing trees,

and subject to the general condition that, after issuance of the Montgomery County Department of
Permitting Services (DPS) permit, the applicant arrange for a field inspection by calling the DPS Field
Services Office at (240)777-6210 prior to commencement of work and not more than two weeks
following completion of work.
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
301/563-3400

APPLICATION FOR
HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT

Contact Person: li c j r 4, l ,l ( Iz

2 p 
Daytime Phone No.:i

Tax Account No.: I J I 
U(P 

y ~'7 q
L
j 2 

t) 
~a 2 '` -1 3

Name of Property Owner: CL III 30P CO ~ F • ( Ge to t T Daytime Phone No.:

Address: 10 X10 - J Pc a C %Yb N 4A

Street Number City Stret

Contractor: Sle k•.P C  Phone No.:

Contractor Registratipn No.: 1 4 e ̀j ̀ 7 Z S

Agent for Owner: CT e 0ic c 04 y e rz J Daytime Phone No.:

Zip Code

7 (7 qG(, - \ !s

LOCATION OF BUILDING/PREMISE

House Number: 3 1-7Z  Z Street [%Ci /-I

Town/City: I-( ti J rl wl /M Nearest Cross Street: ~• ~~

Lot: 25 Block: / I Subdivision: /~/ ti i

Liber: Folio: Parcel:

PART ONE: TYPE OF PERMIT ACTION AND USE

IA. CHECK Af_L'APPLICABLE: CHECK ALL APPLICABLE:

Li'Conairuct ❑ Extend ❑ After/Renovate 1.1 A/C f. I Slab I I Room Addition ❑ Porch ❑ Deck ❑ Shed

CY Move ❑ Install ❑ Wreck/Raze ❑ Solar ❑ Fireplace F1 Woodburning Stove O"Singlefamily

❑ Revision Repair ❑ Revocable ❑ Fence/Wall (complete Section 4) C3"Other: e'4 C— ~
T

1B. Construction cost estimate: $ Lc1y, 0b-k)

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

PART TWO: COMPLETE FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION AND EXTEND/ADDITIONS

2A. Type of sewage disposal: Ol LJ WSSC 02 ❑ Septic 03 C1 Other:

2B. Type of water supply: 01 F, '-WSSC 02 ❑ Well 03 I .l Other:

PART THREE: COMPLETE ONLY FOR FENCE/RETAINING WALL

3A. Height feet inches

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

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

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

ire of owner o authorized ag6nt - Date

Approved: for Chairperson, Historic Preservation Commission

Disapproved: Signature: Date:

Application/Permit No.: 'p 9 1 .3 Date Filed: %3161Z`U Date Issued:

Edit 2/4/98 SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS

~TJ



1. WRITTEN DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

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

~9zZ Is R S-C1rctt

It,J

I,/ 'I)"'-rr _(

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

2. SITE PLAN

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

a. the scale, north arrow, and date;

b. dimensions of all existing and proposed structures; and

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

3. PLANS AND ELEVATIONS

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

a. Schematic construction plans, with marked dimensions, indicating location, size and general type of walls, window and door openings, and other
fixed features of both the exisrting resources) and the proposed work,

b. Elevations (facades), with marked dimensions, clearly indicating proposed work in relation to existing construction and, when appropriate, context.
All materials and fixtures proposed for the exterior must be noted on the elevations drawings. An existing and a proposed elevation drawing of each
tfacade affected by the proposed work is required.

4.

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

5. PHOTOGRAPHS

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

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

6. TREE SURVEY

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

7. ADDRESSES OF ADJACENT AND CONFRONTING PROPERTY OWNERS

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

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

PLEASE STAY WITHIN THE GUIDES OF THE TEMPLATE, AS THIS WILL BE PHOTOCOPIED DIRECTLY ONTO MAILING LABELS.
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telationships of Front Yard Setback and Building Separation
..he front yard 'setback' is the distance a building is set away or back from the property line on
he street or road which it fronts. 'The front yard setback determines how prominent a building
t in the strcctscape of a community. When many buildings are involved, a pattern can be
stablished which helps to define the character of the streetecape -through the width of
idewalim, the amount of green space (lawn or vegetation area) between street and building. the
pparent scale of the buildings in relation to pedestrians, and other subtle qualities of the
onlmnnity. In combination with setbacks, building separation distances establish the 

openness

r visual porosity of the streetscape- Buildings which are separated allow for view and
indscape elements in the interstitial space. 'These relationships are l7Iustrated in the map titled
:etuiriQton Historic District Vacant Laud and Qyea _Spacc(Fgure 34),

Building Separation
Distance --\ 

90f 0 
85 120 

so' Average Building

'rte M C E S T. Setback line,

CAD

P R 0 $ P E C T S T
7{- : ' ----ttie 

90+

Pattern cr Building Setbacks and Separation Distances for Block AEI I

ion of Kensington ^ LA r AIAte Pnr%trv:mon PlAAMate JA
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Coverage Patterns
coverage is the ratio of the building footprint area to the overall lot area, and it reflects, the
;ity of development on a given parcel of land. Lot. coverage was identified using planimeter
.-offs of the building footprint area from the Counry'a topography maps and compared with
areas to determine percent of coverage as given in the table Kensington istoric District Lot
cactep~tics. Analysis of lot coverage in Kensington reveals that the denslry of do clopment
neater for the overall district than in the areas where the primary resources are Ia tc&
is related to the inclusion of the commercial district for the calculation, as well as the use

ewer In t per dwelling for post-1930s' construction. 'I re lower lot coverage figures for
,ary resources reflects the pattern of using multiple lots for the older primary resource
:lling~.

W

Kensinflmon Historic District Lot Characteristics

Category Enr~. o» As tea" PA ""'Ca ~sso • laic A1.re..

