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3rd Preliminary Consultation
MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION

STAFF REPORT

Address: 2500 Holman Avenue, Silver Spring Meeting Date: 5/28/2025 

Resource: Outstanding Resource (John E. Semmes House) Report Date: 5/21/2025
Forest Glen Historic District

Applicant:  Partap Verma Public Notice: 5/14/2025 

Review: 3rd Preliminary Consultation Tax Credit: No  

Permit No.: 1097561 Staff:                Laura DiPasquale  

Proposal: Construction of two new single-family houses

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends the applicant make revisions and return for a 4th preliminary consultation. 

ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION

SIGNIFICANCE: John E. Semmes House, Outstanding Resource within the Forest Glen Historic 
District

STYLE: Queen Anne  
DATE: c. 1891 

Figure 1: Location of 2500 Holman Avenue (outlined in blue).
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Figure 2: Location of 2500 Holman Avenue (demarcated with a yellow star) within the Forest Glen Historic 
District (outlined and hashed in red). 

Figure 3: View of the subject property from Holman Avenue, December 2024 (Historic Preservation Office). 
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Figure 4:View of the historic house at 2500 Holman Avenue (left) and undeveloped Lots 7 and 8 (to the right), 
December 2024 (Historic Preservation Office). 

Figure 5:View towards the subject property from Holman Avenue at the time of designation in 1984-85 (Historic 
Preservation Office). 
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Figure 6: View from the existing curb cut on Lot 8 towards the historic house. 

APPLICABLE GUIDELINES

When reviewing alterations and new construction within the Forest Glen Historic District several 
documents are to be utilized as guidelines to assist the Commission in developing their decision. These 
documents include the Approved & Adopted Amendment to the Master Plan for Historic Preservation:
Linden/Forest Glen Historic Districts, Atlas #31/8 (Amendment); 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.

Approved & Adopted Amendment to the Master Plan for Historic Preservation: Forest Glen Historic 
District, Atlas #31/8

Once designated on the Master Plan for Historic Preservation, historic resources are subject to the 
protection of the Ordinance. Any substantial changes to the exterior of a resource or its environmental 
setting must be reviewed by the Historic Preservation commission and an historic area work permit issued 
under the provisions of the County's Preservation Ordinance, Section 24A-6. In accordance with the 
Master Plan for Historic Preservation and unless otherwise specified in the amendment, the environmental 
setting for each site, as defined in Section 24A-2 of the Ordinance, is the entire parcel on which the-
resource is located as of the date it is designated on the Master Plan.

Designation of the entire parcel provides the County adequate review authority to preserve historic sites 
in the event of development. It also ensures that, from the beginning of the development process, 
important features of these sites are recognized and incorporated in the future development of designated 
properties. In the case of large acreage parcels, the amendment will provide general guidance for the 
refinement of the setting by indicating when the setting is subject to reduction in the event of 
development; by describing an appropriate area to preserve the integrity of the resource; and by 
identifying buildings and features associated with the site which should be protected as part of the setting. 
It is anticipated that for a majority of the sites designated, the appropriate point at which to refine the 
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environmental setting will be when the property is subdivided. 

Outstanding Resources should be given the highest level of scrutiny in reviewing proposed alterations. 

Montgomery County Code Chapter 24A-8 
 

(a) The commission shall instruct the director to deny a permit if it finds, based on the evidence and 
information presented to or before the commission that the alteration for which the permit is 
sought would be inappropriate, inconsistent with or detrimental to the preservation, enhancement 
or ultimate protection of the historic site or historic resource within an historic district, and to the 
purposes of this chapter. 

(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 ensure 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. 

(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. 9-4, § 1; Ord. No. 11-59.) 
 

Secretary of the 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 read 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. 

10.  New additions and adjacent or related new construction will be undertaken in such a 
manner that, if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic 
property and its environment would be unimpaired.  
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LOT DISPOSITION & BACKGROUND

The existing frame, L-shaped Queen Anne house was constructed around 1891 by the Forest Glen 
Investment Company. The property was sold for $2,500 in 1897 to John E. Semmes of Baltimore who 
sold it in 1899 to Emma E. Knott of Washington, D.C. (Deed TD 8/202). The property remained in the 
Knott family for many years. Sometime between 1899 and 1944, the Knotts appear to have acquired lots 
7 and 8, which were conveyed jointly with lots 9 and 12 for all subsequent purchases between 1944 and 
2024, when lots 7 and 8 were conveyed separately from lots 9 and 12.1 The lots were all legally platted in 
1887, but appear in the GIS layer as a single plot, presumably having been taxed together since ownership 
was consolidated in 1944. The historic house is located on platted Lot 9. The current owner of the historic 
house has also retained ownership of Lot 12.  
 
