MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION

PRELIMINARY REVIEW

Address: 7304 Willow Ave., Takoma Park Meeting Date: 03/22/17
Resource: Contributing Resource Report Date: 03/08/17

Takoma Park Historic District
Applicant: Gregory Castano & Erin Holve Public Notice: 03/01/17
Review: HAWP Tax Credit: N/A
Case: 37/03-17HHH Staff; Dan Bruechert
Proposal: Garage Demolition and New Construction
RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the Historic Preservation Commission approve with one (1) condition
the HAWP application.

¢ The windows in the proposed addition must have fixed exterior and interior grilles and
the window specifications be submitted for review and approval with final authority for
approval delegated to Staff.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

SIGNIFICANCE: Contributing Resource to the Takoma Park Historic District
STYLE: Bungalow

DATE: 1923

The subject property is one-and-a-half story tall, wood frame bungalow. The side-gable roof has
a front gable dormer and extends to cover the full-length front porch. On the left side of the
house, to the rear is a one-story garage. The garage, built at the same time as the house, is
constructed using cast concrete block, has an asphalt-shingled, front-gable roof with a pair of
half-lite swinging garage doors.

BACKGROUND

This project came into the HPC for a preliminary review on March 22, 2017, The HPC was
generally supportive of this proposal. The HPC had several questions for the applicant related to
the preservation of the trees that were causing the deterioration of the garage. The architect has
worked with the Takoma Park arborist to retain a large portion of the historic garage foundation
to provide protection to the trees. One Commissioner was concerned that the placement of the
addition would be preferable behind the historic house. After further evaluating this option, the
architected determined that the slope of the rear yard would not accommodate construction fully

behind the house.

PROPOSAL
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The proposal calls for demolishing the historic detached garage building and constructing a rear
addition in its place.

APPLICABLE GUIDELINES

When reviewing alterations and additions for new construction within the Takoma Park Historic
District, decisions are guided by the Takoma Park Historic District Design Guidelines (Design
Guidelines) and Montgomery County Code Chapter 24A (Chapter 24A).

Montgomery County Code; Chapter 244-8(b)
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.

4. The proposal is necessary in order that unsafe conditions or health hazards be remedied;

Takoma Park Historic District Design Guidelines
There are two very general, broad planning and design concepts which apply to all categories.
These are:

The design review emphasis will be restricted to changes that are at all visible from the
public right-of-way, irrespective of landscaping or vegetation (it is expected that the
majority of new additions will be reviewed for their impact on the overall district), and,

The importance of assuring that additions and other changes to existing structures act to
reinforce and continue existing streetscape, landscape, and building patterns rather than
to impair the character of the district.

Contributing Resources should receive a more lenient review than those structures that have been
classified as Outstanding. This design review should emphasize the importance of the resource
to the overall streetscape and its compatibility with existing patterns rather than focusing on a
close scrutiny of architectural detailing. In general, however, changes to Contributing Resources
should respect the predominant architectural style of the resource. As stated above, the design
review emphasis will be restricted to changes that are af all visible from the public right-of-way,
irrespective of landscaping or vegetation.

Some of the factors to be considered in reviewing HAWPs on Contributing Resources include:
All exterior alterations, including those to architectural features and details, should be
generally consistent with the predominant architectural style and period of the resource
and should preserve the predominant architectural features of the resource; exact

replication of existing details and features is, however, not required,

While additions should be compatible, they are not required to be replicative of earlier
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architectural styles,

Some non-original building materials may be acceptable on a case-by-case basis;
artificial siding on areas visible to the public right-of-way is discouraged where such
materials would replace or damage original building materials that are in good condition,

All changes and additions should respect existing environmental settings, landscaping,
and patterns of open space.

STAFF DISCUSSION

Staff has determined the best way to evaluate this proposal is to consider the demolition and
construction as two separate elements. The demolition of the historic garage must be approved
prior to consideration of the proposed construction.

Garage Demolition

The Garage at 7304 Willow Ave. was constructed at the same time as the historic house and adds
to the site’s character. There are several trees at the property boundary and close to the garage.
Over time tree roots have extended and infiltrated the garage masonry and have eroded the
mortar joints. The weakened and lost mortar has created a situation where the wall’s strength is
not sufficient to hold back the force of the tree roots and the weight of the soil and the garage
wall has developed significant bowing. There is additional damage to both the front and rear
wall. Additionally, the door jamb is no longer plumb and has caused damage to the doors.

e

Figure 1: Fxterior of the garage showing masonry damage

Based on the photos presented by the applicant and Staff’s observations at a site visit, the
building is in a condition where it has degraded to the point that three of the garage walls will
likely need to be completely replaced. The demolition of this resource can be supported by 24A-

8(b)(4).
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Additionally, as this is an accessory structure, located behind the main building, its removal will
have a minimal impact on the surrounding streetscape. Passers-by would need to be directly in
front of either the subject building or the shared drive with 7306 Willow Ave. to see the garage
or the proposed rear addition. This is in keeping with the broad guidance found in the Takoma
Park Historic District Design Guidelines. Staff recommends approval of the demolition of the
historic garage.

Rear Addition
The proposed construction at the rear is a one-and-a-half story front gable addition that will read
like a garage from the surrounding district, but will function as a one-bedroom in-law suite.

Currently, the garage is located only 3” 6” (three feet, six inches) from the lot line. The new
construction will be setback to a code complaint 7° (seven feet) with a CMU retaining wall
constructed in the location of the historic garage foundation, largely out of the foundation CMU
blocks. This retaining wall will protect the new construction from the pressures that damaged
the historic garage and provide the support necessary for the trees’ continued survival.

The new addition will be approximately 15° (fifteen feet) wide, but several feet of that will be
obscured by the historic house massing. The new construction will also be 8’ 6” (eight feet, six
inches) further to the rear of the historic garage. This will place the front wall plane of the
addition behind the wall plan of the house.

