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EXPEDITED 

MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

STAFF REPORT 

Address: 21414 Georgia Avenue, Brookeville Meeting Date: 8/12/2020 

Resource: Master Plan Site #23/45 Report Date: 8/5/2020 

(Greenwood Miller’s Cottage and Mill Site) 

Public Notice: 7/29/2020 

Applicant: Montgomery Parks 

(Scott Whipple, Agent) Tax Credit: N/A 

Review: HAWP Staff: Michael Kyne 

Case Number: 23/45-20A 

PROPOSAL: Demolition of accessory buildings 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Approve  

Approve with conditions 

ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION: 

SIGNIFICANCE: Individually Listed Master Plan Site #23/45, Greenwood Miller’s Cottage and 

Mill Site 

DATE: Mid 1800s 

Fig. 1: Subject property. 
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PROPOSAL:  

 

The applicant proposes to remove two (2) non-historic accessory structures from the subject property. The 

structures to be removed include: 

 

• One (1) small storage shed/playhouse.  

o Dilapidated structure with collapsed roof and the unsound floor. 

o Frame structure with log veneer.  

o Non-historic 20th century structure with dimensional lumber and wire nails. 

 

• One (1) barn/workshop. 

o Deteriorated and in poor condition, having been overtaken by the surrounding forest. 

o Due to its unsafe condition, the structure has been fenced to prevent access for some 

time. 

o A hazmat investigation found materials containing asbestos. 

o Structure likely dates to post-1926 (perhaps 1940s). 

 

APPLICABLE GUIDELINES: 

 

Policy On Use of Expedited Staff Reports for Simple HAWP Cases 

 

IV. The Expedited Staff Report format may be used on the following type of cases: 

2. Modifications to a property, which do not significantly alter its visual character.  

3. Removal of accessory buildings that are not original to the site or otherwise historically 

significant. 

Montgomery County Code; Chapter 24A-8 

 

(b) The commission shall instruct the director to issue a permit, or issue a permit subject to such 

conditions as are found to be necessary to insure conformity with the purposes and requirements 

of this chapter, if it finds that: 

(1)     The proposal will not substantially alter the exterior features of an historic site or historic      

resource within an historic district; or 

             (2)     The proposal is compatible in character and nature with the historical, archeological, 

architectural or cultural features of the historic site or the historic district in which an 

historic resource is located and would not be detrimental thereto or to the achievement of 

the purposes of this chapter; or 

             (3)     The proposal would enhance or aid in the protection, preservation and public or private 

utilization of the historic site or historic resource located within an historic district in a 

manner compatible with the historical, archeological, architectural or cultural value of the 

historic site or historic district in which an historic resource is located; or 

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

             (5)     The proposal is necessary in order that the owner of the subject property not be deprived of   

reasonable use of the property or suffer undue hardship; or 

 (6)      In balancing the interests of the public in preserving the historic site or historic resource 

located within an historic district, with the interests of the public from the use and benefit 

of the alternative proposal, the general public welfare is better served by granting the 

permit. 
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  (c)  It is not the intent of this chapter to limit new construction, alteration or repairs to any 1 period or 

architectural style. 

 

Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation 

The Secretary of the Interior defines rehabilitation as “the act or process of making possible a compatible 

use for a property through repair, alterations, and additions while preserving those portions or features, 

which convey its historical, cultural, or architectural values.” The Standards are as follows: 

2. The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of historic 

materials or alteration of features and spaces that characterize a property shall be avoided. 

9. New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy historic materials 

that characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated from the old and shall be 

compatible with the massing, size, scale, and architectural features to protect the historic integrity 

of the property and its environment. 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:  

 

Staff recommends that the Commission approve the HAWP application under the Criteria for Issuance in 

Chapter 24A-8(b), (1) & (2), having found that the proposal will not substantially alter the exterior 

features of the historic resource and is compatible with the purposes of Chapter 24A;  

 

and with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation #2 and 9; 

 

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; 

 

and with the general condition that final project design details, not specifically delineated by the 

Commission, shall be approved by HPC staff or brought back to the Commission as a revised HAWP 

application at staff’s discretion.  

