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Frangoise Carrier, Chair
Montgomery County Planning Board
8787 Georgia Ave.

Silver Spring, MD 20910
MCP-Chair@mncppc-mc.org

RE:  Public Hearing on Updates to Locational Atlas and Index of Historic Sites and Amendment
to the Master Plan for Historic Preservation: Upper Patuxent Area Resources

Dear Ms. Carrier,

Regarding the above-referenced agenda item, I am writing to you to enter into the record a memorandum
(Attachment A) I distributed to Historic Preservation staff members and my coileagues on the Historic
Preservation Commission shortly before my term as HPC chairman expired earlier this year. [ also am
submitting copics of blog posts (Attachments B & C) I wrote concerning the HPC’s treatment of these
properties as they moved through the HPC’s public hearings and work sessions.

[ hope that the Planning Board ngorously reviews the public record regarding the documentation used to
recommended designation of these properties in the Master Plan for Historic Preservation. I also would
hope that the Planning Board thoroughly question historic preservation staff about properties
recommended for removal from the Locational Atlas and from further consideration as Montgomery
County historic properties. The most important property in this latter group is the Colonel Lyde Griffith
Farm (M:15/27), a property the HPC voted unanimously to recommend not be designated. This property
may have architectural and landscape resources that meet the criteria for designation outlined in the staft
report submitted to the HPC, only for reasons not discussed by staff at the time. There may be
architecturally significant buildings at the property and potentially intact archaeclogical resources,
inciuding a family cemetery. Nearby properties not currently under consideration have intact industrial
archacological features related to nineteenth century mining done at this once much larger farm.

The memorandum and blog posts identify serious shortcomings in the documentation that the HPC relied
on to make its recommendations. The HPC hearing and work session transcripts that should be available
for your review reflect the many problems with the designation documents and the concerns conveyed by
current and former HPC members about them.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter,

Sincerely,

D OSsha—

David S. Rotenstein, Ph.D.
Attachments
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ATTACHMENT A

18 January 2010

TO: Montgomery County Historic Preservation Commission
Statf and Commissioners

FROM: David S. Rotenstein

SUBJECT:  Upper Patuxent Area Master Plan Amendment

This memorandum contains a brief summary of my review of the Staff Draft Amendment
to the Master Plan for Historic Preservation: Upper Patuxent Area Resources. [ have read
the Draft Amendment document, the Staff Report, and the individual Maryland Inventory
of Historic Places forms completed for each of the resources. On Saturday 16 January
2010 I visited the Upper Patuxent area and viewed the two historic districts and several of
the individual properties recommended for designation in the Master Plan for Historic
Preservation. I am writing this memorandum to summarize my impressions from the
various information sources.

Overall I am disappointed by portions of the Draft Amendment and the supporting
documents. The supporting documents, notably the MIHP forms, lack consistency in their
reporting style and format and in some cases do not provide reviewers sufficient
information to form a reasonable opinion regarding the recommendations for designation
(or removal from consideration for designation). Although the Draft Amendment
contains location maps derived from the County’s GIS layers, there is insufficient
information in the maps to understand each property’s context. The MIHP forms,
mtended to provide the raw data from which decision making may occur, lack sufficient
detail. Some do not contain contemporary location maps; others, notably the MIHP form
prepared for the Rezin Moxley House {15/3), lack sufficient photographic documentation.
In general, the thumbnail photographs provided for individual properties within the two
proposed historic districts do not provide sufficient detail to adequately evaluate the
Iresources.

1 also am concerned with discrepancies in the various documents. For exampie, according
to the Draft Amendment, the proposed Etchison Historic District has 20 properties; the
Staff report indicates there are 19; and, the MIHP form identifies 21 properties.

Time does not permit a more comprehensive discussion of all of the resources. Discussed
below are resources for which { believe there are sigmificant issues regarding the data
presented and the recommendations for designation. I do not believe that there are imtact
historic districts in Etchison and Clagettsville. Although both represent clusters of oid
buildings, corporately they lack chronological cohesion and many of the individual
properties have such diminished integrity that imposing regulatory review via the
Historic Area Work Permit process would create an undue burden on property owners
and the County.
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The bases for recommending designation are parochial and fail to draw upon other
jurisdictions — federal, state, and local — which have tackled the problem of ubiquitous
rural unincorporated hamlets, | am particularly concerned about the recommendation for
designating five unremarkable modem ranch houses in Etchison by suggesting they are
resources that have achieved significance within the past fifty years solely because of
their associations with families who have a long history of land tenure in the community.
There are ways to recognize local importance and not all of those ways may be achieved
by designating properties as historic.

Etchison Historic District (15/29)

This proposed historic district is a rural unincorporated hamlet located in the vicinity of
the intersection of Laytonsville Road (SR 108) and Damascus Road (SR 650). The period
of significance proposed in the Master Plan Amendment spans 1876 to 1965." According
to the Maryland Inventory of Historic Properties form, the proposed Etchison Historic
District is significant primarily for its association with two early families, the Etchison
and Hawkins families, who built homes and businesses. The substance of the proposed
historic district’s significance appears to tumn on the assertion that,

The district displays an unusual dichotomy between
residents who built cutmoded residences long after
popularity wained {sic.] on a regional scale, reflecting
persistence of tradition, and up-to-date styles indicative of a
consciousness of current trends in architectural design.’

The Master Plan Amendment recommends designating the proposed Etchison Historic
District in the Master Plan for Historic Preservation under four critenia:

la) The property has character, interest or value as part ot the development,
heritage or cultural characteristics of the county, state or nation;

1d) The property exemplifies the cultural economic, social, political or historic
heritage of the county and its communities;

2a) The property embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, peried or
method of construction; and,

2d) The property represents a significant and distinguishable entity whose
components may lack individual distinction.

" Maryland National Capital Park and Planning Commission. Montgomery County Department of
Planning. Historic Preservation Section, Staff Draft Amemdment to the Master Plan for Historic
Preservation: Upper Patuxent Area Resources, December 2009, 33

? Clare Lise Kelly and Rachel Kennedy, Ezchison, Maryland Inventory of Historic Properties Form,
November 2009, Section 8.
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The recommendations contained in the designation documents do not appear to be
consistent with Chapter 24A of the Montgomery County Code. Etchison is a rural
unincorporated hamlet with a population of many buildings that individuaily lack
distinction and are historically and architecturaily unremarkable. Notably lacking from
the statf narratives defending the proposed Etchison Historic District’s significance are
the many academic and public-sector reports, articles, and monographs that attempt to
deal with the difficult issue of evaluating the significance of rural hamlet.? Etchison does
not appear to represent a “significant and distinguishable entity” as required to meet
Chapter 24A-3. Although distinguishable as a hamlet, the cluster of buildings, structures,
and landscape elements does not appear to merit designation.

The designation documents emphasize Etchison’s history as a “kinship community” as a
key factor in evaluating the property’s significance. Although the documents include a
fair amount of genealogical and anecdotal data, there is little analysis of the development
of kinship networks and land tenure beyond the descriptive data presented in the
documents. Staff elected to cite the differences in architectural styles used by different
families in Etchison as a major basis for historical significance. This phenomenon is not
unique to Montgomery County and there are a number of explanations — none of which
were explored in the designation documents ~ including socioeconomic status.

