
MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 
STAFF REPORT 

Address: 10221 Menlo Ave., Silver Spring Meeting Date: 4/22/2026 

Resource: 1870-1916 Report Date: 4/15/2026 
Capitol View Park Historic District 

Owner: Kenneth Gear Public Notice: 4/8/2026 

Review: Historic Area Work Permit Tax Credit: n/a 

Permit Number: 1079660 Staff: Dan Bruechert 

Proposal: Construction of New Single-Family House and Grading and Hardscape Alterations 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends the HPC approve with four (4) conditions the HAWP application, with final approval 
authority delegated to Staff; 

1. Detailed window and door specifications must be submitted;
2. Detail roof specification must be submitted;
3. Specification for the fencing and the stone wall on the northern property line must be submitted;
4. Approval of this HAWP does not extend to the proposed accessory structure.  Review of that

construction needs to be submitted as a separate HAWP.

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION 

SIGNIFICANCE: 1870-1916 construction in the Capitol View Park Historic District 
STYLE: Vacant 
DATE: n/a 

Figure 1: The proposed house is on the northernmost lot on Menlo Avenue. 
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Background 
 
The HPC approved the demolition of the c.1910 house at 10221 Menlo Ave. at the June 12, 2019 HPC 
meeting.1   Prior to its approved demolition, the house had been vacant for several years after it had been 
struck by a tree and subsequently condemned by the Department of Housing and Community Affairs.  
 
The HPC held a Preliminary Consultation at the September 17, 2025 HPC meeting for the proposal to 
construct a new single family house on the subject property.2  Commissioners were generally supportive 
of the proposal and found the size and mass of the proposed house were generally consistent with the 
character of the surrounding district, that the contemporary design would not detract from the character of 
the surrounding district, that the identified materials were appropriate, and that by designing to the lot 
slope, the house’s perceived mass would be much smaller than its neighbors.   Commissioners 
encouraged revising the design to introduce some fenestration on the south (right) elevation and requested 
additional materials.  The applicant has made revisions to the design and returns for a HAWP. 
 
PROPOSAL 
 
The applicant proposes to construct a new single-family house on the property with associated grading 
and landscaping.   
 
APPLICABLE GUIDELINES 
 
When reviewing alterations and new construction within the Capitol View Park Historic District several 
documents are to be utilized as guidelines to assist the Commission in developing their decision. These 
documents include the Approved & Adopted Sector Plan for Capitol View & Vicinity (Sector Plan), 
Montgomery County Code Chapter 24A (Chapter 24A), and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for 
Rehabilitation (Standards).  Because the applicant proposes to install a rear deck the HPC’s Policy 24-01: 
ADOPTED POLICY FOR THE APPROPRIATENESS OF SUBSTITUTE MATERIALS FOR PORCH 
AND DECK FLOORING provides additional guidance.  The pertinent information in these documents is 
outlined below. 
 
Approved & Adopted Sector Plan for Capitol View & Vicinity (Sector Plan) 

1. 1870-1916: Characterized by large lots and variety of setbacks, and architecturally encompassing 
the “Victorian” residential and revival styles and the early bungalow style popular during this 
period, these twenty-two houses are of a higher degree of architectural and historical significance 
than the other structures within the district. 

 
Montgomery County Code, Chapter 24A Historic Resources Preservation  

(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 

1 The Staff Report and application for the 2019 house demolition is available here: 
https://montgomeryplanning.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/06/I.D-10221-Menlo-Avenue-Silver-Spring.pdf.   
2 The recording of the September 17, 2025 HPC meeting is available here: 
https://mncppc.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?publish_id=1ab89b8a-9497-11f0-8df7-005056a89546.  The hearing 
begins at approximately 45:45. 
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resource is located and would not be detrimental thereto or to the achievement of the purposes of 
this chapter; or 
(4)     The proposal is necessary in order that unsafe conditions or health hazards be remedied; or 

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

(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 
 
The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation 

2. The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved.  The removal of distinctive 
materials or alteration of features, space and spatial relationships that characterize a property will 
be avoided. 

9.  New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will not destroy historic materials, 
features, and spatial relationships that characterize the property.  The new work shall be 
differentiated from the old and will be compatible with the historic materials, features, size, scale 
and proportions, and massing to protect the 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. 

