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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION STAFF REPORT

Address: 10245 Capitol View Ave, Silver Spring ' Meting Date:  05/10/06

Resource: | Outstanding Resource . Report Date:  05/03/06
Capitol View Park Historic District

Review: HAWP Public Notice: 04/26/06

Case Number: 31/07-061 7 ' ax Credit: N/A

Applicant; - Carl Mahany : Staff: Michele Oaks

(Tom Manion, Architect)

PROPOSAL: Construct two, new houses on the newly subdivided Lots 1 and 2.

RECOMMEND: Approve with Conditions

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the Commission approve this HAWP

application with the conditions that:

The applicants will utilize painted, wood, simulated divided-light windows, which contain
muntins that are permanently bonded to the interior and exterior of the insulating glass
simulating a divided light appearance.

A tree protection plan will be prepared by a certified arborist, submitted to HPC staff and
implemented prior to any work beginning on the property.

The applicant will work with M-NCPPC’s environmental planning division to ensure that
the proposed tree removal does not need approval under the Forest Conservation Law.

The roof pitches delineated on the drawings will not be altered unless reviewed and
approved by the Commission,

The permit sets of drawings will show the true finish grades on the elevations.
The front porch ﬂoofs will be painted or stained, wood tongue and groove.

The proposed driveways will be installed with gravel. The driveway aprons may be
asphalt or concrete to comply with SHA regulations.

BACKGROUND:

At the September 22, 2004 public meeting, the Commission reviewed a subdivision

proposal to subdivide Parcel 850 (1.398 acres) to create 2 additional buildable lots. The historic,
Dwyer House on the site would remain on Lot 3 and the remaining acreage would be divided as

follows:

Lotl .16 acres Lot3 .39 acres
Lot 2 .17 acres ~ Outlot A .14 acres
Outlot B .12 acres



HPC recommended approval of this subdivision proposal to the Planning Board with

following conditions:

1)
2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7

8)

9

1. At the time of the Historic Area Work Permit review of the new houses to be built on
Lots 1 and 2, a tree survey will be submitted indicating all trees larger than 6” in
diameter. The survey will include the species and size of each tree and identify
which trees are to be saved and which trees proposed to be removed.

2. Ifthe proposed ROW for Capitol View Avenue is abandoned and Outlots A and B
are joined to create a new lot, only one (1) additional house will be permitted.

The Planning Board approved the subdivision proposal with the following conditions:

Limit the preliminary plan to three single-family residential lots and one outlot.
Compliance with the conditions of approval for the preliminary forest conservation plan including
preparation of a detailed tree protection plan and an on-site management plan for non-native,
invasive plant species. The applicant must satisfy all conditions prior to recording of plat(s) or
MCDPS issuance of sediment and erosion control permits. '
At the time of Historic Area Work Permit review for any construction on Lots 1, 2 or 3, and any
future construction on Outlot A if it is converted into a lot, the applicant will submit the following
to Environmental Planning and Historic Preservation Commission staff:

a) a full tree survey prepared by a certified arborist, indicating size, species, health and

location of all trees greater than 6” in diameter,
b) a detailed grading plan for the lot(s); and
¢) atree save plan prepared by a certified arborist identifying necessary tree protection
measures,

No issuance of building permits prior to approval of the tree save plan.
Prior to record plat the owner will sign an agreement with the Historic Preservation Commission
to outline a short-term renovation/stabilization plan for the Historic Dwyer House, and a long-term
timeline for the entire site including timing for the new construction and the rehabilitation of the
Dwyer House. -
Place in involuntary reservation on proposed Lots 1, 2 and 3 the master plan right-of-way for
relocated Capitol View Avenue, for a period not to exceed three years from the date of preliminary
plan approval or until a determination is made whether the right-of-way will be acquired,
whichever occurs earlier. No structural improvements may be made within the reservation area
during the reservation period.
Place Outlot A containing the master plan right-of-way for relocated Capitol View Avenue and the
possible extension or terminus of Meredith Avenue in involuntary reservation for a period of time
not to exceed three years from the date of preliminary plan approval or until a determination is
made whether a portion of the Outlot will be acquired, whichever occurs earlier. -
No structural improvements may be made within the reservation area during the reservation
period. .
Record plat shall contain a note stipulating that Lot 3 may not be reduced in size in the future,
except to permit the reserved right-of-way for relocated Capitol View Avenue at the rear of the lot
to be used in the event that this road is constructed. If the reservation areas are not acquired for

- construction of relocated Capitol View Avenue or Meredith Avenue, an application may be filed

to convert the Outlot into a maximum of one record lot through the minor subdivision process.
Compliance with the conditions of approval of the MCDPS stormwater management approval
dated July 30, 2004,

10) Access and improvements as required to be approved by MCDPWT prior to recordation of plat(s).
11) Access and improvements as required to be approved by MDSHA prior to issuance of access

permits.

12) Record plat to reflect a Category I conservation easement over all areas of forest retention, and a

Category II easement over all tree save areas as determined by the tree save plan. No clearing or
grading on Outlot A without prior M-NCPPC approval as part of a final forest conservation plan.
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13) Category I conservation easement to be placed over that portion of Outlot A within Reservation
Area #1 and within the part of Reservation Area #2 north of Reservation Area #1. If and when
Outlot A is converted to a buildable lot, Category I conservation easement on the new lot must be
revised to allow for a house and usable area. Specific boundary of revised conservation easement
on the new lot to be reviewed and approved by M-NCPPC Environmental Planning staff and to be
shown on a revised final forest conservation plan.

14) Record plat to reflect common ingress/egress and utility easements over all shared driveways.

15) Compliance with conditions of MCDPWT letter dated, November 30, 2004 unless otherwise
amended.

16) Other necessary easements.

At the Commission’s December 7, 2005 public hearing a preliminary consultation was

- reviewed for two houses to be constructed on the subject new lots. The HPC’s comments

recommended some re-design mainly focusing on the house to be placed closest to the historic
resource (House A) (transcript begins on circle ). The comments were as follows:

e Scale down the two-story bay projections.

e Simplify the elevations

¢ Diversity in design so the historic house and the new construction complement each
other

¢ Scale of the houses is fine

- Good materials need to be used

o Houses could be similar if they fit into the context of the historic district
and are compatible with its setting and the existing architecture

e House A’s two-story bay projection is problematic because of its proximity to the

Dwyer House.

Try to slide House A farther back on the lot

Reduce House A slightly in footprint

House B is not a great concern, as it is farther away from the historic resource

Make the houses look as they are part of a family

Maintain in the redesign, the rooflines being lower than the Dwyer house and a

traditional massing and front porch

e Rethink the use of towers on the right elevation of House B and the left elevation of
House A

o Simplify the large windows. Either use plain glass or something that is evenly
divided into divided lights

e Re-position House A so that it’s footprint relates to the existing angle in the road

HISTORIC INFORMATION

Capitol View Park is a railroad community begun in 1887 when Mary and Oliver Harr
purchased and subdivided land along the B&O’s Metropolitan Branch between Forest Glen and
Kensington. The community's name came from the view of the Capitol dome afforded by the
upper stories of some of the early houses. Because of the growth of trees in intervening years,
this view is no longer possible. Capitol View Park, however, continues to retain the scenic, rural
setting which attracted its first inhabitants from Washington. Narrow, country lanes wind
between large lots, the average of which is 12,000 square feet. Farmer Thomas Brown built a
house in the post-Civil War era, before the railroad bisected his farm. Set back on a long curving
driveway, Brown’s dwelling still stands, known as the Case House, at 9834 Capitol View
Avenue. '

Unlike the homogenous suburban developments that make up a great deal of



Montgomery County, Capitol View Park is a picturesque blend of many architectural styles
dating from the 1890s to the 1980s. The community represents the architectural history of
Montgomery County over the last century. The first houses built in Capitol View Park were
designed in the Queen Anne style, characterized by their picturesque rooflines, large scale,
numerous porches, and variety of building materials, including clapboard and fishscale shingles. .
Notable Queen Anne-style houses, built in the 1880s and 1890s, are found on Capitol View
Avenue, Meredith Avenue, Lee Street, and Menlo Avenue. Residents built Colonial Revival
style dwellings beginning in the 1890s. These dwellings feature classical details including
cornices with entablatures, heavy window molding, and large round porch columns. Colonial
Revival-style houses are found on Capitol View Avenue and Grant Avenue.

