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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
Isiah Leggett Julia O’'Malley
County Executive Chairperson

Date:_May 10, 2007

MEMORANDUM

TO: Reggie Jetter, Acting Director
Department of Permitting Services

FROM: Anne Fothergill, Senior Planner
Historic Preservation Section
Maryland-National Capital Park & Planning Commission

SUBJECT: Historic Area Work Permit #450829, tree removal and replacement and driveway removal

The Montgomery County Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) has reviewed the attached application for a
Historic Area Work Permit (HAWP). This application was Approved with Conditions at the May 09, 2007
meeting.

1. A landscape plan showing the left side terrace and right side gate will be submitted as a separate HAWP
application for HPC approval.

THE BUILDING PERMIT FOR THIS PROJECT SHALL BE ISSUED CONDITIONAL UPON ADHERENCE
TO THE ABOVE APPROVED HAWP CONDITIONS AND MAY REQUIRE APPROVAL BY DPS OR
ANOTHER LOCAL OFFICE BEFORE WORK CAN BEGIN.

Applicant: Byrne and Pamela Murphy

gast
Address: 10 Kirke Street, Chevy Chase

This HAWP approval is subject to the general condition that the applicant will obtain all other applicable
Montgomery County or local government agency permits. After the issuance of these permits, the applicant must
contact this Historic Preservation Office if any changes to the approved plan are made.

Historic Preservation Commission e 1109 Spring Street, Suite 801  Silver Spring, MD 20910 « 301 /563-3400 « 301 /563-3412 FAX
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FETURLTD

DPS -#8

HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
301/563-3400

APPLICATION FOR
HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT
ContactPerson: __ DA el QI\J['M";
0545 426 Daytime Prone No.: (@}éﬂ 621§

Tax A “‘Nu;(57 OO‘{J‘(‘/ Xé OP
Name of Property Owner: IS \Yls Damﬂ’m!h..‘ ”65&ﬁ zz:

Address: {0 ast Kirke “f- &vq a\gl( mo 200§
Street Number Ciy Stoot Zp Code
C Fhone No.:

1 Construet L) Extend () Aley/Renovate T ac (s 3 Room Addition (O Parch ) Dack ] Shed
1 Move Uil 3 Weecfize T Solw L5 Firoplace [J Woadhuming Stove ) Single Family
T Aovision (3 Repar (O Revocable 1] Fenca/Wall (complate Section 4) I?./om-r Tree Remosad

A Type of sewage disposal: 01 C WSSC 02 T Septic 03 71 Other: _

28. Tyne otvater supply: 0 T wssc 82 O1 well 03 [ Other:

IMPLETE ONLY FORFENCERETAINING WAL

3A, Height feor ches
38. Indicate whether the fence or retaining wall is to be d on one of the follawing locations:
12 On party fine/propenty line { " Emtiraly on land of owner I} On public right of way/easement
1 berabv certdy that | have the suthonty ta make the loregor fication, that the appbcation is comect, and that the canstruction will comply with plans

approved by al] agencies ﬁmdmlhewhyowmwgeawwmﬂmbea condition kur the issuance of this permet.

%JW 9//74:?-

Sgnstun of ownes o authdiod fgont

Disapp
ropicatonpemitto: L S 047 ;L 9
Edit 6/21/38 SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS

23-09-2807 B3:56 PRGEZ2
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FQ N MUST BE ND THE
REQUIRED DOCUMENTS MUST ACCOMPANY THIS APPLICATION.

1. WRITTES DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

s, Description of existing stractureis) and environmestal seting, incxking their histovice) festures and significanca:
e ? < Se ¥ _7he

M_A.ﬁ_zm_na;m of C evy Chace Village
ﬂa_mmu__ﬁd.s;c_g?apnml B remmeve A5 fHemlock tress

b. Generat dexcription of project snd its effect on the historic ressurcels], the snvironmental setting, and, where applicable, the kistoric district
W8 proposc  ta remave Zne ¥reed in_order # reveal
; ti ful A Airhcce bovie P precers 2/-5 L dation,

