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The homeowners at 10200 Kensington Parkway have installed new windows (not
replacement windows) in their basement. Did they obtain the necessary permits and/or

approvals?

































THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK & PLANNING COMMISSION
Date: February 24, 2005

MEMORANDUM

TO: Historic Area Work Permit Applicants
' ~7 :ﬂ i
FROM: Tania Georgiou Tully, Senior Planner ( |

Historic Preservation Section

SUBJECT:  Historic Area Work Permit Application — Approval

Your Historic Area Work Permit application was approved by the Historic Preservation Commission at
its recent meeting. Enclosed is a transmittal memorandum stating conditions (if any) of approval.

When you file for your building permit at DPS, you must take with you the enclosed forms. These
forms are proof that the Historic Preservation Commission has reviewed your project. For further

‘information about filing procedures or materials for your county building permit review, please call DPS
at 240-777-6370.

If your project changes in any way from the approved plans, either before you apply for your building
permit or even after the work has begun, please contact the Historic Preservation Commission staff at
301-563-3400.

Please also note that you must arrange for a field inspection for conformance with your approved
HAWP plans. Please inform DPS/Field Services at 240-777-6210 or online at

hitp://permits.emontgomery.org of your anticipated work schedule.

Thank you very much for yotir patience and good luck with your project!

MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION, .1109 SPRING STREET, SUTIE 801, SILVER SPRING, MARYLAND 20910
WWW.MC-MNCPPC.ORG/HISTORIC
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THE MARYLAND- NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK & PLANNING COMMISSION

Date: February 24,2005

MEMORANDUM
To: . ‘Robert Hubbard, Director
FROM: Tania Georgiou Tully, Senior Planner | (# |

Historic Preservation Section

<

Z/ 44,
SUBJECT: Historic Area Work Permit # v‘@ -

| The Montgomery County Historic Preservat1on Commission (HPC) has reviewed the attached -
application for a Historic Area Work Permit (HAWP). This application was APPROVED with
CONDITIONS.

1. The'side fence on Lot 15 is moved towards the rear of the property so that it is positioned
between the middle post of the screened porch and the 4th panel of privacy fencing

2. The 4’ high panel of fence between the 6’ privacy fence and the 3’ picket fence will be changed '
to match the 3’ picket fence

3. The driveway gate will be lowered to 4’ and changed to match the adjacent tight picket fence

4. Vegetative screening will be installed on the street side of the 4’ high picket fencing

The HPC staff will review and stémp the construction drawings prior to the applicant’s applying for a
‘building permit with DPS.

- THE BUILDING PERMIT FOR THIS PROJECT SHALL BE ISSUED CONDITIONAL UPON -
ADHERENCE TO THE APPROVED HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT (HAWP).

Applicant:  South & Bettina Lynn
Address: -10200 Kensington Parkway, Kensington

This HAWP approval is subject to the general condition that, after issuance of the Montgomery County
Department of Permitting Services (DPS) permit, the applicant arrange for a field inspection by calling
the Montgomery County DPS Field Services Office at 240-777-6210or online at

" http://permits.emontgomery.org prior to commencement of work and not more than two weeks
following completion of work

MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION, 1109 SPRING STREET, SUTIE 801, SILVER SPRING, MARYLAND 20910
WWW.MC-MNCPPC.ORG/HISTORIC '
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Tully, Tania

From: ' Tully, Tania

Sent: Friday, February 11, 2005 2:26 PM

To: Bettina Lynn

Cc: 'louise.hamilton@tok.org'; 'csthornton@peoplepc.com’; 'Engel, James D'; 'Thornton, Courtney
S."; 'mayor.council@tok.org'; 'South Lynn'; 'mcpcmerz@comcast.net’

Subject: Fence HAWP: 10200 Kensington Pkwy :

Bettina-

I've attached a Word document listing the HPC concerns regarding the fence installation and what | believe are the
concerns of the neighbors. | have also attached a PowerPoint document with before and after photographs and notations
illustrating the comments made in the Word document. Please give me a call when you have had the opportunity to
review both documents. Some of the items listed | may recommend for retroactive approval and | may recommend to the
HPC that others be reconstructed to reflect the approved HAWP.

. As you know, | am trying to arrange an informal gathering with all of the appropriate people/organizations. Kensington
Mayor Lynn Raufaste, HPC staff, and you are available Thursday, February 17 between S and 4. Staff can also be
available as early as 8:00 a.m. on that day. 1 am hopeful that several of the neighbors and a representative from the Local
Advisory Panel will also be in attendance. It will serve us all if this matter can be amicably resolved prior to the HPC
meeting on the 23rd.

Because it is difficult for'many‘people to meet during the day, | suggest that we try to meet either first thing in the morning
or late in the day. | am copying this message to everyone involved for whom | have an email address. If you have
additional addresses please let me know. | am also making telephone calls.

KensingtonFence2. 10200 Kensington
doc Pkwy Conflict...

~ Thank you,
-Tania

Tania Georgiou Tully

Historic Preservation Planner

Montgomery County Department of Park and Planning
8787 Georgia Avenue

Silver Spring, MD 20910

301-563-3400

301-563-3412 (fax)

www.mc-mncppe.org



MERZ, MATTHEW & CYNTHIA
10116 Kensington Pkwy
Kensington, MD 20895-3432
(301) 962-6883

THORNTON, C S

10204 Kensington Pkwy
Kensington, MD 20895-3305
(301) 946-5338
202-551-6812

KOSCELNIK, MICHAEL & NO
3602 Kent St ‘
Kensington, MD 20895-3322
(301) 962-1751

MCPHERSON, HARRY
10213 Montgomery Ave
Kensington, MD 20895-3325
(301) 942-4395

LYNN, BETTINA

10200 Kensington Parkway
Kensington, MD 20895
202-438-4262



It is understood that the fence is not complete. Post caps are yet to be installed and it will
be painted white.

Existing Violations of the HAWP

Lot 15 side-yard fence:
Installed 11 to 15 feet closer to front of house than approved.
Gate installed.

Driveway gate:
Installed taller than 4 feet. .
It is not the tight-picket style that was approved.

6’ Privacy Fence:
No current violations.

Front yard fence along Kent Street:

Panel adjacent to privacy fence is taller than 3.

Panel adjacent to.privacy fence 1s not the open picket style.
Lot 16 side-yard fence:

Installed 9 Y to 11 feet closer to front of house than approved.

Neighbor Concéms as understood by Staff

Lot 15 side-yard fence:
Installed closer to front of house than approved.
Gate installed.

Driveway gate:
It is not the tight-picket style that was approved.

6’ Privacy Fence:
Too long.

4’ tight-picket fence:
Pickets installed on inside of fence

Front yard fence along Kent Street:
Panel adjacent to privacy fence does not match any of the approved styles.

Lot 16 side-yard fence:
Installed closer to front of house than approved.
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4 CONS Ti0 : \
1. This plan {2 o beneclit to a consumer {nsofar as it is required by a lender or o litle insurence ocompany or its
agent in oonnection with contemplated trazsfer, financing or re~finencing.

2. This plan I not to be relied uUpen for the establishment or locstien of tences, gar . bulldings, ther
emuf.. or future lmyrmmuh? garages gy or o

3. Thi» plan does xot provide for the accurate identifiostion of boun lines, but such ld
may got be rey for the trensfer of title or seouring rmﬂ?ﬁ’."g re—ﬁgnwm. ’ sue srtitiastion

4. - Bullding Une end/or Flood Yone information iv taken from svailable sources and is subjeot to interpratation of criginator.

Notes

1. Flood zonoe information is not
available for this ares,

2. Setback distances es shown to the
principal structure from property
lings are spproximate. The level of
acouracy for this drawing should be
taken to be no greater than
plus or minus 1.0 Foot.

3. Fences, if shown, have baen lvoated
by approximats methods.

Total Area= 15,000 SF.
LOT 14
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MONTSOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND
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SURVEYORS = ENGINEERS
LAND PLANNING CONBULTANTS
2 Frofessional Drive, Suite 218
Gollhersbury, Marylaad 20879
301/648—6100, Fax 301/048-1288
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THE FOLLOWING ITEMS MUST BE COMPLETED AND THE
REQUIRED DOCUMENTS MUST ACCOMPANY THIS APPLICATION.

1. WRITTEN DESCRIPTION OF PROJECY

. #. Description of existing structurets) and envirepmental setting, ipcluding their historical features an smmﬁcance ﬂ / / Cé
Howé s od B N/ N TO A - 2 [aS z[);( Z) }/ €N

(! gn 7 /]
Lebee roting 400 N(CE A &7
¢) p
-~ q "A I V 4
b. General description of project and its effect on the historic {s), the envi tal setting, and, whers applicable, the historic district:

2. SITEPLAN
Site and envitonmental setting. drawn to scale. You may use your plat, Your site plan must include:
a, thescale, north arrow, and date;
b. dimensions of all existing and proposed structures; and

c. site features such as walkways, driveways, fences, ponds, , trash dumpsters, mechanisal equi t. and tand

Rkl PInS

3. PLANS AND ELEVATIONS
You must submit 2 copies of plans and elevations in a format no larger than 11" x 17", Plans on 8 172" x 11" papey are prefer

2. Schematic construction plans, with marked dimensions, indicating location, size and general type of walls, window and door epenings, and other
fixed features of both the existing resourcels) and the proposed work.

b, Elevations ffacades), with marked dimensions, clearly indicating proposed work in refation to existing construction and, when appropriate, context.
Allr ials and fixtures proposed for the exterior must be noted on the elevations drewings. An axisting and 2 proposed elavation drawing of each
facade affected by the proposed wark is required,

4. MATERIALS SPECIFICATIONS

General destription of materials and menufactured items praposed for incorporation in the work of the project. This information may be included on your
design drawings.

5. PHOTOGRAPHS

a. Clearly labeled photographic prints of each facade of existing resource, including details of the affected portions, All labels should be placed on the
front of photographs.

b. Clearly label photographic prints of the resource as viewed from the public right-of-way and of the adjoining properties, All fabels shoutd be placad on
the front of photographs.

6. TREE SURVEY

d

\f you are proposing ion sdjacent to ar within tha zr.cune of any tree 6” or larger in diameter (at approximately 4 feet above the ground), you
must file an accurate tree survey identifying the size, location, 2nd species of each tree of atleast that dimension.

