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June 29, 2016 
 

Mr. Marco Fuster 
M-NCPPC              
8787 Georgia Avenue 
Silver Spring, MD 20910 
     
RE:  Forest Conservation Variance Request 

Artspace – 801 Sligo Avenue, Silver Spring, MD 
NRI # 420160380 
Preliminary Plan # 120160270 
Site Plan # 820160140 
VIKA # VM1981A 

 
 
 
Dear Mr. Fuster: 
 
We are submitting this variance request on behalf of Artspace Projects, Inc. (the “Applicant”), the 
Applicant in the above-referenced Preliminary Plan application (the "Application" or "Preliminary 
Plan").  Pursuant to Section 22A-21(b) of the Montgomery County Code (the "Forest Conservation 
Law"), we are requesting approval of a variance from the provisions of the Maryland Annotated Code, 
Natural Resources Article, Section 5-1607(c)(2)(iii).   
 
Background 
 
The Applicant is the contract purchaser of approximately 2.31 acres of land located within the 
northwest corner of the intersection of Sligo Avenue and Grove Street in Silver Spring (the “Subject 
Property”).  The Subject Property is currently developed with a vacant three-story solid block/concrete 
structure, expansive asphalt and concrete paved areas, and lawn areas with trees located along the 
edge of the Subject Property.  The Applicant proposes to redevelop the Subject Property with an 
affordable artist mixed-use development (the "Project").  The Project will include the adaptive re-use 
of the existing District 3 Police Station building into artist studios with ground floor retail that is 
oriented to the arts, construction of a new multifamily building (with up to 68 units), and construction 
of 11 townhomes.  Additionally, the Project will require infrastructure improvements (including public 
utilities, access, and safe storm drain conveyance) that will necessitate offsite disturbance.  The 
proposed redevelopment will result in impacts to both on and off-site priority vegetation.  There are a 
total of seven (7) Specimen Trees impacted by the Project with impacts ranging from minor/moderate 
to significant/severe.  Accordingly, the Applicant is submitting a variance request for the removal/ 
disturbance of seven (7) trees that are either 30” DBH or greater, or are 75% the diameter of the 
County champion for that species (the "Specimen Trees"), including: the removal of three (3) Specimen 
Trees that will be significantly/severely impacted, and the disturbance of four (4) Specimen Trees that 
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will have minor/moderate impacts to their Critical Root Zones (“CRZs”), with the intent that these four 
(4) trees will be preserved.  Details of these trees and the proposed impacts are included in "Exhibit A."   
 
 
This variance request is submitted for concurrent review with the Preliminary Plan, in conjunction with 
the Preliminary and Final Forest Conservation Plans (“FCP”) for the Project.  A Natural Resources 
Inventory Plan (NRI) for the Project was submitted and subsequently approved by the Maryland-
National Capital Park and Planning Commission (M-NCPPC) on November 6, 2015 (NRI #420160380).  
The location and existing condition of the Specimen Trees are shown on the approved NRI.   
 
Variance Request 
 
 
As explained more fully below, retention of the Specimen Trees proposed to be removed or disturbed 
would result in undue hardship to the Applicant.  The location of the Subject Property just outside the 
Silver Spring Central Business District, existing site constraints, and the nature of the proposed 
improvements justify granting of the variance pursuant to Section 22A-21(b) of the Code because the 
granting of the variance (i) will not confer a special privilege on the Applicant that would be denied to 
others; (ii) is not based on conditions or circumstances which result from the action of the Applicant; 
(iii) is not based on a condition related to land or building use, either permitted or non-conforming, on 
a neighboring property; and (iv) will not violate State water quality standards or cause measurable 
degradation in water quality.   
 