The new construction will have a front gable roof with a large shed dormer to create livable
space in the half-story above. The roof for the new construction will be three-tab asphalt
shingles that match the appearance of the historic house. The building will be 18 1 ¥2” (eighteen
feet, one and one-half inch tall). The building will be clad in a block foundation with a stucco
finish to the height of the carriage doors. Above the carriage doors, the building will be clad in
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Hardi shingles to create a similar appearance to the historic garage. The proposed materials will
create a consistent appearance with the main house and comply with the Design Guidelines.

The front garage doors will be refurbished with a second entrance door behind the right carriage
door to provide outside access. A single three-over-one casement window will be placed above
the carriage doors. The overall effect will allow the new construction to read like a garage,
Additionally, Staff would like to commend the applicant for the re-use of this historic material
and integrating it into the new construction.

Because of the significant setback from the street, the side elevations of the new construction
will not be visible from the public right of way. Each of the side elevations will have several
three-over-one windows in the upper floor dormer, and will have irregularly placed three-over-
one casement windows on the ground floor. This window style is generally in keeping with the
Craftsman style of the main house. The applicant did not provide specifications for these
windows, but the application does indicate that the windows will be wood casement windows.
Staff recommends that any approval on this project include the condition that the window have
fixed exterior and interior grilles and that the window specifications be submitted for review and
approval with final authority delegated to Staff. Both side elevations will not be visible from the
public right-of-way and are not are consistent in appearance with the architecture of the historic
house. This is in keeping with the Design Guidelines for the historic district and should be
approved.

Because the new construction will be engaged into the lot slope, only the upper level will be
visible. A pair of French Doors to provide direct outdoor egress is proposed for the rear. As this
will not be visible from the public right-of-way, and the design will not detract from the historic
resource, Staff supports their approval.

Staff believes that this proposal is a creative way of expanding the living space of the house
without significantly increasing the lot coverage or losing the historic character of the house.
Staff hopes that other projects follow this solution to promote the retention of the historic
character of the surrounding district.

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS
Staff recommends that the Commission approve with one (1) condition this HAWP application;

e The windows in the proposed addition must have fixed exterior and interior grilles and
the window specifications be submitted for review and approval with final authority for
approval delegated to Staff;

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.



LPS - 48

HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
301/563-3400

APPLICATION FOR
HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT

Contact Parson: Bran M‘Ca.}{-hq

contact zmailc Drion @ bemweh.cm

Daytima Phone Mo; SOL: S S . 1'2_2.7_

Twhccoutte: L 2 ~ Lol 420
wot ooy Ovs Giveomy Cantonny & Enin Ho\Ve, outon ranetn: v 2014379442
Addemss: T DO UNNow Avenns Takene Pavic MDD 2ok 2.

Towet Mamber Cily Shost T Code
Contpscton: _ L 22D Phaos Ne.: -
Contractor Registration No.:
Appoctor Qumes; TV O M"Caz}"‘\j Onyin Phone ia; 204 - SBHS~22.22
RN O T
bouse Nomoe: 12 OU— e WO ow Avenne
TownCity: ___ LA MoV o Tl acnasne
o __\ "2 Block: __ 7 Subdivision: __— = B
Libee: Folia: paretc

VA CHECKALL APPLICABLE: CHECK ALL APPLECARLE:
(J Construet O Extand (3 Alai/Renovate AN (O Slab [ Room Addmions (3 Porch ) Deck [ Shed
{7} ddove 17 okt (7 WreckRes ) Solwr (] Freplace [ Woodbuming Stove £ Singhe Famsiy
3 fevizion [} fispar 7} Revocabls. {J Fenca/Wal {complem Section 4} 3 Other;

16, Conswuction cost estimets; 5V 20, oo

1C. Hthiz is & revision of 8 previously ROOMTYEd KCTTvE Parmit, Se8 Panit #

T YO R SRR RCR TR AR EXTERD AN TR

2A. Type of swwsge disposal; ol @/ 02 5 Septie 83 15 Gther;

28. Type of vester supply: o {Bﬁsc 02 3 wel 03 {1 Other:

; xOMPLETE GIRY 0N FERCLAETANING YA
3A.  Height loet mches

IH.  Indicat wheiher the fance or rataining wall is 10 be construciad on ana of the ollawing beations:
121 Dtrpwrty fna/propacty lios {3 Entirofy on land of cwoer (3 On pubiic: right of way/sxsaaent

1 heraby cartify that { havs the authorify (e make ihe foregoing application, that the spplicstion it comect, and that the construction wil comply with plans

apprwadbwhgmukmdwdl harkBy Etknonfavigs snd sccept this {n be & condiion for the isstance of thiz penmi,
/ o — 8“(0, I}
Signatury of owner or suhanisd wpent Date
Appioved: For Chairperson. Histooc Presanvadion Comntssion
Disspproved: Signature; i1 S
Application/Permet No.: Date Flod: OQatw lssued:

Fdit /21739 SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS O

&



THE FOLLOWING ITEMS MUST BE COMPLETED AND THE
REQUIRED D ATION.

1. YWRITTEN DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT
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BENNETT FRANK McCARTHY

1400 Spring Street, Suite 320, Silver Spring, Maryland 20910-2755

16 August 2017

To: Historic Preservation Commission (HPC)
Maryland-National Capital Park & Planning Commission
c/o Department of Permitting Services, Montgomery County

From: Brian McCarthy

Re: Historic Area Work Permit for the Contributing Resource at 7304 Willow
Avenue in the Takoma Park Historic District.
Addenda to HAWP: Written Description of Project

Addendum a.

The house is a 1-4 story wood frame bungalow in the Takoma Park historic district, sited on a
sloping lot on a residential street with mature trees. The house, which includes a one-story one-
car garage, was built in 1923 and is registered as a Contributing Resource.

A one-story addition - built in the 1990’s - expanded the rear of the house to the point of
connecting it to the previously detached garage. A partially finished basement is located under
the original portion of the house while a shallow crawlspace extends under the rear addition.

