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PITCHF ORDASSQCIATES

arboriculture + epvirorimental consulting

November 15, 2004

Mr. Alan Adler

Arbor Homes, LLC
10311 Naglee Dr.

Silver Spring, MD 20903

Dear Alan;

|
i
|
|

Attached is the
2801 Beechb

imen tree inventory with comurrents for the large trées on your site at
Road in Silver Spring.

I have updated the inventory that was provided with the base map regarding species and
diameter. You will also notice that I have drawn in the dimensions of the critical root
zones (CRZ) forj the more important trees. I omitted the CRZ for a few trees that were
not preservationjcandidates. These were trees #5, 6 & 7 which are located along the
stream bank. These trees are in such poor condition that I do not feel that any special tree
preservation efforts are warranted. In fact, they are not highly impacted by the future
development of this parcel, but I would not recommend duectmg a significant portion of
your tree preservation finds to these trees. :

The trees with which I am most concerned include #'5 9, 10, 11, 12 & 14. They are
behind the Ppyopayed addition and are in good condition. Unfortunately, the best tree of

< a pignut hickory. It is so close to the new addition, however, that it is
ic‘préservation candidate. However, these are very durable trees, 50 you may
trying to preserve this tree, despite the low likelihood of survival.

The average CRZ loss for tree #'s 9, 10, 11 & 12 is approximately 25-30%. This is
within acceptable limits for these trees, but the 30% loss for tree #9 is a bit much for a
tulip poplar. Idp feel, however, that despite this root loss, it is worth trying to save this
tree. It has a smyiller than normal crown because of the tight growing conditions. This

~ may help with tree preservation because it may also have a smaller root system. Tree #'s

11 & 12 are oaks which ere much mere durable regarding root loss and I do not anticipate
any major problgms with these the next 3-5 years.

vhich is a very nice twin-stemmed white oak.
toward your house due to recent excavation. And,
I understand that the adjoining lotwill'be developed for a single family residence which
will remove even more CRZ. However, the existing excavation has removed
approximately 20% of the CRZ, and the development in the adjoining lot will remove
another 10%. This 30% is really the maximum you would want to lose on & large mature

1
i
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!thmk that because the tree is in such good condition, and with proper
easures, 1 do feel that we could save this tree.

white cak. But,
root protection

Ifyour plan for this lot still includes adding a sunken terrace off the left rear corner of the \Y‘\
existing house, this may mean more CRZ loss and this may be too much for this tree. %
This really is a great tree and I would encourage you to work to preserve it. White oak is

resilient to loss, and with some remedial work I do feel that we can keep it in the

lm%c

Tree #2 has alsg been significantly damaged by the ciearing operations in the adjacent
1o¢. This is a ladge and unusual osk and certainly worthy of preservation efforts, I have
not seen before uch & large shingle oak in this area. They are considered to be quite
hardy and durable. Therefore, at this point, I think it will survive this construction
achvxty How er, 1 do recornmend more intensive preservation efforts be made around

to padthe exposed areas outside of this fencmg, and yet still wﬁhm the
the construction process. And, as this project progresses, I would also
like to recommend repned:al treatments for the preservation candidates including tree
growth regulators (TGR) and root stimulation treatments for the damaged trees. These
treatments are best u:iderl:aken in the spring ,of next year.

This concludes the prehmmary pomon of the tree protection for this site. I do feel that
there are some very good preservation candndates, and they are certainly worthy of some
extra effort.

Thank you for the opi:onumty to offer these observations and recommendations. Once
the final footprint of the new home is lmowm, I will issue more detailed arboricultural
specifications. ‘ .

Sincerely,

‘MD Tree Expert #589

pitclardassociates pitck fordtrees.com
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION

Douglas M. Duncan Julia O’Malley
County Executive Chairperson
Date: April 20, 2006

MEMORANDUM

TO: Robert Hubbard, Director
Department of Permitting Services

FROM: Michele Oaks, Senior Planner
Historic Preservation Section, M-NCPPC

SUBJECT: Historic Area Work Permit # 353421 for major addition and rehabilitation to existing house

The Montgomery County Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) reviewed the attached application for a Historic Area Work
Permit (HAWP) at its public hearing on November 17, 2004. This application was APPROVED with conditions. The
conditions of approval were:

1. Scheme B for the addition is approved.
2. The applicant will work with HPC staff on the detailing for the hyphen, terrace and new addition.
3. The applicant will get HPC staff approval for the new garage door prior to its installation.

4. The specification sheets outlining the manufacturer, model and description of product for all windows and doors,
including garage, to be used in this project will be reviewed and approved at staff level. If these specification sheets
do not illustrate materials and designs typically approved by the Commission and compatible with the historic
structure, the staff will require that they be reviewed and approved by the Commission in a revision to the approved
Historic Area Work Permit Application.

5. Tree protection plan for the root system of the 30’ oak tree located on the adjacent lot to the north will be drafted by a
certified arborist and reviewed and approved by staff prior to the project’s commencement. The tree protection plan
will include the use of limits-of-disturbance (LOD) fencing. For every tree to be removed, as per the submitted tree
plan, one tree from Montgomery County’s native species list (min. 3” caliper deciduous or 6” high evergreen) will be
planted on the property prior to use and occupancy permits being issued by the Department of Permitting Services.

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: Alan Adler
Address: 2801 Beechbank Avenue, Silver Spring (Capitol View Park Historic District)

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

alterations to the approve plans.

Y‘\'L— AM"*

Tl
*
* \ll o
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Historic Preservation Commission ¢ 8787 Georgia Avenue o Silver Spring, Maryland 20910 « 301/563-3400  301/563-3412 FAX
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HISTORIC AREA WORK PERM
v b

| , > (7 . . V Deytime Phone No.: (/5’9 )‘é7$ 53‘4
‘wx Account Ne. /?"g“??? J 1L G2 Y4i- u’mj 7Nt
Vame of Property Gwner, ]IA/‘J ﬁ/ Al DmmPhoneNo L._(”‘) 'S }5‘53"/j g
e 10311 Npglor % 4. L[M/ wolag & — 28953

f’ Stae Code '
Comractom: 72);%‘/ JPMMN!: /Zﬂ) Wy - ZTL §1LL - v
Contractor Regiswation No.: gC Z 9 7" 9 ’ .

Agent orOurer: | 1@);\'\/ Qé/[/‘/ﬂ- . Daytime Phane No.:. BD)) V@)J'“Zg'b\

LOCATION OF BUILDING/PREMIS]

o 280 foptfn) K

'Icwn/titv:‘ S S, ‘ Nmmcwusmr (Al 7’ VA ﬁ‘vf/vw{
w £°15 w35 Subdivisio; _ L&Vpﬁ?w%ﬁ’é/k.’
lW: , Fc;lie: Parcel: .

: TVCE OF PERNIT ACTION AND US]

Sc« ‘;’ nd J Aher/Renovate ;A/C j&g E(/oom Addition O Porch- E/ x

f 7 Shed
O Move O Wrech/Raze Firsplece’ (O Woodbuming Stove Singte Family
0. Rews:on C Repair 3 Revocable a Fence/Wal {complete Section 4) O Other:

18. Construction cost estimeate: quQ 00b

1C. It this is & revision of & previously epproved active permft, see Permit #

PRRT WG, COMPLETE TOR vy CONTAUC TION AND EXTERG/ABLTTIoN

2A. Type of sewsge disposst 0 sc 02 (3 Septic 03 O Other:
28. Type of water supply: 01

WSSC 0z O wel 03 O Other:

PART THAE] ; Mﬂﬂ’l]\"'ﬂﬁlﬁ?ﬂ :
3, Heign____ - fest inchas

' 38. Indicate whethar the fence or retaining watt is to be constructed on ane of the foliowing locations:

J Onpasty z‘mo(pmpmy fine O Entirely on tand of owner ) Onpubic right of way/essament

| hereby certify thet | have the autharity to make the foregoing application, that the application is comect, and that the constructior will comply with plens
approved by ali agencies listed and | nereby acknowlecge end accept this to be a candition for the issuance of this perlmr

o)~ Rwhdle g0t

= Signature of owner artﬁﬁww
irgecson, Histotic Fresgevetion Commission

Approved: D
Iy 0’+ Ay Uate issuec:

Qisapproved:

Application/Permit No.:

ea 518 ~ SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS




THE FOLLOWING ITEMS MUST BE COMPLETED AND THE - | ‘

REQUIRED DOCUMENTS MUST ACCOMP&NY THIS APPLICATION, ‘ _ K
WRITTEN DESCRIPTION OF PRO.IECT
[ Descnptmn of existing structurels) snd envmmamﬂ sefting, inciuding thei; historical festures and significence: ) )

ZXL'(‘}) 4 4 A/ Z 5 V4 v __fApcns g ' Y IAAAL %y /

v N
g wird) £14 /s I);IL. o] —’/L/p/l, 2972 Y /}ﬂj/ﬁv o T
wWhDANVS, pallepng, gL pBdd) Tirpewssle. corls /boa Lo
in / ey )Y/, #/A/CL ﬁ\M/\JDZu W /”4 (ANl

a { .