By the turn of the twentieth century, smaller-scale houses were becoming popular.
Designed to harmonize with natural settings, these structures have a horizontal emphasis and
were painted in natural tones. This group includes Bungalow- and Craftsman-style houses built
from 1900 into the 1920s. Early examples are found on Stoneybrook Drive, Meredith Avenue,
and Capitol View Avenue:

The pace of growth in Capitol View Park continued at a constant rate until the 1940s
when a construction boom added nearly 50 houses to the community. Since then, houses have
been added at a more leisurely rate, continuing the pattern of diversity that characterizes Capitol
View Park.

APPLICABLE GUIDELINES:

When reviewing alterations and additions to outstanding resources within the Capitol View Park

Master Plan Historic District two documents are to be utilized as guidelines to assist the

Commission in developing their decision. These documents include the Montgomery County

Code Chapter 244 (Chapter 244) and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation
. (Standards). The pertinent information in these documents is outlined below.

Montgomery County Code; Chapter 24A

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

1.  The proposal will not substantially alter the exterior features of a historic

site or historic resource within a historic district.
2. The proposal is compatible in character and nature with the historical

archaeological, architectural or cultural features of the historic site or the
historic district in which a historic resource is located and would not be
detrimental thereto of to the achievement of the purposes of this chapter.

Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines for vRehabilitation

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



PROPOSAL:

The applicants are proposing to:

1.

Construct a single-family house on Lot 2. — Adjacent to Dwyer House. The proposed
house on Lot 2 (House A) will be sited at an angle to the property line. Therefore, the
setback from the property line to the front porch is 17°2” at its closest and 24’ at its
farthest. The width of the front fagade is 33°4” and the length of the house excluding
porches is 52°. The subject house is a two-story house with a full-width front porch
supported by square Doric columns. -

Proposed Material Specifications: Hardi-plank siding, stucco on concrete, masonry units
with % parging, MDO plywood parnels, fiberglass asphaltic shingles, standing-seam metal
porch roof, Crestline Windows with simulated divided-lights, painted wood columns, and
painted wood railings and trim,

Lot size: 8,132 sq. ft.
Footprint of house 1490 sq. ft.
. Total Lot Coverage 18.3%

Construct a single-family house and detached garage on Lot 1. The proposed house on
Lot 1 (House B) will be sited with 17’ setback from the property line to the front porch.
The width of the front fagade is 36’ and the length of the house excluding porches is

52°10”. The subject house is a three-bay, two-story house with a full-width front porch

supported by square, Doric columns.

Proposed Material Specifications: Hardi-plank siding, stucco on concrete, masonry units
with Y2 parging, MDO plywood panels, fiberglass asphaltic shingles, standing-seam metal
porch roof, Crestline Windows with simulated divided-lights, painted wood columns, and
painted wood railings and trim.

The lot will also .contain a detached, one-car garage meaéuring 14’ x 20°10” to be located
along the left side of the house.

Lot size: 8,860 sq. ft.
Footprint of house 1565 sq. ft.
Footprint of Garage 294 sq.ft.
Total Lot Coverage 21%

Lot Coverage w/o Garage: 17.7%

Remove 21 trees from lots 1 and 2, for the construction of the subject houses. These
trees are denoted on the attached tree plan on circle



STAFF DISCUSSION:

The applicants have addressed most of the comments that were received at the
preliminary consultation in December 2005.

In regards to the site plan, House A has been re-positioned so that it relates to the
curvature of the road and has ‘been pushed back on the property slightly. The State Highway
Administration has approved the existing driveway as the new access for Lot 2, as well as
continuing to be the access for the Dwyer House. This approval negates the need for a driveway
to run across the front yards of the subject lots. The letter that was sent to SHA for the
Commission is attached on circle

House A has had some modifications, which reflect the HPC’s comments. The “tower”
feature on the right elevation was eliminated and simplified to a hipped roof projection. The
“supersized” siding reveals and the divided-light proportions in the larger windows have been
changed in the projecting bay on the left elevation of the house. This was in response to the
HPC’s request to simply. Additional changes to this house include the adjustment from two,
double-hung windows on the second level of the front facade to an arched ribbon of windows and
the porch roofing material changing to standing seam metal.

The major change to House B is in the exterior materials (see original design in
preliminary consultation staff report beginning on circle ). The applicant has completely
changed their material selection for this house. The original house in the preliminary consultation
contained horizontal clapboard siding with shingled gables. The current design utilizes board and
batten in the gable ends and as a decorative band detail. Most of the building footprint is
unaltered, however a second floor master bath was expanded. This expansion of the master bath
requires a second roofline projection, which is visible on the left elevation.

The proposed material change on House B is very ornate in comparison with the previous
design, as the Commission is striving for simplicity. Secondly, the roof projection on the left
elevation for the master bath extension adds another element to this already complex facade.
Therefore, we are recommending approval with the condition that the design is returned to the
original design as submitted in the preliminary consultation.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

- Staff recommends that the Commission epprove with the above stated condztzons the HAWP
application as being consistent with Chapter 25A-8(b)1 and 2:

and with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.
with the general conditions applicable to all Historic Area Work Permits that the applicant shall

present three (3) permit sets of drawings to HPC staff for review and stamping prior to
submission for building permits.

with the general condition that, after issuance of the Montgomery County Department of
Permitting Services (DPS) permit, the applicant will contact the Historic Preservation Office if
any alterations to the approve plans are made prior to the implementation of such changes to the
project.



HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION

Douglas M. Duncan J Julia O’Malley
County Executive Chairperson

Date: June 21, 2006

MEMORANDUM

TO: Robert Hubbard, Director
Department of Permitting Services

FROM: Michele Oaks, Senior Plan
Historic Preservation Sectio;M*NCPPC

SUBJECT: Historic Area Work Permit # 418358 for two new houses

The Montgomery County Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) reviewed the attached application for-a Historic Arca Work Permit
(HAWP) at its public hearing on May 10, 2006. This application was APPROVED with conditions. These conditions of approval were
that:

»  The applicants will utilize painted, wood, simulated divided-light windows, which contain muntins that are permanently bonded to the interior and
exterior of the insulating glass simulating a divided light appearance.

= A tree protection plan will be prepared by a certified arborist, submitted to HPC staff and implemented prior to any work beginning on the
~ property. :

= The applicant will work with M-NCPPC’s environmental planning division to ensure that the proposed tree removal does not need approval
under the Forest Conservation Law.

- The roof pitches delineated on the drawings will not be altered unless reviewed and approved by the Commi§sion,

®  The permit sets of drawings will show the true finish grades on the elevations.

*  The front porch floors will be painted or stained, wood tongue and groove.

- The proposed driveways will be installed with gravel. ]"he driveway aprons may be asphalt or concrete to comply with SHA regulations.
= Return elevations for House B to shingle/clapboard. Re-submit to staff for approval.

THE BUILDING PERMIT FOR THIS PROJECT SHALL BE ISSUED AND CONDITIONAL UPON ADHERENCE TO THE ABOVE
APPROVED HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT (HAWP) CONDITIONS AND MAY REQUIRE APPROVAL BY DPS OR
- ANOTHER TOWN GOVERNMENT AGENCY BEFORE WORK CAN COMMENCE.

Applicant: Carl Mahany (Tom Manion, AIA)
Address: 10245 Capitol View Avenue, Silver Spring (Lots 1 and 2), Capitol View Park Historic District

With the general condition that the applicant shall present the 3 permit sets of drawings to Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) staff for review and
stamping prior to submission for the Montgomery County Department of Permitting Services (DPS) building permits.