7. ADDRESSES OF ADJACENT AND CONFRONTING PROPERTY OWNERS

For ALL projects, provide an te list of adj and confronting property owners {not tenants), including names, addresses, and zig codes. This list
shauld include the owners of all lots or parcels which adjoin the parcel in question, as well as the owneris) of lot{s] or parcel{s) which lie directly across
the streethighway from the parcel i question. You can ot:ain tvs information from the Department of Assessments and Taxation, 5t Monroe Street,
Rockville. {301/279-1355).

PLEASE PRINT {IN BLUE OR BLACK INX) OR TYPE THIS INFORMATION ON THE FOLLOWING PAGE.
PLEASE STAY WITHIN THE GUIDES OF THE YEMPLATE. AS THIS WILL BE PRGTGCOPIED DIRECTLY ONTO MAILING LABELS.
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Tully, Tania

From: Thornton, Courtney S. [ThorntonC@SEC.GOV]

Sent: Tuesday, February 08, 2005 12:18 PM

To: 'mayor.council@tok.org’; Wright, Gwen; Tully, Tania
Cc: louise.hamilton@tok.org"; 'csthornton@peoplepc.com’

Subject: Fence at 10200 Kensington Parkway
Importance: High

[HPC STAFF -- PLEASE DISTRIBUTE THIS MESSAGE TO ALL OF THE COMMISSIONERS. THANK YOU]

As you probably know, the fencing constructed at 10200 Kensington Parkway was not constructed in accordance
with the plan approved by the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) and is still not in compliance. Those of us
who live in the immediate vicinity of this property are upset and frustrated that little or no action appears to have
been taken to enforce compliance with the plan approved by the HPC. it is even more frustrating for those of us
who have applied for approval of fences in the past and who have had to comply with strict conditions imposed by
the HPC with respect to our fences (e.g., which side of the fence faces out, etc.).

As noted in my earlier emails to the mayor and others, the "tight pickets" on the rear portion of the fence along
Kent Street are on the inside of the fence.- This deviates from the otherwise uniform practice in the town of having
all pickets on the outside of a fence (at ieast on fences along the street). However, the following additional
portions of the fence are not in compliance with the plan approved by the HPC:

1. Gate. The gate to the asphalt drive has been constructed as a "privacy gate" instead of the tight picket gate
indicated in the plan approved by the HPC. As built, the gate extends the "Fort Knox" appearance of the adjacent
6' privacy fence and iacks the openness necessary to sustain the suburban village nature of the property.

2. Fences Between Front and Back Yard Areas. These fences have been constructed at the front edge of the
house, just behind the frame porch. As indicated on the plan approved by the HPC, these fences were to be
constructed at a point approximately halfway down the side of the house. As constructed, the fence on the north
side of the house creates a rear yard that "overlaps” my front yard. This will inevitably result in "interactions" with
the homeowners' three dogs as | come and go from my house with my dogs. In addition, if the fence on the north
side of the house is left where it is, it will permit the current or future homeowners to construct a 6' privacy fence
along the property line between my property and theirs from the point where the new fence meets the property
line to the rear of the property (based on the convention that only 3' fences are permitted in front years, but &'
privacy fences are permitted in rear yards). This would have a significant adverse effect on my property, as ali of
the ground floor windows on the south side of my house would look straight into the privacy fence. Finally, please
note that the pians approved by the HPC do not show any gates in these fence lines, but the homeowners have
inserted gates.

3. Privacy Fence. The plans approved by the HPC show that the privacy fence should extend approx. 1/3 of the
length of the screened porch. The homeowners originally constructed this fence to extend the entire length of the
screened porch, with a tight picket fence across the end of the enclosed area, where the front porch meets the
house. After objections by neighbors and intervention by the mayor, one panel of the privace fence was removed,
leaving a privacy fence extending down 1/2 of the length of the screened porch (instead of 1/3 as shown in the
HPC-approved plans). The panel that was removed was replaced with a third type of picket fence that matches
‘neither the tight picket fence at the rear of the property nor the open picket fence immediately adjacent to it. In
addition, the picket fence between the front and rear yards, which was supposed to have been piaced at the end
of the privacy fence, was left at the end of the screened porch, approx. 6' from the end of the privacy fence (see
preceding paragraph re piacement of fences between front and rear yards).

Because of these matters, the new fencing at this address is still in substantial noncompliance with the plan
approved by the HPC. In particular, the fencing aiong Kent Street, which incorporates 4-5 different types of
fencing, looks like a pig's ear and is an eyesore for homeowners on the opposite side of the street. | strongly urge
you to take steps to require the homeowners at 10200 Kensington Parkway to reconfigure the fence to comply
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exactly with the plans approved by the HPC or face enforcement action by the town and/or the HPC.
Very truly yours,

Courtney Thornton

2/8/2005
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Tully, Tania

From: South Lynn [south@universalfloors.com] -
Sent:  Wednesday, February 09, 2005 12:19 PM
To: Bettina Lynn

Cc: ThorntonC@SEC.GOV; Tully, Tania; mayor.council@tok.org; louise.hamilton@tok.org;
csthornton@peoplepc.com

Subject: Re: Ms Thornton’s fence problems

To whom it may concern,

| would like to respond to Ms.Thornton's insulting email.

As you probably know, the fencing constructed at 10200 Kensington Parkway

>was not constructed in accordance with the plan approved by the Historic

>Preservation Commission (HPC) and is still not in compliance. Those of us

>who live in the immediate vicinity of this property are upset and

>frustrated that little or no action appears to have been taken to enforce ;
>compliance with the plan approved by the HPC. It is even more frustrating

>for those of us who have applied for approval of fences in the past and who

>have had to comply with strict conditions imposed by the HPC with respect

>to our fences (e.g., which side of the fence faces out, etc.).

ANSWER:Ms Thornton's fence is a 50 year old chain link and [ would be the first to do what ever necessary to
remove the harrific eyesore fram the historic neighborhood. Has she applied for a fence permit yet? | would like to
help her get an approval for a more suitable fence. Our fence has been installed within the guidelines set forth by
the HPC. The drawing submitted was noted as approximate fence locations and not created by an architect.

As noted in my earlier emails to the mayor and others, the "tight pickets" on the rear portion of the fence along
Kent Street are on the inside of the fence. This deviates from the otherwise uniform practice.in the town of having
all pickets on the outside of a fence (at least on fences along the street). However, the following additional
portions of the fence are not in compliance with the plan approved by the HPC:

ANSWER:Ms Thornton idea of a "uniform practice” is false.

1. Gate. The gate to the asphalt drive has been constructed as a "privacy gate" instead of the tight picket gate
indicated in the plan approved by the HPC. As built, the gate extends the "Fort Knox" appearance of the adjacent
6' privacy fence and lacks the openness necessary to sustain the suburban village nature of the property.

ANSWER:The gate is of tight pickets and if Ms Thornton put her eye up to it she could see in my yard. The "Ft
Knox" portion is a replacement of a simitar height and location fence erected many years ago. The village was
sustainable with the old fence and will be with the new. A great hedgerow has grown between the two houses
over the years and | suspect it may have been purposeful on the part of the previous owner due 1o Ms Thornton's
unusual interest in 10200’s back yard.

2. Fences Between Front and Back Yard Areas. These fences have been constructed at the front edge of the
house, just behind the frame porch. As indicated on the plan approved by the HPC, these fences were to be
constructed at a point approximately halfway down the side of the house. As constructed, the fence on the north
side of the house creates a rear yard that "overlaps" my front yard. This will inevitably resuit in "interactions” with
the homeowners' three dogs as | come and go from my house with my dogs. In addition, if the fence on the north
side of the house is left where it is, it will permit the current or future homeowners to construct a 6' privacy fence
along the property line between my property and theirs from the point where the new fence meets the property
line to the rear of the property (based on the convention that only 3' fences are permitted in front years, but 6'
privacy fences are permitted in rear yards). This would have a significant adverse effect on my property, as all of
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the ground floor windows on the south side of my house would look straight into the privacy fence. Finally, please
note that the plans approved by the HPC do not show any gates in these fence lines, but the homeowners have
inserted gates.

ANSWER:Ms Thornton's fear of interaction with my dogs makes no sense as my dogs do not interact with her.
The placement of the fence had nothing to do with her backyard but was to allow the dogs to exit a side door. |
don't believe Ms Thornton has any right to dictate where my dogs may go in my yard. Perhaps | would remove the
section completely and allow the daogs to interact, if they dare, with Ms Thornton along the entire length of the
property line. Ms Thornton's assertion that this may allow things to be done in the future is fantasy. Ms Thornton's
dog seems to enjoy interaction with my dogs as it stands at the chain link staring into my yard waiting for my dogs
to appear. | believe some sort of screen at current height of the chain link is necessary to dissuade her dog from
interacting with mine. The significant effect on her property is to increase it value, despite its appearance, as a
long neglected adjoining property has had its appearance improved. Perhaps Ms Thornton was used to living next
to an unoccupied property for many years. The Lynn family, 100 year residents of Kensington since my second
generation, Irish immigrant, great grandfather worker on the B&O railroad bought a double Iot on St Paul St.,
where my grand mother was born and my mother also, HAVE MOVED ACROSS THE TRACKS, AND YES WE
OWN DOGS AND EXPECT SOME PRIVACY!

Because of these matters, the new fencing at this address is still in substantial noncompliance with the plan
approved by the HPC. In particular, the fencing along Kent Street, which incorporates 4-5 different types of
fencing, looks like a pig's ear and is an eyesore for homeowners on the opposite side of the street. | strongly urge
you to take steps to require the homeowners at 10200 Kensington Parkway to reconfigure the fence to comply
exactly with the plans approved by the HPC or face enforcement action by the town and/or the HPC.

ANSWER: The work is in compliance and Ms Thornton needs to concern herself with her own yard which |
consider a pig sty due to the litter about the driveway and as for a pig's ear perhaps there is beauty in God's work.
| have considered an artistic statement for the painting fence, perhaps a modern interpretation of the Berlin

wall or a tribute to the Latino immigrants by a representation of the US -Mexican border wall in Tijuanal

South T Lynn, Jr

301-370-6850 ,
If you have something to say come see me at my house or call me | am always available from 5am to 5pm.

2/9/2005
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Click here for a plain text ADA compliant screen.

http://sdatcert3 resiusa.org/rp_rewrite/results.asp?strectNumber=10...