%4

b. Ganml nesuipmmoi projuct and its eftect on the historic resourcels], the environmentat uﬂm md, where epplicatie, the historic district

Red- T stov v VS papami f/ I wid] }glvcf,o
: :Emﬂ M exdPris. & /z b Lind Cda_zmﬁ‘ wm/,;(}l‘vU
‘ .—jﬂ O‘A.L'l'/'l ‘ + NAT LA o) A S £ro 100

also il " pgagvatitu ,‘TWIM
stuehons . T AL g /ﬂﬂm A4

- l“f " f
2 mﬂ > Smfy’ f%%#“/ A//, )747' (;U/)S{ wﬂzi]/ »v/#X/hl)

mwmw, 7%9/;, renaval & it

Site and mnwnmamd m dyawn 10 scale Yw

| TP A W/J/ﬂ,&%& Frond @@ )off
s thunelt.mﬂhannw..mum; , | SIO[{ Z Jw Wan /,'(f)l |
b. dimension of sk extsting and praposed structures; and <Hh 5, ‘%[ . j/Vf/}'\ ‘f‘%@

bc site features such as welkways, driveways, fences. ponds. streems, tash dumpsters, mechenicel equipment, aﬂdleﬂdﬂcﬂﬂm 76&5/& (/é 7[\ Y 24a® ﬁl la Cf M
- ,MW‘M mietig. Ao

, /
a. Schometic construction plans, with marked dimensions, indiceting Jocation, size and general type of wails, window anc donr apenings, ond other ..,L /(L Qj 0‘)\ éj\
fixed festures of both the existing resaurce(s] and the prapased work. 7 A 1 s
b, Etevations {tecedes), with marked dimensions, cleatty indicating brapas'ed work in refation to existing conttruction and, when epprapriets, comext. /% ‘7%& W ! '
-+ All materisis and fixtures propozed for the &xteriot must be noted on the elevations mwmgs An existing snd & proposed sisvation drewing of aach
fscude sttacted by the proposad work is required. Mo ?( Q -

- MATERIALS SPECIFICATIONS S 422N ‘J‘K.Q. fy)),@/
Genwrel description of materials and manuiactured items proposed for incorporation in the wark oi the project. Thls information may be mcludnd on ycur Le
dmgn drawings. . %A’ -’/&/ 7‘} 7}\,‘

N . _ i pip-

8. Clearly isbeled photographic prints of sach facede of existing resousce, intiuding deteis of the affected portions. Al labels should be pleced on the JM

front of photographs. ) (. 9\/;‘ 7{
bl Ciearty fabel photographic prints of the resource es viewed fram the public right-of-wsy and of the adjoining praperties. All isbets should be placed en / ! k 26 127

the front of photogrephs.. . v . G 1’\1 J: ;7
¥ you are proposing constuction adjacent to of within she criciine of any tree €° or larger in diameter [t approximatey 4 feet sbove the ground), you &/ Aad) ¢ J

must file'an accurete tree survey identiying the size, location, and soecies of eech tree of at least thet dimension,

mmwmmmmmwmm . e endly

. Fw ALL projects, provide an accurate fist of adjacent and confronting property owners {not tenants), including nemes, sddresses, and Zip codes. This list ,f 5 {U(f’?\/ th t 4'7‘4
should include the cwners of all fots or parcels which adioin the percel in question, 8s well a¢ the dwner{s) of lot(s) or percelis| which fie directly across ) Zee/ A 7] ] 7\.
the stresthighway from the parcel in question. You con ebtein this informaticn from the Department of Assessments and Taxation, 51 Monroe Straet, y mf 1

Rockvil, (301/278-135%) wps (, 5'0 45‘ —J-a

PLEASE PAINT [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 MBELS

The rear of e enu?’.n.,? [ﬁwm@,

ﬂba
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. Mr:. Alan Adler v w‘l
er Homes LLC ' ' call my 4 /
{\;;!1}:&:1;;!@ IL):'JlEe a,fh%{ v hAVe A hin\_’ﬂ ‘
Silver Spring, MD 20003
iver Seros b - Al (399675537

Dear Alan: ‘ B Rt e

] recently revisited your property at 2801 Beechbank Road in order io survey several of
- the large trees around the existing home. | brought the newest site plan far this property
50 that T could yet a feel for the potental impacts to these trees ‘

1 wank to 2ring 1o vour attennon that the condition ratings have changed for several trees
since taey were last surveved in November, 2004, In panicular, the large Black cak ## /0
{Qurercns veluring), which ] understand is of concern to the Historic Commission, hes
declined in health from geod in 2004 (¢ fair 10 poor now. There is quite a o1t of major .
deadwood 1n the crowr and these are several bleeding cankers at the base. Both the
dieback of large scaffoid limbs and the presence of bleeding canikers are indicative of root -
sot probizms. This cancems me a great deel because of the size of this iree (it measures
577 of diameter at breast height (dbh)] and the fact that the canopy is concentrated at the
top of <he tree. [Fthis does have a significant level of root rot. then | feel it is a high risk

for windthwow,

Your site plaz shows yoot pruning at approximately {2’ fram the base of this tree.  This
is within the area around the tree which is dermed the minimum clearance zone (MCZ).
This 15 8 zone with a radial distance equal ro 67 for cach inch of dbk. So. for this tree the
NMCZ woneld be 18.5°. Wnhin this zone are found the large, woody scaffold roots which
are responsible for the struciural stability of the tree, as well as being the basis of the
entire absorbing root system. {115 elways advisable to avoid curting these roots.

Gtven its dechining condition and the signs of potential root 1ot protlems. 4 wouid not
characterize this tree s 8 good presenvation candidate. However, if you decide to keep it
taere are some treatments which I feel are necessary. The first is a risk assessment of the
main ro: flares and trunk to assess the integrity of the wood. [ could do this using my
1esistograph machine. This tool will give me insiant feedback as 10 the integrity of the
wood in these areas. .

Tfthe results of this rest are pusitive. 1hen I would recommend removing the major
dezdwood care the new leaves have “hardened off ™ Secondly, a tree growth reguiator
{Cambistal 25C) should be applied in the rext few weeks. This product wili act to slow
the vegetative growth in the tree tind re-direct the tree’s energy into root produciion. ftis

3212420 place . nite 1. was tingien do 20007 L phone 202 5373 3853 . faz 202 333 3865 . cplrees@comeast.net. phnsfurdiress cor
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viable for three years. You would also nexd to initiate a wood borer control prograrm
whick wou'd involve 2pplying a preventative spray treatment to keep borers from laying
equs under the bark. There are several wood burers that will key i on tis treein its
weakened vondition. These are the insects which are most often responsible ‘or the rapid
decline and death of these large caxs.

| am also concerned with the long-zerm: prognosis for the jarge, double-stemmed White At #/ y
oak ({Inercus albu 10 the leP of the sxisting house There has already experienced quite

a bir of root damage trom the digging done near the base in the recent past. There are

surae severed roots which are now exposed. These should be pruned and then buried to

prevent drying. 1 weuld aiso recommend the Cambistat 20d borer contrel Irestments for

this tree as well

| feel that these are the iughest priority tree care items on your site at this time, There ure
other tree care needs to attend to on the property. but these are the most important.

Please call me with any other questions you may have. At a later date, we can discuss the
needs of the remaining large rrees on the propenty.

Sincerely, -

“Keith C. Pitchkirdg
18 A Cervfied Aroorist, MA-0178
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N RED O‘AK
2 1. Lot 15 is recorded among the Land Records

¥ + Tanr of Montgomery County, Maryland in Plat Book A

, Lneg Peo "'F?{)b) i as Plat 9, Bounddry, as shown, frorm-a strvey
~Root Pevning by this office.
/ / \)5

2. Topography, as shown, from a field survey by
'/«9\),/ this office dated March, 2004, contour interval 2"

4<\. {:uﬂqipg line for this lot).
Side: 7° minimum
Rear: 20" average- 15" minimum
Note: P
The setbacks are from the 1941 Zoning Ord-

/’nance (the record plat was recorded in

/ ‘ 3.>ixistmg zoning is R-60.
. Required setbacks:
N VFront: 25" minimum (there is no established
K