The front fagade is dominated by a covered porch, accessed by a eight wood steps down to a
concrete lead walk. The main roof, which slopes up and away from the street, is punctuated by
a modest central dormer. An old photograph of Willow Avenue suggests the gabled dormer is
not original — a replacement of a shed dormer similar to 7302 Willow. There is a second gable
dormer at the rear roof, which is extended as a low slope shed roof over the one-story addition.
The main body of the house has a stucco finish, with some modest use of painted cedar shingles.
The dormers are finished in aluminum siding.

The garage, accessed from the driveway at the left side of the lot, is of rusticated concrete block
construction with non-original, rounded cedar shakes at the gable end. The garage entrance
consists of a pair of 4 ft wide, side hinged, half-lite doors. The garage sits 3.5 feet off the side
property line and is partially submerged into the hillside. The existing structure is in general
disrepair. The most dramatic problem is the block foundation wall nearest the property line. A
mature black walnut tree (roughly 20 inches in diameter) has grown just a few feet off the front
left corner, and a major root hugs the wall as it extends toward the rear. The tree’s growth has
cracked the wall in multiple locations, and has destabilized the front left corner immediately
adjacent to the garage door. Additionally, the roof ridge sags, and the walls below grade are
seasonally damp.
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Addendum b.

We are proposing to demolish the garage and build a modest, 1-1/2 story addition to
accommodate the owner’s parents. It is our opinion that preservation of the black walnut tree
precludes making any meaningful repairs to the garage foundation. We have met with the City
arborist and he agrees, noting he endorses our plan to retain the part of the existing foundation
as a retaining wall. Our proposal seeks to increase the clearance to the tree from the current 2-
1/2 feet to 10 feet. This will be achieved by increasing the existing sideyard setback from a
non-conforming 3-1/2 ft to a little beyond the 7 feet required. The garage will also be
approximately 8-1/2 feet further back, placing it fully behind the rear wall of the house.

The existing garage is 13°-4” wide x 20°-4” deep. A modest link with the house extends the
width a bit, such that 14 feet of garage facade is visible from the street. Though the proposed
in-law suite is a little wider at 15 x 26, the combined effect of shifts to the right and back will
leave less than 11 feet visible from the street. The current garage ridge height is 11°-8” above
the driveway. The proposed ridge height is 18’ 1-1/2”, placing it on par with the height of the
rear addition next door at 7302 Willow Ave. The height at the rear will be 10 ft above grade.
The massing of the street facade - reminiscent of 7306 Willow Avenue — is a steep gable roof to
minimize the apparent height, with Jower slope shed dormers set 4 ft back from the front fagade.

The new structure, like the existing, will have a block foundation wall up to the top of the
garage doors, with wood framing above. Unlike the existing rusticated block, we propose to
finish the new foundation with a cementious parging/stucco to complement the stucco on the
main house. The upper frame walls will be finished with cement fiberboard shingles to
acknowledge the wood shingle finish on the side wall of the rear addition, and the adjacent
property at 7302 Willow Ave. The garage doors will be restored/rebuilt and reinstalled to retain
the appearance of a garage. The roof will be “asphalt” shingles, like the main house.

The in-law suite will be connected to the main house, as required by County regulations, by a
5°-9” ft Jong hallway. The visible side of the link will be predominantly glazed to maximize
transparency and create the impression the new structure is detached, as the original garage
would have been.

Lastly, we’d like to mention a nearby precedent at 7309 Willow Ave (HPC case #37/03—10]]]).
In this case a one-story garage was demolished and replaced with a 1-} story “writer’s studio”.



Existing Property Condition Photographs (duplicate as needed)

Detail:_7304 Willow Ave., sireet view. Front porch & right side elevation

Applicant:_Gregory Castano & Erin Holve




Existing Property Condition Photographs (duplicate as needed)

Applicant:_Gregory Castano & Erin Holve




Existing Property Condition Photographs (duplicate as needed)

Detail: 7304 Willow Ave., Close-up of damage to garage block wall.

Detail:_7304 Willow Ave,, Garage & partial side elevation of 7302 Willow Ave.

Applicant:_Gregory Castano & Erin Holve Page: 3




Existing Property Condition Photographs (duplicate as needed)

Detail;_7304 Willow Ave., Root proximity to garage wall

Applicant:_Gregory.Castano & Erin Holve ! Page: 4




Existing Property Condition Photographs (duplicate as needed)

Detail:_7304 Willow Ave., Garage wall crack detail

Applicant:_Gregory Castano & Erin Holve  Page: 5



Existing Property Condition Photographs (duplicate as needed)

Detail: 7304 Willow Ave., Garage wall crack high

Detail:_7304 Willow Ave., Garage wall floor slab/ root heave

Applicant:_Gregory Castano & Erin Holve | Page: 6




Existing Property Condition Photographs (duplicate as needed)
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Existing Property Condition Photographs (duplicate as needed)

Detail: 7304 Willow Ave., rear view of garage and house roofs

Detail: 7304 Willow Ave., rear view of bowed garage ridge
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Existing Property Condition Photographs (duplicate as needed)

Detail:_7306 Willow Ave., Right side neighbor

Applicant:_Gregory Castano & Erin Holve




Existing Property Condition Photographs (duplicate as needed)

i

Detail: 7303 & 7305 Willow Ave., Street view

Detail: 7301 Willow Ave., Sireet view
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Existing Property Condition Photographs (duplicate as needed)

Detail: 7309 Willow Ave., Street view of case precedent. 1 1/2 story writer’s studio.

Applicant._Gregory Castano & Erin Holve Page:11
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BENNETT FRANK McCARTHY

1400 Spring Street, Suite 320, Silver Spring, Maryland 20910-2755

30 August 2017

To: Historic Preservation Commission (HPC)
Maryland-National Capital Park & Planning Commission
c/o Department of Permitting Services, Montgomery County

From: Brian McCarthy

Re: Historic Area Work Permit for the Contributing Resource at 7304 Willow
Avenue in the Takoma Park Historic District.
Addenda to HAWP: Written Description of Project

Addendum a.