Pursuant to Section 22A-21(b) of the Forest Conservation Law, the Variance request must provide the 
following: 
 

1. Describe the special conditions peculiar to the property which would cause the 
unwarranted hardship; 

2. Describe how enforcement of these rules will deprive the landowner of rights commonly 
enjoyed by others in similar areas;  

3. Verify that State water quality standards will not be violated or that a measurable 
degradation in water quality will not occur as a result of the granting of the variance; and 

4. Provide any other information appropriate to support the request  
 

The Applicant provides the following to address the above criteria and in support of the variance 
request: 
 

(1) Describe the special conditions peculiar to the property which would cause the 
unwarranted hardship; 

The Subject Property is located just outside the Silver Spring Central Business District ("CBD"), an 
urbanized area of Montgomery County.  The Subject Property currently is improved with a vacant, 
three-story building that was previously operated as a police station and expansive surface parking.  
The Subject Property is located within approximately 2,500 feet of the Silver Spring Metro Station and 
1,500 feet of the Silver Spring Library Purple Line Station.  The Property's location presents an 
opportunity to improve the relationship between the CBD's more intensive uses and the residential 
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properties that are located just outside the CBD boundary.  As such, the Subject Property provides an 
excellent opportunity for in-fill redevelopment that responds to the Property's location as a 
transitional site, at a density reflective of its location just outside the Silver Spring CBD and within 
walking distance of various transit options.  The Project will further several important County policies, 
such as affordable housing and stormwater management.  The Project provides an important 
opportunity to develop desired affordable housing in close proximity to transit.  The multi-family 
residential component of the Project will comprise 100% affordable units and the for-sale townhouse 
component of the Project will include up to four (4) workforce housing units ("WFHUs").  Additionally, 
as discussed further below, the Project provides an important opportunity to provide stormwater 
management treatment on a site where there currently is none.  The requested tree variance is 
necessary in order to further these, as well as other, important County policies. 
 
The Subject Property was recently rezoned CRNF-1.25, C-0.25, R-1.0, H-65'.  In approving Local Map 
Amendment H-110 for the rezoning of the Subject Property, the Montgomery County Council 
recognized the appropriateness of the proposed redevelopment on this site.  The redevelopment 
proposed in connection with the Preliminary Plan is consistent with the Floating Zone Plan that was 
approved by the County Council in connection with Local Map Amendment H-110.  In approving the 
Local Map Amendment, the County Council found that this Project “comports with the [Master] Plan’s 
goal for the specific property by providing housing for a mix of incomes in a manner compatible with 
the site’s transitional role in the surrounding area... [and that] it also conforms to the [Master] Plan’s 
goals to enhance existing residential neighborhoods by providing public space and pathways that 
connect to other areas within Silver Spring”.  Furthermore, the County Council concluded that the 
Project is in the public interest, that the Project complies with the various County plans and policies 
and will be supported by adequate public facilities.   
 
The Specimen Tree impacts occurring as a result of this redevelopment are the minimum impacts 
necessary – The mixed-income housing development envisioned for the Subject Property simply 
cannot be accommodated if the Specimen Trees cannot be disturbed/removed.  The proposed 
redevelopment necessitates certain infrastructure improvements; including SWM facilities, public 
utilities, site access, and safe storm drain conveyance that will result in impacts to the Specimen Trees.  
There currently exists no storm water management or safe storm conveyance system that serves the 
Subject Property or the surrounding properties.  As a result, the Project will require the installation of a 
large storm water facility on-site and storm drain within the Grove Street public right-of-way that will 
extend from the northeast corner of the Subject Property approximately 500’ to the north where it will 
connect to an existing storm drain system.  To accomplish the storm drain installation, there may be 
some adjustments to the existing gas and sewer lines, however the intent is to keep all the utilities 
within the current limit of disturbance.  Installing the storm drain as described will allow the Applicant 
to redevelop the Subject Property with the densities envisioned by the County Council, as shown on 
the approved Floating Zone Plan.  This improvement will also serve the general public and neighboring 
properties.  After evaluating alternative alignments, this alignment was determined to be the most 
feasible and practical solution.  Accordingly, the storm drain conveyance system cannot be 
implemented without removal/disturbance of 5 additional Specimen Trees. 
 