1887),

5 Tax 10 No. 19-D05-00995822

6. Street address: 2801 Beechbank Koad.
| _

7. Byjlding Coverage
' Existing House = 550 SF

Proposed Addition = 870 SF
1420 SF

Coverqge = 14%

8. Total Disturbed Area is 4,950 S.F, and is exempt from
ment Control and Storm Water Management.

~———a
-~

TAXMAP P 562 200 SHEETZ72 NW 03 ot sp PAGE 36 GRIDG-5,6
REVISIONS: VICINITY MAP SCALE: '1" = 2,000°
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Q
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CELLAR TABULATION [ ‘ 1 2 485
‘Part of Lot 15 Block 35 ; PREPARED FOR: ”
‘CAPITOLVIEWPARK | | , W€
Ceiing Figt | Length | Wall S.F. | Elev 18t Polnt |Elev 2nd Point [Avg Elevation | Avg Halght | _ Avea ot gut? ARBOR HOMES INC
Wall Segment (scaind) 7.5 221 165.8 2178 2823 280.% 1.8 35.4 Al D
Wall Segment (scaled) 75 260] 1875 282.3 2851 282.7 52| 130.0 Ggﬂf‘ﬁgus"é 123_{3;:2%&%:20? 3
Wel Sagment (scaled) 75 40| 30,0 285, 267.0 286.1 76 30.2 NESTRCOP ING M ©
Wall Segment (acaled) 7.5 63 47.3 287.0 267.0 267.0 85 536 0e°’ pE 20903
Wall Sogment (sceled) 75 10.0 750 287.0 287.0 267.0 8.8 850 Pt
| Wall Sagment (scalad) 7.5 150] 1125 287.0 250.0 2605 100]_ 1500] O 30%-445-2522 :
Well Segmant (scaled) 75 17.0] 1275 280.0 2027 2014 128] 2185 R | E—
[Wail Sagment (ecaled) 75 260] 1876 202.7 288.5 2608 124] 3028 TM.E
Wafi Sagment (scalad) 89 230] 1840 2685 282.0 2653 73] 1888 |
Wall Sagment (scaled) 82 1. 83 3820 281.5 2618 3.8 38 SITE PLAN
Wall Segment {scaisd) 80 18.0] 1280 278.5 2788 2785 0.5 8.0
Wail Segment (scelad) 75 19.0] 1425 2785 2865 282.5 4.0 76.0 T T
Wal Ssgment {eceied) 75 8.0 450 2865 2885 2885 8.0 48.0
Wall Sagment {acalad) 75 100 75.0 286.5 2885 288.5 ) 80.0 PART OF LOT 185
[Wall Bagmant (acaled) 7.5 40 300 2665 2865 2885 8.0 320 BLOCK 35
Wal Segment {(acutad) 5 5.0 378 288.5 2828 2847 8.1 30.7 .
Wall Sogment (scaled) 75 ap] 300 282.8 2780 3804 1.0 7.8 CAPITOL VIEW PARK
Wall Segment (sceiad) 7.5 240 1800 278.0 278.0 278.0 0.5 420 | THIRTEENTHN ELEC
2364 el TION DISTRICT
MONTROMERY COUNTY, MAMARYLAND
Total Langth 8.2' Wl 16 _
Tots! Length 8.0' Well 38.0 - —
Totaf Length 7.5' Wall 1724
Total Length of Wall 2124 &
Totat Wall 8.F, 17632 ' WITMER AS TE
Piop Goraga Ent Elev, . 278.0 I - S0CIA S’ LLC
!_Propnead Celiar Elevation 2785 Land Surveying, Land Planning & Design
98-A CHURCH STREET ROCKVILLE MD -
301-303-8600 FAX 301-309-8603 E-MAL WITMant & WANS .NET
Prop. 8.F. 1445.9 .
Ruq'd. SF. @ 50% B98.80
% Callar Below Grada B0.63% DATE PROJ. NO. SHEET NO.
e ——— B ———— - —— I— JANUARY 20086 93122 H-Z 1 of 1 :
000y
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) C‘TIZEN’S ASSOC'AT'ON SILVER SPRING, MARYLAND 20910

October 12, 2004

Historic Preservation Commission

_ The Zoning committee of the Capitol View Park Citizens Association met last night,
Monday, October 11, 2004 to consider 4 HAWP applications and one subdivision review
scheduled for the upcoming HPC meeting of Wednesday, October 13, 2004. It was noted
that the Zoning Committee was sent copies of the HAWP(s) BUT that no staff
recommendations were sent regarding these proposals. In the past Staff
Recommendations have been sent out with HAWPs and it is helpful to have these
recommendations sent so that the Civic Association Committee can comment on the Staff
Recommendations. The HPC did send their recommendations to the applicants. Three
members of the Zoning Committee took part: Mr. Duncan Tebow (acting as chairman);
Ms. Carol Ireland, and Ms Betty Scott. A summary of the committee’s recommendations
follow in agenda order:

Case 31/06-07-04F, Alan Adler for new construction at 2801 Beechbank Rd. Mr. Adler
appeared as did Ms. Rosemarie Kellinger, confronting homeowner. Afier presentations
by Mr. Adler and questions from Ms. Kellinger the committee agreed that it recommends
that an HAWP BE GRANTED in this case with no further recommendations.

Case 31/07-04G, Alan Adler for an addition at 2805 Beechbank road. Mr. Adler and Ms,
Kellinger once more appearing. After Mr. Adler’s presentation and Ms. Kellinger’s
questions and comments the committee agreed to advise HPC that the HAWP BE
GRANTED IN THIS CASE WITH the FOLLOWING RECOMMENDATIONS: 1. that
Mr Adler not disturb the screening row of trees (Hemlocks) on Beechbank Road at the
front edge of the property and that he consult an arborist to determine if they are
sustainable. In the event that they are not, he should re-plant same or similar trees to
preserve the vegetative screen. 2. That in the opinion of the committee Mr, Adler has
reduced the overall size of the addition appropriate to the massing of the architectural
clements, especially in view of the fact that the addition is sited entirely behind the
historic resource, and even though its profile overlaps the original house it will be largely

02
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obscured by the new house next door, its distance from the front of the property. and the
vegetive screen mentioned above. 3. The committee reaffirms its previous comments
during the preliminary consult that Mr. Adler be allowed to construct a two level, rather
than one level, “hyphen™ joining the historic structure to the new addition.

Case 31/07/04H, John Brill and Patricia Monahan for new construction at 10219 Menlo
Ave. Ms. Patricia Monahan appeared as did Mr. Peter Wilson, abutting homeowner. Mr.
Wilson came to the meeting early and made his coraments prior to the arrival of some of
the others. After a prescntation by Ms. Monahan and discussion by the committee the
committee agreed to recommend that the applicant’s HAWP BE GRANTED WITH THE
FOLLOWING RECOMMENDATION: that the applicant be required to modify the
foundation exposure on the front and south of the plan by the planting of screening
shrubbery to diminish the effect of large expanse of parged block or concrete foundation
wall, or alternatively to use a brick or stone veneer on the exposed areas of the entire '
foundation NOTE: The committee did not agree that the alternative design attached to
the application by HPC staff was in any way an improvement over the applicant’s design
and if anything would block the view to the historic resource to the north at least as much

if not more than the applicant's design; further the staff design is actually larger than the
applicants design.

Case 31/07/04D REVISION, P. Joshua Haines for new construction at 10115
Meadowneck court. Ms. Ruta Kadanoff, homeowner at rear of the proposed construction
appeared and commented. The committec was pleased that the builder had reduced the
proposed house both in height and overal] footprint and recommends this HAWP BE
GRANTED WITH THE ROLLOWING RECOMMENDATION: that the applicant
demonstrate that storm water run. off from the property after construction not adversely

affect adjoining historic resources (see adjoining homeowner, Mr. Malko’s, comments
recewed by e-mail and attached).

SUBDIVISION. Macon construction for subdivisiou of the property at 10245 Captiol
View Ave. No interested parties appeared. After a short discussion the committee
reaffirmed its support as stated at the time of the preliminary review and recommends
APPROVAL OF THIS SUBDIVIION, reserving all further right of comment at the time
of application for HAWP (s).

Respectfully submitted, '
Duncan E. Tebow, Acting as Chair , Zoning Committee, CVPCA

Attachment

10-12-04 Barrett Malko’s comments to the Staff report regarding the Haines 31/07-04D
Revision plan.

1) thc HPC staff approval of plastic siding because it is similar to the existing houses
is misstated. The Flavin, Gonsalez and Malko properties are brick and wood.
HPC required the Flavin’s use of wood for their addition to their historic cottage.

83
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2)

Wood siding would be more appropriate given, at least, three of the surrounding
properties are not plastic siding. The present HPC siding standard should be met.

Footing protection from rain water runoff of the historic Flavin property is of
paramount importance. Simply seying that “the applicant plans to address the
water runoff and drainage issues” is not good enough. Also that the “staff
encourages the applicant and the neighbors to research and address this important
issue together’ is also not good enough. The Applicant be directed to redirect the
runoff from his property including that from his 12’ access driveway. A catch
basin at the north-west comner of the applicants finished driveway leading to the
Meadowneck court stonm water drainage system will accomplish this
requirement. No research is necessary. Again, footing protection of the historic
Flavin property is required as are the other surrounding properties.

3) There is no tree plan to visually protect the Flavin, Malko and Gonsalez properties

from the applicant’s design including large expanses of siding. Tree planting on these

thxee properties would be acceptable to these three neighbors. This idea was submitted to
- HPC staff some time ago and should be rcconsidered at this time.

B4
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION STAFF REPORT

Add‘r;ss: 2801 Beechbank Avenue, Silver Spring _Meeting Date: 10/13/04

Resource:  Contributing Resource : Report Date: '10/06/04
Capitol View Park Historic District

Review: HAWP ' Public Notice: 09/27/04

Case Number: 31/07-04G Tax Credit: None

Applicant: Alan Adler (Mark Hughes, Agent) Staff: Michele Naru

PROPOSAL: Rear Addition

RECOMMEND:  Approve with Conditions

RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the Commission approve this HAWP
application with the conditions that:

/MWMMMWWM% o Atk it dpee mob

The specification sjheets outhmng the manufacturer, model escription of product for W J?JU/{»

wmdows and doors, d garage, to be used in this Hew—addi-t-ren will be reviewed and WM,@},\

/ approved at staff level. dECT

éé

Tree protection plan for the root system of the 30’ oak tree located on the adjacent lot to the
, l} north will be drafted by a certified arborist and reviewed and approved by staff prior to the project’s
commencement.

h
s

B

BACKGROUND: The subject project was reviewed by the Commission as a Preliminary
Consultation on September 8, 2004 (transcript and drawings from the Preliminary Consultation can be
found beginning on circle /€ ). The Commission asked the architect to study and modify the
program as follows:

1. The majority of the Commission wanted a reduction of the hyphen to a one-story
connection. Two of the Commissioners conveyed that they understood the need for the
second story on the hyphen and could entertain a modified design.

2. The majority of the Commijssion wanted the western sectl,q%g(t%e new, rear addition
substantially reduced in size. Commissioner O’Malley difected:t é{%e western wing
beyond the plane of the original massing’s side elevation be no greater than %2 of the width
of the main massing.

3. The majority of the Commission encouraged a contemporary architectural style on the
addition utilizing borrowed elements from the original house to help to differentiate the
new massing from the addition.



