31/06-04J 4010 Prospect St
Kensington Historic District







f ‘mpyf/ow 5‘7/'}7/V X
YIS T I 0






Ve Dj/uw-\//d/?/ﬂ/ $7. ”4
Shed o o rounocect,

\,_9






Voo T Aeypect ST






l/(evw ot czc/O/ 7.[‘(“,, - e yomowec,
ﬁuuw g“‘”"“f/%""e






Visw  Foo |
- ﬂﬁ/&uf St






Vi Foomm Ouk Ve






U Foowm S .;/-4., }/ch/






v
S
Foo
b.
wcl
%
. /0/

\






Sele d//fw, ,éu 7/0%2/






ot of [foo 5o |
{/clew /?/M/ JMAT - %«//«/uc

S s %
wtc/ﬂc/ MM vs g/

4N






HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION STAFF REPORT

Address: 4010 Prospect Street, Kensington Meeting Date: 07/14/04
Lots 58 and 59

Resource:  Primary 1 Resource Report Date: 07/07/04
Kensington Historic District

Review: HAWP Public Notice: 06/30/04

Case Number: 31/06-04] Tax Credit: None

Applicant:  Felix Ayala (George Myers, AIA) Staff: Michele Naru

Proposal:  Demolition of ¢1930s addition and garage, rehabilitation of existing house and
garage construction on Lot 58. New house and garage construction on Lot 59.

Recommendation: Denial

RECOMMENDATION: Staff is recommending that the Commission DENY this HAWP
- application. '

BACKGROUND

The Commission at its February 11, 2004 meeting reviewed a HAWP application by a
previous owner for the removal of the ¢.1930’s addition and the rehabilitation of the existing
historic dwelling. The application was denied. At this meeting some of the Commissioners were
supportive of the proposal in concept, but were concerned about better understanding the future
development for the property. As such, the Commission expressed that they wanted to see a
comprehensive plan for the entire property before considering approval of the demolition of the
¢1930’s addition. They specified that the plan was to include detailed specifications for the
rehabilitation of the existing house to make it livable, any proposed new additions for the historic
house, and, if applicable, the proposed new construction for the adjacent lot.

In the staff report for the above hearing, staff outlined specific guidelines for any
proposed new construction for lot 59. These guidelines were:

¢ Thenew house should have an increased front yard setback to reduce the prominence of the
new structure on the street. This technique has often been utilized in historic districts, by
proposing that new construction should read as an ancillary structure. This would assure that
the new construction would defer to the historic structures, at least in size, massing and
location.

¢ A study of local building types should be undertaken to develop an understanding of the
" local built environment, and then use this understanding to draft a compatible dwelling
and addition in terms of massing, scale, and materials, without introducing a false sense
of time and place.



o This district is consistently described as a garden suburb, and a place where the
environmental setting is as important as any of the buildings. Therefore, the new
construction must be sympathetic to maintaining a significant amount of open space on

 the lot — which will require the footprint of the house to not exceed the current footprint
of the historic house. (The average lot coverage for all primary resources within the
historic district is 10%. The minimum being 5% and the maximum being 25 % - p.47 of
~ the Vision.) ‘

e The utilization of compatible building materials. Artificial materials, such as vinyl or
aluminum siding will not be appropriate.

o The principal fagade of the new house must face Summit Avenue. Off-street parking and
access to the new house should be obtained through an easement along the east propérty
line of the historic house.

Subsequent to the February HAWP review, the ownership of the property changed. The new
owner submitted a preliminary consultation for this project which was discussed at the June 9, 2004
HPC meeting (see transcript beginning on circle ). At this meeting, the Commission was
. presented with a plan whereby the ¢1930’s dddition and existing garage was demolished, the historic
house received an addition onto its historically rear fagade facing along Prospect Street and a new,
one-car, garage was to be built at the back of the lot. Additionally, the applicant proposed a new
house to be constructed on the new vacant lot with a new, two-car garage also to be built at the back
of'its lot. ‘

At'the June 9th meeting, most ofthe Commission members expressed concern about removing
the 1930’s addition. Some were concerned because they felt the addition had historic metit and some
were concerned because removal of the addition created a buildable lot. This was very different from
the comments made during the February 2004 HAWP review. Furthermore, the majority of the
Commission members vocalized that they were opposed to infill development on the adjacent lot but
* could support anew addition that straddles the existing lot lines. Commissioner Fuller, stated that he
did not object to the concept of development on the adjacent lot; yet felt that the historic house’s
proposed addition created too long a building wall along Prospect Street. He thought the historic
house needed a major addition. For this addition to be successful, Commissioner Fuller explamed
that the addition would need to be built at the rear corner of the existing house, straddling the lot line.

ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION

SIGNIFICANCE: Primary 1 Resource
STYLE: Vernacular
DATES OF CONSTRUCTION: 189247CT930° 199\
ic district along Prospect Street.

. This Primary 1 resource is located at the edge IS!
Built in two distinct phases, the original massing w4s built c1900/and the rear extension was built by

1931. The original massing’s historic principal e 1s.th€ current elevation that faces Summit
Avenue. Itis believed that this fagade contained a full-width shed-roof front porch, which does not
exist today. The current principal fagade is the elevation that currently faces Prospect Street.
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The main massing (located on Lot 58) is a 2-1/2-story, three-bay, frame building sheathed in
German wood siding and covered with asbestos shingle. It is set upon brick perimeter foundation
and is covered with a cross-gable roof, clad with asphalt shingles. The windows are 2/2 double
hung. A two-story, flat roof frame addition (c1930 — straddles Lot 58 and 59) clad in horizontal lap
siding and also covered in asbestos shingle and set upon a battered concrete block foundation,
extends off of the (current) rear elevation of the house. A one-story mudroom addition (post 1930),
protrudes from the east, side elevation.

PROPOSAL:

The property also contains a frame garage building (c1930) in deteriorated éondition (located
on Lot 59). '

The applicant is proposing to:

1. Demolish the existing c1930 shed roof frame rear addition and the existing ¢1930
frame garage. Rebuild the rear wall of the main massing utilizing some of the 2/2
windows from the rear addition to be demolished.
2. Remove the asbestos shingle siding to expose the German siding underneath.
Rehabilitate the German siding through patch and repair with matching siding,
3. Rehabilitate the existing house into a 2 bedroom, 2-1/2 bath residence. Construct an
8’ x 16’ porch onto the historic house’s Prospect Avenue elevation.
4, Construct a new, 950 sq. ft. footprint, house on Lot 59.
5. Remove the existing curb cut and driveway and install a new curb cut and constructa
new driveway along the rear property lines. '
6. Remove (4) four evergreen trees from the property.
7. Construct a one-car garage to be associated with the historic building on Lot 58.
8. Construct a one-car garage to be associated with the new house on Lot 59.
CALCULATIONS
Lot 58 (Historic House)

Lot size: 7,884.75 sf

Proposed Footprint (minus the 1930s addition): 864 sf (10.9% Lot Coverage)
W/garage 1,128 sf (14.3% Lot Coverage)



Lot 59 (New House)

Lot size: 7,767 sf

Proposed Footprint: 850 sf (10.9% Lot Coverage)
W/porch 950 sf (12.2% Lot Coverage)
W/garage 1,534 sf (15.6% Lot Coverage)

" APPLICABLE GUIDELINES:

Proposed alterations, new construction and demolition to buildings within the Kensington
Master Plan Historic District must be in compliance with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards
for Rehabilitation. Rehabilitation is defined as the act or process of making possible a compatible
use for a property through repair, alterations, and additions while preserving those portions or
features, which convey its historical, cultural, or architectural values.

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

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

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

#6 Deteriorated historic features will be repaired rather than replaced. Where the

- severity of deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature
will match the old in design, color, texture, and where possible, materials.
Replacement of missing features will be substantiated by documentary and physical
evidence.

In addition, the HPC formally adopted the planning study, Vision of Kensington: A Long-
Range Preservation Plan (Vision), and is directed by the Executive Regulations, which were
approved by the County Council, to use this plan when considering changes and alterations to the
Kensington Historic District. The goal of this preservation plan "was to establish a sound
database of information from, which to produce a document that would serve the HPC, M-
NCPPC, their staff and the community in wrestling with the protection of historic districts amidst
the pressures of life in the 21st century." (page 1). The plan provides a specific physical
description of the district as it is; an analysis of character-defining features of the district; a
discussion of the challenges facing the district; and a discussion of proposed strategies for
maintaining the character of the district while allowing for appropriate growth and change.

The Vision outlines development standards (p.58) for any additional development on
vacant lots within the residential core. These standards were developed by analyzing existing
conditions in the historic district in 1992, noting that the District was designated by the County



Council in 1986 and that alterations undertaken prior to 1986 were not reviewed by the HPC.
The existing conditions reflect the unique environment in Kensington in 1992, which retained a
high level of integrity and late-19th and early 20" century character-defining features despite
many alterations and changes prior to that date.

The development standards for the Kensington Historic District, Residential Core, are:
1: Utilize a minimum of two lots, or 15,000 sf.
2: There should be a maximum lot coverage of 10%.

3: The minimum front yard setback should be 35';
The side yard setbacks should be 25'.

STAFF DISCUSSION

Following the Commission’s comments from the previous preliminary consultation on June 9,
2004, which expressed that they had concerns about removing the 1930s addition so as to allow
development of a house on the adjacent lot, staff is recommending that the Commission deny this
HAWP application. '

Additionally, staff is concerned about the removal of the ¢1930’s addition. Without a plan to
_ construct a new addition, the current proposal severely compromises the viability of this house. The
current square footage with the existing addition is 2,124 sq. ft. The removal of the addition will
remove 396 sq. ft. from the property, leaving the existing house with a square footage of 1,728 sq. f.
of livable space — a proposed two-bedroom house. Based upon the Commission’s comments at the
previous hearing, staff is recommending that the applicant submit a new, HAWP application, which
includes the demolition the existing ¢1930’s addition, the construction of a two-story addition in the
rear corner of the existing house, straddling the lot line and the construction of a garage at the rear of
the property. '

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

 Staff recommends that the Commission DENY the HAWP application under Chapter
24A-8 a:

The Commission shall instruct the director to deny a permit if it finds, based on the evidence and
information presented to or before the Commission that the alteration for which the permit is sought would be
inappropriate, inconsistent with or detrimental to the preservation enhancement or ultimate protection of the historic
site or Hsitroic resource within a historic district, and to the purposes of this chapter.

and being inconsistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation, published
in 1992.

and being inconsistent with the Vision of Kensington, adopted in August 1992.
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too, as Michele -

MS. WILLIAMS: No. No.

MR. FULLER: I'll second.

MS. O'MALLEY: Is there any more discussion? All
in favor? It's unanimous. Thank you. Good luck with
completiné this project.

MR. WOOD: Thank you very much.

(Discugsion off the record.)

'MS. O'MALLEY: All right, the next case on the
agenda is Case D, 4010 Prospect Street. Can we have a staff
report?

MS. NARU: Okay, 4010 Prospect Street in
Kensington, Lots 58 and 59 is a Primary 1 Resource within
the Kensington Historic District. The project has had its
first meeting bn February 11th, 2004. At this meeting, the
Commission reviewed a Historic Area Work Permit application
by a previous owner fdr the removal of the 1930's addition
and rehabilitation of the existing historic dwelling. The
application was denied. At this meeting some of the
Commissioners were supportive of the proposal and concept,
but were concerﬁed about better undersfanding the future
development of the property. As such, the Commission
expressed that they wanted to see a comprehensive plan for
the entire property before considering approval of the

demolition of the 1930's addition.
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They specified that the plan was to include
detailed specifications for the rehabilitation of the
existing house to make it livable and proposed new additions
for the house and, if applicable, the proposed new
construction for the adjacent lot.

At this -- subsequent to the February Historic
Area Work Permit review, the ownership to the property has
changed. The new owner submitted a preliminary consultation
for this project, which was discussed at your June 9th, 2004
meeting. At this meeting, you were presented a plan whereby
a circa 1930's addition and existing garage was demolished.

The historic house received an addition onto its
historically rear facade facing along Prospect Street, and a
new one-car garage was to be built at the back of the lot.
Additionally, the applicant proposed a new house to be
constructed on the new vacant lot with a new two-car garade,
also to be built in the back of the lot.

At the June 9th meeting, most of the Commissiocners
expressed concern about removing the 1930's addition. Some
were concerned because they felt the addition had historic
merit and some were concerned because the removal of the
addition created a buildable lot. This was very different
from the comments made during the February, 2004 Historic
Area Work Permit review. The majority of the Commission

members vocalized that they were opposed to infill
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develcpment on the adjacent lot,kbut could support a new
addition that straddles the existing lot lines.

Additionally,‘Commissioner Fuller stated that the
-- that he did not object to the concept of development on
the adjacent lot, yet felt that the historic house's
proposed addition created too long of a building wall along
Prospect. Furthermore, he felt that the house needed a
major addition and that the current addition, to be
successful, he felt that it needed to be built at the rear
corner of the existing house straddling the lot line.

Currently before you you have a historic area work
permit application to demclish the existing 1930's shed roof
frame rear addition and the frame garage and to rebuild the
wall in the main maséing utilizing some of the 2/2 windows
from the rear addition that is being demolished. Remove the
asbestos shingle siding to expose the German siding
underneath and rehabilitate the German siding through patch
and repair with matching siding.

To rehabilitate the house into a two-bedroom, two-
and-a-half bath residence and construct an 8-by-16 porch
onto the historic house's Prospect Avenue elevation. And to
construct a new 950 square feet footprint house on the
adjacent Lot 59.

The proposal further includes the removing of the

existing curbcut and driveway and an installation of a new
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cqrbcgt in which the construction of a new driveway along
the rear property lines. And too, a one-car garage to be
associated with the historic building and the new house.
And, finally, to remove four evergreen trees from the
property.

Following the Staff -- the Commission's comments
from the previous preliminary consultation on June 9th,.
which expressed that they had concerns about removing the
1930's addition so as to allow development of a house on the
adjacent lot, Staff is recommending that the Commission deny
this HAWP application. Additionally, we are concerned about
the removal of the 1930's addition and without a plan to
construct a new addition, we feel that the current proposal
severely compromises the viability of the house.

The current square footage for the existing
addition is 2,124 square feet. The removal of the addition
will remove 396 square feet from the property, leaving the
existing house with a square footage of 1,728 -- this is the
proposed two-bedroom house and 1,728 of livable space.

Based upon the Commission's comments at the
previous hearing, Staff has recommended the applicant submit
a new Historic Area Work Pefmit application which includes
the demolition of the existing 1930's addition, the
construction of a two-story addition in the rear corner of

the existing house straddling the lot line and the

2N
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construction of a garage at the rear of the property.

I do have photog of thig property if you are
interested in seeing them, and I'd be happy to entertain
questions you may have. And the transcript from the
previous meeting is also attached to your staff report. And
the architect for the project is here this evening.

MS. O'MALLEY: Are there any questions for Staff?

Would you like to see the slides, or have you seen enough
from last time? All right, you don't have anything else,
right? All right, and we have the applicants before us.
Would you state your names for the record, please?

MR. MYERS: I'm George Myers, architect.

MR. AYALA: Felix -- Ayala, owner.

MS. O'MALLEY: And did you want to make some
comments.

MR. MYERS: Yes, I would like to make just a
couple comments. First of all, obviously, this is about
infill. I personally don't think that the existing addition
that's there is significant and I think -- obviously, I
think it probably would have been approved to be demolished
if it wasn't for the infill issue. And I just wanted to say
that generally speaking, I'm not for infill development in
Kensington, but I do think there are circumstances where it
is acceptable and I think this is one of them, and I think

the reason is, is mainly because by allowing it, it allows
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this existing house to be restored and become econcomically
viable again.

So, I think it really comes down to whether -- in
my opinion, I think it is in the interest of preservation
because if -- I think this proposal is the best chance that
this property has to get back on line in the near future.
You know, I've looked at it with Mr. Ayala in different ways
in terms of building an addition and I can tell you that it
-- long and short of it is he bought the property because he
was under the impression he'd be able to build a house.

And, you know, whether or not that's right or wrong, that is
the fact that the current state of the situation here and
for what he paid for the property, for what it would cost to
put an addition on and for what he could sell a big
property, it just doesn't work.

And so the long and short of it is the proposal
that you have in front of you probably will work not like
what he thought, but nevertheless it's a chance it could get
moved and get going versus having the property sit there and
then probably have to change hands again before somebody can
come back to you with an addition.

So, I think in this case this is one of these
situations where we can have a choice of -- we can have an
existing house restored exactly the way it was built

originally. It is completely viable, and I disagree with
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staff on that, because 1,728 square feet doesn't include the
third floor, which we were going to finish as well for
another bedroom. It's also more square footage than the
house we built on Baltimore Street, which we finally sold
for over $600,000 several years ago, so it's clearly -- two
small houses are clearly viable here, and in my opinion, a
better situation because what the public will see is an
existing house restored completely. A little perfect gem on
the corner the way it was without any addition, a perfect
gateway to Kensington in my opinion, and I don't think the
public or anybody -- would even notice the house behind. I
mean, I just really think that in this case this is one of
those situations where I think an infill lot is a good
trade-off for the restoration of an existing house. And,
again, I'm not -- wouldn't say this about, you know, doing
infill building in the main historic core around the circle
and some of these other spots in Kensington.

So, that's really all I have to say. I just
wanted to put my two cents in about it, so I'd be happy to
answer any of your questions or --

MS. O'MALLEY: Could you -- I noticed you've been
working on the house. Could you fill me in as to what /
you've done so far?

MR. AYALA: We've been trying to clean it up on

the inside basically. So, I've been moving some of the old
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appliances that we had and also -- the -- cement, which is
not --

MR. MYERS: Plaster.

MR. AYALA: -- plaster.

MR. MYERS: There's been no removal of walls or
any structure of any kind. It's just cleaning up and
removing finishes at this point. The house has to be
rewired and replumbed and all of those things would have to
occur.

MS. O'MALLEY: So, you've removed all the plaster?

MR. AYALA: Yeah, most of it.

MS. O'MALLEY: Any other questions? We have a
couple of speakers, so if you'll step down. The first
speaker is Jim Engel with LAP. It will be five minutes.

MR. ENGEL: I'm Jim Engel with the Kensington
Local Advisory Panel. I guess what George talks about as
far as the historic nature of the addition and whether it
merits retaining, in a lot of cases that's probably true,
but in this case it's somewhat unique. Rarely in Kensington
do we find a situation where we really know the history of
the house and its owners and in this case, there has only
been one owner; that's is, until Tom Cosgrove bought it a
while back -- a few months ago and then sold it to Mr.
Ayala.