Lot Area Maximum 3.3 acres 3.3 acres 3.3 acre&

Average 0.40 acres 0.38 acre: 0.42 acres ~-^-

Minimum 0.15 acres 0.15 acres 0.18 acres

Lot Maximum 2596 25.% 2$%

Coverage
Average 1!5% 10% 9%

Minimum 51,6 5% 5%

Front Yard Maximum 65 h 65 ft 6~ h

Setback
Average 3;i n 35 tt 38 ft

Minimum 0 tt 20 ft 20 h

Building Maximum 170 ft 170 tt 170 h

Separation ,
Average 40 ft 55 ft 75 ft

Minimum 15 h 20 tt 50 tt

.nA or )Zcnf n ic+n x Lonr Rant Prescrvauon Plan/?ate +T
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FROM : CLEAN AIR TRUST FAX NO. : 2027954399 r. 03 2000 08:11AM P1

Kensington LAP
Frank O'Donnell, Chair

FAX COVER PAGE

To: Robin Ziek 301-563-3412

From: Frank O'Donnell

Date: April 3, 2000
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FROM : CLEAN AIR TRUST FAX NO. : 2027854399 pr. 03 2000 08:12AM P2

Kensington LAP
Frank O'Donnell, Chair

MEMORANDUM

To: Montgomery County Historic Preservation Commission

From: Frank O'Donnell, Kensington LAP

Date: April 3, 2000

Re: Case Number 31/6-OOC (3922 Baltimore Street, Kensington)

Summary:

The Kensington LAP prefers that this project meet all of the guidelines enumerated in the
Vision of Kensington: A Long-Range Preservation Plan.

The LAP notes that of the various plans proposed for this property, the plan described as
"Scheme 2" comes closest to meeting the guidelines. The LAP believes it is up to the
Historic Preservation Commission to decide on the merits of this project, but several
specific recommendations follow.

Discussion:

The LAP notes that the applicant in Case Number 31/6-OOC has submitted other HAWPs
that the Historic Preservation Commission has rejected as being incompatible with the
guidelines noted in the Vision of Kensington.

To review the latest HAWP submission, the LAP met March 29. All LAP members were
present, as was the applicant, the applicant's architect, and a member of the HPC staff. In
this open and constructive process, the LAP examined the project and possible
alternatives.

The submitted HAWP included a proposed house with a footprint of approximately 944
square feet — a size in excess of the 10 percent maximum lot coverage recommended by
the Vision of Kensington. (The lot in question is approximately 8,600 square feet.) In
response to questioning, the applicant's architect noted that the 944 square feet did not
include the proposed fireplace — which would take the size to approximately 954 square
feet — nor did it include the proposed front porch. The LAP noted that a proposed new
garage would add to the lot coverage, and expressed concern about possible additional
driveway paving.

39
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FAX NO. : 2027854399 4Vr. 03 2000 08:13AM P3

It should be noted that the LAP praised the architect for working to design a house that
not only appears attractive, but also strives to be compatible with the guidelines of the
Vision and the overall ambience of the Kensington Historic District. Even so, LAP
members questioned whether the project could be reduced in size. In response, the
architect produced an alternative plan labeled "Scheme 2" with a footprint of 859 square
feet. LAP members unanimously agreed this alternative appeared preferable to the
official proposal. One LAP member remarked "for an infill house [in the Kensington
Historic District] this is probably as good as you can get."

The LAP decided not to go on record either in opposition or support of the proposal, but
to note that it:

• Prefers that the proposal meet all the Vision guidelines;

• Believes "Scheme 2" comes closest to meeting those guidelines;

Prefers that any proposed fireplace or porch be counted in reckoning the footprint
of the house;

• Opposes construction of a new garage and a new driveway on the lot; and

• Wants the existing garage preserved and protected. If it falls apart for any reason,
the LAP does not want it to be replaced with a new structure.

Should the HPC grant conditional approval to this HAWP, the LAP hopes the applicant
will drop his prior appeal to the Board of Appeals.

The LAP would like to thank HPC staff, the applicant, and the applicant's architect for
participating in this process.

O~L)
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State of Maryland, Montgomery County, to wit:

I hereby certify that on this 29th day of June 1n the year nineteen hundred and three

before the subscriber a Justice of the Peace of the State of Maryland, in and for tAonLP,-

omarY County, personally appeared Charles W. Soudar, Jollector of State and County taxes for

the Second C011e.tlon District-of ̀ Aoatgo,aery County, In the 3tate of noryland, and did.

acknowledge the afore-oing and annexed deed to be his act.

Rufus K. Iting J.P.

#'F#'A'/~9f/Y~'~;9~'~,-9~'~'„ °?~~'~~~~°✓n~Np~f~T7Y>79kri~~~#~~Y~##~il#39~#~itr~~~lil ~#~YL~fi~~f~/~N~~H~:,"

At the request of Ida V. Hendricks, the following Wed was recorded August bth 1903,

B'15 A.M. to wit:

This Indenture, ~.tade this 1st day of August 1n the year of our Lord one thousand

nine hundred and three, by Brainard H. Warner and 'Aary H. 'Alarner, his wife, of Montg-

omery County, Maryland, but now In "lashinaton, District of Columbia,

Witnesseth, That in consideration of the sus of Five Hundred (500) Dollars, the

receipt whereo, 1s hereby acknowledged, and the further consideration of certain covenants

of the grantee, which are to run with the title, the same being attached hereto, made a

part hereof, and signed by the grantee herein, we, the said Brainard H. Warner and

Mary H. Warner, do grant, bargain,-sell and convey unto Ida V. Hendricks, wife of

Arthur Hendricks of Kensington, County of Montgomery State of Maryland heirs and asslmis,

forever, the, following-described real estate situate in the County of Montgomery and State

of Maryland, to wit: All that certain piece or parcel of land and premises known and

distinguished as being lot numbered Twenty five (25) in Blook numbered eleven (11) in

B. H. Warners' Subdivision of a,-tract of land in said County of Montgomery Known and

designated us 'Kensington Park' the se o belii3 surveyed and described in the plat thereof

on f11e and of record in the Office of the Clerk of the Circuit Court of the County

and State aforesaid.