 
Policy No. 24-01: ADOPTED POLICY FOR THE APPROPRIATENESS OF SUBSTITUTE 
MATERIALS FOR PORCH AND DECK FLOORING 

5. Non-Contributing Resources/Secondary/Spatial – These were constructed after the district’s 
period of significance or have been so heavily modified that they no longer contribute to the 
historic district’s character. These resources do not need to use traditional materials. New porch 
flooring/decking materials for these resources need to satisfy the criteria for compatible substitute 
material.  
6. Compatible substitute materials for replacement porch flooring/decking – On buildings where a 
substitute material is acceptable under this policy, the material must satisfy the following criteria:  

• It must match the dimensions and installation method (i.e.) of the existing material or a 
historically appropriate porch flooring, (e.g., boards must run perpendicular to the house for 
porches);  

• It must be millable;  
• It can be painted without voiding the product warranty; or,  

o Has a uniform appearance consistent with painted wood;  
• It has a minimal (or no) stamped or embossed texture on the surface; and,  
• It has a finished edge that appears as a cut solid board.  

 
STAFF DISCUSSION 
 
The subject property is a vacant lot located at the northern edge of the Capital View Park Historic District 
on Menlo Ave.  The subject lot was platted in 1887.  Staff estimates that a house was constructed on the 
property around c.1910 with several later additions. The house had fallen into disrepair and was 
condemned by the Department of Housing and Community Affairs.  Its demolition was approved by the 
HPC in 2019, and the lot has been vacant since.  So while the lot is categorized as belonging to the first 
period of construction in the District (1870-1916), staff recommends that it be reviewed as a spatial 
resource for the purposes of applying design criteria for the alterations. The lot slopes steeply away from 
grade towards the creek at the eastern property line.  The house immediately to the south of the subject 
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property, at 10219 Menlo Ave., is infill construction that was approved by the HPC in 2004.3  To the 
north of the subject lot is the Capitol View-Homewood Local Park.  The applicant proposes to construct a 
single-family house on the lot, along with an accessory structure and associated paving and 
landscaping.  Staff notes that the information regarding the accessory structure is incomplete, and a 
separate HAWP will be required for its construction.  
 
New House Construction 
The proposed house design has only been slightly revised and is generally consistent with the proposal 
supported at the September Preliminary Consultation.  The house remains a one-story, contemporary-
styled house constructed on wood piers with concrete footers.  House dimensions have changed slightly 
and are now approximately 34’ × 39’ 10” (thirty-four feet by thirty-nine feet, ten inches deep), which 
Staff finds are consistent with the 36’ × 36’ (thirty-six feet square) design reviewed at the Preliminary 
Consultation.  The height at the front of the house is 14’ 3 ½” (fourteen feet, three-and-one-half inches) 
tall.  Because of the initial drop in grade at the front of the property, the house will only be 12’ 3” (twelve 
feet, three inches) above the height of Menlo Avenue at grade.  The house is set back from the property 
line by 28’ 5” (twenty-eight feet, five inches) with 7’6” (seven foot, six inch) setbacks on either side.  The 
entrance to the house will be accessed by a wooden bridge that aligns with the left opening on the front 
elevation.  The proposed house is designed to be constructed on three levels so as to follow the slope of 
the lot.  The proposed pent roof matches the slope of the grade, only interrupted by an air vent and the 
centrally located skylight.   The street-facing (west) elevation includes a full-width front porch covered by 
a cantilevered portion of the roof (see Figure 2, below). 

 
Figure 2: Proposed front elevation rendering of the proposed house. 

The exterior of the house will be sided in smooth stucco, with wood single-lite windows and doors, and 

3 The file for the 2004 HAWP approval at 10219 Menlo Ave., Silver Spring is available here: 
https://mcatlas.org/tiles/06_HistoricPreservation_PhotoArchives/Padlock/HAR60640010/Box083/31-07-
04H_Capitol%20View%20Historic%20District_10219%20Menlo%20Ave_09-10-2004.pdf.   
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wood decking.  A stamped concrete ‘patio’ is proposed at the front of the property. 
 
The design presented at the Preliminary Consultation included a blank elevation on the south (right) 
wall.  Based on comments from Staff and the HPC, the applicant revised the design so there are three 
windows on that elevation, a square casement window, a tall narrow casement window, and a wide 
narrow awning window (see Fig. 3, below).  The rear (east) and left (north) elevations face out of the 
historic district and are not at all visible from the public right-of-way (Figs. 4 and 5).  Both of these 
elevations are largely glazed, with evenly spaced windows at the rear and three pairs of glass doors along 
the right elevation.  An exterior wood walkway stair runs along the northern elevation that provides 
access to the rear yard.   
 