 

Once the work is completed the applicant will contact the staff person assigned to this application at 301-

563-3400 or michael.kyne@montgomeryplanning.org to schedule a follow-up site visit. 



APPLICATION FOR
HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT 

HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 
301.563.3400

APPLICANT:

Name: ___________________________________    E-mail: _________________________________

Address: _________________________________  City: ________________ Zip:____________ 

Daytime Phone: ___________________________  Tax Account No.: _________________________ 

AGENT/CONTACT (if applicable):

Name: ___________________________________    E-mail: _________________________________

Address: _________________________________  City: ________________ Zip:____________ 

Daytime Phone: ___________________________  Contractor Registration No.: _______________ 

LOCATION OF BUILDING/PREMISE: MIHP # of Historic Property___________________________

Is the Property Located within an Historic District? 

Is there an Historic Preservation/Land Trust/Environmental Easement on the Property? If YES, include a 
map of the easement, and documentation from the Easement Holder supporting this application.

Are other Planning and/or Hearing Examiner Approvals /Reviews Required as part of this Application? 
(Conditional Use, Variance, Record Plat, etc.?) If YES, include information on these reviews as 
supplemental information. 

Building Number: ________________ Street: ______________________________________________ 

Town/City: __________________________ Nearest Cross Street: __________________________________ 

Lot: ____________ Block: ___________ Subdivision: _______ Parcel: _____

TYPE OF WORK PROPOSED: See the checklist on Page 4 to verify that all supporting items 
for  proposed work are submitted with this application. Incomplete Applications will not 
be accepted for review. Check all that apply:
� New Construction
� Addition
� Demolition
� Grading/Excavation

� Deck/Porch
� Fence
� Hardscape/Landscape
� Roof

� Shed/Garage/Accessory Structure
� Solar
� Tree removal/planting
� Window/Door
� Other:__________________

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

Signature of owner or authorized agent Date

For Staff only:
HAWP#______________
Date assigned_______

__Yes/District Name_________________
__No/Individual Site Name_________________

Montgomery Parks scott.whipple@montgomeryparks.org

8301 Turkey Thicket Dr. Gaithersburg 20879
240.772.7036

Scott Whipple scott.whipple@montgomeryparks.org

same same same
same

23-45

Greenwood Miller's Cottage

21414 Georgia Ave
Brookville

7.22.20Scott Whipple

✔

920991
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Description of Property: Please describe the building and surrounding environment. Include information on significant structures, 
landscape features, or other significant features of the property:

Description of Work Proposed: Please give an overview of the work to be undertaken:

MIHP form: "The Mill has been gone for many years and only a pile of rubble and a frame cottage, 
built in the 19th century, and now covered with stone from the ruins of the mill, remain... 

On August 5, 1926, the various heirs ... sold the property...  Presumably the mill had been torn down 
by this time, and the only significant structure remaining was the miller's cottage.

[The mill was sold again in 1942] Many of the concrete structures surrounding the house bear dates 
from the 1950s, thus leading to the conclusion that perhaps additional alterations to the property 
occured durning [this] ownership."

Demolition of two non-contributing accessory structures, neither of which are identified in the survey 
documentation: 1) small storage shed/playhouse: The roof has collapsed and the floor is not sound. The 
building appears to be of log construction, but actually it is frame with a log veneer. It is pretty clearly 
twentieth century: dimensional lumber and wire nails. 2) barn/work shop, likely twentieth century, located 
toward the rear of the property some distance from the cottage. This building is in poor condition and sits 
unused; for some time it has been fenced to prevent access. A hazmat investigation found materials 
containing asbestos. It is being taken over by the surrounding forest and is deteriorating. Based on the 
survey documentation that I reviewed, it could post-date 1926 and possibly date to a building campaign 
on the property undertaken by owners who purchased it in the 1940s.
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Work Item 1:

Description of Current Condition: Proposed Work:

Work Item 2:

Description of Current Condition: Proposed Work:

Work Item 3:

Description of Current Condition: Proposed Work:

Demo: shed

The small 
frame shed's 
roof has 
collapsed, the 
floor has 
deteriorated.

