


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

Date:_ March 5, 2007

MEMORANDUM

TO: Reggie Jetter, Acting Director
Department of Permitting Services

FROM: Anne Fothergill, Senior Plame@

Historic Preservation Section
Maryland-National Capital Park & Planning Commission

SUBJECT: Historic Area Work Permit #444724, tree removal

The Montgomery County Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) has reviewed the attached application for a
Historic Area Work Permit (HAWP). This application was Approved at the February 28, 2007 meeting.

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: James Breed & Alice Breed
Address: 2 E Newlands St, 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.
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Do D:§8
HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION {%
301/563-3400 {

APPLICATION FOR
HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT‘“@

Comactpeson: _ A (LC2 [BR20 “
Daytime Phone No.: %C/ 63 V'Vc?"z A"f’j’
Tax Account No.: \\\L’!( iC b 3 UCYT.‘( /58 Qﬂ
Name of Property Owner: 5 A 1LY 7 Atz RED Daytime Phone No. S &) |- 6514 daz2
Address: l s?ﬂ(;'l’v?‘i;’ HZ wla ’\L& 3 t{y — 2 Ui’g
Contracton: N(}H"’\"? 1 L-/C,'MJ tT/{Z Suviz (+9 PhoneNo. _JLd - S A& e3 & ‘——-:__:5
Contractor Registration No.: [\ |-/ L % 777 »
g torowner: 13yt RBla (o l¢ Daytime Phans No. é
OCATION OF BUILDING/PREMIST '
House Number: 2 Street: ‘ZC’D* HZU\Cm)«é hY t :2
TownCity: ( NG MYy (RGN NearestCrosssweet (o0l AU i a
Lot F Bock_ Yy sudwision _ SICf7ery T Cl12eg ¢ Hat }
Liber: Folio: Parcek: % \\ )
PART ONE: TYPE OF PERMIT ACTION AND USE
1A, CHECKY ALL APPLICABLE: CHECK ALL APPLIC
0 Ccnsv:ct O xtend () Aher/Renovate OM OSab O Room Addition () Porch [ Deck ] Shed
CMove  Onstal O WreckRaze O Solar ] Fireplace ) Woodburning Stove {3 Single Family
O Revision () Repair () Rewcpl C7 Fence/Wall (compiete Section 4) omer: NS (G

1B. Construction cost estimate: §$ ’J‘ A/

1C. ffthis is a revision of a previously approved active permit, see Permit # i/ A’

2A.  Type of sewage disposal: 01 O] wssC 02 O Septic 030 Other:{ J /A’
Ny V-
2B. Type of water supply: ot (0 wssc 02 O Well 03 O Other

3A. Height feet inches
3B. Indicate whether the fence or retaining wall is to be constructed on one of the following': } nA

1 On party lne/property line [ Entirely on land of owner [ 0n public right of way/easement

I hereby certify that | have the authority to make the foregoing application, that the application is correct, and that the construction will comply with plans
approved by all agencies listed and | hereby acknowiedge and accept this to be a condition for the issuance of this permit.

\(b(\(.(i Bl

of owner or authorized sgent

Approved: \v For lihairpe , Hi mion

[,
Disapproved: Signature: . * “Oate: ’3"5’0 ?’
Application/Permit No.: "t "ﬂ'] 7; OateFied: 2/ C /() 7 vetetssued:

Edit 6/21/38 SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS
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THE FOLLOWING ITEMS MUST BE COMPLETED AND THE
REQUIRED DOCUMENTS MUST ACCOMPANY THIS APPLICATION.