Additionally, one of the Specimen Trees to be removed, located at the SW corner or the site, is in poor 
condition and is a potential hazard to passing cars and pedestrians.  This Specimen Tree is also in a key 
location that would prevent the creation of a unified sidewalk and streetscape – the unified 
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streetscape improvements proposed by the Project further the Master Plan's goal of providing 
"Neighborhood-friendly Circulation".  
 

(2) Describe how enforcement of this Chapter will deprive the landowner of rights 
commonly enjoyed by others in similar areas; 

Due to the location of the Specimen Trees and the extent of their CRZs, the inability to disturb/remove 
the Specimen Trees would prevent the Applicant from developing the Subject Property in a manner 
consistent with the Floating Zone Plan, approved by the County Council, and as allowed by the CRNF-
1.25 C-0.25, R-1.0, H-65T Zone.  It would also deprive the Applicant of the opportunities enjoyed by 
others with similar properties in the CR Zones.  Any redevelopment of the Subject Property, which 
reflects the County's current goals and objectives, would likely require similar levels of disturbance and 
the removal of the Specimen Trees.      
 

(3) Verify that State water quality standards will not be violated and that a 
measurable degradation in water quality will not occur as a result of granting the 
variance; and 

The variance will not violate state water quality standards or cause measurable degradation in water 
quality.  The Specimen Trees are not located within a special protection area (SPA) or watershed 
primary management area (PMA).  The Subject Property currently contains no known stormwater 
management on-site and is approximately 71 % impervious.  Therefore, the provision of stormwater 
management facilities in connection with the proposed redevelopment will significantly improve the 
stormwater quality on the Subject Property and in the surrounding area.   
 
The Project will comply with the requirements of Chapter 19 of the Montgomery County Code.  The 
current Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) Stormwater Management regulations that 
Montgomery County has adopted require the use of ESD techniques to treat the required runoff on all 
new developments, where stormwater management is required.  Per MDE’s 2000 Maryland 
Stormwater Design Manual, "[t]he criteria for sizing ESD practices are based on capturing and retaining 
enough rainfall so that the runoff leaving the site is reduced to a level equivalent to a wooded site in 
good condition[.]"  The final proposed stormwater management plans for the Subject Property will 
meet this standard with the removal of and impact to the identified Specimen Trees.  The Project will 
provide for stormwater runoff to be stored and treated on-site for water quantity and quality control 
through use of Environmental Site Design (ESD) to the Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP).  Applicable 
requirements under Chapter 19 are addressed in the Concept Stormwater Management Plan (SM # 
281805) recently approved by the Montgomery County Department of Permitting Services (DPS) Water 
Resources Section on 6/29/2016.  As illustrated on the CSWM, the Project will meet the required 
stormwater management goals through the extensive use of SWM facilities for the entire 2.31 acres 
property, where no treatment was provided prior.  A key component of the SWM proposal is the use 
of a large sand filter vault near the northeast corner of the site near Tree # 1 in the same vicinity as the 
proposed sewer line and storm drain outfall. 
 
The proposed project will result in a significant improvement to the water quality, over the current 
condition. Therefore, granting this variance will not adversely affect water quality standards and no 
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measurable degradation in water quality will be experienced because effective mitigation measures 
are being provided.   
 

(4) Provide any other information appropriate to support the request.  

The location of the Specimen Trees and the extent of their CRZs makes it impossible to avoid impacts 
to the Specimen Trees.  However, to mitigate the loss of and impacts to the Specimen Trees, the 
Applicant is proposing root protection during construction and on site plantings – up to 126 caliper 
inches of mitigation tree plantings will be provided on site.  The mitigation plantings will be integrated 
into the landscape of the developed property and located as to maintain 5’ clearance from utilities and 
easements.  The Project will accommodate all mitigation on-site, at a ratio of one (1) inch for every 
four (4) inches removed.  Accordingly, through mitigation, the redevelopment will provide more trees 
on site than currently exist.  The on-site plantings will provide various long-term environmental 
benefits and tree canopy that will compensate for the loss of the Specimen Trees.  Additionally, the 
proposed development provides significant new landscaping and green areas on the Subject Property. 
 