This HAWP approval is subject to the general condition that, after issuance of the Montgomery County Department of Permitting Services (DPS) permit, the
applicant will contact the Historic Preservation Office if they propose to make any alterations to the approve plans.
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APPLICATION FOR
- HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT

Tax Account No.:

Contact Prason; TM MAN 1ON & KPTHOPJN; /ﬂf-\
Daytime Phone No.: 301 -2 263 -—?00‘0

EULEN? 202 - 244 -3@"‘1‘

Name of Psoperty Owner: ELien 0RAN NoN & /ey I!\A‘JAN{U Daytine Phone No: GRL: 201 =25 2307

Adaess: 10245 CAPIToL VIg LS DR1Ve ] ﬂ%ﬂﬁinmm} Siluess Pog ), Mb. 29910

Steeet Number \_

Conyacton: C,AH MMANEY

Staer 2ip Code

e -
Contractor Registration No.:\ 15#1 E-?

Phone No.: 30' -2572- 30?)1

Agent lor Owaer: Torn MAN\&YJ / KATHfleNE, MA

Daytinie Phose No.: 50 l ' 12’6 ~ ;;6 ag

Address: kst

- LOCATION OF DUILOING/PREMISE
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(lo245)

set CAPTTOL. VB W AVENVS

tot: ]
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& Z_Z“m ! ¢ ubllwlsmn (N sl 5upDpTVIDe O \)

Liber: folio: - Parcel: N ? 850 )
PART ONE: TYPE OF PERMIT ACTION AND USC
FA. CHECK ALL APPLICABLE ‘ K/ M;_lg;r;um_u_u _
K} Consuct [ Extend (O AlietMenovate WA 0 Shb I') Roam Addition O Poich O Deck O She.d

40 Move ] tnstah {0 WrechMarze

1 Revision £) Repair (D Nevocable

8. Construclion cost estimate:

i?:?) 5,000 ExChh bouse, .

1.) Solar [ Ticplace |} Woodtning Stove 3K SingleFamily

1" fence/Wal (coniplete Section 4) {0 Other:

AC. U Wais is arevision ol a previously approved active peomit, see Permit # H/A

© PARTTYWO: COMPLETE FORNEVW CONSTRUCTION AND tX]l-NDIAUUlIlUNS

2A. lypt'ol sewage disposal: 01 ¥ wssc

20, Type of water supply: ot g0 wssc

02 1.1 Septic

02 1°) wel

03 | | Other:

03 t I Qther:

PART THREE: COMPLETE ONLY FOR FENCEMETAINING WALL

A Meight et inches

30. Indicate whether the fence or retaining wall is 1o be constiuciest on one of the loflowing lncations:

3 Onparty line/property tine

12) Entitely on land ol owner

1_] On public right of way/essement

1 herely corlily that | have the mahority lo make the loiegoig apgdication, that the appthieatian is coreel, and thai tha consiruction will comply with plons

appaved by all agencics listed and | heceliy achnowicdye am! nc.cept this ta be a conditinn lor the issuance of this peanit

e

¢ of owner or avthorired agent

ke __THotars poside Aoy TEET

0419 2008

Oete

Approved: >< V\// m\/ D / 7—/ J M ﬁ 1 ('8 Chanp@;wg:djulouc Rieskrvalion Contmission

Disappioved: Signature:

‘_f{iﬂ o Date 5// [/ 52&

Application/Termit No.:

L//Xi)f’?

J

Date Filed: £ % Dalelssued:

ol £/21/99

SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS‘
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THE FOLLOWING 1TEMS MUST BE COMPLETED AND TIE
REQUIRED DOCUMENTS MUST ACCOMPANY THIS APPLICATION.

/

WIITTEN DESCRIPYION OF PROJECY

a. Description ol existing stiucturels} and environmentel setting, including their historicsl lestues and signilicence;

THe cxsT e STiudues onTls SPTe s THe DWYer Hovss wﬂ?w WHS RELERNTl RENTEY.
The ORL G haAL DWYER, Hoves M»s BT e | 343 dthe shyle Ts sintf g te & Col i |
LtV hovse. THE DwWER Bovs s, Fs EnTHE CAPTTOL UPyu palE KisTorfe Pistelch
CRPIToL Vigw PARK has bevery Acchitedtura) styles fvm Guean bnne Style
home s ¥0 Colontsl Revival homes built betwern 188051990, 18T pomes 1aThe,
Neghbechead include buatow # Craftsman sty(€ hases bult fomn (900 - 15005
Oue dlsian for L8 tWo nzy homes vill take faspirabfin fom T Dayee Mvs«e_
Fam’),-—llq 4 e efiec ove€s (n ﬂr\& Hztocc ?RFKd{ShCK"

b. General description of project and its eltect on the Inslonc u:sfnucehl, the envionmentel setting, snd, where applicable, the histotic disbict:

WO (2) fewrd hormes £y be burlt vsing stucto Parging on Cemen WRILS ) Hardiplank siding
Crestline Windgws W[50L5 . Both afhe ned \(\o\)g;s il h2ve 102 roof peffile g
fhecylac 1spha (Hie Shingles ¢ MDo Parels oo the Side o Reac elenations. The fant

A :MionS op frpce hoste | ecvelxty fhe [ook o e £oel of tie 25ty Histric

Hones  while the RIS &Yy sides or e Lovses will vififse [2saec oves stzed vinda. g,
o ke Wuntae of e Nl views towacde he bacle ot Lot | We wHt2ke the deta;
smeean The bwygy-housc woto Cahscd(&‘ﬂwn tihen deg\gn\n% ane defoa] €or

-Site and environmental setting, drewn to scale. You mny use ynm plat. Your site plan must inchude:

lS an
e newl bovseg

0. ‘the scale, north arow, end date;
b. dimcnsjpns of all existing and proposed struciures; and

€. sile features such as wellways, driveways, tences, ponds, sireams, tresh dump'lleu. mechanicel equipment, and lendscaping.

. PLANS ANDELEVAVIONS — 5 o deg wing

You st submit 2 copics of plans and elevations jn 2 fonnat no Jatyer than §1°x 177, F'lans on 8

1/2-x 11" papes dre prelented.

a. Schematic consuuction plaas, with merbed Ulmensmns indicating tocation, sirze anil yencial iype ol walls, window and doot openings, snd olhe'

lixed leatises of boshi the existing resources|-amd the proposent wotl,

. Flevations {lacades), with marhed dimensions, clearly indiceting proposed worl i selation to existing construction snd, when sppioptiate, context.

All matetials and Exhines pioposed for the exlerior must be noted on the elevations chawmus An cmlmg snd s proposed elevation drawing ol eech
lacsde allected by the proposed work is tequired,

MATERIALS SPECIFICATIONS POy Jod 1y P;‘,L{ngje}

Genesal desesiption ol materials and manufactured items proposed fot incotporstion in the wout o| lhe project, This lnlwnrhon mdge inchuded on your

design diawings, NARPF PLANK. SIDIN(s 5 STVECO @a CoNCy MAS '] LNITS W/ NG mDo PYY wied
PRRGLS ) FIRGELLLSS ASPRALTIC SHINGLES cﬁEs’Fst WINQOWS N/ aim umr&b pitbep Ly or{'lTs
‘w;‘ DU FAIL INGS 5 e TRAMS .

a. Clearly labeled photogi aphic prints o) each Jacede ol mslmg tesource, inchuding delails of the altected pomons Al labels should be placed on the
front of photographs.

. Cleady Iabel pliotogiaphic prints ol the tesoutce as viewed liom the puldic tight-ol-wey snd of the adjoining properties. Al Tebels should be pleced on
the lront of photographs.

1L SURVEY — S eE B1te w/Tege s

W yb: ace pronosing consiiuction adgecent tn or within tie deiplene wl atly tree 67 ar lerget in thameter (31 approxiniately 4 feet above the ground), you
ruatfile 8n accurate tree survey identilyiny Whe size, localion, amul species of each lree vt at least that Himension.