1. WRITTEN DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT ‘
a. Description of existing structure{s) snd environmental setting, including their historica! features and significance:

., L L R T P Y Ak l.’)C\/ ( M
Lz rievel ¢ 2 Chgiry tmrs v :/{/Cf t ce : M
.é’ 9] . N - l.[ L,Jr‘lil/r} (/\,.
) - Y Thoi - Lot i< Vzp:mw: 2 1% : ,
o At et K hess PU@T ss7 A

\’2“_2/“5 (,\((_(_M() ;’1"“1' ‘-j /'\6

b. General description of project and its effect on the historic resource(s), the environmental setting, and, where applicable, the historic district: _

. < dnt Cigleipamying >t
D\“}C‘,n\ Syz A1 Citeraanying

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

¢. site features such as walkways, driveways, fences, ponds, stresms, trash dumpsters, mechanical equipment, and landscaping.

3. PLANS AND ELEVATIONS /\.y! A

a. Schematic construction plans, with marked dimensions, indicating location, size and general type of walls, window and door openings, and other
fixed features of both the existing resource(s) and the proposed work.

b, Elevations (facades), with marked dimensions, clearly indicating proposed work in relation to existing construction and, when appropriate, context.
All materials and fixtures proposed for the exterior must be noted on the elevations drawings. An existing and a proposed elevation drawing of each
facade affected by the proposed work is required.

. P i
4. MATERIALS SPECIFICATIONS b A,

General description of materials and manufactured items proposed 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 shouid be placed on the
front of photographs.

b. Clearly label photographic .prims of the resource as viewed from the public right-of-way and of the adjoining properties. Al iabels should be piaced on
the front of photographs.

6. TREE SURVEY

'f you are proposing construction adjacent to or within the dripline 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, and species 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 and confronting property awners (not tenants), including names, addresses, and zip codes. This list
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 street/highway from the parcel in question. You can obtain this information from the Department of Assessments and Taxation, 51 Monroe Street,
Rockville, (301/279-1355).



HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION STAFF REPORT

Address: 2 Newlands Street, Chevy Chase Meeting Date: 02/28/07

Resource: Contributing Resource Repoﬁ Date: 02/21/07
Chevy Chase Village Historic District

Applicant; Janes and Alice Breed Public Notice: 02/14/07

Review: HAWP : Tax Credit: None

Case Number: 35/15-07D | Staff: Anne Fothergill

PROPOSAL:  Tree removal and replacement

RECOMMENDATION: Approve

ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION

SIGNIFICANCE: Contributing Resource within the Chevy Chase Village Historic District
STYLE: - Colonial Revival

DATE: c. 1910

PROPOSAL

The applicants propose to remove two cherry trees (13” and 15” dbh) and replace them with two canopy
trees. The applicant is working with the Village arborist on the tree replacement plan and according to the
Village’s approval, they are required to “reforest with at least 2 deciduous hardwood trees, which must be
at least 2 Y2 inches in caliper at the time of installation and must be of a species that achieves a mature
height of at least 45 feet.” The Village has approved the tree removal as complying with the Village Urban
Forest Ordinance.

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
24A4), 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 o

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 sufrounding 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 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

.

Chevy Chase Village has their own Urban Forest Ordinance and the proposed tree removal and
replacement was reviewed and approved by the Village Board. Staff is recommending approval.

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 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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‘1. This plan is a benefit lo a consumer ...

14

. / H
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agent in connection with contemplated transfer, fmancmg or re-financing.

2. This plen is not to be relied upon for the establishment or location of fertces garaées buildings, or other
existing or future improvements.
3. This plan does not provide for the accurate: identification of property boundary hnes but such identification
may not be required for the transfer of title or securing financing or re—financing.
4. Bmldmg line and/or Flood Zone mformatum is taken from available sources and is subject o interpretation of ongmator
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Alice and James Breed
2 East Newlands St.
Chevy Chase, MD 20815
301-654-4802
alice@postman.com
October 26, 2006
Chevy Chase Village Board of Managers
5906 Conn. Ave.
Chevy CHase, MD 20815

| request permission to remove 2 cherry trees from the front of our property
at 2 E. Newlands St. There are several reasons for this request.