Together with all and singular the Improvements thereon, and all the rights,

ways, easements, privileges, and appurtenances thereunto belonging or in anywise there-

unto appertaining.

To Have and to hold the Bald above described lot Of ;round, hereditaments and premises

hereby 1-ranted or mentioned and Intended to be, with the appurtenances, unto the gran-

tee her heirs and assigns, to and for the only proper use and behoof of the grantee

her heirs and assigns, forever under and subject to the covenants and restrictions

hereinafter contulnod.

And the said Ida 11. Hendricks for herself for her heirs aiud assl;3n5, owners oceuplers
of the said above-described lot of ground, doth hereby covenant and agree with the

grantor his heirs and assigns, that she the said Ida V. Hendricks 'her heirs and and

assigns , shall at all times hereafter forever leave unbullt upon or unobstructed,

except by steps, cellar doar's, fences, trees, or shrubbery thereupon, the front

Thirty (30) feet of the hereby grahted lot fronting on the Baltimore Street and, further, k

that neither she, nor any nor either of thus, shall or will at any time hereafter,

erect or build or cause or permit to be erected or built, upon the hereby granted lot

ground, or upon any part thereof, any hotel tavern, drinking saloon, blacksultL, eer



or wheel wrignt shop, steam 2111, tannery, slaughter-nouse, SKIM,eressing, estso-

lish2ent, livery stable, glue, soap, candle, or starch Manufactory, or other build

Sng for offensive Purpose or occupation; nor stall any building, thereon erected

i be converted Into a hotel tavern, drinklni,, saloon, blacksmith, carpenter or wheel-

wright shop, steam 11111, tannery, slaughter-hose, skin- fresaing establishment,

livery stable, glue, soap, candle, or sturch manufactory, or used for any offensive

i purpose or occupation hereafter forever. And, moreover, It is further covenanted

and agreed by and between the said parties hereto, for themselves respectively and

for their respective heirs and asslgos, that if any buildings shall at any time

hereafter be put, placed, erected, or used or occupied, upon the hereby granted lot

or any part thereof, contrary to the true Intent and meaning, of these presents, and

1f the grantee her heirs or assigns, shall foil to remove the same on receiving,

thirty days' notice, in writing, so to do from the grantor his heirs and ass1.^ns,

or from any other owner of any other lot, part of the lots known. and designated as

Kensington Park, then and in such ease It shall and may be lawful for the grantor

his heirs and assi!ys, or for any of the said owners of any of the said lots,

part of the said Kensington Park, with their workmen, tools and Implements, to

enter Into and upon the hereby granted lot of ground, and into the buildings there-

on to be erected, and at the coat of the grantee her heirs or assigns, owners or

occupiers of the said hereby granted lot, to tear down, remove, and abate all such

buildings or manufactories as may be erected or constructed or used contrary-to the

true intent and meaning; of these presents, and without being subject to any writ,

action, or Proceeding, civil or criminal, for any thing reasonably done by him,

them, or any or them, by reason thereof, or for any entry ttareon for the Pur-

pose afbresald, anything herelnbefore contained to the contrary thereof noirith-

standing. Also, that she the grantee her heirs or assi.^fis, shall and will build

on the said hereby granted lot a substantial brick, stone, or frame dwelling-house

Of not less value than Twenty five hundred (2500) dollars Also, to maintain the

i foot way In front of the sold lot of at least ten feet also;, that no privy, well,

j drain or cesspool shall be sunk or constructed on the premises, unless the sa.3e
i

shall be built with bricks or stone laid in cement, and thoroughly lined and

entirely covered with the same, or made of iron, or such other material as may be

agreed upon between the parties hereto, and kept in repair, so thc.t It shall be

Lt all times water tight, and kept from overflowing or leakage, and subject at all

tines to the Inspection and approval of the grantor or his agents.

And We, the said Brainard H. Warner and Mary H. Warner, his wife, do hereby

covenant that we will warrant and defend the lands and premises hereby conveyed

from and a^,alnst the claims of all parsons claiming or to claim the same or any

Part thereof, by, from, under or through them or either of them.

Witness our hands and seals. ` ̀iI' Brainard H. Warner (seal)

Attest: V '' l Clary H. Warner (seal)

S.-.A. Terry

I



District of Columbia County of Washington, To nit;

I hereby Certify, That on this 1st day of August, A.D. 1903, before the subscriber, a

+otarY Public of the District of Columbia, In and for said County, personally appeared

Brainard 11. Warner and ̀ _!ary 9. Warner, his wife, the grantors named is the a!bre7oing
I

and annexed deed to Ida V. Hendricks and did each acknowledne said Leed to be their

respective act.

IN Testliony '!hereof I have hereunto subscribed my name ,

v. A. Terry and affixed my official seal, this 5th day of August, ~

`rotary Public, A. D. 190.5

District of S. A. Terry

Columbia. Votary Public.
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lgl~i~i/•/;~.<.id~ At the request of Wilmer G. Platt, the following, Deed was recorded August 7th 1903, i

117 8.'30 A. 11. to It:

This Deed, Made this Third day of August in the Year :of our Lord one thousand -

ulue hundred and three by unt between Mina Garrlgus of Washington, D.C. party of the

first part, and Wilmer G. Platt of Takoma Park, D.C. party of the second part:

Wltnesseth, That in consideration of one dollar, lawful money of' the United States

of America the party of the eirst Part does mrant and convey unto Wilmer G.Platt party of

the second -Part. his heirs and assigns, In fee simple, all that piece or cereal of ground

gltuate, lying and being In tlontmmery County State of Maryland, being the same land

which the said party of the first part obtE.Ined from Wilmer G. Platt and Clara 11. Platt
I

ux. by deed dated the elvhth clay of July 1899, recorded in In the Land Records of

lontgomery County, 'larylaud, In Liber T. L, No.17 at follo 71 and being described as

follows, to wit; Lot nu;ebered six (b) 1n Block nu,abered seventy three (73) of The

Takoma Park Loan and Trust Co.apany's subdivision of Takoma Park near Washington, In the

Llstrict of Columbia, reference being, hereby iaade to a Plat of said subdivision which
/J.•lrrlhr~u~~'

Is duly recorded among the innd Records of said ACounty ,in Liber J.A. No. 27, !0110 193. ~
i

Together with the buildings and improvements thereon, erected, made, or being;

and all and every, the rlthts, alleys, ways, .waters ,privilens, appurtenances and advantages

to t`z same belon,^,1ng or In anywise appertaining.