The house is a 1-}4 story wood frame bungalow in the Takoma Park historic district, sited on a
sloping lot on a residential street with mature trees. The house, which includes a one-story one-
car garage, was built in 1923 and is registered as a Contributing Resource.

A one-story addition - built in the 1990’s - expanded the rear of the house to the point of
connecting it to the previously detached garage. A partially finished basement is located under
the original portion of the house while a shallow crawlspace extends under the rear addition.

The front fagade is dominated by a covered porch, accessed by a eight wood steps down to a
concrete lead walk. The main roof, which slopes up and away from the street, is punctuated by
a modest central dormer. An old photograph of Willow Avenue suggests the gabled dormer is
not original — a replacement of a shed dormer similar to 7302 Willow. There is a second gable
dormer at the rear roof, which is extended as a low slope shed roof over the one-story addition.
The main body of the house has a stucco finish, with some modest use of painted cedar shingles.
The dormers are finished in aluminum siding.

The garage, accessed from the driveway at the left side of the lot, is of rusticated concrete block
construction with non-original, rounded cedar shakes at the gable end. The garage entrance
consists of a pair of 4 ft wide, side hinged, half-lite doors. The garage sits 3.5 feet off the side
property line and is partially submerged into the hillside. The existing structure is in general
disrepair. The most dramatic problem is the block foundation wall nearest the property line. A
mature black walnut tree (roughly 20 inches in diameter) has grown just a few feet off the front
left corner, and a major root hugs the wall as it extends toward the rear. The tree’s growth has
cracked the wall in multiple locations, and has destabilized the front left corner immediately
adjacent to the garage door. Additionally, the roof ridge sags, and the walls below grade are
seasonally damp.

30



7304 Willow Avenue 30 August 2017 Page 2

Addendum b.

We are proposing to demolish the garage and build a modest, 1-1/2 story addition to
accommodate the owner’s parents. It is our opinion that preservation of the black walnut tree
precludes making any meaningful repairs to the garage foundation. We have met with the City
arborist and he agrees, noting he endorses our plan to retain the part of the existing foundation
as a retaining wall. Our proposal seeks to increase the clearance to the tree from the current 2-
1/2 feet to 10 feet. This will be achieved by increasing the existing sideyard setback from a
non-conforming 3-1/2 ft to a little beyond the 7 feet required. The garage will also be
approximately 8-1/2 feet further back, placing it fully behind the rear wall of the house.

The existing garage is 13°-4” wide x 20°-4” deep. A modest link with the house extends the
width a bit, such that 14 feet of garage facade is visible from the street. Though the proposed
in-law suite is a little wider at 15 x 26, the combined effect of shifts to the right and back will
leave less than 11 feet visible from the street. The current garage ridge height is 11°-8” above
the driveway. The proposed ridge height is 18" 5-7/8”, placing it on par with the height of the
rear addition next door at 7302 Willow Ave. The height at the rear will be 10.5 ft above grade.
The massing of the street facade - reminiscent of 7306 Willow Avenue — is a steep gable roof to
minimize the apparent height, with lower slope shed dormers set 4 ft back from the front facade.

The new structure, like the existing, will have a block foundation wall up to the top of the
garage doors, with wood framing above. Unlike the existing rusticated block, we propose to
finish the new foundation with a cementious parging/stucce to complement the stucco on the
main house. The upper frame walls will be finished with cement fiberboard shingles to
acknowledge the wood shingle finish on the side wall of the rear addition, and the adjacent
property at 7302 Willow Ave. The garage doors will be restored/rebuilt and reinstalled to retain
the appearance of a garage. The roof will be “asphalt” shingles, like the main house.

The in-law suite will be connected to the main house, as required by County regulations, by a
5°-9” ft long hallway. The visible side of the link will be predominantly glazed to maximize
transparency and create the impression the new structure is detached, as the original garage
would have been,

Lastly, we’d like to mention a nearby precedent at 7309 Willow Ave (HPC case #37/03-10J1J).
In this case a one-story garage was demolished and replaced with a 1-}4 story “writer’s studio”.
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION

PRELIMINARY REVIEW

Address: 7304 Willow Ave., Takoma Park Meeting Date: 03/22/17
Resource: Contributing Resource Report Date: 03/08/17

Takoma Park Historic District
Applicant: Gregory Castano & Erin Holve Public Notice: 03/01/17
Review: Preliminary Review Staff: Dan Bruechert
Proposal: Garage Demolition and New Construction
RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the applicants make any revisions based on the HPC’s recommendations
and return for a second preliminary consultation

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

SIGNIFICANCE: Contributing Resource to the Takoma Park Historic District
STYLE: Bungalow

DATE: 1923

The subject property is one-and-a-half story tall, wood frame bungalow. The side-gable roof has a front
gable dormer and extends to cover the full-length front porch. On the left side of the house, to the rear is
a one-story garage. The garage, built at the same time as the house, is constructed using cast concrete
block, has an asphalt-shingled, front-gable roof with a pair of half-lite swinging garage doors.

PROPOSAL
The proposal calls for demolishing the historic detached garage building and constructing a rear addition
in its place.

APPLICABLE GUIDELINES

When reviewing alterations and additions for new construction within the Takoma Park Historic
District, decisions are guided by the Takoma Park Historic District Design Guidelines (Design
Guidelines) and Montgomery County Code Chapter 24A (Chapter 24A).

Montgomery County Code; Chapter 244-8(b)
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.

4. The proposal is necessary in order that unsafe conditions or health hazards be remedied;
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Takoma Park Historic District Design Guidelines
There are two very general, broad planning and design concepts which apply to all categories.
These are:

The design review emphasis will be restricted to changes that are at all visible from the
public right-of-way, irrespective of landscaping or vegetation (it is expected that the
majority of new additions will be reviewed for their impact on the overall district), and,

The importance of assuring that additions and other changes to existing structures act to
reinforce and continue existing streetscape, landscape, and building patterns rather than
to impair the character of the district.

