MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION

STAFE REPORT
Address: 7823 Overhill Rd., Bethesda Meeting Date: 3/23/2022
Resource: Contributing Resource Report Date: 3/16/2022
Greenwich Forest Historic District
Applicant: Michael Bern & Rachel Roth Public Notice: 3/9/2022
Luke Olsen, Architect
Review: HAWP Tax Credit: n/a
Permit No.: 967939- Amendment Staff: Dan Bruechert
Proposal: Tree Removal and New Tree Planting

STAFFE RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends the HPC approve the HAWP.

ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION

SIGNIFICANCE: Contributing Resource within the Greenwich Forest Historic District
STYLE: Colonial Revival

DATE: 1936




BACKGROUND

The HPC unanimously approved a HAWP with conditions at the October 17, 2021 HPC meeting* for a
large rear addition. The conditions added to the approval included requiring the applicant to submit
hardscape plans and identify how water runoff would be addressed.

The HPC approved the stormwater management plan, landscape/hardscape plans, and a modification to
the previously approved addition at the January 5, 2022 HPC meeting.? The condition regarding tree
removal and replacement remained.

PROPOSAL

The applicant presents a proposal to remove three (3) trees and to plant twelve (12) trees on the property.

APPLICABLE GUIDELINES

When reviewing alterations and new construction within the Greenwich Forest 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 Greenwich Forest Historic District (Guidelines), Montgomery County Code Chapter 24A
(Chapter 24A), and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (Standards). The pertinent
information in these documents is outlined below.

Greenwich Forest Historic District Guidelines
A. PRINCIPLES

The preservation of the following essential elements of Greenwich Forest is the highest priority in making
decisions concerning applications for work permits. These Principles are not meant to stop or create
unreasonable obstacles to normal maintenance, reasonable modifications, and the evolving needs of
residents.

Al. Greenwich Forest was conceived of, built, and to a great degree preserved as a park-like canopied
forest with gentle topographic contours, in which the presence of houses and hardscape are understated
relative to the natural setting. The removal of mature trees and the significant alteration of topographic
contours on private property, the Greenwich Forest Triangle, and the public right-of-way in Greenwich
Forest should be avoided whenever possible. The Greenwich Forest Citizens Association (GFCA) will
continue to support the replacement of trees. In order to protect mature trees and the natural setting of
Greenwich Forest, and to limit runoff into the Chesapeake Bay, the creation of extensive new
impermeable hardscape surfaces should be avoided whenever possible.

A2. The houses in Greenwich Forest create an integrated fabric well-suited to its forest setting. These
Guidelines are intended to preserve this environment by ensuring that approved work permits include

! The Staff Report for HAWP at the subject property is avaliable here: https://montgomeryplanning.org/wp-
content/uploads/2021/10/1.N-7823-Overhill-Road-Bethesda-967939.pdf adn the recording of the hearing is avaliable
here: http://mncppc.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?publish_id=f314961f-2cf6-11ec-88a7-0050569183fa.

2 The Staff Report for the HAWP amendment and revisiosns from January 5, 2022 is available here:
https://montgomeryplanning.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/12/1.G-7823-Overhill-Road-Bethesda-967939-
AMENDED.pdf. Audio of the hearing is available here:
https://mncppc.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?publish_id=al2cbaac-7027-11ec-85e3-0050569183fa.



https://montgomeryplanning.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/10/I.N-7823-Overhill-Road-Bethesda-967939.pdf
https://montgomeryplanning.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/10/I.N-7823-Overhill-Road-Bethesda-967939.pdf
http://mncppc.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?publish_id=f314961f-2cf6-11ec-88a7-0050569183fa
https://montgomeryplanning.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/12/I.G-7823-Overhill-Road-Bethesda-967939-AMENDED.pdf
https://montgomeryplanning.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/12/I.G-7823-Overhill-Road-Bethesda-967939-AMENDED.pdf
https://mncppc.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?publish_id=a12cbaac-7027-11ec-85e3-0050569183fa

appropriate safeguards that protect the following three essential elements of this fabric:
c. High quality building materials and high level of craftsmanship.

A3. The neighborhood needs to evolve to meet the needs of its residents while maintaining the charm and
architectural integrity that have been maintained since the 1930s. Introducing new architectural styles that
are not already present in the neighborhood will detract from its integrated fabric.

B. BALANCING PRESERVATION AND FLEXIBILITY

Greenwich Forest represents a period in the evolution of Montgomery County worthy of preservation, but
it has also changed in response to the needs of residents since it was created in the 1930s. These
Guidelines seek a reasonable compromise between preservation and the needs of residents in several
ways.

B1. Most of the houses in the Greenwich Forest Historic District are designated “contributing” because
they contribute to the architectural and historic nature of the district. Contributing structures are shown in
the map of the districts. These Guidelines are more specific for contributing structures.

B2. Other houses in the district are designated non-contributing either because (1) they were built more
recently than contributing houses with other architectural styles (see Appendix 3) or (2) their original
features have been significantly altered by subsequent modifications. Non-contributing structures are
shown on the map of the District. The Guidelines provide greater flexibility for owners of non-
contributing houses.

B3. These Guidelines reflect the reality that nearly all houses in Greenwich Forest have been modified
since their construction. Owners are not expected to return their houses to their original configurations.
The modifications they are permitted to make under these Guidelines are based on the current reality in
the neighborhood, provided that those modifications are consistent with the Principles in these
Guidelines.

B4. Property owners have additional flexibility under these Guidelines to make more extensive changes to
the parts of their houses that are less visible from the public rights-of-way in front of their houses. The
Guidelines accomplish this by stipulating different levels of review for specific elements on different
parts of houses.

The Guidelines that pertain to this project are as follows:

D1. Changes to architectural style: Changes to the facades of contributing houses and additions thereto
are permitted if the new front elevation (1) is consistent with a style of another contributing house (see
Appendix 3); and (2) is suitable to and does not significantly alter the original outline, shape and scale of
the original structure.

D8. Driveways and parking areas: Replacement or minor reconfiguration of existing driveways is
permitted without an application for a work permit. Proposals to install new driveways and parking areas
require work permits. They should minimize new hardscape areas (see Principle 1) and should not
interrupt the setting visible from the public right-of-way. Installation of circular driveways is prohibited.

D11. Runoff control: Proposals for work permits should consider rainwater runoff problems that may be
created by additions and other property and structural alterations. Solutions to these problems should
protect trees and maximize the on-property control of this runoff by drainage fields, installation of
permeable rather than impermeable surfaces, and other available means.



D15. Tree removal: The preservation of the large mature trees in Greenwich Forest is a high priority of
these Guidelines, but there are circumstances in which removal may be unavoidable. Trees smaller
than 8” in diameter (measured at 5 height) may be removed without an application for a work
permit. Larger trees may be removed without an application for a work permit if a certified arborist
provides documentation to the decision-making body stating that the tree is dead, diseased, dying,
or a hazard (e.g., a threat to public safety or the structural integrity of the house). Each tree removed
for these reasons should be replaced by one tree in the manner described below.

In planning landscape modifications, additions, and replacement houses, homeowners may propose
the removal of trees with diameters greater than 8” (measured at 5° height). If there is an obvious
alternative siting that would avoid removal of mature trees, the application for a work permit should
include a brief explanation of why that alternative was rejected. In such cases, the functional needs
of the homeowner should be respected. If applications propose the removal of trees larger than 8” in
diameter (measured at 5° height), the site plan for the proposed modification must include the
installation of two replacement trees for each tree removed as a result of the modification. These
proposals are subjected to strict scrutiny (see Appendix 1) to ensure that homeowners have not
overlooked viable options that would avoid tree removal and that the plan for installing new trees
adheres to the following guidelines. Each tree removed from the forest canopy must be replaced
with two trees chosen from canopy species already established in the region (e.g., White Oak,
Nuttall Oak, Scarlet Oak, Greenspire Linden, American Beech, Ash, and Tulip Poplar). If the forest
canopy is well established over the site, one of the two replacement trees can be chosen from an
understory species that is already established in the region (October Glory Red Maple, Red Sunset
Red Maple, Black Gum, and Sycamore). Ornamental trees such as American Dogwood,
Serviceberry or Amelanchier, and Eastern Redbud are native and desirable plantings, but they
cannot be counted as replacement trees because they do not contribute to the canopy.