To have and to hold the said piece or parcel of ground and premises above described or

,aentioned, and hereby intended to be conveyed; together with the rights, privileges, {

appurtenances and advantages thereto belonging or appertaining unto and to the only proper

use, boneflt and behoof forever of the said Wilmer G. Platt, his heirs and assigns.

And the said party of the first part covenants that she will warrant specially and

generally the property hereby conveyed; that she Is seized of the land hereby conveyed;

that she has a right to convey said land; that the said party of the second part shall

quietly enjoy said land; that she has done no act to encumber said land; and that

she will execute such further assurances of said land as may be requisite.

Witness my hand and seal
Test: - -
Arthur R. 1 w— , :._,:_ i L visa Garrigua (ace •'' .' .:• .d* ~y'z :
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The Kensington Historical Society, Inc.
PO Box 453

Kensington, AM 20895

April 12, 2000

Chairman, Members & Staff
Historic Preservation Commission
8787 Georgia Avenue
Silver Spring, MD

Dear Chairman, Members & Staff;

I am writing on behalf of the Preservation Committee of the Kensington
Historical Society concerning the proposed building permit for 3922 Baltimore
Street.

This proposed house while having an interesting character and some appropriate
features still does not meet the guidelines set out for the Core area of the Historic
District in Kensington. The applicant wants to build a house, which is greater
than the 10% maximum permissible under the Vision of Kensington guidelines.
Yet there is a demand for small homes in this area. There are a variety of small
homes within the Historic District. When I first moved to Kensington, my
husband, two children and I lived in a house in the Historic District which was
867.6 square feet with a 80 square foot front porch. This house had NO second
floor NOR was it a one and a half story house. We had a living room, three
bedrooms, dining room, kitchen, bath and storage basement. When we wanted a
larger house and realized there were no options for this particular property, we
moved five blocks to another home in Kensington. We should not be made to
lower our standards and risk our Historic designation by allowing a new house in
the side yard of a primary resource which does not in every way meet the
guidelines which have been developed specifically for this Historic District.

There is no streetscape submitted with this proposal. Not only will the size of the
house tend to fill the space between two primary resources, but it will appear
even larger because of its uphill location from the street level. And even a
streetscape can be deceptive, not always capturing the true effect of the proposed
infill. Recently a garage was permitted where the streetscape showed the garage
to be below the grade, in fact downhill, with only half of the first level in view. In
actuality the ground floor is totally in view from the street making it appear
much larger. On Washington Street where a house was built in the side yard of a
primary resource, the neighbors were aghast at the actual mass of the building.
Even when figures are correct and a streetscape is drawn, the overall effect of the
building is shocking.

Our Historic District is very small indeed. This portion being only four blocks
wide. In a letter written by Michael K. Day, Administrator (Local Government),
of the Maryland Historical Trust, Mr. Day wrote of the Kensington Historic
District:
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"There is uniformity among the houses, a quality of openness and rhythm to the
streetscape, and defined sense of time and place. These are the factors, which
were cited as the basis for significance in the national Register nomination for
the district:

The district is significant primarily for the collection of late 19th and early
20th century houses, which stand in a turn-or-the-century garden-like setting of
curving streets, tall trees, and mature shrubbery. The houses, which exhibit the
influence of ( Queen Anne, Shingle, Eastlake, and Colonial Revival styles, have a
uniformity of scale, design, and construction materials, that combine with their
juxtaposition and placement upon the gently sloping terrain to create a
significant urban neighborhood which still retains much of its early 20th century
environment.

It is the opinion of this office that any new infill development within the
district would have an adverse impact on the qualities from which the District
derives its historic significance. The historic streetscape of large, wooded lots
and the sense of time and place conveyed by this district would be severely
altered by the introduction of greater density."

The Kensington Historical Society adopted a Policy Statement on Historical
Preservation in 1994:

First, that the Society's goals in historic preservation will be governed by
the goals, standards, and procedures of the Secretary of the Interior Guidelines
for renovation and new construction in historic districts, and by the provisions of
the Montgomery County Historical Preservation Ordinance. Second, the
Society's principal goal in interpreting those standards and that Ordinance is the
preservation of open space and the garden suburb ambiance that is the essential
historical quality of the Kensington Historic District. An important
characteristic is the preservation of the appearance of individual historical
structures and the sites upon which they are located to assure that the late-
Victorian atmosphere of the Historic District is maintained. Finally, the Society
is committed to supporting a consistent interpretation to assure that residents of
the community have stable expectations on the appearance of the Historical
District, and what modifications to their property should be permitted under the
County ordinance and the Secretary of Interior Guidelines.

We ask you to weigh this proposal very carefully in light of the precedence it will
set. The Kensington Historical District is a small district indeed. The dominant
features must be preserved in order to maintain our integrity as a district. This
core area is of primary importance and major changes such as proposed new
construction must be considered thoroughly with every new application.

We thank you for your continued vigilance in preserving our District.

Sincerely,

r,

Julie O'Malley, Chair
Preservation Committee, KHS



Walter E. and Kathryn D. Schmitt
3913 Baltimore Street

Kensington, Maryland 20895
(301)929-8154

FAX (301) 942-5737

April 11, 2000

Montgomery County Historic Preservation Commission
Silver Spring, Maryland

Dear Sirs:

It is with great pleasure that my wife and I endorse the construction of a new home at Lot 25, Block
11, in the Kensington Historic District. We have reviewed the commission staff report (Case 31/6-
OOC) and would recommend the following:

1. We prefer Scheme 1 as the reduction in size, as shown in Scheme 2, would create a
home in a diminished size considering adjacent structures as well as other homes on
Baltimore Street.