J 4 . A o

Sits and enwirgnmental setting, drawn 1 scale. You may sse your plat. Your site plan must include:
a. the scale, north asrow, and dute;

b. dimensians of ol existing and propoased strectures; and

<. site such es watkways, drivevays, fences, ponds, tash hamical equi snd tnds

3. PLANS AND ELEVATIONS

You mysst sudmit 2 copies of plans wec glevations in s format po inrper than |t x 17", Plans en 8 1/2" x 11' pager are prefered.
a  Schematic construction piaas, with marked di ions, indicating inceti sbﬁgumdmdwmm:ddnuwmm
tixed featsres of both the existing {s) and the p d work. -

b. Elevations Hacades), with merked dimensions, clearly indicating proposed work in relation to existing construction and, when epgropriats, context.
Al materials end fixtures propased for the exterior must be noted on the elevations drswings. An existing and a propased eievation drawing of each
facade sffected by the proposed work is requived.

4 MATERIALS SPECIFICATIONS
General description of materials and mamufacturcd items prapused for incorporation in the work of the project, This information may be inchuded on your
design drawings.

5 PHOYOGRAPHS

a. Cleatly inbeled photographic prints of each facade of existing resource, lncluding details of the affected portions. All labais showd be plced on the
front of photographs.

b. Cleary labol photographic prints of the s viewed from the public right-of.wey and of the adjoining proparties. ANl inbels should be placed on
the front of phatographs.

6. TREE SURVEY

#f you ire propasing construction adjacent to or withan the d-ipline of any tree 6° o7 larger in diameter (et approximately 4 feet sbove the ground), you
must fils an accurste tee survey wWentifymg the size, focation, and sprewes of each ree of at last that dimension.

1. ADD ACENT AND NG PROPERTY

For ALL prajects, provide an fist of adj and confronting property swners [not tenants), mcluding names, addresses, and zip codes. This fist
should include the owners of ol lots or parcais which adioin the parcel in question, as well as the ovmer{s} of lot{s) or parcel{s} which lie directly scross
the street/highway from the parcel in question. Yon can obtain tis information from the Ospartment of Assessments and Taxation, 51 Monroe Street,
Rockvilte, (301/279-1355).

PLEASE PRINT (TN BLUE OR BLACK INK] OR TYPE THIS INFORMATION ON THE FOLLOWING PAGE.
PLEASE STAY WITHIN THE GUIDES OF THE TEMPLATE, AS THIS WILL B PROTOCOPIED DIRECTLY ONTO MAILING LABELS.

A3-P9-2pA7 B3:57 PAGE3
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PLANTLIST
Latin Name Common Name Quantity Size
Trees and Shrubs
1. Capinus carfinana American Hombeam 100 whip
2 Buxus sempenirens ‘Stfinilicosa’ English Boxwood 269 810"
2 Buxus sempenirenis | Amedican Baxwood 20 1
3. Taws x media Hicks#® Hicks Yew 78 2430
4, Hydrangea macrophyla Nikko Blue’ Nikko Blue hydriangea 45 Iga
5. Capinus befulus Hombeam § 21
6. Cryplomeria japonica Compacta’ Compact Japanese Cryplomenia 5 89
7. flex meserveae Blue Princess’ Bige Princess Hofly 8 7gd,
8 llex meseveae Blue Prince’ Blue Prince Holly 1 7qd
9. Megnolia grandfiora Magnolia grandiflora 3 153
{10 Aucuba japonica variegated Variegated Awuba 8 10ga
11.4lex x Neflie R Stevens' Nellie Stevens Holly § 15
Pesennials and Shrubs
12, Anemone x hybrida Alba’ Japanese Anemone
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Fothergill, Anne

From: Bourke, Tom (Winchester Homes, Inc.)(Tom) [tom.bourke@whihomes.com]
Sent:  Wednesday, May 09, 2007 3:28 PM
To: Fothergill, Anne; Oaks, Michele

Cc: Biddle, Geoff; Bob Elliott; Bourke email file; FeldmanGS@aol.com; abjdoe@gmail.com; Jacobs c¢/o
angela muckenfuss; r.marshes@verizon.net; Stephens, Betsy; Wellington, P. (ccv)

Subject: 10 E Kirke; 14 Oxford; consults on 1 W Melrose; 32 W Kirke

The following are the comments of the Chevy Chase Village Local Advisory Panel for items on the HPC
agenda for 5/9/07:

1 E Kirke:
Outstanding Resource -
tree removal, driveway alteration, gate installation

Staff recommends approval with one condition that side courtyard be submitted for staff-only review.
LAP concurs with staff recommendation. We do note however that a Village approval may be required for
tree removal, and this is not part of the LAP review.