.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

SIGNIFICANCE:  Contributing Resource within Capitgl View Park Historic District. &
STYLE: ‘Mediterranean
DATE: 1917-1935

This two-story, three bay, dwelling with raised basement is located within the Capitol
View Park Historic District. The main entry is located on the north (side) elevation of the house.
The entry is covered with a shed roof sheathed in Spanish tile. The house is constructed in
concrete and is detailed with metal casement windows and wrought iron railings. The roofis a
shallow hip sheathed in Spanish tile and ornamented with an exterior end chimney also
constructed of concrete. The subject lot contains several mature trees.

PROPOSAL: The subject proposal will:

1. Remove a portion of the foundation wall on the basement level, an existing window
on the first floor and two windows on the second floor to create an entry into a new,
two-story with basement, hyphen addition. The height of the hyphen will be 1’ lower
than existing roof height on the historic massing.

2. Construct a two-story rear addition with basement garage onto the new hyphen
addition.  This addition will be of frame construction, faced in stucco and sheathed in
Spanish tile to match the existing house. The height of the addition will match the
existing roof height on the historic massing. The applicant is proposingvto utilize
wood casement windows on the addition.

3. Construct a new terrace along the west elevation of the historic massing to connect
the historic house to the addition.

4. Remove a 24” oak tree and a 24” twin oak tree from the property.

APPLICABLE GUIDELINES:

When reviewing alterations and additions to contributing 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 244

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. '



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.

The proposal would enhance or aid in the protection, preservation and public or private utilization
of the historic site or historic resource located within an historic district in a manner compatible
with the historical, archaeological, architectural or cultural value of the historic site or historic
district in which an historic resource is located.

Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines for Rehabilitation

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

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

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

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

~ STATISTICS:

Current Proposal:

Existing footprint: approx 620 sq. ft.
Proposed additions footprints: approx. 1,105 sq. ft.
Total new footprint: approx. 1,725 sq. ft.
Lot size: 10,272 sq. ft.
Existing Lot coverage: 6%
Proposed Lot coverage: 16.7%
Preliminary Consultation Proposal:
Existing footprint: approx 620 sq. ft.
Proposed additions footprints: approx. 1,283 sq. ft.
Total new footprint: ' approx. 1,903 sq. ft.
Lot size: ' 10,272 sq. ft.
Existing Lot coverage: 6%
Proposed Lot coverage: 18.5%
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STAFF DISCUSSION '

Staff feels that the applicant and his architect have addressed am e—p’raﬁsﬁe-reﬂet‘t’tﬁ'“
comments the Commission conveyed at the Prehm{}lary Consultation.

Topic #1 The majority of the Commission wanted a reduction of the hyphen to a one-story
connection. Two of the Commissioners conveyed that they understood the need for the second
story on the hyphen and could entertain a modified design.

The applicant modified their original design for the hyphen to a 2-story “glassy” add1t10n and
the height of this addltlon 1s 1’ lower than the existing roof height of the mam massmg
N AL
Topic #2The majority of the Msswn wanted the wes) (2 o) the néw rear a dztzo W(,
-substantially reduced in size. Commissioner O 'Malley diFegree-that the western wing beyond

the plane of the original massing’s side elevation be no greater than % of the width of the main %Ju
massing.

This addition has been reduced in length by 10.5°. The westermn extension will be 14’ beyond %W
the plane of the original massing’s side elevation, which is approximately"?g ofthe widthofthe A
main massing. (The width of the massing is 22’?'Ehew.i’dﬂr_o he Thaim massing - with-itS

Teoniall yfyaggton ntt fuon sigafuinthy Alinss.

Topic #3 The majority of the Commission encouraged a contemporary architectural style on the
addition utilizing borrowed elements from the original house to help to differentiate the new
massing from the addition.

The architect modified the elevations of the new massing to reflect a more contemporary

interpretation of the original architectural style. %I( 1[ WW W M W‘X

Staff would ask that the Commission require the applicant to provide, for staff approval,
specification sheets outlining the manufacturer, model and description of product for the
windows and doors; people and garage, to be used in this new addition. If these specification
sheets do not illustrate materials and designs typically approved by the Commission and
compatible with the historic structure the staff will require that they be reviewed and approved by
the Commission in a revision to the approved Historic Area Work Permit Application.

Finally, staff also would ask the Commission to require a tree protection plan for the root
system of the 30” oak tree located on the adjacent lot to the north. This plan must be drafted and
signed by a certified arborist and submitted with or prior to the stamping of the permit sets of
drawings for this project.

'STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the Commission approve with the above-stated conditions this
HAWP application as being consistent with Chapter 25A-8(b) 1, 2 and 3.

and with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards 2, 5, 9 & 10:

<



and with the general conditions applicable to all Historic Area Work Permits that the applicant
shall also present three, (3) permit sets of drawings to HPC staff for review and stamping prior to

submission for permits, and shall arrange for a field inspection by the Montgomery County
Department of Permitting Services (DPS), Field Services Office, five days prior to
commencement of work, and within two weeks following completion of work.




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

#10  New additions and adjacent new construction will be undertaken in such a manner

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

STAFF DISCUSSION

Topic #1 Remove a portion of the foundation wall on the basement level, an existing window on
the first floor and two windows on the second floor to create an entry into a new, two-story with
basement, hyphen addition. The height of the hyphen will match the existing roof height on the

historic massing.

Staff does not object to the utilization of existing fenestrations to provide access to an
addition. Howevef, staff is concerned with this current design’s program to alter a window
on the first story, where there is an existing door that could be utilized, and altering two
windows on the second story. '

As the design program illustrates, the main objective of the hyphen is to provide-interior

access to the new addition only. (As such, with stairways in both massings (historic and
proposed) a one-story with basement hyphen should be sufficient and also would not require
the removal of two additional windows in the second level of the main massing.

Additionally, staff would like to see that the entry from the historic massing to the hyphen be

accomplished through the use of the existing door Openmg\ Finally, staff would like o see
the hyphen’s design to be more “glassy-in form._This detail will provide a visual separation

of the historic and proposed massings.

Topic #2 Construct a two-story réar addition onto the new hyphen addition. This addition will
be of frame construction, faced in stucco and sheathed in Spanish tile to match the existing
house. The height of the addition will match the existing roof height on the historic massing.
The applicant is proposing to utilize wood casement windows on the addition.

Staff commends the applicant’s use of compatible materials and design for this addition. The
materials are compatible but not replicative (frame with stucco instead of concrete, wood
windows instead of metal) and are compatible with the existing architectural style. '

Staff?ﬁgﬁﬂ COnCerxﬁvith the proposed additiwrsis=its siz¢. In footprint, the addition is W
Z2N o doubléjthe original massing. Additionally, the footprint is very linear, causing it to



.overwhelm the original. In order to not adversely affect the character of the District, the
streetscape or the architecture of the original house, staff suggests a re-design and reduction
of the proposed massing so it does not exceed the western plane of the original mas‘singvesee'—-

staffs-recommendation-drawings-beginning-on-eircle——3—

Topic #3 Construct a new (uncovered) terrace along the west elevation of the historic massing to

connect the historic house to the addition.
Staff does not object to this design detail.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

. Staff recommends that the applicant revise their plans based on the above staff discussion and the
Commission’s comments and then return to the Commission for a second preliminary
consultation. Staff will work with the architect in the development of the revised plans if
desired.

Additionally for the second preliminary consultation, staff requests specification sheets outlining
the manufacturer, model and description of product for the windows and doors, people and
garage, to be used in this new addition.

Finally, staff notes that this property contains several large trees, which contribute to the
landscape of the historic district. For the second preliminary consultation, the applicant should
submit a tree survey and protection plan to the Commission outlining the trees (larger than 6” in
diameter) to be saved and protected and the trees to be removed.

Please note that the exterior and interior rehabilitation of the historic building is eligible for
County (only exterior), State and possibly Federal Tax Credits.
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION WISSION STAFFR%I‘/{%QAM W

Address: 2801 Beechbank Avenue, Silver Spring Meetmg Date: 11/17/04

Resource:  Contributing Resource Report Date: 11/10/04
Capitol View Park Historic District

Review: HAWP | Public Notice: 11/03/04

Case Number: 31/07-04G CONTINUED Tax Credit: None

"Applicant: Alan Adler (Mark Hughes, Agent) Staff: Michele Naru

PROPOSAL: Rear Addition | 7 —;_\\
RECOMMEND: Approve with Conditions (WW@ L/M“ W>

@W&M

RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the Commission approve this Historic Area

P

Woﬂfoerrmt/(HyﬁrW?)‘apphcanon with the conditions that:
CY VAN oY

" The.addition must be reduced in size so that it does not exceed the western plane of the
existing house.

. The terrace and pergola will be reduced in size so that it does not exceed beyond the
western plane of the existing stairwell. ’

{
4 The specification sheets outlir¥ing the manufacturer, model and description of product for

all windows and doors, including garage, to be used in this project will be reviewed and
approved at staff level. If these specification sheets do not illustrate materials and designs
typically approved by the Commission and compatible with the historic structure, the
staff will require that they be reviewed and approved by the Commission in a revision to
the approved Historic Area Work Permit Application.

The connecting hyphen will be reduced to one-story. - -
| Wl OXJV:KM Trrare, ok Mmew eglousion

'5. Tree protection plan for the root system of the 30’oak tree located on the adjacent lot to
the north will be drafted by a certified arborist and reviewed and approved by staff prior
to the project’s commencement. For every tree to be removed, as per the submitted tree
plan, one tree from Montgomery County’s native species list (min. 3” caliper deciduous
or 6’ high evergreen) will be planted on the property prior to use and occupancy permits -
being issued by the Department of Permitting Services.