Specimen trees in urban and semi-urban areas are often located close to structures and existing roads.  
The majority of the roots of these trees are likely in lawn and landscaped areas as opposed to under 
structures and in compacted roadways, not to mention installation and maintenance of utilities, storm 
drain, etc.  For example, Tree # 1 has nearly 50% of the CRZ area disturbed if you just look at 1.5x the 
DBH in feet.  In reality, the majority of this tree’s roots are most likely in lawn or landscaped areas 
where there is less proposed disturbance.  Tree # 13 also has nearly 50% of the CRZ area disturbed if 
you just look at 1.5x the DBH in feet.  Similarly to tree #1, much of the CRZ area overlays the adjacent 
roads and so the majority of this tree’s roots are most likely in lawn or landscaped areas where there is 
less proposed disturbance.  In both cases, there are little to no feeder roots under the road which 
receive nutrients and water for this tree.  And although we identify both of these trees as being 
removed, we believe that the utility construction that is proposed within Grove Street will not have as 
much of an impact as a CRZ circle on a plan would indicate.  We recommend root pruning along the 
LOD and as the Forest Inspector indicates as well as monitor during excavation. 
 
One other important matter to review is the existence of a major 69kV PEPCO transmission within 
Grove Street.  An underground vault for maintenance and service to this line is located at the 
northeast corner of the property very near where we connect to sewer and storm drain (described 
above in section 1).  WSSC, PEPCO, and Montgomery County DPS all require minimum offsets between 
their respective utilities.  Moving the PEPCO vault is impossible and impracticable, thus we are 
effectively forced into placing either the sanitary or the storm drain off-site within the 20’ paper alley 
and the CRZ of Tree #1.  As the plan shows, we are proposing to put the sewer in the 20’ paper as 
opposed to the storm drain due to engineering design constraints. 
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Conclusion 
 
The granting of this variance request would not confer a special privilege on the Applicant that would 
be denied to others.  Rather, as discussed above, the variance will prevent the deprivation of rights to 
the Applicant that have been enjoyed by others similarly situated, as this request is typical for an 
application of this type.  The need for the variance does not arise out of action by the Applicant, but 
rather existing site conditions established many years ago.  The request is not based on a condition 
related to land or building use, either permitted or non-conforming, on a neighboring property and, as 
stated previously, the granting of this request will not violate State water quality standards or cause 
measureable degradation in water quality. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of this variance request.  We believe that the supporting information 
provided in this letter justifies the variance to impact seven (7) Specimen Trees, including the removal 
of three (3) Specimen Trees and the disturbance of the CRZ of four (4) Specimen Trees. If you have any 
questions or need more information for your review of this request, please do not hesitate to contact 
us so that we may discuss this matter further. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
VIKA, Maryland, LLC 

James Buchheister, RLA 
Project Manager 

Z:\1000-9999\1981\_DOCUMENTS\1981A\PLANNING\ENVIRONMENTAL\FCP\1981 Variance Letter_rev03.doc 
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Exhibit "A" 
 
Table 1 summarizes the trees with significant/sever impacts to be removed; Table 2 summarizes the trees 
with only minor/moderate impacts to be preserved.  Each table is followed by a more detailed description 
of the circumstances pertaining to the proposed impacts.  The assessment of the condition of each tree was 
performed by VIKA Maryland, LLC as a visual, at-grade-level inspection with no invasive, below grade, or 
aerial inspections performed at that time.  Decay or weakness may be hidden out of sight for large trees. 
 
Table 1: Specimen Trees with significant/severe impact – To be removed. 
 