The lots are zoned R-60 (residential, one-family detached), and are considered “infill” lots, which allows 
for 30% lot coverage minus .001 multiplied by the square foot of a lot area over 6,000 feet.2 Lots 7 and 8 
each measure 50’ in width by 200’ in depth for a total of 10,000 square feet, and therefore Zoning allows 
for 26% lot coverage. Setbacks for lots zoned R-60 and recorded prior to 1/1/1954 includes a front 
setback of 25 feet or the established building line, side setbacks of 7 feet each, and a rear setback of 20 
feet.  
 

Figure 7: Detail of the 1887 Plat Book A, p. 17, Forest Glen Investment Company, Josephs Park. The property at 
2500 Holman Avenue (outlined in red) is comprised of four platted parcels, three of which have never been 
developed. The existing house is situated primarily on parcel #9. New houses are proposed on parcels #7 and #8.  

 
1 The 1899 deed from John and Frances Semmes to Emma E. Knott (Montgomery County Circuit Court Land Records, TD 8, p. 
202) conveyed two parcels— lots 9 and 12. Subsequent deeds, including those made in 1944, 1946, 1970, 1974, and 2000, 
include lots 7, 8, 9, and 12. HPC staff have not uncovered the deed(s) between 1899 and 1944 where lots 7 and 8 were added to 
the property. 
2 R-60 Zoning Fact Sheet: 
https://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/DPS/Resources/Files/ZSPE/DevelopmentStandardsForR60Zone.pdf  
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First Preliminary Consultation

At its January 8, 2025 meeting, the HPC held a preliminary consultation review for the project. The 
massing reviewed at the first preliminary consultation included houses set back approximately 90 feet 
from the right-of-way and each measuring 33 feet in width by 45 feet in depth with 20 foot by 20 foot 
garages attached by hyphens and accessed by a shared driveway.  
 
The emphasis of the first preliminary consultation was on determining whether infill construction was 
appropriate on the lots and establishing a general location for the proposed houses and driveways.  

The HPC conceptually supported the construction of two new houses on platted Lots 7 and 8 at 2500 
Holman Avenue and offered the following comments: 

 Commissioners agreed that the massing, forms, and rooflines of the proposed buildings should be 
broken down and sensitive to the historic house, not appear as massive boxes. 

 One Commissioner noted that the boxy massing presented in the Sketchup models overpowers 
the existing home. 

 Commissioners generally agreed that the proposed buildings do not need to be pushed further to 
the rear but also agreed that the buildings should not be in the same plane as the historic house. 
Two Commissioners suggested that the facades of the houses also do not necessarily need to align 
with one another. The Chair suggested that the scale of the proposed buildings needs to be 
reduced in order to bring them forward on the property.  

 Commissioners supported the extension of the sidewalk along Holman Avenue to Holly Glen 
Place and encouraged the activation of the fronts of the lots, including the front yards and facades 
of the buildings.   

 One Commissioner suggested that the design and placement of the proposed buildings should 
relate not only to the adjacent historic property and properties in the historic district, but to the 
streetscape as a whole.  

 One Commissioner noted that much of the wooded coverage of Lots 7 and 8 is insignificant 
overgrowth that can be removed, but the impact to significant trees should be analyzed.  

 Commissioners agreed the proposed shared driveway and rear garages are acceptable as shown.  
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Second Preliminary Consultation

At its March 26, 2025 meeting, the HPC held a second preliminary consultation review for the proposed 
project.3 
 
Commissioner Hains requested information on whether the proposed project is considered infill or 
standard development under the R-60 zoning regulations and requested that the applicant submit their 
zoning calculations with the next submission.  
 
A summary of the comments of the Commissioners present at the second preliminary consultation review 
and response by the applicant for the current/third preliminary consultation review are as follows:  
 

 At 35 feet in width, the proposed buildings are too wide and out of scale with the adjacent historic 
resource and rhythm of houses in the district.  

o Commissioner Hains noted he might support the width of the proposed buildings if they 
were pushed further back on the lots and the roofline reduced.  

o 3rd Preliminary Submission: The applicants have revised to show a building width of 31 
feet for the first 42 feet, widening to 35 feet for the remaining length of the houses, which 
have been lengthened from 64 feet to 67 feet 10 inches.  