14 Oxford
Contributing Resource
alterations on detached garage and construct rear porch

Staff recommends approval with conditions requiring coordination with CCV arborist and comment on
porch flooring.

LAP concurs with recommendation for approval. However, given that the addition is in the rear, the LAP
is not concerned with the porch flooring and would support a very lenient review giving the applicant
maximum flexibility for a durable, workable solution.

Preliminary consultations on 1 W Melrose; 32 W Kirke:

1 W Melrose
Contributing Resource
addition to north side of house

LAP concurs with Staff comments which appear to be thoughtful and reasonable.

We recognize that the addition is on the north side of the house which has become functionally the rear of
the house although it does face Connecticut Avenue. We further note that the addition is of low scale and
should have minimal impact on the Connecticut Avenue side - given the extensive landscaping.

If tree removal should become necessary, it will require Village approval. We note also that the screening
of the house changes from Connecticut Avenue figured into our approval of this as essentially a "rear”
addition and hopefully this screening will remain.

32 W Kirke
Contributing Resource
Proposal to construct rear addition

LAP is representative of a cross-section of the Village and as such does not always reach consensus. In
this case 4 of the members concurred with staff. They felt that while we generally try to limit our

comments with respect to rear additions which are not very visible from the street, the proposed addition
does appear to substantially increase lot coverage and does begin to have an impact on the "open park-

5/10/2007



Page 2 of 2

like setting" referred to in the Guidelines.

3 of the responding members felt that proposed lot coverage, 27.2%, is well below Village regulations and
below many of the houses in the neighborhood, and does not impact the "park-like setting" criteria. Our
regulations currently specify a maximum of 35% lot coverage, and although the Village may modify this
regulation in the future, that is the current regulation.

Submitted for the LAP by
Tom Bourke
Chair

5/10/2007
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CASE NO. A-1609(a) through (y)
Appeal of Mr. and Mrs. James Byrne Murphy
(Hearing held March 12, 2007)

DECISION OF THE BOARD OF MANAGERS

Summary of Case
' This proceeding is an appeal pursuant to Section 17-4 of the Chevy Chase Village Code.
The applicants seek permission to remove twenty-five (25) Hemlock trees of varying diameters
located in the front yard of the property. The Village Manager denied the application finding that
none of the conditions described in Section 17-3 of the Urban Forest Ordinance apply.
This application is filed pursuant to the provisions of Section 17-4 which provide:
(a) An applicant who fs denied a permit by the Village Manager may appeal the
Manager’s decision to the Board of Managers in writing within ten (10) days of the
Village Manager’s denial of the application for a permit.
(b) The Board of Managers shall have the authority to permit the removal or
destruction of a tree or the undertaking of any action that will substantially impair
the health or growth of a tree if, after a public hearing, the Board finds that such
removal, destruction or other action will not adversely affect the public health,
safety or welfare, nor the reasonable use of adjoining properties and can be
permitted without substantial impairment of the purpose and intent of this
Ordinance.
The subject property is known as Lot 11, Lot 12, and part of Lot 13 in Block 34, in
the “Chevy Chase, Section 2" subdivision, also known as 10 East Kirke Street, Chevy Chase,
Maryland 20815. Notice of the hearing in this matter was posted at the Village Hall and on
the property and was mailed to all abutting property owners on March 1, 2007.
Summary of Evidence
The applicants submitted an application, a letter prepared by a professional architect

describing a problematic drainage issue on the property, a drawing denoting the location of the

subject trees in relation to improvements on the applicants’ property and the public right-of-



way, a drawing depicting the location of existing trees, a landscape plan showing the location
of proposed replacement trees, two photographs depicting the location of the trees in relation
to the applicants’ house, two photographs showing water damage in the applicants’ basement,
and a letter explaining the basis for the applicants’ request. A tree inspection report; prepared
by the Village Arborist, was submitted for the record. Photographs taken by Village staff
showing the appearance and location of the trees were entered into the record of this matter.
In the tree inspection report, the appl'icants represent that their landscape architect has

found that the subject trees are infested by wooly adelgid and that reversing the damage to the
trees caused by the infestation may not be possible. The applicants’ letter in support of the
application and the landscape plan reflect that the applicants propose to reforest with at least
five (5) Hornbeam (Carpinus betulus) trees. The letter contains the following representations:

We moved to East Kirke Street 2 and a half years ago from England.