 
Figure 3: Proposed right (south) elevation option with three windows. 

Staff finds the diminutive size of the house will not overwhelm the character of the site or the surrounding 
district, and its one-story height, coupled with the design’s pent roof, will make this the shortest house on 
the block.  Staff additionally finds that the house’s placement on the lot, setback 28’ 5” (twenty-eight feet, 
five inches) from the right-of-way is generally consistent with the other houses along Menlo Ave. which 
range from a minimum of 15’ (fifteen feet) – a distance closer to the street than what is allowed under 
current zoning - to a maximum of 84’ (eighty-four feet).  Staff additionally finds that raising the house on 
piers and creating a terraced landscape (discussed below) allows for an open green space surrounding the 
house which reinforces the garden setting of the historic district.  
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Figure 4: Proposed left (north) elevation. 

Staff finds the proposed design, though distinctly contemporary, will likely not detract from the character 
of the surrounding district.  The roof form, window size, and scale are all intended to stand apart from the 
historic buildings and historic building styles found throughout the historic district.  By utilizing the pent 
roof that aligns with the lot slope, the overall mass of the house is kept low to reduce the overall visual 
impact on the district and avoids overwhelming the resource, a common challenge with new construction 
in this historic district.  Evaluating contemporary architecture in historic districts requires finding factors 
such as siting, massing, proportions, and materials - and not necessarily its stylistic elements – that can 
help make a design appropriate under Standard #9, which encourages compatibility while differentiating 
between new and historic elements.  
 
The Master Plan amendment creating the Capitol View Park Historic District identifies the district’s 
significance as “exhibit[ing] most building styles “typical” in the development of suburban Montgomery 
County.”  That variety of styles leads Staff to find that no one style would be the correct solution for infill 
construction.  Staff finds that consideration of the factors for material compatibility, discussed below, and 
the overall volume and placement of the house within the streetscape, and its relationship to the historic 
houses further down Menlo Ave. are more important in determining the proposal’s overall compatibility 
than an evaluation of specific design elements.  Staff therefore finds the house’s design is generally 
consistent with 24A-8(d) and Standards #9 and #10, and the character of the surrounding historic district. 
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Figure 5: Proposed rear elevation. 

The applicant presented several options for siding the proposed construction at the Preliminary 
Consultation, including fiber cement and stucco.  In finalizing the design details, the applicant opted for 
stucco, a material supported by Staff and the commissioners present at the Preliminary Consultation.  All 
of the windows are wood-framed, single-light fixed or casement/awning windows in punched 
openings.  A specification beyond the material and configuration was not included for the windows and 
doors.  Staff finds that because this is new construction and because all of the windows are single-lites, 
Staff recommends adding a condition to the approval of this HAWP requiring the applicant to submit 
detailed material specifications (i.e., manufacture and series) for the windows and doors.  Final approval 
authority can be delegated to Staff to verify the windows are wood and the dimensions are consistent with 
those specified in the provided window schedule.  With the recommended condition, Staff finds the 
windows are doors are appropriate under 24A-8(b)(2) and (d) and Standard #9. 
 
Staff previously found that because the low-sloping pent roof will not be at all visible, a metal or 
membrane roof would be acceptable.  Commissioners generally concurred with this finding at the 
Preliminary Consultation.  The applicant has selected a standing seam metal roof.  As with the windows, 
a material specification was not provided.  However, Staff finds the detail with the largest impact on 
contemporary standing seam metal roofs is the treatment of the ridges and hips, which rely on capping 
pieces that stand proud of the roof surface.  Because the proposed roof is a pent roof, it will not include 
these caps.  Therefore, Staff recommends that the HPC add a condition to the approval of the roof 
requiring the applicant to provide detailed roofing specifications.  With the recommended condition, Staff 
finds the roof is compatible with 24A-8(b)(2) and (d) and Standard #9. 
 