Designation of the proposed Etchison Historic District would not appear to serve any
historic preservation objectives defined under Chapter 24 A and would subject individual
property owners and the County to costly regulatory compliance requirements that are not
commensurate with the resources in the proposed historic district.

Parr’s Spring (15/1)

This property historically contained a survey boundary stone marking the intersection of
Montgomery, Frederick, Carroll, and Howard Counties. Originally surveyed in the
eighteenth century, the site has achieved traditional significance in oral and written
histories. Located on private property posted with No Trespassing signs and lacking
public access, Parr’s Spring consists of two commemorative markers: a concrete marker
submerged in the spring/pong at the site and a monument erected in 1976 by the
Daughters of the American Revolution.

There is no physical evidence available to suggest that the original boundary markers
remain at the site submerged beneath the pond. The designation documents fail to clearly
assign a date to the placement of the concrete marker. According to the documents, the
property was resurveyed in 1979 or 1980 and the partially submerged marker may have
been placed at that time.

! Jeffrey Winstel, “The Unincorporated Hamlet; A Vanishing Aspect of the Rural Landscape,” CRM 17, no.
1 (1994); 25-27.
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Regardless of the date for the boundary marker, because there is no evidence that the
original boundary marker exists, the property’s objects (D.A.R. monument and boundary
marker) are commemorative. Although Chapter 24A does not specifically deal with the
issue of commemorative property historical significance, the National Register of
Historic Places Criteria for Evaluation do contain clear language regarding
commemorative properties: “Properties primarily commemorative in nature ... shall not
be considered eligible for the National Register.™

Alfred Baker House (15/4)

According to the designation documents, this property was the home of Methodist circuit
rider Alfred Baker built in the 1850s. The National Register of Historic Places Criteria
for Evaluation provide amplification for the criteria for designation outlined in Chapter
24A-3. The Amendment ties much of its justification for designation of the Alfred Baker
House to his role as a Methodist circuit rider. Although staff has compiled an impressive
amount of biographical information regarding Baker, his contributions to local, state, or
national history fail to distinguish him as a significant individual as defined by the
National Register of Historic Places. “A property is not eligible if its only justification for
significance is that it was owned or used by a person who is a member of an identifiable
profession, class, or social or ethnic group,” wrote the National Park Service in its
bulletin on applying the National Register Criteria for Evaluation. “It must be shown that
the person gained importance within his or her profession or group.””

Architecturally, the Alfred Baker House The house is clad by aluminum siding and has
replacement windows. Additions and alterations and alterations to original block
contribute to the diminished integrity of this vernacular residence.

*36 CFR §60.4, Criteria for Evaluation.

’ How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation, National Register Bulletin (Washington,
D.C.; United States. National Park Service, 1997), 15,
http://www.nps.gov/nr/publications/bulletins/mrb L S/INDEX htm.




Update on MoCo's Upper Patuxent Historic Designations « Histonan for Hire

Historian for Hire

History and Historic Preservation

& Twitter

nFacabook Y Rss

March
11, 2010

Web History
Who was Col. Lyde Griffith & Why Preserve His MoCo Farm?

Update on MoCo’s Upper
Patuxent Historic Deslgnations

& historiandhire {David Rotenstein) 3 Cultural Rescurce Managemant,
Historic Preservation, History 0 historic pressrvation, landmarking,
Montgomery County (Md.) O Leave » comment

Last night the Momtgomery County Histonc Preservation Commssion concluded s
‘atest work session on the Upper Patuxent Master Plan Amendment for Historic
Pragervation designations bagun nead the end of my term as HPC chaiman. Now that
the HPC has reviewed and voted on all of the properties contained in the proposed
amendmernt, the next stap 0 the process is evaluation by tha Menigomery County
Planning Board. [Correction: This refers to the draft amendment prepared in December
2009. There will bs ona additional meating to evaluate propartiss culled from the
previousty proposed Eichison and Clagettsviie HDs}

oy ihe quailty of tho rasearch dono by Historic F‘roservanon staff in malung the
recommendations for designation 10 the Master Plan lor Histonc Preservation of m
recommending removal from the Locational Atlas and from future consideration for
designation. Soma of the properties, ke the two proposed historic distncis — Elchison
ang Clagetisvide — appeared to ‘ack cohesion and contained an unsettiing number of
aoncontributing properties, t.e., propertas constructed after the proposed districts' period
of significance or properties that lacked integnty and/or historica# associations. The
proposed Clagattavile Historic District, for example, had mora than 30% (12) of its 37
propartas Wentified as "non-contnbuting.” HP stalf failed (o disclose pnor to the
completon of January 2010 siaff report that the Clage{t.wallo Histonc Dislnct had been
rgviawed by The Maryland Histoncal Trust. The 199 : A it !
based on documantaton prepared by then-M-NCPPC hlstonan Mlka war noted The
crassroads community of Claggelisvilke has undergone numerous allerations and has
many irrustons. It no ionger conveys the sense of a 19th and sarty 20ih century village
and lacks suffictent cohasivensas ¢ be considered a distnc."[1] The HPC voled
Fabruary 24, 2010, 1o not recommend designation of the Clagetisviie Historic Distrct.

The December 2009 Maryland inventory of Histonc Properttes form HP siaff compisted
for the propased Elchison distnct inciuded language suggesting that the proposed
nistonc distncls many postwar ranch houses were sigreficant slements becausa they
nad achileved an exceptonal level of significance:

Leaving aide the 1s5ue that Montgomery County does not designate properties based
on the National Register of Histonc Places Crtena for Listing (and the supplementary

http: //historian hire, wordpress.com/ 20 10/03/11 fupperpatuxent/( 10/6/2010 2:32:01 AM)
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Critena Excaptions), there was no evidence prasantad to support that the postwar ranch ACHMENT
nomes rosa to the level of meeting any of the designation Criteria Iistad in Chapter 24A
of the Montgomery County Code and the HPC al its February 24, 2010, meeting

dechned to recommand designation of the full district as proposed by staf.

The Master Plan amandment's individual resources ako had substantial problems. Tha
documentation prapared for the Parr's Spring proparty marking the poird where
Montgomery, Frederick, Caitoll, and Howard counties meet failad to adequatety inform
the Hmmmwmmfmmwmmwmam«mmmmm

The Master Plan amendment was prepared by multiple stafl members, some of whom
are no longaer workung for Montgomery County. Tha documents themsalves were
nconsstant and did not contain sufficient information for the HPC, not 1o rmantion the
Planming Board or County Councl, [o maka defensible decisions about whethet
properties met tha Criteria for Desgnation in Chapter 24A. For axample, several
propertias lacked contamporary photagraphs and staff reded on low-rasolution asnal
photps, scanned 1970s inventory forms, and digitally zoomed photos taken from public
rignts of way 1o provide the HPC with information on the architecture {construction
detad, malenais, mtegnty) of farmhouses and other builkkhngs. The HP staffs explanation
was that thay dd not have access to the propartes. Okay then, what was siaft asking
tha HPC to use as avidence for recommanding designation of removal from the
Locational Allas?

At last mght's fimed work session the HPC consderad saven propertias. Among the
properies the HFC aveluated was the Col. Lyde Griffith Farm, an early nineteenth
century property covering approximately 88 acres. Staff was unable to provide the HPC
with contemnporary photos of the propery, which inciudes what appears to ba an earty
nineteenth century |-houss, a 1930s-era gambrel-roof dairy bam complex, and cther
agnoultural and domestic outbuildings. Historical docurments and orad histories add to the
inventory within the farmstead: a nineteenth caury family cemetery, tha ruins of 3
Fennsyivarua German bank bam, and antsbeltum chrome mines.