According to the Guidelines, the three levels of review are as follows:

Limited scrutiny is the least rigorous level of review. With this level, the scope or criteria used in
the review of applications for work permits is more limited and emphasizes the overall structure
rather than materials and architectural details. The decision-making body should base its review
on maintaining compatibility with the design, texture, scale, spacing and placement of
surrounding houses and the impact of the proposed change on the streetscape.

Moderate scrutiny is a higher level of review than limited scrutiny and adds consideration of the
preservation of the property to the requirements of limited scrutiny. Alterations should be
designed so the altered structure does not detract from the fabric of Greenwich Forest while
affording homeowners reasonable flexibility. Use of compatible new materials or materials that
replicate the original, rather than original building materials, should be permitted. Planned
changes should be compatible with the structure's existing architectural designs.

Strict scrutiny is the highest level of review. It adds consideration of the integrity and
preservation of significant architectural or landscape features and details to the requirements of
the limited and moderate scrutiny levels. Changes may be permitted if, after careful review, they
do not significantly compromise the original features of the structure or landscape.

Sec. 24A-8. Same-Criteria for Issuance
(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
(d) In the case of an application for work on an historic resource located within an 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 of surrounding historic resources or would impair the character of the
historic district. (Ord. No. 94, 81; Ord. No. 11-59)

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.” Standards 2, 9, and 10 most directly apply
to the application before the commission:

#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.

STAFF DISCUSSION

In the previous hearing for the subject property, the applicant indicated that tree removal would be part of
the work undertaken, but did not specify the tree species and location proposed for removal. Staff
recommended, and the HPC adopted, a condition for approval that the applicant return with an
amendment to the HAWP to provide detailed information regarding proposed tree removal and replanting
required under the Greenwich Forest Historic District Design Guidelines.

The Greenwich Forest Historic District requires a HAWP to remove any trees that exceed 8” (eight
inches) d.b.h. Trees smaller than that are deemed to have no significant impact on the historic district or
site and may be removed without a HAWP. Additionally, trees that are dead, dying, or an immediate
hazard may be removed without a HAWP as they are a potential danger to the public. The Greenwich
Forest Historic District is unique in that it requires prescriptive re-planting on-site to mitigate the loss of
trees. A one-to-one replacement is required for dead or dying trees, and two trees need to be planted for
every one removed “from the forest canopy.” There is an exception in the Design Guidelines for
properties with “well established” forest canopies; those properties may plant one canopy tree and one
under canopy species. The Guidelines do not define what a “well established” canopy is within the
context of the Greenwich Forest Historic District.

Note: several trees measuring less than 8” (eight inches) d.b.h. will be removed from the property,
however, based on the Greenwich Forest Design Guidelines, those tree removals are not subject to HPC
review and approval.

The applicant proposes to remove three healthy trees from the site and plant an additional twelve on-site.
The three trees are two Chinese Elms (measuring 11 %” and 9 '4” respectively) and a 15” (fifteen-inch)
d.b.h. White Oak located along the driveway on the north property boundary. Staff estimates the trees are
about 30’ (thirty feet) tall. The site includes several trees that are less than 8” (eight inches) slated for
removal. Those trees are not included in the submitted site or landscape plans because HPC approval is
not required for those trees and it makes for a clearer graphic presentation.

% The applicant additionally proposes to remove a white pine tree, however, that tree has been evaluated by an
arborist and is leaning heavily and dying. It needs to be removed before it falls and a HAWP for that tree is not
required. The Greenwich Forest Historic District Guideline D15 requires that one tree be planted for each dying
tree.



As part of the stormwater management plan, the applicant proposes to construct a retaining wall on the
north (left when viewed from the street) side of the property in the location, noted on the plans, in order to
prevent water runoff onto the neighboring property. This wall cannot be sited in another location and the
weight of the wall will damage the roots of the trees and potentially kill them. Staff finds that the tree
removals are justified under the requirements of D15 and the application of strict scrutiny as defined in
the Design Guidelines.

To determine how many replacement trees are required, the next question is: are these trees that
contribute to the ‘forest canopy?’ Staff is not an arborist nor does Staff have a horticultural background,
so this was a difficult question. In researching this HAWP, Staff found a variety of definitions for a
‘canopy tree’ and found a range of definitions including “trees with a crown taller than 30’ and “a
species of tree in which adult individuals occupy the more or less continuous canopy layer of a forest.”
The County Tree Canopy Law (Chapter 55) does not define “canopy tree,” but does define a “shade tree”
as “a tree of large stature that is capable of growing to heights of greater than 50 feet. The law further
defines “tree canopy” as “the area covered by the crown of one or more trees.”

Based on these criteria, Staff finds that the two Chinese EIms are not canopy trees. Additionally, Staff
finds that the White Oak is a canopy species, but is unsure - due to its height - as to whether or not this is
a tree removed “from the forest canopy.” Based on the reasoning discussed above, the applicant will need
to plant a minimum of either one canopy tree or three.

Figure 2: The subject property with the trees proposed for removal Ing the drivway to the left.

The applicant proposes to replace the three trees (and the one dying tree) with a total of 12 (twelve) trees.
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I.F

The species list and size are shown below and their locations are shown on the provided site plan. Note,
all of the proposed replacement trees are species native to the mid-Atlantic.

7823 Overhill Road: Proposed trees for reforestation

Sepcies (common name)  Botanic name Quantity Size at installation  Native/Non Native
Columnar Sweetgum Liquidambar styraciflua 'Slender Silhouette’ 412" caliper Native

White Dogwood Cornus florida 'Cherokee Princess' 1[2" caliper Native

American Beech Fagus grandifolia 13" caliper Native

White Fringe Tree Chionanthus virginicus 1|6'-7" ht. Native

Sweetbay Magnolia Magnolia virginiana 'Moonglow' 1|6'-7" ht. Native

American Holly Ilex opaca 416'-7" ht. Native

As Staff mentioned above, Staff is not an arborist. To determine if the proposed trees would qualify as
canopy trees, Staff first looked at the list provided in the Design Guidelines. This list is not exhaustive,
but one of the proposed trees, an American Beech tree is included on the list. Next, Staff consulted the
Arbor Day Foundation for characteristics of the proposed trees. Working down the list, Staff considered
the Columnur Sweetgum, which can grow up to 60’ (sixty feet) but does not develop a crown. The White
Dogwood which can grow to 25 (twenty-five feet) is identified in the Design Guidelines as an
ornamental tree, which is not a ‘replacement species.” Next, the White Fringe Tree grows from 15°-20’
(fifteen to twenty feet) tall, which would likely be considered an understory species. The Sweetbay
Magnolia is another smaller species that usually only grows to 20’ (twenty feet). Lastly, the applicant
proposes to plant four American Holly trees which can grow to 50 (fifty feet) and the crown can spread
to 40’ (forty feet). Based on the definitions above, Staff finds that the American Holly should be
considered a canopy tree for the purposes of this HAWP. This brings the total planting on-site to five
canopy trees, exceeding the requirement of D15, and Staff recommends the HPC approve the HAWP
application.