Staff acknowledges that the HPC often requires a streetscape study to evaluate the compatibility of a 
proposal with the surrounding district.  Staff does not find that a study is required in this instance.  Most 
applications for infill construction reviewed by the HPC are for designs that maximize occupiable square 
footage.  Those designs often push the boundaries of what could be considered acceptable in terms of the 
building’s height, width, overall massing, or front setback.  Staff finds the proposed house poses no risk 
of overwhelming the character of the streetscape.  The proposed house is limited to a one-story mass that 
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is setback from the south property line by 7’ (seven feet), and setback from the front property line by 28’ 
5” (twenty-eight feet, five inches).  The design of the proposal results in a house that will be low to the 
ground, narrower than its neighbor to the south, and three feet further from the right-of-way than its 
neighbor to the south.  Additionally, Staff finds the proposed construction on the subject property will not 
have a substantial impact on the surrounding district as it is located at the north edge of the historic 
district, bordered to the south by a non-historic house constructed in 2004 and to the north by the Capitol 
View-Homewood Local Park.  For these reasons, the staff does not find a streetscape study necessary for 
a complete application. 
 
Stairs and Patio 
At the rear of the house, the applicant proposes constructing a large set of wooden stairs, leading to a 
wooden deck.  The stairs and deck have a metal and wire railing.  Specific dimensions of the stairs were 
not provided; however, the first run of stairs is 26’ 4” (twenty-six feet, four inches), and the second run of 
stairs is an additional 26’ 5” (twenty-six feet, five inches).  The annotated drawings show there is 
approximately 850 ft2 (eight hundred fifty square feet) of total wood decking and stairs, none of which 
extends beyond the side wall planes of the proposed house.  Staff finds that the proposed decking and 
stairs are generally compatible with the character of the site, and they will not be visible from the public 
right-of-way.  As the case with the bridge in front of the house, Staff finds the proposed wood decking 
and metal railing are compatible with the site, and Staff recommends the HPC approve the rear stairs 
under 24A-8(b)(2) and (d); and Standards #2, #9, and #10, and the HPC’s adopted policy for porch and 
deck materials. 
 
Hardscaping and Landscaping 
After the demolition of the historic house in 2019, the site has been left in a largely natural 
condition.  There is a small depression where the house foundation had been, but the site otherwise 
maintains its natural slope.    
 
At the property line, the applicant proposes to construct a 5’ (five foot wide) stamped concrete patio, 
slightly wider than the house.  A portion of this patio could be used as a parking pad, as there is no off-
street parking available on site. Several other properties on this block of Menlo Ave. do not have off-
street parking and many others only have a paved or gravel parking pad in the front yard.  Elsewhere in 
the district, it is common to see gravel in front of a property, or at the street edge, to provide additional 
space to park a car.  Staff finds the proposed patio is a compatible feature with the character of the district 
and the site.  Additionally, Staff finds the stamped material will provide a texture to the feature which will 
help it blend into the surrounding historic district.  Staff recommends approval under 24A-8(b)(2) and (d); 
and Standard #2.  
 
To the right (south) side of the house, the applicant proposes to install concrete tiled stairs from the gate 
to the wood deck behind the house.  A pathway in the proposed location was evaluated by the HPC at the 
Preliminary Consultation.  The HPC was generally supportive of the size and placement of the path, but 
material and design details were only conceptual at that point.  Staff finds the revised design and 
placement are generally consistent with the proposal that the HPC voiced its support for, and finds the 
design and material are generally compatible with the character of the site and the surrounding 
district.  Staff recommends the HPC approve the concrete stairs under 24A-8(b)(2) and (d); and Standards 
#2, #9, and #10. 
 
The applicant proposes to create a community garden in two sections, one in front of the proposed house 
and another to its rear.  The garden will be constructed by terracing the grade and constructing stepping 
stones to the right of the house to traverse the lot.  Fencing is proposed to enclose the lot, with a stone 
wall along the northern property line.  Staff finds that while the proposed fencing and wall appear to be in 
appropriate locations, the level of detail provided is insufficient for Staff to fully evaluate the proposed 
fencing.  Staff finds that a fence and wall that are no taller than 48” (forty-eight inches) would be 
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compatible with the setting of the district and recommends the HPC add a condition requiring the 
submission of fencing and wall specifications to Staff for review and final approval authority of the fence 
and wall can be delegated to Staff.  With the recommended condition, Staff finds the proposed fencing 
and site wall are appropriate under 24A-8(d), and Standards #2, #9, and #10. 
 