Go Back
v View Map
% Maryland Department of Assessments and Taxation New
] MONTGOMERY COUNTY Search
" Real Property Data Search Ground
Rent
Account Identifier: District - 13 Account Number - 01018487
L ] Owner Information ||
Owner Name: LYNN, SOUTH T & BETTINA Use: RESIDENTIAL
Principal YES
Residence: '
Mailing Address: 10200 KENSINGTON PKWY Deed Reference: 1)
KENSINGTON MD 20895-3305 2)

|i Location & Structure Information

Preniises Address
10202 KENSINGTON PKW

Legal Description
LOT 16 KENSINGTON PA

KENSINGTON 20895-3305

RK

Map Grid Parcel Sub District Subdivision Section Block Lot Group Plat No:
HP53 15 3 15 80 Plat Ref:
Town KENSINGTON ’
Special Tax Areas Ad valorem :
Tax Class 27
Primary Structure Built Enclosed Area Property Land Area County Use
1918 2,034 SF 15,000.00 SF 111
Stories Basement Type Exterior
21/2 YES STANDARD UNIT FRAME
H - Value Information H
Base Value Phase-in Assessments
Value _As Of As Of As Of
01/01/2004 07/01/2004 07/01/2005
Land: 154,500 435,500
Improvements: 147,980 243,850
Total: 302,480 679,350 428,103 553,726
Preferential Land: 0 0 0 0
| ' Transfer Information H
Seller: KOONTZ, WAYNEL & EB Date: 10/12/2004 Price: $725,000
Type: IMPROVED ARMS-LENGTH Deed1: Deed2:
Seller: Date: 09/22/1983 Price: $160,000
Type: IMPROVED ARMS-LENGTH Deed1: / 6188/ 800 Deed2:
Seller: Date: Price:
Type: Deed1: Deed2:

ﬂ Exemption Information
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000
000
000
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07/01/2004 ) 07/01/2005
0 0
0 0
0 0

Tax Exempt: ‘NO
Exempt Class:

Special Tax Recapture:

* NONE *
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MERZ, MATTHEW & CYNTHIA
10116 Kensington Pkwy
Kensington, MD 20895-3432
(301) 962-6883 '

THORNTON, CS

10204 Kensington Pkwy
Kensington, MD 20895-3305
(301) 946-5338

KOSCELNIK, MICHAEL & NORA
3602 Kent St

Kensington, MD 20895-3322

(301) 962-1751

MCPHERSON, HARRY
10213 Montgomery Ave
Kensington, MD 20895-3325
(301) 942-4395
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http:/permittingservices. montgomerycountymd.gov/dpstmpl.asp?url..

DPS/Application Details

Status
Fence
Permit
Application Details
‘Permit Number 372547

Application Date 02/01/2005

Issue Date 02/01/2005

Final Date

Work Type Construct - Fence
Square Footage 0

Value $5,000.00

Contractors

ID Name Address
Not available

Licenses

Contractor License  Name Address

Not available

Permit/License: 372547

Help
Site Address
10200 Kensington PKW
Kensington
MD 20895-
Lot - Block -

Subdiv. Kensington

Application Status
Permit Issued

AWARDS | Privacy Policy | User Rights | Accessibility | Disclaimer

higher

Copyright 2002 Montgomery County Government All Rights Reserved - Best viewed with IE 5.0 or Netscape 6.0 and
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DPS/Application Details

http:/permittingservices.montgomerycountymd.gov/dpstmpl.asp?url..

Status
Historic
Area Work
Permit
Application Details
Permit Number 369610
Application Date 01/04/2005
Issue Date

Final Date

Work Type  Construct
Square Footage 0

Value $.00
Contractors

ID Name

Not available

Licenses

Contractor License Name
Not available

Address

Address

Permit/License: 369610

Help
Site Address
10200 Kensington PKW
Kensington
MD 20895-
Lot - Block -

Subdiv. Kensington

Application Status
In Process

AWARDS | Privacy Policy | User Rights | Accessibility | Disclaimer

higher

Copyright 2002 Montgomery County Government All Rights Reserved - Best viewed with IE 5.0 or Netscape 6.0 and
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DPS/Application Details

Status
Electrical Permit/License: 364140
Permit
Application Details Help
Permit Number 364140 Site Address
Application Date  11/04/2004 ;23\?0 Kensington
Issue Date 11/04/2004 Kensington
Final Date ' MD 20895-
Work Type Install - Single Family Lot - Block -
Dwelling Subdiv. Kensington

Square Footage 0 Appligation Status
Value $.00 Permit Issued
Contractors
1D Name Address
EB3321 A/R Electrical 18909 Premiere Court

Solutions,Inc.  Gaithersburg Md 20872-
Licenses
Contractor License Name Address
EB3321 ME3394 Stockslager 24921 Woodfield Rd Damascus

Md 20872

EB3321 EB3321 A/R 18909 Premiere Court

: Electrical  Gaithersburg Md 20872

Solutions,
Inc.

AWARDS | Privacy Policy | User Rights | Accessibility | Disclaimer
Copyright 2002 Montgomery County Government All Rights Reserved - Best viewed with IE 5.0 or Netscape 6.0 and
higher :
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Fothergill, Anne

From: Engel, James D [idengel@firsthorizon.com]
Sent: Wednesday, February 23, 20054:21 PM
To: mayor.council@tok.org; Tully, Tania; Fothergill, Anne; Wright, Gwen; Oaks, Michele

‘Sorry this is late. I hope it gets into the package for the commissioners.

Local Advisory Panel
Kensington Historic District

RE: 10200 Kensington Parkway, Case 31/06-05A Revision

The LAP chairman met with the applicants on February 17, 2005, along with the Mayor of Kensington,
neighbors of the applicants, and a member of HPC staff. The purpose of this meeting was to resolve

- differences between the approved fence in the January 26, 2005 HPC meeting and the fence as currently
installed, and to bring together neighbors who had concerns regarding the style of the fence, and in
particular the amount of privacy fence facing Kent Street. The applicants appeared to concur with

staff’s recommendations (1) and (2) in the February 15 staff report, but also expressed a desire to
retain the driveway gate as currently installed, with a 5” high privacy fence.

LAP had not previously expressed any opinion with regard to this case prior to the J anuary 26, 2005
meeting. It was indicated to LAP that the applicants had agreed to revisions as contained in the original

HAWP, which were then set forth in the staff report prior to the January 26™ meeting. These revisions
were primarily designed to bring the fence into conformity with previously approved fences in the
~ historic district. In the meeting on February 17th, it was apparent that while staff’s diagram of the fence
. in the staff report provided for a 4’ high, open picket gate, it was not explicitly outlined in staff’s
- recommendations. It was also apparent that their was relatively little focus in this process by LAP with
regard to the exact details and style of the fence, such as the size of the pickets, spacing, placement, etc.

LAP generally discourages the use of privacy fence facing public rights of way, but we recognize that
this property had a similar, but dilapidated fence along Kent Street. We also note that fences, in general,
are not usually given the same level of scrutiny as buildings and additions since they are not typlcally
considered to be permanent structures. With regard to the gate, we recognize that this feature is in place
to provide the applicant with an enlarged private area in the patio, but in general we discourage
enlarging any existing feature that would cut off the view of the landscape. This is due to our desireto
maintain the effect of the houses as an integral part of the landscape, not to be obscured by non-historic . -
structures. As a compromise, we recommend that the applicant explore (with input from HPC) ways to
soften the effect of the fence, such as a routed, cut, or scribed pattern in the panels.

Going forward, we encourage the Town of Kensington and/or the HPC to develop fence guidelines that
include styles, picket width, opening width, placement, gates, and height that are typical of Victorian-era
suburbs.

Jim Engel
LAP Chairman

27317005
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Tully, Tania

From: Cindy Merz [CMerz@SuburbanHospital.org]
Sent:  Wednesday, February 23, 2005 4.42 PM
To: Tully, Tania

Subject: RE: Comments for Meeting re: Fence

Hi Tania. Based on the concluding discussion at the pre-meeting last week, I assume that you are only really
addressing one unresolved issue during tonight's meeting. I will not be attending, but wanted to reiterate that
we would certainly prefer an outcome that recommends the gate be changed to the picket style. As you may
recall, we initially questioned why the HPC would allow a solid privacy fence at least 2x as long (including the
gate) as the previous homeowner's privacy section. A more open style picket gate would somewhat limit this
perception. In addition, we questioned whether the presence of dogs serves as an acceptable variance for the
HPC when determining fence guidelines. Many people throughout the town have dogs that guard/bark at their
picket fences - the HPC should be cautious to set a precedent on this issue.

Anyway, whatever the commission decides will ultimately be fine. We look forward to having a nice relationship
with our neighbors and I am sure they are anxious to put this fence controversy behind them. Thanks for
soliciting comments from neighboring properties.

Cynthia L. Merz

Director, Communications/Publications
Marketing/PR Department

Suburban Hospital Healthcare System
8600 Old Georgetown Road

Bethesda, Maryland 20814

(301) 896-2597

(301) 493-5583 Fax
mailto:cmerz@suburbanhospital.org
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Tully, Tania

From: Thomton, Courtney S. [ThorntonC@SEC.GOV]
Sent:  Wednesday, February 23, 2005 5:05 PM

To:  Tully, Tania '

Subject: RE: Staff Report for Fence HAWP Meeting

Tania,

Some further thoughts on the driveway gate. | would argue that the staff conditions at the beginning of the staff
report DO cover the gate and were not implemented properly. The first condition states that all of the 4’ fencing
will be picket -- no privacy fencing. The Lynns' own plan shows the gate as part of the 4' fencing, so it should
have been covered by that condition. In addition, the gate was not constructed at 4' -- it was constructed at &', in
contravention of both the Lynns' plans and the plans approved by the staff.

C.

From: Tully, Tania [mailto:Tania.Tully@mncppc-mc.org]

Sent: Wednesday, February 16, 2005 4:31 PM

To: Bettina Lynn; mcpcmerz@comcast.net; mcphersonints@cs.com; louise.hamilton@tok.org;
csthornton@peoplepc.com; Engel, James D; Thornton, Courtney S.; Mayor Raufaste; South Lynn;
nmbk68@aol.com

Subject: Staff Report for Fence HAWP Meeting

Thanks for all of the calls and emails. Here is the text of my staff report that went out in the main this afternoon. |
look forward to meeting you all tomorrow morning.