I obtained a copy of a brochure that's published



jd

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

27

by Peerless Rockville as part of their exhibit of the
photography of Malcolm Walters, the last owner of the house,
and it's interesting. It says here, "Except for a brief
four-year period spent in school in Catonsville and in the
armed services, Mr. Walters live his entire life in the
Kensington house his father built in 1891." This was
printed in 1993 when Mr. Walter was alive. And he operated
a business out of that house throughout most of his life, so
it's a little unusual in this case that we would find a
situation where we can really look at the house and what was
done to it and understand its relationship to its
environment. Again, if this house had not had this sort of
well-documented history, it might make sense here to say,
sure it would be okay to tear off this addition, but in this
case, 1t has some historic merit.

I guess also when we talk about infill in general,
you know we've raised this issue before -- the issue of
precedent. That allowing infill says to the next developer
that comes along, "Well, it was allowed on Summit and
Prospect, why can't it be allowed here?" This isn't the
historic core, but it's Baltimore Street or it's Washington
Street or it's Fawcett Street." So, you know, that's what
we -- that's what we get concerned about when we talk about
infill and infill, as we say, represents the gregtest threat

because eventually it wears away at the relationship between
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the primary resources arnd the environment, which in the case
of Kensington is so unique because it's obvious that while
the developer of Kensington, Mr. Warner, laid out a lot of
small narrow development lots, the people that bought those
lots chose to buy two and three lots at a time so that they
could enjoy the space around these summer homes that they
chose to build for themselves.

Any questions?

MS. O'MALLEY: Thank you. And we are in receipt
of your report from the LAP. James Cooper?

MR. COOPER: Good evening. My name is James
Cooper. I own the Lot 56 and 57, which is adjacent to the
lots -- the Lot 58 and 59. In February at the HPC meeting,
I presented my objections when the previous owner, Mr.
Cosgrove, made a rather rudimentary proposal to demolish the
historic addition at 4010 Prospect Street.

Interesting, listening to Mr. Myers, it's
reminiscent of Mr. Cosgrove's argument that they paid -- the
owners paid too much money for this property and can only
recoup the money if they're allowed to tear off the addition
and put in another property. I think Mr. Cosgrove at the
time hadn't really elaborated on his plans -- he basically
just wanted to be allowed to demolish the historic addition
and so he could sell that lot and so he could then get the

money to fix up the existing structure.
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In May, my wife and I sent to Commissioner
O'Malley a response to a preliminary consultation that we
had received. The letter outlined in detail our objections
to that proposal, which was more detailed, as I said, than
the previous owners. I would have been here that night,
June 9th, but my daughter graduated from high school that
evening and -- but we had in the letter additionally 29
other residents who signed that letter from Kensington.
Actually, there are more folks who would sign the letter if
they became necessary, depending on where this goes -- this
process goes - but we had to get that letter out in time
since I couldn't present that night we wanted to make
certain the letter reached Abby so that she could make sure
that all of you got a copy of that in your packets for the
June 9th letter -- June 9th meeting.

I won't bore you with reading the whole letter. I
see --

MS. O'MALLEY: I was going to recommend that you
try to shorten your --

MR. COOPER: And I'll just highlight a couple of
things. All of us thought -- think and believe that this is
a primary resource. It's one of the oldest and most
prominent and important structures in the Kensington
district. It is surely a gateway property and it's a 70-

year-old addition that they are proposing to demolish. It
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qualifies as per National Trust standards to be historically
designated. It existed at the time that the Kensington
Historic District was designated. The existing structure
and environmental setting on Lot 58 and 59 are prominent and
important to the historic district and part of the vision of
Kensington as outlined in the historic designation document.

The vision noted specifically, and I'm quoting now
that, "Land contiguous to a structure and historically part
of that structure and which is being used by the owner of
the property functionally is not vacant land." The existing
side yard adds to the character, rhythm and streetscape and
complements the historic structure. And, for example, there
are four trees on Lot 59 alone which tower high above this
structure. They were al -- there were also existing gardens
which have already been demolished by the previous owner.

In our letter we recommended that regardless of
the owner that the HPC deny any permission to demolish the
historic addition and/or compromise the existing
environmental setting by destroying mature trees. We do
urge the Commission to limit the development of the property
to the restoration and/or expansion of the existing
structure consistent with the previous HPC approvals of
properties throughout that district.

Thank you.

MS. O'MALLEY: Thank you. We have one other
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speaker. Helen Wilkes.

MS. WILKES: Good evening. I'm Helen Wilkes. I'm
a neighbor of the property on Prospect Street and an
architect, and I spoke previously about my concerns. Mostly
I would like to reiterate my concern about the dangerous
precedent that might result from the approval to remove a
1930's addition from a primary resocurce for the purpose of
creating a buildable lot. I believe this is the biggest
issue by far in this case.

Around 1990, just to -- some of my history with
the issue, there were in Kensington two controversial infill
proposals arcund the same time that were considered by the
HPC. One of them was opposite Circle Manor, the large oval
in the centér of our town on Carrcll Place, and one was on
Prospect Street. Attorneys were retained by both sides. It
was fairly acrimonious in both of these cases because the
neighbors felt so strongly opposed to these infill
proposals.

Much time was spent by the attorneys in these
hearings discussing the intent of the Town's founder,
Brainard Warner in laying out regular lots that were sold in
single, double, or triple units to those who were encouraged
to buy and build and move to a garden park suburb. While it
was difficult to prove in these hearings Mr. Warner's

personal intent that gracious homes by built on two or three
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lots surrounded by garden space, there are clear markers of
that intent in many of the Town's historic properties in
their architecture, including his own home, which occupied
the central oval and has around it the most open space of
any property in town. |

Several historic houses in Kensington cross over
their lot lines and were either built that way originally or
have existed that way since the period of significance for
Kensington's primary historic resources. It's clear in
these buildings that the intent was to surround the homes
with open space since the homes are centered so as to
produée a significant proportion of open space between these
houses and their closest adjacent neighbors.

The addition was built by the original owners in
this case and has existed intact for three-quarters of the
life of that house. That house is a primary resource, which
is every bit as worthy of prdtection as any other primary
resource in the historic district, despite its adjacency to
a non-historic neighborhood.

Final -- not final. At a time when the Town is
working on establishing a clear identity for Kensington that
includes gateway signage and landscape features at entry
points into the Town, clearly what we do with this
significant entry point into the Town matters in a big way

and I think making the statement that we protect our
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historic properties is a rather important statement to make
in the Town's historic district.

And finally, I'd suggest that if Mr. Ayala had the
impression here that he was buying a buildable lot and was
so informed by the realtor or the previous owner, he was
clearly mistaken and he may have legal recourse. There is
no buildable lot there. It does not‘exist, nor should there
be one created if this historic property receives the
historic protection mandated so very clearly by the
Preservation Ordinance és it applies to Kensington.

Thank you.

MS. O'MALLEY: Would the applicants like to come
back up. Questions? éne of our guidelines is the Secretary
of Interior Standards and number four on that list is that
most properties change over time and those changes that have
acquired historic significance in their own right shall be
retained and preserved. This particular addition has been
there for 70 years. Perhaps the roofline doesn't quite tie
in with the original resource, but the addition itself has
gained significance in its own right.

Also, in the Vision of Kensington, they suggest
that any infill in the historic core be two lots, and we
don't have that here.

MR. MYERS: I just would make a comment there's

been a little bit of talk about precedence. I don't really



jd

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

34

perceive this as a -- this particular one as precedent, and
I'm also kind of intrigued by the talk about it because it
gseems to me there already is a precedent on Baltimore Street
and there's also a house on Washington Street, both infill
projects; one of which I was involved in. I'm wondering how
-- I mean, clearly it doesn't seem to matter a heck of a
lot, I mean in terms of infill building. I supposed the
difference here is the addition that you're talking about,
but I'm just saying from an architectural point of view, I
look at it as something that detracts from the original
gstructure; that it was incompatible, in my opinion. So,
that's why that I thought it was reasonable to -- whenever I
went by, I thought it was just reasonable to remove it.

MS. WILLIAMS: Yeah, I mean I think the biggest
difference there is that the existing conditions of this
building preclude development on the second lot and -- on
the adjacent lot, and the Vision of Kensington clearly
states its goal to retain open space in the name of this
Victorian garden suburb. And, you know, I'm sitting here --
it's a particularly difficult situation to be in because
you're both trying to be, you know, looking at it from a
design perspective and a preservation perspective and I have
to keep reminding myself, we're the Historic Preservation
Commission. Because when I look at your plans, I think, you

know, really and truly this is a good propcsal in many
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respect architecturally and, you know, listening to you talk
it makes me believe, you know, in a way this is the only
solution for this poor houée; otherwise, it's going to be
forlorn and abandoned and never saved again.

And then I have to remind myself that that's not
what it's about. We are a preservation commission. This is
about open space. It's about upholding the Vision of
Kensington and it's, you know, about retaining the historic
character of the historic district. And, you know, it's not
-- to me it's nét so much about this house and that
addition. I don't necessarily think that that addition is
so significant that it should never be demolished in the
future, but I think the fact that the addition straddles the
lot line is so significant because it protects ﬁhat side lot
from future development, it is important. And so I guess,
you know, for me I just -- I have to just keep saying this
is the vision that we're looking at. The vision is open
space, retain the open space and I think you have a great
proposal in a way.

I mean, I think the proposed house is compatible
in many respects if it were an existing buildable lot I
think we'd be hard-pressed to deny it. But it's not an
existing buildable lot currently, so -- I mean, I think, you
know, I sort of -- after struggling and, you know, thinking

hard about it, I think there is actually a future for a
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single-family residence, you know, on the site; not on the
side lot, but you know in addition to the existing structure
that is viable, and I don't really buy the argument that the
only viable alternative here is two smaller houses. I
think, you know, in the future we probably would entertain
an addition to the existing structure with -- of the side
lot.

MR. MYERS: And I don't mean to say that it's not
viable. It's not viable for this client, this owner who
currently owns it. It may be viable after he sells it at a
reduced price to someone else. That's all I meant to say.
I'm not saying from a preservation point that's not
achievable. The shame of it all really probably goes back
to the -- I guess this client and the previous owner made --
and others were sort of led to believe one thing and it
would have been better if that had happened before the thing
ever got sold in the first place so everybody knew what the
-- what really could happen there and would have adjusted
the price to the point where what ought to happen from a
preservation point of view could happen for an owner. Just
sort of -- we're sort of two owners down and here we are,
so --

MS. O'MALLEY: I do think --

MS. WILLIAMS: I also just think, you know, that

what we're looking at is in perpetuity. I mean --
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MR. MYERS: T understand.

MS. WILLIAMS: -- you know -- you know, I hate to
be callous about this. You know, I'm sorry that your client
is going to lose some money, but ultimately what we're
concerned about is what Kensington looks like 100 years from
now and so, you know, we're more concerned with retaining
the historic character.

So, you know, this isn't -- isn't necessarily an
easy decision and I just -- I have ﬁo remind myself what the
vision of our Commission is and I think it is to uphold the
standards of the Vision of Kensington and even though I sort
of differ from some of my Commissioners in that I don't
think that that addition necessarily in its own right has
significance, it's significant in the fact that it sits
where it sits and is, by virtue of that fact, retaining open
space.

MS. O'MALLEY: I think it also shows that the
intent was that it would be used as one property.

MR. FULLER: I'll go the other route on it so --
diversity. I agree with Commissioner Williams. I don't
think the significance of the existing addition really
warrants that‘that has to be there, so there's a question is
it there to prevent us from having infill development? I
personally like the fact that -- with the cleaned up

exterior of the existing building. I think it does sit on
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the corner like a jewel. As it relates to coverage and
things like that, I'd almost be inclined to say what if we
got rid of all the garages. At that point your new building
is only slightly bigger than the existing garage plus the
addition, so that in terms of open space and things, there
might be methods of, you know, taking the onus off of the
paving and things like that that are at the rear. But I
think I could be in support of a proposal like this. As I
said, it's not easy -- but I do believe I could support it
this way. It's probably the minority position.

MR. MYERS: Well, we'd -- you know, obviously, if
they're given a choice, the garages aren't really that
important, so go on record if that were ever the case.
That's an easy one.

MS. WATKINS: I would agree with Commissioner
Williams. I think it's really important that we retain the
addition and that the fact that the addition does maintain
the open space I think is the key issue here. So, I
couldn't support that structure.

MR. MYERS: The only thing that I would, again,
fall back on is that I think there are situations in
preservation where a trade off -- when you have a -- I've
been involved in some where you have a property that is sort
of -- gotten left out on their corner, probably had a bigger

front yard before Summit got widened and now it's sort of
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out there on the corner and lost some of its value because
of it. And this has, you know, been the case in other
sitﬁations and sort of -- some sort of trade off sometimes
is a good thing preservation-wise. So, that's what I'm
hanging my hat on here, to say that this is not -- this
house is not going to have the value of a house that's a
block or two into the historic district because of its
location; not only the lot is not the problem, the fact of
where it sits on the lot. It's practically on top of
Summit. You know, it's literally five or 10 feet back from
Summit so it's -- it's got value problems and that's why it
locks the way it does. That's why it's run down, that's why
it's been run down and so it's going to continue to be run
down. And that's why you see a lot of run down houses on
roads that used to be country lanes, but are not major
thoroughfares and I think in some cases trade offs are
necessary to get that house back to the point where there's
a family living in it or somebody living in it and
somebody's taking care of it. And I think this is one of
them.

And I'm just telling you that I understand.all of
yéur arguments and I don't disagree. I think it's a
difficult issue, but the choice of the matter is I just
think it's going to still be sitting there for a while

because things are going to have to happen -- you know, it's
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going to change hands and some loss of value is going to
have to happen before somebody can buy that thing and afford
to put the money into it as it is and live there.

So, just -- the decision you have will mean that
that property -- you could have a beautiful restored house
there in about six months or it could be sitting just like
it is now in two years: And it's not a threat of anything;
I'm just telling you the reality.

MS. WILLIAMS: No, I think that's absolutely true.

But I mean I'm questioning are we really at that point of
having to make a compromise and I keep, you know, thinking
about the Seminary, you know, at Forest Glen. It's like I
think a lot of even preservationists would have thrown in
the towel on that project 10 or 15 years ago --

MR. MYERS: But that has some government money,
doesn't 1it?

MS. WILLIAMS: -- but there were die-hard strong,
you know, supporters and now we're going to get a really
great new project and, you know, I think about this one.
Are we ready to throw in the towel? Are we ready? I don't
think we're there yet. I think we can wait another two
years and see if a buyer comes along who's going to really
fix it up appropriately. Sure -- I mean, I'm sure that the
neighborhood would like to have something in there in six

months, but I don't think they're ready to compromise their
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open space for that yet.

MS. ALDERSON: I'm going to agree with
Commissioner Williams and restate my positiocn from the last
hearing. And that is that I, too, agree that although I
think that setback is certainly obviously a chalienge,
needing more space -- the greater likelihood that a family
would be comfortable building to the side.

However, I too agree that there is not compelling
evidence that there is no alternative. There are times when
a trade off has to be accepted, but we've not been given the
evidence we are at that point. I bring -- another
perspective I bring to it is one of the owners of a double
lot in Takoma Park. I can't picture modifying the house
that is centered on the double lot to get in another
building and in Takoma Park, like Kensington, a very
prominent characteristic of the core historic district is
the variable lot sizes, and those handful of houses that
still exist centered on their lots -- I felt it was a very
good description how they were positioned to have this space
-- is a very defining characteristic of the district.

Sc, I think here, although I do -- I think the
restoration plan is very commendable, I think the overriding
and very significant issue here is the dominanﬁ character of
the district and if we do lose this variability and this

space where it exists to removal of additions to create
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additional buildable lots, I think we do seriously erode the
city.

MR. MYERS: I just would point out that this house
originally wasn't built over the lot line. When it was
originally built, it was on the one lot so it's not typical
of those other lots that are sort of straddling originally.

I mean, it is a little different in that when it was built,
it was on a lot and the addition put it over the lot. So,
when it was built, it wasn't necessarily -- I mean, if he'd
have meant to -- why didn't he build it in the center of
those two lots if he really had meant not to build on the
other lot. So, there's not quite the same as a lot of the
other ones we're talking about in Kensington.

MS. ALDERSON: It's a characteristic that remained
very common through that time, that sort of semi-rustic
characteristic. And I remember reading the early real
estate journals in Takoma Park where many of these people
were buying these houses with the expectation they would
plant orchards, they would have chickens, I mean they really
had a somewhat rustic quality and that is -- that's the
remnant of it, is these houses that have some space around
them.

MR. BRESLIN: One other thing to consider is the
historic houses being made smaller, which is usually what

we're not -- we usually don't see that. We usually see
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houses being made bigger with additions.

MR. MYERS: That's ironic, isn't it. It works for
me.

MR. BRESLIN: So, it's -- I'm looking at it --

MR. MYERS: It occurs to me -- too small --

MR. BRESLIN: No, in a way it's kind of refreshing
to see that happen. On the other hand, you're making the
house smaller -- you know, two bedrooms if you don't count
the attic, 1,700 and some odd square feet and there's no way
to put an addition on it in the future. Unless it's put
in -

MR. MYERS: Yeah, I think -- nevertheless, there's
-- again, the house we bullt on Baltimore Street's 850
square foot footprint. I mean -- and it was only one-and-a-
half stories. This is two full stories. So, yes, it's a
small house, but I don't think a restored house here would
ever have trouble somebody living -- you know, a couple with
one kid or just a couple. You know, it's like a townhouse
size really is what it is.

MS. ALDERSON: With these values I would not be
surprised at all if the next proposal we got is for the
maximum possible addition on this lot with great challenges.

MR. MYERS: Well, I think that's probably true.
You know, you can't go too big because it's going to

overwhelm that little -- fairly small house. But then the

AN
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other challenge goes, well now it's -- you've got to make it
big enough to warrant certain value and that's going to
start -- historic structure as well. So, it's just a
different -- you know, that's -- again, I've looked at it
both ways and you all know I've done plenty of additions in
the historic district of Kensington and, you know, I just
think I'd love to see this house as a small home. 1I'd like
to see more small houses in Kensington. I think there's an
opportunity for it. So, I keep arguing -- I keep throwing
it out there. I can see where it's going, but I just --
anyway --

I would -- can I just say one more thing? The
issue of this infill in Kensington would greatly -- I'm not
sure how to do it, but if there's any way to clarify and,
for example, just going into it, if everybody sort of knew
which lots were off 1iﬁits, which lots were potentially
buildable, it really could save a lot of trouble for some
people, which, you know, I've become involved in helping
them. I'm not exactly sure how to do it, but I could --
right now when people call me, I don't know what to tell
them. You know people say what is this house; can you build
the lot next to it? You know --

MS. WILLIAMS: No.

MR. MYERS: But then how do you -- but then they

say -- well, how do you explain Baltimore Street? I mean,
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which I was involved and I designed. So, they say -- well,
I don't know what to say. I'm just saying if there was an
official policy somehow that really was clear and that
really established the division of Kensington, you know it
does trump the Zoning Ordinance and these things -- because
I think there are some gray areas in there and I wish -- I
almost wish somebody would just take it and challenge it so
that there's a definitive legal thing to it.