2. We would hope that the HPC would also restrict the construction of any other
buildings on this lot in the future.

3. We prefer that the "Sears Auto-House" be moved from its present location to a
location at the end of a driveway as shown on page 11, a drawing prepared by GTM
Architects. This would essentially prohibit the construction of any other buildings
on this lot.

4. We prefer that the driveway, as shown on Lot 25 be allowed to continue to a point
even with the front of the home and not extend the length of the lot.

5. We prefer that as many trees as possible be maintained and that the red bud tree be
moved to another location (it could be donated to a Town of Kensington park) if, in
the opinion of a certified arborist, that it could survive a transplanting.

The proposed home would fit in very nicely in the neighborhood and would not hurt the aesthetic
view envisioned by "The Vision of Kensington: A long-range Preservation Plan. "

We thank the HPC for its diligence in this matter.

Walter E. Schmitt
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To: Historic Preservation Commission
From: Undersigned supporters of construction of dwelling on Lot 25 Block 11

Also known as 3922 Baltimore Street, Kensington
Re: Meeting of 4/12/00

Throughout the process initiated by Mrs. Ahearn and Ellison Construction, we have
endorsed their request for permission to build on the above referenced lot and have found
the previous proposals acceptable. After review of the present proposed dwelling we
again endorse the construction. Since our sentiments are basically the same as expressed
for previous hearing, we would like this signature to authorize Mrs. Ahearn and Ellison
Construction to reenter our previous letters which are attached.
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THOMAs F. AND MARY JANE FISHER

3923 BALTIMORE STREET
KENSINGTON, MD 20895

April 12, 1999

Dear Members of the Historic Preservation Committee,

I am again writing on behalf of my neighbor Mrs. Ahearn. I am very much in favor of Plan
I for her buildable lot. I also feel the Auto House should be located on the lot of the original
structure.

I continnne to be amazed at the restrictions and length of this endeavor to build. I cannot
help but feel there has been a personal vendetta in this case. I watch as in one meeting a garage is
approved which is twice the size of the original. Five years ago we were told that our garage,
which was dangerously leaning to one side, could not be replaced. If it fell, it also could not be
replaced and therefore we had to repair or go without. Please do not misunderstand. I do not
begrudge the new garage our neighbors are building. I do, though, resent the inconsistency of
guidelines and the inconsistent rulings.

I look forward to a new cottage across the street and meeting new neighbors soon.
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March 11, 1998

To Whom It May Concern:

We are writing to show our support of Jeannie Ahern and her perspective buyer

concerning the sale and building of a home on the lot at 3922 Baltimore Street in the

Kensington historic district.

We, like most people we know, respect green space and enjoy living in a
neighborhood where there are mature trees, gardens, and lawns. However, in our
experience, the mechanism that an individual traditionally used to maintain an abundance
of green space around his house was to buy adjoining lots, thus having absolute control
over any future building. Until we lived in the Kensington historic district, we'd had no
experience with residents misusing the historic preservation bureaucracy to obtain control
over green space without paying for it.

We are taking issue with the HPC's practice of setting the Kensington historic
district, and Baltimore Street in particular, apart from other historic districts and streets.
The statute provides for the review of any proposed change (e.g. new construction) to an
historic district to ensure that it does not detract from the historic district's environment.
The concept of "not detracting from the environment" is obviously vague. In our
opinion, the HPC should disapprove a proposed structure if it would dominate the
streetscape or if its style would be drastically different from and would clash with the
historic structures. A proposed structure that is comparable in style and size to the rest of
the structures should in no way be prohibited. However, this is exactly what the HPC is
doing as regards Baltimore Street. Proposed buildings are given a more rigorous test—
that they actually be .subservient to the historic structures.

This is the crux of our objection to the HPC's current practice as regards
Baltimore St. This practice of requiring new construction to be subservient to the
existing historical structures, while having the appearance of preserving property rights,
actually has the opposite effect on those owning buildable lots in the neighborhood. This
is because a subservient structure is necessarily smaller and less worthwhile for a builder
to undertake. Thus the property owner may be unable to find a builder who will take on a
project with such severe constraints. The result is a lowering (perhaps a drastic lowering)
of the market value of the buildable lot.

There is no specific mention in the statute of what could constitute protecting the
environment of an historic district. In our opinion, requiring new structures to be
subservient to historic ones is a contrived and unwarranted extension of the power to
protect the historic district's environment. We feel that there is a clear and unwarranted
invasion on the rights of the property owners in the historic district to enjoy the benefits
of property ownership.

-AMOI r-li
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We live at 3919 Baltimore St., directly across the street from the proposed new
construction. We have reviewed the proposed structure for 3922 Baltimore St., and have
no objection to having it built across the street from our home.

Sincerely,

Seaborn M. and Jill W. Mc rory



Date March 10, 1998
To Board of Appeals

for Montgomery County
From Katherine Davidson

3911 Baltimore Street
Kensington, MD 20895

I am writing in support of Mrs. Ahearn's and Mr. Hoobler's petition to build on the lot that will
be 3922 Baltimore Street.

I own and live in the property next to the Schmitts whose home at 3913 Baltimore Street was
built in 1987.

In 1987 my husband, now deceased, and I were asked by the owners of 391~f we had any
objection to the family selling their lot and home separately. Naturally, we enjoyed the trees and
birds on the vacant lot but told the Farrells that they should do what was best for them. They did
own the lot and had the right to do with it as they wished. We were aware that Jim and Barbara
Wagner, who then lived on Warner Street, had sold off the back of their property to make it
possible for a home to be built on Freeman Street. It was evident to us that any one who bought
the home and lot at 391SBaltimore Street could and probably would sell off the lot. Our feeling
was that the Farrells should have the benefit of the sale of the lot.