-Tania Tully

Tania Georgiou Tully

Historic Preservation Planner

Montgomery County Department of Park and Planning
8787 Georgia Avenue

Silver Spring, MD 20910

301-563-3400

301-563-3412 (fax)

www.mc-mncppc.org

<<022305_KS_REG10200KensingtonPkwy.doc>>

2/23/2005



Fence HAWP: 10200 Kensingtﬁx Pkwy ‘ Page 1 of 2

Tully, Tania

From: Engel, James D [jdengel@firsthorizon.com]
Sent;  Friday, February 11, 2005 3:14 PM

To: Tully, Tania

Subject: RE: Fence HAWP: 10200 Kensington Pkwy

It is important to note that | did not receive comment from LAP members on the original HAWP or staff’s report. |
had an informal conversation with Frank O’'Donnell and we both felt that staff's recommendations were in
accordance with previously approved fences. '

| have also come to the conclusion that it is often better to separate the neighbor's comments from LAPs or the
town’s as much as possible, since there is often personal acrimony and emotion involved. | hope that's not the
case here.

| can see, however, where an objective neighbor might be upset. The presence of 6 privacy fence should be
minimized.

From: Tully, Tania [mailto:Tania. Tully@mncppc-mc.org]
Sent: Friday, February 11, 2005 3:10 PM

To: Engel, James D

Subject: RE: Fence HAWP: 10200 Kensington Pkwy

Thanks. I'll let you know.

From: Engel, James D [mailto:jdengel@firsthorizon.com]

Sent: Friday, February 11, 2005 3:07 PM

To: Tully, Tania; Bettina Lynn

Cc: louise.hamilton@tok.org; csthornton@peoplepc.com; Thornton, Courtney S.;
mayor.council@tok.org; South Lynn; mcpcmerz@comcast.net

Subject: RE: Fence HAWP: 10200 Kensington Pkwy

| can attend as the representative of LAP. An early morning time would be preferable.

From: Tully, Tania {mailto:Tania.Tully@mncppc-mc.org]

Sent: Friday, February 11, 2005 2:26 PM

To: Bettina Lynn :

Cc: louise.hamilton@tok.org; csthornton@peoplepc.com; Engel, James D; Thornton,
Courtney S.; mayor.council@tok.org; South Lynn; mcpcmerz@comcast.net
Subject: Fence HAWP: 10200 Kensington Pkwy

Bettina-

I've attached a Word document listing the HPC concerns regarding the fence installation
and what | believe are the concerns of the neighbors. | have also attached a PowerPoint
document with before and after photographs and notations illustrating the comments made
in the Word document. Please give me a call when you have had the opportunity to review
both documents. Some of the items listed | may recommend for retroactive approval and |
may recommend to the HPC that others be reconstructed to reflect the approved HAWP.

2/11/2005
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As you know, | am trying to arrange an informal gathering with all of the appropriate

people/organizations. Kensington Mayor Lynn Raufaste, HPC staff, and you are available

Thursday, February 17 between 9 and 4. Staff can also be available as early as 8:00 a.m.

on that day. | am hopeful that several of the neighbors and a representative from the Local
Advisory Panel will also be in attendance. It will serve us all if this matter can be amicably

resolved prior to the HPC meeting on the 23rd.

Because it is difficult for many people to meet during the day, | suggest that we try to meet
either first thing in the morning or late in the day. | am copying this message to everyone
involved for whom | have an email address. If you have additional addresses please let
me know. | am also making telephone calls.

Thank you,
-Tania
<<KensingtonFence2.doc>> <<10200 Kensington Pkwy Conflict.ppt>>
Tania Georgiou Tully
. Historic Preservation Planner
Montgomery County Department of Park and Planning
8787 Georgia Avenue
Silver Spring, MD 20910
301-563-3400
301-563-3412 (fax)
www.mc-mncppe.org

Confidentiality notice:

This e-mail message, including any attachments, may contain legally privileged and/or
confidential

information. If you are not the intended recipient(s), or the employee or agent responsible
for delivery

of this message to the intended recipient(s), you are hereby notified that any dissemination,
distribution, or copying of this e-mail message is strictly prohibited. If you have received
this message

in error, please immediately notify the sender and delete this e-mail message from your
computer.

Confidentiality notice:

This e-mail message, including any attachments, may contain legally privileged and/or confidential
information. If you are not the intended recipient(s), or the employee or agent responsible for delivery
of this message to the intended recipient(s), you are hereby notified that any dissemination,
distribution, or copying of this e-mail message is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message
in error, please immediately notify the sender and delete this e-mail message from your computer.
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Tully, Tania

From: Julia OMalley [omalley10@msn.com]

Sent: Friday, February 04, 2005 9:43 AM

To: Tully, Tania

Subject: Fw: Web Site Email: Privacy Fence on Kent Street

Tania, :

One of the Town councilmembers forwarded this to me. Apparently, the owners are removing the
extra section that was installed. She has installed the fence with the good side facing inward
which also upsets the neighbors. From now on I guess we have to STATE that the good side will
be facing the street. Louise, the Town Code Officer, is going to suggest that the owner talk to the
neighbors about her planned screening with plants.

Julia

----- Original Message -----

From: Pfautz, Leanne

To: Julie O'Malley

Sent: Thursday, February 03, 2005 1:52 PM

Subject: FW: Web Site Email: Privacy Fence on Kent Street

Julie - FYI.

————— Original Message-----

From: mcpcmerz@comecast.net [mailto:mcpcmerz@comcast. net]
Sent: Thursday, February 03, 2005 1:50 PM

To: mayor.council@tok.org

Subject: Web Site Email: Privacy Fence on Kent Street

My husband and I wanted to express some significant concern about the
new fence that was installed on the Kent Street side of the 10202
Kensington Parkway property. While part of the fence seems in keeping
with the historic character of the town, the portion across from our

house seems very odd. It is a high privacy fence - the kind you would

use in a back yard or around a pool, not facing a historic town street

and other homes. I understand that the residents received approval for

a new fence from the Montgomery County HPS, but I question how that type
of fence was approved and what role the Town Council and/or our own
historic preservation society played in the decision.

I also left a message with Shirley at the Town Office and was informed
that the situation is being looked into. Please keep me apprised.
Thanks.

Cindy Merz - 10116 Kensington Parkway

2/11/2005
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Tully, Tania

From: Cindy Merz [CMerz@SuburbanHospital.org]
Sent:  Wednesday, February 16, 2005 2:44 PM
To: Tully, Tania

Subject: Comments for Meeting 2/17 re: Fence

Dear Ms. Tully -

Thank you for coordinating the meeting at the Kensington Town Hall tomorrow morning to discuss the fence
issue. I am hoping to attend, but in the event that my husband is not able to take our children to preschool that
morning, I wanted to at least provide some comments for the group's consideration. [Please do not distribute
this message via email - I will discuss these points if I am able to attend. Otherwise, you may distribute or
simply discuss at the meeting. Thanks.]

First and foremost, we do not want to make the Lynn's feel attacked for their choice of fencing. They have been
working diligently to improve the overall appearance of the property and should be recognized for those efforts.
Though there are many aspects of the fence that we do not like and believe compromise the character of the
town, if it is approved by the HPC, we recognize that we don't have the right to complain after-the-fact.
Therefore, our concerns are more focused on the process and the precedent set for the future, specifically:

1) Why the HPC would allow a solid privacy fence and gate at least 2x as long as the previous homeowner's
privacy section. Even if an increased privacy section was acceptable, I would think a more open style
(i.e.- board on board) would be recommended.

2) Why the HPC would allow inconsistent styles along one stretch of fencing (in this case, pickets on the
inside and outside, open pickets, tight pickets and privacy).

3) Whether or not the presence of dogs serves as an acceptable variance to the town or HPC approved
fence guidelines. Is it ok to approve a structure that may compromise the town's character in order to
limit the threat of liability or would it be better to maintain acceptable styles while employing -alternate
containment methods (i.e. - wire fence on inside of traditional picket, etc.). Many people throughout the
town have dogs that guard/bark at their picket fences (in fact until our dog passed away in November,
we had a 95 Ib. dog contained within our picket fence for 7+ years) - the HPC should be cautious to set a
precedent on this issue. :

In addition to these specific points, we would also like to gain a better understanding of the town's role in
influencing HPC applications, as well as both the town and HPC's role in ensuring homeowner compliance with
approved plans.

Since my initial phone conversation with you last week, my husband and I have been in touch with the Lynn's
regarding our concerns about the fence and the process in general. Following is a copy of the letter that we sent
to them via email. We have also had some follow up phone conversations.

Hopefully the meeting will go well and an amicable solution will be attained. Kensington is a wonderful, friendly
town. It is unfortunate that this issue has caused some frustrations between neighbors.

Cindy Merz
10116 Kensington Parkway
(301) 962-6883

Cynthia L. Merz

Director, Communications/Publications
Marketing/PR Department

Suburban Hospital Healthcare System
8600 Old Georgetown Road

Bethesda, Maryland 20814

2/16/2005
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(301) 896-2597 ‘

(301) 493-5583 Fax
mailto:cmerz@suburbanhospital.org

-------------- Forwarded Message: --------------

From: mcpemerz@comcast.net

To: bettinaldc@hotmail.com; south@universalfloors.com
Subject: Note from Matt & Cindy Merz

Date: Mon, 14 Feb 2005 03:12:06 +0000

Dear Bettina and South -

Matt and I were just checking our email and noticed that we were copied on a number of
messages related to your new fence. Since your email addresses were included, we wanted to
take a moment to send you a quick personal note. First and foremost, we hope that you will
accept this note as a sincere welcome to the neighborhood. Despite the current fence
controversy that seems to be brewing, we hope that you will find the Town of Kensington to be
warm and welcoming.

We have lived here for nearly 8 years and - having completed our own construction project as
well as witnessing many others - are very aware of how strongly people feel about preserving
the character of the town and scrutinizing any approval process that may compromise that
character. Please rest assured that any comments or frustrations that have been voiced by
neighbors or others, are not directed at you personally, but rather at the HPC process.

We certainly recognize and appreciate all of the efforts that you have been making to improve
the appearance of Betsy's old house, but do have some concerns about the fence. Specifically,
we are disappointed about the large privacy section (and driveway gate) that faces our side yard,
as well as the differing styles that run along Kent Street. While we understand that privacy is
important, that type of fence (versus a more natural barrier) just does not seem in keeping with
the overall look and feel of the town.

We wanted to write you this note to be honest and upfront about the issue in an effort to avoid
any negative feelings if we provide comments for consideration at the next HPC hearing, or if
one of us is available to attend this proposed meeting on Thursday.

We really hope that you will love Kensington as much as we do. We value our neighbors and
look forward to getting to know you better. If there is anything that we can do to help make
your transition to the neighborhood better, please don't hesitate to ask. If you would like to have
any further conversation about the fence prior to these meetings, please feel free to call us at
(301) 962-6883.