L e
pAETR g

The Commission as a Preliminary Consultation on September 8, 2004 reviewed a large, rear, addition
to this contributing resource. The meeting concluded with the Commission asking the architect to
study and modify the program as follows:




1. The majority of the Commission wanted a reduction of the hyphen to a one-story
' connection. Two of the Commissioners conveyed that they understood the need for the
second story on the hyphen and could entertain a modified design.

2. The majority of the Commission wanted the western section of the new, rear addition
substantially reduced in size. Commissioner O’Malley suggested that the western wing
beyond the plane of the original massings’ side elevation be no greater than % ofthe width
of the main massing.

3. The majority of the Commission encouraged a contemporary architectural style on the
addition utlhzmg borrowed elements from the original house to help to differentiate the
new massing from the addition.

At the October 13, 2004 meeting, the Commission was presented with a HAWP application for the

addition (transcripts and submitted plans begin on circle [ ). The majority of the
Commission wanted a redesign of the plans to include:

1. A significant reduction in the length of the additio
2. The proposed, two-story hyphen needs to be.very transparent.

3. Thenew addition needs to be more differentiated stylistically. The height of the addition
needs to be at the same height or lower.

4. A tree plan which identifies the existing trees 6” in diameter and larger on the lot. The
plan should also delineate the trees to be saved and removed.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

SIGNIFICANCE:  Contributing Resource within Capitol View Park Historic District.
STYLE: ~ Mediterranean
DATE: 1917-1935

This two-story, three-bay, dwelling (22’ x 28.5° footprint) with raised basement is located
within the Capitol View Park Historic District. The main entry is located on the north (side)
elevation of the house. The entry is covered with a shed roof sheathed in Spanish tile. The house
is constructed in concrete and is detailed with metal casement windows and wrought iron
railings. The roofis a shallow hip sheathed in Spanish tile and ornamented with an exterior end
chimney also constructed of concrete. The subject lot contains several mature trees.

PROPOSAL: The subject proposal will:

1. Remove a portion of the foundation wall on the basement level, an existing window
on the first floor and two windows on the second floor to create an entry into a new,
two-story with basement, hyphen addition. The height of the hyphen will be 1’ lower
than existing roof height on the historic massing. '

2. Construct a two-story rear addition (17’ x 48’) with basement garage onto the new
hyphen addition. This addition in both proposed schemes will be of frame @



construction, faced in stucco and will contain a flat roof. The height of the addition in
Scheme A will be approx. 6” lower than the existing roofheight of the historic
massing while Scheme B will match the existing roof height of the historic massing,
The applicant is proposing to utilize wood casement windows in both proposals.

Construct a new terrace along the west elevation of the historic massing to connect
the historic house to the addition. '

4. Remove a 24” oak tree and a 24” twin oak tree. from the property.

APPLICABLE GUIDELINES:

When reviewing alterations and additions to contributing 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 244

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

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

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.

The proposal would enhance or aid in the protection, preservation and public or private utilization
of the historic site or historic resource located within an historic district in a manner compatible
with the historical, archaeological, architectural or cultural value of the historic site or historic
district in which an historic resource is located.

Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines for Rehabilitation

#2

#5

#9

#10

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

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

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 o0ld and will be compatible with the historic materials, features, size, scale and proportion,
and massing to protect the integrity of the property and its environment.

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



STATISTICS:

Existing footprint (22’ x 28.5°): 627 sq. ft.
Proposed addition footprint (17’ x 48’): 816 sq. ft.
Proposed hyphen (10° x 7°) footprint: 70 sq. ft.
Proposed new terrace (12° x 20’ and 4.5’ x 10°) - 285 sq. ft.
Total new footprint: ' 1,171 sq. ft.
Total footprint (new + existing) 1,798 sq. ft.
Lot size: : 10,272 sq. ft.
Ekisting Lot coverage: 6%
Proposed Lot coverage: - 17.5%
STAFF DISCUSSION

Staff feels that the applicant and his architect have addressed most of the comments the Commission
conveyed at the previous HAWP hearing.

Topic #1 A significant reduction in the length of the addition.

The addition has been reduced in length by 6° since the last HAWP submittal. However,
staff continues to encourage a design for the addition that does not project beyond the
western plane of the existing house. The current proposed addition is 8’ beyond the western
plane of the existing house. Additionally, the proposed terrace with pergola projects an
additional 6’ beyond this addition. Therefore, staff recommends that the Commission
support this proposal with the condition that the western extension of the addition not exceed
the western plane of the existing house and that the terrace and pergola not exceed beyond the
western plane of the existing stairwell.

Topic #2 The proposed, two-story hyphen needs to be very transparent.

The applicant modified their original design for the hyphen to a 2-story “glassy” addition and
the height of this addition is 1’ lower than the existing roof height of the main massing.

Staff continues to support a one-story hyphen. With stairways in both massings (historic
and proposed), a one-story hyphen with basement should be sufficient and also would not
require the removal of two additional windows in the second level of the main massing.
Additionally, staff would like to see that the entry from the historic massing to the hyphen
be accomplished through the use of the existing door opening. We will note, however, that
the Commission at the last HAWP hearing supported the two-story hyphen.

Topic #3 The new addition needs to be more differentiated stylistically. The height of the addition
needs to be at the same height or lower.

The architect has developed two different designs to respond to the Commissions concerns. @



Staff supports the proposed Scheme B, because we feel that it successfully differentiates the
addition from the original massing through the use of a more contemporary interpretation of the
original architectural style.

Topic #4 A tree plan which identifies the existing trees 6 in diameter and larger on the lot. The
plan should also delineate the trees to be saved and removed.

This plan is being drafted by the applicant’s arborist and will be presented to the
Commission at their work session.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends, that the Commission approve with the above-stated conditions this
HAWP application as being consistent with Chapter 25A-8(b) 1, 2 and 3.

and with the Secretary of th'e Interior’s Standards 2, 5,9 & 10:

and with the general conditions applicable to all Historic Area Work Permits that the applicant
shall also present three, (3) permit sets of drawings to HPC staff for review and stamping prior to

submission for permits, and shall arrange for a field inspection by the Montgomery County

Department of Permitting Services (DPS), Field Services Office, five days prior to
commencement of work, and within two weeks following completion of work.
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that is -- but that's what I've kind of worked at over the

yvears and -- really turns out that way, so I'm looking
forWard to it also.

MR. FULLER: Madam Chaif --

MR. ADLER:‘ I can't take the credit, though, for
the design. It was the architect that did that.

MR. FULLER: Madam Chair, I make a recommendation
thatvwe approve Case 31/07-04F at 2801 Beechbank Road with
the Staff conditions -- the three Staff conditions with a

modification to Condition No. 2 that it reads, "If the plan

identifies removal of a tree larger than six inches in

diameter, the plan will be resubmitted to Staff for their
review and determination as to whether they can approve or .
to bring back before the Commission."

UNIDENTIFIED FEMALE: I'll second.

MS. O'MALLEY: Any discussion? All in favor,
raise your right hand. All right, thank you very much.
That's unanimous.

- We can go now to Case F. Do”we have a staff
report for 2805 Beechbank Road?
' MS. NARU: It's 2801; the numbers are switched on
the agenda. I apologize for that.

Again, 2801 Beechbank Avenue. This is a

contributing resource within the Capitcl View Park Historic

District. The proposal is a rear addition tc this resource.

(9
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Again, the Commission reviewed this.at a preliminary
consultation at its September 8th, 2004 meeting and the
transcript and drawings from this meeting can be found in
your packet. I will also note that the citizen's group did
respond in their written comments to this project as well
and I will enter that into the récord.

At the preliminary consultation, you asked the
architect to study and modify the program as follows: the
majority of the Commission wanted reduction of the hyphen to
a one story connection. Two of you convefed that the --
they understood the need for the second story on the hyphen,
but could entertain a modified design. Secondly, the
majority of the Commission wanted a wesfern -- the western
section of the new rear addition substantially reduced in
size. One suggestion was that the western wing not extend
beyoﬁd the plane of the original massing side.elevation no
greater than half of the width of the main massing. And
thirdly, the majority of you encouraged a contémporary
architectural style on the addition utilizing borrowed
elements from the original house to help differentiate the
new massing from the addition.

Staff feels that the applicant and their
architects have not addressed many of your comments and we
feel very concerned about the proposed maséing of the rear

addition. We will note that it has been reduced in length
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by 10.5 feet. The western extension will be about 14 feet
beyond the plane of the original massing side elevation,
which is approximately about two-thirds of the width of the
main massing. But we feel that it still feels very linear
in footprint. We, as Staff, really want to stay firm with
our original comments in the preliminary consultation,
stating that we did not want to see the addition go beyond
that western plane and, unfortunately, it currently still
does. |

Secondly, we feel that the propdsed two-story
glassy addition is -- is still way too high in terms of what
the Commission had directed the applicant. We really were
looking for a one-story hyphen. We feel that the proposed
glassiness of this addition is an improvement, but again, we
still would like to see it as a one-story.

We also would want to see the'cross.sectioné'of.
the glassiness to insure that all of it would be glassy and
not having a solid roof on the étructure at the top of it.
We'd like to make sure that that is still glassy even at the
roof level.

And finally, we will note that the architect
addressed.your concern about contemporary architectural
style in the addition and we feel that's been done very
successfully, utilized on the new interpretation in the

drawings and we feel that that is very successful.

®
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The applicant and their architect are here this
evening and as you can see in ﬁy staff report, we are
recommending approval with the Conditions 1 through 4
basically outlining the concerns that I've just discussed.

MS. O'MALLEY: Thank you. Questions for Staff?
Would you state your name for the record, and did you have a
éomment to make?