I feel strongly that Mrs. Ahearn has the same right to sell her lot. I feel that a home similar to
the Schmitt's home is appropriate and should be given a permit. The proposed plan appears to
be in keeping with the neighborhood and will add to the value of my home.

Sincerely,

Katherine Davidson
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November 25, 1997

To Whom It May Concern:

My husband Craig and I own the property located at 3914 Baltimore Street in Kensington.
We have lived in our homes for 37 years.

We understand that Jeanie Ahearn, who lives at 3920 Baltimore Street, is trying to sell her side lot
to a builder who wishes to construct a home on that lot. We saw the original plans for the
proposed dwelling and felt they definitely were in keeping with and appropriate for the
neighborhood.

I have also met Mr. Hoobler and am impressed with his concern for the quality of his construction
and the pains he has taken to design an appropriate dwelling.

Most importantly, both my husband I feel that Mrs. Ahearn has every right to sell part of her
property, mW *&rictions, as have been described to us, should not be put on the builder. The
property belongs to Mrs. Ahearn and she should be able to do with it as she wishes.

In summary, we endorse Mr. Hoobler's request for permission to build the dwelling on the
property.

Sincerely yours,

Pat Reynolds



THOMAS F. AND MARY JANE FISHER

3923 BALTIMORE STREET

KENSINGTON, MD 20895

MAY 4, 1998

DEAR MEMBERS OF THE BOARD OF APPEAL,

I AM WRITING THIS LETTER ON BEHALF OF MY NEIGHBOR MRS.

AHEARN. I AM APPALLED WITH THE TREATMENT SHE HAS RECEIVED IN HER

ATTEMPTS TO BUILD ON HER BUILDABLE LOT. IN MY PAST EXPERIENCE

WITH THE HPC I WAS UNABLE TO OBTAIN ANY WRITTEN GUIDELINES WHICH

GAVE SPECIFIC INFORMATION AS TO WHAT CAN OR CANNOT BE BUILT. I

CAN APPRECIATE THE CRY OF "/NF/LL» BUT AS YOU HAVE ALREADY NOTED,

MRS. AHEARN HAS EVERY RIGHT TO BUILD ON HER LOT.

HER PROPOSAL HAS BEEN NO MORE THAN HAS BEEN APPROVED AT

LEAST TWO TIMES ON LOWER WASHINGTON STREET AND ONCE HERE IN THE

3900 BLOCK OF BALTIMORE STREET! WHY ARE HER RIGHTS ANY

DIFFERENT THEN THOSE? IF THE RULES HAVE CHANGED WHY WAS THE

COMMUNITY NOT NOTIFIED? I DO FAVOR HISTORIC PRESERVATION BUT NOT
WHEN THE STANDARDS ARE SO SUBJECTIVE. IT IS SAD TO SEE A TOWN A5
LOVELY AS KENSINGTON, PITTING ONE NEIGHBOR AGAINST ANOTHER. WILL
SHE NOT BE ALLOWED TO DO WHAT THREE HAVE DONE BEFORE HER,
BECAUSE HER OPPONENTS ARE ELOQUENT? OR IS IT SIMPLY THAT IT IS
FELT THAT THREE ARE ENOUGH? EITHER, GOES AGAINST EVERY RIGHT
THAT MRS. AHEARN HAS AS A CITIZEN AND HOMEOWNER IN THIS TOWN.

IT 15 TOTALLY FRUSTRATING DEALING WITH HISTORIC PRESERVATION.
ONE FAMILY (PRICHARD) ON BALTIMORE STREET RECEIVED AN AWARD
FROM THE NATIONAL HISTORICAL PRESERVATION FOR AN ADDITION TO



r

THEIR HOME WHICH WAS DONE IN SUCH A WAY AS TO BE UNABLE TO

DISTINGUISH THE OLD FROM THE NEW. WHEN MY HUSBAND AND I APPLIED

TO ADD ONTO OUR HOME, WE WERE TOLD THE ADDITION WAS TO BE DONE

IN SUCH A WAY AS TO BE ABLE TO DISTINGUISH OLD FROM NEW. WHY DO

THE REQUIREMENTS VARY? EACH RESIDENT IS TO BE TREATED EQUALLY!

I HOPE THAT YOU WILL CONSIDER THE RIGHTS OF ALL INVOLVED AND

DO THE RIGHT THING.

SINCERELY,

MARY A FISHER
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► FFil;l?N~ri bEPARTi.^ENiOFPEN'dITTIFIGSERVICLS
.' 250 HUNGEPFOPD DRIVE. 2nd FLOOR ROCkV4.LE. MO 2C^50

~ ►s ha; • J01r127-637a DIPS

:..76 HISTORIC PRESERVATION
301/563-3400

APPLICATION FOR
HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT

Contact Person:

rr LL)) 
Daytime Phone No.:

Tax Account No.:  7 U (P 17 2-5 2 r G L'( 'Z . •4 l

Name of Property Owner: 1Z 111 Oohf Corp • (( CH TY'A Cj Daytime Phone No-:

Address:
Street Number city Staet ' lip Code

Contractorr: 54 P G G ̀ ~ — Phone No.:

Contractor Registration No.: 14-91  - Z 4 S —j

Agent for Owner: ( `1 E o -i C VI" s i' f c J Daytime Phone No.: 3 U tq?