Sincerely,

Cindy & Matt Merz
10116 Kensington Parkway

2/16/2005



Tully, Tania

From: Tully, Tania
Sent: - Monday, February 14, 2005 10:58 AM
To: 'Bettina Lynn"; 'mcpcmerz@comcast.net’; 'mephersonints@cs.com’; 'louise. hamilton@tok.org";

‘csthornton@peoplepc.com'; 'Engel, James D'; 'Thornton, Courtney S."; 'Mayor Raufaste’,
'South Lynn'; 'nmbké8@aol.com'’

Cc: Wright, Gwen

Subject: Fence HAWP Meeting Confirmation

Thanks for everyone's cooperation. | have confirmed with the Mayor that we are meeting in The Kensington Town Council
Chambers at 8:30 am Thursday, February 17, 2005. She graciously agreed to meet earlier than 9:00 despite having an
evening meeting the same day.

Please be prepared with constructive comments and suggestions - if you are unable to attend feel free to send them to me
or via a neighbor. My staff report will be mailed out Wednesday, but | will email the text prior to that so that everyone has
as much information as possible.

Tania Georgiou Tully

Historic Preservation Planner

Montgomery County Department of Park and Planning
8787 Georgia Avenue

Silver Spring, MD 20910

301-563-3400

301-563-3412 (fax)

www.mc-mncppc.org
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Tully, Tania

From: Engel, James D [jdengel@firsthorizon.com] |
Sent:  Friday, February 11, 2005 3:14 PM

To: Tully, Tania

Subject: RE: Fence HAWP: 10200 Kensington Pkwy

It is important to note that | did not receive comment from LAP members on the original HAWP or staff's report. |
had an informal conversation with Frank O’Donnell and we both felt that staff's recommendations were in
accordance with previously approved fences.

| have also come to the conclusion that it is often better to separate the neighbor’s comments from LAPs or the
town’s as much as possible, since there is often personal acrimony and emotion involved. | hope that's not the

case here.

| can see, however, where an objective neighbor might be upset. The presence of 8’ privacy fence should be

minimized.

Original Message-----

From: Tully, Tania [mailto: Tania. Tully@mncppc-mc.org]
Sent: Friday, February 11, 2005 3:10 PM

To: Engel, James D

Subject: RE: Fence HAWP: 10200 Kensington Pkwy

Thanks. I'll let you know.

2/16/2005

Original Message-—---

From: Engel, James D [mailto:jdengel@firsthorizon.com]

Sent: Friday, February 11, 2005 3:07 PM

To: Tully, Tania; Bettina Lynn

Cc: louise.hamilton@tok.org; csthornton@peoplepc.com; Thornton, Courtney S.;
mayor.council@tok.org; South Lynn; mcpamerz@comcast.net

Subject: RE: Fence HAWP: 10200 Kensington Pkwy

| can attend as the representative of LAP. An early morning time would be preferable.

From: Tully, Tania [mailto: Tania. Tully@mncppc-mc.org]

Sent: Friday, February 11, 2005 2:26 PM

To: Bettina Lynn v

Cc: louise.hamilton@tok.org; csthornton@peoplepc.com; Engel, James.D; Thornton,
Courtney S.; mayor.council@tok.org; South Lynn; mcpcmerz@comcast.net
Subject: Fence HAWP: 10200 Kensington Pkwy :

Bettina-

I've attached a Word document listing the HPC concerns regarding the fence installation
and what | believe are the concerns of the neighbors. | have also attached a PowerPoint
document with before and after photographs and notations illustrating the comments made
in the Word document. Please give me a call when you have had the opportunity to review
both documents. Some of the items listed | may recommend for retroactive approval and |
may recommend to the HPC that others be reconstructed to reflect the approved HAWP.
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As you know, | am trying to arrange an informal gathering with all of the appropriate
people/organizations. Kensington Mayor Lynn Raufaste, HPC staff, and you are available
Thursday, February 17 between 9 and 4. Staff can also be available as early as 8:00 a.m.
on that day. | am hopeful that several of the neighbors and a representative from the Local
Advisory Panel will also be in attendance. It will serve us all if this matter can be amicabty
resolved prior to the HPC meeting on the 23rd.

Because it is difficult for many people to meet during the day, | suggest that we try to meet
either first thing in the morning or late in the day. | am copying this message to everyone
involved for whom | have an email address. If you have additional addresses please let
me know. | am also making telephone calls.

Thank you,
~ -Tania )
<<KensingtonFence2.doc>> <<10200 Kensington Pkwy Conflict.ppt>>
Tania Georgiou Tully
Historic Preservation Planner
Montgomery County Department of Park and Planning
8787 Georgia Avenue
Silver Spring, MD 20910
301-563-3400
301-563-3412 (fax)
www.mc-mncppc.org

Confidentiality notice:

This e-mail message, including any attachments, may contain legally privileged and/ or
confidential-

information. If you are not the intended recipient(s), or the employee or agent responsible
for delivery

of this message to the intended remplent(s) you are hereby notified that any dissemination,
distribution, or copying of this e-mail message is strictly prohibited. If you have received
this message |

in error, please immediately notify the sender and delete this e-mail message from your
computer.

Confidentiality notice:

This e-mail message, including any attachments, may contain legally privileged and/or confidential
information. If you are not the intended recipient(s), or the employee or agent responsible for delivery
of this message to the intended recipient(s), you are hereby notified that any dissemination,
distribution, or copying of this e-mail message is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message
in error, please immediately notify the sender and delete this e-mail message from your computer.

2/16/2005
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THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK & PLANNING COMMISSION

Date: ///ﬁi/aé/

MEMORANDUM
TO: - Historic Area Work Permit Applicants
FROM: Gwen Wright, Coordinator

Historic Preservation Section

SUBJECT: Historic Area Work Permit Application — Approval

v

Your Historic Area Work Permit application was approved by the Historic Preservation Commission at
its recent meeting. Enclosed is a transmittal memorandum stating conditions (if any) of approval.

Prior to applying for a county building permit from the Department of Permitting Services, you must -
schedule a meeting with your assigned staff person to bring your final construction drawings in to the
Historic Preservation Office at 1109 Spring Street for stamping. Please note that although your work
has been approved by the Historic Preservation Commission, it must also be approved by DPS before
work can begin. -

When you file for your building permit at DPS, you must take with you the enclosed forms, as well as
the Historic Area Work Permit that will be mailed to you directly from DPS. These forms are proof that
the Historic Preservation Commission has reviewed your project. For further information about filing
procedures or materials for your county building permit review, please call DPS at 240-777-6370.

If your project changes in émy way from the approved plans, either before you apply for your building
permit or even after the work has begun, please contact the Historic Preservation Commission staff at
301-563-3400. '

Please also note that you must arrange for a field inspection for conformance with your approved |
HAWP plans. Please inform DPS/Field Services at 240-777-6210 or online at

http://permits.emontgomery.org of your anticipated work schedule.

Thank you very much for yo.ur patience and good luck with your project!

MONTGOMERY COUNTY PLANNING BOARD, 8787 GEORGIA AVENUE, SILVER SPRING, MARYLAND 20910
WWW.MNCPPC.ORG
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THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK & PLANNING COMMISSION

February 17, 2005

MEMORANDUM

TO: Julia O’Malley, Chair
Historic Preservation Commission

FROM: Tania Tully, Senior Planner
Historic Preservation Section

SUBJECT:  HPC Case No. 31/06-05A, 10200 Kensington Pkwy, Kensington

On February 17, 2005 staff met at the Kensington Town Hall with Lynn Raufaste, Jim Engle (LAP
President), Bettina and South Lynn (the applicants), and adjacent property owners. Discussion
concerned the fence under construction at the corner of Kent Street and Kensington Parkway — case III-F
at the February 23 HPC meeting.

The meeting proved to be informative and useful although one issue remains in dispute. The applicants
and other commenting parties are in agreement with conditions 1 and 2 of the staff report. They also
would like the Commission to add a condition requiring installation of vegetative screening in front of
the “inside-out” picket fences. The applicants did not dispute this suggestion.

The only remaining issue, as staff sees it, is the driveway gate. The applicant is not agreeable to
condition 3, which would require the gate be changed to a 4’ high tight-picket fence. They will present
their case at the meeting. It is unlikely that there will be anyone from Kensington in attendance to speak
against the applicants’ proposal.

Excerpt from Staff Report
Staff is recommending approval with the following conditions:
1) The side fence on Lot 15 is moved towards the rear of the property so that it is positioned between
the middle post of the screened porch and the 4™ panel of privacy fencing.
2) The 4’ high panel of fence between the 6° privacy fence and the 3’ picket fence will be changed to
match the 3’ picket fence.
3) The driveway gate will be lowered to 4’ and changed to match the adjacent tight picket fence.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION, 1109 SPRING STREET, SUTIE 801, SILVER SPRING, MARYLAND 20910
WWW.MC-MNCPPC.ORG/HISTORIC
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RETROACTIVE REVISION
HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION STAFF REPORT

Address: 10200 Kensington Parkway, Kensington Meeting Date: - 02/23/05
Applicant: South & Bettina Lynn Report Date: 02/15/05
Resource: Primary 1 Resource : Public Notice: 02/09/05

Kensington Historic District
Tax Credit: None

" Review: HAWP
‘ : Staff: Tania Tully
Case Number: 31/06-05A .
PROPOSAL:  Revise locations of previously RECOMMENDATION:

apProved encmg

&{CU\/Y\LQ) W‘OAAT X - I 1. |
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: L b ax Al C’D(D, und ' '\W
. | ru-%% Ueeles |
Sta\f?ewémmending approval with the following conditions: ° ‘
: Th

e side fence on Lot 15 is moved towards the rear of the property so that it is positioned between the
iddle post of the screened porch and the 4® panel of privacy fencing.
) The 4’ high panel of fence between the 6’ privacy fence and the 3’ picket fence will be changed to match
the 3’ picket fence.