While Staff finds the informal, park-like setting is one of the characteristics of the Capitol View Park 
Historic District, Staff is also aware that erosion and protection of the creek are issues that have been 
repeatedly raised, both in the 1982 Capitol View Master Plan and in more recent HAWP hearings.  One of 
the ways to reduce that erosion and keep dirt and silt out of the creek is by terracing a site.  Based on the 
renderings, the terracing will be low to preserve most of the lot slope, while helping to limit runoff on 
site. 
 
Staff recommends the HPC approve the site work with the recommended condition under 24A-8(b)(2) 
and (d); and Standards #2, 9, and 10. 
 
Accessory Structure 
In the northeast corner of the lot, there is a proposed accessory structure identified as the “Pavilion” on 
the submitted site plans.  Elevations and detailed drawings of this structure were not included with the 
application materials.  The design and location for the pavilion are consistent with what was presented at 
the Preliminary Consultation.  The HPC voiced overall support for the structure in the proposed location 
and in the same approximate size.  Staff supports the construction of an accessory structure in this 
location; however, staff does not find the level of detail sufficient for a complete HAWP application.  
Staff finds the approval of this HAWP cannot extend to the pavilion and recommend that the HPC 
requires a separate HAWP to evaluate the structure.  Detailed specifications including elevations, 
dimensions, materials are required for a complete application.   
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Staff recommends the HPC approve with four (4) conditions the HAWP application, with final approval 
authority delegated to Staff; 

1. Detailed window and door specifications must be submitted; 
2. Detail roof specification must be submitted; 
3. Specification for the fencing and the stone wall on the northern property line must be submitted; 
4. Approval of this HAWP does not extend to the proposed accessory structure.  Review of that 

construction needs to be submitted as a separate HAWP. 
 

under the Criteria for Issuance in Chapter 24A-8(b)(2) and (d), having found that the proposal, as 
modified by the condition, is consistent with the purposes of Chapter 24A; 
 
and with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation #2, 9 and 10; 
 
and with Policy 24-01: 
 
and with the general condition that the applicant shall present an electronic set of drawings, if 
applicable, to Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) staff for review and stamping prior to 
submission for the Montgomery County Department of Permitting Services (DPS) building permits; 
 
and with the general condition that 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; 
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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. 
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Slope House – Historic Review Submission & Drawing Index

A. INTENT
This drawing set is issued in support of the Historic Review Application.
It represents the current design of the proposed residence, including 
architectural, structural, and mechanical/electrical/plumbing coordination. 
The intent of this submission is to demonstrate the overall design, massing, 
material expression, and integration of building systems as developed with 
the project consultants.

B. DRAWINGS INCLUDED
Architectural Drawings

	- A0.1 – Site Plan
	- A0.2 – Site Section
	- A0.3 – Plan
	- A0.4 – Plan
	- A0.5 – Elevations (East, West)
	- A0.6 – Elevations (North, South)
	- A0.7 – Sections

Structural / Timber Frame Drawings
	- S0.1 – Timber Frame Structural Diagram
	- S0.2 – Timber Roof Diagram
	- S0.3 – Timber Roof Plan
	- S0.4 – Timber Columns Diagram
	- S0.5 – Timber Columns Plan
	- S0.6 – Timber Floor Diagram
	- S0.7 – Timber Floor Diagram
	- S0.8 – Timber Floor Plan

Structural drawings issued for pricing and coordination.

Mechanical / Electrical / Plumbing (MEP) Drawings
	- M100 – Mechanical Plan
	- E100  – Electrical Notes
	- E200  – Electrical Plan
	- P100  – Plumbing Notes
	- P200  – Plumbing Plans
	- P300  – Plumbing Riser Diagrams

MEP drawings prepared for system coordination and design development.
Drawings are issued to illustrate the proposed design, building 
systems, and overall construction intent for review.

Noah Gear Studio 4

C. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The proposed residence is a timber-framed structure designed to express 
the structural system on the interior while maintaining a restrained exterior 
form compatible with the surrounding historic context. The design has been 
developed in coordination with structural and MEP consultants to ensure 
feasibility of construction while preserving the intended architectural 
character. Exterior materials, proportions, and openings have been carefully 
considered to align with the scale and rhythm of the neighborhood.