Demolition.

Demo: barn/workshop

Unused, 
fenced and 
overgrown. 
Deteriorating. 
Missing siding, 
exposing 
hazardous 
material-contai
ning materials.

Demolition.

Demolition will include a tree 
protection plan, approved by Parks 
arborists.
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HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT 
CHECKLIST OF 

APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS 
 

 Required 
Attachments 

      

 
Proposed 
Work 

I. Written 
Description 

2. Site Plan 3. Plans/ 
Elevations 

4. Material 
Specifications 

5. Photographs 6. Tree Survey 7. Property 
Owner 
Addresses 

 
New 
Construction 

 
* * * 

 
* * 

 
* 

 
* 

 
Additions/ 
Alterations 

 
* 

 
* 

 
* 

 
* 

 
* 

 
* 

 
* 

 
Demolition 

 
* * 

 
* 

 
* 

 
* 

 
Deck/Porch 

 
* 

 
* 

 
* 

 
* 

 
* 

*  
* 

 
Fence/Wall 

 
* 

 
* 

 
* 

 
* 

 
* 

 
* 

 
* 

 
Driveway/ 
Parking Area 

 
* 

 
* 

  
* 

 
* 

 
* 

 
* 

Grading/Exc
avation/Land
scaing 

* * 
 

* * * * 

 
Tree Removal * * 

  
* * * * 

 
Siding/ Roof 
Changes 

 
* 

 
* 

 
* 

 
* 

 
* 

  
* 

Window/ 
Door Changes * * * * * 

 
* 

 
Masonry 
Repair/ 
Repoint 

 
* * 

 
* 

 
* * 

 

* 

 
Signs 

 
* * * 

 
* * 

 
* 
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Marc Elrich
 County Executive

Mitra Pedoeem
 Director

HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT APPLICATION 

Application Date: 7/22/2020

Application No: 920991
 AP Type: HISTORIC 

 Customer No: 1379687

255 Rockville Pike, 2nd Floor · Rockville, MD 20850 · (240)777-0311 · (240)777-6256 TTY 
www.montgomerycountymd.gov/dps

 

DEPARTMENT OF PERMITTING SERVICES
 
 

 
 

Affidavit Acknowledgement
The Homeowner is the Primary applicant 

 This application does not violate any covenants and deed restrictions
 
 
Primary Applicant Information

Address 21414 GEORGIA AVE
 BROOKEVILLE, MD 20833

Homeowner Montgomery Parks (Primary)
 
 
Historic Area Work Permit Details
Work Type DEMO
Scope of Work Application to demolish two non-contributing accessory structures.
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ASBESTOS, LEAD PAINT ANDRADON

REPORT

FOR

21414GEORGIAAVENUE

Brooksville, MD 20833

PREPARED FOR THEBENEFIT OF

MARYLANDNATIONALCAPITAL PARKS AND PLANNING
COMMISSION

16641 Crabbs Branch Way, Bldg. B
Rockville, MD 20855

BY

AIR, LAND ANDWATER ENGINEERING, INC.
10017 Hackberry Lane, Suite 10

Columbia, MD 21046
Phone 410-997-0395
Fax 410-997-0278

AUGUST 13, 2014
ALWEPROJECT 14-3240
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21414 Georgia Avenue
ALWE Project # 14-3240
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4.0 LEAD PAINT TESTINGMETHODOLOGY

On May 9 and 12, and June 8 2014, ALWE representative Derek Falzoi, a Licensed Maryland Risk
Assessor, performed lead-based paint testing on readily accessible and observable suspect lead-based painted
surfaces, utilizing X-Ray Fluorescence (XRF) technology.

Maryland regulations define lead-based paint, as paint with more than 0.7 milligrams per square
centimeter (mg/cm2) or greater than 0.5% lead by weight. The XRF test results and laboratory results are
attached in Appendix C. This lead-based paint testing was limited to accessible surfaces.