MS. WILLIAMS: Consistency is a problem because --

MR. MYERS: And -- I mean, it's been -- this has
been --

MS. WILLIAMS: -- this is a revolving Commission,
there are revolving LAP members. I mean --

MS. WRIGHT: I think the Commission has been
extremely consistent in this particular issue and -- I mean,
we can talk about that offline if you want. If folks feel
that there needs to be some update or revision to the Vision
of Kensington guidelines, that can happen, but those
guidelines have worked quite well since 1992. It is clear
that nothing this Commission can do can make a buildable lot
legally unbuildable. There is nothing this Commission can
do. But there also is a major legal issue as to whether a
buildable lot necessarily means a single-family house. And
that is an interesting legal issue that may be challenged at

some point and if that happens, that happens. Owners cannot
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be deprived of all reasonablé use of their property, but the
question is what constitutes reasonable use.

MR. MYERS: I don't think you're actually allowed
to build if you -- unless you eliminate the lot line. You
have -- if you build something on the lot, it has to -- for
example if --

MS. WRIGHT: Well, outbuildings and garages.

MR. MYERS: Not unless you eliminate it as a
buildable lot.

MS. WRIGHT: Well, I mean, we can debate that --
I'm not absolutely sure. I've seen -- I think we've
approved outbuildings on buildable lots --

MR. MYERS: I'm not saying you guys can, but when
you go to the County --

MS. WRIéHT: They have to erase their lot line?

MR. MYERS: Yeah, they have to do a minor
subdivigion to get rid of the lot line in order to build an
outbuilding that's not a single-family house.

MS. WRIGHT: Hmmm;>okay.

MR. MYERS: I'm just saying that --

MS. WRIGHT: I think that -- you know, again, we
have the issue before us tonight of this particular
application and what's unique about this application is
there is no buildable lot today. That is the bottom line.

And the question you're being asked is do you want to create
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a buildable lot? And I think that's really what you're
being asked to vote on.

MS. WATKINS: I move that we approve Case No.
3i/06—O4J as recommended -- approve the recommendation.
Which is the recommendation for denial.

MS. WILLIAMS: I'll second.

MS. O'MALLEY: All in favor, raise your right
hand. ‘All opposed, raise your right hand. We have one
opposed; Jef Fuller. Any abstentions? And Nuray Anahtar is
abstaining.

I would like to just say that as far as -- when
people ask you about buildable lotsg, you'll find that the
Baltimore Street was an unusual case because there were
three lots and the original house still retained two lots --
still retained a lot of land around it, and that was a very
contentious --

MR. MYERS: I know, but again, going back to isn't
the buildable lot -- the house that was built didn't really
follow the Vision of Kensington like Kim said recommends two
lots in order to build a house. That wasn't --

MS. O'MALLEY: I think it was a mistake.

MR. MYERS: -- okay, well it's probably better to
just go -- say, look that was an aberration of the policy --
and have it official. I'm just saying it would save some

trouble.



HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION STAFF REPORT

Address: 4010 Prospect Street, Kensington Meeting Date: 06/09/04

Lots 58 and 59
Resource:  Primary 1 Resource Report Date: 06/02/04
Kensington Historic District
Review: B Preliminary Consultation Public Notice: 05/26/04
Case Number: N/A Tax Credit: Partial
Applicant:  Felix Ayala (George Myers, AIA)  Staff: Michele Naru
PROPOSAL: Rear addition and garage démolition, new construction of a rear addition,

two garages and new house on adjacent lot

RECOMMEND:  Revise current drawings and apply for and receive a variance for the front
porch installation

BACKGROUND

The Commission at its February 11, 2004 meeting reviewed a HAWP application for the

_removal of the ¢.1930’s addition and the rehabilitation of the existing historic dwelling. At this
meeting (transcript begins on circle ) the Commissioners were supportive of the proposal
in concept, but were concerned that the proposal would create future development challenges for
the property. As such, the Commission denied the application expressing that they wanted to see
a master plan for the entire property before approving the demolition of the ¢1930’s addition.
They specified that the master plan was to include the specification for the rehabilitation of the
existing house to make it livable, any proposed new additions for the historic house, and, if
applicable, the proposed new construction for the adjacent lot.

In the staff report for the above hearing, staff outlined specific guidelines for any
proposed new construction for lot 59. These guidelines were:

o The new house should have an increased front yard setback to reduce the prominence of the
new structure on the street. This technique has often been utilized in historic districts, by
proposing that new construction should read as an ancillary structure. This would assure that

‘the new construction would defer to the historic structures, at least in size, massing and
location.

e Astudy local building types should be undertaken to develop an understanding of the
local built environment, and then use this understanding to draft a compatible dwelling



and addition in terms of massing, scale, and materials, without introducing a false sense
of time and place.

e This district is consistently described as a garden suburb, and a place where the
environmental setting is as important as any of the buildings. Therefore, the new ‘
construction must be sympathetic to maintaining a significant amount of open space on
the lot — which will require the footprint of the house to not exceed the current footprint
of the historic house. (The average lot coverage for all primary resources within the
historic district is 10%. The minimum being 5% and the maximum being 25 % - p.47 of
the Vision.)

e The utilization of compatible building materials. Artificial materials, such as vinyl or
aluminum siding will not be appropriate.

« The principal fagade of the new house must face Summit Avenue. Off-street parking and

access to the new house should be obtained through an easement along the east property
line of the historic house.

ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION

SIGNIFICANCE: Primary 1 Resource
STYLE: Vernacular
DATES OF CONSTRUCTION: 1894, ¢1930

This Primary 1 resource is located at the edge of the historic district along Prospect Street.
Built in two distinct phases, the original massing was built ¢1900 and the rear extension was built by
1931. The original massing’s historic principal fagade is the current elevation that faces Summit
Avenue. Itisbelieved that this fagade contained a full-width shed-roof front porch, which does not
exist today. The current principal fagade is the elevation that currently faces Prospect Street.

The main massing (located on Lot 58) is a 2-1/2-story, three-bay, frame building sheathed in
German wood siding and covered with asbestos shingle. It is set upon brick perimeter foundation
~and is covered with a cross-gable roof, clad with asphalt shingles. The windows are 2/2 double
hung. A two-story, flat roof frame addition (c1930 — straddles Lot 58 and 59) clad in horizontal lap
siding and also covered in asbestos shingle and set upon a battered concrete block foundation,
extends off of the (current) rear elevation of the house. A one-story mudroom addition (post 1930),
protrudes from the east, side elevation. :

The property also contains a frame garage building (c1930) in deteriorated condition
(located on Lot 59).

The character-defining features of the district include the broad range of late 19" and
early 20" century architectural styles, the extensive spacing between individual homes in the



Residential Core, and the effect of the generous amounts of open space which have been
developed as gardens, such that the district is characterized as a “Victorian Garden Suburb”
(National Register nomination).

PROPOSAL:

The applicant is proposing to:

L. Demolish the existing c1930 shed roof frame rear addition and the existing ¢1930
frame garage. Rebuild the rear wall of the main massing utilizing some of the 2/2
windows from the rear addition to be demolished.

2. Remove the asbestos shingle siding to expose the German siding underneath.
Rehabilitate the German siding through patch and repair with matching siding.

3. Constructa 1,100 sq. ft. footprint addition onto the historic rear fagade of the historic
house. The addition is indented on both sides and the ridgeline is approx. 3’ lower in
height than the historic massing.

4. Construct a 7’ wide, wrap-around front porch onto the historic house.

5. Construct a new, 950 sq. ft. footprint, house on the adjacent lot.

6. Remove the existing curb cut and driveway and install a new curb cut and construct a
new driveway along the rear property lines.

7. Remove (4) four evergreen trees from the property.

8. Construct two garages on the lots. A one-car garage to be associated with the historic
building and a two-car garage to be associated with the new house.

CALCULATIONS
Lot 58 (Historic House)

Lot size: 7,884.75 sf

Proposed Footprint: 1,100 sf (13.9% Lot Coverage)
W/porch 1,400 sf (17.7% Lot Coverage)
W/garage 1,664 sf (21.0% Lot Coverage)



Lot 59 (New House)
Lot size: 7,767 sf
Proposed Footprint: 950 sf (12.2% Lot Coverage)

W/porch 1,050 sf (13.5% Lot Coverage)
W/garage 1,534 sf (19.7% Lot Coverage)

APPLICABLE GUIDELINES:

Proposed alterations, new construction and demolition to buildings within the Kensington
Master Plan Historic District must be in compliance with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards
for Rehabilitation. Rehabilitation is defined as the act or process of making possible a compatible
use for a property through repair, alterations, and additions while preserving those portions or
features, which convey its historical, cultural, or architectural values.

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

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

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

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

In addition, the HPC formally adopted the planning study, Vision of Kensington: A Long-
Range Preservation Plan (Vision), and is directed by the Executive Regulations, which were
approved by the County Council, to use this plan when considering changes and alterations to the
Kensington Historic District. The goal of this preservation plan "was to establish a sound
database of information from, which to produce a document that would serve the HPC, M-
NCPPC, their staff and the community in wrestling with the protection of historic districts amidst
the pressures of life in the 21st century.” (page 1). The plan provides a specific physical
description of the district as it is; an analysis of character-defining features of the district; a



discussion of the challenges facing the district; and a discussion of proposed strategies for
maintaining the character of the district while allowing for appropriate growth and change.

The Vision outlines development standards (p.58) for any additional development on
vacant lots within the residential core. These standards were developed by analyzing existing
conditions in the historic district in 1992, noting that the District was designated by the County
Council in 1986 and that alterations undertaken prior to 1986 were not reviewed by the HPC.
The existing conditions reflect the unique environment in Kensington in 1992, which retained a
high level of integrity and late-19th and carly 20™ century character—deﬁnlng features despite
many alterations and changes prior to that date.

The development standards for the Kensington Historic District, Residential Core, are:
1. Utilize a minimum of two lots, or 15,000 sf.
2: There should be a maximum lot coverage of 10%.
3. The minimum front yard setback should be 35';

The side yard setbacks should be 25'.

STAFF DISCUSSION

1. Demolish the existing c1930 shed roof frame rear addition and the existing c1930 frame
garage. Rebuild the rear wall of the main massing utilizing some of the 2/2 windows from
the rear addition to be demolished.

The Commission in its previous preliminary consultation supported the demolition of the
¢1930 addition and the garage in-concept, noting that they did not feel that the addition
was a significant character-defining element of the house. Staff feels that the
Commission should continue to support the proposed demolition of the ¢1930’s addition
and the severely deteriorated garage in order to return the exterior back to its original
configuration.

2. Remove the asbestos shingle siding to expose the German siding underneath.
Rehabilitate the German siding through patch and repair with matching siding.

The Commission genérally supports the removal of the incompatible materials on its
historic buildings and the rehabilitation of historic building fabrlc Additionally, this
work would be eligible for the County Tax Credit.

3. Construct a 1,100 sq. fi. footprint addition onto the historic rear fagade of the historic
house. The addition is indented on both sides and the ridgeline is approx. 3’ lower in
height than the historic massing.



Although the proposed addition increases the lot coverage to 14%, staff supports the
above proposal noting that the proposed addition is in scale with the existing house and is
very sympathetic to the style, scale and massing of the historic resource. Additionally,
the proposed location of the addition allows the Summit Avenue elevation to become the
visual principal fagade of the house, thus returning the house back to its historic
orientation.

Construct a 7’ wide, wrap-around front porch onto the historic house.

Based upon oral histories from a previous owner of the house, this house did contain a
front porch. It is unclear if the porch was a full-width front porch or a wrap-around as
shown in the current proposal. Shadow lines might be visible when the original German
siding is exposed during rehabilitation. Staff does note that this proposed wrap-around
porch does provide a visual prominence to the elevations, which face Summit and
Prospect. Ifit is determined when the historic German siding is uncovered that the house
only contained a front, full-width porch, staff recommends that the applicant consider
constructing a shed-roof entry portico around the door on the Prospect Street elevation to
give this fagade some ornamentation. Finally, due to the current setback requirements, a
variance will need to be obtained for the front and/or wrap-around porch. Staff suggests
that the applicant obtain this variance prior to applying for a HAWP application.

. Construct a new, 950 sq. ft. footprint, house on the adjacent lot.

Staff notes that proposals for new construction in any historic district require careful
scrutiny because the preservation of the overall character and feel of the district are key.
Within a district, each proposal must be evaluated for its effect on both its immediate
neighborhood and on the overall district.  Proposed new construction on this lot will
result in the disruption of the established building pattern in the residential core in the
district and the loss of the historic house’s associated open space.

Infill construction should always be avoided, if possible, and considered only after it is
determined that its impact will not be detrimental to the historic district’s integrity. If,
after a thorough evaluation, the construction is judged not to be detrimental to the historic
character of the district, the new building should be designed and constructed to be
clearly differentiated from the historic buildings so that the character-defining features of
the district are not radically changed, obscured, or destroyed. At this site, and working
with the Vision/Plan, only a small structure will work without compromising the
character-defining features of Kensington.

Staff does not feel that vacant lots in Kensington should be built on, however the location
of this lot at the edge of the historic district with the majority of the houses being mid-20™
century dwellings on smaller lots, this lot does lend itself to be built on without



destroying the historic integrity of the district. This subject lot should, however, be held
to the guidelines outlined in the Fision.

Staff will note that this proposed house is identical (minus a basement) to the house the
Commission approved on a vacant lot on Baltimore Street within the Kensington Historic
District (see attached drawings on circles ). The Baltimore Street lot was 858
sq. ft. larger than the subject Lot 59. This new, infill house was sited 20’ back from the
front elevations of the adjacent outstanding resources and was located in the center of the
historic district.

The proposed lot coverage does concern staff. We recommend that the applicant revise
the drawings by reducing the footprint of the house slightly (100 sq. ft) and alter the
design of the two-car garage into a one-car garage. This would decrease the lot coverage
by 320 sf (approx. 15% lot coverage).

6. Remove the existing curb cut and driveway and install a new curb cut and construct a
new driveway along the rear property lines.

This proposed design was suggested by staff at the previous preliminary consultation to
help to mitigate the impact of the driveway and to maximize the amount of open space on
the lot.

7. Remove (4) four evergreen trees from the property.
Staff does not object to the removal of these trees, as they have not been maintained and
are not sited in a good location on the property. Staff does encourage, however, the

replanting of more deciduous trees on the property to help mitigate the loss of these trees.

8. Construct two garages on the lots. A one-car garage to be associated with the historic
building and a two-car garage to be associated with the new house.

As stated above, staff is coricerned with the lot coverage numbers and recommends that

both garages be one-car in size (approx. 22’ x 12’). Staff does not object to the use of a
parking pad adjacent to the one-car garage for added parking.

RECOMMEDNATION:

Revise the current drawings by reducing the new construction’s footprint by 100 sf and changing the
proposed two-car garage to a one-car garage.

HAWP application must include a grading plan for the entire site.

Apply for and receive variance for front porch prior to submitting a HAWP application for this
project.
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number of who you would contact to do that.

MR. LINDBLOM: Just a point of clarification, I
assume we don't -- if we go through the 60-day period and
aren't satisfied with -- then, we would not have lost appeal
rights at that point?

MS. WRIGHT: Correct. Because you'd be coming
back to the Commission and -so you would have any another 30
days to appeal.

(Discussion off the record.)

MS. O'MALLEY: We will move on then with our

preliminary consultation, Case A, 4010 Prospect Street in

—— .

Kensington.

MS. WRIGHT: 1I'd --

MS. O'MALLEY: Do we have a staff report?

MS. WRIGHT: -- like to, yeah, make ‘a relatively,
again, brief staff report. I think the Commission is very
familiar with this property. I can show ybu some images of
the property if you are interested, for those of you who
don't remember it.

The basic issue is that a previous owner of the
property had come forward with & preliminary consultation to
demolish the circa 1930 wing of the existing house at 4010
Prospect Street énd to build a new house on the resuiting
vacant lot. The Commission was not unanimous in how they

felt about that proposal. There was a lot of discussion at
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that preliminary consultation, but at least a number of the
Commissioners seemed willing to entertain the possibility.
Subsequently, the property changed hands. It's

now owned by a different individual and that individual has
hired_George Myers as his repreéentative and is looking at a
proposal which would remove the 1930 section of the existing
house, would build a new rear addition on the existing
house, would build a new house on the resulting vacant lot,

would tear down the existing garage/shed and put a single-

‘car garage on the lot where the historic house is located

and a two-car garage on the lot where the new house is
located.

Just briefly, the numbers would be that -- and
this is on page three of the staff report. 1If this was
done, Lot 58 where the historic house would be located would
have a structure that would have a 1,100 square foot
footprint without the porch; with the porch it would be
1,400 square feet and with the one-car garage it would be

1,664 square feet, and the lot coverages would be 13.9 in

the first instance, 17.7 in the next, and 21 percent in the

next.

The new house would have a proposed footprint of
950 square feet. With a porch it would be 1,050 and with
the garage, 1,534 square feet. The lot coverages would be

12.2 percent or 13.5 if you included the porch, or 19.7 if

G
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you included the garage.

I think that the main issues for the Commission to
focus on this evening is the basic -- is to see if there is
a consensus about demolition of the 1930 addition. If that
- if the Commission feels that that should not be
demolished, the whole issue of a new house ié a moot point
because there would be no buildable lot available.

If the Commission ultimately feels that that
addition could be removed in an effort to restore the house
to its more original appearance, then the issue of the new
house comes into play, and the issue of the addition on this
historic*house comes into play, and the'issues of lot
coverage and how big each of those, perhaps new house and/or
historic house with addigion should be.

I think Staff would basically say that our primary
concern -- that we can see the pros and cons. I mean we can
see that there could be a reasonable trade off of restoring
the existing historic house back to its original appearance
with a compatible rear addition as a trade off for a new
house on this particular lot. It is the edge of the
historic district, the other houses immediately outside the
historic district are not at all of the same architectural
character as the rest of the hisﬁoric district. There are a
number of issues that could‘méke this particular project

acceptable.

@
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On the other hand, there also is a concern about
precedent setting. There is a concern about whether the
1930's section.of the house has historic merit on its own --
you know, in its own stead. And whether it would be more
appropriate to simply keep the 1930's section, add on to the
existing hguse and create, you know, one larger historic
house with a large addition.

I think that to my mind the purpose of this
evening, if we could have an outcome of the Commission
making some -- have gained some clear consensus on how they
feel about removal of the 1930's section. Then the issues
of exactly how big any new house would be or how big the
historic house with addition should be, can be -- éan be
wrestled with either at this preliminary consultation or at
a future preliminary consultation.