TREE 
# 

BOTANICAL NAME 
D.B.H.  
(in.)* 

CONDITION 
CRZ 
(SF) 

CRZ  
IMPACT 

(SF) 

CRZ  
IMPACT 

% 
DISPOSITION 

1 Quercus coccinea 48 GOOD/FAIR 12,791 7,900 48.51 REMOVED* 

7 Acer rubrum 34 POOR 8,171 8,171 100.0 REMOVED 

13 Acer rubrum 39 GOOD 10,751 5,322 49.5 REMOVED* 

*Trees #1 and #13 likely do not need to be removed, but we request permission to do so if tree 
preservation methods fail. 
 
Tree # 1 
48” Scarlet Oak (Quercus coccinea): This tree is located off-site, just north of the 20’ alley parcel and just 
west of Grove Street.  
Field Condition: Good/Fair 
Proposed CRZ Impact: Nearly 50% impact to the CRZ due primarily to installation of sewer infrastructure 
required for the Project and due to extensive storm drain infrastructure that will provide safe conveyance 
of storm runoff.  Nearly half of the CRZ area disturbed is within the existing Grove Street right-of-way. The 
proposed disturbance is within 20’ of the trunk and is perpendicular to much of the CRZ. 
Disposition: Removed 

Tree # 7 
34” Red Maple (Acer rubrum): This tree is located at the south-east corner of the Subject Property. 
Field Condition: Poor 
Proposed CRZ Impact:  100% impact.  This tree is in poor condition and is a potential hazard to passing cars 
and pedestrians.  In addition to being in poor condition and a potential hazard, this tree is in a key location 
that would prevent a unified sidewalk and streetscape. 
Disposition: Removed. 
 
Tree # 13 
34” Red Maple (Acer rubrum): This tree is located off-site, in the NE corner of the intersection of Silver 
Spring Avenue and Grove Street.  
Field Condition: Good 
Proposed CRZ Impact: Nearly 50% impact to the CRZ due primarily to installation of sewer infrastructure 
required for the Project and due extensive storm drain that will provide safe conveyance of storm runoff.  
The proposed disturbance is within 7 feet of the trunk and is perpendicular to much of the CRZ 
Disposition: Removed. 
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Table 2: Specimen Trees with minor/moderate impacts – To be preserved. 
 

TREE 
# 

BOTANICAL NAME 
D.B.H.  
(in.)* 

CONDITION 
CRZ 
(SF) 

CRZ  
IMPACT 

(SF) 

CRZ  
IMPACT 

% 
DISPOSITION 

3 Juglans nigra 38 GOOD 10,207 2,812 27.55 SAVE 

11 Quercus falcata 50 GOOD 17,671 3,144 17.79 SAVE 

12 Acer rubrum 43 FAIR 13,070 3,057 23.39 SAVE 

14 Robinia pseudoacacia 34 GOOD 8,171 885 10.83 SAVE 

 
 
Tree # 3 
38” Black Walnut (Juglans nigra): This tree is located off-site, just north of the 20’ alley on Lot 6.  
Field Condition: Good 
Proposed CRZ Impact: Approximately 28%.  The proposed disturbance is within 20’ of the trunk and is 
perpendicular to much of the CRZ. 
Disposition: Saved. 

Tree # 11 
50” Southern Red Oak (Quercus falcata): This tree is located off-site to the north on the west side of Grove 
Street. 
Field Condition: Good 
Proposed CRZ Impact: Approximately 18% impact to the CRZ due to installation of sewer infrastructure 
required for the Project and due extensive storm drain that will provide safe conveyance of storm runoff.  
The proposed disturbance is more than 35’ from the trunk. 
Disposition: Saved. 