D. DESIGN COORDINATION
Timber Frame Structure

Framing

Mechanical / Electrical / Plumbing Systems

	- Primary structural frame designed in coordination with 
timber fabricator and structural engineer

	- Timber elements expressed at interior where noted
	- Interface framing coordinated with conventional wood 

framing

	- Exterior walls: wood framed construction
	- Interior partitions: wood framed construction
	- Foundation coordinated with structural drawings
	- Wall heights and roof geometry as indicated on plans and 

sections

	- Systems coordinated to minimize visual impact on exposed 
timber structure

	- Ductwork, piping, and electrical routed to maintain clean 
interior volumes

	- Equipment locations coordinated with architectural layout

Interior Construction
	- Exposed beams and timber structure to remain visible where 

noted
	- Drywall used only where required for enclosure or fire 

separation
	- Finish levels to be determined during final construction 

documentation

E. MATERIALS
The proposed exterior materials include:

	- Smooth stucco exterior wall finish
	- Standing seam metal roof
	- Wood windows and doors with wood trim
	- Wood guardrails and exterior railings
	- Metal cable guardrail system
	- Cast-in-place concrete foundation and footings
	- Southern Yellow Pine glulam structural columns
	- Wood plank exterior decking
	- Cast-in-place concrete porch
	- Concrete tile patio and exterior steps

F. ITEMS NOT PART OF HISTORIC REVIEW

	- Interior finishes
	- Cabinetry and fixtures
	- Furniture
	- Landscaping beyond general grading
	- Specialty lighting
	- Solar equipment (if added in future)

The following items are not part of this submission:

G. CONSULTANT COORDINATION

	- Structural engineer
	- Timber frame fabricator
	- Mechanical / electrical / plumbing consultants

The design shown has been developed with input from:
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LEGEND
1. Main House Entry
2. Community Garden Entry
3. Community Garden
4. Entry Porch - 4’7’’ x 32‘
5. Mud Room - 9’4’’ x 4’4’
6. Balcony - 34’1’’ x 4’7’’
7. Walk Passage - 24‘6’‘ x 5’4‘’
8. Dinning & Kitchen - 9’10’’ x 10’10’’
9. Laundry Room - 8’10’’ x 5’7’’
10. Washroom - 8’6’’ x 3’6’’
11. Guest Bedroom - 9’6’’  x 10’7’’
12. Living Room - 13’9’’ x 11’3’’
13.Master Bedroom - 14‘3’‘ x 10’7’’
14. Master Washroom - 9’2’’ x 9’2’
15. Deck
16. Pavilion

MATERIAL TOTALS 

Wood Decking ≈ 1000 sqft.
Concrete tile ≈ 600 sqft.
Exterior Terrazo ≈ 300 sqft.
Interior Terrazo ≈ 1100 sqft.
Garden ≈ 2132 sqft.
Fencing ≈ 350 Inches
Retaining Wall ≈ 75 Inches

5"

7’
 7

"
34

’ 7
"

7’
 6

"

28’ 5’’ 39’ 10’’ 26’ 4’’ 26’ 5’’ 5’ 14’ 5’’

Electric Box

Exterior Floor 
Cement  based
Terrazo floor
≈300 sq.ft

Wood Decking
≈850 sq.ftStone or Concrete Retain-

ing Wall - 18’’ wide
≈71.5 ft

Front Garden 
≈1030 sq.ft

Mid Garden 
≈675 sq.ftHog wire fencing

≈350 fft

Wood Decking
≈150 sq.ft

Concrete Tiles 
Paving
≈200 sq.ft

Front Retaining Walls
≈155 ft

Mid Retaining Walls
≈110 ft Back Garden 

≈427 sq.ft
Back Retaining Walls
≈52 ft

Concrete tile steps
≈500 sq.ft

Interior Floor 
Micro chip epoxy 
based Terrazo floor
≈1100 sq.ft 

50 Gallon Water 
Tank

W/D

High velocity HVAC

Site Plan 
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A0.1

ft
ft

15



Large Keystones

Wooden Columns

Stucco Finish

Double Glazed Windows

Metal Roof

Wood Burning Stove

Micro-chip Epoxy based 
Terrazzo Floor

Air Vent

High Velocity HVAC vent

Skylight

Site Section 
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A0.2
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Plan

A0.3
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Plan

A0.4
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Noah Gear Studio 9

Elevations

A0.5
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Elevations

A0.6
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Sections

A0.7
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Timber Frame
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Structure
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Roof Structure
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Columns
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Floor Structure
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Floor Structure
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MEP Engineering
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Mechanical

Noah Gear Studio 2232



CONDUIT & WIRE SIZE SCHEDULE
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POWER & SIGNAL TYPICAL MOUNTING HEIGHTS
NOT TO SCALE
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Plumbing
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Plumbing
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Plumbing