 A distance of 14 feet between the proposed house on Lot 8 (2504 Holman) and the historic house 
(2500 Holman) is insufficient.  

o 3rd Preliminary Submission: The revised distance between the historic house and 
proposed house on Lot 8 is 15 feet, an increase of 1 foot.  

The roof height should be lowered and the amount of visible roof should be reduced to the extent 
possible.  

o Commissioner Hains suggested that lowering the spring line and adding dormers could 
help reduce the massive appearance of the roof. 

o 3rd Preliminary Submission: The applicants indicate that they have lowered the ridgeline 
by approximately 10 inches from 33 feet to 32 feet 2-7/8 inches from the first-floor level 
to the ridge. The proposed height from average grade is 36 feet 8 3/8 inches.  

 The general façade design is acceptable. Commissioner Radu noted and other Commissioners 
agreed, however, that the side elevations appear overly boxy and that it needs more articulation of 
the massing.  

o 3rd Preliminary Submission: The applicants have revised the proposed façade design to 
incorporate double gable fronts and wall dormers and eliminated the pedimented porch 
elements. They have also added additional changes in plane and materials to the side 
elevations.  

 The design does not need to be based on the Hollow Glen infill construction.  
 The proposed houses should appear secondary to the historic building but do not achieve that goal 

as presented.  
 The design and placement of the proposed buildings should take into consideration the whole 

streetscape, including the lower-scale 20th century construction to the west.  
o 3rd Preliminary Submission: The applicants included the footprint of the adjacent one-

story 20th century construction to the west on the site plan.  
 The general square footage proposed could be acceptable if the buildings were narrowed and 

elongated. Commissioners suggested rotating room orientation to help achieve this goal.  
o 3rd Preliminary Submission: The applicants rotated the room orientation but otherwise 

 
3 The staff report and submission materials for the 2nd preliminary consultation review for 2500 Holman Avenue, reviewed at the 
March 26, 2025 HPC meeting is available here: https://montgomeryplanning.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/03/II.A-2500-
Holman-Avenue-Silver-Spring-1097561-2nd-prelim-1.pdf 
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have not modified the overall building square footage.
 
The HPC concurred with Staff regarding some additional materials to be presented at a subsequent 
Preliminary Consultation review, including: 

 Confirmation of zoning standards and calculations;  
o 3rd Preliminary Submission: The applicant has submitted this information and confirmed 

the proposal is subject to the Infill zoning standards.  
 Revisions to the proposal to address compatibility concerns related to building height, width, 

massing, and placement; 
 Refinement of the proposed architectural plans for the infill houses including dimensioned 

elevations for all sides, complete floor plans, and proposed materials with specification sheets; 
o 3rd Preliminary Submission: The applicant has submitted revised information. 

 A dimensioned site plan, including setbacks from the street, property lines, and adjacent 
buildings; 

o 3rd Preliminary Submission: The applicant has submitted revised information. 
 Tree survey identifying all trees greater than 6” d.b.h. on the properties that will be impacted by 

the proposed construction. Information should be shown in a table and plan view noting the 
caliper and species of the trees. 

o 3rd Preliminary Submission: The applicant has submitted revised information. 
 
 

A comparison of the site plans and elevations for the first, second, and third preliminary 
consultation reviews is available on page 10. 
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1st Preliminary Consultation
January 8, 2025

2nd Preliminary Consultation
March 26, 2025

3rd Preliminary Consultation
May 28, 2025
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PROPOSAL

The applicant proposes to construct two new houses on the property at 2500 Holman Avenue, on Lots 7 
and 8, which will be known as 2504 and 2506 Holman Avenue. The proposed houses would be set back 
approximately 65 feet from Holman Avenue. The houses would measure 31 feet in width for the first 42 
feet of the house, widening to 35 feet in width for the remainder, and extend 64 feet in depth. The houses 
would include integral two-car garages accessed by a shared driveway. 

Figure 8: Proposed site plan submitted for the third preliminary consultation review. 

Figure 9: Rendering for third preliminary consultation review. 



II.A 

12 

STAFF DISCUSSION

Staff finds that, although the applicants have made some revisions to the design since the 2nd preliminary 
consultation review, at approximately 4,500 square feet above grade, the proposed houses are more than 
double the size of the adjacent historic building. Staff finds that the overall height, massing, and design of 
the proposed construction does not read as secondary or deferential to the adjacent historic building and 
remains out of scale in massing and rhythm with the adjacent construction and the district as a whole, 
failing to satisfy Standard 9, the Secretary of the Interior’s Guideline for New Exterior Additions and 
Related New Construction, and Chapter 24A-8(b)(2).  
 