LOCATION OF BUILDING/PREMISE

House Number: 3 V-Z L Street 

Town/City:( ti -1 rte '~`c Nearest Cross Street: r, A'-E'

Lot: 2. 5 Block: / I Subdivision:
r /

Liber: Folio: Parcel:

PART ONE: TYPE OF PERMIT ACTION AND USE

IA. CHECK ALL APPLICABLE: CHECK ALL APPLICABLE:

4̂"Construct i Extend 17 After/Renovate A/C I I Slab , 1 Room Addition O Porch ❑ Deck ❑ Shed

I Move i 1 Install I 7 Wreck/Raze Solar I I Fireplace 1 1 Waodhurning Stove 1-1 Single Family

Revision 1 Z Repair I.) Revocable Fence/Wall (complete Section 4) L Other:~-

1 B. Construction cost estimate: S C"L'

I C. If this is a revision of a previously approved active permit, see Permit # = t'

PART TWO: COMPLETE FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION AND EXTEND/ADDITIONS

2A. Type of sewage disposal: Oi 1 ̀  WSSC 02 Septic 03 Other:

2B. Type of water supply: 01 1,) WSSC 02 i Well 03 1 Other:

PART THREE: COMPLETE ONLY FOR FENCE/RETAINING WALL

3A. Height feet inches

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

On party line/property line F-j Entirely on land of owner , On public right of way/easement

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

approved by all agencies listed and J1,ereby acknowledge and accept this to be a condition for the issuance of this permit.

Srgrmrore of owner authorized agent t— Date

Approved: ( ~il t r  for Upoligson, Hist c Preservation Commission

Otsapproved: Signature — Date: /E %C~ 0

Application/Permit No.: C/ 11/3 OateFiled: f~ ~r ~(~ Date Issued:

Edit 2/4/98 SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS

r -



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

1. WRITTEN DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

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

t - }' S , (c! ~ V

I cr•- t^('• l•- l 10 3.

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

2. SITE PLAN

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

a. the scale, north arrow, and date;

b. dimensions of all existing and proposed structures, and

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

3. PLANS AND ELEVATIONS

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

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

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

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

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

facade affected by the proposed work is required.

4. MATERIALS SPECIFICATIONS

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

design drawings.

5. PHOTOGRAPHS

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

front of photographs.

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

the front of photographs.

6. TREE SURVEY

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

7. ADDRESSES OF ADJACENT AND CONFRONTING PROPERTY OWNERS

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

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

PLEASE STAY WITHIN THE GUIDES OF THE TEMPLATE. AS THIS WILL BE PHOTOCOPIED DIRECTLY ONTO MAILING LABELS.
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17 76 • HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
~gRYLp~~ 301/563-3400

APPLICATION FOR
HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT

Contact Person: ~: t ^•Y(r t ~' { r j'

f
Daytime Phone No.:

Tax Account No.: I I ` l —2-~

Name of Property Owner: 1 113,0 (o r F • (cr Ty' ti Daytime Phone No.: 
/

Address: I D 9 0 J ft ̀ Q 8 0( xy- t' La 
Street Number City Stoat Zip Code

Contractorr: SG`nQ G 6i 
~' cVt` Phone No.:

Contractor Registration No.: 14 t' 11 `) ' Z t• 5 —%

Agent for Owner: (-T Q C' f:4 C P 1z S Daytime Phone No.:

LOCATION OF BUILDING/PREMISE

House Number: / ( Z Z Street )"%

Town/City: ~(ti j r LAl )7y Nearest Cross Street: "',

Lot: 2 5 Block: Subdivision: ✓ I cam,

Liber: Folio: Parcel:

PART ONE: TYPE OF PERMIT ACTION AND USE

1A. CHECK A APPLICABLE: CHECK ALL APPLICABLE:

o a{ruct ❑ Extend ❑ After/Renovate ❑ A/C ❑ Slab ❑ Room Addition ❑ Porch ❑ Deck ❑ Shed

Move ❑ Install ❑ Wreck/Raze I_I Solar ❑ Fireplace ❑ Woodburning Stove f-i Single Family

❑ Revision c✓Repair ❑ Revocable ❑ Fence/Wall (complete Section 4) ❑~fllher:

1B. Construction cost estimate: E 7 U~

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

PARTTWO: COMPLETE FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION AND EXTEND/ADDITIONS

2A. Type of sewage disposal: 01`Cf WSSC 02 ❑ Septic 03 l 1 Other:

2B. Type of water supply: 01 ['~ WSSC 02 ❑ Well 03 I I Other:

PART THREE: COMPLETE ONLY FOR FENCE/RETAINING WALL

3A. Height feet inches

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

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

I hereby certify that t have the authority to make the foregoing application, that the application is correct, and that the construction will comply with plans
approved by all agencies listed and l' by acknowledge and accept this to be a condition for the issuance of this permit.

Sio re of owner oh authorized agdnt Date

Approved: forC rson, His c Preservation Commission

Disapproved: Signature: 
/q 

ru Date: o v~

Application/Permit No.: / ~' y~'~ Date Filed: (i1 Date Issued:

Edit 2/4/98 SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS

'2)\/c,0()C_



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

1. WRITTEN DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

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

~gzz 1s ascu~~•t~~t 1,.-,ld V
bil, Ccu•-"t• /. 

I
If03.

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

2. SITE PLAN

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

a. the scale, north arrow, and date;

b. dimensions of all existing and proposed structures; and

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

3. PLANS AND ELEVATIONS

You must submit 2 copies of plans and elevations in a format no larger than 11" x 17". Plans on 8 112" x 11" paper are preferred.

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

b. Elevations (facades), with marked dimensions, clearly indicating proposed work in relation to existing construction and, when appropriate, context.
All materials and fixtures proposed for the exterior must be noted on the elevations drawings. An existing and a proposed elevation drawing of each
facade affected by the proposed work is required.