The applicant’s landscape architect, Joseph Richardson, submitted a letter (in the attached application
materials) that states in his professional opinion the site has a “well-established forest canopy” comprised
of a large ash tree, tulip poplar, and black cherry tree in addition to the smaller trees in excess of 8” (eight
inches) that will be retained. To Staff’s knowledge, the HPC has never had to identify what constitutes a
“well established” forest canopy within the Greenwich Forest Historic District. Staff has no reason to
doubt Mr. Richardson’s findings, however, Staff finds that the HPC does not need to make that finding in
order to conclude that the proposal satisfies the condition on the HAWP approval, D15, 24A-(b)(2), and
Standard 2. Should the HPC disagree with Staff’s finding that the American Holly is not a canopy
species, Staff recommends the HPC relies on Mr. Richardson’s finding that the canopy is “well-
established” and approve the HAWP based on that reasoning.

During the review period, two trees not included on the site plan were brought to Staff’s attention. There
is a Linden tree in the southeast corner of the lot (in the rear yard) in the approximate location of the
previously approved patio and there is a pin oak located close to the south property line, to the south of
the previously approved addition. Ryan Grubb, a certified Master Arborist, conducted site visits on
January 26, 2022 and February 25, 2022, and identified the tree in the southeast corner of the lot as a
Linden that measures less than 8” (eight inches) at 5° (five feet) from the ground. Though the applicant
plans on removing this linden tree, under the requirements of the Design Guidelines, this tree does not
require the HPC’s approval prior to removal nor does it require any replanting as remediation. The tree to
the south of the approved addition is a pin oak which will be retained and needs to be addressed as part of
the tree protection plan submitted to DPS for review and approval before final building permit issuance.
As the applicant specifically identified this tree as one that will be retained, no review needs to be
undertaken at this time. Should the plans change or the tree roots be damaged during the course of
construction, the applicant is required to return for a new or amended HAWP.



STAFE RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Commission approve the HAWP application; under the Criteria for Issuance
in Chapter 24A-8(b)(2) and (d), and the Greenwich Forest Historic District Design Guidelines, having
found that the proposal will not substantially alter the exterior features of the historic resource and is
compatible in character with the surrounding district and the purposes of Chapter 24A;

and with 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;

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;

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. Once the work is completed the applicant will
contact the staff person assigned to this application at 301-563-3400 or
dan.bruechert@montgomeryplanning.org to schedule a follow-up site visit.



mailto:dan.bruechert@montgomeryplanning.org

Adjacent and Confronting Properties:

Bethesda, MD 20814

7825 Overhill Road
7819 Overhill Road
7818 Moorland Lane

7820 Moorland Lane



This filing is intended to address the condition of our HAWP approval requiring us to identify
the species and location of the trees that we plan to plant in relation to the 3 trees whose removal
is necessary to complete the planned work in the previously approved HAWP for this property--
particularly the installation of a retaining wall to the north of the driveway to help improve
stormwater management and control runoff. A certified arborist who reviewed the site identified
a fourth tree on the property which has already failed, and which we also expect to remove and
replace. Although that tree may be removed without a permit per Guideline D15, we have
accounted for the tree on the attached reforestation plan.

As the attached plan shows, we plan to plant 12 additional trees on the site, exceeding what the
Guidelines require. All 12 trees are native to the area. Notably, the reforestation plan will result
in the replacement of two invasive, non-native trees with trees native to the area, further
advancing the purposes of the Guidelines. The proposed tree species will complement the
existing mature canopy trees and provide a diversity of habitat. The attached landscaping plan
identifies the species and locations of 12 trees that we plan to plant.

The replacement of the trees in question will enhance, rather than reduce, the tree canopy at the
site. In addition, the principal canopy over the site is well established and will not be impacted
by the planned work. There are 9 other trees above 8" DBH on site which are being preserved
by the construction plan, including the three largest trees on the site (measuring 41", 24", and 29"
at DBH).
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. TREES TO BE REMOVED

7823 Overhill Road: Trees to be removed 8" or greater

Sepcies (common name) Botanic name DBH (inches)  Native/Non Native Condition
Chinese Elm Ulmus parvifolia 11.5|Non Native Average
Chinese Elm Ulmus parvifolia 9.5[Non Native Good
White Oak Quercus alba 15(Native Good
White Pine Pinus strobus 9[Native Poor

Survey performed by Ryan Grubb of Bartlett Tree Experts.
ISA Board Certified Master Arborist MA-5195BT, Maryland Licensed Tree Expert #1870

. TREES TO BE PLANTED

7823 Overhill Road: Proposed trees for reforestation

Sepcies (common name)

Botanic name

Quantity Size at installation  Native/Non Native

Columnar Sweetgum Liquidambar styraciflua 'Slender Silhouette' 412" caliper Native
White Dogwood Cornus florida 'Cherokee Princess' 1|2" caliper Native
American Beech Fagus grandifolia 1]3" caliper Native
White Fringe Tree Chionanthus virginicus 1/6'-7' ht. Native
Sweetbay Magnolia Magnolia virginiana 'Moonglow' 1]6'-7' ht. Native
American Holly llex opaca 416'-7' ht. Native
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GENERAL NOTES

1. Boundary information and two-foot contour data are based upon surveys performed
by CAS Engineering, dated October, 2020.

2. Total lot area: Lot 25=11,938 sq. ft. (0.274 acres)
Property is located on Tax Map HN13 and WSSC 200" Sheet 210NW05.

Property is located on Soils Survey Map Number 26.
Soil type(s): 2UC, Glenelg Urban Land Complex, HSG "B".

Flood zone "X" per F.E.M.A. Firm Maps, Community Panel Number 24031C0455D.
Property is located in the Cabin John Creek Watershed.
Water Category - 1, Sewer Category - 1

B w

© N oo

Local utilities include:

Water / Sewer - Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission
Electric - PEPCO

Telephone - Verizon

Gas - Washington Gas

This plan was created without the benefit of a title report.

ROADSIDE TREE NOTE

NO RIGHT-OF-WAY TREES EXIST
WITHIN 50 FEET OF THE SIDE LOT
LINE OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY. | |

proceeding with construction. The permittee is required to give the MCDPS Inspector twenty-four (24) hours
notice (DPS telephone 240-777-0311). The DPS inspector may waive an inspection, and allow the
owner/developer to make the required inspection per a prior scheduled arrangement which has been
confirmed with the DPS inspector in writing. Work completed without MCDPS approval may result in the
permittee having to remove and reconstruct the unapproved work. Upon completion of the project, a formal
Stormwater Management As-Built must be submitted to MCDPS unless a Record Drawing Certification
has been allowed instead. Each of the steps listed below must be verified by either the MCDPS Inspector
OR the Owner/Developer.

PROPOSED FEATURES

PROP. WHC

1. Excavation for Dry Well conforms to approved plans

Placement of backfill, perforated inlet pipe and observation well conforms to approved plans

Placement of geotextiles and filter media conforms to approved plans

2
3
4. Connecting pipes, including connection to downspout, constructed per the approved plans
5

Final grading and permanent stabilization conforms to approved plans

TOTAL NUMBER OF DRY WELLS INSTALLED PER THIS PERMIT: APPROVED CONSTRUCTED

DEC2016

RECORD DRAWING CERTIFICATION

A record set of approved Sediment Control/Stormwater Management plans must be maintained onsite at all times. In addition to stormwater management
items, these plans must include the number and location of all trees proposed to be planted to comply with the Tree Canopy Law. Any approved
modifications or deletions of stormwater practices or tree canopy plantings or information must be shown on this record set of plans and on the Tree
Canopy Requirements table. Upon completion of the project, the record set of plans, including thereon this signed Record Drawing Certification, must be
submitted to the MCDPS inspector. In addition to this Record Drawing Certification, a formal Stormwater Management As-Built submission [ is required
X is not required for this project.

If this project is subject to a Stormwater Management Right of Entry and Maintenance Agreement, that document is recorded at Book XXXXXX Page XXX .
This Record Drawing will serve as referenced in the recorded document.