Mﬁ. HUGHES: Mark Hughes, GIM Architects. The
comments are thanks. We really did start with all the

comments that were made by the Commission at the last

-worksession; the biggest being to pull that one wing back to

half the size of the existing old house. But when we did
thaﬁ and wevtried to lay out -- in effect, when we did that,
we lost a bedroom on that second level when we did that.

‘And we attempted to lay out the mastef bedroom
suite and the standard size bedroom within that footprint:
and just found it a little tight, quite honestly, so we just
-- in order just to provide a decent master bedroom suite
and decent master bathroom and a decent second bedroom on
that level, we bumped it incrementally out a little bit as
far as we thought we could without compromising the gist of
the suggestion from the Commission.

We looked at, you know, doing the one-story hyphen
and quite honestly once we lost that one bedroom on the

second level, going from four to three bedrooms on that

()
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second level, we really thought'it was necessary to maintain

that bridge across the second story so you have to -- on one
level.

Now, for the end user -- and Alan's going to be
the end user -- down the stairs and across the house and

across the other side to get to the other bedroom. B2And it's

alWays been concealed behind‘the house from the street. You
know, I guess we thought it wag -- 1t wés never something
that would really be noticed by anybody else --

We really did try to do all these things, but what
we thought were some straightforward simple reasons, we just
got as close as we could and submitted these plans.

MR. ADLER: If I could just -- I'm Alan Adler, the
same one as before. We -- you knéw, when we had gone

through and I heard the comments that the Chairpersons had

made and I think -- was there another one? I guess there.
were seven -- was there a total of seven normally, or is it
always --

MS. O'MALLEY: There are actually nine.

MR. ADLER: Oh, okay. I -- before I just knew

there -- I think there were seven or maybe eight. But I --

you know, I -- and going through and I know that I think it
was Julia, I think you had said at the end that you were
looking for -- or, hoping that whatever the front of the

existing house is in terms of the width when you're looking

2%
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at it from the street that the proﬁrusion to the left side
for the addition be, you know, nearer half of thatf And we
pushed to do that. It's not -- it's not exactly half of it,
but I think if you look just from the two elevations that we
have from the original street elevation to the proposed, and
if you just put one in front of the other, I think ﬁhat -- I
mean, it looks quite significant and actually pretty‘
balanced.

And so with regard to the reduction, you know we,
again, have reduced it such that we had to lose a bedroom,
so it's -- it's a three bedroom house and with regard to the
hyphen, which Mark can get into in‘further detail, I think
that we also -- set back or we did a liﬁtle something
different with the hyphen. I guess putting the roof back up
there to somehow make -

MR. HUGHES: Well, in a contemporary sense, we
didn't connect the hyphen roof -- we didn't extend the new
roof of the new addition to the existing roof of the old

house -- just breaks that -- with a flat roof, it breaks

that connection so there is a visual disconnect between the

old and the new.
And of course we did try to add, you know, a lot

more glass to the wall area -- but did, again, feel

| compelled to keep that upper story connection to simply make

it a useful bedroom level for the end user.

24
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MR. ADLER: If I could just kind of reiterate from
my meeting with Carol Ireland and the neighbors that they
felt that the changes, the revisions that we have made they
felt that we reduced the dverall size of the addition
appropriate to the massing of the architectural elements and
then -- let's see here -- and that they were, you know, they
were, you knbw, in full support of the changes that we made.

MR. HUGHES: One other item Alan didn't touch on,
but I think it has to do with the plan put forward by the
Staff. I guess we thought through the process -- on board
with the idea of the hyphen to begin with. I guess the idea
was to just sort of pull that wing all the way back and do a
much more significant addition to the hduse in regards to
touching and changing the house on that back elevatioh by

connecting a larger mass to the house. And we really feel

that this goes towards the solution here with the hyphen,

you know, lightly touches the existing house, decreases the
changes necessary to that existing house; really saves more
of the house than the solution that the Staff has pﬁt
forward.

So, from reading these Guidelines for
Rehabilitation from the Secretary of Interior, this scheme
actually seemé to be better, preferable to theée points that
are here on this staff --

MS. WRIGHT: I just want to clarify, if you look

®
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at Circle 55 on the staff repért -- do you have that?

MR. HUGHES: No. ©Oh, wait --

MS. WRIGHT: Circie 55 on the staff report where
you see something that says staff recommendation, thét is a
hyphen. Yeah, so it -- I don't think that Staff is at all
disagreeing with the hyphen concept. I think it was really
just that we thought it should be a one-story hyphen and
that the new addition should not double -- double the size
of the existing house.

MR. HUGHES: I actually have nevé? ;- we've never
seen this. I was referring to some Qf the sketches we've
seen --

MR. ADLER: Exactly. Actually I, as well, have --
did not see -- did not see this and it was initially when
Michele had made her original recommendations that basically
we just kind of attached on, like one would normally do if
they wanted the historic -- just kind of attach it onto the
back and not worry about how the rear looks at all, and our
whole idea was to touéh it as lightly -- as lightly as
possible.

MS. WRIGHT: I think Staff certainly supports the

hyphen and these were the same drawings that were in the

preliminary consultation packet. I think our concerns are

that in lightly touching the building that the one-story

hyphen is a lighter touch than a two-story hyphen, and that

@



jd

10

11

12

13

14

.15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

59

the addition that is added on should not be double the size
of the existing footprint.

MR. HUGHES: All right. The only -- honestly, the
only -- this -- the program and it's going to be a three
bedrcom house would fit within this footprint, we would be
all for it, but it didn't really -- it doesn't. It.just
really comprises -- |

MS. WRIGHT: Well, it does fit if you use the
existing house as a two-bedroom house, raﬁher than turning
the second bedroom in the existing house iﬁto a walk-through
sort of hallway/deck. And by making it a one-story hyphen,
you really preserve that second bedroom in the existing
house as a bedroom.

MR. HUGHES: I don't mean to -- I don't mean to
belabor or argue the point, but it may or may not. I was
just kind of glancing at it, the fact that the stairs are in
the center of the house and -- connected hallway through
there and having a bedroom, it may work out but it may not
be as easy as you may think, I guess.

MR. ADLER: Gwen, what I, you khow, did want to
say in kind of with regard to what Mark had stated just a
féw minutes ago is that the reduction that we made reduced
the new additiQn to -- to two bedrooms and if I'm in the
master bedroom and I'm hoping to have two or three kids

soon, we have one bedroom in the addition and we have

&
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another bedroom -- that's the sécond bedroom for the child
or.the nursery or whatever on the -- in the original part of
the house. What we will need to do when we're upstaifs in
order for me to get to my child or check, make sure that
everything is okay, I would need to go downstairs, cross
from the main structure from the addition through the
breezeway or connecting into the original house and then go
upstairs and go into the bedfoom. And I just think that --
that's -- I don't think that's such a - it‘makes it
difficult. I don't know how many, you know, people here
would»be comfortable with that.

And also someone also had mentioned to me -- I
didﬁ't even think of it ——.but that that could cause a fire
hazard in térms of it. You know, you don't have a way out
from one part because you can't get across.

MS. NARU: I think it really just depends on how
you use the spaces. I think what Staff is trying ﬁo convey
is that on the first level, which is very typical in current

construction, you could have a master bedroom suite and

maybe a living room and then you could have your two

bedroomé upstairs, so that gives you three bedrooms. And
then é kitchen, dining, énd family room in the addition that
wogld connect.with the foyer. And certainly that could
provide three bedrooms, you know two full baths, plus

another -- you know, you could do a half bath in the

@
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kitchen/dining room/family room area and then still even
have your —; as you proposed in your basement plan, a study
and a billiard room on your ground.level as well as a
garage.

So, I just -- I guess what I'm saying is you could
work the program to make it three bedrooms in the same
original massing.

MS. WRIGHT: Right. We're not trying to deny
anyone a three bedroom house. That's a reasonable request,
but, you know, I Ehink that in the square footage there's
lots of ways to accomplish that without building an addition
that is double the size of the existing footprint.

MR. HUGHES: Well, I would respeétfully decline
there, only because the bigness of the house is very small
-- this is a very small footprint to begin with. That's the
basic problem here. When you look at the first floor, it
hasvthe basic elements -- basic house; living room, dining
room and kitchen, entry foyer, and family room. There's
nothing extra luxurious about it. It's just a

straightforward sort of house. It's small to begin with and

" -- and maybe it's by comparison to a small -- like house you

feel as though the addition is so large, but it actually
isn't very large.

MS. WRIGHT: Why don't we let the Commission

comment .

@



jd

10

11

12

13

14

.15

16

» 17

18

15

20

21

22

23

24

25

62

MR. HUGHES: At 17 feet -- you know, 17 feet deep
and -- you‘know, I mean, we could have -- I mean, in terms
of the view from the street, you know listening to the
Commissioners and I've written down -- I don't have with me
-- what each Commissioner had felt and I think there were
one or two of them that didn't have any probiem at éll with
the size of the protrusion from the left locking at it from
the street, and then there were a number of them -- number
of people that said they would like to see that massing
reduced. And I know that Julie, you had said at the end
there that -- massing, so I -- we had just gotten the
impression that what the -- what the Commission was looking
for -- not the Staff, but what the Commission was looking
for -- and that's what we went for; was what the Commission
was looking for -- was a reduction in the --.in the size.
And so, you know, that's what we went ahead and did and Iv
think that we'did -- I think it made a big difference and I
just wanted to share that.

MS. WILLIAMS: I think you've stated this already.