The report shows each reading in the sequence that it was taken. The rooms and the surfaces in the rooms are
designated on the report and each sample taken within that room was characterized as follows: the wall
labeled A is the wall that faces the front of the building, going clockwise, the B wall is the next wall, C the
next and the last wall is D. Please note that Wall A was designated at the Side Door Entrance into the House.
The XRF results column, given in units of milligrams per square centimeter (mg/cm2), is recorded onto the
data sheets directly from the XRF analyzer after each test. A negative number sometimes exists because of
the nature of the algorithmic substrate correction features of the spectrum analyzer. This is not meant to be
interpreted as a “negative” amount of lead, but rather an effect from the density of the substrate on the
detectable amount of excited lead electrons, if any, which can be associated with the components reading.

5.0 RADON TESTINGMETHODOLOGY

On August 14, 2009, ALWE representative Mr. Laurence Brand was onsite to perform the initial radon
testing. On this date, two radon detection canisters were placed side-by-side in the dining room (ALWE
Room 3) of the house. The starting started on August 14, 2009, and ended on August 17, 2009. Since
there was a high result, ALWE recommended a retest.

On August 27, 2009, ALWE representative Mr. Laurence Brand was onsite to perform the follow-up
radon testing. On this date, two radon detection canisters were placed side-by-side in the dining room
(ALWE Room 3) of the house, and the testing ran longer than the initial testing. The starting started on
August 27, 2009, and ended on September 3, 2009.

On June 16, 2014, ALWE representative Mr. Derek Falzoi was requested by M-NCPPC to perform
follow-up radon testing. On this date, two radon detection canisters were placed side-by-side in the Living
Room (ALWE Room 5) of the house. The starting started on June 18, 2014, and ended on June 24, 2014.

The action level for radon at 4.0 picoCuries per liter of air (pCi/L). The three sets of radon results are
located in Appendix D.

6.0 RESULTS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Asbestos (ALWE 2014 unless otherwise noted)
The Ceramic Tile Mastic was found to contain 15% Chrysotile Asbestos. This material was found to be
present in the ½ Bathroom (ALWE Room 8) throughout each of the lower walls (75 square feet), and at
Walls C and D of ALWE Room 9 (25 square feet) for a total of 100 square feet present. This material was
described by the laboratory as having a tan/cream/olive appearance. This material was not sampled in the
original survey because the condition of this material had deteriorated, allowing the mastic to be visible.
Please note that a similar material located at the Bathroom (ALWE 2) of Yellow Mastic Dots, located
behind ceramic-designed metal outer walls had tested negative by laboratory analysis.
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ALWE Project # 14-3240
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The Gray Wall Vapor Barrier (2nd Layer) was found to contain 30-50% Chrysotile Asbestos. This
material is only present along each wall of the Large Shed. The outer (1st layer) material is described as
exterior brick pattern siding shingle, and tested negative by laboratory analysis. ALWE initially sampled
this material on May 12, 2014, and also took a confirmatory sample of this material on June 18, 2014, and
both samples tested positive by laboratory analysis. Also on June 18, 2014, ALWE quantified this
material and found that approximately 1,700 square feet was present. Please note that the samples were
taken from exposed areas along Wall A of the Large Shed, and the material was observed to be in poor
condition.

The Loose Pipe Insulation was found to contain 40-50% Chrysotile Asbestos. This material was
observed present in the Basement of the House unattached to the piping and in poor condition in 2009. In
2014, ALWE collected two more samples. Each of the three samples collected tested positive by
laboratory analysis. This material was observed present exposed beneath soil at the A/B tunnel, A/B
corner of the room, and D/A corner of the room. There was approximately 20 square feet of this material
observed on this date. Due to poor condition of the Basement and soil being present, more of this
asbestos-containing material might be present. Additionally, this asbestos-containing pipe insulation may
be hidden within the walls. ALWE advises not entering this Basement without proper protective
equipment including full body disposable suits and appropriate respirators.