Tree # 12 
43” Red Maple (Acer rubrum): This tree is located off-site to the north, in the SW quadrant of the 
intersection of Silver Spring Avenue and grove Street.  
Field Condition: Fair  
Proposed CRZ Impact: Approximately 24% impact to the CRZ due to installation of sewer infrastructure 
required for the Project and due extensive storm drain that will provide safe conveyance of storm runoff.  
Nearly half of the CRZ area disturbed is within the existing Grove Street right-of-way. The proposed 
disturbance is about 25’ from the trunk. 
Disposition: Saved. 

Tree # 14 
34” Black Locust (Robinia psuedoacacia): This tree is located off-site to the north on the west side of Grove 
Street near the northern limit of the infrastructure improvements. 
Field Condition: Good 
Proposed CRZ Impact: Approximately 11% impact to the CRZ due to installation of sewer infrastructure 
required for the Project and due extensive storm drain that will provide safe conveyance of storm runoff.  
Nearly half of the CRZ area disturbed is within the existing Grove Street right-of-way. The proposed 
disturbance is nearly 50’ from the trunk. 
Disposition: Saved. 



RE:  ARTSPACE APPLICATION #120160270 – Sligo Avenue 
 
Dear Mr. Hisel-McCoy: 
 
East Silver Spring Citizen’s Association (ESSCA) supports this project. The layout of the project 
is very sensitive to the surrounding neighborhood and Artspace worked extensively on design 
with the adjacent neighbors.  
 
However, the community objects to the suggested bump-out of the sidewalk onto Grove Street 
on the west side. Grove Street has many problem areas for vehicles, pedestrians and bicyclists. 
The residents of Grove have been working together on a comprehensive plan for the street, 
which is only four blocks long. Narrowing one side of one partial block by bumping out the 
sidewalk two feet, compromises solutions for the rest of Grove. 
 
Currently, Grove is a bike route and is lacking a consistent sidewalk on one side of the street. 
Except for the Artspace property, the right-of way on Grove has been taken for the road paving 
and periodic narrow sidewalks. In some cases the road pavement is within a foot or two from 
the wall of the houses. Narrowing the road for the sidewalk bump-out will shrink, if not eliminate, 
the separation of bicycles from oncoming traffic. It also will compromise the much needed 
parking on the east side of Grove for which the neighbors' have applied. 
 
The proposed bump-out along the Artspace project is only half a block long and given the right-
of-way constraints of Grove, will be the only part of the street with enough room for the 
proposed grass strip. 
 
The community is excited about the compatibility of this project with the surrounding 
neighborhood. However, as one neighbor put it, the suggested bump-out would negate the 
sensitivity to and compatibility with the surrounding residents of the original design. 
 
We seek a more holistic solution to make Grove Street safer for neighbors, pedestrians, bikers, 
and drivers, and fear that the proposed bump-out will these harm efforts. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Karen Roper 
Chair, Land Use, Zoning and DPWT 
Board of Directors 
East Silver Spring Citizens Association 
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MONTGOMERY  COUNTY  PLANNING  DEPARTMENT 

THE MARYLAND NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION  

 
FROM:  Molline Jackson,  

Art Review Panel Coordinator 
 

PROJECT: Artspace   
  PRELIMINARY PLAN No. 120160270 
 
DATE:  June 3, 2016 

 
The Art Review Panel has generated the following meeting minutes based on our discussion of the design 
concept for the public amenities on May 11, 2016 for Artspace. The Panel’s recommendations should be 
incorporated into the Staff Report and strongly considered prior to the certification of the Site Plan 
and/or prior to the release of the first building permit. Should you have any additional questions and/or 
comments please feel to contact the Art Review Panel Coordinator. 
  