Tha HPC repaatedly asked stalf for detais of the farmsiead's architecture. 1.e., specific
aates (of busdinga, thaw integrity, and the locaton of potentally sgnificant
archaeclogicat resources relaled fo the muxed aghcutural-gomeates- industnal use at the
proporty batween the 1820s and tha Civit War. Staff was unable to answar the
questions to the HPC's satsfaction and the HPC voted unanmously 10 remove the
property from further consideration as a Master Plan property.

Troubling as the two proposed histonc disirict designaticns were because of the
potentisd to place undue reguiatory burdens on proparty owners, the HPC's decision to
not recommend designation of the Col. Lyde Gnffith Farm was parhaps the most
tecubling outcoma from the Upper Patuxent proceedings. Bassd on the wealth of
nformation avarabis to HP staff — i.e., they had collacted primary historical documents
and cited them in their reports bt faded 10 read of understand them — this property
~laarty mel alt of the associational Critena for Dasignation, a.g., it has character, intereat
or vatue as part of the developmant, hedtage o cultural charactenstics of the county,
siate or naton (for nineteanth century farmsieads, role in chrome extracton indusiry); it
15 idantifed with a person or 3 group of persons who influenced society; and, it
exampifies the cultural economic, socal, polibcal of historic hentage of the county and
s communities. (3]
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farry of medals entrepreneurs,
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the rageon. Wa know that
Griffith had been leasing s
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farmstead to chrome extractors
since at teast 1837 when he executed a contract with Washington Waters to mine and
remove the chroms from Gnffith's farm. Shortly after axecuting that contract Gnffith
bagan negctrating with the Tysons for them to lease the property for chrome extraction.
Waters sued Gnffith for breach of contract and the case was litigated, appealed, and
reported In 1852.{4] The appeals cowrt case included explicht descriptions of the Griffith
property and the nghts afforded 1o lessess to use the farmhouse and other buildings for
housing workers, elc.

The defendant then offared in evidence the following raceipt; 1838, January 30th.
Received of Washington Waters, $50 in full, for the entire right to search for, diy,
and remove, as he may think preper, chrorme gre or mineral from the lot of ground
marked ouf for him, upon the terms specified in a contract betwseer him and
myself, dated. October 18th 1837. Alse for the use of the house, except the cellar, in
said lot, so long as he may wish it, for the use of the hands he may employ in
digging for chrome upon said lot [5]

We know that the Tysons did in fact sscure the (sasa to remove chrome from the
Griffith properly because the 1865 Martenet and Bond Map of Montgomery County
shows the ‘Tyson Chroma Pits” at the location now known as the Col. Lyde Grilfith
Farm [fi] What remains unclear and which should have bean explorad by staffl s how
the antebeltum chrome extrachon site identified In Walers v. Griffith relates to what
appears 10 be a second Grffith chroma aextraction sits, a0 minad by laase, located
southwest of tha Col. Lyde Gnffith Farm and documanted betwsan the 1880s and 1929
by tha Maryland Geological Survey.

According 10 one writer, in 1928 the "Etchison Chrome Mine” was:

On tha farm of Columbus Griffith threa-quarters of a rrake west of Etchison, chrome
ares ware mned off and on severat times prior to the Civil War and hauled to
Woodbine for shiprment. There appears (o hava been three openings .. [7]

Another wnter, m 1928, cbserved, “Tha mitw now consists of B shallow deprassion
surrgunded by dumps, somewhat overgrown with briers."[8]

Maps pubkshed in various Marytard " dent v, et
Gealogical Survey reports piace the mine N ' ; f_
described on property southwest of

Damascus Road yet the histoncat record
renvigwed thus far doas not idantdfy two
disbnct mining operatons active on the
Griffith properties. HP staff shoukl have
atisured that the MPC had safficiem
nformation to know which chrome extraction
operation was active al what is now known !
as the Col. Lyde Gnffith Farm and HP staff . - "
should have been better prepared to : Vd -
address the HPC's questions about the ] )
individual elements within the Col. Lyde e =,/ -
Griffith Farm o

Tap of o g of Somaguty Orasty sheemy ralbe w vivd
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As I standa now, the Ptanning Hoard will et

recenve a Master Plan amendmend traught with errors with long-term implications for

Montgomery Courtty's history and its property ownsrs. | wili update this blog post with

maore detas from last mght's hearing and a future post will cover the significance of

Montgomery County's onty chroma axtraction site.
NOTES

[1] Elixaveth Harrold, Cluggettsuille fistoric District (M-15-8), Indwidual
Property/Disinct Maryland Historical Trust Internal NR-Eligibility Review Form
i{Crownsville, MD: Marytand Historical Trust, Septamber 20, 1921).

(2] Ctare Lise Kelly and Rachel Kennedy. Etchisun, Maryland Inventary of Historic
Proparies Form, November 2009.

[3] Chaptar 24A §3(b}1).

(4] Washington Waters vs. Lyde Griffith, Executor of Lyde Griffith, deceased. 2
. Maryland Reports 326 (1852).
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{£] Ivid.

(6] Simon J Martenst, Marianet & Bond, and Schmidt & Trowe, “Martensi and Bond's
Map of Monigomary County, Maryland” (Battimore: Simon J. Martenet, 1865},

[I1 Josaph T. Singewald, “Tha Chrome Industry in Maryland,” Maryland Geological
Survey Reports 12 (1928) 191,

(8] Eart V. Shannan, “Minaralogy of the Chrome Ore from Etchison, Montgomary Ca.,
MD.,” The American Mineralogist 11, no. 1 (1926). 16.
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Tha Col. Lyde Griffith Farm (M: 15/27). also known as the Mehrde Warfield Farm, is
'ocated at 7301-7307 Damascus Road in Gaithersburg. The current property covers
approxtmately 87 6 acres north of Damascus Road and northwast of Etchisor. a aural
Jincorporated hamiet.(1} The farmstead includes several domestic and agnculivrat
huikdings, agricultural fiekds, and arsas 0 mixed hardwoods. Af ts March 10, 2010, work
session the Historic Preservation Commission voted unanimously to remove 1he propety
from the Locabonal Atlas snd Index of Historic Sites and o not recommand designation
111 tha Maater Plan for Histonc Prasarvation.

| agres with tha HPC's decision and the reasons stated by rdivdual members for
volng against designation. The documentation prepared by staff in support of 4s
recommendation of cesignation based on the proparly's histoncal associations and
architacture was not defensible nor was It accurate and completa. | the HPC had voted
10 dasignate the property, all 87.61 acres and :ndividual buildings wousd have been
sutpect to regulation by tha HPC. This brief summary of the property's history and
cultural features derives from research conducted at the Library of Congress. The
nformabon presenied below underscores the sanous questions raised by the HPC
ragarding the research conducted to support the proposed Upper Patuxent Arga
Resources Amendment to the Montgomary County Master Plan Tor Historic
Praservation.

Audin (heavity compressed #P3) from tha March 10, 2010, work session whers {he
HPC discussed arid voled on this property is available hars.