Alterations to features that are not visible from the public right-of-way should be allowed a s a
matter of course

Contributing Resources should receive a more lenient review than those structures that have been
classified as Qutstanding. This design review should emphasize the importance of the resource
to the overall streetscape and its compatibility with existing patterns rather than focusing on a
close scrutiny of architectural detailing. In general, however, changes to Contributing Resources
should respect the predominant architectural style of the resource. As stated above, the design
review emphasis will be restricted to changes that are at all visible from the public right-of-way,
irrespective of landscaping or vegetation.

Some of the factors to be considered in reviewing HAWPs on Contributing Resources include:

All exterior alterations, including those to architectural features and details, should be
generally consistent with the predominant architectural style and period of the resource
and should preserve the predominant architectural features of the resource; exact
replication of existing details and features is, however, not required,

While additions should be compatible, they are not required to be replicative of earlier
architectural styles,

Some non-original building materials may be acceptable on a case-by-case basis;
artificial siding on areas visible to the public right-of-way is discouraged where such
materials would replace or damage original building materials that are in good condition,

All changes and additions should respect existing environmental settings, landscaping,
and patterns of open space.

STAFF DISCUSSION

Garage Demolition

The Garage at 7304 Willow Ave. was constructed at the same time as the historic house and adds to the
site’s character. There are several trees at the property boundary and close to the garage. Over time tree
roots have extended and infiltrated the garage masonry and have eroded the mortar joints. The weakened
and lost mortar has created a situation where the wall’s strength is not sufficient to hold back the force of
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the tree roots and the weight of the soil and the garage wall has developed significant bowing. There is
additional damage to both the front and rear wall. Additionally, the door jamb is no longer plumb and has
caused damage to the doors.

Based on the photos presented by the applicant and Staff’s observations at a site visit, the building isin a
condition where it has degraded to the point that three of the garage walls will likely need to be
completely replaced. The demolition of this resource can be supported by 24A-8(b)(4).

Additionally, as this is an accessory structure, [ocated behind the main building, its removal will have a
minimal impact on the surrounding streetscape. Passers-by would need to be directly in front of either the
subject building or 7306 Willow Ave. to see the garage or the proposed rear addition. This is in keeping
with the broad guidance found in the Takoma Park Historic District Design Guidelines.

Rear Addition
The proposed construction at the rear is a one-and-a-half story front gable addition that will read like a
garage from the surrounding district, but will function as a one bedroom in-law suite.

The addition will be constructed in the general vicinity of the removed garage, however, the setback from
the property line will be extended from the current 3” 6” to the current code complaint 7°. Additionally,
the addition will be moved 7°6” to the rear of the property.
e Massing will be bigger than garage
o Height of 18° vs. 11°8”
o Placement will minimize the visibility of the addition from the street.
o Wil still read as an outbuilding,
o Doors
o Foundation, walls, roof
o Placement
e Connection to house will not be visible

The applicant has not completed a tree protection plan with input from the City of Takoma Park. Staff
recommends that the applicant consult with the City of Takoma Park and submit documentation from the
city arborist that there will be no impact on trees or that a tree protection plan is required.

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

Staff recommends that the applicant make any changes recommended by the HPC to bring the project in
compliance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, Montgomery County Code
24A-8, and the relevant Takoma Park Historic District Guidelines, and return for a HAWP.
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THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION

_______________ X
PRELIMIARY CONSULTATION -

7304 Willow Avenue

PRELIMINARY CONSULTATION -

7110 Sycamore Avenue :
_______________ X

A meeting in the above-entitied matter was held on
March 22, 20176, commencing at 7:32 p.m., in the MRO
Auditorium at 8787 Georgia Avenue, Silver Spring, Maryland
20910, before:

COMMITTEE MEMBERS

William Kirwan, Chair
Sandra Heiler
Brian Carroll
Marsha Barnes
Kathleen Legg
Richard Arkin

Eliza Voigt

Deposition Services, Inc.
12321 Middlebrook Road, Suite 210
Germantown, MD 20874
Tel: (301) 881-3344 Fax: (301) 881-3338
info@DepositionServices.com www.DepositionServices.com
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Chairman.

MR. KIRWAN: Great. Any discussion? All in
favor, please railse your right hand.

VOTE.

MR. KIRWAN: The motion passes unanimously. Thank
you véery much. And best of luck with it at the County
Executive's office. But it sounds like & shoe-in for
nomination. Thank you very much.

MS. HICKMAN: Thank you. Really appreciate your
having me this evening, and I just want to say that, you
know, when you consider this as far as other National
Register nominations for Montgomery County, Clare you can
speak better to this but, I was looking at the listing and
it seems that it's the only 20th century residence,
modernist residence that was built by an architect as his
own residence, so I mean, there are some, maybe firsts in

this one as well for the National Register. Thank you.
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MR. KIRWAN: Very good. Thank you for your
efforts towards this nomination. All right. We're going to
move on to the next item in our agenda which are the
preliminary consultations. We're first going to hear Case
IT.A at 7304 Willow Avenue in Takoma Park. Do we have a
Staff report?

MR. BRUECHERT: Good evening. This is project

7304 Williow Avenue in Takoma Park. It's a side needle
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bungalow with a full width front porch. The main portion of
the house is actually not the topic of this evening's
preliminary review. This 1s Jjust an alternative view of the
house from down the street. You can see that the lot slopes
up towards the back. This view here is actually a better
view of what we're looking at, and you see the detached
garage in the back corner. The record is not perfectly
clear 1f this is constructed the same time period, but it is
a historic garage, and that's where most of the focus will
be this evening.

SeSo, a little better view. You see the textured
block with doors, with non-historic fish scale siding and
the gable built right up against the property line, and
engaged in the ground on two sides, three sides actually.
Here's the rear of the lot. In the upper *eftleft, you can
-~ the garage is largely obscured by some plantings and a
privacy fence. And, in the lower right you can see two-
thirds of the rear in that position. The non-histeric
addition has sort of engaged the house. They're physically
separate at this point, but they do touch.