With that, I'm going to stop the staff report. I
will mention ﬁhat you have received correspondence about '
this both a letter from adjacent owners with an attached
petition which was in your staff report, an e-mail from the
Local Advisory Panel, and a letter from the Mayor of
Kensington. And all of those documents stating the
positions of those groups are in your possession.

I know the applicant is here and uniess you have
questions?

MS. O'MALLEY: Any questions of Staff? Would the

&2
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applicant like to come forward? .

MR. MYERS: I'm George Myers, the architect for
the owner. I think that we don't have a lot to add with
regards to what was already said. We are in agreement with
her overall recommendation and don't have a problem with
reducing the équare footage a little bit on the new house
and reducing the two-car gafage to a one-car garage. A lot
of the design is the result of -- discussions.with Gwen as
to what she thought might be acceptable here, so, again,
we're okay with the staff report and we're certainly willing
to answer any questions --

MS. O'MALLEY: Are there any guestions at this

time? Well, we do have two speakers, so maybe -- I'll let
you come back up when they're -- James Engle of Kensington
LAP.

MR. ENGLE: I'm Jim Engle, appearing on behalf of
the Local-Advisory Panel. I guess in short, you know, we've
in the past just generally had a sentiment against infills
in the historic district. We feel that it's -- we .feel that
it's a -- probably the greatest threat given that the
historic dis£rict's defining characteristics mainly cehter
around the open space around the houses.

In particular I want to draw your attention to
page 11 in the package. If you look at the development

pattern on Summit Avenue. That's the street that fronts

&>
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along just outside of the historic district, intersection

‘with Prospect. If you look to the north, you see the area

éﬁtside the historic district, a very dense infill pattern.
If you look to the south, it's deceiving because most of
those lots have now been infilled over the past year or so.

What you lose here if you infill is the
differentiation then between, you know, what has béen
infilled and what is considered the Kenéington Historic
District.

And also I want to draw your attention to the --
up:in the left-hand corner where -- in the title where it
says Local Kensington Historic District, and it -- 1880 to
1910, 1910 ‘to 1930. If this addition was to be added in
1930, then -- or, prior to 1930, then that -- you know, our
feeling was that it is now essentially part of the fabric of
the house iFself and should be preserved in some way to show
what was -- you know, what was;filled within the period that
we consider to be an historic period of the development of
Kensington.

On another note, you know we're trying to sort of
aim for a certain lot coverage when you talk about infill
development, and going back to the Baltimore Street case,
which is referenced -- I think it's on page 26 -- 26 of the
package. There was a lot coverage of 12 percent for the

porch and I remember at the time we wrestled with that,

@
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because, you know, we really wanted to take it back down to

10 percent, but didn't -- workable design for a house and in

this instance, you know, we're working with a smallervlot

and we're approaching lot coverage on the infill house of 13

addition and with the porch at 17.7 percent.

throw in the paving, you throw in the patios, you throw in

and 2 percent lot coverage on the existing house with the

You know, you

the garages,'etcetera, etcetera, you pretty much have eaten

up a lot of open space, gardening space that was part of the

historic fabric of this property.

Any questions?

‘MS. WILLIAMS:

I just have a question on the

original plat. Did the original plat of Kensington from

1893 or whenever it was -- 1898 -- include those two lots,

58 and 597

MR. ENGLE: I believe it does. I don't have a

copy of --
MS. WRIGHT:

MS. WILLIAMS:

outside of the historic district facing Summit Avenue were

I don't have 1t here, but it does.

And all of the subdivided lots

part of -- were they part of the original plat of

Kensington?

MR. ENGLE: I think they were.

MS. O'MALLEY:

MS. WILLIAMS:

They're within the town limits.

Okay.

D
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MR. ENGLE: So, what we're looking at is the very
edge, but still chipping away at it in some respect if
infill goes forward.

MS. O'MALLEY: All right, thank you. Helen
Wilkes?

MS. WILKES: I have a written copy of my
testimony. I'm Helen Wilkes and I live on Prospect Street
in Kensington. I'm an architect and also am involved with
the Kensington Land Trust -- I'm not going to go through

this entire letter, given that the emphasis tonight should

" be on whether or not there will be a buildable lot created

where there is none currently, but I do.want to cover some
of the points because I believe very strongly that removal
of an addition from a historic resource for the purpose of
creating a.buildable lot is a very,. very dangerous
precedent, and a slippery slope that I canft believe anybody
here would want to do dbwn. |

I'm not sure that the discussion -- around whether
that 1930's addifion is historically worthy of preservation
so much as whether it ought to be removed for the purpose of
creating a buildable lot. That is, I think, really where
the discussion needs to be centered.

As well, I take issue with the argument that the
property being on an edge is somehow less worthy of equai

protection or consideration because of being on the edge and

®
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that, too, is a slippery slope because once you compromise
the integrity of that property, you are just -- existed

intact for all these years, since the 1930's, well then the

" next property next to it or behind it, any adjacent property

then you can say, well, the densify.is different here
because this is infill, and so there you go down that
slippery slope.

But I guess -- I listed several reasons here that
I think you ought to consider not allowing this to occur.
And I did make reference also to the fact that George Myers
is very skillful at taking small houses and make them --
making them look much bigger than they are, and I consider
that to be a problem here. I cited the example of the

infill house on Baltimore Street, which -- as far as I can

‘tell -- intention that were put forth -- the hearing

procegs. I'll just fead what I say here. The infill house
at 3922 Baltimore Street has been cited as a precedent in
the consideration of this application and I -- urging that
you please go look at it up close and in context and observe
that all the mathematical calculations on 1ot.coverage
considefations did not work to the -- infill house in this
case. It's an example of an unfértunate compromise that the
Town will have to live with without the benefit of the hope
that somecne will someday come albng and make it right. And

I referred back to the‘part about the existing house on the

-~
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corner of Prospect and Summit being an eyesore for all these
years because of the fact that the owners were not able to
keep it up. But it is there and there is hope that someone
will come along soﬁeday and restore the house and make it
right.

The problem with that house is the deep front yard
sets -- I'm sorry, the house on Baltimore Street, the infill
house, is a deep front yard setback. 1It's supposed to'mimic
the relationship of an ancillary structure relative to the
historic house, but instead a house as big as 3922 Baltimore
Street -- deferential represents a confusing aberration on
what was once a coherent and cohesive streetscape. And for
all the language about rhythm, massing, and the streetscape
so carefully laid out in the Vision of Kensington
Guidelines, this represents a failure of the report to
inform in a sufficiently nuanced contextual way the problem
of inappropriate infiil development in Kensington.

And the -- the "house and the landscape"; which is
what we're talging about at the corner of Prospect and
Summit and which is what the primary resources in Kensington
are, could be, in fact, maintained by a sensitive
app%opriately proportioned and scaled addition to the
existing house alone. The builder could certainly realize a

profit -- I know that this is not your purview, but it is in

the mix for everyone, in fact, and the builder can realize a

3>
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profit, though perhaps not as lucratively as with the
addition of another house, and that it's not youf job as the
HPC to maximize his profit potential after all.

And, you know -- very serious case before you if
you were to go in the direction of allowing the removal of
an addition -- 1930's addition for the purpose of creating a
buildable lbt. This creeping problem of ilnappropriate
infill has got to sﬁop. Building pressures will only
increase and no builder has the right to come to town and
make a buck off our character-defining open space, leaving
behind with each infilled 1ot a corrosive problem that's
bigger than the one before it.

Each time the -- goes up and lots now and
previously were in front will be considered»buildable coming
before you and approval -- by builders who are motivated
primarily by financial gains to be had. Please consider
that with each infill building approved, the integrity of
the historic district this Commission is charged with
protecting is compromised. It would seem then that the
successive applications for infill building should receive
increasing amounts of scrutiny in reference to the
guidelines and -- from the HPC and Staff, yet there is a
great deal of concern in our community that the oppésite is
true. I urge you to just say no to what would constitute a

bad deal for Kensington. and could well come back to haunt us

©
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all as precedént for the next stepped up builder request.

Thank youf

MS. O'MALLEY: Thank you. Perhaps at this point
-~ I just wanted to mention that I was looking to the house
itself to see whether these was anything important about thé
house. And I went to the archives at the Historical Society
and there were two things that caught my eye; one was an
interview with Elizabeth Walter done in 2000 where she
mentions that she married Malcolm Walter. After marrying in
1930 they lived in an apartment in the house with his
parents. Malcolm is well known for his photography work
which gives us a glimpse of the businesses, families, and
activities of the 20's in Montgomery County.

There was also a piece that was from a newsletter
about Malcolm Walter because he was a well-known
photographer in the County. He took pictures in the County
from 1915 until 1934. The Walter House ieg intimately linked
to his long career. Built by his father in 1890, Malcolm
Was bofn in an upstairs bedroom on October 25™, 1894. As a

young carpenter working for his father, Walter was proud of
the houses his father built in Kensihgton and Garrett Park.
And then it goes on to tell how he got interested in
photography and that he met his wife when he took -- he used
to -- for his photography studio and he took a picture of

her there.

&
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So, this house was actually in the -- it was built
in 19 -- in 1890 by Mr. Walter, the father, and then his son

lived there and so it was owned by one family from 1890
until 2003. And I think the fact that Malcolm Walter's
photographs are all in the Peerless Rockville Archives, they
did some research on the work and collected all of them from
the glass negative, I think that a lot of historians in the
County go and use his illustrations for their work and I'm
just wondering if that makes -- if that's something that
makes the house more -- a more important structure,
particularly since the addition was built for the children
to live in with the parents.

So, I just thought I Qould mention that to add
into the mix. And would the applicant like to come back up.

MR. MYERS: Yeah, I guess I would -- I can't
really speak to whether the 1930's addition, from what
you've  said, is something that ought to be saved or not. I
think that's qguite a judgment call. I can't -- with regard
to Helen's commenté, I think I would disagreé on her
comments about the infill house on Baltimore Street as being
not sensitive. I think her -- you know, really it does
contribute to that street in not a negative way.

And the other main point without-getting into a
lot of details is I think that this site is unique. It's

not -- we're not proposing infill in what I would consider

O
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the main historic core of Kensington. This site toc me is
more on Summit Avenue,‘which has changed considerably from
what Summit Avenue used to be. And with respect to the lot,
to me is part of Summit Avenue and less part of the historic
district.

So, I think I would hate to say that this is -- I
wouldn't consider this infill lot as some sort of precedent
to say that it's okay, you can fill infill in everywhere in
the Kensington Historic District. I.think this is a unique
situation, so I hope you would loock at it that way.

- Ms. O'MALLEY: So, are there any questions?

MS. WILLIAMS: No, I don't have any questions.
It's just -- I guess I find it a little bit troublesome when
you just look at the plat, because I'm sort of of two minds.

I ﬁean, one is you you're locking at it historically
saying, well it's a platted lot. It was meant to be built
upcon. We can't necessarily prevent that per se. On the
other hand, when you lcok at how development occurred on
this platted subdivision, a lot of the houses that were
built straddled lot lines. And that's, indeed, what the
case is here, though it involves an addition andvnot.the
main resource that actually straddles the lot line.

So, it is an extremely troubling case and I mean
it's just not really a cut and dried clear situation, so I

mean I just -- I don't have any opinion to state at this

@



jd

10
11
12
13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

112

moment. I just wanted to point out that sort of difficult

historic perspective in that we've got a plat -- a legal lot

that dates back to the original plat and thét's a precedence
for --

MS. O'MALLEY: But it's not legal at this moment.

MS. WILLIAM: Well, the plat is.

MS. WRIGHT: Well, I think that that
philosophically —- we're going to be very philosophical
tonight.. PhiloSophically, that was an issue that was really
wrestled with in the whole vision of Kensington plan,
because the entire éommunity of Kensington is platted lots.

The whole front yard of the nursing home is a platted lot,

‘but they have never built on it. They're created, you know,

greenépace -- we've dealt with this issue somewhat in other
districts like Hyattstown --
| MS. WILLIAMS: Mm-hmm.
MS. WRIGHT: -- Brookeville. You know, in
Hyattstown, all those backyards are platted lots. And maybe

in 1794, Jesse Hyatt thought that some day there would be

“houses on all the backyards in Hyattstown, but today we

would see that as problematic. So, I mean, philosophically
I don't think the fact that there is two lots shown in the
original plat is -- you know, what was platted originally
and what's been built out and‘creates historic character are

frequently different. I think that the unique thing here

@
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ig, you know, ig that there is this addition and is that an
important part of the historic evolution of the_hOuSe, such
it should be kept or ig it more important to try to take the
house to more of a 19" century appearance. ,

MS. ALDERSON: 1I'd like to add another thought to
that. I agree, I made exacfly the same observation looking
at the arrangements of the house on the lot. - They straddle
lots with the obvious intention of having a larger space
around the house. That is precisely the character of this
area and when I gave you the parts in downtown that are,
yves, very fine and have very early houses, but have not
respected that character, we think of the areas -- you know,
head down towards Chain Bridge. They £fill out the lots to
the max. It's a very different character. And the
partially rustic feeling of Kensington is a function of this
distribution of houses, quite a number of which straddle
lots. We have the same character in Takoma Park. Quite a
number of the houses were deliberately sited to have some
space around them and.it's the variance in the space that
defines the character of a community.

I would also add to that that the question is not
simply whether the addition is significant in its own right
or integral, but whether there is really a compelling reason
ﬁo demolish a very historic part of the house,.even a 1930,

70-year-old part of the house. I see not -- the absence of
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a compelling reason to demolish that structure to create the
buildability.

MR. BRESLIN: I think the difficult part of this
case ig its location. I think if this case were located
further in the historic district, it would be not a
question; it would be unacceptable. If it was located a
block further down Summit Avenue it would be perfectly
acceptable. But the fact that it's right there at the
corner is problematic. I'm struggling with -- comments --
Commissioners.

MS. WILLIAMS: But one comment I have on that is
that clearly when the boundaries were drawn, they were drawn
gpecifically to include that house and this vacant side lot
to protect it, and so, I mean, in a way I think that argues
against, you know, your attitude about it being already
somewhét compromised; why not, you know, continue with the
process.

MS. O'MALLEY: As well as the one right across
Prospect. You have the same situation.

MR. FULLER: I also think that one of the things
we need to be looking at, is to sort of ignore the
subdivision issue because there's a lot of arguments yoﬁ can
make on both sides of that. You know, there's economic or
whether it's what, but if you go back to, ckay, the original

house on the corner before the 30's addition, we're told too
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small, unlivable, can't live like it is. So, you say to
make that house viable so that it continues to move forward
as a historic property, at that point it's a corner lot. It

has two front yards to the house.

If you locked at this alone -- forgot the issue of
whether the 30's addition should be kept or not -- where
|
would you propose to really make the -- an addition that

would least impact the overall neighborhcod. I'm not so
sure that you wouldn't really say that where the addition
wants to be is where the 30's addition is, so something back
on that side of the house.

Because the addition as you've proposed -- I like
the layout of the way the overall site works, but as you
then head in Prosgpect, you've extended the elevation on that
face of the house and that is admittedly a major gateway
into the historic district. So, you are making some fairly
major impécts to the overall, you know, view. If you locked
at this as a stand-alone house, we always say, okay, we
don't want additions to be right up in the front -- or,
right on the front face of the house; it wants to be pushed
back.

Well, in order to meet your other needs, you've
pushed it‘up to the front face of what Prospect Street is.

I don't know; there's a lot of tough, different things that

go back and forth on it and then you have the compelling
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issue as to whether or not ---do we make matters worse by
getting rid of the open‘space that's there? So, I don't
have.a strong opinion yet.

MR. MYERS: Just tov—— the house acﬁually right
across the street, which we also did an addition on a few
years ago, was the same scenario where we went back because
really historically their front doors and addresses are
Summit. 8o going back -- on Prospect.

MS. WILLIAMS: I guess my response to that would
be that maybe historically it did front Summit and that was
its principle facade, but by the 30's clearly the
inclination wag that Prospect Street was really the front
elevation and they put their addition on the rear. I mean,

it does seem like the more natural, you know, front

elevation because it's a side street and, yeah, it has a

more generous front yard and everything.

MR. BRESLIN: And that's a'compelliné argument and
by that argument, I agree with Jeff, this is the. wrong place
to put an addition on a primary resource.

MS. ALDERSON: I would add one other thing. I
would be personally more comfortable with adding porches and
such if the building is going to have that space around it,
rather than lose the gspace around it.

MS. WILLIAMS: So,lyou mean you wouldn't need --

you're saying --
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MS. ALDERSON: I would be more comfortable with --

MS. WILLIAMS: With going --

MS. ALDERSON: -- addition if the space -- if the
cushion arcund the bﬁilding is retained. Rather than maxing
out on ocne and then squeezing one in on the othgr lot.

MR. FULLER: You mean a larger addition on thé
primary resource.

MS. O'MALLEY: Well, I think what --

MR. MYERS: Probably be more than doubling the --

I think the addition that we're probably showing on the

primary resource is probably about as big as you!d want to

go on that without --

MS. O'MALLEY: That's about as big as the addition
that you want to tear off, isn't it?

MR. MYERS: No, I think the one that we're tearing
off is smaller than we're proposing.

MS. O'MALLEY: Ten by eleVen?

MR. MYERS: Yeah, much smaller.

MS. WILLIAMS: Well, so then you could do an
addition at the rear.and maybe even a small one on the side.
Then you could probably make a somewhat large addition --

MR. MYERS: That would be up to the -- you know,
owner. It would be sort of a different strategy of using
that house, which we would have to discuss, of course.

MS. O'MALLEY: Well, currently it would seem that
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the lot coverage on the house and the garage is under 10
percent -- property.

- MR. MYERS: You're saying that without a new house
on it, you're saying?

MS. O'MALLEY: As I understand now --

MR. MYERS: Oh, as it stands now; yeah.

MS. ALDERSON: Meaning there's more room to grow
in the bigger lot.

MR. MYERS: Right. Right.

MS. WRIGHT: So, tonight is a preliminary
consultation. TIt's not something that you have to take a
vote, but you know maybe --

MS. O'MALLEY: We can give a sense Qf how everyone
feels. Do you have any other questions or any other things
you want to discuss?

MR. ROTENSTEIN: I don't have any questions, but I
find the addition historical with the inforﬁation that
YOu've adding, very compelling in terms of retaining the
1930's addition. Then there are the setting issues and the
lot size and it would be very difficult to -- a hiétoric
building and simply write off the last 70 years of its
history, particularly when you have a significant individual
associated with the entire historical -- historically-
significant period.

MS. O'MALLEY: And we haven't even talked about
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the trees. That would be another issue.

MR. BRESLIN: I appreciate that the addition is
1930's. It's older than my house and I think my house is
pretty old. But that being said, it's very low character.
It's practically flat. It doesn't really -- thoughlit is
old, it doesn't really add to the character of the historic.
resource.