The Window Caulk associated with the exterior of the house was found to contain 3% Chrysotile
Asbestos per ALWE (2009) report. The laboratory described its appearance as tan/white. ALWE (2014)
collected two additional samples of this material which tested negative. Since there was one sample that
had previously tested positive, this material should be considered an asbestos-containing material.
Additionally, even though the sample was collected from around a window fixture, other fixtures with
this caulking including doors and wall expansion joints should be considered asbestos-containing.

Lead Paint
Please note that Wall A refers to the Side Door entrance, oriented clockwise. According to the XRF test
results, lead-based paint (LBP) was detected on the following surfaces:

Interior of House: The Front Doorjamb, Window Sashes and Casings, Baseboards, and Closet Door at
the Side Entry/Kitchen (ALWE Room 1). The Door and Door Casing, Window Sashes and Casings,
Wood Wall A, Closet Doors, Support Board, and Towel Rack Support Board in the Main Floor Bathroom
(ALWE Room 2). The Door Casings and Cabinet in ALWE Room 3. The Door Casings, Window
Components (Sash, Sill, Casing), and Cabinet in the Living Room (ALWE Room 5). The Doors and
Doorjambs, Door Threshold at Wall B, Window Components (Sash, Sill, Casing), Walls B and D, and
Ceiling at the Sun Room (ALWE Room 6). The Window Sashes and Casings, Baseboards, Floor, Closet
Door Casing, Stair Treads and Risers at ALWE Room 7 including Stairwell. The Door Casings, Window
Components (Sash, Sill, Casing), and Ceramic Walls at 2nd Floor ½ Bathroom (ALWE Room 8) and
ALWE Room 9. The Window Components (Sash, Sill, Casing) at ALWE Room 10.

Exterior of House: The Door Casings, Doorjambs, Wall B (where paint is present), Front Porch Ceiling
and Headers, Window Casings (except for those in the Sun Room), Window Lintels (metal and concrete),
and Soffits associated with window sets.

Exterior of Small Electrical Shed: The Window Casings.

Locations of lead-based painted materials are provided in the sample results table located Appendix B.

Proper precautions should be taken to ensure that occupants, workers, and contractors are protected from
the potential risks associated with lead-based paint during any renovation or demolition work. Removal
of lead paint is not required before demolition of the structure.
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Radon

The initial radon testing starting on August 17, 2009 had an average result of the two side-by-side
canisters was 4.0 pCi/L. The EPA recommends fixing your home if the average of two short-term tests
that is taken in the lowest level of the home suitable for occupancy, show radon levels that are equal or
greater to the action level. ALWE recommended follow-up testing.

ALWE performed follow-up testing for week long period starting on August 27, 2009. The average result
of the two side-by-side canisters was 3.9 pCi/L. The laboratory noted that radon concentrations were
estimated due to excessive moisture at the test location, and recommended a re-test performed when the
humidity in the location is lower.

The testing performed by ALWE starting on June 18, 2014 had an average result of the two side-by-side
canisters was 3.6 pCi/L.

The results are still below the action level. Please note that the EPA recommends retesting if your living
patterns change such as when remodeling is performed or if the Basement becomes occupied.

7.0 LIMITATIONS

All the professional opinions presented in this report are based solely on the scope of work conducted and
sources referred to in our report. The data presented by ALWE in this report was collected and analyzed
using generally accepted industry methods and practices at the time the report was generated. This report
represents the conditions, locations, and materials that were observed at the time the fieldwork was
conducted. No inferences regarding other conditions, locations, or materials, at a later or earlier time may be
made based on the contents of the report. No other warranty, express or implied is made. ALWE’s liability
and that of its contractors and subcontractors, arising from any services rendered hereunder, shall not exceed
the total fee paid by the client to ALWE for this project. This report was prepared for the sole use of our
client. The use of this report by anyone other than our client or ALWE is strictly prohibited without the
expressed prior written consent of ALWE. Portions of this report may not be used independent of the entire
report.
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21414 Georgia Avenue
ALWE Project # 14-3240

APPENDIX A
LABORATORY RESULTS
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21414 Georgia Avenue
ALWE Project # 14-3240

APPENDIX B
SITE SKETCHWITH ASBESTOS SAMPLE LOCATIONS
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Air, Land andWater
Engineering, Inc.