"This record drawing accurately and completely represents the stormwater management practices and tree canopy plantings as they were constructed or
planted. All stormwater management practices were constructed per the approved Sediment Control / Stormwater Management plans or subsequent
approved revisions."

Owner/Developer Signature Date

FIELD CHECK OF RECORD DRAWING BY MCDPS INSPECTOR: INITIALS DATE

PROP. SHC
PROP. GHC
PROP. EHC

16
280

9.5" CHINESE
ELM TO BE
REMOVED

11.5" CHINESE
ELM TO BE
REMOVED

N/F
SCOTT & LAUREN LAYMAN
LOT 26, BLOCK R
ADDITION TO GREENWICH FOREST
LIBER 26718, FOLIO 586
P.B. 8, PLAT 621

15" WHITE OAK TO BE REMOVED

9" WHITE PINE TO BE REMOVED,

DYING AND CAN BE REMOVED
WITHOUT WORK PERMIT PER
GUIDELINE D15, NOT SUBJECT TO
HPC APPROVAL FOR REMOVAL

EX. DRAINAGE AREA TO
SITE = 0.7 ACRES %

(30" DBH and greater)

the applicable exemption category below.

CAS JOB NO.:
DATE:

DATE
10/19/20

20-573
10/2020

REVISION

IND - Building Permit Site Plan Base
Sheet to Client and Architect.

JAR - Preliminary Site Plan issued to
Architect.

PDL - SCP Uploaded to ePlans for
Initial Plan Review by MCDPS-WRS

MOORLAND LANE
EDGEMOOR LANE

HAMPDEN LANE

avod
SoodeNa 1

VICINITY MAP

Coh A S

Limit Of Disturbance (L.0.D.)

Prop. Water-House Connection
Prop. Sewer-House Connection

Total Property Area Total Disturbed Area 12/20/2021
11,938 S.F. 8,950 SF Curt A. Schreffler Date
Shade Trees Required Shade Trees Proposed
9 0
—— < | FRONTYARD PARKING  TOPSOIL NOTE

(Trees Required —Trees Proposed) x $250

Prop. Gas-House Connection
Prop. Electric-House Connection
Prop. Contour with Elevation

Required Number of Shade Trees:

Prop. Spot Elevation

Prop. Retaining Wall

Prop. 4" PVC Drain Pipe

AREA OF THE LIMITS OF NUMBER OF
DISTURBANCE (SQUARE FEET) SHADE TREES
FROM T0 REQUIRED
1.SQ. FT. 6,000 SQ. FT. 3

6,001 SQ. FT. 8,000 SQ. FT. 6

8,001 SQ. FT. 12,000 SQ. FT. 9

12,001 SQ. FT. 14,000 SQ. FT. 12
14,001 SQ. FT. 40,000 SQ. FT. 15

Prop. Downspout with
Flow Direction

Prop. Drainage Divide

If the square footage of the limits of disturbance is
more than 40,000 SF, then the number of shade trees
required must be calculated using the following formula:

(Number of Square Feet in LOD / 40,000) x 15

Prop. Surface Flow Direction
Prop. Pipe Flow Direction

Prop. Super Silt Fence

Prop. Tree Protection Fence
Prop. Stabilized Construction Entrance

Gravel Dry Well with the Perforated Pipe
Layout, Downspout Leader, Pipe Flow
Direction, and Pipe Invert Elevation

Exemption Categories:
[ 55-5(a) any activity that is subject to Article Il of Chapter 22A;

[ 55-5(b) any commercial logging or timber harvesting operation
with an approved exemption from Article Il of Chapter 22A;

[ 55-5(f) any activity conducted by the County Parks Department;

[ 55-5(g) routine or emergency maintenance of an existing
stormwater management facility, including an existing access
road, if the person performing the maintenance has obtained
all required permits;

[ 55-5(h) any stream restoration project if the person performing
the work has obtained all necessary permits;

[0 55-5(i) cutting or clearing any tree to comply with applicable
provisions of any federal, state, or local law governing safety
of dams;

[0 OTHER: Specify per Section 55—5 of the Code: This property is
located within the Montgomery County incorporated municipality
of .
Canopy Law.

therefore it is not subject to the Tree

AREA COVERAGE
R-90: 30% MAXIMUM
FRONT YARD PARKING AREA: 518 SF

FRONT YARD AREA: 3,551 SF
COVERAGE: 14.5% (< 30%)

TOPSOIL MUST BE APPLIED TO ALL
PERVIOUS AREAS WITHIN THE LIMITS OF
DISTURBANCE PRIOR TO PERMANENT
STABILIZATION IN ACCORDANCE WITH
MDE "STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS
FOR SOIL PREPARATION, TOPSOILING,
AND SOIL AMENDMENTS".

ROADSIDE TREE REQUIREMENTS

UTILITY INFORMATION

TO BE COMPLETED BY THE CONSULTANT AND
PLACED ON THE FIRST SHEET OF THE SEDIMENT
CONTROL/ STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN SET
FOR ALL PROJECTS.

EXISTING UNDERGROUND UTILITY LOCATIONS ARE APPROXIMATE AND MUST BE
FIELD VERIFIED. UTILITY LOCATIONS ARE BASED UPON AVAILABLE RECORDS AND
ARE SHOWN TO THE BEST OF OUR ABILITY.

# of Street Trees Removed # of Street Trees Planted
0 0

Street Tree Removal Fee Additional Required Fee

$000.00 ($500/tree) | $000.00 * ($250 /tree)

Total Fees Required $000.00

UTILITY REQUEST DATE BY INFO. RECEIVED PLAN REVISED BY
AT&T 09,/15,/2020 KAM | 10/13/2020 10,/22,/2020 IND
COMCAST 09,/15,/2020 KAM | 09/17/2020 10/22/2020 IND
PEPCO 09,/15,/2020 KAM | — - -
VERIZON /MCI 09,/15,/2020 KAM | — - -
WASH. GAS 09,/15,/2020 KAM | 10/08/2020 10/22/2020 IND
W.S.S.C.

SEWER CONTRACT DRAWING 09,/16,/2020 10/22,/2020 IND

WATER CONTRACT DRAWING 09,/16,/2020 10/22/2020 IND

HOUSE—CONNECTION PLUMBING CARDS 09,16 /2020 10,/22/2020 IND

MISS UTILITY

FOR LOCATION OF UTILITIES, CALL "MISS UTILITY” AT 1-800—257-7777, OR LOG ON TO
WWW.MISSUTILITY.NET/ITIC 48 HOURS IN ADVANCE OF ANY WORK IN THIS VICINITY. THE
EXCAVATOR MUST NOTIFY ALL PUBLIC UTILITY COMPANIES WITH UNDER GROUND FACILITIES IN
THE AREA OF PROPOSED EXCAVATION AND HAVE THOSE FACILITIES LOCATED BY THE UTILITY
COMPANIES PRIOR TO COMMENCING EXCAVATION. THE EXCAVATOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR
COMPLIANCE WITH REQUIREMENTS OF CHAPTER 36A OF THE MONTGOMERY COUNTY CODE.

Major (Shade) Trees: Spacing: 50’ (+5’) 0.C., min.;
Height: 10" min; Caliper size 2" at 6” above the ground.
Minor (Flowering) Trees: Spacing: 30" (£5’) 0.C., min,;
Height: 8" min; Caliper size 1.5” at 6" above the ground.