Architecture

According to ihe Dacember 2000 MIHP forn completed by staff, the surviving histonc
nouse 13 a log and frame structure with a three bay, side gabie mam biock.[2] Staff
noted a matal-clad roof, synthetic siding, a rebuilt [brick] chwnney, and an attached
Jarage. Most of stalfs description of the proparty derived from a 1987 survey. At the
March 2010 work session stalf was unable 10 answer HPC members' questions about
the house's integrty nor could staff provide the HPC with a gefinttive construction gate
for the buikding.

Staff wrote i the 2009 MIMP form, “The log and frame housa was i:kaly built betwean
1797, the data of Co! [sic] Lyde Griffith's first marnage lo Anne Pooig Dorsey ana 1809
The three bay house i a traditionai form that was used throughout the regon n this
#ra.'[3] Pictures of the home included i the 2008 MIHP form, along with sarker MIHP
forms. suggest that the house 1= a tragitional [-house. a common mineteenth and aarly

hep: /{histonandhine. wordpress, com,/2010/03/ 18/who-was-tyde/{ 10/6/2010 7:20:13 AM]
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wantiath century vemacudar house type found throughout the eastern United States.[4]
Tha buikding shown in the photos has a par of inlemal gable-end chirnnays, a 1.5-story
gable roof side (east) addibon and a ana-story shed roof addition, and a one-story hip-
roof garage attached 1o the bunding's rear (north). There ara two first-fioor windows
plercing the west (side) fagade. Thesa windows appear to bs 1/1 double-tuing-sash
replacemant windows (rmetal or vinyl). The onginal three-bay prancipal fagade (south)
appears to have a one-story shed roof porch support by wood posts. A photo includad
in tha 2009 MIHP form taken from a disiance shows 6/8 DHS windows with wood
shutters.

in her report delivered to the HPC at the March 2010 work session planner Sandra
Youla descnbed her visit to the property, “Wa were mvited off of the ste when we were
thera so this 18 the best wa can do for you,” reported Youwa as she delverad har
prasantation to the HPC. Youla explained that her departure from the property preciuded
collacting additional information o present to the MPC.

The dairy bam complax wag described at langth in the 1987 survey by Andrea Rebeck
ang i tha 2009 MIHP fom. in addition to the ninetesnth and early twentieth century
buikdings and structures, there ara several late twenbeth and early twenty-first century
biildings located at this property. Thess nclude a large new residence and agncultural
bweidings and structures related to the active dairy farm.

Landucupe

Staff rscommended an environmental satting that embraces the entire parcel. “The
satting s 87 61 acres, besng parcel PB4, in the event of subdnmsion, the Taaturas 1o be
preservad include the histonc dwelling housa, the dairy bam, the Griffith famiy
camaiary, and the vista from Damascus Road °[5] Stalls recommendation did not
ndude potential archaeological resources, including the antebalium chroms mines
reported to have been operated on Lyde Griffith's farm.

Historical Significance

Lyde Gritfth (1774-1839) was

L a1 okl —— 7
——— ‘f‘."_"..:;:"-.. born into a prominent Maryland
e e = famity. Engaged n state and
_— loca government. large
‘:-:-r'f landholkders, and midtary
e officers in the late Colonial and
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:_.u:s-' history is documented in
gy saveral local histories and
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I s i % geneatogses (G Lyde Griffith's

A e s father, Samuel, was a
E L B
i L Continental Army captan and

farmar. Lyde was the only
chtld bom to Samuel and
first wife, Rached Wartieid.
Lyde Gnffith's first wife, Anna Daorsey, with whom he had three children, dred in 1808;
he tater mamed Amelia Wayman and they had four children. The Gnffith gensalogy '
complax and warrants further research to be specific Montgomery County farmstesds o
individual dascandants and affines in the Warfield and Dorsey famdies.

fapde Gt Uieneadosgy Dintfowe

Daspite Histonc Preservation Office stafs asserions in earier documents and testimony
that the source of Gnffith's titte, "Colonel.” was unknown, severai histories identify Lyde
Gaffith a8 a caplain who servad m the d44th Regimant {Montgomery County) dunng the
War of 1812 [T] The Griffiths hekd exiensiva iands and relisd on African- Amencan labor
to work thew farms before and after the Civd War. it is beyond the scope of ltus
docurnent 1o review ad of the Gnffith Montgomary County landholdings. By 1824,
howavey, Lyde Griffith had accumuiated sufficient capital 1o acquire nearly 1.20C acres
which he namad "Gnffith'sburg” (Gnfithsburg) [8]

Chrome Mining

Lyce Gnffith's 1,196-acra farm was locatad in the Upper Patuxent River drainage and
was drssactad by sevaral unnamed iributaries. The geology of thus area ncludes
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serpentine rock formabons rich with chrome ore. According to Maryland Geological
Survey maps, the sarpentng formations near Efchison run from southwest to
northeast (3 Chwome 18 a mmeral that in the ninetesnth century was used in the
manufactura of steed, the laather industry, and as a pigment The American chrome
industry was founded in tha first quarier of the ninetesntn century by Baltimore
entraprenewr isaac Tyson Jr. Tyson's career and contributions to American and
Maryland economic history are discussed at tength in aricles on the chrome industry
and in several biographies [10]

{yde Gnifith appears to have realized by
the mid 1830s that his lands hald
marchantable quantiies of chrome. In
Qctober 1837 Gnffith executed a contract
with Washingion Waters allowing Waters
10 remove chroma from the property.
According to the contract, Waters, for $50,
bought the nght to "search for, dig, and
ramove. as he may think proper. chrome
ore or minaral from the ot of ground
marked out for him.” Waters aiso oblainad,
‘the use of the house. excapt ths cellar, n
sawd lol, so lorg as he may wish it, for the
use of the hands he may empioy in digging
for chrome. '[11]

Less than a year into the contract with
Waters Griffith apparently bagan
negotiating with Tyson o mma chvoma
from the farm. These negotiations spured
a breach of contract suit involving Waters
and Lyde Gritfith's hairs. Watars was
awarded $2.056.25 iIn damages and
Grffith's heirs appealed the judgment to
he Maryland Court of Appeais. The portion
of Gnffith's property mined by Waters was
a tract formarly owned by Benjamin King
and bought by Gntiith in 1824 [12] This
appears to be the famm that cams o ba
hekd by Columnbus Griffith and which is
now south of Damascus Road.[13]
Records consulted to date do not ndicate f thara warg chiome pis active within the 58
acres now compnsing the Col. Lyde Griffith Farm. Tha 1865 Marenet and Bond
Montgomary County map show “Tyson's Chroms Pia™ in the vicinity of the Col. Lyds
Gotfith Farm [14]

182 g folio cover fow the Criffithsbiiry
BUARET)

The Etchison chrome mines were thg only ongs active in Monigomary County [15] The
satiest Known descnption of the place whare chrome was removed starting in ¢ 183718
in a Johns Hoplins University publication from 1889. “On the land of Columbus Griffith,
3 mHe west of Etchison P O, and a iittle east of Great Seneca Cresk, s 3 conskierable
daposd of chromite ... This was formerly worked for chrome ore,” reportad A.C. Gill. Gill
also descrbed “old dump ~heapa which swround the pra "[16)

in 1926 geologist £ar Shannon wrote in the Journal of the Minerulogicul Society of
Ameriva:

An old chromite mine near Etchison in Marytand has been mentionad by Gill 2a a
‘ocabity for chrome tourmaling and fuchsite and the present wnter has recently
described a green margarite from this region. Tha ming now consists of a shallow
dapression surrounded by dumps, samawhat overgrown with brars. Tha only rock
axposed in place 15 3 mass of rusty laic In the pit. Beneath this tale oulcTop 15 an
2ld funnel which st shows a namow opening Dut, since rno Ight was avilable, this
~as not explored [17]

Two years after Shannon's artete was published, Joseph Singawalkd wrote on the

Chrome Industry in Maryland in a raport published by the Maryland Geclogicat Survey
and he described the "Etchison Mina™;

On the fam of Coumbua Griffith three-quarters of a mule west of Etchison, criroma
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ores were minad off and on saveral imes prior 10 the Clvil War and hauled to
Woodbine for shipment. There appears 1o have been three openings. The largest
and only accessible one shows no evidance of chrome ora. It consists of a pit 30
feat in diameter and 15 fest desp from which a gallery runs with a steep down
grade for 50 fesi N. 20" W. and then turns N. 70° E. for 30 feet. The country rock
13 a sofl talcost schist with the direction of N. 70* W. 30" N. A sacond opemng 80
feat distant m the direction M. 35" E., and a third 50 feet N, 75° E. of the second
are now completely filled up but small dumps about them contain serpentine in
which there ara metallic parlicies but no precas of massiva chromite could be
found. The indications are that not much ore was produced here. [Endnote did not
copy: Singewakd. "The Chrome Industry in Maryland,” 191.]

Portion of 1865 Martenet and Bond Map, Pyson Chrome pats arve pictared i the center,

Verland Clirome Mines. Map prbiishod by the Marghand Gealoawal
Sertey i oz The 1uz28 cofor plate appears to luee becn dovieed prom
s crvetvd oo carly as tgro and pabdished warticles en Marylad’s

o indusieg,

Singawaid's articke also contained a map precisely cating tha Eichson mine :
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Map of & partion of Monigemary County depwing bculliy of which
Chroms Qv were mined.
Seals, eme ek squals et mile

gz Mardand Geoalinpeal Surcey Map Shoenrg the Ftefison
Chronse Mine {ocation,

The documants available suggest that the chrome exiraction oceurred on portions of the
former Lyde Grffth property outaide of the boundanss of the farmatead now kxmown as
the Col. Lyde Gnffith Farm. Aerial photographs and Unted States Geological Survey
topographic maps, along with tha 1865 Martenet and Bond map, suggest that the
wooded portiona now within the Col. Lyde Griffith Farm could have baen sxploited for
chwoma. These areas require an archasological evaluation to detamming f chrome was
extractad in this portion of the former 1,196-acre Gnffith property,

Griffith Family Cometery

Aithough there appears to be no evidence of the Gnifith family camatary vistle, the
graves may stil be intact and thesr location delineated using non-daestructive
archaeoiogical methods (e.g., ground penetratirg radar, surface awlvay, atc ).
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Tlssseup of Col. lgun Oriffih's tembwtome - Tha blosh serl ta U
tanbiotane fs KALE For L sows mher prias svow Un comalary.

Sehith Fantdiy Conctery, Photos ecleded fnoig=4 M forns on
pibe renth the Murdand Historead Trust

Other Archaeological Components

Historicad photographs and eartier MIHP forms show a iarge Penngyivania German bank
barn al the farm. Damolished afler the larm was first surveysd by M-NCPPC, the bam
and its associated yard area may confain significant archasockogical data that could
amplity and expand the surviving historical record, Furthermore, in addition to the
suviving |-house, other domestic buldings may have been located within the curment
proparty § boundanes. These buldings may have been occupied by Griffith famiy
membars or by agneultral and industral (Rune) workers, Privies and other outbuwidings,
il preserved archasologically, aisd could coninbute (0 a3 more complete understanding of
Lyde Gnffith and his heirs ibrough the arcnitechirs they prefered and the objects made
arwd bought, used, and discardad at the farm through tima.

Sk Do poriva, anad other Suddings aomd strocttees phaosographed
Dby MNCPPC historiun Yike Dawcger i 1oy,
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cirifithsburg Resurveyed (18-0)

(1] Clars Lisa Kelly and Rachel Kennedy, Etchisen. Maryland Inventory of Historc
Propartios Form, November 2009,

12] Clare Lise ey and Lorin Farris. Col Liyde Griffith Farm (M-15/73), Maryland

inventory of Historic Properties Form, December 2009,

[3] Ibid.

4] Henry H Glassia, Pattern in the Material Folk Culture of the Eustern United Stutes
{Phladelphia; University of Peansylvania Press, 1969}, Henry H Glasss, Vernacular
Architecture (Phitadelphia: Material Cuiture, 2000); Herwy H Glassia, Fulk FHousing in
Middle Virginia: A Structural Analysis of Historic Artifacts, 15t ad. {Knoxvilie:
University of Tennessse Prass, 1975}

[5] Sandra Youla and Clare Lise Kelly, Staff Report, Staff Draft Amemdinent (o the

pper Pafuxe Area Resources, January 13,

L TESET i dIon,

aster Plun for Histors

2010, 3-4.

8] Joshua Dorsey Warfietd, The Founders of Anne Arundel and Howard Counties,
Maryland; a Geneuviogical and Biogrophical Review from Wills, Deeds, and Church
Records {Baltimore: Regional Pub. Co, 1967); Ermvily Gnffith Robarts, Ancestral Study of
Four Families: Roberts, Griffith, Cartwright fand] Simpson (Terreil? Tex., 1939);
Manwelt Jay Dorsey, The Dorsey Family: Descendants of Edward Darcy-Dorsey of
Virginia and Maryiand for Five Generations. and Alfied Families {[Urbana. I11.7: M.J.
Dorsey, 1947),

7] 'He was caled "Colonai Griffith' too. We haven't been abls to determing why,
Parhaps it was a term of respact for this gantleman but we don { know exactty why,”
Clare Lise Kaily, Worksession to consider the Staff Draft Amendment to the Master Flun
Jor Historic Preservation: Lipper Patuxent Areg Resources (Siver Spring, Md, 2010).
The MIHP form completed by siall states, “Pernaps he sarved in the War of 1812, Keily
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and Famis, Col Lyde Griffith Farm (M-15/73). Witllam M. Manne, The British invasion
of Maryland, 18121815 (Hatboro, Pennsylvama: Tradition Press, 1965), 305; General
Society of the War of 1812, Register of the General Society of the War of 1812
{Washington, 1972}, 308.

(8] Stalt wrote that Gnifith patentsd the tracts in 1826 Kelly and Farris, Col Lyde Griffith
Farm (M-15/73). Although the land patent was fited in 1826, earlier survey documents
show that Gnffith began laying out his Griffithsburg racts in lete 1824,

{9] Joseph T. Singewald, “The Chroma Industry m Maryland,” Maryland Geological
Survey Reports 12 (1928): 158-191.