The garage has sort of suffered significantly due
to the weight of the dirt and you can see one of, a number
of trees that have forced their way in and done some damage
to the garage building itself. The walls are no longer

plumb. You can see in the photo to the right that the
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mortar has cracked significantly right along the top course.
Additionally, there are significant other cracks in the
interior which have worked their way through, and have even
cracked the concrete slab for the foundation.

So, the owners are proposing to demolish the
garage, and in its pitaeeplace, they are proposing an in-law
suite addition that will be connected to the house basically
in the same location with slight variations for setback
reguirements. The review that the Commission and Staff will
need to undertake will be reviewed under Montgomery County
Code Chapter 24A-8 and the Takoma Park Historic Design
Guidelines. This is a contributing resource. And the
outbuilding is also contributing to that.

So, in elevation in the upper right, we can see
the existing plan. Most of the garage is read from the
elevation, although this is, due to the lot slope this is
not a perspective that anyone ever sees. On the left you
can see the proposal. 1It's a one and a half-story front
gable with large dormers. The garage doors are going to be
restored and reinstalled in their location. Due to the
changes in the setback, much of the elevation will actually
be obscured by the main house. And that's a little more
evident in the plan. You can see the dotted outline is the
current garage, which again, is flush to a non-historic

addition. The large addition to the rear is the current
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proposal. You can see it's attached to the main house via a
small hallway. Tt will maintain its own entrance, and will
provide an in-law suite under its current proposal.

The side elevation. Again, you see the large
dormers provide significant light to the upper floor which
will provide sleeping space. It will remain relatively
engaged into the landscaping. The shift over from the
current location will also allow the trees that are
currently planted to flourish. When I prepared my Staff
report, I had not yet heard that the applicants had received
an arborist report. They have at this point, and there is
no impact on any of the trees on the property.

So, Staff's questions for the Commission are,
first of all, is it appropriate to demclish the existing
garage? I guess, if it isn't then, we're starting a whole
new proposal at this point. And the second question is, 1is
the addition, the size of the addition appropriately scaled
for the historic resource and the historic district? I
mean, that's how all properties in Takoma Park have to be
considered. Thirdly, is the placement of the addition
appropriate? We're tucking it back a little bit more behind
the house, so the placement isn't going to be exact to the
historic garage. And then finally, does the Commission have
any recommended alterations that would make the design more

in keeping with either the historic house or the surrounding
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district as a whole. And, with that, do you have any
questions for Staff?

MS. VOIGT: Dan, can you go back to the picture
showing the tree? So, I guess my question is, you said that
the arborist, so, and maybe this is something you can't
answer., Maybe this i1s just a question for the arborist but,
if this is demolished, and you say nothing will happen to
the -- the arborist says the trees won't be impacted?

MR. BRUECHERT: So, my understanding, and this may
be -~

MS. VOIGT: And another -- and something else is
constructed there?

MR. BRUECHERT: Well, so because the setback
requirements are different for an accessory structure and an
addition to the house. So, what will change, and I suspect
some in-fill will occur, and this is a question for the
applicants, but if you look at the floor plan currently on
the screen, the red dotted line is the current wall., So
that will be removed and it will be shifted over, I believe
it's three feet, eight inches, further from its current
location. And the architect is here, and he can give you
exact dimensions. So, yes, they're demolishing that
structure and something else is going to be built, but it
will be shifted several feet over to meet the setback

requirements.

”
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MS. VOIGT: Sure. I don't know if that tree could
survive that, but I'm not an expert in that. But, I just
have one more gquestion. In your Staff report you said the
demolition of this resocurce can be supported by 24A-8(b) (4}.
I was wondering if you could explain that? When I read this
it says it's necessary in order that unsafe conditions e=
HeadEhor health hazards be remedied.

MR. BREUCHERT: So, the conditicn of the garage is
not yet a hazard, but it's well on its way. Between the
loss of mortar and the damage to the structure from the
trees, 1t may need significant work. Without sort of an
engineer's report, it may even be damaged beyond repair.
And, in that instance, Staff would support removing, or
Staff does support removing the garage for those reasons.

So that it may become a public nuisance if it runs the risk
of collapse.

MS. VOIGT: But it i1s considered a contributing
resource as a part of this overall resource?

MR. BRUECHERT: The way the district is
established is only property addresses are listed as
contributing or non-contributing or outstanding. There are
no records indicating that there was an attached garage in
the original survey when the district was designated.

MR. WHPPLE: But, based on physical evidence, it's

iikely that the garage is contemporary with the house and
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contributes to it. That would be my preliminary guess on
this, but nonetheless, given that it's in such a structure,
given that it is deteriorated condition, and given the
compatibility of the proposed addition to the house, Staff
is supporting the demeolition of the garage.

MR. ARKIN: A question Mr. Chairman? Because this
is a historic structure, if it was demolished, do you think
it would be appropriate to document it in its current form
photographically and also the demolition if there's anything
particularly interesting in the demolition process?

MR. BRUECHERT: I mean, there have been measured
drawings taken by the architects as part of the packet that
you received. There may be information to be gleaned but
probably not much. I think that if the Commission would
like to make that a condition of approval when we get to the
HAWP stage, that that's something that they could entertain.

MR. ARKIN: Thank you.

MR. KIRWAN: Any other questions for Staff? If
not, we invite the applicant to please come forward. I can
give you seven minutes for your presentation. And I think
you know the drill, but just make sure the microphone is on
when you state your name for the record.

MR. MCCARTHY: My name is Brian McCarthy, I'm £he
athe principal and architect with Bennett Frank McCarthy

Architects. Thank you to Dan for his collegial



IDs

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

25

participation in this project. It's been very helpful in
getting us to where we are today. And I think his review
was failrly comprehensive. I can give you a little
background on the project. The owners of the property are
here tonight as well as the eventual users of this in-law
cottage, if you have any questions for them.