ADDRESSES OF ADJACENT AND CONFRONTING PROPERIY OWNERS

+

For ALL peajects, provide an-accweste fist of adjacent and conhonting propeity owners fnot tenants), incliding aames, sddresses, and 2ip codes. This list
shoulil inchsde the nwnets of all lots o parcels which aifjoin tte patcel in queestion, es well es the ownerls) ol loi(s) o parcel(s] which lie directly scross

the steeeVhighway bomn the patcel in question. You can ohiain iis inlonmation fiom the Depariment ot Assessments and Taxation, 51 Moncoe Street,
Rochville, {J01/229-1395).

PLTASE PIUNT {IN DIUE OR DLACK INK) R YYPE YIS im ONMANION ON THE | OLLOWING PAGE. )
PLEASE STAY WITHIN T1IE GUIOES OF THE TEMIPLATE, AS TuIS WitL BE PUOTOCOPIED DIRECTLY ONTO MAILING LABELS. -
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CmZEN'S AGSOCIN]ON SILVER SPRING. MARYLAND 20910

© May 10, 2006

Michele Oaks
Historic Preservation Committee
Montgomery County, Maryland

Deat Ms. Oaks: -

The Capitol View Park Citizens Association Board and Historic Area Review Committee meton
Monday, May 8. Mr. Carl Mahany of Macon Construction appeared and presented revised

designs for two houses to be built at 10245 Capitol View Avenue (case number 31/07-061). The
board voted in favor of the proposal and to support authorizing him to go forward with
construction of whichever design versions are agreed upon with HPC. The board aiso voted to
convey their gratitude to Mahany and his team for their heroic efforts to restore the existing

house on the property. They are to be commended for preserving such a valuable resource in our
historic community.

’

Smcerely,

m@%

Duncan E. Tebow, Co-chair, Historic DlSU'lct Review
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PROCEEDINGS

MS. O'MALLEY: Good evening, and welcome to the
May 10th meeting of the Historic Preservation Commission.
I'm Julia O0'Malley,. and I'm the chair of the Commission, .and
I'll have the other Commissioners and the staff introduce
themselves, starting on‘my left.

MR. BURSTYN: Lee Burstyn, Rockville.

MR. DUFFY: Tim Duffy, Potomac.

MR. ROTENSTEIN: David Rotenstein, Silver Spring.

MR. FLEMING: Warraﬁ Fleming, Daﬁascus.

MR. FULLER: Jeff Fuller, Brookeville.

MR. JESTER: Tom Jester, Chevy Chase}

MS. ANAHTAR: Nuray Anahtar, Bethesda.

MS. WRIGHT: Gwen Wright, acting chief, countywide
planning division.

MS. TULLY: - Tania Tully, historic preservation
planner.

MS. OAKS: Michele Oaks, historic preservation
planner.

MS. O'MALLEY: I want to remind those in the
audience, if you don't know, if you'd like to speak on one
of the cases tonight, but it's not your project or your
house, f£ill out a form in the back and hand it to the staff
sO0 you can be heard.

Have the work permits been duly advertised?

MS. TULLY: Yes, they were advertised in the
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April 26th, 2006, edition of the examiner.

‘MS. O'MALLEY: Thank you. Is there anyone here
tonight to speak in.opposition to case B at 6 East Lenox
Street? 1Is there anyone here to speak in opposition to C at
4725 Cumberland Avenue? Is there anyone here to speak in
oppqsition to E at 4609 Damascﬁs Road? TIs there anyoﬁe here
tonight to speak in opposition to G at 1 West Irving Street?

Is there anyone heré tonight to speak in
opposition to J at 25814 Frederick Road? . Is there anyone
here tonight to‘speak in oppositibn to K at 3944 Baltiﬁore
Street? 1Is there anyone here to speak in oppqsition to case
L at 122 Park Avenue? Is there anyone here to speak in
opposition to case N at 7l27ISycamore Avenue?

MR. FULLER: Madam Chair, hearing none, I move
that we approve the cases based on staff reports, 35/13-06J
at 6 East Lenox; case 35/36-06B at 4725 Cumberland Avenue;
case 23/15-06C at 4609 Damascus Road; case 35/13-06L at
1 West Irving Street; casé 10/59-06A at 25814 Frederick
Road, with an added note there are no conditions; case
31/06—06DAat 3944 Baltimore Street; case 37/03-06D at 122
Park Avenue; and case_36/03—06w at 7127 Sycamore Avenue,
again, all based on staff reports and recommendations.

MS. O'MALLEY: - Any discussion? All in favor,
raise your right hand? Walt a minute, I didn't have a
second.

MS. NURAY: Second.
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MS. O'MALLEY: Nuray, second. All in favor.

Okay. Those are passed unanimously, according to the staff
reports, and thank you for all your good work on those
projects.

(Discussion off the record.)

MS. O'MALLEY: The first case we'll hear tonight
is A at 10245 Capitol View Avenue. Can we have a staff
report, please?

MS. OAKS: Yes. This address is, contains an
outstanding resource in Cabital View Park and Historic
District. The Commission may remember in September of 2004
I reviewed a subdivision for this ﬁroperty to sﬁbdivide it
into three lots with two additional outlots.

The Planning Board did approve that subdivision,
and the current proposal tonight is to evaluate the new
construction of the two houses on the subject property. You
have heard, I believe, in December of last year, December
7th of last year, a.preliminary consultation on this project
for the two new houses, and you had a number of comments for .
the applicant.

And onvcircle threevI highlighted‘those comments
in detail. I also did attach to your packet the transcript
from that ﬁeeting. So if you wanted to look at it in
detail.

The current proposal submitted this evening we'

felt as staff the applicants have addressed most of your
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concerns. In regards to the site plan for house A, they
have repositioned it so that it relates to the curvature of
the road, and it has been pushed back on the property
slightly.

I will note that the State Highway Administration
has approved the existing driveway as the new access for lot.
two, as well as continuing to be the access for the Dwyer
house. So we don't have to have the need for the driveway
to run across the front yards of the new lots.

House A has had some modifications which we feel
reflect the HPC's comments. The tower feature on the right
elevation was eliminated, and it was simplified to a hip
roof projection.

The super-sized siding reveal and divided light
proportions in the larger windows have been changed in the
projecting bay on the left elevation. And additional
changes include the adjustment from two double hung windows
on the second level of the front facade, to an arched ribbon
of wiﬁdows and the porch roofing materials has changed to
standing C metal.

The houée B has had a significant change, mainly
to the exterior building materials. They went from
horizontal clapboard siding and shingled gables, to more of
a board and baton in the gable ends,'with a decorafive band
detail, and of course clapboard siding.

We feel that, also they have expanded on the
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second floor the master bath, which does require a second
roof line projection, which is visible in your left
elevation.

Staff is redommending approval with conditions,
and - those conditions are stated on circle one, a number of
conditions which are pretty‘much standard conditions for a
historic area work permit,—about tree propection plans and
working with environmental planning division regarding
forest conservatioh law.

But in addition, we want to have the applicants
look at returning the house Bvback to the design that it was
at the preliminary consultation. We thought that was more
of a successful design in terms of the treatment on the
exterior elevations. And we thought that was more
sucéessful.

In closing, I wanted to mention that you did
receive in the worksession a comment from the Capital Vview
Park Civic Association, and that is iﬁ your packet. They do
support the staff report.

And I do have some slides if.you are interested in
looking at it, which have, actually, which were taken today,
which has the most current view of the rehab of the historic
house, which is amazing. It is looking wonderful. And it
also has some extended views, so you can get a better idea
of the lots, if you all have forgotten what it looks like.

MS. O'MALLEY: Are there any questions from the
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Board? I think it would be great if you could show us a
quick one, especially of the historic house.

MS. OAKS: Okay; This is the front facade. You
will remember that the applicant had to completely rebuild a
new front porch, which is currently being done.

MS. O'MALLEY: You don't happen to have an initial
pictuge, a before picture?

MS. OAKS: ©No, .I didn't bring that. This gives

you a really good shot of the new addition that you

approved. This is a side view of the addition. And here is
a farther, this is looking across the street. This is a
view of wﬁere the houses will be constructed. Ahd again,
I'm going to be.walking down the street, and I'll give YOu a
sense of the lot, remind you that this is, this lot is
located on a curve.