The existing trees are only in fair condition per an inspection by Mr. Dunn
on October 10th. Three other cherry trees that were planted along our
front property line have already died.

These two remaining trees produce a lot of shade as you can see by the
accompanying photos. The privet hedge that is under them is spindly and
not attractive. Our plan is to replace the privet with more vital material but
we want to be sure that the new hedge will grow, survive and provide
interior privacy.

Our goal is to create a sunny, private space which we can use and enjoy.
The only sunny places are in the front of the house. In addition, they are
small “moving targets” that only last until 3pm.

The shade from the the two cherry tries limits our usage and promotes
conditions condusive to insects (primarily mosquitos). Given are “mature
state” of over 60, West Nile desease from mosquitos poses a serious
threat to our health. Finally, I’'m sure passersby will not want to see an
elderly lady in a bathing suit sitting in a chair reading a book!!

| propose to plant 2 trees- perhaps ginkgo- to replace the two cherries ,
but in a spot that will allow for some enjoyment of the sun. | am open to
suggestions from the board about the location and type of replacement
trees.

Seperately, | would like to know if it is possible donate evergreen trees to
be planted in the crescent park across from our house- perhaps near the
hollies- to give us a little more privacy from Conn. Ave.

We have just moved to Newlands from Mclean, Va. Both of us are fond of
trees. Indeed, while we lived in Mclean, we planted over 30 trees on our
property.

| hope the board will look favorably on my request to take down the 2
cherries. | like the tress, but | like the ability to read in privacy in the sun
and without mosquitoes even more.

Respectfully,
P Be~ L



CHEVY CHASE VILLAGE

5906 CONNECTICUT AVENUE
. CHEVY CHASE, MD 20815 :
GEOFFREY B. BIDDLE Telephone (301) 654-7300 BOARD OF MANAGERS
Village Manager Fax (301) 907-9721 DOUGLAS B. KAMEROW
DAVID R. PODOLSKY ax (301) Chair
Legal Counsel @montgomerycountymd.gov DAVID L. WINSTEAD
Wc-e Chair
SUSIE EIG
December 8, 2006 Secretary
. GAIL S. FELDMAN
Treasurer
BETSY STEPHENS
Assistant Treasurer
PETER M. YEO
Board Member
Mr. and Mrs. James H. Breed i ROBERT L. JONES
2 Newlands Street
Chevy Chase, MD 20815

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Breed:

Enclosed please find a copy of the signed decision approving the removal of two Cherry
trees located in the front yard of your property. The Village’s Tree Removal Permit will
not be issued until the Historic Area Work Permit has been obtained from the Historic
Preservation Commission.

If you have any questions or require additional information, please contact the Village
office at (301) 654-7300.

Sincerely,

Shana R. Davis-Cook
Manager of Administration
Chevy Chase Village

Enclosure






Tree Inspection Request

Address D Msrarda Date l O ~1o-0

Resident’s Name R oo w Phone #s

Circle One:  Private Property Village Street/Park Tree p B 07\
Concern(s)

Call taker to indicate location of tree(s) using “plat”
and Number designation itemized below.

‘House #1 -

<= #2-

v #3 -
‘ “ 4sS {

(Please list no more than three trees per page)
‘ To be completed by arborist
Tree #494~ Type and Diameter C)Muvw ig “I&Dz r(—«xu\
Assessment: Und s L 13’1_, U

"Tree 45 Typé and Diameter %\M \S \-l: Dok ’Rrjpu\

Assessment: & _ V

Tree %: Type and Diameter M 52D 5

Assessment:

\%"

If removal;eéquested. - Approved  Denied Permit Required? Y
Tr '

Tree5 ﬁ l:l D
Tree & [] E\ , \E}
e > O - 7“H

O0A =

Date ID-{T~p




MAILING LIST FOR APPEAL A-1586 (A) & (B)