MS. O'MALLEY: I think it would have to be
reworked as if --

MR. BRESLIN: But as an addition itself, if that

was -- 1f were -- back in the 1930's, we wouldn't have
allowed them to do -- it doesn't add to an otherwise --
otherwise --

MR. MYERS: I would agree. I mean I think that is

-- you know, sort of takes away from what would otherwise be

-a fairly nice portion of a farmhouse. And it just sort of

-- on the side. I mean, it really is not a nice thing.

The other thing that I think is probably worth
considering here is I think the alterﬁative -- what you guys
are working for is you'd probably rather see a bigger, more
additions and that house renovated, maybe a little -- and,
in turn, a 1little bit bigger on that pieée of property,
right? On -- you know, with more open space. I think the
problem is that you perhaps see -- the difficulty in that,

and that's one of the reasons why the house has been sitting
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there so long, is to try to attract an end user buyer for
that site along, you know -- it's sort of like -- that's why
it's been‘sitting possibly because -- I mean, from my own
analysis, because the previous éwner tried to get me to be
tﬁe déveloper on it, and I could understand the problem.
Whereas I think that the best potential there is two
smaller, less expensive houses than one big, expensive house
because it's hard to make that work. So, the odds are that
it could still sit -- saying that's why it's been sitting
and that's why it will potentially, because it's just not --
it's a very risky thing to go in there and take that old
house and dump a huge amount of monéy in there hoping you're
going to find a family to live on that corner.

MS. ALDERSON: Wouldn't you also say it has
something to do with the house's current curb appeal?

MS. WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR. MYERS: I'm just saying I know how the -- I'm
just looking -- because I've done it several times, and
recently in Kensington. I've been on the developer side and

I'm just saying how the numbers work and I'm saying it's a

.factor if you want to see it -- you know, there's more-

potential to sell and develop two houses at $500,000 in
Kensington than one at $850,000 or $900,000 because it's
hard to do that at that corner. And that's what it's going

to have to sell for in order for it to get renovated. So --
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and that's why -- doesn't get approved for this owner, you
know you may be back here with another owner a year from now
trying to do the same thing. Just -- or, until somebody
takes a big enough hit that the property drops down instead
of being sold for $500,000, it's $150,000, then it becomes a
viable scenario. So --

MS. WILLIAMS: I think it's an incredibly wviable
corner lot. I mean, you just look around. There are huge
houses being built on very busy corner intersections all
over the place, so I don't know, i think that's kind of a
hard argument to buy into.

But, you know, for me it's really -- it's a
difficult situation because we're being asked to comment on
the removal of an addition, but we're confronted with
circumstancés that make it really challenging because I
wouldn't mind seeing the removal of the addition if I was
going to see a better addition in its place. The removal of
an addition for a new house and a new lot is a lot harder to
stomach, and so I guess it's just sort of knowing what's
coming that makes it so challenging.

Ygu know, I don't really want to be put in a
position to say this rear addition is so significant to the
history of this house; can it under no circumstances be
demolished. And yet that's what I'm having to say in order

to really uphold the vision of Kensington, which is to
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remain -- to retain as much open space as possible.
So,‘it's -- you know, we're between a rock and a
hard place.
MS. ALDERSON: And --
MS. WILLIAMS: What I would like to see happen is

that, you know, a real per -- you know, viable alternatives

- come along that proposes renovation and addition of this

very, you know, appealing house that it would sell for
$800,000.

MS. ALDERSON: An additional consideration I would
like to add for the record is that we have showing on the
plan the distance between the edge of the inset addition to
the lot line as seven feet. And the house itself is quite a
big closer.. So, even with the removal of the addition, the

house is extremely close to the lot line. So, then going

with the minimum spacing with the -~ with the adjoining
house, this -- much more closely spaced than is typical
here.

MR. MYERS: Well, actﬁally in the Town of
Kensington has greater side yard setbacks, which are.lo
feet, which if you add that to the new house to what the
existing house, which is aboutAfour from the property line,
we've got 14 feét apart, which is actually what is what --
seven feet is typically what those 50-foot lots are along

the side in Montgomery County -- the ones that already
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exist. I'm saying -- so I just -- what's I'm saying the
spacing, because of Kensington'é larger requirement on the
new house would really end up being about the same spacing
as all the other houses -- so, just because R-60 in
Montgomery County is seven foot setback, and that's what
most of those houses are.

And your poiﬁt is right is that the house -- the
existing house is currently closer to the lot line than
would normally have been allowed. The fact that it's not
the lot line, you can still build on the next lot. If it
were -- Moﬁtgomery County you'd be able to build up to seven
feet probably -- clder lot. But since it's Kensington, the
-- has to be 10 feet away. 8o, that heips mitigate that
problem a little bit.

MR. FULLER: Since this is a preliminary and since
it's getting late, let me break it into the three components
that I see in the prbject and I'll give you my opinion. You
can get others as well.

| .But my opinipn, I agree with what Commissioner
Breslin is saying that I don't think the 30's addition is so
wonderful or that much of an add to the house that I say it
has to stay, in its own right. However, I have a problem
with the way that your addition on the east side of the

house I don't think adds to the house. I think it takes

away from the existing house -- historic fabric of the
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house. ' I like the way that your site plan worked out that
the new house you were showing was set back far enough above
the street that it did maintain some open space, but I have
a problem with the overall development as proposed because
of what happens to the historic house. If there was another
solution to solve the historic house, I probably could be
convinced that this lot could be subdivided and still
maintain the character because what's happening on Summit as
you tufn the corner from there to Prospect and this is the
transition.

I'm not saying this solution does it for me. I do
not know that you can make that -- I don't know that you can
solve the problem because I don't know how you can make the
existing historic house functional in today's environment

where the house is currently located, but that would be --

MR. MYERS: Do you think if you -- if the existing
house had a much smaller -- addition, for example, just
fixed up as it was, you know and with that -- and the infill

house --

‘MR. FULLER: That would solve my problem. As I
salid, my prcblem here is that you're tearing down the
addition and you're putting on a large addition that to me
detracts from the existing house and that to me is our first
issue, is what do you do to maintain the existing house.

Then there's a second issue about the subdivision -- I can
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argue both sides of that, but I éan see how a successful
development can be done, but I don't think this shows 1it.

I also could accept the larger addition on the old
houselwith the combined lots.

MS. O'MALLEY: Shall we start -- go ahead, and
we'll just go down.

MR. BRESLIN: I think your point is well taken
that our primary concern and focus has to be on the house --
the old house. That is a primary resource. And in.general
we don't allow additions on primary resources unless they
are to the rear. And in this particular case, since
unfortunately being a corner lot and a very prominent corner
th, to the rear means crossing the lot line. So, I think
considerihg our -- our obligation to the primary resource,
we either say no addition or corner addition to the rear.

MR. MYERS: One thing that's actually problematic
to adding onto that -- where the current side is the
existing housé is so close to the -- to Summit. It's way in
front of the establishéd building line, so anything you can

add would require -- if'you look at the established building

1line, it's almost back where we were proposing to put the --

if you look at the site plan, you couldn't put an addition
back where that current -- couldn't add anything where that
-- without a variance from Montgomery County. Because that

house is about 10 feet from the property line -- about 35 to
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40 feet back.

MR. FULLER: Can you do any minor lot line
adjustments?

MR. MYERS: We could probably get a vériance if
you guys supported it. I'm just saying -- we éould probably
deal with it. I'm just pointing out that it's just another
complication.

MS. O'MALLEY: Although you have an addition
that;s already in place.

MR. MYERS: Exactly. Which can stay.

MS. O'MALLEY: And if you built within that‘corﬂer
of thé addition on the original house for your expansion
area --

MR. MYERS: It wouldn't allow you to put anything
in the established building lines.

"MS. O'MALLEY: It wouldn't be.

MR. MYERS: No, see if you look at this right back
here, here's Summit. The existing hoﬁse is back here, and
the other houses are back there as well. The established
building line is back here. You couldn't build anything on -
that old house that's in front of that line. |

| MS. O'MALLEY: Well, it would be right -- it would
be right in line with your new house you want to put in. It
would be --

MR. MYERS: Exactly, right.
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MS. O'MALLEY: -- so -- yes, you could do that.

MR. FULLER: It would jusﬁ be another challenge.

MS. ALDERSON:. I'm done.

MS. O'MALLEY: All right, I am -- I wbuld be
opposed to anything that would -- I would be opposed to the
situation where you would end up with another house on this
property.

MR. MYERS: Quite a shocker.

MS. WILLIAMS: I would agree with Commissibn
Breslin that this house really wants an addition on the rear
elevation and that's the -- really the only logical place
for }t, so I mean butting it on the end of Prospect Street's
elevation doesn't work. And so I think we're going to have
to look at an addition that would cross the lot line and,
therefore, prevent development on that lot.

MR. ROTENSTEIN: I don't have anything to add at
this time. We'll stick with the earlier comments I made
about the historical significance of the house and the
relationship of the large lot.

MS. ANAHTAR: I still don't have a problem with
removing the existing addition, but I agree with the
discussion about preserving the open space. I just go along
with what --

MS. O'MALLEY: So, that answers your questions.

Come back with something. Thank you.

G



HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION STAFF REPORT

Address: 4010 Prospect Street, Kensington Meeting Date: 02/11/04
Lots 58 and 59

Resource: Primary 1 Resource Report Date: 02/04/04
Kensington Historic District

Review: HAWP Public Notice: 01/28/04

Case Number: 31/06-04C Tax Credit: Partial

Applicant:  Tom Cosgrove : Staff: Michele Naru

PROPOSAL: Rear addition and Garage demolition

RECOMMEND: Approve with Conditions

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

1. All 2/2 windows on the existing addition will be salvaged and utilized on the rear elevation.
Any remaining windows not used on the rear elevation must be stored on site. \

2. The applicant will provide staff with information documenting that he has worked with a
structural engineer prior to the demolition of the addition to ensure that the demolition will not
compromise the structural integrity of the original massing.

3. The applicant will draft measured drawings for the rear elevation, showing the proposed
configuration and detailing for staff’s approval and stamping prior to the demolition of the
addition.

ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION

SIGNIFICANCE: Primary 1 Resource
STYLE: Vernacular
DATES OF CONSTRUCTION: ¢1900, c1930

This Primary 1 resource is located at the edge of the historic district along Prospect Street. Built in two
distinct phases, the original massing was built ¢1900 and the rear extension was built by 1931 (see 1931 Klinge
Map attached). The original massing’s historic principal fagade is the current elevation that faces Summit
Avenue. Itisbelieved that this fagade contained a full-width shed-roof front porch, which does not exist today

The current principal fagade is the elevation that currently faces Prospect Street. :

The main massing of this house (located on Lot 58) is a 2-1/2-story, three-bay, frame building
sheathed in German wood siding and covered with asbestos shingle. It is set upon brick perimeter foundation
and is covered with a cross-gable roof, clad with asphalt shingles. The windows are 2/2 double hung. A two-
story, flat roof frame addition (c1930 — straddles Lot 58 and 59) clad in horizontal lap siding and also covered
in asbestos shingle and set upon a battered concrete block foundation, extends off of the (current) rear
elevation of the house. A one-story mudroom addition (post 1930), protrudes from the east, side elevation.

The property also contains a frame garage building (c1930) in deteriorated condition (located on Lot
59).



PROPOSAL:

The applicant is proposing to:

1. Demolish the existing ¢1930 shed roof frame rear addition.
Demolish the existing ¢1930 frame garage.
3. Rebuild the rear wall of the main massing utilizing some of the 2/2 windows from the rear
addition to be demolished.
4, Remove the asbestos siding to expose the German lap siding
APPLICABLE GUIDELINES:

Proposed alterations and demolition to sites within the Kensington Master Plan Historic District
must be in compliance with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. Rehabilitation is
defined as the act or process of making possible a compatible use for a property through repair, alterations,
and additions while preserving those portions or features, which convey its historical, cultural, or
architectural values.

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

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

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

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

In addition, the HPC formally adopted the planning study, Vision of Kensington: A Long-Range
Preservation Plan (Vision), and is directed by the Executive Regulations, which were approved by the
County Council, to use this plan when considering changes and alterations to the Kensington Historic
District. The goal of this preservation plan "was to establish a sound database of information from, which
to produce a document that would serve the HPC, M-NCPPC, their staff and the community in wrestling
with the protection of historic districts amidst the pressures of life in the 21st century." (page 1). The plan
provides a specific physical description of the district as it is; an analysis of character-defining features of
the district; a discussion of the challenges facing the district; and a discussion of proposed strategies for
maintaining the character of the district while allowing for appropriate growth and change.

STAFF DISCUSSION

This application, as proposed, is very sympathetic to the historic building on the property. The
Commission historically supports the removal incompatible materials and additions on its historic
buildings in order to return the exterior of the building back to its original configuration. The
abovementioned proposal will not negatively affect the historic dwelling’s integrity, or negatively impact
the historic district as a whole.

With that said, the removal of the secondary addition which straddles the current lot lines will
make the adjacent lot buildable. Therefore, staff feels that a discussion about building on this historic side



yard needs to be initiated as part of this application. Proposed new construction on this lot will result in
the disruption of the established building pattern and the loss of the historic house’s associated open space.

The Vision of Kensington outlines specific data on existing conditions in the historic district to be
utilized as a basis to compare potential new construction against. As an example of "existing conditions",
the Vision describes the 187 properties in the district: "two are parks, four are vacant sites, and the
remaining 181 contain a building which is considered a primary [structure]. Of the buildings, 151 are
dwellings, five are apartment buildings, 20 are commercial buildings, one is a church, one a railroad
station, one the armory/city hall, one is a library, and the last is a carriage house." (page 18). Functionally,
only four vacant sites are identified in the Vision because only four properties consist of land with no
structures on them and with no historic relationship to adjoining properties with structures. While there are
clearly more than four lots in town that do not have buildings on them, or which have secondary structures
on them, the analysis in the Vision notes that land contiguous to a structure and historically part of that
structure and which is being used by the owner of the property functionally is not vacant land. As such,
staff questions the compatibility of building on the side lots within the Kensington Historic District.

If the subject proposal is granted, staff feels that the Commission should outline the specific
criteria upon which they will be evaluating a potential new house on this adjacent lot. The HPC is
responsible for design review of all aspects of proposed alterations in the historic district. New
construction receives the highest level of scrutiny in terms of the overall effect of the new element on the
historic community. This includes a thorough review of the design, scrutinizing its appearance, its size, the
scale, its massing, the materials, as well as its placement. In a historic district of the high caliber of
Kensington, one would expect the best in new architecture to try to rise to the level of the existing
character of the district. This should be evident in the approach, the design, and the choice of materials.
Some specific ideas for the applicant to consider are:

e An increased front yard setback to reduce the prominence of the new structure on the street. This
technique has often been utilized in historic districts, by proposing that new construction should have
the aspect of an ancillary structure. This would assure that the new construction would defer to the
historic structures, at least in size, massing and location.

¢ Study local building types to develop an understanding of the local environment, and then use this
understanding to build something compatible in terms of massing, scale, and materials, without
introducing a false sense of time and place.

¢ This district is consistently described as a garden suburb, and a place where the environmental
setting is as important as any of the buildings. Therefore, the new construction must be
sympathetic to maintaining a significant amount of open space on the lot — which will require the
footprint of the house to not exceed the current footprint of the historic house. (The recommended
lot coverage for new construction in the Peripheral Residential Area is 15%, which does
recommend construction on single lots.)

o The utilization of compatible building materials. Artificial materials, such as vinyl or aluminum
siding will not be appropriate.

o The principal fagade of the new house must face Summit Avenue. Off-street parking and access to
the new house should be obtained through an easement along the east property line of the historic

house.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Commission approve with conditions (outlined at the top of this report)



the HAWP application as being consistent with Chapter 24A-8(b)2, and 3:

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

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

and with the Secretary of the Interior Guidelines #2, #3 and #6:

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

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

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

with the general condition applicable to all Historic Area Work Permits that the applicant will present 3
permit sets of drawings to HPC staff for review and stamping prior to submission for permits. After
issuance of the Montgomery County Department of Permitting Services (DPS) permit, the applicant will
arrange for a field inspection by calling the DPS Field Services Office at 240-777-6370 prior to
commencement of work and not more than two weeks following completion of wark.
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'Ms. NARU: Yes. Case F 1is for a project at 4010
Prospect Street in the Kensington District.. This is a
primary resource within this district. The proposal is
basically to demolish ah existing 19305_shed roof frame
addition, demoiish an existing 1930 frame garage, rebuild the
rear wall of the main massing utilizing some of thei2/2
windOWS from the rear addition, and to remove the existing
asbestos siding to expose the German lap siding.
| As you will note in the staff report, staff commends the

applicant for this proposed‘work.i We feel that it's very

‘sympathetic to the historic building on the property. The

incdmpatible materials being removed in certainly something
that'generaily the commission supports and we're anxious to
return the exterior of the building ‘back to its original
configufation.

As I mentioned in my staff discussion, I.think ﬁhat with
that information said, i think thét there should be a
secondary discussion as part of this proposal which will be
that the secondary addition, once it's removed, will create a
buildable lot for lot 59 and that will of Course provide an
opportunity for fhe_applicant to build on that lot, which I
think raises kind of a bigger issue and question within our
Kensington Hisforic.District in terms of compatibility
building on the side-lots, which were traditionally used as

open-space in the Kensington Historic District. So, I had
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spent a great deal of time outlining the vision of
Kensington, what they talk about‘for this, as well as
potential approaches that I would suggest that the Commission
look at, if in fact they see that a house could be built on
this lot, the kinds of things that would really want to

direct the applicant in terms of design and characteristics

‘(Ifor that building. I know we're getting a little ahead of

ourselves, but I really think that he should be aware of

|lexactly what things we're going to be requiring of that new

construction.

I do hafe a PowerPoint presentation, but genérally for -
this particular Historic Area Work Permit Applicafion, which
is what I had outlined below; I am recbmmending thaf we
approve with a couple conditions. One of which is that all
of the 2/2 windows.onvthe existing addition.will be salVaged
and utilized on the rear elevation and then any remaining
windows not used on the real elevation be stored on site;
That the applicant will provide staff with information
documenting that he has wqued with a structural engineer
prior to the demolition of the addition to insure that the
demolition will not compromise the structural integrity of
the historic massing; and that the applicant would draft
measured drawings for the rear elevation showing the proposed
configuration and detailing for staff's approval and stamping

prior to the demolition of the addition.




. BAK

FORMFED @@ - PENGAD ¢ 1-800-631-6989

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

.19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Aﬁd I will now give you a short presentation of the
property, unless you have any questions.

MR. BRESLIN: Yes, I have a question.

MS. NARU: Sure.

MR. BRESLIN: If the addition is removed, is the
resulting I guess it's the side-lot line, side 1otklegal?

MS. NARU: It is.

MR. BRESLIN: Because it looks like it's only three
or four feet.

MS. NARU: 50 feet wide, but it's significantly
deep.