Street tree species to be approved by Montgomery
County Department of Transportation (MC—703.01, .02)

Minimum_ Tree Clearances (MC—700.01):

a) 5 from water main

b) 5 from gas box

c) 5 from inlet of manhole
d) 10’ from fire hydrant

e) 15" from streetlight

For additional planting requirements, please see:

MC-700.01: Tree Locations, Closed Section Roads
MC-701.01: Tree Locations, Open Section Roads
MC-702.01: Tree Planting Detail
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23 Overhill Road

ZONING DATA BN 08.0 oM 00. w00 [PROP. RETANING B0 120 ADC MAP 5407, GRID C-2/3, SCALE: 1" = 2000
:8. : BW(S): 7.3 . :8.
. . . o . . . . . . TW:08.5 TW:09.7 -10. ) I TW:12.4
1. Zoning: R-90 Verify main building height in accordance with the Zoning Ordinance. CHT:2.0' . . .. . -/ |HGHT:2.7 n :.VéJTO;’Z OTHEES'_ (TYP) b | HoHT: 4
Minimum Lot Area = 9,000 sq. ft. Front B.R.L. = 30 ft. (Addition) 1] . . S
Minimum Lot Width at R/W = 25 ft. Rear BRL. =25 ft. 14 First floor elevation , 308.90 ft R L
Minimum Lot Width at B.R.L. = 75 ft. Side B.R.L. = 7 ft. min., 18 ft. total (21131141 Mean height of building from first floor: 23.38 ft (23-2 3/4" Per Arch.) \ — —% - —
Elevation at mean height of building 332.28 ft SO T N P N T TR T I ARG S SR ekl Al il N AR M S S A DS e s ceereeeen.
[1] Project involves an addition, established building line survey not required. Average elevation along front of building 306.75 ft B — P‘T —l S 7 L s AIES IS SIS {i:‘ ALILISA S, 8. SIS, Y LGS ATE TG III IO IL G SIS :
[2] Per Montgomery County Code Section 7.7.1.D.2.c, a detached house on a platted lot, parcel, Mean height of building = 332.28 - 306.75 = 25.53 feet VRS g 5\;}:&;@@% L@)ﬁ%% o ) o Cha i Eis S B s Ea S B 04 X Sl it G 2 9 %/b :{IL I i I i N .
or part of a previously platted lot that has not changed in size or shape since June 1, 1958, Allowable mean height of building = 30 feet Q PROP L Lpppp L L L L e L L L L L L L LT Ll L L Ly :
exclusive of changes due to public acquisition, may be constructed or reconstructed in a )Cc S.C E. [T 1 I ]u VH:I?IA I 1 I , I 1 I : I 1 I 1 I I;{I , I : I : I : I 1 I 1 I 1 I : I 1 '1' [ I'_lv_ivgl"l-_; ]_1 : I ; I 1‘1\1 lwil I : I : I : I 1 I 2
manner that satisfies the maximum building height, lot coverage and established building line Proposed mean height of building = 25.53 feet / . o > . [T T T T I T T T T T T LT T T T T T 1 [ T 1 [ b T T T[T T7 -
of its zone when the building permit is submitted and the side yard and rear setback required P g 9 o )u\% i R e L o e o R A ML &pE AR T L L L L 0 ™ i PR: S08+04 :
by its pre-1958 zoning in effect when the lot, parcel or part of a lot was first created. . s . . . R A R K Ge e S I T Ny [T RN PR T T L [ ST [ — ] :
Verify accessory structure mean height in accordance with the Zoning Ordinance. REPAIR / RESTORE DRIVEWAY A - I— 3 O 4 N e e e e o B e e :
[3] This property was created prior to January 1, 1954, therefore 7 foot side setbacks are permitted. First floor elevation 308.10 t égﬁg#nggTﬁf%'gﬁgl/—gR AS ' .. f I O < 5 O O 3 2 20 B e PROP.
[4] Greenwich Historic District Design Guidelines Mean height of accessory structure from slab: 11.08 ft (11'-1" Per Arch.) DIRECTED BY PERMIT. 3551 SF | \ e il i I i I i s
Elevation at mean height of accessory structure 319.18 ft . —— 4" PVC| (OVERDRAIN) /R o AT 1
2. Verify lot coverage in accordance with the Zoning Ordinance. Average elevation along front of accessory structure  308.00 ft oo | y 7 ﬁ e I ; I ; I ; I ; 17: T : 1 ; I ; :
. + : ) ] .
Lot area equal to or greater than 6,000 square feet but less than 16,000 square feet. Mean height of accessory structure = 319.18 - 308.00 = 10.18 feet — - Ml + cersresrosasesassaseseens . . |[PROP. COV. L L L L DR (TBR) A .
Lot Coverage: The maximum area that may be covered by any building, including any accessory Allowable mean height accessory structure = 15 feet (for 5 ft. setbacks) ; / : + |2 POR PROP. - :
building and any weatherproofed floor area above a porch, but not including any bay window ] 1 (02.4) 4 F*\/C @ 2% MIN. SLOPE EX: 308x5 < 08+3 DRIVEWAY . ‘ :
measuring 10 feet in width or less and 3 feet in depth or less, chimney, porch, or up to 240 square Proposed mean height of accessory structure = 10.18 feet = - +PR:307+54 . - ; N
feet of a detached garage, if the garage is less than 350 square feet of floor area and less than : . . ‘ / STEVEI\é) TB. BERKOW & I. G.
1 - : . : LOT 10, BLOCK 1
20feetin height. Verify accessory structure height in accordance with the Zoning Ordinance. > X : . : /X S y TREE //0/ WHEATLEY HILLS
Allowable lot coverage: 30% of total lot area, less 0.001 percent for every square foot of . . . Sl : SH Lo , OgNQ PROTECTION ] LIBER 16246, FOLIO 39
lot area exceeding 6,000 square feet. First floor elevation 308.10 ft \ _ o X . : 0749 ] ~_| . 0749 O 08+0| || | AREA 1N R
_ ¢ Height of accessory structure to highest point: 14.67 ft (14'-8" Per Arch.) EX. UTILITY CONNECTIONS TO S v S-2 ceveseses e : 7 974 il v
|1_(1)t92358 = é16888_5é19 CE>8 (ggrfFE'at) Elevation at highest point of accessory structure 322.77 ft S%E%QSEODC%%%%SF%%%?IE& 0 \ S : : . : 3 '
5,é38 0001=5038 Average elevation along front of accessory structure 308.00 ft FIELD MODIFICATION, PROVIDED \ IS ;‘ ° ° o
30% - 5.938% = 24.062% Height of accessory structure to highest point = 322.77 - 308.00 = 14.77 feet T N A B L N, ) - i) I : : & PROP. REVERSE £ PROP. RETAINING
; i ; - i Allowable accessory structure height = 20 feet — : o : : e LEDGE (SEE ARCH. WALL. DESIGN BY
Maximum building lot coverage (including accessory buildings) = 2,872.5 sq. ft. <[ | . > . : 4 PLANS) = OTHERS. (TYP.)
K . . = Y 1l
Total area covered by buildings = 2,588 sq. ft. Proposed height of accessory structure to highest point = 14.77 feet O \ s 1ok : 343 > $ MAX. HaT: 187 | 0 _
S Ve = . ¥ o 4o PROP N ~ o
) o . : . ©
(10] . .
3. \Verify lot coverage in accordance with the Greenwich Forest Historic District Design M D . ~ I . SCREEN ©
Guidelines ~ ....\.. ..... eeves ot - L'ri') ‘E . . PORCH N K
' < o @ ' : % g
The total lot coverage of a house may not exceed 25% of the lot area, and accessory buildings may _l & . 1 hy : . ° j
not exceed 5% of the lot area. the area of an accessory building may be increased by 2%, to 7% of _l — ‘ B : . + ' EX. DRAINAGE AREA TO
total lot coverage, if the lot coverage of the house and the accessory buildings added together does < / : . ) SITE = 0.08 ACRES t
not exceed 30% of the lot area. :—[ @ ..... e . NSl 74 . g8to 06+5 ]
i : | EX:306x0 4 08+4 :
Allowable Lot Coverage (house): 25% of total lot area. L / i 168 'PR: 306+0 W :
= I = ' N\ |leescseccsecss b/e o .
ot 1193 w1 or P v 3 . TR PROP. ADDITION e 1o 17 ;
11,938 x 0.25 = 2,984.5 sq. ft. REPAIR / REPLACE EXISTING a (o7 T99+0 7825 OVERHILL RD 3 = P |z :
. = p .
11,938 x 0.30 = 3,581.4 sq. ft. > |WALKS As NEEDED. ad> 1% BROP ’m v :
11,938 x 0.07 = 797.86 sq. ft. (house + accessory = 3,120 sq. ft < 30%) 0 | PROP. A/C UNITS LL: 399.0 DECK’ o3 :
Allowable area to be covered by a house = 2,984.5 sq. ft \ § SUB JéCT/ TO FIELD i 52 :
Total area covered by house = 2,736 sq. ft. | MODIFICATION N NJF
Allowable area to be covered by an accessory building = 797.86 sq. ft \ a, 06+3 0643 : LS#”‘&'EBEC'?&Y 1
) WHEATLEY HILLS
Total area covered by accessory building =384 sq. ft. 04+5 T ! LIBER 33942, FOLIO 142
TREE - 9, WKW 20.2'==— 06 = | P.B. 25, PLAT 1597
) —= zEOZECTION 4" PVC @ 2% MIN. SLOPY \wb 2 \‘\ I N TIN
& ~ 0346 —=— ¢« PROPOSED. DRAINAGE
'_ ”
= \ &m0 0 oS Sioee — | RN B DIVIDES BXIST ON
\ . %
2/ 8 i 7' SIDE B.R.L. 04 0545 (020 \ PROPERTY.
|| I | |
‘ OAK
DEC2017 / %’ L LN LSS SN S S e e SSlerm e SSE e SSF e
RELATED REQUIRED PERMITS 8 | ; | = o =
TO BE COMPLETED BY THE CONSULTANT AND PLACED ON THE FIRST SHEET OF THE ( %
SEDIMENT CONTROL/STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN SET FOR ALL PROJECTS. 7o Sp / 41" POP. NP
e
IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF PERMITTEE/OWNER OF THIS SITE TO OBTAIN ALL REQUIRED \ ' / BT WaOLT EAMILY REV. TR. LIMITS OF DISTURBANCE
PERMITS PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE APPROVED SEDIMENT CONTROL PERMIT: LOT 24, BLOCK R (LOD): 9,350 S.F. *
\ / ADDITION TO GREENWICH FOREST
NOT PERMIT EXPIRATION WORK RESTRICTION LIBER 59008, FOLIO 388
TYPE OF PERMIT REQD | REQD NUMBER DATE DATES LEGEND N S o
/
MCDPS Floodplain District X — /
EXISTING FEATURES
WATERWAYS/WETLAND(S): X | / THIS PLAN IS FOR ZONING, SEDIMENT CONTROL,
a. Corps of Engineers X Ex. Sewer Manhole and Invert | , AND STORMWATER MANAGEMENT APPROVAL ON LY
Ex. Water Line with Valve
b. MDE X £y Gas Line with Val SEE THE RIGHT-OF-WAY IMPROVEMENTS AND
¢. MDE Water Quality Certification X EX. Oas hmedWLIJt'I't av;\ o ROADSIDE TREE PLAN FOR TREE PLANTING,
MDE Dam Safety X EX' D"er * Fi' y;"; S lcl’z TREE REMOVAL, AND/OR ANY NECESSARY TREE
x. Downspout Pipe ille
DPS Roadside Trees Protection Plan * Approval Date P P P PROTECTION MEASU RES AND DETAILS
* Copy of approved plan to be provided to SC X 384945 - Ex. Two- And Ten-foot Contours
inspector at the pre-construction meeting pendlng .
Ex. Spot Elevation
] Date Filed .
N.P.D.E.S. - Notice of Intent X Ex. Light Pole OWNER/APPLICANT ARCHITECT
Ex. Wood or Stockade Fence ; ;
FEMA LOMR - (Letter of Map Revision) X N Michael Bern GTM Architects
Required Post Construction Ex. Retaining Wall DRAINAGE STATEMENT 7823 Overhill Road 7735 Old Georgetown Road
: Bethesda, MD 20814 Suite 700
OTHERS (Please List): Ex. T!:ee TREE CANOPY REQUIREMENTS | understand that DPS approval of this Sediment Control / Stormwater Management Plan is for 617-515-3015 Phone Bethesda. MD 20814
(< 24 DBH) TO BE COMPLETED BY THE CONSULTANT AND demonstrated compliance with required environmental runoff treatment standards. This DPS Sediment . . !
— PLACED ON THE FIRST SHEET OF THE SEDIMENT Control / Stormwater Management Plan approval does not relieve me of professional responsibility. | have michael.e.bern@gmail.com Attn: Luke Olson
CONSTRUCTION INSPECTION Ex. Roadside Tree or CONTROL/ STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN SET analyzed the proposed design for Sediment Control Permit No. 287848 and hereby state that, based upon 240-333-2021
CHECK-OFF LIST FOR DRY WELL/RECHARGE CHAMBER E ’ T 24" DBH - < 30" DBH my background, training and experience, | have determined that the proposed improvements shown on IoIson@ tmarchitects.com
- MCDPS OWNER/ X. ree( B ) FOR ALL PROJECTS. this plan meet relevant laws and regulations. | further acknowledge that | have analyzed the post Y :
STAGE INSPECTOR DEVELOPER EXEMPT: YES[] NO[@] development drainage patterns for this project from the standpoint of my responsibilities under current
MANDATORY NOTIFICATION: | A . - ) i INITIALS/DATE INITIALS/DATE ) . Maryland Law and have determined that if permission is required from adjacent property owners, it has
: Inspection and approval of each practice is required at these points prior to Ex. Tree If exempt under Section 55-5 of the code, please check been obtained and copies of those permissions have been made available to DPS.