{10] Collamer M. Abbott, "fsaac Tyson, Jr.: Plonear Industnakist,” The Business History
Review 42, no. 1 (Spring 1968): 67-83; Wiliam Glann, “Biographical Notice of James
Wood Tyson,” Transactions of the American Institute of Mining Engineers 31 {1902).
118-121; Johns Hopkins University, Maryland, its Resources, Industries and Institutions
(Balumore: The Sun Job Prinbng Office, 1893), William Glann, ‘Chrome in the Southemn
Appalachian Region,” Trunsuctions of the American Institute of Mining Engineery 25
(1896} 481-499; Josaph T. Singewald, “Maryland Sand Chrome Ore,” Evonomic
Geology 14, no, 3 (May) (1319): 189-197; Singewald, “The Chrome Industry in
Maryland™; United States National Museum. Report upon the condition and progress of
the 1.8, National Museum during the year ending Jure 30 . (G.P.Q.. 1801), 249,
‘Marytand's Geologic Features: Soldisrs Delight Serpentine Barrens, Baitirmore County.”

(XY [ DTN

{11} Washington Waters vs. Lyde Griffith, Executor of Lyde Griffith. deveused, 2
Maryland Reports 326 (1852).

{12] Montgomary County Land Records. Liber X, folio 497, Benjamin King to Lyde
Gnffith.

(13 tn 1879 Lyde Griffith (descendant) had Griffithaburg resurveyed and the King tracts
are cisarly shown in the southem portion of the onginal Gnifithsburg survey “Rasurvey
on Part of Grffthsburg,” May 8, 1879. Maryiand State Archives,

(14] Simon J. Mantenet, ‘Martenet and Sond's Map of Monigomery County, Maryland™
(Baltimove: Simon J. Martenet, 1865).

(18] Additional research in Isaac Tyson's business papers heid at the Maryland
Historical Sociaty may change tis ssartion. According to a contract Tyson axecuted
1836. he secured the rights to prospect for and remove chrome from iands owned by a
Mary Costigan. Montgomary County Land Records Liber BS 7, folio 522.

[t6] A.C. GiI, ‘NHotes on Some Minerats from the Chroma Pits of Monigomary County,
Maryland,” Johns Hopkins University Circulurs, September 1879, 100.

(171 Eart V. Shannon, ‘Mineralogy of the Chrome Cre from Etchison, Monigomery Co.,
MD.,” The American Mineralogist 11, no. 1 (1926F 16.
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QOctober 6, 2010

Ms. Frangoise Carrier, Chair
Montgomery Planning Board
8787 Georgia Avenue

Silver Spring, Maryiand 20910

Re: Molesworth Burdette Farm: 28600 Ridge Read
Historic Preservation Designation

Dear Ms. Carrier:

On behalf of the Agricultural Preservation Advisory Board (APAB) please consider our
following comments and opposition regarding the Historic Preservation Designation for the
Molesworth Burdette Farm, also know of record and Rock Hill Orchard, owned by Richard and
Nancy Biggs.

The APAB had provided written testimony as part of the Historic Preservation
Commission’s Public Hearing held on January 20, 2010; however from reviewing the staff report
for the Planning Board’s Public hearing, it is not apparent our concerns over the historic
preservation designation for this property have been addressed. It is our hope that Planning Board
will accept our written comments so that they may be entered into the Public Record so that our
concerns about this Historic Preservation can be discussed and adequately vetted.

The APAB is concerned about how this designation may impact the agricultural production
capabilities of this farm or any farm where this designation is pursued. Of particular interest is the
fact that this farm is encumbered by a Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation Foundation
Easement that was purchased by the State of Maryland and recorded among the land records of
Montgomery County is Liber 35268 at Folio 334. This easement contains very specific covenants
that include restrictions on the uses, subdivision and off-conveyances of land. More specifically,
this easement states_said land shall be preserved solely for agricultural use in accordance with the
provisions of the Agriculture Article, Title 2, subtitle 5 of the Annotated Code of Maryland "
Furthermore, the easement is clear that its purpose is to “enable the land to remain in agricultural
use for the production of food and fiber by preserving and protecting in perpetuity its agricultural

Agricultural Services Division
18410 Muncaster Road - Derwood. Maryland 20855 - 301/590-2823, FAX 301/590-2839




Ms. Frangoise Carrier, Chair
QOctober 6, 2010
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value, character, use, and utility, and to prevent any use or condition of the land that would impair
or interfere with its agricultural value, character, use or utility.”

This easement states further that “Unless written approval is first obtained from the
Grantee, no easement or other restriction may be granted to any person or government agency in
the land subject to this deed of easement. ”

The Historic Preservation Designation on this property represents a condition by which
additional restrictions, covenants or other requirements may “impair or interfere with its agricultural
value, character, use or utility” of the subject property. Particularly when you factor in what can
and cannot be done within the historic footprint which comes with the historic preservation
designation. We must also understand that a Historic Preservation Designation is an act of
government by which certain restrictions and compliance requirements are placed upon the land
whether within the historic footprint or the conditions that must be met for under taking any
structural improvements under the work permitting process.

We believe that under Section II, A. 3. of the easement, written approval from the
Foundation must be achieved before any Historic Preservation Designation on this property can be
approved by the County. This process starts with a request for consideration before the Agricuitural
Preservation Advisory Board (APAB). The APAB is required by law to advise the MALPF as to
cause and affect of the Historic Preservation Designation with regard to the agricultural easement
which currently exists on the farm property.

The designation of Historic Preservation on working farm properties will place additional
restrictions upon the land that may increase costs to farmers, threaten their
economic viability and limit the use of their properties through the regulatory Historic Area Work
permitting process.

Please do not construe our comments as being negative to the need for Historic Preservation
Designations. There are times when such designations are necessary. For instance the Historic
Preservation Designation is one tool government can use to ensure that historic structures on
properties are not neglected and allowed to degrade to the point where such structures are lost. The
nomination of properties that have been abandoned or neglected represents the appropriate use of
the Historic Preservation Designation,

This however, is not the case with the Rock Hill Orchard property. The Biggs family has
demonstrated their dedication and commitment not only to the structures on their property, but to
their family's historical heritage as well. One must ask several questions, why is the designation
needed at this time? Have the Biggs exhibited a reluctance or inability to protect this important
historical structure? Given the nature of their agricultural enterprise and their well documented
contribution to farmland preservation, every opportunity should be provided which allows this
agricultural operation to continue to prosper. We greatly desire the Rock Hill Orchard legacy to
continue and the County must maintain maximum flexibility in order for this hope to be realized.




Ms. Frangoise Carner, Chair
October 6, 2010
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Unfortunately, the Historic Preservation Designation reduces flexibility that is needed for
agricultural viability. Therefore, we believe the Molesworth Burdette Farm, also known as Rock
Hill Orchard, located on 28600 Ridge Road should be removed from the list of properties under
consideration for Historic Preservation until such a time that both the APAB and the MALPF Board
of Trustees has determined the impact of the proposed Historic Preservation Designation would
have on the property encumbered by the easement and written approval from the Foundation is
received.

On behalf of the Agricultural Preservation Advisory Board we thank you in advance for
considering our formal recommendations for the Molesworth Burdette Farm (Rock Hill Orchard
property) and our request to remove this property from formal Historic Preservation Designation at
this time.