MS. O'MALLEY: Thank you. Could the applicant
come up, pleaée? Let's see, how many times have we seen
you. .
MR. MAHANY: I'm Carl Mahany, and I'm one of the
owners of the property, and this is Tom Manion, our
architect. I don't have a whole lot to add to the staff
report. I'd be happy to answer any qﬁestions that you have.

We did have a model made, which I think helps
clarify ﬁhe relétionships between the existing resource and
the new houses. And I invite you to look at it as you wish.

MS. O'MALLEY: Is it possible for you to put it on
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the table?

MR. MAHANY: Sure. This is the existing resource
right here. This is house A and house B. Part of the
reason for doing this model was to demonstrate the fact that
the houses are significantly 1owér than the existing
resource, and to more clearly illustrate the benefits of
creating a one-and-a-half story structure on.the front of
both of the new houses, to try to hide some of the mass.

MR. MANION: If there's a coupie of things I could
add-

MS . O'MALLEY: Yes.

" MR. MANION: The house, house A we did incorporate
most of the changes, and we did, we were able to turn it.
On house B, we were given, recently, a slightly modified
site plan, because these were slightly modified. In the
rear reservation area came into the cbrner of the back of
the old house. So in fact --

MR. MAHANY: Right in here.

MR. MANION: -- what we have done is, we've
actually shortened that house by four feet, and reduced the
size of that. So it did not grow. It actually got smaller.
And we tried to do, I think on the model it shows better
than in the drawings, but we tried to do a simple shed
around that. ,SO we actually decreased the size of that
house, not increased it.

On the previous presentation, we had taken some
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ideas from th? original house and were trying to make these
sort of a sense of community between the three of them. And
on each of the houses, we've kind of taken pieces of the
barge boards and the corner boaras and reinterpreted them on
each of the houses in a simpler manner. And on the house
that had gotten to be about 18-20 inches. Originally, those
were smooth, and we did add some contour in an effort to
take that off.

Other than that, we tried to sﬁay really close to
the original suggestions that we got on the preliminary
review.

Most of the trees that you éee on the model are
the existing trees that reméin. Wind shear caught the back
of our model today, but other than that -- and because we
were able, Carl was successful in having the driveways
changes, We will, in fact, have a number of trees buffering
the basis of these. 2And I think that helps. And there are
a couple, you probably saw on that model, there are one or
two very nice trees between the wire and our new proposals.

Do you want us to bring this around, or not?

MS. O'MALLEY: Commissioners, would you like them
to bring it around? We can see it pretty well down here.
And it's very helpful. I guess the only thing might be,
could you turn it so that we can get the othef view, as if
you are coming up the street from the other end?

'MR. MAHANY: This way?
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1 VMS. O'MALLEY: No, all the way around.

2 MR. MAHANY: We don't mind walking it‘around if
3  you want us to, because it's only eight scale, it's not a
4 really big one.

5 MS. O'MALLEY: Go ahead since they seem to be

6 thinking and loocking at itf It might be helpful.

7 (Discussion off the record.)

8 MS. O'MALLEY: So on the current, next to the

9 Dwyer house driveway, you are able to do that driveway and
10 protect that big tree?

11 (Discussion off the record.)
12 MS. WRIGHT: We need folks to speak into the

13 ﬁicrophones sO we can pick this up.
14. (Discussion off the houses.)
15 MR. FLEMING: Each of these two houses have the
16 same measufement from the road?
17 MS. O'MALLEY: It's limited because of the

18 easement in front of the prcperty.

.19 | MR. FULLER: A couple of your elevations look like
20 there's not a whole lot of overhang on the roofs, aé opposed
21  to the model tents to show what would be reasonable
22 overhangs.

23 , MR. MANION: We are, in fact, trying to match the
24 overhangs.
25 MR. FULLER: Okay.

26 © MS. O'MALLEY: For the mike, 12 inch overhangs,
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trying to match the original house overhangs?

'MR. MANION: Yes.

MS. O'MALLEY: Comments from Commissioners?

MR. FULLER: I like the way the massing breaks
down. The two new houses are relatively distinct and really
try to stand alone from the existing Dwyer house. I like
the fact that the massing of the roof has been pushed down
on the houses. I think it will be a good addition to the
neighborhood.

MS. O'MALLEY: I think you've worked through a lot
of the problems that‘we had when you first came in. Anybody
ready for a mQtion? ,I have no speakers forms.

MR. ROTENSTEIN: Have we dealt with thelissue of
going back to the preliminary consultation design for that

house? 1It's not stated as a condition on circle one, but

"it's mentioned on the staff report on circle six. The

proposed material change on the house is very ornate in
comparison with the previous design. As the Commission is
striving for simplicity, we are recommending approval with
the condition that the design is returned to the original
design as submitted.

MR. MANION: We have no problem with taking off
the vertical banes and going back to the shingles on the top
and the clapboard. That's fine.'

'MR. ROTENSTEIN: Okay.

MS. O'MALLEY: Is that preferred by the rest of
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the Commission?
MS. WRIGHT: It's circle 19 versus circle 17.

MR. JESTER: The fenestration is also slightly

‘different. 1Is there a preference?

MR. MANION: The house, the house never changed.
It actually shortened. So we don't have a problem with the
material changes, et cetera, but the house is actually a
different, slightly different shape. So I can't literally
match, but I can change the materials. I can take off the
verticals. I can do the shingles. The facade would be the
same. The rear northwest corner has two sheds instead of
one shed. It is, in fact, four feet shorter.

MS. O'MALLEY: So ﬁhe right elevation on B on page
71.

MS. WRIGHT: I think if I understand it, really
staff is not suggesting any changes to the new window.
configuration o£ footprint or anything. They are simply
saying, instead of a circular window above the front door,
go back td the simpler window on page 17. Instead of the
vertical siding on the front facade, go back to the shingle.

MS. O'MALLEY: Right.

MR. FULLER: Then why don't we leave it be that
the elevations be approved at staff level.

MS. WRIGHT: Materials.

MS. O'MALLEY: Materials at staff.

MS. WRIGHT: That's fine.
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MR. ROTENSTEIN: I think that's fine.

MS. O'MALLEY: Commissioner.

MR. BURSTYN: I just have a minor queStion for the
staff. On page six, paragraph four, paragraph three at line
five. Something is left out. I just want to know it this
is everything. It says, this was in response to the HPC's
request for simpler --

MS. O'MALLEY: Simplifying.

MR. BURSTYN: I don't know. That's my question.

MR. MAHANY: It's a typo.

MS. OAKS: I'm sorry.

MR. BURSTYN: Third paragraph, line five, line
four and five.

MS. OAKS: 1It's supposed to be simplified. I
didn't catch it because it is a word.

MR. FULLEﬁ: all right. I'll make a motion to
approve case 31/07-061I which th; staff recommendations. Add
a last condition that asks that the elevations of house B be
resubmitted to staff at a schematic levél, SO you're. not
wasting time, for staff level approval.

MS. O'MALLEY: Is there a second?

~MR. DUFFY: I second. '

MS..O'MALLEY: All in favor, raise your right
hand? Thank you. And I know that Capital View said that
you should be commended for preserving such a valuable

resource.



Tsh

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

26

15

MR. MAHANY{ Thank vyou.
MS. O'MALLEY: Thank you very much, that was very
helpful. Case B, do we have a second one?

MS. TULLY: Yes. Case B is at 3806 Washington

“View, Kensington, is a 1996 new vinyl sided two-story house

'in the historic district. The applicants are proposing a 22

by 16 deck and screened porch of approximately the same
size.

Sstaff, this is a noncontributing resource. Staff
is recommending approval with another condition, the first
being not using vinyl siding on the knee wall; the second
being privacy fencing on the left elevation would be no
higher than six-foot six-inches as measured from the grade;
and that tree protection fencing will be ingtalled'in the
rear vard prior to any work beginning on the property. The
applicants are in agreement with conditions two and three,
but ére requesting that éondition one be struck.

MS. O'MALLEY: Thank you. Do we have discussion?

Comments? Any comments?