SE e drjveway gate will be Jowered to 4’ and changed to match the adjacent. t1ght picket fence. O‘/\jﬂ/
A <4 ‘ ‘WC@& \ N M
PROIECT DESCRIPTION e % 6%0\}]

SIGNIFICANCE: Primary Resource within the Kensington Historic District ‘ m
STYLE: ‘@s Folk Victorian
o ﬁ 1880-1910 : _ -

BACKGROUND

This pI‘O_]CCt was originally approved with revisions at the January 26, 2005 HPC meeting. In summary, the
applicants received approval to construct new and replacement fencing along Kent Street, Kensington Parkway,

and in the side yard. Conditions regarding height and fence type were placed on the approval. See Circles 9-14 for.
details. The applicants worked with staff to revise their original proposal and made significant design changes.
Unfortunately, due to a misunderstanding, portions of the fence were installed at locations other than what was
approved.

PROPOSAL:

The applicants are seeking retroactive approval for the fence as installed. See Circles 4-7 for existing fence
location. This includes locating the side yard fence at the front plane of the historic house, installing a gate in the
side yard fence, placing the patio side yard fence at the front plane of the screened porch, making the driveway gate
in the privacy fence style, and making one panel of the patio fence 4° high in the tight picket style. It should be
noted that after this panel was installed as a 6” privacy fence the applicants replaced it based upon neighbor
objection.

®



APPLICABLE GUIDELINES:

When reviewing alterations and new construction within the Kensington Historic District several documents are to
be utilized as guidelines to assist the Commission in developing their decision. These documents include the
Approved & Adopted Amendment to the Master Plan for Historic Preservation: Kensington Historic District, Atlas
#31/6 (Amendment), Vision of Kensington: A Long-Range Preservation Plan (Vision), Montgomery County Code
Chapter 244 (Chapter 244), and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (Standards) The
pertinent information in these documents is outlmed below.

Vision of Kensington: A Long-Range Preservation Plan

The HPC formally adopted the planning study, Vision of Kensington: A Long-Range Preservation Plan, 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 mamtammg the character of the district while allowing for appropnate growth
-and change.

Montgomery County Code; Chapter 244
e A HAWP permit should be issued if the Commission finds that:

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

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

Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation:

1 A Property will be used as it was historically or be given a new use that requires minimal change to its
distinctive materials, features, spaces and spatial relationships.

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

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

~ integrity of the property and its environment.

10 New additions and adjacent or related new construction will be undertaken in such 2 manner that, if removed
in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its environment would be unimpaired.

STAFF DISCUSSION

This large parcel consisting of two lots is typical of early development in Kensington and contributes to the garden-
like setting of the historic district. Review of fences in Kensington should consider their impact to the character of

@
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the historic district as a whole. Maintaining openness between buildings and the street will help preserve this
“suburban village” and the cohesiveness that currently exists. With that in mind, staff reviewed the requested
revisions and considered each change as though it had been presented that way in the original application. It is
important to note that staff does not believe that there was any intent by the applicants to deceive the HPC or
neighbors when seeking approval. The applicants did not realize the specific nature of the HAWP approval and
thought that they were in compliance.

Staff will take each of the applicable changes individually.

o Staff recommends approval of the gate in the side yard fence.

o  Staff also recommends approval of the new location of the side yard fence. It i is consistent to approve 4’

. fences at the front plane of a house. :

¢ The driveway gate is problematic in that it doesn’t match either the 4’ tight-picket fence to the leﬁ or the 6’
privacy fence to the right. It is roughly 5° high in the privacy fence style. (Circle 15) Staff recommends
that the gate be lowered to 4’ and constructed in the tight-picket style.

o The final changes regard the fence enclosing the patio. (Circles 15-17) This portion of the fence was
approved to be constructed roughly halfway down the screened porch. It was installed at the front edge of
the screened porch. Staff would not have recommended approval of the fence at this location and is
recommending it be changed. The existing 4’ tight-picket panel should match the 3 open-picket fencing
and the 4’ tight-picket fence running between the privacy fence and the porch should be moved so that it
meets the porch at the middle post. See Circle 16 for details.

In addition to the inadvertent violations of the HAWP, there have also been complaints made by neighbors
regarding the tight-picket fencing and the location of the pickets. There seems to be a general consensus that the
neighbors would prefer that the pickets be placed on the outside of the supports. Staff did not take this into
consideration in the original staff report and although we would have suggested this to the applicant originally, we
do not see this as a violation of the HAWP and are not recommending that it be changed. There are also neighbor
concerns about the location of the side-yard fence and potential dog interactions. Staff has suggested to the
applicant that screening the height of the existing chain link fence be placed along the section of fence that is
adjacent to the neighboring driveway. .

" Staff believes that the fence with the suggested modifications the proposal is in keeping with applicable standards

and guidelines as it will not negatively affect the historic dwelling’s integrity, and is compatible with the historic
district. More information, resulting from a meeting on February 17, may be provided at the Worksession.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Commission approve the HAWP applxcatxon as bemg consxstent with Chapter 24A-
8(b)(1) & (2); -

and with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation;
and with the conditions stated on Circle i;

and 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 (if
applicable). 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 work.
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THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK & PLANNING COMMSSSION

Date: [lZﬂOQ-

MEMORANDUM

TO: : Robert Hubbard, Director

| FROM: Gwen Wright, Coordinator

Historic Preservation

SUBJECT: Historic Area Work Permit

The Montgomery County Historic Preservation Commission has rcvxewcd the attachcd apphcatlon fora
Historic Area Work Permit. This application was: _

I/ Approved [ ,45 ﬁéV/ gE p)

Approved with Conditions

and HPC staff will review and stamp the construction drawings prior to the applicant’s applymg fora -
building permit with DPS; and

THE BUILDING PERMIT FOR THIS PROJECT SHALL BE ISSUED CONDITIONAL UPON .
ADHERENCE TO THE APPROVED HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT (HAWP). .

| A.pplican.t.: 60(][” LYNN [géﬂ_/NA LYNN% 46’6’\/7—)

aaress___[0200 KENSINGTON PEWY. , KENSINGTON

and subject to the general condition that, after issuance of the Montgdmcry Cdunty Department of

Permitting Services (DPS) permit, the applicant arrange for a field inspection by callmg the
Montgomery County DPS Field Services Office at 240-777-6210 or online at
http://permits.emontgomery.org prior to commencement of work-and not more than two weeks
following completion of work

- MONTGOMERY COUNTY PLANNING BOARD, 8787 GEORGIA AVENUE, SILVER SPRING, MARYLAND 20910
WWW.MNCPPC.ORG



EPARTMENT OF PERINTISNG SERVICES

55 ROCKVILLE PIKE. 200 FLOOR. ROCKVILLE. 84D 20850 .
wirrre3To . - DPS - #8

HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION

301/563-3400 369060
APPLICATION FOR

HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT

Contact Persen: A"ﬁ//4 ‘(—VJ/’V/ :
Havtione Phone No.: 9704' ng ‘@4

Tox Aecoiznt Ha.: v
Hame of Property Qwner. QjOUT]-/ A{/’f’\/ Bavtive Pant fi0: . F 0/2570 " ta ﬁ éQ ‘
sisess B2 54//1«4@://7 7 MM%MS /4/\ Fr ¥/
Sarosr Humbar I Code
Contractoar Phone No.: 5 , éz S Zé; 8
i Registration to.: _
Agent o Owmer: ______ ' Daytime Phone No.:
House Number; /€ 57 Street© @M&m
TowniCily; ME /A Lo fg/\/ Mearest{ioss Street: w )
Lot; Sibdivision;
Liber. folia: Parel _
1A, CHECK ALL APPLICABLE: ' CHECK AL| APPLICABLE:
T3 comstront (T Extend 7 Ater/Renovate THat  [Jsisb 5 Roam Addition o Pach [ Deck T Shed
1 move 3 fstatt 175 WeeekBam 0 Sotw [ Fraplace [0 Wootbumiing Stove G Single Family
i1 Revigion 7 Repaic [t Revocable 71 fenes\WaBloomplate Sactan 8 LJ Other:
18. Construction cost asti H . '

16, 12 this is & ravision ol a previously approved sctive peimit, see Pammit #

PART TW0: COMPLETE FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION AND EXTEND;ADDITIONS
25 Type of sewnqe disposal 81 {27 WssL 02 [ Septic 83 [ Qeher:

28.  Type of veater supphy. C81 10 WSSC 82 T3 'Well 63 1 Onbens:

PARTTHREE: COMFLE ETAINING WALL
3. Height 4/ e Yt inehes

16, Indicite whether the fznee or retaining veall i te be an o= of the fallewing tocations:

i On party line/praperty ne E@m kand of ewner [} On puhiic right of way/easament

1 hereby cem"y that | fiave the authonty fo make e fassgomy dppiication, thal ihe agplicakion /5 coreel, and that the construction wilf comply with plans
approved by all agencies sted and 1 horeby Stknimwiede snd acorp! tis to b 3 cmmrm Jor the issuance of this ganmit.

Sognangs of ownes ar avtharied agenl ) Dere

Approved: [ AS 126\/[56[7) \/ _ For Chail 'V §Loric atio Cammission

AppheationdPermi o, Diata Filad: ate jssued:

T ' SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS
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RETROACTIVE REVISION
HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION STAFF REPORT
Address: 10200 Kensington Parkway, Kensington Meeting Date: 02/23/05
Applicant: South & Bettina Lynn Report Date: - 02/15/05
Resource: Primary 1 Resource Public Notice: 02/09/05
Kensington Historic District
Tax Credit: None
Review: HAWP
Staff: Tania Tully
Case Number: 31/06-05A
PROPOSAL:  Revise locations of previously RECOMMENDATION:  Approve with
approved fencing. conditions

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff is recommending approval with the following conditions:
1) The side fence on Lot 15 is moved towards the rear of the property so that it is positioned between the
middle post of the screened porch and the 4™ panel of privacy fencing.
2) The 4’ high panel of fence between the 6° privacy fence and the 3” picket fence will be changed to match
the 3’ picket fence.
3) The driveway gate will be lowered to 4’ and changed to match the adjacent tight picket fence.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

SIGNIFICANCE: Primary Resource within the Kensington Historic District
STYLE: Folk Victorian

DATE: 1880-1910

BACKGROUND:

This project was originally approved with revisions at the January 26, 2005 HPC meeting. In summary, the
applicants received approval to construct new and replacement fencing along Kent Street, Kensington Parkway,
and in the side yard. Conditions regarding height and fence type were placed on the approval. See Circles 9- 14 for
details. The applicants worked with staff to revise their original proposal and made significant design changes
Unfortunately, due to a misunderstanding, portions of the fence were installed at locations other than what was
approved.