MR. AND MRS. JAMES H. BREED
2 NEWLANDS STREET
CHEVY CHASE, MARYLAND 20815

Adjoining and confronting property owners
\yMr. and Mrs. Robert Jones Mr. Dane H. Butswinkas
| Or Current Resident Ms. Megan E. Rupp
11 Pﬁgwlands' Street T “Or Current Resident
Chevy Chase, MD 20815 3 Newlands Street
| Chevy Chase, MD 20815
Ms. Harriet F. C. Klosson : Mr. and Mrs. Norman Asher
Mr. Charles S. C. Klosson Or Current Resident
Or Current Resident 1 East Melrose Street
4 Newlands Street Chevy Chase, MD 20815
Chevy Chase, MD 20815
1 Ms. Marguerite P. Foley Mr. and Mrs. Joseph M. Coffey
Ms. Anne M.H. Foley S Or Current Resident
Or Current Resident 7 East Melrose Street
5 East Melrose Street : Chevy Chase, MD 20815
Chevy Chase, MD 20815
(//Mr. and Mrs. Karl W. Corby, III Mr. and Mrs. Alec Smith
| Or Current Resident Or Current Resident
2 West Newlands Street . .11 West Melrose Street
- | Chevy Chase, MD 20815 | Chevy Chase, MD 20815
- A Chevy Chase Club, Inc.
Or Current Resident
6100 Connecticut Avenue
Chevy Chase, MD 20815

- T hereby certify that a public notice was mailed to the aforementioned property owners on the
2™ day of November, 2006.

Shana R. Davis-Cook
Chevy Chase Village
5906 Connecticut Avenue
Chevy Chase, MD 20815



- Tree Inspection Request -
" Address DY W Date_ l(\) _l\')%(’)b;
Resident’s Name, G o CBJ\*—*—'J\ Phone #s

 Circle One:  Private Property . Village Street/Park Tree i v p ~ol

Cbncem(s)w

Call taker to ih,dicate location of trée(s) using “plat”
and Number designatiop itemized below.

House : . » i . #1 -
- #2-

: #3 -

s, |
(Please list no more than three. trees per page)
' ' To be completed by arborist ' : crnnwes sy
Tree#4~ = Type and Diameter C)v\.\,rvx,g\ L£ & o ﬁfﬂr»w._z\
Assessment: _Uond Jf& JZI

Tree #9 Type and Diameter C/\/\_L,\_,\M \S )-1; Do ﬁ(l,-w\/\

Assessment; N .V

Tree #& Type and Diameter %\‘M& 5.3 ‘1_53\4— I

Assessment:

< /Z{._

If removal requested. - Approved  Denied -~ Permit Required? Y
Tree4 -

Tree & [:]_. m | , E
Jriny

: Signature (}L«—LD | %—\

DD% z

Date__|5-(T~6 i




CASE NO. A-1586 (a) and (b)
Appeal of Mr. and Mrs. James H. Breed

(Hearing held November 13, 2006)

DECISION OF THE BOARD OF MANAGERS

Summary of Case

This pfocéédiﬁg is.an.appeal pursuant to Section 17-4 of
the Chevy Chase Village Code. The apblicants'seek permission to
remove one éherry tree measuring 15}4 incheé in_diameter_(éf
1586(a))‘and one Cherry tree measuring 13.3 in¢hes ;n.diameter
(A-1586 (b)) from the front yard'of their ﬁroperty to implément a
new landstaping plan. The.Village Manager denied thé applicétion
finding that none of the cénditions describéd iﬁ Section 17-3 of
the Urban quest Ordinance apply. -

This applicatibn is filed pursuént tQ the provisions of-
Section 17-4 which provide:. |

(é) An applicant who is denied a permit by.the
village Manager may appeal the Manager's‘decisioﬁ to the-Boa:d of
Managers in writing within ten (10) days of therillage Manageér's
denial of the application for a éermit.»