Building Footprint 
At the first and 2nd Preliminary Consultation reviews, staff recommended that the proposed buildings be 
no wider than the existing historic house, or 30 feet. Staff maintains this position, finding that this width 
is consistent with both the historic house and other newer construction in the district on Hollow Glen 
Place. For that earlier infill case within the District from 1999, the applicant originally proposed a front 
width of 32 feet for the new buildings, but, at the HPC’s urging, reduced to 24 feet wide for the front 
halves of the buildings and bumped out to 32 at the rear, creating greater visual distance between the 
buildings from the public right-of-way. During the 1999 review, the HPC also found that the proposed 
footprint of 1,760 square feet was overly large and urged a footprint of around 1,000 square feet for infill 
construction. Ultimately, it appears the footprint of the approved houses was closer 1,350, excluding the 
garages. At 2,013 square feet, the footprint of the proposed buildings is nearly 1.5 times that, and includes 
integral garages.4  All dimensions are shown in the Table in Figure 10. 
 
Staff maintains that a minimum of 20 feet should be provided between the historic house at 2500 Holman 
Avenue and the proposed construction on Lot 8 (2504 Holman Avenue). Based on the lot width and side 
setback requirements, this may require narrowing the houses further and/or setting the houses back farther 
on the lots. While the fronts of the buildings have been narrowed by four feet at the front since the 2nd

preliminary consultation review, they have only been reduced by one foot in width since the 1st

preliminary consultation review, from 32 to 31 feet, and remain 35 feet at the rear. The distance between 
the historic house and new construction on Lot 8 has only increased by one foot, from 14 to 15 feet, since 
the 2nd preliminary consultation review, and the distance between the two new houses is greater than that 
between the new house on Lot 8 and the historic house (19 feet at the front and 15 feet at the rear).  
 
Height 
Staff finds that the proposed height continues to compete with and remains out of scale with the adjacent 
historic building and that a reduction of ten inches in height from average grade does not constitute a 
significant or sufficient change between the 2nd and 3rd preliminary consultation reviews. Staff notes that 
much of the height appears driven by the placement of the occupiable space of the 3rd floor/attic space in 
the side gable portion of the building and the use of an elevated first floor level. Staff recommends that 
the applicants lower the main side gable ridge height, reorient the occupiable attic space to the rear, 
increasing the height of the rear cross gable and adding dormers to the rear “ell,” and lowering the first-
floor level to grade. 
  

 
4 Discussion for the 1999 construction can be found on page 4 and 5 of the PDF:  
https://mcatlas.org/tiles/06_HistoricPreservation_PhotoArchives/Padlock/HAR60640008/Box061/31-
8_Forest%20Glen%20Historic%20Distirct_2411%20Holman%20Avenue_06-02-1999.pdf  
4 HAWP for 9803 Hollow Glen Place, July 1999: 
https://mcatlas.org/tiles/06_HistoricPreservation_PhotoArchives/Padlock/HAR60640008/Box061/31-8-
99B_Forest%20Glen%20Historic%20Distirct_98%20Hollow%20Glen%20Place_07-14-1999.pdf 
HAWP for 9805 Hollow Glen Place, July 1999: 
https://mcatlas.org/tiles/06_HistoricPreservation_PhotoArchives/Padlock/HAR60640008/Box061/31-8-99B;31-8-
99C_Forest%20Glen%20Historic%20Distirct_9803%20&%209805%20(REV.)%20Hollow%20Glen%20Place_07-14-1999.pdf  
4 Calculations based on first floor plan for the property on page 37 of 48: 31-8-99B_Forest Glen Historic Distirct_98 Hollow 
Glen Place_07-14-1999.pdf 
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2500 

Holman 
Ave 

2504 Holman 
Ave (pending; 

Lot 8) 
3rd prelim 

changes in red 

2506 Holman 
Ave (pending; 

Lot 7) 
3rd prelim 

changes in red 

2411 
Holman 

Ave 

9803 Hollow 
Glen Pl 

9805 Hollow 
Glen Pl 

Construction 
Date 

1897 Proposed Proposed 1891 1999 1999 

Front 
Setback 

45 ft
 

64.5 ft
65 ft

64.5 ft
65 ft

53 ft 57 ft 57 ft

Width 
30 ft 

(front); 
20 ft (rear) 