PROPOSAL:

The applicants are seeking retroactive approval for the fence as installed. See Circles 4-7 for existing fence
location. This includes locating the side yard fence at the front plane of the historic house, installing a gate in the .
side yard fence, placing the patio side yard fence at the front plane of the screened porch, making the driveway gate
in the privacy fence style, and making one panel of the patio fence 4’ high in the tight picket style. It should be
noted that after this panel was installed as a 6’ privacy fence the applicants replaced it based upon neighbor
objection.

®
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APPLICABLE GUIDELINES:

When reviewing alterations and new construction within the Kensington Historic District several documents are to
be utilized as guidelines to assist the Commission in developing their decision. These documents include the
Approved & Adopted Amendment to the Master Plan for Historic Preservation: Kensington Historic District, Atlas
#31/6 (Amendment), Vision of Kensington: A Long-Range Preservation Plan (Vision), Montgomery County Code
Chapter 244 (Chapter 244), and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (Standards). The
pertinent-information in these documents is outlined below.

Vision of Kensington: A Long-Range Preservation Plan

The HPC formally adopted the planning study, Vision of Kensington. A Long-Range Preservation Plan, 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. :

Montgomery County Code; Chapter 244
e A HAWP permit should be issued if the Commission finds that:

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

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

Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.

1 A Property will be used as it was historically or be given a new use that requires minimal change to its
distinctive materials, features, spaces and spatial relationships.

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

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

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

STAFF DISCUSSION

This large parcel consisting of two lots is typical of early development in Kensington and contributes to the garden-
like setting of the historic district. Review of fences in Kensington should consider their impact to the character of

@
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the historic district as a whole. Maintaining openness between buildings and the street will help preserve this
“suburban village” and the cohesiveness that currently exists. With that in mind, staff reviewed the requested
revisions and considered each change as though it had been presented that way in the original application. It is
important to note that staff does not believe that there was any intent by the applicants to deceive the HPC or
neighbors when seeking approval. The applicants did not realize the specific nature of the HAWP approval and
thought that they were in compliance.

Staff will take each of the applicable changes individually.

s  Staff recommends approval of the gate in the side yard fence.

o Staff also recommends approval of the new location of the side yard fence. It is consistent to approve 4’
fences at the front plane of a house.

o The driveway gate is problematic in that it doesn’t match either the 4’ tight-picket fence to the left or the 6’
privacy fence to the right. It is roughly 5° high in the privacy fence style. (Circle 15) Staff recommends
that the gate be lowered to 4’ and constructed in the tight-picket style.

s The final changes regard the fence enclosing the patio. (Circles 15-17) This portion of the fence was
approved to be constructed roughly halfway down the screened porch. It was installed at the front edge of
the screened porch, Staff would not have recommended approval of the fence at this location and is
recommending it be changed. The existing 4’ tight-picket panel should match the 3 open-picket fencing
and the 4’ tight-picket fence running between the privacy fence and the porch should be moved so that it
meets the porch at the middle post.- See Circle 16 for details.

In addition to the inadvertent violations of the HAWP, there have also been complaints made by neighbors
regarding the tight-picket fencing and the location of the pickets. There seems to be a general consensus that the
neighbors would prefer that the pickets be placed on the outside of the supports. Staff did not take this into
consideration in the original staff report and although we would have suggested this to the applicant originally, we
do not see this as a violation of the HAWP and are not recommending that it be changed. There are also neighbor
concemns about the location of the side-yard fence and potential dog interactions. Staff has suggested to the
applicant that screening the height of the existing chain link fence be placed along the section of fence that is
adjacent to the neighboring driveway.

Staff believes that the fence with the suggested modifications the proposal is in keeping with applicable standards
and guidelines as it will not negatively affect the historic dwelling’s integrity, and is compatible with the historic

district. More information, resulting from a meeting on February 17, may be provided at the Worksession.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Commission approve the HAWP application as being consistent with Chapter 24A-

- 8(b)(1) & (2);
and with the Secreiary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation,
and with the conditions stated on Circle 1;

and 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 (if
applicable). 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 work.
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THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK & PLANNING COMMISSION

Duer__1[22/05

MEMORANDUM

TO:. i Robert Hubbard, Director
FROM: Gwen Wright, Coordinator
Historic Preservation

' SUBJECT: Historic Area Work Permit

The Montgomery County HlStOI'lC Preservation Commission has rev1ewed the attached application for a
Historic Area Work Permit. This apphcatlon was:

'__’{__Approved ( 45 ,26 WSE p)

Approved with Conditions

and HPC staff will review and stamp the construction drawings prior to the applicant’s applying fora - -
building permit with DPS; and

THE BUILDING PERMIT FOR THIS PROJECT SHALL BE ISSUED CONDITIONAL UPON .
ADHERENCE TO THE APPROVED HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT (HAWP). . )

appticant___SOUTH LYNN (BETTINA LYNN, 4&6/\@
Address: LOZOO KéNS'/NﬁTO/\! PLZWY A KéNSWé@N

and subject to the general condition that, after issuance of the Montgomery County Department of
Permitting Services (DPS) permit, the applicant arrange for a field inspection by calhng the .
Montgomery County DPS Field Services Office at 240-777-6210 .or online at
http://permits.emontgomery.org prior to commencement of work and not more than two weeks
following completion of work

MONTGOMERY COUNTY PLANNING BOARD, 8787 GEORGIA AVENUE. SILVER SPRING, MARYLAND 20910
WWW.MNCPPC.ORG
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THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK & PLANNING COMMISSION

Date: | //Z%'LOQ—

MEMORANDUM
TO:  Robert Hubbard, Director
FROM: Gwen Wright, Coordinator

Historic Preservation

SUBJECT: Historic Area Work Permit -

The Montgomery County Historic Preservation Commission has rev1ewed the attached apphcanon fora
Historic Area Work Permit. This application was:

_ l/ Approvod ( »45 2 W gE p)

Approved with Conditions

and HPC staff will review and stamp the construction drawings pnor to the applicant’s applying for a
building permit with DPS; and

THE BUILDING PERMIT FOR THIS PROJECT SHALL BE ISSUED CONDITIONAL UPON .
ADHERENCE TO THE APPROVED HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT (HAWP). .

Applicanc__SOUTH LYNN (BETTINA (YNNI, /ZKréNﬂ

addressi___[0200 KENSINGTON PENY. , KéNS//\/&%TON

and subject to the general condition that, after issuance of the Montgomery County Department of
Permitting Services (DPS) permit, the applicant arrange for a field inspection by callmg the
Montgomery County DPS Field Services Office at 240-777-6210.or online at
http://permits.emontgomery.org prior to commencement of work and not more than two weeks
following comp]enon of work

MONTGOMERY COUNTY PLANNING BOARD, 8787 GEORGIA AVENUE, SILVER SPRING, MARYLAND 20910
WWW.MNCPPC.ORG
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January 19, 2005

TO: ' Tanya Tulley

FROM: Bettina Lynn

RE: Fence style for 3 foot section around front of property
Hi Tanya,

[ hope this fax comes through, the fence will have a flat top and be similar in spacing as
photo C, without the board at the top.

Just to recap, we will do a four foot privacy where the six foot was going to go up by the
carriage house. We will then continue down Kent with a four foot picket (style type is
the photo you have) down to the driveway. We will have a gate across the driveway
which will connect to a six foot privacy to replace existing. We will then transition toa
three foot picket with 3 inch spacing to the corner of Kent and Kensington and then
across the front to the gate.

[ hope this helps, please let me know as soon as possible if the image is bad and I will
stop by with the photo. '

Thanks so much for all of your help.

Sincerely,
Bettina Lynn
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THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK & PLANNING COMMISSION

MEMORANDUM %
TO: Julia O’Malley, Chai

Historic Preservation Comysi;/

FROM: Tania Tully, Senior Planner
Historic Preservation Section

~ January 19, 2005

SUBJECT: HPC Case No. 31/06-05A, 10200 Kensington Pkwy, Kensington

Attached is an addendum to the staff report. The picket fencing along Kensington
Parkway will stop at the gate and existing hedges. The photograph is the design of the 3°
picket fencing.
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION STAFF REPORT

Address: 10200 Kensington Parkway, Kensington Meeting Date: 01/26/05
Applicant: South Lynn (Bettina Lynn, agent) Report Date: 01/18/05
Resource: Primary 1 Resource Public Notice: 01/12/05
Kensington Historic District
Tax Credit: None
Review: HAWP
Staff: Tania Tully
Case Number: 31/06-05A
PROPOSAL:  Replace deteriorated fencing RECOMMENDATION:  Approve with
- with wood privacy and picket conditions
fencing
STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff is recommending approval with the following conditions:
1) Except as stated in Condition 2, all of the 4’ fencing will be picket — no privacy fencing
2) The proposed 6’ section of privacy fencing at the rear lot line will be no higher than 4’
3) The fence in the front yard (starting at the 6’ privacy fence) will be a more open picket than
illustrated in Circle 8. Chosen design to be approved by staff
4) The fence in the front yard (starting at the 6’ privacy fence) will be no greater than 3’ high

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

SIGNIFICANCE: Primary Resource within the Kensington Historic District
STYLE: Folk Victorian

DATE: 1880-1910

PROPOSAL.:

The proposal replaces deteriorated fencing (Circles 11-13) with new cedar fencing. There are proposed 2 sections of
6’ privacy fencing — small section at rear lot line and a section along Kent Street by the patio — with the remainder to
be 4’ high. The 4’ portion along Kent Street at the rear of the property will be privacy fencing and the rest will be
flattop picket. Two gates are proposed, one at the driveway and one at the front walk on Kensington Parkway.

Circle 6 shows the layout and Circles 7 & 8 are examples of the fence designs.

APPLICABLE GUIDELINES:

When reviewing alterations and new construction within the Kensington Historic District several
documents are to be utilized as guidelines to assist the Commission in developing their decision. These
documents include the Approved & Adopted Amendment to the Master Plan for Historic Preservation:
Kensington Historic District, Atlas #31/6 (Amendment), Vision of Kensington: A Long-Range

@,
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Preservation Plan (Vision), Montgomery County Code Chapter 244 (Chapter 244), and the Secretary of
the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (Standards). The pertinent information in these documents is
outlined below.

Vision of Kensington: A Long-Range Preservation Plan

The HPC formally adopted the planning study, Vision of Kensington: A Long-Range Preservation Plan,
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.

Montgomery County Code; Chapter 244
o A HAWP permit should be issued if the Commission finds that:

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

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

Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation:

1 A Property will be used as it was historically or be given a new use that requires minimal change to its
distinctive materials, features, spaces and spatial relationships.