Noah Gear Studio 2737



Doors + Windows
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Doors +Windows
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Doors + Windows
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SLOPE HOUSE 
 DOORS + WINDOWS
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02 SLOPE HOUSE
DOOR & WINDOW SCHEDULE

54”

54”

56”

56”

+ (1)Casement
+ (1) Casement
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DOORS
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Mark: D1
Qty: 2
Type: Hinged
Rough Opening: 38”x 98.5”
Door Width: 36”
Door Height: 96”
Material: White Oak + Frosted Glass
Hardware: Locking Handle
Glass: U value ≤ 0.35
Glass: Solar Heat Coefficient ≤ 0.35

Interior Trim:
Provide 4” wide solid white oak interior casing, square profile, consistent on all 
four sides of front doors and adjacent front window.
Trim to be unfinished 

Exterior Condition:
No applied exterior casing. Units to be installed flush with exterior stucco re-
turn for a clean, modern appearance.
Manufacturer to confirm compatibility with system and provide required 
detailing.

Glazing:
Frosted / obscured insulated glass, acid-etched or satin finish
(not patterned, not applied film).

Glass Performance:
Safety glazing where required
Low-E coating compatible with frosted glass
SHGC and U-value to align with project window performance targets

Intent:
Frosted glass to provide privacy from street while maintaining daylight.
White oak trim to visually match interior millwork and read as a single, consis-
tent surround.

Trim width and material to be confirmed in shop drawings prior to fabri-
cation. No substitutions without approval.

04 SLOPE HOUSE
DOOR 1
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Mark: D2
Qty: 3
Type: Sliding
Rough Opening: 74” x 86.5”
Width: 72”
Height: 84”
Material: White Oak + Glass
Hardware:: Locking Handle
U value ≤ 0.35
Solar Heat Coefficient: ≤ 0.35

Notes: Interior Insect Screen 

05 SLOPE HOUSE
DOOR 2
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Mark: D3
Qty: 3
Type: Invisible Frameless
Rough Opening: 38” x 86.5”
Door Width: 36”
Door Height: 84”
Material: Wood Solid Core 
Hardware: Locking Handle

06 SLOPE HOUSE
DOOR 3
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Mark: D4
Qty: 1
Type: Pocket
Rough Opening: 66” x 86.5”
Door Width: 32”
Door Height: 84”
Material: White Oak + Fluted Glass
Hardware: Privacy Latch

Trim:
Provide 4” wide solid white oak interior casing, square profile, consis-
tent on all four sides of front doors and adjacent front window.
Trim to be unfinished 

Trim width and material to be confirmed in shop drawings prior 
to fabrication. No substitutions without approval.

07 SLOPE HOUSE
DOOR 4
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Mark: D5
Qty: 2
Type: Invisible Frameless
Rough Opening: 30” x 82.5”
Door Width: 28”
Door Height: 80”
Material: Wood Solid Core 
Hardware: Locking Handle

08 SLOPE HOUSE
DOOR 5
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WINDOWS
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Mark: W1
Qty: 1
Type: Picture/Fixed
Rough Opening: 38”x 98.5”
Door Width: 36”
Door Height: 96”
Material: White Oak + Frosted Glass
Glass: U value ≤ 0.35
Glass: Solar Heat Coefficient ≤ 0.35

Interior Trim:
Provide 4” wide solid white oak interior casing, square profile, consistent on all four 
sides of front doors and adjacent front window.
Trim to be unfinished 

Exterior Condition:
No applied exterior casing. Units to be installed flush with exterior stucco return for a 
clean, modern appearance.
Manufacturer to confirm compatibility with system and provide required detail-
ing.

Glazing:
Frosted / obscured insulated glass, acid-etched or satin finish
(not patterned, not applied film).

Glass Performance:
Safety glazing where required
Low-E coating compatible with frosted glass
SHGC and U-value to align with project window performance targets

Intent:
Frosted glass to provide privacy from street while maintaining daylight.
White oak trim to visually match interior millwork and read as a single, consistent 
surround.

Trim width and material to be confirmed in shop drawings prior to fabrication. 
No substitutions without approval.

