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Preliminary
MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT
Address: 26 Oxford St., Chevy Chase Meeting Date:  12/20/17
Resource: Non-Contributing Resource Report Date: 12/13/17
Chevy Chase Village Historic District
Applicant: Gerstenfeld/Wiltshire Public Notice:  12/06/17
Review: Prelim Tax Credit: N/A
Case Number: N/A Staff: Dan Bruechert
Proposal: Demolish out-of-district resource, construct addition, hardscape alterations
STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the HPC approve the HAWP application.

ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION

SIGNIFICANCE:  Non-Confributing Resource to the Chevy Chase Village Historic District
STYLE: Colonial Revival

DATE: c.2007

The subject property is a clapboard Colonial Revival house on a trapezoidal lot. The house has a
front facing gable roof and is three bays wide. The windows are six-over-six sash windows with
shutters. On the left side of the house, two bays back, there a is side gable projection with a
second story wood porch (these additions were reviewed and approved by the HPC in 2006).
There is a detached, clapboard, accessory structure to the rear of the house, which was approved
by the HPC in 2007.

To the left of the subject property is 6320 Broad Branch Rd. This house is a brick Colonial
Revival house ¢.1951 that it outside of the district.
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St., marked with a star is next 1o 6320 Broad Branch, which sits oufside of the Historic District.

PROPOSAL:

The applicant to demolish the house at 6320 Board Branch Rd. and to construct an addition to 26
Oxford St., to remove the side 1 ¥ and 2-story additions to the existing house and expand a bay
on the west side of the house. The applicant also proposes to install a new driveway, pool, and to
extend an outbuilding.

APPLICABLE GUIDELINES

When reviewing alterations and additions or new construction within the Chevy Chase Village
Historic District, decisions are guided by the Chevy Chase Village Historic District Design
Guidelines (Design Guidelines) and Montgomery County Code Chapter 24A (Chapter 24A).

Chevy Chase Village Historic District Guidelines
The Guidelines break down specific projects into three levels of review - Lenient, Moderate and
Strict Scrutiny.

“Lenient Scrutiny” means that the emphasis of the review should be on issues of general
massing and scale, and compatibility with the surrounding streetscape, and should allow for a
very liberal interpretation of preservation rules. Most changes should be permitted unless there
are major problems with massing, scale or compatibility.

“Moderate Scrutiny” involves a higher standard of review than “lenient scrutiny.” Besides
issues of massing, scale and compatibility, preserving the integrity of the resource is taken into
account. Alterations should be designed so that the altered structure still contributes to the
district. Use of compatible new materials, rather than the original building materials, should be
permitted. Planned changes should be compatible with the structure’s existing design, but
should not be required to replicate its architectural style.
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“Strict Serutiny” means that the planned changes should be reviewed to insure that the integrity
of the significant exterior architectural or landscaping features and details is not compromised.
However, strict scrutiny should not be “strict in theory but fatal in fact” i.e. it does not mean that
there can be no changes but simply that the proposed changes should be reviewed with extra
care.

HAWP applications for exterior alterations, changes, and/or additions to non-contributing/out-of-
period resources should receive the most lenient level of review. Most alterations and additions
should be approved as a matter of course. The only exceptions would be major additions and
alterations to the scale and massing of the structure, which affect the surrounding streetscape
and/or landscape and could impair the character of the district as a whole.

o Awnings should be subject to moderate scrutiny. Addition of plastic or metal awnings should
be discouraged.

o Balconies should be subject to moderate scrutiny if they are visible from the public right-of-
way, lenient scrutiny if they are not.

o Decks should be subject to moderate scrutiny if they are visible from the public right-of-way,
lenient scrutiny if they are not

o Doors should be subject to moderate scrutiny if they are visible from the public right-of-way,
lenient scrutiny if they are not.

o Dormers should be subject to moderate scrutiny if they are visible from the public right-of-
way, lenient scrutiny if they are not.

o Driveways should be subject to strict scrutiny only with regard to their impact on
landscaping, particularly mature trees. In all other respects, driveways should be subject to
lenient scrutiny. Parking pads and other paving in front yards should be discouraged.