 

Attendance:  
Elza Hisel-McCoy (Area _ Supervisor) 
Molline Jackson (Art Review Panel Coordinator) 
Claudia Rousseau (Panelist) 
Damon Orbona (Panelist) 
Judy Moore (Panelist) 
Luann Korona (Panelist) 
Mark Kramer (Panelist) 
 
Stacey Mickelson (Applicant) 
Pat Harris (Attorney) 
Joshua Sloan (Landscape Architect) 
John Maisto (Architect) 
 
Meeting Notes: 

A. A Local Map Amendment (LMA) approved on September 10, 2015 for the reclassification from 
R-60 to CR Floating Zone (CRNF) 1.25, C-0.25, R-1.0, H-65 for Lots 5-11, Block J. The LMA 
approval consisted of 68 multi-family affordable units (including 30 artist studios), 11 
townhouse units (including 4 workforce units and 7 market rate units), and 1,500 square feet of 
retail on 2.31 acres of land with 3 access points. 
 

B. The multi-family units will serve residents of different income levels (e.g. 30%, 40%, 50%, and 
60% of AMI).  
 

mailto:molline.jackson@MontgomeryPlanning.org
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C. This project is proposing to have two different plaza areas; one that will be primarily used by the 
residents (a private plaza) and the other to be primarily used by the general public (a public 
plaza). The development will also provide a common open space dedicated to the townhouse 
units and a public walkway (bordering the western boundary) connected to existing pedestrian 
pathways. 
 

D. The Applicant presented to the Art Review Panel to just get their initial feedback on possible 
locations/ opportunities to incorporate public art into the landscape. This information will come 
in handy for the review of the Site Plan application.  

 
Panel Recommendations: 
 

1. The Art Review Panel highly recommends that the Applicant consider the flexibility and freedom 
to explore a mix of different type of public artworks (e.g. film, performance, temporary 
artworks, artful rainwater designs within the SWM facilities, etc.).  

2. The concept of “LIVE/ WORK” should be thoughtfully integrated into the property, in such a way 
that the displayed artworks enhance the quality of the neighborhood. The way in which the 
artwork(s) connect to the surrounding neighborhood will give the development more LIFE.  

3. The Panel recommends removing the three shade trees from the center of the public plaza area, 
as  they may be an obstacle (limits the height) for the installation of artwork(s) in the future. 

4. The project should also consider the limitations of certain types of art and/or design at the site 
in such a way that it becomes a blank canvas. The building itself could also be used to project 
images or public artworks could be incorporated into the façade or the concrete.  

5. The building materials used should be conducive for displaying/attaching artwork(s) outside. For 
instances, the PSI in concrete may need to be built to a different standard. Some of the  artists’ 
studios may need to accommodate   welding equipment. 

6. The wall could also be built in such a way that it becomes a pedestal for the display of smaller  
works of art and not just made for seating.  

7. The shade elements (including trees) may be another opportunity to be creative/ artful. These 
elements could also be connected to the SWM facilities.  

8. Temporary and permanent artworks should be incorporated throughout the site. The 
permanent artwork(s) could honor the history of the site (e.g. the police station, the act of 
service). 

9. The corners/ access points into the public spaces could also be designed as landmark 
opportunities to attract pedestrian into the site.  

mailto:molline.jackson@MontgomeryPlanning.org
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10. The Certified Site Plan must contain site details that clearly indicate the overall dimensions, 
prescribed materials, necessary lighting fixtures, footers and fasteners to ensure adequate 
safety and proper inspection of the artworks by the Arts and Humanities Council of Montgomery 
County (“AHCMC”) and Montgomery County Department of Permitting Services (“DPS”). This 
information will most likely come from the engineered drawings, certified by the structural 
engineer.  

11. The appropriate signage should also be clearly visible, specifically identifying the title of the 
artwork(s), the artist’s name, materials, completion date, and overall dimensions.  

12. Prior to final inspection of the public artwork(s), the Applicant must submit to the Public Art 
Coordinator with the Maryland – National Capital Park and Planning Commission (M-NCPPC) at 
least three images of the artwork(s) on-site and information regarding the 1) associated project 
number, 2) title of the piece, 3) date of completion, 4) description of materials used, and 5) 
address. This information will be added to the existing inventory of the public artworks 
throughout the County (http://www.mcatlas.org/art/). 
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