MR. FULLER: I'd be in favor of the applicant's
request to strike condition one. Does the applicant have
anything else they want to taik about?

MS. TULLY: I don't fhink so. I also Wanted to
add that there are'LAP comments on the project, and they,
the LAP is also in support of the project, including

striking condition one.
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Silver, Joshua

From: - Fuster, Marco

Sent: . Thursday, January 24, 2008 5:34 PM
To: Silver, Joshua

Subject: , FW: 120050050 Macon Construction
Josh;

Call to discuss, this e-mail string should bring you up to speed on our concerns. The original e-mail furthest below is the
most pertinent one.

Marco

From: Fuster, Marco .

Sent: Thursday, January 24, 2008 5:19 PM

To: 'bainshep@netscape.net’

Cc: Bunnag, Candy; Lieb, David; Cornelius, Wayne; Pfefferle Mark
Subject: RE: 120050050 Macon Construction

Brian,

The submitted tree save plan, was signed by your consulting arborist on 12/20/07 and received by M-NCPPC the’
following day. Presently, we are well within the 45 day period allowed for plan review. The deficiencies associated with
the underlying subdivision were reévealed during the review of your plan. The conditions of approval for the subdivision
which include your lots, require that all the tree save areas (depicted on the ultimately approved tree save plan} be
recorded as Category Il easements.

Formal comments regarding your plan submission will be issued in the near future. Concurrently, staff will coordinate on
resolution of the larger issues associated with the subdivision.

I will keep you informed with any updates.

Marco F.
M-NCPPC

From: bainshep@netscape.net [mailto:bainshep@netscape.net]
Sent: Thursday, January 24, 2008 12:08 PM

To: Fuster, Marco

Cc: Bunnag, Candy; Lieb, David; Cornelius, Wayne; Pfefferle, Mark
Subject: Re: 120050050 Macon Construction

Marco,

Thanks for the e-mail........ as [ requested yesterday, I would like an official letter stating your comments on
official Montgomery County letter head. Please send this to me as soon as possible. My address once again is:
205 Granville Drive
Silver Spring, MD 20901
Just to reiterate, [ have complied with all items for Lot 22 as stipulated by Montgomery County, per meetings
with Candy Bunnag. I have been patient, understanding, and most of all conscientious of following through
with requirements, and work loads. I purchased two (2) parcels last spring (2007), initiated and submitted all
1



requirements for permit in the summer of 2007. Ms. Bunnag informed me that a tree save plan was needed for
my project (in late Fall 2007), and stated this was the only hold up. There was no conversation regarding the
previous owner (Macon) and their work -- which only makes sense, since I had and have nothing to do with
their project.

It is now winter of 2008 and I am learning that because of issues regarding the previous owner, I am being
penalized for their mistakes and/or overlooks, as well as that of the county. I have lost months of work, peace of
mind, and money as | am waiting to start my project. It is difficult for me to understand how such an issue could
be overlooked for so long, and now the problem has come to surface.

All T regeust, is that I not be held back from receiving my permits to start construction. I am more than happy to
work in compliance of the county, but only as far as my property runs -- which I feel is only fair. According to
the subdivision record plat for Capital View reservation area 2 only affects outlook A and lot 23, not my
propeties (lots 21 and 22). Do what you feel is necessary regarding lot 23 and Outlook A; as it seems that the
problem lies there and with the previous owner. I should not be held accountable for someone else's mistakes.
At this point, something needs to be done and done quickly regarding my two lots on Metropolitan Avenue.
Someone needs to be held accountable. I would appreciate a response as soon as possible. Thank you in
advacne ...

Brian Shepard

From: Fuster, Marco <Marco.Fuster@mncppc-mc.org>

To: bainshep@netscape.net

Cc: Bunnag, Candy <Candy.Bunnag@mncppc-mc.org>; Lieb, David <David.Lieb@mncppc-me.org>;
Cornelius, Wayne <Wayne.Comelius@mncppc-mc.org>; Pfefferle, Mark <Mark Pfefferle@mncppc-me.org>
Sent: Wed, 23 Jan 2008 5:42 pm

Subject: 120050050 Macon Construction

Mr. Sheppard,

The 3 lot subdivision on Capital View Ave was approved under preliminary plan # 120050050 (Macon Construction). The
April 12, 2005 Planning Board Opinion specifies a number of condition of approval items. An identical list of the
conditions of approval also appear on the approved plan of sub-division. These documents can be referenced online
through the link bellow:

imageENABLE/Categories.asp?Keyword=120050050

www.daicsearch.or,

Condition of approval items 2, 3 & 12 relate to tree preservation and forest conservation issues within the subdivision.
To summarize the conditions, a detailed tree save plan (for the whole site) is to be submitted and approved prior to any
construction occurring within any of the lots. The required elements of the tree save plan include grading, tree
preservation and control of invasive species. The tree save plan was to be submitted and approved prior to record plat,
as the plat is required to record category Il easements over the tree save areas depicted on the approved tree save plan.

To date none of these conditions have been satisfied, work has already occurred within the subdivision resulting in
significant damage to historic and environmental resources (of particular concern is the extensive grading and
stonework work located immediately adjacent to the 59” tulip tree). Furthermore, the record plat does not include the
category Il easements as required.

There are also a number of comments regarding the submitted tree save plan, some of which I had discussed with your
associate this afternoon. )
2



Earlier today | left a message with the original developer/applicant but have not made direct contact yet. Likely, we will
have to hold a meeting with some or all of the concerned parties to resolve the present situation.

Marco F.
M-NCPPC

More new features than ever. Check out the new AIM(R) Mail!



Silver, Joshua

From: Fuster, Marco

Sent: Friday, February 01, 2008 10:59 AM

To: Silver, Joshua

Subject: FW: 120050050 comments

Attachments: STANDARD NOTES FOR FINAL FOREST CONSERVATION PLANS.doc; capview.doc

From: Fuster, Marco

Sent: Friday, February 01, 2008 10:59 AM

To: 'bainshep@netscape.net’; 'keith@pitchfordtrees.com'
Cc: Bunnag, Candy; Lieb, David; Pfefferle, Mark
Subject: 120050050 comments

Brian,
The comments regarding your submitted tree save plan are attached. The other attachment contains standard notes
which are to be included on the plan resubmission. A hard copy of the comments (with my signature) has also been

placed in the mail.

Marco F.
-‘M-NCPPC

From: bainshep@netscape.net [mailto:bainshep@netscape.net]
Sent: Friday, January 25, 2008 6:30 PM

To: Pfefferle, Mark; Fuster, Marco

Cc: Bunnag, Candy; Lieb, David; Cornelius, Wayne

Subject: Re: 120050050 Macon Construction

Good evening Mr. Pfefferle, »
just reading this email ... at this point, I would like meeting with you, Candy Bunnag, Wayne Cormnelius, Marco
Fuster, and anyone else you may feel is needed to attend. I will bring any and all documents regarding
Metropolitan Avenue which are in my possession to review. It seems that there is some kind of
misunderstanding and/or miscommunication between all persons involved regarding this. project. I will be
at your office at 11:00am on Monday, January 28, 2008.

Thank you.

Brian Shepard

From: Pfefferle, Mark <Mark.Pfefferle@mncppc-mc.org>

To: bainshep@netscape.net; Fuster, Marco <Marco.Fuster@mncppc-mc.org> _

Cc: Bunnag, Candy <Candy.Bunnag@mncppc-mc.org>; Lieb, David <David.Lieb@mncppc-mce.org>;
Cornelius, Wayne <Wayne.Cornelius@mncppc-mc.org>

Sent: Fri, 25 Jan 2008 5:30 pm

Subject: RE: 120050050 Macon Construction

~ Mr. Shepard.