o Exterior trim (such as moldings on doors and windows) on contributing resources should be
subject to moderate scrutiny if it is visible from the public right-of-way, lenient scrutiny if it
is not. Exterior trim on Outstanding resources should be subject to strict scrutiny if it is
visible from the public right-of-way.

o Fences should be subject to moderate scrutiny if they are visible from the public right-of-
way, lenient scrutiny if they are not.

o Fire damage repair should be subject to lenient scrutiny. No one should be required, on
grounds of historic preservation, to undertake fire damage repairs that would not result in a
reasonable return on investment.

o Garages and accessory buildings which are detached from the main house should be subject
to lenient scrutiny but should be compatible with the main building. If an existing garage or
accessory building has any common walls with, or attachment to, the main residence, then
any addition to the garage or accessory building should be subject to review in accordance
with the Guidelines applicable to “major additions.” Any proposed garage or accessory
building which is to have a common wall with or major attachment to the main residence
should also be reviewed in accordance with the Guidelines applicable to “major additions.”

o Gazebos and other garden structures should be subject to moderate scrutiny if they are
visible from the public right-of-way, lenient scrutiny if they are not.

o Gutters are not currently subject to review and should not be reviewed.

o Lamposts and other exterior lights should be subject to moderate scrutiny if they are visible
from the public right-of-way, lenient scrutiny if they are not.

o Lot coverage should be subject to strict scrutiny, in view of the critical importance of
preserving the Village’s open park-like character.

o Major additions should, where feasible, be placed to the rear of the existing structure so that

they are less visible from the public right-of-way.
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o Porches should be subject to moderate scrutiny if they are visible from the public right-of-
way, lenient scrutiny if they are not. Enclosures of existing side and rear porches have
occurred throughout the Village with little or no adverse impact on its character, and they
should be permitted where compatibly designed.

o Roofing materials should be subject to moderate scrutiny if they are visible from the public
right-of-way, lenient scrutiny if they are not. In general, materials differing from the original
should be approved for contributing resources. These guidelines recognize that for
outstanding resources replacement in kind is always advocated

o Second or third story additions or expansions which do not exceed the footprint of the first
story should be subject to moderate scrutiny, in view of the predominance of large scale
houses in the Village. For outstanding resources, however, such additions or expansions
should be subject to strict scrutiny if they are visible from the public right-of-way.

o Shuiters should be subject to moderate scrutiny if they are visible from the public right-of-
way.

o Siding should be subject to moderate scrutiny if it is visible from the public right-of-way,
lenient scrutiny if it is not.

o Skylights should be subject to strict scrutiny if they are visible from the public right-of-way,
lenient scrutiny if they are not.

o Tree removal should be subject to strict scrutiny and consistent with the Chevy Chase Village
Urban Forest Ordinance.

o Windows (including window replacement) should be subject to moderate scrutiny if they are
visible from the public right-of-way, lenient scrutiny if they are not. Addition of compatible
exterior storm windows should be encouraged, whether visible from the public-right-of-way
or not. Vinyl and aluminum windows (other than storm windows) should be discouraged.

The Guidelines state five basic policies that should be adhered to, including:

o Preserving the integrity of the Chevy Chase Village Historic District. Any alterations
should, at a minimum, perpetuate the ability to perceive the sense of time and place
portrayed by the district.

o Preserving the integrity of contributing structures. Alterations to should be designed
in such a way that the altered structure still contributes to the district.

o Design review emphasis should be restricted to changes that will be visible from the
front or side public right-of~way, or that would be visible in the absence of vegetation
or landscaping. :

o Alterations to the portion of a property that are not visible from the public-right-of-
way should be subject to a very lenient review. Most changes to the rear of the
properties should be approved as a matter of course.

Montgomery County Code; Chapter 24A-8(b)
A HAWP permit should be issued if the Commission finds that:

1.

2.

The proposal will not substantially alter the exterior features of a historic site or historic
resource within a historic district.