Sigcerely,

o

avid O. Scott, Chairman
Agricultural Preservation Advisory Board

ce: Montgomery County Council
MALPF Board of Directors
APAB Committee
AAC Committee
Rock Hill Orchard
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24200 Laytonsville Road 0cT 11 2010
Gaithersburg, Maryland 20882 CFPIOROFTHE CHATIAN
THE MARYLAND-MATIONALCAPTAL
Francoise Carrier, Chair Via e-mail to: mep-chair@mncppe-mce.org
Montgomsry County Planning Board
8787 Georgia Avenue

Siiver Spring, Maryland 20910

Re: October 14, 2010, Public Hearing
Updates to Locational Atlas and Index of Historic Sites and
Amendment to Master Plan for Historic Preservstion:
Upper Patuxent Area Resources
Etchison Historic District

Dear Chair Carrier:

As the owners of the property at 24200 Laytonsville Road,' we write this letter to urge the
Montgomery County Planning Board [hereinafler, *Planning Board"] to not designate the above-
refarenced district on the Master Plan for Historic Preservation [hereinafter, *Master Plan®] in the
above-referenced Amendment to Master Plan for Historic Preservation [hereinafier,
“Amendment’], as the proposed district does not meet the criteria for designation.

The proposed district does not meet the requirements in the Montgomery County Code, Section
24A, for designation on the Master Plan. In particular, the district does not meet the
requirement in Section 24A-2 that a “historic district” be composed of a “group of historic
resources which are significant as a cohasive unit and contribute to the historical, architectural,
archeological or cultural values within the Maryland-Washington Regional District ... ."
According to the classifications in the proposed Amendment, the seven “historic resources”
represent six diffarent building styles, including a lone residential bungalow. While the oldest
“historic resource” was built in the mid-1800s, at least one *historic resource” was significantly
modified as recently as 1947-48. The district's lack of cohesiveness was one reason why,
during an earlier examination, the “relatively weak district” was considered only a “marginat
resource” (the lowest rating an existing resource could be given). In fact, ‘the number of
resources [was] so small” that "the notion of making it a district could be reconsidered” (HPC
has since reduced the number of “resources” from 21 to seven).

Unlike a century ago, modern-day Etchison does not have a sense of community. Today,
Etchison’'s residents consist aimost exclusively of individuals who have no connection to families
that lived there during its historic significance. Its current residents are not related to each
other; Etchison no longer is a kinship community. Etchison is, however, the location of various
commercial businesses. In fact, although originally built for residential uses, three of the
proposed district’s seven “historic resources” most recently have been used for commercial
purposes. For instance, the intersection of Routes 108 and 850 is dominated by a large
landscaping business. That operation currently occupies multiple properties, with numerous
large industrial buildings, from which truck and trailer traffic is heavy, and was a recent occupant
of the district’s naw-vacant Vemacular Gothic Revival and now-vacant Victorian Vemacular.

! initiatty included in the proposed district by Historic Preservation Commission ("HPC") staff, 24200
Laytonsville Road subsequently was removed from Lhe district by HPC,

o)



October 9, 2010
Chair Carrier
Fage2of2

The proposed district’s othar businessas serve mainly those passing through Etchison, rather
than its residents, and include a motorcycle shop and a small store. That store, although
operated at the location of the original Nettie Hawkins/Efchison Store, has long since stopped
being a "general store,” patronized by the local community, and now is mesely a small
convenience store for passing motorists. In addition, the district's residential-built and now-
vacant Vermnacular most recently was occupied by a secondhand shop.

* Further, we agree with David Rotenstein’s January 18, 2010, memorandum to HPC, urging HPC
to not designate the proposed district on the Master Plan in the proposed Amendment. In
particular, he noted thet:

The recommendations contained in the designation documents [doj not appear to
be consistent with Chapter 24A of the Montgomary County Code. Efchison is a
rural unincorporated hamiet with & population of many buildings that individually
lack distinction and are historically and archltecturally unremarkable. Notably
lacking from the staff naratives defending the proposed Etchison Historic
District’s significance are the many academic and public-sector reports, articles,
and monographs that attempt to deal with the difficult issue of evaluating the
significance of rural hamlet.[fooinote omitted] Etfchison does not appear io
reprasent a "significart and distinguishable entity” as required to meet Chapter
24A-3. Although distinguishable as a hamiet, the cluster of buildings, structures,
and landscape elements does not appear to merit designation.

The designation documents emphasize Etchison's -history as a ‘“kinship
community” as a key factor in svaluating the property’s aignificance. Although the
documents include a fair amount of genealogical and anscdotal data, there is
litthe analysis of the development of kinship networks and land tenure beyond the
descriptive data presented in the documents. Staff electad to cite the differences
in architectural styles usad by different families in Etchlson as a major basis for
historical significance. This phenomenon is not unique to Montgomery Cournty
and there are a number of explanations — none of which were explored in the
designation documents — including socloeconomic status.,

{emphasis original). For the above reasons, the proposed district does not meet the criteria for
designation on the Master Flan, thus, the Planning Board should not designate the district on
the Master Pian in the proposed Amendment.

Sincerely,

)

AaronLlebar

Woylac) I

Mary Clare H. ¥Gmber
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From: MCP-Chair
Subject: FW: Testimony for Upper Patuxent Area Amandment Public Hearing -- 15-28 Luther Moore

House, 7201 Damascus Road
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From: DB Martin [maifto:deneenmartin7@msn.com} OFMOEOF THECHARIAM
. THEMARTLAND-HATIONALCAPTAL
Sent: Tuesday, October 12, 2010 4:00 PM ; N

To: Kelly, Clare; Youla, Sandra
Subject: 7201 Damascus Road- Luther Moore house

This is the testimony for our registered time to speak on Thursday, Oct. 14, 2010, Please forward to appropriate
members or let me know to whom this shouid go to.

Dear Members of Historical Planning Board:

Our home at 7201 Damascus Road (the Luther Moore house) had been included into the Historical Preservation plkan
according to Mr. Scott Whipple of Historical Preservation in Montgomery County. The listed items below have been
given for the inclusion:

(1) Historical and Cuiturat significance. The histork: resource:
a. Has character, interest or value as part of the development, heritage or cultural characteristics of the county, state or nation;

Since this seems to be such an ambiguous statement we would insist a peer review be done before this inclusion. The
Moore family were poor tobacco farmers and died in pauper status. I'm wondering how can that be construed as having
character, interest or value as a significant historic resource or having heritage or being of cuiturai value. When we
applied over 30 years ago for Historical Preservation our home was declined because it was deemed of no historical
significance to the County. What has changed in this time?

d. Exemplifies the cultural economic, socal, political or historic heritage of the county and its comnnities.

Again, this would need careful peer review so the designation is clearly understood and to make a comparison to other
homes also under this designation. How does our home exemplify this designation by the Historical staff? This seems to
be an all-inclusive kind of verblage, since many homes in this area could qualify under those guidelines, such as the
Fanny Etchison, Eamest Hawkins or Tom Hawkins homes, Mt. Tabor Methodist Church?

(2) Architeciurad and design significance. The historic resource:
a. Embodies the distincive characteristics of a type, period or method of construction;

The house was moved back fram Damascus Road over 300 feet and new steel framing beams and underpinnings had
to be done o the structure, plus a full size cement basement was dug out and finished, as the old basement was a
potate cellar. Additionally, there is vinyl siding, replacement windows, shutters and doors. The interior has been
completely modernized, which included the removal of the crumbling stone and mud chimney with a brick
replacement. The rear porch was rebuilt and new roofing added to the home in 1930. In addition, the corn crib,
wood shed and out house were rotted and removed long age. The chestnut tobacco barn and smail summer kitchen
located in the rear of the house are in the process of being removed due to safety issues resulting from damage
thig past summers rain storms. What remains to be included as a historical designation needs to be addressed
because little remains of the originai house structure or any of the out buildings.