The forest conservation plan is not related to the permit drawings submitted to DPS for their review. Forest
conservation plans and tree save plans are submitted directly to M-NCPPC for review and approval. Itisa necessary
component before a sediment control permit is released by DPS. It is only upon receipt of final forest conservation
plans, by M-NCPPC, does the 45 day review period begins. As Marco previously stated, our records show that a tree
_save plan was received by M-NCPPC on 12-21-2007 and was signed by Keith Pitchford on 12-20-2007. The preliminary
plan of subdivision also requires the submission and approval of a final forest conservation plan before a sediment
control permit can be released. The final forest conservation still needs to be submitted. The tree save plan should be
incorporated into the final forest conservation plan. Marco will provide you with comments, on M-NCPPC letter head,
on the submitted tree save plan by February 1, 2008.

Unfortunately, we cannot give you permission to start construction on the lots subject to the preliminary plan of
subdivision until all the Planning Board’s conditions of approval are satisfied.

Mark Pfefferle

Forest Conservation Program Manager
M-NCPPC - Environmental Planning
8787 Georgia Avenue

Silver Spring, MD 20910

Phone: 301.495.4730
Fax: 301.495.1303

From: bainshep@netscape.net [mailto:bainshep@netscape.net]
Sent: Friday, January 25, 2008 11:22 AM

To: Fuster, Marco

Cc: Bunnag, Candy; Lieb, David; Cornelius, Wayne; Pfefferle, Mark
Subject: Re: 120050050 Macon Construction

Marco,

/
According to the Montgomery County DPS Application schedule, your office received the permit drawings on
9/17/2007. That's when the 45 day period begins. I was informed of the tree save plan after the 45 day period
expired and only because of my efforts. I was never contacted by a reviewer in Park and Planning.............. the
issue only surfaced after many visits and queries made by myself. Again, I ask we find some way to work this
out and expedite the permit as soon as possible before I'm forced to take legal action.

‘Regards,

Brian Shepard

From: Fuster, Marco <Marco.Fuster@mncppc-mc.org>

To: bainshep@netscape.net

Cc: Bunnag, Candy <Candy.Bunnag@mncppc-mc.org>; Lieb, David <David.Lieb@mncppc-me.org>;
Cornelius, Wayne <Wayne.Cornelius@mncppc-mc.org>; Pfefferle, Mark <Mark.Pfefferle@mncppc-me.org>
Sent: Thu, 24 Jan 2008 5:19 pm

Subject: RE: 120050050 Macon Construction

Brian,



The submitted tree save plan, was signed by your consulting arborist on 12/20/07 and received by M-NCPPC the
following day. Presently, we are well within the 45 day period allowed for plan review. The deficiencies associated with
the underlying subdivision were revealed during the review of your plan. The conditions of approval for the subdivision
which include your lots, require that all the tree save areas (depicted on the ultimately approved tree save plan) be
recorded as Category |l easements.

Formal comments regarding your plan submission will be issued in the near future. Concurrently, staff will coordinate on
resolution of the larger issues associated with the subdivision.

| will keep you informed with any updates.

Marco F.
M-NCPPC

From: bainshep@netscape.net [mailto:bainshep@netscape.net]
Sent: Thursday, January 24, 2008 12:08 PM

To: Fuster, Marco _
Cc: Bunnag, Candy; Lieb, David; Cornelius, Wayne; Pfefferle, Mark
Subject: Re: 120050050 Macon Construction

Marco,

Thanks for the-e-mail........ as I requested yesterday, I would like an official letter stating your comments on
official Montgomery County letter head. Please send this to me as soon as possible. My address once again is:
205 Granville Drive
Silver Spring, MD 20901
Just to reiterate, I have complied with all items for Lot 22 as stipulated by Montgomery County, per meetings
with Candy Bunnag. 1have been patient, understanding, and most of all conscientious of following through
with requirements, and work loads. I purchased two (2) parcels last spring (2007), initiated and submitted all
requirements for permit in the summer of 2007. Ms. Bunnag informed me that a tree save plan was needed for
my project (in late Fall 2007), and stated this was the only hold up. There was no conversation regarding the
previous owner (Macon) and their work -- which only makes sense, since I had and have nothing to do with
their project.

It is now winter of 2008 and I am learning that because of issues regarding the previous owner, I am being
penalized for their mistakes and/or overlooks, as well as that of the county. I have lost months of work, peace of
mind, and money as I am waiting to start my project. It is difficult for me to understand how such an issue could
be overlooked for so long, and now the problem has come to surface.

All I reqeust, is that I not be held back from receiving my permits to start construction. I am more than happy to
work in compliance of the county, but only as far as my property runs -- which I feel is only fair. According to
the subdivision record plat for Capital View reservation area 2 only affects outlook A and lot 23, not my
propeties (lots 21 and 22). Do what you feel is necessary regarding lot 23 and Outlook A, as it seems that the
problem lies there and with the previous owner. I should not be held accountable for someone else's mistakes.
At this point, something needs to be done and done quickly regarding my two lots on Metropolitan Avenue.
Someone needs to be held accountable. I would appreciate a response as soon as possible. Thank you in
advacne ...

Brian Shepard



From: Fuster, Marco <Marco.Fuster@mncppec-me.org>

To: bainshep@netscape.net

Cc: Bunnag, Candy <Candy.Bunnag@mncppc-mc.org>; Lieb, David <David.Lieb@mncppc-me.org>;
Cornelius, Wayne <Wayne.Cornelius@mncppe-me.org>; Pfefferle, Mark <Mark.Pfefferle@mncppe-mc.org>
Sent: Wed, 23 Jan 2008 5:42 pm _

Subject: 120050050 Macon Construction

Mr. Sheppard,

The 3 lot subdivision on Capital View Ave was approved under preliminary plan # 120050050 (Macon Construction). The
April 12, 2005 Planning Board Opinion specifies a number of condition of approval items. An identical list of the
conditions of approval also appear on the approved plan of sub-division. These documents can be referenced online
through the link bellow: ‘ ' A :

http://www.daicsearch.org/imageENABLE/Categories.asp?Keyw.ord=120050050

Condition of approval items 2, 3 & 12 relate to tree preservation and forest conservation issues within the subdivision.
To summarize the conditions, a detailed tree save plan (for the whole site) is to be submitted and approved prior to any
construction occurring within any of the lots. The required elements of the tree save plan include grading, tree
preservation and control of invasive species. The tree save plan was to be submitted and approved prior to record plat,
as the plat is required to record category |l easements over the tree save areas depicted on the approved tree save plan.

To date none of these conditions have been satisfied, work has already occurred within the subdivision resulting in
significant damage to historic.and environmental resources (of particular concern is the extensive grading and
stonework work located immediately adjacent to the 59” tulip tree). Furthermore, the record plat does not include the
category Il easements as required.

There are also a number of comments regarding the submitted tree save plan, some of which | had discussed with your
associate this afternoon.

Earlier today | left a message with the original developer/applicant but have not made direct contact yet. Likely, we will
have to hold a meeting with some or all of the concerned parties to resolve the present situation.

Marto F.
M-NCPPC

~ More new features than ever. Check out the new AIM(R Mail!

More new features than ever. Check out the new AIM(R) Mail!

More new features than ever. Check out the new AIM(R) Mail!



"‘ MONTGOMERY COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT

THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION

Brian Shepard
205 Granville Drive
Silver Spring, MD 20901

Mr. Shepard,

Below are the M-NCPPC Environmental Planning Comments for submitted tree
save plan Capital View 1-20050050:

Contact Historic Preservation at 301-563-3400 regarding status/requirements of
Historic Area Work Permit (HAWP).

Include on-site management plan for non-native, invasive plant species (including
but not limited to Multi-Flora Rose, Rhubus species and English Ivy) per Planning
Board Condition of approval item 2. '

Include a full tree survey prepared by certified arborist, indicating size, species,
health and location of all trees greater than 6”in diameter, per Planning Board
Condition of approval item 3c. The existing trees tag #’s (present in the field) are
to be incorporated into the survey. Include CRZ’s for the depicted trees.

Include size, species, health and location of trees which were planted under
resolution of previous clearing activity (trees can be readily identified by mesh
guard present at tree bases). Wherever possible make adjustments to preserve
these trees.

Include CRZ’s for offsite trees affected by proposed construction (particularly the
large tulip trees north of lot 21).