The biggest problem is you have a small house and doing a
not unreasonable addiﬁion overwhelms the house. That's the
basic dilemma here. I think it is kind of an aggressive
program for such a small house and I'm just not sure that
you can accommodate the program. I'm not saying that it's,

you know, an unreasonable request, but for this particular



jd

10

11

12

13

14

.15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

63

house it doesn't seem to be working. I'm not saying it
can't work architecturally, but I don't think that you ha&e
shown us between the last preliminary and_this HAWP any
significant changes or eveﬁ architectural, you know,
alternatives to address the programmatic needs.

I mean, basically you've just reduced theAlength.

of the addition a little bit. I mean, can't we look at some

other schemes that might work better with the historic

structure.that accommodates your program and the historic
house? I just don't think that there's reélly a gqod faith
effort here in trying to celebrate this historic bhilding in
a way that doesn't become overwhelmed by thé new structure.

And also, to add to that, I méan the new structure
looks quite frankly like a chalet. I mean, it looks -- it
doesn't look like a -- I mean it sort‘of looks like a multi-
family on that one elevation anyway -- the long elevation --
structure that I mean it doesn't seem to me to be either
necessarily, you know, godd design if it's done right or a
good addition. And it just seems like there needs ﬁo be a
little bit of work to make it work together.

MR. ADLER: I respectfully hear what you've said
and I actually -- I had thought that we did, contrary to
what the Staff has said, we actually addressed -- we looked

at and addressed a number of issues and we worked very hard

at it. Though a number of people on the Board weren't sure

(2
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what we had in terms of the addition architecturally

speaking, that it should maybe be different from the
existing house. We had before the stucco -- that matched
exactly to look like the -- you know, to work with the
existing structure and so whaﬁ we‘vé done is we've changed
our plan around so we've given it a more contemporary look
from the outside to differentiéte the old and the new. So,
we addressed that point.

And we also addressed the reduction of the -- of
the left side by taking off 10 1/2 feet, which is
substantial. So, you know, we addressed that, this
pfotrusion to the left, we addressed the architectural
styie, we've changed that so that it's completely different.

And then -- exactly, it doesn't mimic, you know, and I
think we also adjusted with regard to the hyphen, we changed
it around where there is a roof back there and we've changed
it where there's more glass and so it doesn't, I guess,
attach on‘so strongly.. And we would have, you know, taken

off the hyphen if we didn't lose the bedrooms, but

unfortunately one thing affected the other.

MS. O'MALLEY: Can I add -- I want to ask you a
question. Thinking then about the suggestion that Staff
made of using the original house as your area where you have
two bedrooms upstairs and downstairs you have another

bedroom and a study, the den area would connect tc the

Z
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foyer, then you could still have your family room and
kitchen and you wouldn't be in such need of a large
addition, because those wouldn't need to be as long. You
wouldn't need two large bedrooms upstairs on the addition
because you would have your three bedrooms and den in the
other area.

MS. ALDERSON: Can I just add to that, so you can
-- at the same time, but given that the need for this
amount, this extent of an addition to a small cottage is

driven by the need for bedrooms, I was perplexed that I

.found major public spaces, including two dining rooms, two

living rooms. There seems to be program redundancy that
contradicts the need for the big space.

MR. HUGHES: We did think in last pass that we did
address that because it was -- thought this -- made it a lot
more precise plan.

MR. ADLER: We now have -- we've taken it so
instead of there were two dining rooms, which actually the
other one was going to be a small -- I mean, just an area
off of the kitchen. We now have one dining room and --

MR. HUGHES: An eating area and a kitchen.

MR. ADLER: And then the living room. If you;re
referring to the family room as part of the living room,

then I guess we have two living areas, but it's -- with this

®

house, we have -- with the proposed first floor plan, we
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have a.living room, dining room, family room, and a kitchen.
MR. HUGHES: The eat-in kitchen; that's where you
see that they have a table, but that's --
MR. FULLER: Let me start out with a question for
Staff. The first two conditiohs as written, for all intents
and purposes, cCreate a new design. Whét was the reaéon that

your recommendation was perceived and then just come back

for Staff as opposed to that they come back for a new HAWP?

Because I think this is a lot more substantial than we
typically see in terms of changes.

MS. NARU: Just because we felt that there is rdom
to manipulaté and work with Staff. I think that in our
mind, at least our initial drawings do give, I think,
clearer direction. 8o, I think if they reduced the program
to that footprint, I think it could work and I think we
could approve it at a Staff level. .

MR. FULLER: The Staff sketch shows the house
going about 10 feet further to the west than the existiﬁg,
but the condition says it has to align with the west base?

MS. NARU: Right. It was just an approximate --
you know, certainly we can --

MR. FULLER: That's not something that you're
saying is hard and fast; that it can't be right there?

MS. NARU: It's up to the Commission to give us

guidance on that.
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MR. FULLER: I guess -- I think part of my
problem -- | ‘

MS. NARU: We were trying to keep it in line. 1If
you look on Circle 56, we were trying to keep it in line
with the existing stairwell.

| MR. FULLER: Understand. I guess I was in the
minority last time and I'll probably remain that way, that
from‘my perspective the sechd story's length isn't the end
of the world simply because it is so well hidden behind the
existing house. And I think you'vé gone in the right
direction trying to make.it tfansparent.

I think my biggest problem in reviewing what I see
is I believe like on your east elevation the differentiation
between the existing and the proposed really stand éut. And
similar with the other elevations, in particular the south
elevation, which is the main street elevation, because
you're showing, you're rendering your roofs exactly the same
because the skin of the house looks so similar, to me
they're still reading too close together. And from my
perspective, that's one of the biggest sins of what i’m
looking at right now is that it does look like sort of just
a blown-up version of.thé existing house.

I do acknowledge that you've taken 10 feet off the
length of the house, off the one end, which is almost 50

percent of what was showing on that side of the house past

Z
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the face. Yeah,'I‘d like to see it back a little bit more
than that. Does it have to do all the way back frqm my
personal perspective? I don't think it has to go all the
way back. It would be nicé for it to be a little bit
tighter, but my big issue would just be thé higher level of
differentiation between the houses. | |

And I certainly would not recommend a final

solution that had bedrooms up on one side and bedrooms up on

the cher and you have to go back and forth. Either you
need to find a method Qf architecturally solving it that.
there's enough differentiation that the link becomes light
enough that you can go across it, or you do, as was
suggested, turn one of these wings into'a sleeping wing and
the other into a living quarters.

MS. WILLIAMS: I agree that if you're going to
have bedrooms on the second floor, both new and old section,
it really necessitates a second story hyphen, I mean for
safety and everything else. You have demateriélized the

second floor hyphen -- or, the two-story hyphen, soc I'm not

.saying a two-story hyphen couldn't work, but I think you

need to reduce the size of the addition.

When I look at your proposed basement plan, for
instance, I just see all this unused space. If you're so in
need of another bedroom, why don't you stick your bedroom

that you have in your new wing down in the basement that

)
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would actually have natural light and then pull back
entirely on that second f%oor wing.

I don't know; it just seems like there's a really
inefficient use of space in the house. I just think it
could really be tightened up.

And I think that you ha&e made some attemﬁts at
changing orraltering the proposal in terms of its style and
in that respect, I think it has been a little bit more
successful, the hyphen is more dematerialized. I just think
it has to do with space planning and overail room
configuration that's the problem.

MS. WATKINS: I would go ahead and agree with both
of the Commissioners who just spoke. I think the hyphen is
a necessity. I think it needs to be kept very transparent,
but I think you do need to work on ydur space planning. I
think‘it's -- and I think‘that it can be reduced on the west
side to at least where the stair -- it's probably about
anocther 10 feet.

MS. O'MALLEY: I think what you're hearing is that
you might not get this application approvéd. Would you be
willing to continue it and come back in?

MR. ADLER: Yes. Although I did -- I think I'm a
little confused. Commissioner Fuller, I heard what you

said. The only thing that I didn't understand, and you were

&)

talking in terms of -- in elevation in terms of the
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distinction between the -- in.terms from the architectural
style that we need to change -- I'm sorry?

MR. FULLER: My.point was 1if you loock in
particular at your south elevations and in particular if you
look at the south elevation of the existing house versus
sort of the southwest face of the new addition as rendered,
they look so similar. 2And I don't -- you know, if you look
on tﬁe east elevation of your house, the new addition.was
very distinctly presented as other series of materials. On
the south elevation, which is the main place most people are
going to see your house, it looks the same --

MR. ADLER: Sure.

MR. FULLER: -- and that to me really hurts the
idea because at that point it really starts to overwhelm the
existing house. And I think that if it stands out as
different, then I think it's less of an issue how big the
house is. I still agree it should be smaller, but I just
think it -- the more it's distinct I think the less that
difference matters to me.

MR. ADLER: Sure.

MS. ALDERSON: And I could just add to that. It
doesn't necessarily mean you need to break style and throw
it a whole different style on that side. There are a lot of
ways of treating the details that would make it read as a

different mass.

(%)
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MR. ADLER: Let me ask you -- and I don't know if
this was something_—— I always got the impression that we
shéuld keep any addition at the same height or lower than
the original house. I mean, just 1o§king at this in my
limited architecpural knowledge, could the roof on either
side of the main -- of the original building looking at it
from the street, could we raise it up a little bit to break
that or can we lower it more a little bit, I mean, without
lowering -- I mean, can that be lowered by -- I don't know,

would it make a difference if we lowered it by, you know,

-8ix inches or eight inches or raise it up on either side?

MS. O'MALLEY: Raise --
(Discussion off the record.)
MS. ALDERSON: On the addition; not the historic.

‘MR. ADLER: Would that be, I mean, favorable to

the --

MS. O'MALLEY: That would help.