But, the owners came to me with the request to do
a feasibility study for their property about where and how
an in-law suite might be incorporated. And very early on we
looked at the possibility of using the garage that exists as
part of that project. Unfortunately, it was pretty clear to
me, at least, early on that the structural condition of the
garage was going to be a big problem. The way that the
masonry wall on the tree side of the garage has been buckled
and pushed away from the tree by the growth of the tree, and
the fact that it's in Takoma Park. 2And we have an arborist
who safeguards the trees, pretty much precludes any
excavation on the outside or the wall to (a) repair the
wall, and put it back in a plumb condition, and (b)
waterproof the wall which you need to have if we are going
to have finished space inside.

And as Dan alluded to, there was the double
conundrum of the fact that the garage is only three and a
half feet off the property line, which is fine for an

accessory structure. But once the rear addition connected
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to that garage, it became non-compliant because it should be
seven feet off the property line. So, we really couldn't
turn that into finished space or in any way expand it
because -- well, we'd need a zoning variance which, in my
estimation, would be pretty difficult to come by. And
explain what hardship we had.

So, from that point, we decided to investigate a
plan where we created a separate construction from the
original garage trying to honor its appearance from the
street with the recognition that we couldn't really make it
a one-story structure, and create the kind of space that we
needed for independent living behind the hcouse for the
parents, or the grandparents.

We've done what we can to minimize the massing of
the cottage. The ceiling height on the first floor is seven
and a half feet. The ceiling height at the eaves on the
second floor is seven feet, which is the code minimum for
egress. The shed dormers that you see, the lower sloping
roofs at the highest point, they start four feet back from
the gable front. So, I think to a large degree it will read
as the steeper roof massing not unlike the original garage.

Overall, the garage, which has a gross footprint
of 270 square feet, as compared to our cottage which has a
gross footprint of 400, that's a net increase of 130 square

feet, and that plus another 20 square feet is actually
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tucked behind the house. So, there's as much or less sguare
footage visible from the street, albeit it's one and a half
story, not one story. We've also taken pains to try to keep
the height of the garage comparable to the addition behind
the house immediately next door on that same side. And
because of the topography, the height of the addition is
only 10 feet to the ridge on the back side. $eSo, it's
fairly deminimus given its a story and a half.

And we've picked up on the materials of the main
house using a stucco foundation in lieu of the rusticated
block of the original garage. And that, to me, was less of
a nod to what was there but, a nod to being more contextual
with what remains. And we're using cement fiber board
shingles to acknowledge the fact that there are shingies
both on a small portion of the existing house, as well as a
large portion of the house right next door. Any questions?

MR. KIRWAN: Any questions anybody?

MS. BARNES: I'm sorry I may have misunderstood
when you were discussing this proposed side elevation, Mr.
McCarthy. The current garage as we're seeing, seems to be a

little below grade of the adjacent property. You're moving

MR, MCCARTHY: The current garage? You're looking
at the proposed garage, right?

MS. BARNES: Right.
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MR. MCCARTHY: Okay.
MS. BARNES: The current garage seems to be
slightly below grade of the adjacent property.
MR. MCCARTHY: TIt's about three feet -- the ground

is about three feet about the slab at the front of the
garage, at the doors, and it rises up another couple of feet
towards the back,.

MS. BARNES: And you're moving it over about three
and a half feet, is that correct?

MR. MCCARTHY: We're moving four feet further from
the property, ves.

MS. BARNES: Okay.

MR. MCCARTHY: The grade will be about the same
height.

MS. BARNES: Okay. So, I was just trying to
better understand the grade. And I think you said at the
back it would be about 10, was it 107

MR. MCCARTHY: It's 10 feet, i1t's actually, it's a
walk out from the upper floor to the backyard. So, from the
sill of that door to the ridge would be 10 feet.

MS. BARNES: OCkay. Thank you.

MS. EHEILER: I notice in the current configuration
there's a driveway that goes up to those garage doors. What
will you do with that driveway when you have democlished the

garage and moved the structure over? Will it continue to
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exist? Will it go to these same doors on a new structure?
MR. MCCARTHY: That would be my expectation, yes.
Right. I mean, it may end up being some permeable paving
for the sake of the tree. But it would still be paving.
MS. HEILER: But, will it stay where it is? The
new structure is not a garage so it doesn't need driveway.

Will this just become a sort of parking pad next to the

house?

MR. MCCARTHY: I think so, ves.

MS. HEILER: Thank you.

MR. CARROLL: I just had a question about, are
there any other trees to the rear that this is -~ it looks

like vyou're going to do the tree that's there a great
service by moving away from it.

MR. MCCARTHY: I hope so.

MR. CARROLL: By going back.

MR. MCCARTHY: The site plan that came with the
submission, which I believe, I don't remember, well yes,
actually, Dan showed you with the dotted red. If the entire
site plan is there it had, I believe, four of the trees on
it. There are three heldy'sHollys on the opposite side of
the house, between the house and the neighbor, and then
there's one tree of unknown species pretty far in the back
above the highest terrace. So that would be unaffected.

MR. CARROLL: Thank you.
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MR. KIRWAN: A quick question. Could we go back
to the west elevation, the proposed garage? And this is
related to the question Commissioner Carroll just had about
the material for the extension of the driveway, if that's
what you intend to do. But it also appears that there might
be the need for a retaining wall forward from the new
garage?

MR. MCCARTHY: Yeah, I think you're right.

MR. KIRWAN: Yeah, so I guess it would be helpful
to have a more detailed site plan when you come back for a
HAWP so we understand that retaining wall, what it's going
to be made of, what the materials are going to be that
connect the driveway to it.

MR. MCCARTHY: It occurs to me that it might
actually, for the sake of the tree, make sense to leave the
lower part of the existing garage foundation wall in place.
Maybe just take it down a little below earth, and so that
it's still there holding the tree. Whatever symbiotic
relationship they have, rather than destabilize the tree by
moving the wall entirely.

MR. KIRWAN: Okay, great. Commissioner Arkin?