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

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

10 New additions and adjacent or related new construction will be undertaken in such a manner that, if

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

STAFF DISCUSSION

This large parcel consisting of two lots is typical of early development in Kensington and contributes to the
garden-like setting of the historic district. Review of fences in Kensington should consider their impact to
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the character of the historic district as a whole. Maintaining openness between buildings and the street will
help preserve this “suburban village” and the cohesiveness that currently exists. With that in mind, staff
recommends some modifications to the proposal.

The majority of the existing fencing is a wood two-board fence that is obscured by vegetation in many
locations along its length. Due to its openness and low height it is an appropriate fence for the property.
This type of fence or a picket fence that is more open, and ideally, lower than 4’ would be more compatible
with the historic house and district, especially for sections along the street. The proposed privacy fencing
along Kent Strect, even at only 47, is not in keeping with the character of the district and should instead be
a picket or other open design. In addition, the proposed 6’ section of privacy fencing at the rear of the
parcel should be reduced to 4’. Both of these modifications reflect the fact that this, and the adjacent
property are corner parcels with essentially two front yards each. Therefore the fencing at the rear of
10200 Kensington Parkway will extend along the “front yard” of the adjacent carriage house and should be
treated as such. Montgomery County zoning has restriction regarding fences on corner lots. From the
corner and along each street for 157, no fence may be greater than 3” high. See Circle 14 for an
illustration. Despite the location, staff recommends approving the 6’ privacy fencing by the patio and
driveway along Kent Street. There is an existing, though deteriorated, privacy fence that the new fence
will replace. If these modifications are made, staff recommends that the Commission approve the proposal
as it will not negatively affect the historic dwelling’s integrity, or negatively impact the historic district

Circles 15 illustrates the revised fence heights, types, and locations based upon the above discussion. The
applicant is in agreement with the modifications to the application.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Commission approve the HAWP application as being consistent with Chapter
24A-8(b)(1) & (2);

and with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation,
and with the conditions stated on Circle [;

and 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 (if applicable). 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
work, '
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* Neme ol Proparty Owner: QjOUTi-/ Lc//f'/ Daytime Phone Ho.: é 0/'570 'é ﬂ §Q v
i B9 Shoides st 7 S7 A/ LS A1) _gr¥es
_ Stront fnmber ity Stoet } Zip Code
Lorpacton: 8BC E . PhoneN 8
Contractor Aegistration o, _ 6
Agent for Dwmer. ' Datime Phone Ba.:

Hotsse Numbar: M&Mmﬂ#&m A es in/t Zoos

Town/Gity, @5 /N fg/\/ MestestLioss Street w

Lot Higek; Subdivigion;

Lfher folio: Pacal: _

YPE OF PERRAT ACTION AND USE

1A, CHECK ALL APPLICABLE: L APPLILAS]
3 Construt [ Extend 13 Aee/Renovate Llac (78 7 Rooen Addition [ Perch  [J Deck 1) Shed
1 Move 03 fnstet (3 WreekMags {3 Setw [ Hraplace 11 Woodbuming Stove O3 Single Famsity
£ fevision {3 Repait {5 Aevreabie ) FenceNait{complets Section 4) 3 Other:

18. Conshuction cost sstimate: § _

1C. Wihis b saevision of » previcusly approved ective permit, see Fermit #

PART TWO: COMPLETE FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION ﬂg@_&!gﬂnmnumnns T
24 Type of sewage disposal @1 [ Wsse 62 13 Septic B REE
8. Type ofwater supply. g1.3 WSSt 02 03 el &3 T Other;

: LE
A He)gmc/ isetrr" inehes

I8, Indicate whetiser the fance of etaining wall is to be constructed on one of the Faflewing lacations;

i On pareylinefpropesty ine - Entirely an land of samner [7J On publlic right of way/easement

{ hereby tm‘r‘y that | have Hie aulhiorily 13 make the ovegting sbolication. that the apahicalion #5 correct, and that the censtarktion will camply with pans
apivoved by ali agencies lsted and | hareby scinowsYepe and accept inis fo be 3 condition for the issusnce of this permit

Sipnanre of cwnns or authaddd sgerr . T Dere il
Apareved: ) For Chairparson, Misioric Preservation Commission
Disapproved: Sigratue: : e vt
AplicationsPermit Ho.: DateFiled: Datz Issued:

Edit 477192 SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS
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THE FOLLOWING [TEMS MUST BE COMPLETED AND THE ‘
REQUIRED DOCUMENTS MUST ACCOMPANY THIS APPLICATION.

1. WRITTEN DESCRIPTION OF PROJECY

a DesAc}puon o'emsbngvsﬂucmle(:\a?nd }mro entalsemng q':cludmgmetrh;;mncalfesmms L t;gzﬁ;;nce ;; [é)( f é) %}/ /97/66
e
'chke’r MA ? ﬂ/@ /451/ sta:‘

2. SITEPLAN
Site and environmental setting, drawn to scale. You may use your plat. Your site plan must inchude:
8. thescale, north arrow, and date;

b. dimensions of all existing and-proposed structures; and

¢ site features such as walkways, driveways, fences, ponds, , tash dump 3 i qui and landscaping.

3. PLANS AND ELEVATIONS

You must submit 2 copies of plans and elevations in 3 format ne larger than 11" x 177, Plans on 8 172" x 11° paper are prefened.

a. Schematic construction plens. with marked di ions, indicati g Iocation, size and generat type of walls, window and door openings, and other
fixed features of both the existing rescurce|s) and the proposed wark.

L. Evlevalions {facades), with marked di i clearly indicating preposed waork in relation to existing construction and, when appropna(e context.
All materials and fixtures proposed for the exterior must be noted on the elevations drewings. An existing and a proposed el d g of each
facade affected by the proposed wark is required.

4. MATERIALS SPECIFICATIDNS

General description of materials and manufactured items proposad for incorporation in the work of the project. This information may be included on your
design drawings,

5. PHOTOGRAPHS

a. Clearly abeled photographic prints of each facade of existing resource, including details of the affected portions. All fabels shoutd be placed on the
front of photographs.

b, Clearly label photagraphic prints of the resource as viewed from the public right-of-way and of the adjoining properties. Al labéls should be placed on
the front of photographs.

6. - YREE SURVEY

1| you are proposing construction adjacent to or withia tr2 rcune of any tree 6° of larger in diameter (at approximately 4 feet above the ground), you
must file an accurate tree survey identifying the size, location, and spectes of each tree of at least that dimension.

7. ADDRESSES Of ADJACENT AND CONFRONTING PROPERTY OWNERS

For ALL projects, provide an accurate list of adjacent ard confronting property owners {not tenants), including names; sddresses, and zip codes. This fist
should include the owners of all lots or parcels which adjoin the parcel in question, as well as the owner(s) of lot{s) or parcel|s) which lie directly across
the streevhighway from the parcel in question. You can s¢ain tus information from the Depart of Assessments and Taxation, 51 Monroe Street,
Rockville, {301/279-1355). -

PLEASE PRINT {IN BLUE OR BLACK INK) OR TYPE THIS INFORMATION ON THE FOLLOWING PAGE.
PLEASE STAY WITHIN THE GUIOES OF THE TEMPLATE. AS THIS WILL BE PHOTGCOPIED DIRECTLY ONTO MAILING LABELS.



a CONSUMER INFORMATION NOTES: A

5. Thie plan ia o beaefit to a consumer {msofar as {t is required by u lender or s itle insurance ovmpany or ita
agent in ocozneclion with contemapleted trassfer, finanoing or re-f{inancing.

2. This plan ls not to be relled upon for the establishmsnt or loosticn of tences, garages, bulldings, or other
existing or future improvemasnts.

3. This dosy not provide for the sccurats tdentification ot boundary linss, dut such identifiostion
may :tltnb- g for the transfer of title or esouring m.ﬁ?ﬁ’."g re~financing. ines

4. Bullding line and/or Food Yone informstion ie taken frox sveilable souroes and is subjeot to intarprststion of erighetor.
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WODATIGN DRAWING KENSINGTON PARKWAY
LOTS 15 & 16, BLOCK 3 : GEORGE AVENUE (PER PLAT)
KENSINGTON PARK s

MONTOQMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND
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ATE REFERENCES
“THE INFORMATION SHOWN HEREON HAS BYEN
BASED UPON THE RESULTS OF A FIELD INSPICTION | PLAT BK. B
PURSUANT 10 THE DEED OR PLAT OF RECORD. EXISTING
STRUCTURES SHOYN HAVE BEZEN FIELD LOCATED BASED | FLAT NO. 4
UPON MEASUREMENTS FROM PROPERTY MARKERS FOQUND
OR FUOM EVIDENCE OF LINGS OF APPARENT OCCUPATION.
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FENCE AND WALL RESTRICTIONS

19— Street

Residential
Corner Lot

Street

No fence, wall, shrubbery

or opstruction more than
% feet high may be located
n this area.

(XRRHNRRNS
KXY
o eeee
RRRNXXE

RS



Jdan 04 05 10:02a Guy

2uz-9d7-ugyy

o
2,

LOCATION DRAWING

LOTS 15 & 16, BLOCK 3
KENSINGTON PARK

MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND
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4 CONSUMER_INFORMATION NOTES:
1. This plan i a beneofit to a congumer inmofer as it is required by o lender or a title mmmce sompany of its
agent in connection with contemplated trensfer, finmnoing or re—fimancing.
2. This plan is not to bo relied upen for the establishment or location ot fences, gmg ‘buildings, or other
existing or future improvemants,
3. This plan dees not provide for the eccurate ideptification of property boundery linas, but suoh identitication
may hot be raquired for the transfer of title or securing financing or rs~financing.
4. Building lne and/or flood Zone information is taken from available sgurces and is sybject to interpretation of originator.
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SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE REFERENCES SNIDER & ASSOCIATES

“THF, INFORMATION SHOWN HEREON HAS BEEN SURVEYORS - ENGINEERS
BASED UPON THE RESULTS OF A FIELD INSPECTION | PLAT BK. B LAND PLANNING CONSULYANTS
PURSUANT TO THE DEED OR PLAT OF RECORD. EXISTING 2 Professional Drive, Buite 216
STRUCTURES SHOWN HAVE EEEN FIKLD LOCATED BASED | PLAT NO. 4 Gaithersburg, Maryland 20879
OF FROU EVIDEVCE OF LNES OF ARFARZNT OGCUPRAON : = 201/048 5100, Fax 301040 100
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