Lot 25, Block R, Greenwich Forest
Building Permit Site Plan,
Stormwater Management Plan,

and Sediment Control Plan
Sediment Control Permit #: 287848

REVIEWED

REVIEWED

DPS approval of a sediment control or stormwater
management plan is for demonstrated compliance with
minimum environmental runoff treatment standards and
does not create or imply any right to divert or
concentrate runoff onto any adjacent property without
that property owner’s permission. It does not relieve the
design engineer or other responsible person of professional
liability or ethical responsibility for the adequacy of the
drainage design as it affects uphill or downhill properties.

Cot A\ Sl

CURT A. SCHREFFLER, PE
12/20/2021

PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER CERTIFICATION:
| hereby certify that these documents were pre-
pared or approved by me, and that | am a duly
licensed professional engineer under the laws
of the State of Maryland, License No. 19568,
expiration date 3/8/2022, and that this plan
meets MCDPS criteria for building and sedi-
ment control permit applications.

7823 Overhill Road
Bethesda, Maryland 20814

Lot 25, Block R, Greenwich Forest
Plat Book 8, Plat No. 621, Recorded 11/11/1935
Bethesda (7th) Election District, Montgomery County, MD

ENGINEERING

CAS ENGINEERING-MD
10 South Bentz Street
Frederick, Maryland 21701
301-607-8031 Phone
info@casengineering.com
www.casengineering.com

CAS ENGINEERING-DC, LLC
4836 MacArthur Boulevard, NW, 2nd Floor
Washington, DC 20007
202-393-7200 Phone
info@cas-dc.com
www.cas-dc.com

5 10 15

% % A
% A %

SCALE: 1INCH = 10 FEET

N/A: O] OR

287848

SEDIMENT CONTROL PERMIT NO.

SHEET TITLE:
Building Permit Site Plan,

REVIEWED

REVIEWED

MCDPS APPROVAL OF THIS PLAN WILL EXPIRE
TWO YEARS FROM THE DATE OF APPROVAL
IF THE PROJECT HAS NOT STARTED.