Upon arrival, we pruned the trees to be able to walk into the entrance

without ducking. It surprised us that the trees had been allowed to

grow to hide one of the most beautiful houses in the Village. We

noted that the tree cover provided by the deciduous trees just off the

street belonging to the Village was beautiful but that we can’t see

those trees from our house because of the hemlocks.

Because the hemlocks have been shaded by the Village trees and the

house, and crowded by each other, many branches do not have needles

leading to a[n] unhealthy and unkempt appearance of the trees. In

addition, they have a disease which detracts from their appearance.

No grass will grow between the hedge and the house so it often a mud

pool (sic). The trunks of the trees in front are 15 feet from our front

steps with the branches arching much closer than that. Also,

contractors and landscape architects have told us that these trees

contribute to the water damage in our basement.

The applicants submitted a letter from Cherie Mohr, AIA, of Gardner Mohr

Architects LLC. In her letter, Ms. Mohr asserts that there is a very large crack in the

southeast corner of the foundation of the applicants’ house which seems to have been caused



by the large tree growing next to the foundation. According to Ms. Mohr, the crack has
worsened over the past 15 months and will continue to worseﬁ as the tree grows. Ms. Mohr
stated that the tree can cause severe insect damage to the upper portion of the house if allowed
to be in contact with it. Additionally, Ms. Mohr stated that she observed a steady flow of
water and soil through pervasive cracks in the north foundation wall céused by positive
hydrostatic pressure from water collecting next to the foundation. Ms. Mohr asserted that
water is “ponding” between the house and the row of trees at the property line. She explained
that the trees create a natural dam that traps water in the summer and allows a thick sheet of
ice to form in the winter, indicating that a large quantity of water is collecting next to the
foundation. She recommended altering the grade of the property which would require
removal of the subject Hemlock trees.

At the hearing, Mr. Murphy appeared and testified that the applicants wish to remove
the subject trees because their roots are penetrating the foundation of the applicants’ house
and causing water damage to the basement. Mr. Murphy presented phétographs showing.
water damage and mud infiltration in the basement that the applicants contend is the result of
the exterior water pressure and resultant crack in their house’s foundation. Mr. Murphy
explained that the applicants intend to implement a new landscaping plan. He represented that
the subject trees, located along the East Kirke Street lot line and east corner of the applicants’
lot, act as a hedge and shield the house from view. Mr. Murphy explained that the applicants
wish to unveil a view of the architecturally significant house by removing the subject trees.
He explained that the applicants propose to reforest with trees that would provide a better
canopy while also providing greater visibility to and from the East Kirke Street public right-

of-way. He asserted that his neighbors do not object to the request to remove the subject



trees. Mr. Murphy represented that one neighbor stated that she has waited thirty yéars for thé
trees to be removed so that the applicants’ attractive house would be visible.

The Village Tree Committee did not submit any objection to the removal of the
twenty-five (25) Hemlock trees.

No testimony or other evidence in opposition to the application was received.

Findings of Fact

The Board has considered the factors set forth in Section 17-6 of the Urban Forest
Ordinance and makes the following findings.

Sec. 17-6(a) Criteria specified in Section 17-3.

There is no evidence to support a conclusion that the subject trees are seriously
diseased or dying, or in danger of falling. Although not diseased or dying, the evidence
reveals that the subject trees are infested by wooly adelgid. Although there is evidence that
some of the trees are close to existing structures and may at some point in the future pose a
risk, there is insufficient evidence to find that the trees currently constitute a hazard to thel
safety or health of persons, property, or other trees.

Sec. 17-6(b) The reasons cited by the applicant for wanting to remove or destroy the
trees.

The applicants propose to remove the trees to prevent the accumulation of water near
their house’s foundation and to avoid further water damage to their basement. The applicants
propose to implement a new landscaping plan that would include at least five new canopy
trees and other plantings. The applicants’ Jandscaping plan would enhance the tree canopy
and improve the urban forest to a greater extent than would preserving the twenty-five (25)

Hemlock trees, which are not particularly desirable.