35 ft 
31 ft (front) 
35 ft (rear)

35 ft 
31 ft (front) 
35 ft (rear)

21 ft (front); 
27 ft (rear) 

24 ft (front); 
32 ft (rear) 

24 ft (front); 
32 ft (rear) 

Depth 43 ft 
64 ft 

67 ft 10 in 
64 ft 

67 ft 10 in 
57 ft 50 ft 50 ft 

Height 
30 ft 

(+ open 
turret) 

33 ft
(+ elevated 
basement) 

36 ft 8 in FFG 

33 ft
(+ elevated 
basement) 

36 ft 8 in FFG 

35.5 ft 30.5 ft 30.5 ft 

Appx. Sq. Ft. 
above grade 

2,104 
4,460 
4,467 

4,460 
4,467 

2,655 2,694 2,694 

Garage None Integral Integral Detached 
Detached (15 
ft x 21.5 ft) 

Detached (15 
ft x 21.5 ft) 

Appx. 
distance 

from house 
to right 

14 ft 
15 ft 

16 ft 
19 ft (front) 
15 ft (rear) 

10 ft 
14 ft 

n/a 
28 ft (front); 
20 ft (rear) 

32 ft (front); 
16 ft (rear) 

Appx. 
distance 

from house 
to left 

n/a 
14 ft 
15 ft

16 ft
19 ft (front) 
15 ft (rear) 

27 ft (front); 
20 ft (rear) 

32 ft (front); 
16 ft (rear) 

18 ft 

Figure 10: Building dimension comparison chart. Changes since the 2nd preliminary consultation review are 
noted in red. 
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Design
Staff finds that the façade design, which has been revised to show nested front gables with corner returns, 
bears little relationship to the historic context, is overly ornate, and competes with the historic building, 
while the removal of the pedimented porch entries that related to the historic porch removes an element 
that provided a sense of rhythm and continuity to the design. Staff also finds that the use of jerkinhead 
rooflines and multi-pane over-one windows should be simplified to reduce the conspicuousness of the 
proposed buildings. 

   

Figure 11: Proposed front elevations of 2504 Holman Avenue (Lot 8), left, and 2506 Holman Avenue (Lot 7), 
right. 

Figure 12: Proposed left side elevation of 2504 Holman Avenue (Lot 8), which would face the historic building at 
2500 Holman Avenue. The right elevation of 2506 Holman Avenue would mirror this design but with different 
cladding materials and window muntin patterns. 
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Figure 13: Proposed left side elevation of 2506 Holman Avenue (Lot 8), which would face the shared driveway 
and 2504 Holman Avenue. The right elevation of 2504 Holman Avenue would mirror this design but with 
different cladding materials and window muntin patterns.

Materials
For the proposed construction, the applicants propose HardiePlank lap siding, HardieShingle faux shake 
siding, two-inch thick cut stone watertables/bases, Andersen 100 series Fibrex windows, CertainTeed 
Landmark series shingle and Englert standing seam metal roofing. Staff supports the use of HardiePlank 
siding as a substitute material on new construction and additions within historic districts such as Forest 
Glen where frame construction is the primary historic building type, but in staff’s experience, the 
proposed HardieShingle siding proposed on Lot 7 (2506 Holman) reads as overly flat and incompatible 
for use on historic buildings and in historic districts. Staff notes that the historic buildings in District have 
brick rather than stone foundations, and recommends that the stone foundation cladding on the proposed 
buildings be replaced with brick and lowered to the extent possible. Staff also recommends that the 
proposed standing seam metal roofing be replaced with asphalt shingles to simplify the design and reduce 
the conspicuousness of the new construction. Staff also finds that the proposed Andersen 100 series 
windows are overly flat and incompatible with the historic resource and context. Staff recommends the 
applicants consider a different window line, such as the Andersen 200 series windows, which have a more 
traditional sash to glazing profile. 

Tree Survey/Sidewalk/Streetscape Improvements
The applicant has provided a tree survey and site plan that identifies trees for retention and removal on 
both the project lots themselves, as well as the adjacent parcels at 2500 and 2508 Holman Avenue, which 
are not owned by the applicant. The survey shows that all trees in the front yards of Lots 7 and 8, as well 
as within the project footprint, are proposed for removal. The survey identifies three trees at the far rears 
of Lots 7 and 8 to remain at the far rears of the lots. Staff recommends that the applicants re-evaluate the 
trees identified as in “moderate” condition in the front yards of the proposed buildings and that efforts be 
made to retain mature trees of moderate condition. 