10 SLOPE HOUSE
WINDOW 1
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Mark: W2
Qty: 5
Type: Picture/ Fixed
Rough Opening (overall): 181” W × 82.5” H
To be confirmed / adjusted per manufacturer shop drawings
Individual Unit Size (frame): 36” W × 80” H
Material: White Oak with insulated glass
(or thermally broken aluminum / aluminum-clad wood — confirm system)

Glazing & Performance
Glazing: Triple-pane IGU
Outer pane: Tempered safety glass
Middle pane: Clear glass with Low-E coating + argon fill
Inner pane: Laminated safety glass (interior)
Spacer: Warm-edge spacer
U-value: ≤ 0.25 BTU/hr·ft²·°F
(≤ 0.30 acceptable if required by system limitations)
Solar Heat Gain Coefficient (SHGC): 0.25 – 0.35 target range

Please recommend the appropriate Low-E coating based on this range and 
orientation.”

Assembly / Mullion
Assembly: Individual 36” × 80” picture window units
Mulling:Windows to be shipped as individual units (or maximum two-wide sub-
assemblies)

Windows to be mulled together on site using manufacturer-provided structural 
mullions, connectors, gaskets, and sealants

Note: Mullion face widths and sightlines to be consistent across all five units.

11 SLOPE HOUSE
WINDOW 2

#1 #2 #3 #4 #5

Operable Casement Window

- Looks the same from the exterior. 
- Interior insect screen 
- Operable crank handle at doorknob height (36”)
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Mark: W3
Qty: 3
Type: Picture/ Fixed
Rough Opening (overall): 109” W × 82.5” H
To be confirmed / adjusted per manufacturer shop drawings
Individual Unit Size (frame): 36” W × 80” H
Material: White Oak with insulated glass
(or thermally broken aluminum / aluminum-clad wood — confirm system)

Glazing & Performance
Glazing: Triple-pane IGU
Outer pane: Tempered safety glass
Middle pane: Clear glass with Low-E coating + argon fill
Inner pane: Laminated safety glass (interior)
Spacer: Warm-edge spacer
U-value: ≤ 0.25 BTU/hr·ft²·°F
(≤ 0.30 acceptable if required by system limitations)
Solar Heat Gain Coefficient (SHGC): 0.25 – 0.35 target range

Please recommend the appropriate Low-E coating based on this range and 
orientation.”

Assembly / Mullion
Assembly: Individual 36” × 80” picture window units
Mulling: Windows to be shipped as individual units 
Windows to be mulled together on site using manufacturer-provided structural 
mullions, connectors, gaskets, and sealants

Note: Mullion face widths and sightlines to be consistent across all five units.

12 SLOPE HOUSE
WINDOW 3

#1 #2 #3

Operable Casement Window

- Looks the same from the exterior. 
- Interior insect screen 
- Operable crank handle at doorknob height (36”)
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Mark: W4
Qty: 1
Type: Casement
Rough Opening: 26” x 26”
Width: 24”
Height: 24”
Material: White Oak+ Glass
Glazing: Double Pane
U value ≤ 0.35
Solar Heat Coefficient: ≤ 0.75

Notes: Interior Insect Screen

13 SLOPE HOUSE
WINDOW 4
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Mark: W5
Qty:1
Window Type: Casement
Rough Opening 26” x 56”
Width:  24” 
Height: 54”
Material: White Oak + Glass
Location: Bathroom / shower
Glazing: Obscure (acid-etched / satin) tempered safety 
glass
Operation: Outward opening casement
Notes: Window to be suitable for wet-area installation; 
provide full perimeter weather sealing.

Notes: Interior Insect Screen

14 SLOPE HOUSE
WINDOW 5
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Mark: W6
Qty: 1
Type: Awning
Rough Opening: 56” x 26”
Width: 54”
Height: 24”
Material: White Oak + Glass
Glazing: Double Pane
U value ≤ 0.35
Solar Heat Coefficient: ≤ 0.75

Notes: Interior Insect Screen

15 SLOPE HOUSE
WINDOW 6
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Mark: W7
Qty: 1
Type: Skylight
Rough Opening: 48” x 59”
Width: 48”
Height: 59”
Material: Hardwood + Glass
Glazing: Tripple Glazed
U value ≤ 0.35
Solar Heat Coefficient: ≤ 0.75

Notes:

Triple-glazed skylight
– Outer pane: tempered + diffused (opal or sandblasted)
– Middle pane: Low-E + argon filled
– Inner pane: laminated clear safety glass
– Warm-edge spacer
– Solar control coating

16 SLOPE HOUSE
WINDOW 7
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