MR. BRESLIN: No, but how's the side yard?

MS. NARU: Well,.the side—yard setback of course
would-be'grandfathered in as they are in Kénsington. The new
buildiné £hat would be built on the proposed new lot, would
have to conform with today's requiréments. |

MR. BRESLIN: Right, but I don't understand if by
sub—di&iding - wouldvyou have to subdivide?

MS. VALESQUEZ: No.

MS. NARU: It's a buildable lot and does not need a

|Isubdivision.

MS. O'MALLEY: There is no law that it's been on

vthe property that way for 70 years it becomes all of the one

part?

MS. VALESQUEZ: ©No, you're talking about adverse
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|lhouse that faces Prospect Street. This is currently the

10

position. That would be a different.

MR. BRESLIN: I guess it's a legal question. vIt.
seems tha: by making, if that resultant side-yard is less
than legal, the setback is less than legal, ydu;re creating a

MR. FULLER: The County Code says that if it's a
non-conforming lot, which this 1s what it woﬁld be because
it's built across the property line, you can't make it‘worser
Eut by taking it off, perhaps you're making it Sl}ghtly
better than it_already ié. Tt will still be a noﬁ—conforhing
lot because the setback won't be there, but theléfher;lot'
then is free and clear. So that's why they can-&b whaf they
want. | |

MS. NARU: Right and that's th the other lbt needs
to conform tQ today's zoning. |

MR. BRESLIN: Okay.

MS. NARU: Okay. This is the elevation of the

principle facade of the house. Next slide.

This is the eievation that faces Summit;' This was the
historic principle facade of the house. And you Can‘note-in
this picture that thé proposed addition to be removed is on
the right, the two-story shed roof addition.

This is the rear looking, if I'm standing towards facing

Summit Avenue, this is what is considered the historic rear

®
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to be removed. And you will note that they do have 2/2

-]lare considered different than what was the original house.

building on this lot. Next, please.

11

and a side elevation currently.

This is a better view of the proposed two-story addition

windows and under closer inspection, I think that the only
original windows on this that would have been on the historic

house, are actually on the opposite elevation. The muttons

So we would just ask that the 2/2's that do match the ones
that are currehtly on the house be the ones that be utilizéd_
in the re-building of that facade. ©Next, please.

This is the proposed garage to be demolished. And this
is a viéw taken standing next to thé house loocking towards
the garage,” which is fhe approximate‘location of where a new
house would be located.  To the left it would be the historic
house. Next, please.

This is a view standing on Prospect‘Street‘lodking at
the garage. And you will note that the garage is sitting on
the lot 59. And 58 is where the historic house is.

This is kind of just starting to pan around, a view of
the one-story ranch house that is adjacent, which is outside
the historic district, but also noting that there is a
substantial trees on this property that we would be very

concerned with in terms of protection when it comes to

This is standing approximately between the house and the

&
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garage, looking toWards Prospect. Again; giving you a view
of some'of”the substantial frees on tﬁe lot.

Thiszis a view of the foundation on tHe'two—étory shed
roof addition that's proposed to be demélished.> As you'll
not, the cinder block is definitely different in materials
and period.than the brick on the principle side.

And a view of the windows. Notice the,véry narrow
muttons.

And the view of thé historic windowsband the, very larger
muttons. | |

| And this is just to show the joinery from tﬁé historic
building on the left to the 1930s additioh.

And a view showing, this is looking at the ad&ition that
protrudes from the side elevation. That little kind of entry

foyer, the one-story foyer is to the right and to the left is

Ithe historic building. 1It's just kind of to show that this

elevation, for whatever reason, has weather board siding
versus the German siding that's on the other elevation is
also on this rear elevation, which I felt was ihteresting.

And thét'svanother_view showing the weather board on
that elevation. That's it.

| MS. VALESQUEZ: Thank you. Any questions for
staff? Is the applicant here?
MS. NARU: I will alsc enter into the record the

LAP comments that you've received.
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MS. VALESQUEZ: Thank you. The applicant here?
Would you like to step forward, please? Have a seat at the
table and.say your name for the record.

# MR. COSGROVE: My name's Tom CosgroVe; ~Tom

Cosgrove.
w MS . VALESQUEZ: Hi. You've read the staff report?
MR. COSGROVE: No. TIs this it?
MS. VALESQUEZ: No, what --
MR. COSGROVE: I heard it. I just hea:g what she
said. |

MS. VALESQUEZ: You didn't get this?

MR. COSGROVE: No.

MS. VALESQUEZ: You heard what she said. What
would you like to tell us about ybur proposed project?

MR. COSGROVE: I think shé covered it. Thevbnly
thing that, the reason we got to this pointvwas_that one of
you brought up the lot lines and she brought up the lot
lines. I originally was going to try to move it so the lots
were 75 by 100 because they, the house origiﬁally, like she

told you, faced Summit.  And then when they widened Summit,

they gave the address tQ Prospect. They gave the main
entrance to Prospect. So the front yard from the front of
this house to the sidewalk along Summit is maybe 15 feet. S

I was going to try to turn the lot around and build a new

they took, essentially took the front yard of this house and

@

13

O
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{|ffor me is to take the shed down and take this addition down

|Wwould be for yourself?

14
house on th 75 by 100 foot lot. They said, no, you can't do
that. You got to keep, we're not going to support that,
which is fine.

So at this point, the way to make this thing feasible

and ‘see 1f there's something that I can come up so I can get,
figure out a way to get a house that's livable and to get my
family in there.

MS. VALESQUEZ: So the new house you'd be building

MR. COSGROVE: I don't know if I'm going to build a
new house.
MS. VALESQUEZ: If --

MR. COSGROVE: If it was --

MS. VALESQUEZ: -- if you were, let's go with your
supposed. |

MR, COSGROVE&I I don't know. I'm not sure if they
éaid there's -- the vision of Kensington says that it could

only be 10.percent or close to 10 percent} which would mean
it would be a pretty small house for four kids, that would be
pfetty small. But, you know,'you never know.

MS._VALESQUEZ: Do you currently live in this
subject house?

MR. COSGROVE: No. This house 1s not livable.

MS. WILLIAMS: So when you said you'd make it
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livable, do you mean you would be putting an addition on or
you're just going to renovate it?

+MR., COSGROVE: No, renovate it. ‘That Wduld be an
option. - That Jjust, this just, this wouid give me,another
option to:be able to afford to renovate this house that
they‘re saying we have to keep. And bring it up to some type
of livable standérd. Currently, it's caving in. The whoie
structure is falling in. So, if I had the, if the other lot‘
becomes available, which it would, then there‘s an option
that maybe I could sell that othef lot and then sbmebody
might want to come build a small house on it, whiéh wduld
then allow me to maybe put an addition or‘renovaéé this
existing'étructure. |

MR. BRESLIN: It's not often you see a historic

house, a proposal to make a historic house smaller. _This is

ipretty interesting. - Can you tell us what's in the addition

and how removing it could effect the livability of the house?
MR. COSGROVE: The addition, basically, is two
rooms and a half bath on the first floor and a full bath on

the second floor. The half bath is functioning. The bath

upstdirs is not.

MR. BRESLIN: Yes, I was suspecting that, it's
pretty typical that the addition has bathrooms. So if you
remove a bath and a half from that house, what's left?

MR. COSGROVE: Two bedrooms upstairs and a kitchen
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upstairs. And then a little office area, what originally was
the dining room, and then a kitchen downstairs. So there
would be two kitchens and four rooms.

MS. VALESQUEZ: Are.there any bathrooms in the
original parf of the house?

MR. CQSGROVE: NQ.

MR. BRESLIN: So, you'd have to either do
substantial fenovation or put an additidn on the house.

MR. COSGROVE: Right. You're going to have to do
that anyways. So that's éxactly what you'd have to do.

MR. BRESLIN: Right. Then it sounds like, if
you're talking about a fair-sized family, an additioﬁ almost
becomes a requirement. 

MR. COSGROVE: Yeah. I mean at some point addition
or instéll a bathroom or something along that td the existing
structure. |

MR. BREsLiN: Right. So it's kind of troublesome
to approVe_this project where we're taking off the bathrooms
and léaviné a house that's_really not unlivable but kind of
impraﬁtical, short of putting an additioh on. And we.don‘t
have the additioﬁ'before us. |

MR, COSGROVE: Well, it's, the problem is that the
structure now currently is unlivable and not usable.

MR. BRESLIN: Right.

MR. COSGROVE: So, to say, you know, what I'm
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asking for is impractical, not really becauée like yoﬁ said,
you're going. to have to put an addition or do something to
make this thing livable anyways. So, if ydu're going to have
to go down that road, why notlgo dewn t%at road with the
structure that historic is making us keep and staff ié'saying

that they, the part of the house that they want to keep, even

Jllthough they're all kinds of other circumstances that go into

it, what's it matter whether you put that addition, those
pathrooms, and those things on going up the 150 foot lot?

| MR. FULLER: I think what Mr. Breslin is sayiﬁg is
we're sort of half, we're giving you a half appré?al-because
ydu'can't do the addition without coming back befﬁre us. So,
if you start work and demoiish the existing additi&n and you
start replacing your siding, you could yes, if you could make
it work by doing all the interior work, yes, you can do that
on your own. But if you really feel you need to come ‘and put
an addition on the house, you're going to have to cbme up
with that anyhow. And it just seems a little strange that
you're coming in with half the project rather than the whole
thing at.once. |

MR. COSGROVE: But she covered the point. What it

does is, it gives me an added option. And that is to sell

off the other lot, which is a legal, buildable lot, which
then allows me to do the renovation or hire an architect to,

you'know, give this structure something that is livable. So

@
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it opens up my options on this property that I can't get any
relief on in terms of taking down this structure, which the
experts have‘told me has no reai historical value. So I'm
kind of locked in with it. So what I'm trying to do is
create optiohs.for myself that will make it feasible for my
family fo move in.

MR. BRESLIN: To a certain extent, it limits our
options because I can picture this as, you might not do this,
but I can picture somebody comes to us after the demolition
sayiﬁg I need an addition and you can't say no because the
house is unlivable, ‘it doesn't héve any bathrooms.

MS. VALESQUEZ: You know I'm picturing that too.

If the house is unlivable bpt it now could be made livable
because at least it does haveva working bathroom and so on.
And then if the addition is demolished, no new addition has
yet been put on, I get concerned about demolition by neglect
because the house willvnot be livable, there will be no way
ybu can live in it to keep it up. So I see that as another
angle because we are charged with not allowing people to let
these houses fall down. |

MR. COSGROVE: Well, I think that you really, the,
as Michelle, Michelle's been in the house. And the house is‘
falling down. And I understand the concerns you have. But
the concérn is this, the way I see it, and that is that to

make this thing work for me, the owner of this historic
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prqperty, I have to have some type of option. So far, every

time I've come with something, it has been shot down at

staff, clearly. And this is the thing that they said,. hey,

maybe we can support this.
Now the, all these concerns are legitimate concerns.

There's going to have to be an addition or work done to this

{lstructure, clearly. It has to be done now. But if it's don

after the other lot is available for sale or to build a smal
house on, to finance the, this existing house or allows me t
sell.this’existing house as it is and let somebody else come
in and do the wdrk, and then‘I can build on the other, a 10

percent house or whatever the Kensington, the Town of

And I- own the property.

MS. O'MALLEY: Can Ijaék you a guestion?

MR. COSGROVE: Sure. |

MS. O'MALLEY: When you purchased the property,
werevyou told tﬁat it was in a Historic District?

MR. COSGROVE: .Yes.

to the property itself?

| MR. COSGROVE: Yes. See, but when I investigated
it, I thought, what I did was I brought some builders there
and said what do you, tell me what your expert opinion Of_

this house 1is.

Kensington has a vision for, it opens up the options for me.-

MS. O'MALLEY: And you investigated what that meant

19
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And they said this thing should be condemned. It's
falling down. 1It's imploding. So then I said, okay, Qell
this is, you know, it's still a very beautiful piece of
property. Maybe I can do something with this thing-in terms
of because of the changes that were made because of the

widening of Summit, because they moved the front of this

[thouse. The front of this house --

MS. O'MALLEY: I have to interrupt you;

MR. COSGROVE: -- do you want me to answer the
question or you want to ask another one? Go ahead. |

MS. O'MALLEY: No, I .just want to interé'upt-you?
here because I'm in chargé of the archives in Kengington --

| MR. COSGROVE: Right. |

MS. O'MALLEY: -- for the Kensington Historical
Society. And the address for that property was 82,Prospecf.
So I believe the entrance was always»on Prospect.

MR. COSGROVE: Okay, well, let me tell you where
I'm getting my information from. -And that's the original
family that.owned it. The Weeds, who you probably know.
Well, Mrs. Weed, who's, she's probably in her 60s, has lived
there her whole life, was actually born in the Hoﬁsé. She
tdld me that the original was on Summit and that they had a
beautiful stone étairway going down to Summit Avenuef And
then about 60 years ago, the county came or somebody came and

took her dad's front yard away and moved their address around’

®
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to Proépect‘and put the entrance, the driveway, over on

Prospect. And the lining, as you know, the lot is 50 by 150.

The 50 by 150 lots are the front of those lots is the 50.

It'é not the 150. So, I beg to differ with you on that with
the archives'say and what the reality of the lot, the two
loté'are. I think we both know that those 150 lots, the
front is the 50, isn't it? All throughout Kensington.

MS. C'MALLEY: Yes, it is. It is.

'MR. COSGROVE: So, so, that's where I'm getting
that information from.

MS. O'MALLEY: So the 82 perhaps was put on the
address after it wés turned.

MR. COSGROVE: Yéah, and I guess at some point it
became 4010. I don't know whén that happened. But it --

MS. VALESQUEZ: Okay. I have two people who have
signed up to speak to this. Why don't we leﬁ them.talk and
then I'll bring yoﬁ back up and you can address what these-
peopie are going to say and answer the Commission and you.

MR. BURSTYN: I had a couple guestions.

MS. VALESQUEZ: .Before the speakers?

MR. BURSTYN: Yes. |

MS. VALESQUEZ: Okay.

MR. BURSTYN: First one is that whether you've
considered taking lot 58 and 59band cutting them in half the

other way so the existing house and its backyard would be

21
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part of lot 59 and you didn't have to remove the addition?
And then the new lot would front.on Prospect Street and be
the back halves of both lots.

MR. COSGROVE: You know,lwhat\you‘re'talking about

{is when you look at that, that would seem to be the natural

thing to do. And she, Ms. O‘Malley asked if that's if I
investigated this thing. And when I looked at this, I -said,
this thing is, that is, because the house sits sd far up on
the corner of this lot, that that's the nétural thing to do.
And that makes the most sense across the board. 1I hired an
engineer to come in aﬁd do a study and went to thé
preliminary, paid:to go before the preliminary grgup_
upstairs. ‘And everybody at that table‘said no prObiem, no .
problem, no problem, until we got to Historic, who said they |
would not support it. And I think part of that was becausé |
they feel, what they've told me in the after I went with a
lawyer to see them is, that they said that there's historical
value to the long thin lot. So the‘ideé of me turning it and
then having a 75 by 100 foot deep and then another 75 by 100
foot deep, which would make pretty, makes sense to me and
common éense would'tell you to do that, they said they would '
not support it. And they said they wouldn't support it and
that I'd have a very hard time doing that.  So I =--

MS. WRIGHT: Let mebjust reinforce that that is

indeed what we advised Mr. Cosgrove. In addition, the
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layout. And so it was both from a historic preservation

what I get is that if staff's not going to support it, I'm in

23

Development Review Division staff person, Malcolm Shanaman,
felt that there were concerns about that meeting the re-

subdivision étandards because you are cleafly changing the
shape and configuration of the lots from every other lot in

that immediate area.

-One of the things unique about Kensington is the lot

standpoint and from the issue of meeting the re-subdivision
critéria.

MR. COSGROVE: Can I follow-up real quick on
something that I think provincial and Gwen will reﬁember
this. I, the engineers I hired and the lawyer, Mr. Klein,
that I hiréd,-both diéagreed with that, saying, you know, the
way they saw it, and I guess they have to meet seven points,
that all seven of the points were met and ﬁhat Mr. Klein said
that he seemed to think all seven points were met. But Mr.
Shanaman and Gwen Said,vwell} no, you know, that's not going
to, we don't think they are met. And the, the, what it came

down to was, you know, are you, you know, the staff, what my,

the cooker anywdy so don't go down that road. Although
everyone at the table, the engineer said there's no problem,
no body had a problem with it.

And for point of discussion, I got a call from two

pecple from the Advisory Board, Mr. Peoples and Mr. Eﬁgle,
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last week. And when we were talking, they said, weli, we saw
that you wanted to do that, but how about this. Would you,
would you ever consider just putting, you know, taking_that
old house down because it's Such an ey;sore to the community,
and putting a new house up'on both lots, in the middlé‘of thé
lot, not Up on the corner of the iﬁtersection. And I said
yes and that got, they called, I guess somebédy at Park and
Planning, they said no way that's going down._ So it's one
these things where it seems a little arbitrary and I'm, it's

MR. BURSTYN: My other comment on this”alsovwaé
that looking at the two lots, the way the?‘re cogfigured now
if you did aftempt to build on lot 59; would you attempt to
do a drive off Summit Avenue or would you do a driveway to an
easement off on lot' 58 to get'to 597

MR. COSGROVE: Well, the preférence would be to get
rid of the existing driveWay that's there and put a new one

along the back of the lot that would, that would be used for

both lots, the lot that is it 58 and 592 58 and 59. That

way there'd be parking off, coming off of Prospect instead of
éoming dn Summit. Because Summit has already got two»new,
within four, five lots, you.have two new hbuses going up plus -
a huge addition én ancther one. So, but you have, from what

I understand, a legal right fo access the lot frquSummit,

whiéh you wouldn't want to do. You wculdn't want to do, I
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|[don't think.

MS. VALESQUEZ: Okay. Can I ask you to just git
down and I'll call you back up after I here from Jim'Engle,
representing the Kensington LIP, and Jaﬁes Coopér,
representing himself. Would you come forward? Please state
your name for the record.

MR. ENGLE: I'm Jim Engle. I'm chairman of the
Kensington Local Advisory Panel.

Tom Skarak, Barry Peoples and I did contact_pim»prior to
this meeting and what we said at the time was, weil, let's
play devil's advocate for a minute. You know, Oﬁ}'primary
issue with Kensington Historic District is we wodid like to
avold in-fill development. We've gone down that réad béfore
with "compatible” in—fill development and we're not really
pléased with the way it turned out, so whaﬁ would wé‘COnsider
supportable in terms of this property?

Well, we thought, well let's piay devil's advocate for a
minute. Let's assume that this isn't a historically_
significant example of Victorian architecture. You know,

would we consider demolition of the house and construction of

llone house that sits across both lot lines, thereby precluding

any future development. And I guess, you know, we ‘talked to

||HPC staff and we really looked around our own neighborhood

and we looked at all of the houses in the neighborhqod from

the standpoint of, lock at what everybody has gone through to

&
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try to keep these houses up.