MR. ADLER: That.would help, okay. I just wanted
to be able to know when we -- we, from here, the things that

we could do to make it work and have you all be comfortable
with it. éo --
MS. O'MALLEY: We have a couple of comments here.
MR. BURSTYN: I believe last time I was kind of
leaning toward the one-story hyphen, but after thinking

about the functionality of the house, I think it's important

@
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to have the two stories to connect the upper bedrooms and
also the first floor for just ease of living.

But also I think it should be designed somewhat
the way you have it on Circle 21. I wouldn't want it to

have the feeling that it is just one continuous plane all

‘the way across. And other thing is, I appreciate that you

did reduce the length of the addition; however, I remember I

“suggested that you could also make it a little bit shorter

by getting rid of the landing and the double stair and have
one on top of the other. So, I guess you could get rid of
another three feet in length by having a single staircase
instead of a double, if you know what I mean.

And‘then also -- again, when I look at Circle 21,
the proposed east -elevation --

MR. ADLER: Is that 12?

MR. BURSTYN: Oh -- yes, 12. Yes, I'm sorry.
Circle 12. I£ seems like the proposed east élevation on the
right, the part above the garage, just seems way, way too
busy in compared with the other one. I'm not sayiﬁg that
the two should be én identical match, but it just seems like
they have all this extra stuff on it and between the two
stories you get these vértical lines in there. I don't know
what that's about and it just, when you'look at it, to me it
just seems too much.

MR. ADLER: I'm looking at it. I agree with you.
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MS. WILLIAMS: I have one more comment just to
follow up on Commissioner BurstynFs suggestion about making
a single flight stair. I'm just iooking at.this plan and
why don't you jusﬁ'put the stair in the hyphen. Widen your
hyphen a little bit and then you can reduce the size of the
new wing and still accommodate your program. And yéu could
still make the hyphen very transparent.

MR. ADLER: That's a good idea. I mean --

MS. NARU: That would compromise a lot of the
exterior fabric by doing that. 1If we're ﬁaking it wider, we
have another two windows that would be affected -- so I just
want --

MS. WILLIAMS: I know. I see.that; but I also
think that I'd rather have --

MS. NARU: Okay.

MS. WILLIAMS: -- historic fabric in a way than
having a monstrous addition.

MS. NARU: Okay.

(Discussion off the record.)

MS. WILLIAMS: I'm not saying it would work. I'm
just saying loock at it, you know.

MS. WRIGHT: Yeah, I think that -- I hope, at
least, that we're getting to a sort of consensus here that
seeﬁs like the majority of the Commissionefs -- and please

correct me if I'm wrong -- feel that a two-story hyphen can

4y
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work if it's kept as glassy aé_possible.

I'm also hearing that essentially all the
Commissioners here still feel that there needs to be a
substantial reduction in the footprint'of the proposed
addition. 1Is that accurate?

MR. BURSTYN: Well, if you took out the width of
the double staircase --

MS. WRIGHT: I think we need to let them -- yeah,
the double staircase may be a way to accomplish it, but,

again, we need to let them figure out how to do it. But the

‘main message is there needs to be a substantial reduction in

the size of the footprint. Is that the two big messages to
comé out of'today's meeting?

MS. O'MALLEY: When you come back, would you also
bring your site plan with the trees?

MR. ADLER: Certainly.

' MS. O'MALLEY: Because I know there are a couple

large ones.

MR. ADLER: Certainly.

MS. O'MALLEY: Thank you.

MR. ADLER: Just -- if I could just ask one thing.
With regard to -- I mean, substantial; is it every -- I
mean a majority of the Board feels that it either needs to

be a substantial decrease or is it -- I mean, I don't know

(42)

if everyone on the Board felt that or a majority of the
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Board had felt that or --

MS. WRIGHT: Let's just take a quick like little
hand poll. How many folks feel there needs to be a
substantial decrease in the footprint of the proposed
addition? If you would raise your hand.

MR. FULLER: Quantify substantial.

(Discussion off the record.)

MS. WRIGHT: -- one Commissioner was actually
bringing something in closer to the edge of the proposed
exterior staircase. There's a proposed extérior staircase
and I believe Commission Watkins mentioned that that's the
area she was looking at as theyleft-hand boundary. That's
not that that has to be the end-all/be-all, but that's the
level of significance that at least I was hearing.

Let's hear if they are -- if I'm héaring
correctly.

MS. ALDERSON: I was -- my thinking is that
substantial as is perceived and that mainly has to do with
the size of the length of that addition and that it might be
partially achievéd by rearranging SO that that you could
reduce the length of that.

MS. WRIGHT: Yeah, I think that's what we're
saying is that, you know, this is the length, right, and so
we're talking about whether they move the étaircase or do

something else, pulling that length in tighter. And the

@
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guestion is how tight?

MR. FULLER: I could live With five to eight feet
more off that.

MS. WRIGHT: How do other folks feel?

MS. O'MALLEY: I think the problem is you don't
want an additioh’that's so much larger than the original
house. Generally, with a histéric resource, you like to see
addiﬁions that are smaller than the historic résourcé. And
you've proposed one that's --

MS. NARU: I think Staff really needs some
guidance. If we're using the footprint of the historic
house as a basis, is it correct to say you would not want to
see.it Iargér thén the footprint Qf the existing house?

MR. BURSTYN: I think we have to also hone in on
the fact that the lot size and go back to the percentage of
coverage. The original house only covers six percent of the
lot, so I don't know whether --

MS. NARU: 1I'm looking at less restrictions here.

First of all, the lot -- you cannot go any farther back on

this property because of the rear yard setback. And then,

of course, we're saying reduce it in width, so he's pretty
much constrained to where he is now in terms of setback on
the rear yard.

So, what we're asking you is on the wings

extending beyond the original massing, we really need to

(#
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know how far -- because I don't want them to waste their

time, nor Staff. To clarify, we really need to know how far

‘beyond this --

MS. WRIGHT: We can sort of go along. We heard
from Cpmmissioner Fuller that he's thinking five to eight
feet. We heard Commissioner Watkins saying she's looking at
essentially where the next exterior stairs are proposed.
Again, if you look at the sketch on page Circle 16 is where
I've drawn this new 1ine:pretty much.

And the othér question is -- you know, as we've

L)

heard from two Commissioners -- we you want to hear from the
other four?

MS. WILLIAMS: Yeah, I think cutting it back to
the stair makes sense of, as Staff had recommended
originally.

MS. WRIGHT: Okay, how about Commissioner Burstyn;
do you have a quantity of cutback?

MR. BURSTYN: Just a six-foot reduction in the
length would be fine with me by taking out the stairs.

Because I certainly wouldn't want to end up with a plan that

gives the rooms that are just too small for what the

applicant envisions. I appreciate what he's going to do

there, so six feet to me is fine.
MS. WRIGHT: Commissioner Alderson?

MS. ALDERSON: I agree with Commissioner Fuller

&
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and Burstyn that the amount of reduction that could be

achieved by relocating this stair, reducing it six to eight

feet, would make a great difference.

MS.

MS.

half and you

‘MS.

direction in

for?

MR.
MS.
MR.

MS.

WRIGHT:

O'MALLEY:

Okay, Commissioner O'Malley?

Well, I said before, cutting back

cut back a third, so I'm still looking for --

WRIGHT:

Okay, does that give you all

terms of how much of a cutback they're loocking

HUGHES :

WRIGHT:

HUGHES :

WRIGHT:

Just about --
You want an absolute consensus?
Right.

Some of it's going to be based on you

going back and looking at the interior design, but I'm

hearing that it should be probably in the range of six --

somewhere between six feet and -- about like 10 feet or so

if you were going to move it to the staircase.

So, probably

six feet at the lower end and 10 feet at the upper end,

depending on the program.

MR.

HUGHES :

So that is greater than half the

width of the main house.

MS. WRIGHT: Correct. One condition; vyes.

MS. O'MALLEY:

is helpful.

All right, thank you. I hope this

MR. HUGHES: Thank you very much. I appreciate

™
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Date: 10/26/04

To: Michele Naru
HPC- Staff
Phone:

Fax: 301-563-3412
From: GTM Architects, Inc.

Mark Hughes

Phone: 240-333-2008

Fax: 240-333-2001
Pagés (including cover sheet): 5
Project #: 04.0209

- Project Name: Adler Residence, 2801 Beechbank Rd., S.S., MD

Subject: Rear Addition, revision #2
Re: For your review and comment
Michele, |

‘We have daveloped two exterior ‘looks’ for this revision. Option #1 is the next evolution of the
more abstract contemporary architectural style proposed previously. Option #2 is another
contemporary version with more direct stylistic references to the original house type. What do
you think? Do you, or staff, have a preference? Alan will call you to discuss in the morning.

Thanks, Mark

7735 old georgetown road, sulte 700 bethesda, md 20814 fax 240.333.2001 phone 240.333.2000
www.gtmarchltects.com
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GTMARCHITECTS

Date: 10/26/04

To: Michele Naru
HPC- Staff
Phone:

Fax: 301-563-3412
From: GTM Architects, Inc.

Mark Hughes

Phone: 240-333-2008

Fax: 240-333-2001
Pages (including cover sheet): 5
Project #: 04.0209

Project Name: Adler Residence, 2801 Beechbank Rd., S.S., MD

Subject: Rear Addition, revision #2

Re: For your review and comment

Michels,

We have developed two exterior ‘looks’ for this revision. Option #1 is the next evolution of the
more abstract contemporary architectural style proposed previously. Option #2 is another
contemporary version with more direct stylistic references to the original house type. What do
you think? Do you, or staff, have a preference? Alan will call you to discuss in the morning.

Thanks, Mark

7735 old georgetown road, suite 700 bethesda, md 20814 fax 240.333.2001 phone 240.333.2000
www.gtmarchitects.com
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