We will be attending your planning meeting and would like to have a complete peer review, as suggested by Mr.
Rotenstein in a recent Gazette article, for the Historical Preservation designation for 7201 Damascus Road. We do
not concur with their findings and staunchly oppose any inclusion into the arguably poorly written and
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uninterpretable Preservation guidelines. We only ask a fair and equitable review before any designation into the
Master Plan for Montgomery County.

Sincerely,

Deneen and Gary Martin

7201 Damascus Road

Laytonsville, MD 20882
301-253-2955 Cell 301-467-5335




Youla, Sandra

From: Youla, Sandra

Sent: Wednesday, October 13, 2010 2:00 PM

To: ‘DB Martin’

Subject: RE: 15-28 Luther Moore House, 7201 Damascus Road -- demolitions require permission

Ws, Martin, thank you far the infarmation betow. Would you kindly bring copies of the photos ta the public hearing
romorrow so they can be entered into the record.

Soamdra L Youls AOP

Montgomery County Plinning Depavement
Yarviand-National Capieal Favk and Plannine Comnission
Hisrorico Proservationdrhan Desien and Hr-rorie Freserafron Division
{ediek Ainnex

FIO0) Spring Street, Sste 500

Silver Spring, VD 20910
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webh' v Monreomen Planning oreshistoric

From: DB Martin [mailto:deneenmartin7@msn.com]

Sent: Tuesday, October 12, 2010 7:19 PM

Ta: Youla, Sandra

Subject: RE: 15-28 Luther Moore House, 7201 Damascus Road -- demoiitions reqguire permission

[ have pictures- they have been removed and the lumber was recycled.

Subject: Re: 15-28 Luther Moore House, 7201 Damascus Road -- demolitions require permission
Date: Tue, 12 Oct 2010 18:12:30 -0400

From: Sandra.Youla@mncppe-me.org

To: deneenmartin7@msn.com

CC: Scott. Whipple@mncppc-mc.org; Clare.Kelly@mncppe-me.org; Anne.Fothergill@mncppc-me.org;
Sandra.Youla@mncppc-mec.org

“Ar. and Ms, Martin, as shown celow, | have forwarded your wnitien testimeny to the Planning Board Chairman’s Office,

A, would you kindly please contact our office immediately pefore removing any structures, incluaing the sumimer
atchen and log tobacco nouse, which vou ncre you will be removing ror safety reasons because they were damaged
wring summer storms, Locational Atlas resources are afforded certain protections under Montgomery County Code 243-



Yostone Resources Preservation, snd you need permission to demolish any structures, Your 1og tobacco barn is
xxiremely rare, snd ot wouid be a great loss 1o the County 1o lose it

Melocok forward to discussing this with vou. Please call my supernvisor, Mr. Scott Whipple, at 301-563-2400 or emait him
sUscott.whippie@mneppe-me org. Many thanks.

“andra Youla

From: Youla, Sandra

Sent: Tuesday, October 12, 2010 4:38 PM

To: MCP-Chair

Subject: FW: Testimony for Upper Patuxent Area Amendment Public Hearing -- 15-28 Luther Moore House, 7201
Damascus Road

Sorry — wrong ernait address.
% Sandra

From: Youla, Sandra

Sent: Tuesday, October 12, 2010 4:34 PM

To: 'Chair@mncppc-me.org'

Cc: 'deneenmartin7@msn.com’

Subject: FW: Testimony for Upper Patuxent Area Amendment Public Hearing -- 15-28 Luther Moore House, 7201
Damascus Road

To the Planning Board Chairman’s Office: Please include the following email as testimony re: 15/28 Luther Moore House, 7201

Damascus Road, which is one of the resources being considered at the Planning Board Public Hearing, 10.14.2010, Agenda Item
8, Public Hearing for Upaates to Locational Atlas and Amendment to the Master Pian for Historic Preservation: Upper Patuxent

Area Resources.

~arrdra L. Youla VIOP

Honreomery Compev Plannme Depearsment
Maryiand-Navronad Capiral Park and Plannme © onnssion
Hisrorne Preservation Urban Desien and Histore Fresepvarion (vision
Sedrick Annex

TR0 Spiing Stresr, St Soi)

~dver Sppng, M 0ol
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canid sapdia voulag mneppe-me. org
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From: DB Martin [mailto:deneenmartin7@msn.com]
Sent: Tuesday, Qctober 12, 2010 4:00 PM

To: Kelly, Clare; Youla, Sandra

Subject: 7201 Damascus Road- Luther Moore house

This is the testimony for our registered time to speak on Thursday, Oct. 14, 2010. Please forward to appropriate
members or let me know to whom this should go to.

Dear Members of Historical Planning Board:

Qur home at 7201 Damascus Road (the Luther Moore house) had been included into the Historical Preservation plan
according to Mr. Scott Whipple of Historical Preservation in Montgomery County. The listed items below have been
given for the inclusion:

(1) Historical and Cuttural significance. The historic resource:



a.  Has character, interest or value as part of the development, heritage or culturat characteristics of the county, state or nation;

Since this seems to be such an ambiguous statement we would insist a peer review be done before this inclusion. The
Moore family were poor tobacco farmers and died in pauper status. I'm wondering how can that be construed as having
character, interest or value as a significant historic resource or having heritage or being of cuitural value. When we
applied over 30 years ago for Historical Preservation our home was declined because it was deemed of no historicai
significance to the County. What has changed in this time?

d. Exempiifies the cultural economic, sociai, political or historic heritage of the county and its communities.

Again, this would need careful peer review so the designation is clearty understocod and to make a comparison to cther
homes also under this designation. How does our home exemplify this designation by the Historical staff? This seems to
be an all-inclusive kind of verbiage, since many homes in this area could qualify under those guidelines, such as the
Fanny Etchison, Earnest Hawkins or Tom Hawkins homes, Mt, Tabor Methodist Church?

{2)  Architectural and design significance. The historic resource:
a. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, pertod or method of construction;

The house was moved back from Damascus Road over 300 feet and new steel framing beams and underpinnings had
to be done to the structure, plus a full size cement basement was dug out and finished, as the old basement was a
potato cellar. Additionally, there is vinyl siding, replacement windows, shutters and doors. The interior has been
compietely modernized, which inciuded the removal of the crumbling stone and mud chimney with a brick
replacement. The rear porch was rebuilt and new roofing added to the home in 1990. In addition, the corn crib,
wood shed and out house were rotted and removed long ago. The chestnut tobacco barn and small summer kitchen
located in the rear of the house are in the process of being removed due to safety issues resulting from damage
this past summers rain storms. What remains to be included as a historical designation needs o be addressed
because little remains of the original house structure or any of the out buildings.

We will be attending your planning meeting and would like to have a complete peer review, as suggesfed by Mr.
Rotenstein in a recent Gazette article, for the Historical Preservation designation for 7201 Damascus Read. We do
not concur with their findings and staunchly oppose any inclusion into the arguably poorly written and
uninterpretable Preservation guidelines. We only ask a fair and equitable review before any designation into the
Master Plan for Montgomery County.

Sincerely,

Deneen and Gary Martin

7201 Damascus Road

Laytonsville, MD 20882
301-253-2955 Cell 301-467-5335