Most of the houses in Kensihgton with few exceptions
Vere disasters. And, you know, I speak from expefience
because ours is still a disaster. And, you know, I pulled, I
gﬁésé George Myers, who everybody probably knows, the
architect who lives and works in Kensington. He's a glutton
for-punishment. He's gone through this three times. He went
through it twice with his person residence and once with his
office building. And as far as I know, his residences that
he lived in wére just, they were also imploding iﬁ on
themsel&es. They were near or if possible condemned -
condition.

There''s a woman over on Kensington Parkway that just_
bought & very small and very awkward little house that she's
basicaliy gutted and is starting over with. And it too was
in condemned condition, so, you know, to come into historic
district and buy an old house, means that you're going in for
the long haul.  You're there to, you know, deal with the
issues of owning an old house and hopefully if you love it‘
enough and you love the issues of historic preservation and I
guess the idea of preserving the fabric of Kensington, that
includes saving the houses that, you know, may or may not be
the best examples of the architecture in the histhic
district.

And again, I draw Tom to look at what George Myers is

@
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done, because those houses, they have substantial additions
on them, they.were awkward houses and, you know, he took
houses that ﬁad a couple thousand square feet or less and
brought them up to 4,000 square feet. \Ideal houses for a
large family as he has. And, you know, I could see LAP and
hopefully HPC being lenient tp the applicant, to Tom, if he
comes back and says, okay, well I've got this house and I'm
stuck with it, but, you know, I like Kensington and . I like
the community and I want to live here and, you kqu, here's a
proposal that, you know, maybe doubles the size of the house
but it's still sympathetic and it still fits witﬁin'the
fabric_of the historic district and gives him thé space that
he needs. 'So, you know, that, in a nutshell, is wﬁat we
recommended in our co@ments and in the comments that you have
before you. |

MS. VALESQUEZ: Thank you. Mr. Cooper?.

MR. COOPER: I'm Jim Cooper and I live on lot 57,
which is adjacent, obviously, to and contiguous with lot 58

and 59. I actually live on the corner on of Washington and

{[Prospect Street and actually have done, taken a house, an old

house, and basically doubled the size of that,'similar'to
what was Jjust described. |

I'm here tonight because.first of all, I just found, got
notice of this last week and haven't making preliminary

comments. And my comments are obviously biased by what we've

&
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falready discussed tonight. The developer in July proposed to

the Park and Planning to subdivide lot 58 and 59 and reorient
the facades to face Prospect Street. And as we also
discussed, historically those orientations were.toward
Summit.

| - Last summer 20 residents opposed the subdivision and
signed a letteﬁ and sent it to Mr. Weaver who was at the time
in charge of the subdivision issue for this primary address.
If I had mofe time, and I would like to depending on how the

discussion goes tonight, ask for a continuance on this so

|lthat I can indeed, I've only had a week to put this together

but'Ivcan, I am certain that most of the people, and surely
more sinéé,last summer, There are a number of residents who
would have signed thié petitién last summer were onvvacétion.
It was around the 4th of July weekend that.I got notice of
this. So we were opposed to that then and I would assume
that many will be opposed to this proposal.

The property is one of the oldest and most prOminént and
important étructures in Kensington Bistoric District. And it
surely sits as a gafeway property to the district. 1It's one
of the main, it's on this, you may not know, but it sits
actually on one of the main entrances into Kensington Park.
It is the 70-year-old addition, which the outbuilding if
welmayvcéll it, adds to.the character of the original house.

It qualifies under National Trust standards to be

®
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historically designated. It existed at the.time of the
Kensington Historic District Designation.

The existing structure and environmental seﬁting on both
lots 58 and 59 are prominent and an impgrtant part of the
historic district and part of the vision of Kensington as was
outlined in the Historic Designation documentation. This
vision noted ﬁhat land contiguous:to the struéture and
historically part of that'structure and which is being used
by the owner of the property functionally, is not, vacated

land, or not wvacant land, excuse me. This is a direct quote

from 1it.

The existing side-yard adds to the charactef;-rhythm,
and_stfeetécape and compliﬁents this ﬁistoric structure. For
example, there are currently four trees on lot 59 alone,
which Michelle pointed out in the, which alone tower high_
above this structure. There were also existing gardens,
which have already been demolished.

If a second house were permitted on lot 59 as was
discussed tonight, it would clearly destroy the‘character,
rhythm, streetscape bf the property, disrupt the established
building pattern, and result in the loss of this gatéway
héusé associated open space. Again, one of the cardinal
features of this.Kensington Historic District.

This current proposal, I believe, affronts the

Kensington vision. I am encouraged the developer wants to
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improv¢ the historic district and hisforic structure. I
would encourage the HPC not to permit demolition of this
historic addition but to éncourége the developer, much like
he just presented, ﬁhe expansibn of the existing structure as
has been permitted on Prospect Street and all throughout the
district.

And ifvthis does, this discussion, depending on how we
go tonight, I would sure like an opportunity to come back and
i provide this group tonight. Michelle already has a copybof
the 20 signatures ﬁo oppose. the first proposal. That was
last summer. And we could surely do that again_in this one.
So there is, there is considerable opposition to this. If we
had more‘time, I could demonstrate that. |

MS. VALESQUEZ: Thank you very much.

MR. COOPER: Some other residenté are here and
might speak to that too.

MS. VALESQUEZ: Thank yau. Would the applicant
like to come back up, please? |

MS. O'MALLEY: 1I'd like to make a couple of
comments about that as well. ‘I feel as thouéh having a two-,
story addition, wﬁich is one-fifth of the house, that's been
there for 70 years, Qualifies it as part of the.hiStoric
structure. I wouldvbe very hesitant to appfove the

demolition of that portion of the house. I'm not sure if

you're aware that right around the corner on Baltimore Street

®
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at»the'Detrick, there was a house with a similarradditioﬁ on
the back with a flat roof and they went ahead and reworked
the outside so that it would fit in with the rest.of the
house. ‘I have a picture of it if.you want to see how it
looked beforé and how it looked aftef. It might give you
somelideas about'what you could do with yours. It seems that
YOur house is 720 square feet and your addition is 187. 1Is.
that‘correcﬁ?‘

MR. COSGROVE: You've got me. I don't have it
memofized. | |

MS. O'MALLEY: That's what it looks like from the
drawings. So, that's a substantial pértion that you're
talking about ;emoving and it.has'been there 70 years.

MR. -COSGROVE: Let me, if I can, there are a couple
things to point out‘here in this conversation. The first
thing is that it wasn't a developer that ask that I do what,
you switch lots around. That was me. I propoéed that. I'm

not a developer and it's not a, it's not a developer now.

. The second thing is, I know what George,Myers'has done
with his houses.: I know what he's done with the houses that
he's built brand-new and put up in Kensington. And i know
what he's done with the beautiful house that he lives in.
But, there's a big difference between me and George Myers and

that is, I'm not an architect. I'm not a builder. I'm a

&
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landscaper. And I'll tell ya, I can put in a whole bunch of
trees on my property a lot cheaper than George Myers can.

ﬁnd George Myers can build a beautiful addition and re-do his
house a lot cheaper than I can. So_for\a practical reason,
to have this propefty work for me,'and it happens to bé.two

lots that's why we're talking about taking this thing off to

llgive my family more options as to what I can or may afford to

do with this piece Qf property. So there's a,big differehce
there.

The other thing is, I understand Mr., Dr. Cooper behind
Fe. I'm positive that'l would imagine that he ha; a big |
beautiful house and he clearly put a huge additiogvon his
house, doubling the size and it's nothing less than
spectacular. It's beautiful. And he is in the meat of the
historic district. |
I beg to differ a little bit on the idea that my lot is
the gateway into the historic district. I don't agree with
thaﬁ because I'm on a very busy Summit Avenue and the hoﬁse'
next to me is not in the historic district. The house across
the street from me is not in the historic district. The
house.across, 6n the other side of Prospect is in the
historic district. So it's our two houses, that's nobody
else on Summit. And then it goes up to Baltimore and
Washington and then that's where you really start seeing

these beautiful houses. As you can see from one of the
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|pictures, the house next to me is a little brick rambler

that's not in the historic district.
You know, I know he has his business right. there,
backing up to my property, so I'm sure, you know,
construction or anything like that, you know, it wouldn't, I
don't know if that would create a problem for him.
MS. O'MALLEY: Well, I think that the idea of it
being a gateWay ié because that actually was designated as
bart of the historic.core.

MR. COSGROVE: I know it was designated, but again,
I go back to the expert that I hired and Gwen‘will back this
up. She had q@estions to whether when they did_this,_the
historicvdesignation of Kensington originally, if they didn't
just kind of like pull these in because of their location and
because they weré the last two right there before Summit. -
MS. VALESQUEZ: Whether or not they were just
pulled in they are, as a matter of fact, by law in the
historic district.

MR. COSGROVE: No, no gquestion about it but that,

{lit goes to, it goes to the question of if it's this primary

wonderful gateway or whether they were just pulled in.

MS. WRIGHT: Well I think it was pulled in. You
know, again, I want to reiterate this house dates from the
1880s.

'MR. COSGROVE: 1894,
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MS. WRIGHT: 18%4. I mean, Kensington was created
in 1894. It is one of the older houses in the district.

There are lots of houses in the district including some of

the beautiful ones on Prospect and, Baltimore that .are dated

from the early 20th Century, from the teens and 20s and SO
forth. But this is anlearly, early house. And I think:
that's one of the reasons that it?s pulled in to the
district. You know, I think it was.é very intentional-
decision. It wasn't sort of an afterthought or égything like
that. v

MS. WILLIAMS: I just have another iteﬁ'of cbncérn.
In order to make iOt 59 buildable, you're again iimiting
where you can put an addition on that‘house, the existing
housé on iQt 58 because you can no longer build where the
existing two-story shed wing is. So now, and you can't build
on the Summit Avenue elevation because youidon't have ‘the
front 'vard set-back plus, it's the original historic facade.
So that limits you to the Prospect Street elevation or the
current side, original rear elevation.

Additions on the Summit Avenue and Prospect Street
elevation would pose a problem in terms of the histo?ic
sﬁructure and feading its original massing. So, I guess, the
Big concern I have right now is that it seems that the
application that we have before us i1s actually incomplete.

Because we can't judge elimination of an aspect of the house

|
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without knowing what the addition is going to be. And the

elimination of this part of the house automatically involves

new addition.
MR. COSGROVE: Well --

MS. WILLIAMS: So, I can't, it's impossible for us

MR. COSGROVE: Well there's okay.

MS. WILLIAMS: -- to judge this application as
incomplete. |

| MR. COSGROVE: Well, there's an assumption there
that I'm not necessarilyvagreeing with. And that is that you
have to have an addition on the existing house 1f you take
down this addition. fou don't. You could go into the
existing structure and, you know, it has to be gutted but
when you gutted it, remcove the upstairs kitchen and add a
bathroom or two bathrooms. And then do a new kitcﬁen with a
half bath downstairs. " There are two kitchens in the
structure so you could, you could, really gut and re-do the
existing structuré without an addition. With, with, you
know, so that there's an assumption there that somebody would
want to make the house bigger. But 1if you stuck by the
existing structure, you could re-do it

MS. WILLIAMS: That would be great, I mean if that

really ié in the realm of possibilities. I don't think it's

linecessarily that likely that future owners wouldn't want to

®
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add an addition. So all I'm saying is fhat if we're Qoing,to
approve thé elimination of this éddition, then we would
définitely want to say, we don't want an addition in the
future on this eievation or this elevation'so'that we're not
then confronted with a very problematic project.

‘MR. COSGROVE: Well, I was told that this, well

|lpart of the idea of these long thin lots. Now I tried to get

it moved so I had the 75 by 100. They said no because.the
long thin lot has historical significance and you, have long
thin houses. So 1f it got to it, which somebody bought.the
house and they wanted to put an addition off the Lack bf it,
of £ the back of this_house, that would be Conforﬁing_to wHat
I was told why you couldn't do the other thing. Solthefe
shouldn't be, there's not a reéeal problem with‘that the way'I
see it bécause I was fold-you want it to bé long and thin.

MS. WILLIAMS: That would be fine, but that's,
right now we're by saying that, you're saying there's really
only one location for a future addition.

MR. COSGROVE: That's right. Absoluteiy.

MS. WILLIAMS: And that's really pinning you in or
a future owner in too.

MR. FULLER: It's even a little bit worse. Because
the new addition would have to meet current setbacks off of
the existing property line so that it Qouldn't even be able

to be as wide as the current house.
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MS. WILLIAMS: Right because it wouldn't meet the
side—yard setback.
MR. FULLER: It wouldn't meet that setback. Let

me, I guess to me, there are a couple d&fferent things. 1In

{{the perfect world, what I'd like to do is I would like the

applicant to be willing to defer our action on this and come

back with a completed plan, which is what I keeb hearing

lleverybody say. I think personally, I could also willing to

support the idea of the demolition as the staff has
recommended with the caveat that we stress upon you, we're
not going to be backed into a corner that all ofhé sudden'if
we do that, that then all of a sudden you're goiﬁé-to ask for
this or you're going to ask for that, not allowinglus to put
an addition on the Prospect elevation side of the building.
I mean, it's, in the perfect world it's very tough for you to
say come and do this and then, okay, come back later with a
second part to this. I think you're asking for trouble on
both your house and ‘any future addition you might consider.
And I'meaﬁ if you really are correct in your belief that you
could live in the house within it's existing confines, that's
great. Then I think everybody would be very supportive.
Okay, live in your house, build on it.

MS; O'MALLEY: Bdt you're also limiting it with the
idea of building on that other lot because it's not

recommended that you build on a side lot, a lot that size.

@
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In that historic core, primary resource, you should have at

least twosbuilding lots to build on.

#MS. ANAHTAR: But, aren't all the neighboring lots
have thessame frontage? I mean what is different than --
-?%MS.‘O‘MALLEY: The one across the street on
Prospect sis identical to his house with two lots. The same
way .
MR. FULLER: The gquad lot.
MS. WILLIAMS: Actually, I have a question about
that. In terms of the lots as they're laid out, 58 to 68.
How many of those lots have individﬁal single'family |
dwellings on them? I mean, is every lot built upon or is it
pretty much --

MS. NARU: If you look on circle 10, that should

{lgive you a good idea.

MR. BURSTYN: But those aren't in the district.

MS. VALESQUEZ: That's right. |

'MS. WILLIAMS: No, I'm just curious from a‘-—

MR. BURSTYN: 58 and 59 --

MS. WRIGHT: I mean, one possible EOlution on this,

if what the owner is really looking for is guidance so that

ilhe can then move forward with additional planning on the

property, we could take a sort of poll of the Commission that
would say, you know, if you saw a whole package that was a

good design, could you approve removal of that side wing.:
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{ithat would give you the guidance you need to know what's sorf

ICommissicner Breslin stated that specifically.

39
And it would be almost like a preliminary consultation. So
it would give the applicant at least a sense of what's
approvable. And then you could actually defer action on a

formal vote until you see the wholge pac&age."l don't know if

of in the realm of possibilities so you can then proceed with
your either planning for your property or mafketing the
property.

MS. VALESQUEZ: Okay, what I'm hearing right now,
which should further this, is that you probably if we vote on
this tonight, given the lack of further informatibn, you
probably will have this historic area work permié denied. I
think what I'm hearing is fhe commissioners who ha&e spoken
to this have said it's conceivable, not probable, conceivable
that you may be able to remove that addition, thereforé
giving yourself a buildable lot. (And whatever got built on
that would come back here for our approval.l You, I think you
understand that. But until we see an entire proposal, okay
if I take this off and I do this and this is what I plan to
do if you let me take that off, then we would have something -

we could deal with. I think when we started this discussion,

MR. COSGROVE: Well, here's what I'm saying, is
this. That if I take the addition off, like I'm asking you

all to let me do, and I take that shed down, which I'm asking

@
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. put an addition off the back and you might say no. But what

lone of the things that we hate the most, to tell you the

4Q

-

there's no gquestion about that. Now there's a question that
if Joe Smith.comes and buys it, Joe might have to live with a
iO percent, you know the vision of Kensington thing. Now
then the question would be now the existing house. If I

decide to live there, I might come back here and say, can I

I'd like to do is get the answer to the question. I know
those things. I know I might come back and you say, no I
can't put an addition onbthe existing house. But there's i
don't see the staff said thgy'd support it. I don't see any
reason why we can't have the answer td this question.

s, VALESQUEZ: Well, you can. However, I think in
fairness to. you, you're hearing the commissioners say that
they can not support your application without a much more

fleshed out application, much more of a long-range game plan.

truth, is piece-meal applications. Somebody comes ih and
they want to do this and then two months later they want to
do that. If we had seen the whole picture at one time, we
would have a much more cgherent idea of what we were actually
allowing because that approach has been very unsuccessfui.‘
And this is what I'm seeing happening tonight.

MS. WATKINS: I think one thing in defense of the

applicant, he is essentially saying that he is going to try

®



@ PENGAD. 1-800-631-6989

FORM FED

BAK

10

11

12
13
14
15
16
17

18

19
20
21

22

23

24

25

41 .
and live within that house. So I think if, okay, if.you came
back to us=with, I guess you wouldn't even have to come back

to us, buts~-- go ahead.

| o
#»MR. BRESLIN: Sorry to -+ our concern is the house.

My concern.is the primary resource. And if we allow ydu to
do what ycu're suggesting, we are left with a house that's
not livable. For example, there's no bathrooms in the house.
And what I would like to see at the end of this process is a

house that is functional and that is buyable so that someone,

llyou or someone else will live in it and take care of it for

another 70 years. So even if you were to suggesfdtheihouse
stands by itself, you will not put any additionsvbnlit[ |
there's still the issue of where does the driveway.come and
go from; where do you park; there's all kinds of things that
aren't shown here that you'd need for a viable house."'

MR. COSGROVE: You don't have a viable house now.

MR. BRESLIN: I know. That's the problem.

MR. COSGROVE: Basically you're saying -- _

MR. BRESLIN: 1If you take the additioﬁ-dff, you
still don't have a viable house.

MR. COSGROVE: That's right. But I have a-
buildable lot.

MR. BRESLIN: Well, I don't care about the lot. I
care about the house.