MR. ARKIN: Yes, thank you, Mr. Chairman. The

second—fleorsecond-floor doorway is the only access from the

exterior, is that correct?

MR. MCCARTHY: It's the only access out from that
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floor. There's a door on the first floor as well. Two
doors on the first floor. ©One at the top of the garage
behind the garage door.

MR. KIRWAN: Circle 23.

MR. ARKIN: Circle 23. Oh, okay. I see.

MR. MCCARTHY: And then from the link that
connects the house to the kitchen, from the kitchen into the
cottage there's another door.

MR. ARKIN: Okay, thank you. Will you be putting
any kind of paved pathway in the rear to the entry?

MR. MCCARTHY: I would imagine there'd just be a

otthree—foot square landing and then lawn beyond

MR. ARKIN: Okay. Great. Thank you wvery much.

MR. KIRWAN: Any other questions for the
applicant? All right, if not, we'll move into
deliberationé. Thank you for your testimony. I'll just
kick things off. I think this is a very nice proposal. I
don't have any concerns about it. I think, as I noted in my
question, we just need a little bit more information about
some of the exterior paving materials outside the garage
doors, and the possible retaining wall. But other than
that, I think it's very nice. Anybody else want to weigh in
so we have a good sense of —--

MS. LEGG: I'm golng to take a slightly different
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view on this. I think it's a very charming addition. I
really personally like it a lot. But I wonder if the way we
ought to look at this as a Commission is almost iike two
different HAWPs, one a demolition and two an addition. And,
I think generally in Takoma Park our additions are towards
the back, this looks like a large lot. And I wonder if
there's another way of accomplishing this where we won't see
it from the street as much? So, while it's a beautiful
design, I think I differ from you a little bit on that.

MR. KIRWAN: Let's keep going around the horn
here,

MS. HEILER: 1 actually agree with the Chairman.
I think you've done a very nice job of making this similar
enough to the garage that it doesn't jump out as losing the
whole house. It provides something that seems to be
important to the house. It is set back, and I believe it'll
be nearly invisible from the street, since it is moved over.
And clearly, I think the garage, you made a reasonable case
that the garage does need to be demolished. It not only is
unsafe probably, but it's detrimental to the tree. And from
that point of view, I think that you actually improved the
house, made it more useable for the people who need to live
in it. And, removed something which is, which really does
not contribute to the character of the town anymore because

of its condition.
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MS. VOIGT: Yeah, I agree with these two
Commissioners. I think that based on the Staff's
characterization of the demclition of this resource can be
supported by 24A, I think that was a good characterization.
And, I think it is minimal. It's a minimal additicn. The
garage you said was 270 square feet. This is now 400 square
feet, set back, the height is limited. I am worried about
the tree, so thank you for keeping a piece of the wall, and
I hope that someone builds me one of these one day.

MR. CARROLL: I think, you know, you've got this

choice between you can repair the garage, but you'd kill the
tree, or save the tree and get rid of the garage, at this
point. So, I think the tree is probably contributing more
to the neighborhood than the garage is. I don't see any
evidence in the pictures of that blocking anywhere else.
S0, I mean, it seems like it's not related to the house in
that way. You know, so I think the Takoma Park Guidelines
are much better served by taking the garage out and giving
the tree the benefit of the doubt.

You know, and the increase in square footage,
you've slid it back in behind the house. I think it's going
to be a lot less apparent from the street given the slope of
the lot and so forth. So, yeah, 1'd be interested to know
how the driveway is going to be terminated at the end there.

There's got to be some sort of landscape resolution to what
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happens with the —-- whexre the front of the garage is now,
whether part of that wall can come out or whether there's a
small retaining wall there, whether that supports the tree
better. But other than that, I think it's a great solution.
I think sliding it in behind the house is going to make it a
lot less apparent. And I think it looks like a great set
up. I'd like to live there. Thank you.

MR, ARKIN: I also think you'wve met the burden on
demolition, and while there may be one or two, or any number
of additional approaches that you can take, I think this
approach is a good one. And, in addition to all the virtues
that have been pointed out by other Commissloners, by
putting it in this place, you not only have exterior access,
but you have interior access, which I think is appropriate
for an in-law usage, or a parent usage, or relative usage.
And, certainly would not at some point make it inappropriate
for use by a non-relative. I think this is a good sedtutienr

aadsolution, and I do think it is tucked away. BAnd, I think

you're headed, in my opinion anyway, I think you're headed
in the right direction.

MS. BARNES: So, I have to say that when we have a
report which refers to a historic garage building which adds
to the sites character, it's a tough one to say it should
come down. But I'm prepared to accept the recommendation

based on Staff's observation and a site visit. The building

S
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1 really is beyond repair. As Commissioner Legg noted, we

2 § generally like to see additions to the rear. I also note

3 || the topography of the preoperty with the lot going up at the
4 || back, which would complicate matters. I find that the fact
5l this will be quite far back from the street and you will

6 | have reduced that which is potentially visible from the

7 || street, makes it acceptable.

8 MR. KIRWAN: Well, I think for those who are here
9 | tonight, we had scort of a unanimous, I mean, not unanimous,
10 || but we have a majority who are supportive of the project.
11 [ We had one Commissioner who raised concerns about its
12 || position but, I think from the majority of us, you're in
13 | very good shape to come back for a HAWP. So, we look
14 || forward to seeing you.

15 ] MR. MCCARTHY: Thanks for your comments.

16 MR.lkiRWAN;“.Ail right, thank you. We'll move on
17 | to Case II.B at 7110 Sycamore Avenue in Takoma Park. Do we
18 [ have a Staff Report?

19 MR. KYNE: Yes, we do have a Staff Report. As you
20 || said, this is 7110 Sycamore Avenue in Takoma Park. A

21 | contributing resource within the Takoma Park Historic

22 || District, a bungalow circa 1910 to 1925. And the proposal
23 | before us is to replace the existing asphalt shingle

24 || roofing, remove existing rear structures, construct new rear

25 | additions, convert an existing basement level window to a