MCDPS APPROVAL DOES NOT NEGATE
THE NEED FOR A MCDPS ACCESS PERMIT.

P:\2020\20573__7823 Overhill Road\6 drawings\20573_SCP_2021.dwg, 1/4/2022 10:28:03 AM, jar, © 2021 CAS Engineering and CAS Hng

N/A

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT FILE NO.

ESD to the MEP, DW(4),
QN Waiver

SWM Plan, and
Sediment Control Plan

10r3

eering-DC, LLC
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9.5" CHINESE ELM TO BE REMOVED

lolson
Callout
15" WHITE OAK TO BE REMOVED

lolson
Callout
9" WHITE PINE TO BE REMOVED, DYING AND CAN BE REMOVED WITHOUT WORK PERMIT PER GUIDELINE D15, NOT SUBJECT TO HPC APPROVAL FOR REMOVAL


This filing is intended to address the condition of our HAWP approval requiring us to identify
the species and location of the trees that we plan to plant in relation to the trees whose removal is
necessary to complete the planned work in the previously approved HAWP for this property. In
addition, this filing addresses other related aspects of our tree removal/replanting plan.

L Scope of Work

On October 13, 2021, the HPC approved the removal of a 15 diameter (oak) tree close to the
north property line, in connection with our proposal to build a retaining wall to the north of the
north of the driveway to help improve stormwater management and control runoff. As the staff
report noted at the time, the HPC also already had previously approved a retaining wall in this
location in connection with an HAWP application submitted by the prior owner in March 2021.
The HPC asked us to identify the location and species of the trees we planned to replant and to
address the materials and dimensions of the retaining wall at a subsequent meeting.

On January 5, 2022, the HPC approved the final plan for the retaining wall. In connection with
that application, we noted that the retaining wall would require the replacement of two additional
trees in the small strip of land between the retaining wall / driveway on our property and the
driveway of the neighboring property. We plan to replace the trees in question (non-native,
invasive Chinese elm trees) with trees that are native to the area and which are more appropriate
plantings for the location in question.

Finally, during a recent visit to the property, a certified arborist who reviewed the site identified
a 9” diameter pine tree on the property that has already failed, and which we also expect to
remove and replace. Although that tree may be removed without a permit per Guideline D15, as
discussed below, we have accounted for the tree on the attached replanting plan.

As the plan attached to this application and discussed further below confirms, our plan in total
envisions the replacement of the 3 living and 1 dead tree in question with 12 additional trees, all
of which are native to the area. The proposed tree species will complement the existing mature
canopy trees and provide a diversity of habitat. The attached landscaping plan identifies the
species and locations of 12 trees that we plan to plant.

I1. The Proposed Tree Planting Plan Accords With the Guidelines
A. Background

The Greenwich Forest Guidelines require a permit in relation to the removal of trees that are 8”
in diameter (measured at 5° height) or larger, unless a certified arborist provides documentation
to the HPC stating that the tree is dead, diseased, dying, or a hazard.

The Guidelines provide guidance regarding the number and character of the trees which should
be planted in connection with the removal of a tree. In particular, when applications propose the
removal of trees larger than 8” in diameter, the site plan must include the installation of two
replacement trees, unless a certified arborist provides documentation to the HPC stating that the
tree is dead, diseased, dying, or a hazard. When a certified arborist provides such
documentation, each tree removed should be replaced by one tree.
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When an applicant proposes to remove trees from the forest canopy, the applicant must comply
with an additional requirement related to the species of trees that the applicant proposes to
replant. In particular, “[e]ach tree removed from the forest canopy must be replaced with two
trees chosen from canopy species already established in the region (e.g., White Oak, Nuttall Oak,
Scarlet Oak, Greenspire Linden, American Beech, Ash, and Tulip Poplar). If the forest canopy is
well established over the site, one of the two replacement trees can be chosen from an understory
species that is already established in the region.”

B. The Plan For Replacing The Oak Tree

As noted above, the HPC previously on October 13, 2021 approved the removal of a 15”
diameter (oak) tree on the northern property line, the removal of which is necessary to complete
the retaining wall and control runoff from the site.

Although the white oak tree is not fully grown, and is smaller in size than the principal canopy
trees over the site, our plan has taken the conservative approach of proposing to replace the oak
tree as though it is being removed from the forest canopy.! As noted above, the Guidelines
provide that a tree removed from the forest canopy may be replaced with one tree chosen from a
canopy species and one tree chosen from an understory species when the canopy is well
established over the site. Here, as the additional letters submitted with our application confirm,
the canopy is very well established at the site. There are nine other trees above 8" diameters on
site which are being preserved by the construction plan, including the three largest trees on the
site (a 41" diameter tulip poplar, a 29 diameter white ash, and a 24 diameter black cherry), and
other trees from canopy species (e.g., tulip poplar, oak). Indeed, there are so many large trees on
the site already, that we had to carefully situate the additional canopy tree that we propose to
plant so as to avoid unhealthy competition with existing canopy trees.

Consistent with the Guidelines, we propose to plant one canopy tree and one understory tree to
replace the oak. The canopy tree we propose to plant is an American Beech, which is
specifically named as an acceptable canopy species on the illustrative list provided by Guideline
D15. We also plan to plant several understory trees native to the area, any one of which would
satisfy the requirement to plant one understory tree.>

' A white oak is listed as a “canopy species” by Guideline D15. Although a tree may be a
canopy species without yet growing to be a part of the forest canopy, we have conservatively
treated the white oak as though it was a canopy tree.

2 For instance, we plan to plant a sweetbay magnolia (or Magnolia virginiana) which is
recognized as an understory tree by the U.S. Forest Service. See
https://www.fs.fed.us/database/feis/plants/tree/magvir/all.html (“[S]weetbay is common in the
understory”’). We also plan to plant a white fringe tree (or Chioanthus virginicus), which is
likewise an understory tree. See, e.g., https://www.indefenseofplants.com/blog/2017/5/10/meet-
the-fringe-tree (“Fringe tree can be found growing wild in the understories and edges of forests
throughout eastern North America”).
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C. The Plan For Replacing The Other Trees

As noted above, construction on the retaining wall requires us to remove two additional trees
slightly above 8” diameter—both of which are Chinese elms in the small strip of land between
the existing driveway at the site and the driveway on the property to the north of the site. The
Chinese elm trees are non-native and invasive to the area. The particular Chinese elms in
question are not particularly thriving elms (narrow, some multi-stemmed, etc.) and are not part of
the forest canopy in any event. The site work provides the opportunity to replace the Chinese
elms with native trees that are more likely to thrive in the particular location at issue.

A certified arborist who reviewed the site identified one additional tree on the property that is
above 8” diameter and which has already failed, and which we also expect to remove and
replace. That tree — a smaller white pine tree with a 9” diameter — also is not part of the forest
canopy. Although Guideline D15 does not require us to obtain HPC approval to remove the
pine, we have accounted for it in our replanting plan.

Under Guideline D15, we are required to replace each Chinese elm tree with two trees. Because
a certified arborist has provided a letter to the HPC affirming that the pine is dead, diseased,
dying, or a hazard, the Guidelines require us to replace the pine tree with one additional tree, for
a total of five trees. Because none of the three trees are canopy trees, we are not required under
Guideline D15 to replace the Chinese elms or white pine with trees from a canopy species.

Although we are required to plant only five trees to replace the two living and one dead tree that
we plan to remove, we have proposed to plant ten additional trees—thereby far exceeding the
requirements of the guidelines. Every tree we plan to plant is native to this area. In particular,
we plan to plant four columnar sweetgum trees, which can grow to 60’3, four American holly
trees, which can grow to 50° with a substantial spread*, and several other desirous native
plantings that will contribute to biodiversity at the site.