(b) The Board of Managers shall havevthé autﬁority_
to permit the removai‘or destruction of a tree or the
undertaking of any action ﬁhat 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



r ,;
[

vhithout subsfantial impairment of the purpose.and iﬂtent of_‘
this Ordinance. |

- The subject proﬁerty is Part of Lot 7, élock 47, in the
_“Chevy'Chase,:Séction_Z” subdivisién,valso known as é Newlands
Street, Cﬁevy Chase, Maryland 20815, in tﬁe R#69 zone. Notice.
~of the hearing in this matter was posted at the Village Hall
and on the property and Qas mailed to all abutting pfoperty‘
. owners on Névembér 2, 2006.

[

‘Summary of Evidence

The applicants submitted an application, a location
drawing showing the location of the trees in relation to
improvements on the subject property and the public right of
wayilphotographs of the applicants’ front yard'and a letter
explaining the basis for their request. A tree inspection
report, prepared by the Village Arborist, was submitted for the
record. A photograph taken by Village staff showing the
appearance_and location of the trees was entered into the
record of this matter.
The applicants’ letter in support of the application
included the following represehtations.
The existing trees are only in fair condition
per an inspection by Mr. Dunn on October 10th.
Three other cherry trees that were planted
along our front property line have already
died. : '
These two remaining trees produce a lot of
shade as you can see by the accompanying
photos. The privet hedge that is under them is

spindly and not attractive. Our plan is to
replace the privet with more vital material but

o



'we want to be sure that the new hedge will
' grow, survive and prov1de 1nterlor privacy.

Our goal is to create a sunny, private space
which we can use and enjoy. The only sunny
places are in the front of the house. 1In
addition, they are small “moving targets” that
only last until 3pm. '

The shade from the two cherry tries {[sic]
limits our usage and promotes conditions
condusive [sic] to insects (primarily mosquitos

[sic)). Given are [sic] “mature state” of over
60, West Nile disease from mosquitos ([sic]
poses a serious threat to our health. Flnally,

I'm sure passersby will not want to see an
elderly lady in a bathing SUlt Slttlng in a
chair readlng a book“

- I propose to plant 2 trees- perhaps ginkgo- to
replace the two cherries, but in a spot’ that
will allow for some enjoyment of the sun. I am
open to suggestions from the board about the
location and type of replacement trees.

We have just ‘moved to Newlands from Mclean, Va.
Both of us are fond of trees. 1Indeed, while we’
lived in Mclean, we planted over 30 trees on
our property. " : '

T hope the board will look favorably on my
‘request to take down the 2 cherries. I like
the tress ([sicl, but I like the ability to read
in privacy in the sun and without mosquitoes
even more. '

At the hearing, Mrs. Breed appeared and testified that
the applicants; yard has very limited sunlight. According to
Mrs. Breed the applicants’ privet hedge cannot grow due to the
"lack of sunlight. In addition} she asserted that additional

sunlight WoUld.reduce the wet spéts in the applicants’ yard

which would reduce the mosquito pépulation.
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Bob.Elliott; of the Village Tree Committee, reported that
the Tree Committee concurs with the removal of the trees
“because the trees are small and ill-formed and do not
materially contribute to the Village tree canopy.

No other testimony in support of or in opposition to the

- application was received.

Findings of Fact
The Bdérdfhas considered the factors set forth in Section
17-6 of the Urban Forest Ordinance and makes the following

findings.

vSec.'17—6(a) _ Ctiferia specified in Section 17-3.

There is no evidence to support the conclusion that the
subject trees are seriously diseased or dying. Although there
is evidence.thatlthe‘trees are in only “fair” condition, there
is.inSufficient e&idence to find’that the trees constitute a
haiard to the'safety or health'of'pegsons,‘propértyvor other
rtrees.

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

" The applicants propose to remove the trees to implement a
new landscaping plan including a hedge and two new canopy

trees.