Sec. 17-6(c) The reasons, if any, cited by residents who are either in favor of or in
opposition to the issuance of the permit.

Other than the applicants, no residents in favor of or in opposition to the issuance of
the tree removal permit submitted any written or oral evidence. The Village Tree Committee
did not submit any objection to the proposed removal of the tWenty—ﬁve (25) Hemlock trees.
Sec. 17-6(d) Whether tree clearing is necessary to achieve proposed devel/opment,
construction or land use otherwise permitted under the Village Code, and the extent to
which there is no reasonable alternative.

Based on the.evi.dence of record, including, but not limited to the applicants’
representations, and the report submitted by the Village arborist, the Board finds that removal
of the subject trees is necessary to facilitate the applicants’ landscaping plan which is
otherwise permitted by the Village Code. The Board further finds that it would be impractical
and difficult to preserve the subject Hemlock trees, which are not particularly desirable, while
also assuring the healthy development of the new canopy trees proposed by the applicants in
their landscaping plan. Thus, if the applicants are to implement the landscaping plan as -
proposed, there is no reasonable alternative to the removal of the subject trees.

Sec. 17-6(¢) Whether the applicants propose reforestation.

The applicants propose reforestation with at least five (5) Hornbeam (Carpinus

betulus) trees and other plantings as shown on the landscape plan submitted for the record.

Sec. 17-6(f) Hardship to the applicants if a permit for the requested action is
denied.

The applicants propose to maintain all other canopy trees on the subject property and
to reforest. Requiring the applicants to forego implementation of a landscaping plan that is
otherwise in full compliance with the Village Code and that would address the applicants’

problematic water drainage issue, in an attempt to save the subject Hemlock trees, which are



not particularly desirable, where there are other mature canopy trees on the subject property
and where the applicants propose to reforest with more desirable canopy trees, would impose
a hardship on the applicants without any counterbalancing benefit to the public.

Sec. 17-6(g) The desirability of preserving a tree by reason of its age, size or
outstanding qualities, including uniqueness, rarity or species specimen.

Although the trees are mature and large enough in circumference to be protected by
the Village Urban Forest ordinance, the twenty-five (25) Hemlock trees are not otherwise
remarkable and do not signiﬁcantly contribute to the Village tree canopy. The evidence
reveals that the subject trees are infested by wooly adelgid and reversing the damage to the
trees may not be possible. The Board finds that, given all of the facts and circumstances of
this case, the subject trees do not have outstanding qualities such that preservation of the trees |
is required. |

Sec. 17-6(h) Such other relevant matters as will promote fairness and justice in
deciding the particular case.

Taking all of the foregoing findings into consideration, with the reforestation agréed
to by the applicants, the Board finds that the removal of the subject trees would not materially
impair the purposes of the Village Urban Forest Ordinance.

Conclusions

Based upon the testimony and evidence of record, the Board finds that the removal of
the twenty-five (25) Hemlock trees would not adversely affect the public health, safety or
welfare, nor the reasonable use of adjoining properties and can be permitted without
substantial impairment of the purpose and intent of the Village Urban Forest Ordinance,

provided that the applicants comply with the conditions set forth in the following paragraph.



Accordingly, the request for a permit to remove twenty-five (25) Hemlock trees of
various diameters located in the front yard of the property, is granted, provided however that:

1. the trees must be removed on or before March 12, 2008, or this permit
shall become void;

2. the applicants must reforest with at least five (§) Hornbeam (Carpinus
betulus) trees as shown in their landscape plan, or with at least five (5) deciduous hardwood
canopy trees, which must be at least 2 ¥; inches in caliper at the time of installation and must
be of a species that achieves a mature height of at least 45 feet; and

3. the installation of the reforestation trees shall be completed on or before
March 12, 2008, and such trees shall be considered reforestation trees subject to regulation
under the Village Urban Forest Ordinance.

Resolution
The Chevy Chase Village Board of Managers hereby adopts the following
Resolution:

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Managers of Chevy

Chase Village that the Decision stated above be adopted

as the decision required by Section 17-5(b) of the Chevy

Chase Village Code, and the Village Manager be and he is

hereby authorized and directed to issue a permit for the

removal of twenty-five (25) Hemlock trees of various

diameters located in the front yard of the property, upon

the conditions, terms, and restrictions set forth above.