MR. COSGROVE: So, it's a lot better -- I know you

@
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don't. Well, you don't have a, you're saying you want it to
be a viable house. You don't have a viable house there. The

thing is falling down. What I'm saying is that, give me a

“lviable house with a buildable lot and my options are, guess

what, finandially, I have a lot more options to come back to
you.with a plan on the existing house to make it work, to
make it funétional, to put an addition, a small addition on
it, or.just qut the thing and put a couple bathrooms in it
thefe. If ybu don't do that, I have no options, none, except'
to gb backvand spend more money on-things.that may or may hot
be done to satisfy whaf, you know, in the future, somebody
may build a hbuse on that in-fill iotror they may not. But I
have to deal with today. |
‘MR. FULLER: Cén I make a motion?
MS. VALESQUEZ: Yes, you may.
MR. FULLER: I'd like to make a motion that we
apprq&e the staff recommendation for application 31/06-04C
with the added condition that in addition to the reﬁoval of
the addition, that we deny thé option for building on lot 58
until we have final plans.

MS. VALESQUEZ: Is there a second? The motion
fails. |

MR. FULLER: I'm sorry, 59 I meant. |

'MS. WILLIAMS: Well, how about 58 and 597

MR. FULLER: Well, no, no.
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MS. VALESQUEZ: Okay, I'll retract that until this

P

discussion.

"MR. FULLER: Could I just restate that?

*M5. VALESQUEZ: Yes.

"MR. FULLER: That we approve the staff‘reportvas
written with the additional stipulation of number féur, that
would stipuiate that no plans would be approved for any
building on lot 59. |

| MS. WILLIAMS: Until when?

MR. FULLER: Until somebody comes in wiﬁh an
Historic Area Work Permit. |

MS; WRIGHT: But that's alréady a given. T mean --

MS. VALESQUEZ: Yes. Anything that's built on that

|tot has ‘to come forth anyway.

MR. FULLER: But what I'm saying‘is that a Historic -
Area WorkvPermit.would be coming back for the combined
properties and tell us what's going to be done.

Ms. WRIGHT: So are you saying, just to clarify,
that essentially you‘re séying you approVe the abplication.
But the demolition.éan not be implemented until a Historic
Area Work Permit:comes in for the'entire assemblage of the
property, meaning the new house or an addition. And that
gives the applicant the assurance that he may need to go
forward in his plan.

MR. FULLER: From my perspective, what I was saying

&
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is that I have no problem with the demolition of the
addition, per se. ‘I do have a problem to approve the
opportunity for somebody to build on the adjoining lot untili
we know the whole picture. So basicall§ I want it to be
clear that if anybody were to buy the other lot, they would
not.have a buildable lot.

MS. WRIGHT: No, we can't make a buildable lot
unbuildable.

MS. VALESQUEZ: Excﬁse.me, there is a motion on the
floor. 1Is there a second to ﬁhis motion so we can discuss it.
further? |

MS. WILLIAMS: It's not clear what the ﬁotion is.

MR. FULLER: I withdraw the motion.

bMS. VALESQUEZ: The motion fails.

MR. BURSTYN: The problem that I have with this

lWhole situation is that I keep seeing in my mind various

alternativeé and I don't know whether they are feasible or
not, whether they're in comport with the Historic Area of
Kensington, but I just see various possibilities and doesn't
seem that there involves much doubt. So I would ask one
question of both the applicant and staff to coﬁment on this
in trying to find a way because, personally, I like the idea
of being able to keep the addition if possible, since it does
add square footage and makes the house and the renovated

capacity much better than what's going to be left. 1In that

@&
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I'm looking at it that there's two easements where lot 58
grants to lot 59 a driveway easement onto.the property suqh
as driven on the diagram mnow. And that lot 59 grants to lot
58 én easement to allow the addition to stay there in
pefpetuity.‘“Could either staff or applicant comment on that,
Pleaée?

MR. COSGROVE: Can I ask, Gwen can help me on this
and maybe yoﬁ all could give me some guidance on this. The
driginal thing that I talked about and that‘s what you
brought up, would solve a lot of this problem and it would
solve the problem that Mr. Breslin asked,‘and that is the
existing structure. You say he doesn't care about the lot
next‘store,}he‘cares about the existing structure. Well, 1if,
if, 1f I kept the two lofs the exact same size and square
footagevbut turned them so they'd both face Prospect, then

the house would not have to be touched at all. That soclves

from your point of view, and it goes right along with what

you're 'saying.

MS. VALESQUEZ: He said the county already said you

flcan't do that, so.

MR. BURSTYN: No, I'm not --

MR. COSGROVE: Well, the county said that they,
stéff wouldn't, you know, they kind of said, everyone there
éaid yes except for one person and Gwen said, you know, and I

don't know if Mr. Cooper would go -- and then you'd still

@
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have to follow the rule of the 10 percent on the other lot.

| MS. ANAHTAR: May I say something? I do not have
any problems with removing this addition. i think the house
will look much better if it is done awa? with properly. But
what I'm afraid of is this: if we let you demoiish this
addition then you wouid focus on the new lot and just neglect
this house and it just falls apart. 1 think that's the
problem that we have so we would like to see what you're
propocsing, any improvement that you}re préposing to this

house, we would like to see it on the paper first, then we

MS. WRIGHT: Well, and I think the other issué is
that before deciding to implement the demolition, I}thihk you
would want to flesh out ideaé for fhe additioh and for the
new house beqauSe you don't want to limit your options. So
again, let me offer an idea, which. is, you know, either you
can treat this as a preliminary and ask him to defer. But it
sounds like he doesn't want to defer from what he said
previously! Another option would be to make a motion saying
that removal of the shed and the addition is approved but can
not bevimplemented until a full plan for the development of
both lots is presented and approved by the Historic |
Preservation Commission.

MS. O'MALLEY: But then you're forcing him to make

a plan for development on that lot, which might not be

@
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needed.

-

MS. VALESQUEZ: Yes, see, that's the motion we just

heard, I think.

MS. WRIGHT: Well, it wasn't exactly the gist.
MS. WILLIAMS: ‘I mean; I do think that we could
maké-a motion to approve the demolition of the addition in
concept but that no demolition permit would be granted until
we've seen a‘complete proposai for the house, for the
existing hoﬁée and a potential addition, or the renovation.of
the hogse that shows bathrooms in it -to make it livable and
pofentially if it comes to this; plan for the building of the
new lot. |

MS. O'MALLEY: Wéll, I'd like to also ask about the
concept "of reno?ating the entire house as one piece. I mean,
as you heard from the other people that live in town, there
have been situations where even those that didn't have money,
brought fqll properties and with friends help énd just
working on it themselves, they've beén able to do wonderful
jobs renqvéting tﬁe original resource. And I would wish that

there would be a way that you could accomplish that because

|lthis property has been forever, for 100 years it's been one

piece of property, the same as the one directly across the
street and the ones behind. BAnd it is an entrance into the
historic district and you sit on the hill there. If you pﬁt

another house next to you, even if it's set back, that's

[®
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going to diminish you're property. I would like to see it
stay as one property and you keep the addition and work with
it.

MR. BRESLIN: And this Commission has.a.lohg
history of granting large additions in cases just like this,
if done well.

MS. O'MALLEY: I would make a motion that we deny
the application for the demolition.

MR. BURSTYN: I second the motion.

MS. VALESQUEZ: Any discussion by the
commissioners?

MS. WILLIAMS: I would just offer the aﬁplicaht tﬁe
opportunity to, before voting, before our vote, toioefer this
until the next Commission hearing; come back with a more |
complete proposal. |

MR. COSGROVE: What about the proposal you and Gwen
just had? Why don't we, can we, noione proposed that?

MS. VALESQUEZ: Because we're the commissioners.
We're the commissioners.

- MR. COSGROVE: Okay.

MS. WRIGHT: vThey don't agree with.me.

MS. WILLIAMS:  So, I'm just proposing this ro the
applicant -- |

MR. COSGROVE: I agree with what in the_discussion,

what you said corresponded with staff who investigated the

@
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whole thing. ASo‘where's that? Where's that? My problemv
with this whole thing is I‘ﬁ notigoing to -- |

MS. VALESQUEZ: Excuse me. We have a motion on the
floor and one commissioner offered you 3 compromise proposal.
And that's a yes or no. Would you like to defer this until
the next meeting or would you like to vote now?

MR. COSGROVE: Vote.

MS. VALESQUEZ: Okay. In that case, any further
discussion from-the Commission? All in favor of the motion,
pDlease raise your right hand. Oné,'two, three, four, five.
All opposed? Three opposed. The motion passes('éhank you.
All right. The next is a subdivision.review: No, it;s
not. It's Chevy Chase Circle. I'm completely getting_ahead
of myself here. Item I, All Sain£54Church. Is there a staff
reéort?

MS. FOTHERGILL: There's a staff report. I'm going
to show some slides.

This is a Historic Area Work Permit application for All
Saints Church, which is on Chevy Chase Circle. And this
slide is the partvof the church which faces the circle. You
can see in circle nine of your staff report, that the church
haé had a number of additions. In the section that you're
looking at, to the right is, I believe, the. oldest section or
one of the oldest sections.

The applicants are proposing to replace a door. This is

@
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AYALA AND ASSOCIATES

~

May 18, 2004

GTM ARCHITECTS .
10415 ARMORY AVENUE
KENSINGTON, MD 20895
ATTN: GEORGE T. MYERS

~ Re: List of Neighbors

Dear Mr. George Myers: |

PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS

As follow please fin the list of neighbors on the surroundings of the property (4010
Prospect Street) al though I do not know their names, but hope this is what you necd.

Sowe> ¥ ?@W(df / .3948 Washington Strect
Naxgavek O'nell (poper” ™\ Kensington, MD 20895

oovid - Ruan 4011 Prospect Street |
Kensington, MD, 20895

. - 10302 Sumnmit Avenue
Erica L. o <Kensington, MD 20895

e T4 < 10300 Summit Avenue
vodvetite, Wﬁ \ Kensington, MD 20895
de, & Wichoe\ Buogay 10223 Summit Avenue
Plode + 1 g Kensington, MD 20895

(Behind the Lot)

(Side of House) - Side across strect
(front of the House) — Actoss strcc§
(Front of the House) — Across street

(Side of the House) — Occupant

Thank you and good luck on the presentation with the historic board.

2118 14th Street NW » Washington, D.C. 20009 + (202) 667-9473 Fax (202) 667-9740 « www.ayalapa.com



TRANSMITTAL GIM

10415 Armory Avenue, Kensington, MD 20895 ¢ Tel: (301) 942-9062 o Fax: (301) 942-3929

Date: 0/18/04
To: Montgomery County Historic Preservation Commission
Michele Naru

1109 Spring Street suite 801
Silver Spring, MD 20910
Phone:  301-563-34¢F
Fax: 301-563-3412

Project #:
Project Name: 4010 Prospect Street

Regarding:

We are sending you:

[X ATTACHED [ ] UNDER SEPARATE COVER VIA_USMail THE FOLLOWING

ITEMS:

] SHOP DRAWINGS CJPRINTS  [JSAMPLES [ ] SPECIFICATION
[[] COPY OF LETTER O

COPIES: DATED: DESCRIPTION:

2 sets revised plans for HAWP
1 copy of previous application

THESE ARE TRANSMITTED:
[] FOR YOUR APPROVAL [[] APPROVED AS SUBMITTED

[X] FOR YOUR USE [] APPROVED AS NOTED

[] ASREQUESTED [ JRETURNED FOR CORRECTIONS
[] FOR REVIEW & COMMENT J

REMARKS:

Michele- Revised plans show the new house footprint reduced by 100sf to 950sf including
front porch, and a single car gargae instead of a 2 car garage. The addition on the existng
house has been eliminated. The house will be restored as is with only a new porch on
Propsect Street- we would like to avoid vatiances. I will try to dig up Lot coverage
comparison from Baltimore Street before the meeting- but as I mentioned, the applicant will
likely appeal if the this ends up being denied.

Thanks, George

www.gtmarchitects.com



EIURNTO: ° DEPARIMENT OF PERMITIING SERVICES

" 258 ROCKVILLE FIKE 20dFLOOK, RQCKVILLE #AD 20850 ,
g 1’40!?7‘7-63“0 n v DPS -#8

HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMM!SSION
301/563-3400

APPLICATION FOR
HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT

Cemact Person:

Taytime Phone Hos

Tax Aceauni Mo

. - R R .
Hame of Property Oviger: e\ 'Aﬂﬁ{\ 5 Daytirme Phose Hos
#ddress: 4’(1‘@ PRUS-P(?C‘ /A'\-f{ \i{}-‘{j “‘"(.T'F)N j WD - '26‘ rib
Siroe? Womber Ciry T Zip Lode
Contractom: o Bo DRiCRma i€, Phode Ho:t

Centractorf Registation fo.:

Agent ior Dwnoes Giéem g WJerd | Giw ;‘E‘\?C\'h TCLWS ﬁay'|me Phone to: Dol ~¢M—‘z. cAR0ER s 0\

L AEDES
LOCATION OF BL_HLDING_/PREM'SE ) o C
Houss Humber: 4’(:’\9 ' Stget 'f‘\'> Ret pecTt . L ‘:T 58
Town/gity: K{ NSV L:WY\E ) : Néa(esl’tmés&ﬂeei . SAmMwi T A s LeT 94
tot: ' Block, Subdivision; '
Lhen Folior . Pareel:

FARTONE: TYPEGF PERMIT ACHONANDUSE

A CHECKALLAPPLICARLE: CHECK AU APPLCABLE: /
£ Conetroit 73 Btend E\}K@ffﬂemv&te’ dat sk # Room Addmtn T¥Poch {0 Deck 1] Shed
3 Instait ff”l\/‘fa‘/rc'civﬁme 7 Soter [ Fieglace 3 VWoodbiiming Stove 3 Single Family
. 3 Havacable o} FepceAWst {completa Seciipn 4) £ Oter: é{v '\—‘ﬂa.él(—é

18. Construition cost Bstimate: § -t \J)&’_ ({_,ﬁ J‘C""’V\?(“Qb :

10 W thls §s & revision f 8 previously spproved sctive permit, see Perit #

PART TW0: COMPLETE FOR NEW CONS [RUCTION AND EXTENO/ADOTIONS

24, Type of sewage disposal 91 ¥ wsse 02,13 Seyitic 0300 Other:

28, Typs ofviater supply: o wssc! 67 3 Wel 93 [ Other.”

PART THREE; COMPLETE ONLY FORFENCERETAINING WALL

JA. Height et fnches

8. fdicate whethiér the fence orpetaining vallisto be constiucted on one df the follewing kieatiang:

[3 Onparty linedproperty bng £ ‘Entirely on Jand ol ovener ] On public rightof way/essement

1 hieroby certily fhat 1 have the authorly fo miske ?iw forngting applicatina, that the spphcatior: Is corredt, and hat. r{m cmstmcnan will comply with plans -
approved by all agencies Wstgid apd I'ieroby acknowierye ahtl dccap! ihis lo-be a condition for the issuance of this permit.

5 |iGlc4
Wﬂww or authorized anot Defs

Apptoved: " For Chaitperson, Histooe Préservation Commission
Giszpproved: Siyniaturer Date:
ApplicationPermit Hog Date Filed: Date Issued:

et 6/21/29 _ SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR {NSTRUCTIONS

forch

Aopimond
Wl TTRASE.



1.

Jescript lexnshng'strumre(s]._and envuonmenfal semng, mcludlng their histoficel feumrss ang sngmﬁcance . ) '
e As i S"‘Quc.f‘uﬂp i A Pﬁ_w‘.ﬁxi‘—-—/ f'z(&r-qzc,g_ 1 g e ST
S Te P DisTRCT L T K g Pd@?» (ore tTlo M .

b.. 'Gcherﬁlﬂe chiglion of project aid |tseHecton1he h»stonc resource(s); the environmental S&tting; and, where i )

Yee ‘3026\,0 S Téf’-?J""fle/iz"’"‘F"“t -fi‘ms ut\C, U‘QLO.CIUI?-G + Bdrw

e LMP‘\T‘BC\ A-&)‘y s’ﬂouo.,..& ??—4?//;6(«1 AV ﬁow »;Lw\, B Revnores
W cRorr emmkpemte otk e a vews (e ey pewe T '
Pe  PUICT on A‘wd& Cow. LT e :

SITE PLAN.

Site'ang environmental setting, draivi-to scale.You may dse yiiir plat: Your:ste. plan must include: -

s the sgal'e".noﬁhyatgc)‘«»‘and.d'éf:ef

Srmation:may. be intlided on your

a Clepﬂ' abeled: photographlc fifints 64 each lacade of existing Fesource. mcludnng details. of the aﬂected pomons A]I [Jabels should be placed on the
fiont: ol'pholugraphs

b, Clear i label photographic prints 6Fhe resoulce 35, vigvsed fom the public fight of-wiy and of the idjoining propenties:.All labefs:shiould be plac’éﬂ-,un
thie. front-of phofographs. '

TREE SURVEY

posing cofstruction: adjatent io'or zhm the'grigine ol any lige. 6" o largerm diamieter {al appmxlmately 4 8ot abiovs the ground) you

I you 218
angn  2nd species-dl ‘eachtree dlatledst that dimension.

st Tile an-adcurate trée survey dentifying the size,

ADDRESSES OF-ADJACENY:AND CONFAONTING PROPERTY OWNERS

irovide an accuvate fistol adjacent and conhommg propeny "owners {not tedidnts), incliding ridmes, addresses, and z1p codes. This st
the carcel in oueshon 8s wellas the: owne:(s) ol BYs) o, parcel(s) which Ji 5
13in this informatian from the. Depanment of ‘Assessments:and Taxation, 51 Momoe Street

For ALL pro;ects;

the stleel/hlghway gt parcelin question, Ycu can

Rockville; (301/279 1355)‘.

PLEASE PRINT [IN BLUE TR BLACK IiK)'OR TYPE THIS INFORMATION ON THEFOLLOWING PAGE.
PLEASE:STAY WITHIN YHE GUIDES OF THETEMPLATE, AS THIS WILL BE PROTOCOPIED DIRECTLY DNTO MAILING LABELS.
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AYALA AND ASSOCIATES

May 18, 2004

GTM ARCHITECTS

10415 ARMORY AVENUE
KENSINGTON, MD 20895,
ATTN: GEORGE T. MYERS

Re: List of Neighbors

Dear Mr. George Myers:

PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS

As follow please fin the list of neighbors on the surrbund_i_ngs of the property (4010
Praspect Street) al though I do not know their names, but hope this is what you need.

Sowes ¥ 'OOD_W(C" \/ 3948 Washington Strect
Naxgover O'well (ooper ™\ Kensington, MD 20895

oovid L Rdan <401 1 Prospect Street

Kensington, MD 208%5

. - 10302 Summit Avenue
E“M L. Dru Kensington, MD 20895
o T /10300 Summit Averue
Voderive, ) W»A \ Kensington, MD 20895
&op, & Micoe\ Buogay 10223 Summit Avenue
Photsg, & W 5 Kensington, MD 20895

(Behind the Lot)

(Side of Hoq.se) — Side across street
(Front of the House) — Across strect
(Front of the House) — Across street

(Side of the Housc) — Occupant

Thank you and good luck on the presentation with the historic board.
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