111. Conclusion

The proposal goes above and beyond the requirements of the Guidelines, and will result in the
replacement of two non-native trees with a substantially higher number of native trees that will
add to the quantity and quality of the trees on site. The replacement of the trees at issue will also
substantially benefit the neighboring properties by facilitating the construction of a retaining wall
that will prevent water runoff. We respectfully request that the HPC approve our plan.

3 See, e.g., https://www.boldspring.com/trees/lsf-
std#:~:text=styraciflua%20%27Slender%20Silhouette%27-
,Columnar%20Sweetgum,tall%20and%?20barely%206%27%20wide.

4 See, e.g., https://www.uky.edu/hort/American-Holly;
https://arbordayblog.org/treeoftheweek/american-holly-mystic-icon/.
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BARTLETT TREE EXPETRTS

1] METROPOLITAN COURT, GAITHERSBURG, MD 20878 «(301)881-8550¢ FAX(301)881-9063

February 10, 2022

Kevin Manarolla

Senior Administrative Assistant
Historic Preservation

8787 Georgia Ave

Silver Spring, MD, 21090

To: Kevin Manarolla,

[ recently reviewed a White Pine (Pinus strobus) located at the left rear of the
home located at 7823 Overhill Road, Bethesda, MD, 20814. This tree was measured
to have a 9” diameter at breast height. It has actively fallen at the base due to a
girdling root and is considered dead/dying due to its failed nature. [ would
recommend its removal and replacement with a more suitable species.

Regards,

7=

Ryan Grubb

Arborist Representative

FA Bartlett Tree Expert Co

ISA Board Certified Master Arborist MA-5195-BT
ISA Tree Risk Assessment Qualified

MD Licensed Tree Expert #1870

301-237-4902 (mobile)

rgrubb@bartlett.com

THE F. A. BARTLETT TREE EXPERT COMPANY
SCIENTIFIC TREE CARE SINCE 1907

Corporate Office: P.0. Box 3067, Stamford Connecticut 06905-0067 « (203) 323-1131 Fax (203) 53511 129

www.bartlett.com
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] METROPOLITAN COURT, GAITHERSBURG, MD 20878 «(301)881-8550¢ FAX(301)881-9063
February 28, 2022

Kevin Manarolla

Senior Administrative Assistant
Historic Preservation

8787 Georgia Ave

Silver Spring, MD, 21090

To: Kevin Manarolla,

[ write in regards to the property located at 7823 Overhill Road, Bethesda MD
20814, to address several topics that the HPC may consider in the course of its
upcoming review of the property.

[ recently made two site visits to the property--one on January 26, 2022 and a
second on February 25, 2022. In the course of those visits,  reviewed a Linden tree
located on the southeast quadrant of the property. I measured this tree to have a
diameter less than 8" at 5'. In addition, I reviewed a pin oak located close to the
south property line. The property owners do not plan to remove the tree and
instead will protect this tree as part of their tree protection plan.

[ previously wrote regarding a white pine tree that had actively fallen at the base
due to a girdling root and is considered dead/dying due to its failed nature. This
tree is not part of the canopy over the property, due to the species of tree at issue, its
substantially smaller size relative to the mature canopy trees on site, and

its orientation in light of the fact that it already has fallen at the base.

Finally, I write to address the state of the forest canopy at the property site. Several
trees on site contribute to the forest canopy at the property, including a large (26"
dbh) ash tree near the eastern property line, large tulip poplar and black cherry
trees (41" dbh and 24" dbh, respectively) near the southwestern property line and
growing pin oak and tulip poplar trees along the southern property line which
already exceed 8" in dbh. I note further that the applicant plans to plant a beech
tree at the southeastern corner of the property which would further add to the
forest canopy over time.

Please contact me with any questions that you may have

THE F. A. BARTLETT TREE EXPERT COMPANY
SCIENTIFIC TREE CARE SINCE 1907
Corporate Office: P.0. Box 3067, Stamford Connecticut 06905-0067 « (203) 323-1131 Fax (203) 323 1129

www.bartlett.com
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Regards,

7=

Ryan Grubb

Arborist Representative

FA Bartlett Tree Expert Co

ISA Board Certified Master Arborist MA-5195-BT
ISA Tree Risk Assessment Qualified

MD Licensed Tree Expert #1870

301-237-4902 (mobile)

rgrubb@bartlett.com

THE F. A. BARTLETT TREE EXPERT COMPANY
SCIENTIFIC TREE CARE SINCE 1907

Corporate Office: P.0. Box 3067, Stamford Connecticut 06905-0067 « (203) 323-1131 Fax (203) 323 1129
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To Kevin Manarolla:

I'am a licensed landscape architect with the firm of Joseph Richardson Landscape Architecture. My firm has
substantial experience in developing landscaping plans for homes in the DC metropolitan area. We also have
significant experience in developing landscaping plans for homes located within historic districts.

I write in reference to the property at 7823 Overhill Road, Bethesda MD 20814, which will be reviewed by the HPC
at its March 23, 2022 meeting. My firm has worked with the applicant to develop the landscaping plan, including its
proposal to plant 12 trees on the property. In the course of developing that plan, I visited the site, liaised with a
certified arborist (Ryan Grubb), and reviewed the HPC's Guidelines as relates to tree removal and replanting.

I write to address three topics: the extent of the forest canopy, the failed pine tree being removed from the site, and
our proposal for the site.

1) The Forest Canopy: I understand that the Guidelines provide that when homeowners remove a tree from the
forest canopy, homeowners are directed to replace the tree with two trees. When the forest canopy is well
established over the site, one of the two replacement trees may be a canopy tree and the other an understory species
established in the region. In my professional judgment, there is a robust and well-established forest canopy at the
site, anchored by three particularly large and well-established trees (a 26" diameter ash tree, a 41" diameter tulip
poplar tree, and a 24" diameter black cherry tree). The extensive canopy provided by these trees is augmented by 6
additional trees over 8" diameter that the applicant proposes to retain. With the addition of the beech tree that the
applicant proposes to plant in the southeastern corner of the lot, the canopy will stretch over nearly the entire
eastern and southern sides of the property. As such, I believe it is appropriate under the guidelines for the applicant
to replace any canopy tree with 1 canopy tree and 1 understory tree. Given the prevalence of large trees already on
the site, I believe that approach also avoids competition between existing canopy trees and will better protect the
long term health of the tree canopy at the site.

2) The Failed Pine Tree: In visiting the site, there is a 9" diameter pine tree that has already failed and which the
arborist recommended removing and replacing with a more appropriate tree. I write simply to confirm that the
pine tree is much smaller than the mature canopy trees on site and currently not part of the forest canopy.

3) Our proposal for the site: In developing a landscaping plan for the site, we tried to develop a plan that was both
responsive to the Guidelines and designed to promote the long term health and condition of the site and its

canopy. In particular, we strove to account for the fact that there was already a very robust number of large trees at
the property contributing to the canopy on site. Our proposal calls for planting a number of trees that will exceed
those we are removing from the site, and adds several additional substantial trees to the site, including an American
beech tree and four American holly trees. American holly trees are large trees that can grow to a height of 50' with a
substantial spread. (For instance, see https://arbordayblog.org/trecoftheweek/american-holly-mystic-

icon/; https://www.uky.edu/hort/American-Holly). Those five trees will enhance the canopy on site. Our
proposal also calls for the replacement of certain non-native Chinese elm trees, which are trees that are not currently
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thriving and are not part of the forest canopy. The proposal calls for replacing those trees with native, columnar
variety, sweetgum trees that are more appropriate for the relatively small space between the existing driveway on the
site and the close-by driveway on the neighboring property to the north. Finally, the proposal calls for planting
several diverse understory species that will contribute to biodiversity and enhance the attractiveness of the site with
desirable native plantings.

Jordan Clough, RLA
Senior Associate, Joseph Richardson Landscape Architecture
jordan@jrichardsonla.com — 571 436 9195
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