Sec. 17—6(c) The reaséns, if any, cited by résidentsvwho are
either in favor of or in opposition tc the issuance of the
permit. '



Other fhan the applicants, no residents in.faroriof or inﬂ
' opposition.to the issuance of the tree removal permit supmitted
-any written or orai evidence. o
Sec. 17-6(d) Whether tree clearing is ﬁecessary to achieve
proposed development, construction or land use‘otherwise ,
permitted under the Village Code, and the extent to which there
is no reasonable alternative. -
Based on the‘evidence of record, including, but not
,'limited to‘the applicants’ repreeentations, the report
submitted by the Village arborist and the testimony by Mr
Elliott of the Village Tree Committee, the Board finds that
removal of the Cherry trees is necessary.ﬁo’implement the
applicants’ landscaping plan wﬁich is otherwise permitted by
the Village Code. The Board further finds that there is no
reasonable alternative'to.the,removal of the twovCherry trees.
Secf 17—6(é) Whether the applicant:proposes reforestation.
The applicants proposed reforestation with two new trees
The Village Tree Committee recommended that the applicants be
required to install two reforestation trees. The Board concurs

with thevVillage Tree Committee's recommendation.

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

The applicants propose to maintain'ail other canopy trees
op the subject property and to reforest. . Requiring'the
applicanrs to forego a usable yard and implement a‘laﬁdecaping
plan that is otherwiee‘in full complianCe'with the Viilage Code

in an attempt to save two trees, which are in only fair



condition, where there are other mature cahopy‘trees on the
subject property, would impose a hardship on the appiicants
without any counterbalanciné benefit to the public.

Sec. 17;6(9) - 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 width
to be protected by the Village Urban Forest ordinance, the
Cherry treeévaré in bnly fair condition and do nét
significantly,contribute to the Village.tree éanopy.v The Board
finds that, given all of theffécts and circumstances of this
.caée, the Cherry trees do not have ohtstandiﬁg gualities such
that{preservation of the trees is required.i
Sec..17-6(h) -Sﬁch'other relevant matters as will promote
fairness and justice in deciding the particular case.

Taking all of thé foregoing findings into consideration,

with the reforestation agreed to by the applicants, the Board

finds that the removal of the Cherry trees would not materially

impair the purpqses'of the Village Urban Forest Ordinance.

Conclusions

Based upon the testimony and evidénce of record, the
Board finds that the removal of the 15.4-inch diameter Cherry
tree and the 13.3-inch diameter Cherry tree would not adveréely
affeét the public health, safety or welfafe, nor the reaédnable

use of adjoining prdperties and can be permitted without

‘substantial impairment of the purpose and intent of the Villagé~
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iUrban Forest Ordinance, provided that the applicénte coﬁply
with ﬁhe conditibns,set forth in the following paragraph.‘
AcCofdingly, the reqoeStvfor é permit to re%ove a 15.4~
inch diameter Cherry‘tree and a 13;3—ioch diameter Cherfy tree
is graoted, subject to the following'conditions:
: ."1. “the trees must be removed on or.oefore November
13, 2007,‘or this permit shall beeome'void;
é;‘_thevapplicants must reforest with at least 2
deoiduoos hardWood 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 November 13, 2007, 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 Resolotion:

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 a 15.4-inch
diameter Cherry tree and a 13.3-inch
diameter Cherry tree upon the o
conditions, terms and restrictions set
forth above. -



. The foregoing Resolution was adopted by the Chevy Chase
Village Board of~Ménagers with the following memberS'ﬁoting in
favor'of théfRésolutionf Suéie Eig,.Gail Feldman, Douglés B.
Kamérow, David L. Winstead'ahd Peterero.

Robert Jones and Betsy Stephehs were not present for the

‘hearing in this matter and did not participate in this

Decision.
- 1 HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing Decision and’
Resolutlon were approved and adopted by the Chﬂvy Chase Vlllage

Board of Managers on thlS ‘ﬁél/ day of ovember, 2006.

1° Elg, éq retary
ard of M nagers

l .
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