The foregoing Resolution was adopted by the Chevy Chase Village Board of
Managers with the following members voting in favor of the Resolution: Susie Eig, Gail

Feldman, Robert Jones, Douglas B. Kamerow, Betsy Stephens, David L. Winstead, and Peter

Yeo.



[ HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing Decision and Resolution were approved and
. 7

nd?

adopted by the Chevy Chase Village Board of Managers on this 2X “day of March, 2007.
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HAWP APPLICATION: MAILING ADDRESSES FOR NOTIFING
[Owner, Owner’s Agent, Adjacent and Confronting Property Owners]

Owner’s mailing address
lo Cast kirke Street
Chevy Crage MO, 2075

Owner’s Agent’s mailing address

Adjacent and confronting Property Owners mailing addresses

{ East Kirke St.

Thowss  and Barbos @’{5(95

7 East jirke ST

\7(/0( anﬂ jan&’f' Pdr‘ma/"

4 East kirke St

Christipher and [cathieen Metfiay

/N EGSF feirke ST

Aoch and Gina Compbell

|0 East Kirke ST

(/6/7&/6/ and  Tocwn Parsh

[0l East Kirke S5

mﬁ«f?awe// and ﬂ?’lﬁn,/‘a /4016/4'/‘0

All Aelghbor 5 vere contacted 647 Cke‘{j Orgge Villege. .
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION STAFF REPORT

Address: 10 East Kirke Street, Chevy Chase Meeting Date: 05/09/07
Applicant: Byrne and Pamela Murphy Report Date:  05/02/07
Resource: Outstanding Resource Public Notice: 04/25/07

Chevy Chase Village Historic District

Review: HAWP Tax Credit: None
Case Number: 35/13-07P Staff: Anne Fothergill
PROPOSAL: Tree removal and replacement, driveway alterations, and gate installation

RECOMMENDATION: Approval with one condition

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the HPC approve the application with the following condition:
1. The applicant will submit a final plan for the side courtyard to be reviewed and approved at the

staff level.
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
SIGNIFICANCE: Outstanding Resource in the Chevy Chase Village Historic District
STYLE: Colonial Revival
DATE: - c. 1892-1916
PROPOSAL

The applicants are proposing to remove 25 diseased hemlocks that are along the front property line of the
house. The roots are causing foundation problems to the house and contributing to drainage issues. They
propose to plan five Hornbeam trees in front of the house as well as numerous other trees and shrubs as
part of their landscape plan shown in Circle . On March 12, 2007 the Chevy Chase Village
Board of Managers approved the tree removal and replacement as complying with the Village Urban
Forest Ordinance.

Also shown in the landscape plan, the driveway will be removed from behind the house to create a rear
lawn. There will be a narrow pea gravel path in front of the house leading from the driveway to the front

door and to a 4’ tall wood picket gate at the right side lawn.

APPLICABLE GUIDELINES

When reviewing alterations and new construction within the Chevy Chase Village Historic District several
documents are to be utilized as guidelines to assist the Commission in developing their decision. These
documents include the historic preservation review guidelines in the approved and adopted amendment for



the Chevy Chase Village Historic District (Guidelines), Montgomery County Code Chapter 244 (Chapter
24A), and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (Standards). The pertinent
information in these documents is outlined below.

Chevy Chase Village Historic District
The Guidelines break down specific projects into three levels of review - Lenient, Moderate and Strict Scrutiny.

“Lenient Scrutiny” means that the emphasis of the review should be on issues of general massing and scale, and
compatibility with the surrounding streetscape, and should allow for a very liberal interpretation of preservation
rules. Most changes should be permitted unless there are major problems with massing, scale or compatibility.

“Moderate Scrutiny” involves a higher standard of review than “lenient scrutiny.” Besides issues of massing, scale
and compatibility, preserving the integrity of the resource is taken into account. Alterations should be designed so
that the altered structure still contributes to the district. Use of compatible new materials, rather than the original
building materials, should be permitted. Planned changes should be compatible with the structure’s existing design,
but should not be required to replicate its architectural style.