Update plans to reflect present site conditions. (Driveway, chain-link fence and a
number of trees depicted on submitted plan are no longer present). Existing
sediment control fences are to be shown on plan.

Rectify the proposed storm water management structures for lot 21 (structures
have been drawn outside of the LOD).

Depict Category 1 Easement on plan; no grading or structures allowed within
Category 1 Easement.

8787 Georgla Avenue, Silver Spring, Maryland 20910  Environmental Planning: 301.495.4540 Fax:
301.495.1310
www.MongtomeryPlanning.org



Tree save plan is to be incorporated into a Final Forest Conservation Plan (FFCP)
for the entire subdivision. Include forest canopy boundary, as approved on NRI,
and add forest Conservation Worksheet.

Revise Tree protection fence detail to indicate 4’ minimum height, and delete
provision for alternative snow fence.

Include M-NCPPC standard notes for final forest conservation plans.
Provide a copy of Sediment Control Plan to M-NCPPC.

Signature of qualified plan preparer on re-submitted plan must be original and in
non-black ink (this has been done appropriately on 1st submission).

Upon approval of Tree Save / FFCP, record a plat of correction to include
Category II easements over tree save areas, per Planning Board Condition of
approval item 12.

Modification to proposed LOD may be also required, as determined by review of
the above requested elements. Submit the revised plans to Mark Pfefferle, and
contact us with any question you may have.

Sincerely,

Marco Fuster |
Environmental Planning
M-NCPPC

8787 Georgia Avenue, Silver Spring, Maryland 20910 Environmental Planning: 301.495.4540 Fax:
301.495.1310
www.MongtomeryPlanning.org



1. Please include the following notes on the final forest conservation plan:

a. An on-site pre-construction meeting shall be required after the limits of
disturbance have been staked and flagged, but before any clearing or
grading begins. The owner shall contact the Maryland National Capital
Park and Planning Commission inspection staff prior to commencing
construction to verify the limits of disturbance and discuss tree protection
and tree care measures. The attendants at this meeting should include:
developer’s representative, construction superintendent, ISA certified-
arborist or MD license tree expert that will implement the tree protection
measures, M-NCPPC inspector, and DPS sediment control inspector.

b. No clearing or grading shall begin before stress-reduction measures have
been implemented. Appropriate measures may include, but are not limited
to:

i. Root pruning
ii. Crown Reduction or pruning
iii. Watering
iv." Fertilizing
v. Vertical mulching
vi. Root aeration matting _
Measures not specified on the forest conservation plan may be required as
determined by the M-NCPPC inspector in coordination with the arborist.

c. A State of Maryland licensed tree expert, or an International Society of
Arboriculture certified arborist must perform all stress reduction measures.
Documentation of stress reduction measures must be either observed by
the M-NCPPC inspector or sent to the M-NCPPC inspector at 8787
Georgia Avenue, Silver Spring, MD 20910. The M-NCPPC inspector
will determine the exact method to convey the stress reductions measures
during the pre-construction meeting,

d. Temporary tree protection devices shall be installed per the Forest
Conservation Plan and prior to any construction activities. Tree protection
fencing locations should be staked prior to the pre-construction meeting.
M-NCPPC inspector, in coordination with the DPS sediment control
inspector, may make field adjustments to increase the survivability of trees
and forest shown as saved on the approved plan. Temporary tree protect
devices may include:

i. Chain link fence (four feet high)
ii. Super silt fence
iii. 14 gauge 2 inch x 4 inch welded wire fencing supported by steel T-
' bar posts (minimum 4 feet high) with high visibility flagging.

¢. Temporary protection devices shall be maintained and installed by the
contractor for the duration of construction project and must not be altered
without prior approval from M-NCPPC. No equipment, trucks, materials,
or debris may be stored within the tree protection fence areas during the
entire construction project. No vehicle or equipment access to the fenced
area will be permitted. Tree protection shall not be removed without prior



approval of M-NCPPC. Tree protection devices to be coordinated with
erosion and sediment control devices as indicated on the approved Erosion
and Sediment Control plan approved by the Department of Permitting
Services.

Forest retention area signs shall be installed as required by the M-NCPPC
" inspector, or as shown approved plan.

Long-term protection devices will be installed per the Forest Conservation
Plan and attached details. Installation will occur at the appropriate time
during the construction project. Refer to the plan drawing for long-term
protection measures to be installed. .
Periodic inspections by M-NCPPC will occur during the construction
project. Corrections and repairs to all tree protection devices, as
determined by the M-NCPPC inspector, must be made within the
timeframe established by the M-NCPPC inspector.

i. - After construction is completed, an inspection shall be requested.

Corrective measures which may be required include:
i. Removal and replacement of dead and dying trees
ii. Pruning of dead or declining limbs
iii. Soil aeration
~ iv. Fertilization
v. Watering
vi. Wound repair
vii. Cledn up of retention areas
After inspection and completion of corrective measures have been
undertaken, all temporary protection devices shall be removed from the
site. No additional grading, sodding, or burial may take place.



Oaks, Michele
T

From: Oaks, Michele

Sent: ~ Wednesday, December 28, 2005 1:57 PM
To: Manion & Associates (E-mail)

Subject: Dwyer House Revisions 12/23/05 Fax
Cathy,

I‘am in receipt of your fax dated 12/23/05. The proposed modifications to the windows and doors on the rear addition of
the Dwyer house is approved.

Michele

Michele Oaks, Senior Planner

Historic Preservation Office

Montgomery County Department of Park and Plannlng
1109 Spring Street, Suite 801

Silver Spring, MD 20910

(301) 563-3400 (phone)

(301) 563-3412 (fax)

michele.oaks@mncppe-me.org

WWW.mncppe.org




Dec 22 05 12:47p Manion & HAssociates 301-229-7171 p.1

%‘st%!c?&é ’ FACSIMILE CORRESPONDENCE

To: Historic Preservation Office _ Your Fax No.:___ {301) 563-3412
Date: 12.23.05

Attn.: Michele Oaks

From: Kathy

Subject: _ Dwyer House at 10245 Capitol View Ave, Kensington, MD

' 4 Pages Including Cover Sheet

Message / Comments:_Michele, these are some revised elevations for the Dwyer
House. We had to slightly alter the facades. If you have any questions or need

anvthing elseif please give me a call or give Carl Mahany a call. Thank you, Kathy
|

7307 - MacArthur B:oulevard‘ Suite 216 Bethesda, Maryland 20816 Telephone: 301.229.7000 Facsimile: 301.229.7171
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May 11 06 04:51p Manion & Associates 301-228-7171 p-1

MANION &
ASSOCIATES FACSIMILE CORRESPONDENCE
To: Historic Preservation Office " Your Fax NO.:___(301) 563-3412
Date: 05.11.06
Attn.: FArehere—ates—
MicHeLe
From: Aathry-

Subject: _ Capitol View House B

Pl
5 Pages Including Cover Sheet

a
Message / Comments:_Michele, Here are some revised elevations putting the shingles
sack into the gables instead of the board & batten. Give me a call to discuss or if you
2ave any questions. Thanks, Kathy

7307 MacArthur Boulevard Suite 216  Bethesda, Maryland 20816 Telephone: 301.229.7000 Facsimile: 301.229.7171
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A

GPITOL VIEW PARK
C"‘ZEN'S ASWA"ON SILVER SPRING. MARYLAND 20910

May 10, 2006

Michele Oaks
Historic Preservation Committee
Montgomery County, Maryland

Dear Ms. Oaks:

The Capitol View Park Citizens Association Board and Historic Area Review Committee met on
Monday, May 8. Mr. Carl Mahany of Macon Construction appeared and presented revised
designs for two houses to be built at 10245 Capitol View Avenue (case number 31/07-061). The
board voted in favor of the proposal and to support authorizing him to go forward with
construction of whichever design versions are agreed upon with HPC. The board also voted to
convey their gratitude to Mahany and his team for their heroic efforts to restore the existing

house on the property. They are to be commended for preserving such a valuable resource in our
historic community.

Sincerely,

Duncan E. Tebow, Co-chair, Historic Di_suicf Review
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