4. MATERIALS SPECIFICATIONS

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

5. PHOTOGRAPHS

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

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

6. TREE SURVEY

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

7. ADDRESSES OF ADJACENT AND CONFRONTING PROPERTY OWNERS

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

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

PLEASE STAY WITHIN THE GUIDES OF THE TEMPLATE, AS THIS WILL BE PHOTOCOPIED DIRECTLY ONTO MAILING LABELS.
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1 %~ • HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
f'gttyt 1.~° 301/563-3400

APPLICATION FOR
HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT

Contact Person: (.1f a•*T r ' I '~ C ;_c

Daytime Phone No.: o

1'J 17 I U (P ̀) Z 5 t i 2l L (p 2: •4 I,
Tax Account No.: I

Name of Property Owner: cZ 1113-P Corp • ( (cr T)t n C t Daytime Phone No.:

Address: I O 0 J ~e f3dC 
;t ~N4p ~rl~f' ~j~ ~'

/
f~ C 0`I J

Street Number City 'Steel Zip Code

~'
Contractorr: SG hQ G J G w~. Phone No.:

Contractor Registration No.: ` 4 0 `~ _Z G 5 ?

Agent for Owner: Cf C C, !f,4- c Vln y F (z J Daytime Phone No.: ° t (? 
t' t-S

LOCATION OF BUILDING/PREMISE

House Number: 31(z L _ Street

Town/City: (ti .t f L', Nearest Cross Street: rho'

Lot: 2 5 Block: ( Subdivision:
~ I

Libor: Folio Parcel:

PART ONE: TYPE OF PERMIT ACTION AND USE

1A. CHECK ALL APPLICABLE: CHECK ALL APPLICABLE:

(_'Construct I _i Extend L7 After/Renovate 1.1 A/C I i Slab i Room Addition ❑ Porch ❑ Deck ❑ Shed

FT I I Install I  Wreck/Raze I I Solar 1 1 Fireplace i I Woodburning Stove D Single Family

[ 1 Revision i Repair f J Revocable I I Fence/Wall (complete Section 4) ❑ Other: e"4 r- I

18. Construction cost estimate: $ 2 (q) 
C CL

1 C. If this is a revision of a previously approved active permit. see Permit # %t = 0

PART TWO: COMPLETE FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION AND EXTEND/ADDITIONS

2A. Type of sewage disposal: Ol (, WSSC 02 1 1 Septic 03 1 Other:

28. Type of water supply: 01 U WSSC 02 1. 1 Well 03 i Other:

PART THREE: COMPLETE ONLY FOR FENCE/RETAINING WALL

3A. Height feet inches

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

n On party line/property line ❑ Entirely on land of owner 1 On public right of way/easement

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

Signature of owner amhowed agent Date

Approved: (, C'( . ~r~✓ l For C rson, HistQ6c Preservation Commission

Disapproved:  Signature. Date: a cv
/ J /

Application/Permit No.: C/ Date Filed:  ~% `( t Date Issued:

Edit 2/4/98 SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS
-D,1/("_,-~..~



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

1. WRITTEN DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

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

61Z Z.
)~31f

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

2. SITE PLAN

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

a. the scale, north arrow, and date;

b. dimensions of all existing and proposed structures; and

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

3. PLANS AND ELEVATIONS

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

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

b. Elevations (facades), with marked dimensions, clearly indicating proposed work in relation to existing construction and, when appropriate, context.
All materials and fixtures proposed for the exterior must be noted an the elevations drawings. An existing and a proposed elevation drawing of each
facade affected by the proposed work is required.

4. MATERIALS SPECIFICATIONS

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

5. PHOTOGRAPHS

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

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

6. TREE SURVEY

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

7. ADDRESSES OF ADJACENT AND CONFRONTING PROPERTY OWNERS

For ALL projects, provide an accurate list of adjacent and confronting property owners (not tenants), including names, addresses, and zip codes. This list
should include the owners of all lots or parcels which adjoin the parcel in question, as well as the owner(s) of lat(s) or parcel(s) which lie directly across
the streeVhighway from the parcel in question. You can obtain this information from the Department of Assessments and Taxation, 51 Monroe Street,
Rockville, (301/279-1355).

PLEASE PRINT (IN BLUE OR BLACK INK) OR TYPE THIS INFORMATION ON THE FOLLOWING PAGE.
PLEASE STAY WITHIN THE GUIDES OF THE TEMPLATE. AS THIS WILL BE PHOTOCOPIED DIRECTLY ONTO MAILING LABELS.



MONTGOMERY COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PARK AND PLANNING

THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL.
PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION

8787 Georgia Avenue

Silva Spring, Maryland 20910-3760

MEMORANDUM

DATE: +-, i I Z/ 2-0 -0 o

TO: Local Advisory Panenown Government

FROM: Historic Preservation Section, M-NCPPC

X04' Robin D. Ziek, Historic Preservation PlannerPerry Kephart, Historic Preservation Planner
Michele Naru, Historic Preservation Planner

0'-31A,-aor—.

,K fi t~j iN G 7? '✓

SUBJECT: Historic Area Work Permit Application - HPC Decision

The Historic Preservation Commission reviewed this project on___~~-~/vr
A copy of the HPC decision is enclosed for your information.

Thank you for providing your comments to the HPC. Community involvement is a key
component of historic preservation in Montgomery County. If you have any questions, please do
not hesitate to call this office at (301) 563-3400.



MONTGOMERY COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PARK & PLANNING

THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL
PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION

8787 Georgia Avenue
Silver Spring, Maryland 20910-3760 

Date:

MEMORANDUM

TO: Historic Area Work Permit Applicants

FROM: Gwen Wright, Coordinator
VA Historic Preservation Section

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

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

You may now apply for a county building permit from the Department of Permitting Services
(DPS) at 255 Rockville Pike, second floor, in Rockville. Please note that although your work has
been approved by the Historic Preservation Commission, it must also be approved by DPS before
work can begin.

When you file for your building permit at DPS, you must take with you the enclosed forms, as
well as the Historic Area Work Permit that will be mailed to you directly from DPS. These forms
are proof that the Historic Preservation Commission has reviewed your project. For further
information about filing procedures or materials for your county building permit review, please
call DPS at 240-777-6370.

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

Please also note that you must arrange for a field inspection for conformance with your approved
HAWP plans. Please inform DPS/Field Services at 240-777-6210 of your anticipated work
schedule.

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

c:\hawpapr.wpd

11 —7 i ~Y l 
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