“Strict Scrutiny” means that the planned changes should be reviewed to insure that the integrity of the significant
exterior architectural or landscaping features and details is not compromised. However, strict scrutiny should not be
“strict in theory but fatal in fact” i.e. it does not mean that there can be no changes but simply that the proposed
changes should be reviewed with extra care.

Specifically, the Guidelines state:

o Driveways should be subject to strict scrutiny only with regard to their impact on landscaping,
particularly mature trees. In all other respects, driveways should be subject to lenient scrutiny. Parking
pads and other paving in front yards should be discouraged.

o Tree removal should be subject to strict scrutiny and consistent with the Chevy Chase Village Urban
Forest Ordinance.

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

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

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.

In the case of an application for work on a historic resource located within a historic district, the
Commission shall be lenient in its judgment of plans for structures of little historical or design significance
or for plans involving new construction, unless such plans would seriously impair the historic or
architectural value surrounding historic resources or would impair the character of the historic district.

Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation:
# 2: The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The removal of distinctive

materials or alteration of features, spaces, and spatial relationships that characterize a property will be
avoided.



STAFF DISCUSSION

The trees are causing damage to the historic house, which is an Outstanding Resource. The Chevy Chase
Village Board has determined that the proposed tree removal and replacement complies with their Urban
Forest Ordinance. Staff is recommending approval of the proposed tree removal and replacement plan.

Staff supports the driveway reduction and notes that at first glance the proposed gravel courtyard appeared
to be a two-car parking pad. However, staff has confirmed with the applicant that their intention is some
sort of a courtyard or play area for their children and they have not fully determined their vision for this
area. For this reason, staff is recommending that the proposal for that area come back to staff when it is
finalized. Staff has conveyed to the applicant that a parking pad at the front side of the house would not be
supported.

Staff is recommending approval of the landscape plan with one condition.

'STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Commission approve with one condition 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 general condition that the applicant shall present the 3 permit sets of drawings, if
applicable, to Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) staff for review and stamping prior to

submission for the Montgomery County Department of Permitting Services (DPS) building permits;

and with the general condition that the applicant shall notify the Historic Preservation Staff if they propose
to make any alterations to the approved plans.
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
301/563-3400

APPLICATION FOR
HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT

mm_&mdk_mgmvg__
0643 4363 Daytime Phone No.: (394)4,;5( ~§{215

Tax A ‘;‘Nu.:é_? OO‘yLJ(‘/iQ}

Name of Property Owner; & _Mur Daytime Phane o.: (30

im0 East Kirke 3. hewy Y%aie mo 2088
Siroat Homboe oy 7 Steet Zp Code

Contractosy: Phone No..

Contracier Registration Mo.;

Agent for Ovmer: Daytima Phane No.:

swet __ East klrke Steeef

: Nearest Cross Street: aﬂgk i Mg eaad
w ] w3 T sutdwision: Cht«vg Chase  Sectim IT
Liber: Fobo: Pece (667 6045486 22ome - K-60
TYPE T PEAMIT ACTION AND USE

TA. CHECK AJL APPLICABIE; CHECK ALL APPLICABLE:

FiConstiet L) Extend €} AkewRerove M OSs i) Room Addion O Porh [ Deck [ Shed

O Move Ubsal £ WrekRze 1 Solw L Frepisc (3 Woudbuming Stove ) Single Famity

T Revison [ Bepar ) Rovecatie ] Fanceab(complomSectin ) 2 0tw: _ Tree  Lemovad

A Type of sewage disposal 01 C wsst 02 O Septic 03 71 Other. _
28. Tyve of water supphy: 01 7 wsse o2 01 wel W [ Cther:

AHT YHREE: COMPLETE ONLY FOR FENCE/RETAINING WAL

A, Height feot inches
38. indicats whether the fence or retaining wall is to be on one af the follawing locations:
15 On party ine/propenty fine " Entirely on land of owner 3 On public cight of way/easement
| berebw certdy that | have the authonty io meke the f z ficotion, that the 7 smmmrmmmmwmwmuywm

aswmedbyallagmesMedaadfhembyacbwedgoandwﬂmmbnmﬂmwmmdmnmm

Lorsts B P $iz]e?