10017 Hackberry Lane
Suite 10

Columbia, MD21046
410-997-0395

FIGURE 1
House

SUBJECT SITE:
21414 GeorgiaAve

Brookesville, MD 20833
ALWE JOB NO. 14-3240
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Air, Land andWater
Engineering, Inc.

10017 Hackberry Lane
Suite 10

Columbia, MD21046
410-997-0395

FIGURE 2
3 Sheds

SUBJECT SITE:
21414 GeorgiaAve

Brookesville, MD 20833
ALWE JOB NO. 14-3240
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21414 Georgia Avenue
ALWE Project # 14-3240

APPENDIX C
LEAD BASED PAINT XRFRESULTS
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21414 Georgia Avenue
ALWE Project # 14-3240

XRF Data Sheet Interpretations

The following definitions will aid in interpreting the specific columns of information located in the XRF
Lead-Based Paint Inspection Data sheets:

Column #1 - “Wall”: Each component tested is reported by a wall code of A, B, C, D, or N/A. A
component is described with a wall code of “A” if it is located on the closest wall with the same
orientation as the wall containing the front door of the property. Components are assigned a letter B, C, or
D in a clockwise manner based on the location of wall A. The code “N/A” is assigned to ceiling or floors.
When multiple components of the same type within a room, common area or exterior site are tested,
testing shall proceed from left to right, when facing the component, with each unit assigned a number,
such as 1,2,3, etc...(e.g. A1 window is the first window on the left side on the A wall. B2 window sill is the
second window sill from the left on the B wall.) If only one item is present, no additional numbering is
required.

Column #2- “XRF Reading”: This is the XRF reading column given in units of milligrams per square
centimeter (mg/cm2) and is recorded onto the data sheets directly from the XRF analyzer after each test.
A negative number sometimes exists because of the nature of the algorithmic substrate correction features
of the spectrum analyzer. This is not meant to be interpreted as a “negative” amount of lead, but rather an
effect from the density of the substrate on the detectable amount of excited lead electron particles if any,
can be associated with the components reading.

Column #3- Classification of Readings

Each XRF test is classified as positive, negative, or inconclusive based on the following results according
to the Performance Characteristic sheet for an RMD LPA-l using the “quick” mode and in accordance
with the Maryland standard of >0.7 mg/cm2. If no classification is shown than the result is negative.

For metal, brick, concrete, drywall, plaster, and wood substrates:

Negative (N) Positive (P) Inconclusive (I)
2 2 0.8 mg/cm2

If a result of inconclusive is shown on the instrument, it will be recorded by the inspector as
positive/inconclusive (P/I), or inconclusive/positive (I/P) to reflect the fact that 0.8 is considered a
positive result in Maryland. If this is an isolated reading, the client may elect to have a paint chip
laboratory analysis done since the laboratory analysis is more definitive. ALWE does not confirm these
inconclusive readings unless approval is given to collect a paint chip sample for analysis. Additional fees
are charged for the time to collect paint chip samples and for the laboratory analysis of these paint chip
samples.

Column #4 – Paint Condition

I = Intact
F = Fair
P = Poor
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Site Plans

 

Greenwood Miller’s Cottage, environmental setting  
https://montgomeryplanning.org/planning/historic/research-and-designation/gis-tool/ 
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Greenwood Miller’s Cottage, environmental setting detail 
Historic dwelling fronts Georgia Avenue 

 
Non-contributing shed sits southwest of the dwelling; barn sits to the west, well-removed and buffered 
from the main dwelling 

  

Barn/workshop 

Shed 
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Greenwood Millers Cottage, aerial image and street view 
(Workshop in identified in cloud) 

https://www.google.com/maps/place/21414+Georgia+Ave,+Brookeville,+MD+20833/@39.2087376,-
77.0638267,174m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89b7d6fa5834f0bf:0xea4d997fce2244b2!8m2!3d39.2

086888!4d-77.0631401 
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Photos: Shed 
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Photos: barn/workshop 
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