II.A 

16 

The survey also identifies trees for retention and removal at the adjacent parcels at 2500 and 2508 
Holman Avenue, which are not owned by the applicant. Three of these trees, ST-50, 51, and 52 are 
proposed for removal, presumably in conjunction with the sidewalk extension and streetscape 
improvements the applicant hopes to undertake across all three parcels. Staff notes that the applicant 
cannot apply for work to adjacent parcels without owner consent and recommends that the sidewalk and 
adjacent property tree removal be removed from this application and return with a future HAWP jointly 
with the adjacent property owner(s).  

Overall, staff continues to conceptually support new construction on Lots 7 and 8, provided they are 
scaled appropriately and located far enough away from the historic building to maintain its character and 
that of the site and setting, as recommended in recommended by the Amendment and the Secretary of the 
Interior’s “New Exterior Additions and Related New Construction” guideline.5 Staff finds that the large 
open lots around freestanding Victorian houses is significant to the suburban character of the Forest Glen 
Historic District, and that new construction on these parcels associated with the Outstanding Resource 
must prioritize its prominence within the District.  

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends that the applicant make any revisions based upon the HPC’s comments and return for a 
fourth preliminary consultation to further discuss massing, height, rhythm, and spacing of the buildings, 
and to have a discussion on proposed materials, grading, and tree removals, in addition to any other items 
recommended by the Commission. 
 
Staff Requested HPC Feedback 

 The appropriateness of the location, scale, height and massing of the proposed buildings; 
 The appropriateness of the proposed building design;  
 The appropriateness of the proposed building materials;
 The appropriateness of the proposed tree removal; and, 
 Any other comments. 

 
Staff-recommended materials to be submitted for a future submission: 

 Refinement of the proposed architectural plans for the infill houses including dimensioned 
elevations, floor plans, and proposed materials with specification sheets.  

 Street-level renderings from multiple angles showing the proposed construction in relationship to 
the historic building and adjacent existing construction. 

 An updated dimensioned site plan, including setbacks from the street, property lines, and adjacent 
buildings removing references to the sidewalk extension.   

 Materials specifications for all proposed materials.  
 An updated tree survey clarifying which trees are on site vs. adjacent properties and removing 

references to tree removal not on Lots 7 and 8. The survey should continue to identify all trees 
greater than 6” d.b.h. on the properties that will be impacted by the proposed construction. 
Information should be shown in a table and plan view noting the caliper and species of the trees. 

 

 
5 The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties With Guidelines For Preserving, 
Rehabilitating, Restoring & Reconstructing Historic Buildings  



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:

Building Number: ________________ Street: ______________________________________________

Town/City: __________________________ Nearest Cross Street: __________________________________

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

TYPE OF WORK PROPOSED:

Check all that apply:
struction

Addition oval/planting

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

















































ASPHALT SHINGLE ROOF SIDING & TRIM

JAMES HARDIE PLANK SIDING & TRIM
        - SMOOTH, STATEMENT COLLECTION® IN “EVENING BLUE”,

          “COUNTRYLANE RED”, “TIMBER BARK”, OR “ARCTIC WHITE”
        - 6” EXPOSURE & 3 1/2” TRIM IN “ARCTIC WHITE” 

           OR “TIMBER BARK”

WINDOWS AND DOORS

100 SERIES SINGLE-HUNG WINDOWS
- DUAL-PANE VENT

- TRADITIONAL 2/2 PATTERN

CERTAINTEED LANDMARK SERIES SHINGLES
- COLOR: PEWTER OR WEATHERED WOOD



100 SERIES AWNING WINDOWS
- DUAL-PANE VENT

- TRADITIONAL 3-LIGHT PATTERN

WINDOWS AND DOORS

100 SERIES CASEMENT WINDOWS
- DUAL-PANE VENT

- TRADITIONAL 4-LIGHT PATTERN w/ SIMULATED MEETING RAIL.



METAL ROOF

WINDOWS AND DOORS

100 SERIES GLIDING PATIO DOORS
- DUAL-PANE VENT

ENGLERT STANDING SEAM METAL ROOFING
- MODEL A1300 FOR LOW-SLOPE

- COLOR: PITCH BLACK

2” CUT STONE