Segnaturn of owner o authfized gfgent
Approved: For Cheisperson, Kistoric Pressnvation L.
Disepproved: Siy Date:
——— ) & e P Ja—
it 621/29 SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS

03-99-2007 B3:56 PRGE2 @
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1

E N MUST BE D AND THE
REQUIRED DOCU MUST ACCOM THIS APPLICATION.

s Description of existing strectureis) and envirenmental satting, inckuding their historicel features and significance:
be? ) e r e
_fﬁa.cd___mf__lh.ma;_ﬁrf of evy Chase Uillage -
A v comnove A
/0, * g ®, \M
4aadl TNty '+ Ar & y
b. GmthdehMmhmmLhWMMmWhmmﬁa
_M_MMM in_order o reveal
Qur__besvtitul 4md bichee bovie B precerce [F Quadadion,
And A replace Themm with Severid foca beam Trees. e
J / . M ")
? ? 4
SITE PLAN

Site and enwironmentel setting, drawn o scala. You may use your pist. Yaur site plan must include:
a. e scale, north arrow, and date;
b. dimensians of 2N existing and proposed structures; and

¢. site features such as watkways, drivewsys, fences, ponds, streams, Uash dumpsters, mechanical eguipment, and landscaping,

PLANS AND ELEVATIONS
You must submit 2 copies of plans anc elevations in a toimat no tarmer than 11" x 17°, Plans on 8 1/2° x 11" paper are praferred.

3 Schomatic constrvction placs, with marked dimensions, indicating locsticn, size and general type of walls, window and duor opsnings, and other
fixnd featmes of both thw existing resourceis) and the propused werk.

b. Elevations facades), with marked dimensions, clearly indicating proposed work in relfation to existing construction and, when sparopriate, context.

AR inls and fixtures proposed for the ior must be noted on the devations drswings, An existing and a propased eevation drswing of vach
facade sfected by the proposed work is requived.

MATERIALS SPECIRCATIONS

General description of s and manufactured itams d for incorporation in the work of the project, This information mey bs inchuded un your
design drawings.

PHOYOGRAPHS

2. Ciearly labeted photographic prims of each facade of existing resource, inciuding details of the affected portions. All labsis should be plced on the
frant of photographs.

b. Cloady labal photographic prints of the a3 viewed from the public right-of-way sad of the adjoining propasties. All lebels should be placed on
the front of photograptrs.

TREE SURYEY

it you we propasing construction adjs 10 07 withi the d-ipline of any trem 6° or larges in diameter (at approximately 4 feet sbove txe ground). you

must ﬂamammmwmmmsu. tocation, and spacies of each tree of at lesst that dimension.

ACENT AN NG PROP|

For ALL projects, provide an accurats Hist of adjacent and confronting property swness [not tenants), including namas, addresses, and zig codes. This list
shouldndudednmsoiaﬂbuwrm;s(swhchmﬁommepmmmmuweﬂuhomedndlousjorpmﬂx)mniemlcrm
the stramt/highway from the parcel in question. Yon can clitain this & ion from the Oxg: and Taxation, 51 M Strest,
Rockville. (301/279-1355).

PLEASE PRINT (1N BLUE OR BLACK INK] OR TYPE THIS INFORMATION ON THE FOLLOWING PAGE.
FLEASE STAY WITHIN THE GUIDES OF YHE TEMPLATE. AS THIS WALL 8E PROTOCOPIED DIRECTLY ONTO MAILING LABELS.

@3-BS-co87 23:57 PAGE3
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HAWP APPLICATION: MAILING ADDRESSES FOR NOTIFING
[Owner, Owner’s Agent, Adjacent and Confronting Property Owners]

Owner’s mailing address Owner’s Agent’s mailing address
lo Cast kirke Streetf
Chevy Chrage MO. 203157

Adjacent and confronting Property Owners mailing addresses

¢ East Kirke St. 7 East pirke ST
Themss and Bacbaa %e5j5 Jvd anf JTanet Parmar—
G East Rirke St /I East firke ST

Christopher and  feathteen  Meting Aréhv wrd 5’/".4& C&M/’bé//

JOi Easr Kirke ST /o2 Eost Kirke 7~

Richsed nd T Marsh Marguret and Antrmie Aote/Eo

All  heignbor s Here  contacted by Chevy Guse Villege