The proposal is compatible in character and nature with the historical archaeological,
architectural or cultural features of the historic site or the historic district in which a
historic resource is located and would not be detrimental thereto of to the achievement of

the purposes of this chapter.
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STAFF DISCUSSION

Staff has broken down the application into three different broad categories: the demolition of the
neighboring house, the removal of additions and construction of additions to the subject
property, and the construction and alterations to the hardscape and outbuildings of the subject

property,

Building Demolition

The house at 6320 Broad Branch Rd. lies outside of the historic district. Its orientation faces
away from Oxford St. and it does not contribute to the historical context to evaluate 26 Oxford
St. As this building is outside of the Historic District, Staff does not believe that the HPC has the
authority to approve or deny the demolition of this building. However, the demolition of this
building will have an impact on the siting of the non-contributing building at 26 Oxford St. The
reason Staff has included this information in the prelim is help the HPC understand the context
of the changes being proposed in the other areas of this prelim.

Additions to 26 Oxford St.

The applicant is proposing to remove the existing side projection (or addition) and to construct a
two-story addition with an additional 1 Y%-story addition to the left of the massing of the house.
This proposal will also change the placement of the front door. The applicant is also proposing
to install an expanded bay on the west side of the house facing Brookville Rd. Because of the
unique shape of this lot, this house will be highly visible from three directions; and while most of
the changes are occurring on the side of the house that faces away from the district, the changes
will still have an impact on the appearance of the district.

In the main massing of the house the applicant is proposing to remove the front door and replace
it with a six-over-six sash window that will match the appearance and configuration of the other
windows in the house. In place of the current side addition the application proposes to construct
a new two-story addition that will effectively double the width of the existing house. A new
door matching the decorative pediment of the existing door will be installed in this side addition.
The details of the addition will match the main block of the house in siding, window
configuration, cornice details, and shutters. To the left of the two-story addition is a one-story
hyphen with a 1 % story side gable addition to the left. The 1 !2-story addition contains a two-
bay side-loading garage and will match the details and appearance of the other addition. The 1
Ys-story addition will be placed entirely on the lot currently occupied by 6320 Broad Branch Rd.

The Design Guidelines for the Chevy Chase District state that Major Additions (which staff
believes this qualifies) where feasible, should be placed to the rear of the existing structure so
they are less visible. The Guidelines also state alterations to lot coverage should be subject to
“strict scrutiny.” In view of both of these guidelines Staff believes that side additional and/or
alterations can be accommodated to the side of 26 Oxford St. The main reason for this is that the
placement of the existing rear accessory structure makes a rear addition not feasible. Second,
Staff recognizes that this new construction would significantly increase the lot coverage, it does
not appear that the total lot coverage between the combined lots would be much higher than
currently exist.

The design of the additions will tie into the architecture of the main massing of the non-

O
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contributing house. The architectural details including roof shape, siding, windows, and shutters
will all be consistent between the main house and the additions. The additions will have lower
roofs, as the two-story addition’s gable ridge will be lower than the front gable on the main
house and the 1 %-story garage will further step down. Staff recognizes that this is a large
addition that would not likely be appropriate on many lots within the Chevy Chase Village
Historic District. As this is addition is occurring on the side of the house that faces away from
the district and the additions are proposed on what will be a double lot, Staff feels that the size
may not overwhelm the site and surrounding district.

The applicant is also proposing to expand an existing bay on the west side of the house. The
applicant did not provide existing drawings for this preliminary application, but it appears as
though the new bay will be between 33-50% larger than the existing bay. This side of the house
faces Brookville Rd. and the interior of the historic district. Staff feels that more information is
needed for this element to be fully evaluated. Specifically, details on the proposed windows,
roofing, and existing drawings should be presented with the HAWP application for a full
evaluation. Staff believes, however, that an expansion of the existing bay can be accommodated
to this secondary elevation and that it will not overwhelm the existing house or the surrounding
streetscape.

Hardscape and OQuthuilding Alterations
The applicant is proposing to construct a new driveway, a pool, and to expand the existing
accessory structure.

The proposed circular driveway will provide access from Broad Branch Rd. at two access points
and will provide additional off-street parking. Paving is subject to strict scrutiny only as to their
impact on mature trees. A tree-survey was not included with the preliminary review materials
and needs to be submitted with the HAPW application materials, The proposed paving material
was not included as part of this prelim, but Staff believes that the large amount of proposed
paving will have a significant impact on the visual character of the site and encourages input
from the HPC as to the preferred materials.

The applicant proposes to construct a pool to the rear of the 1 Vs-story garage. Based on the
shape of the lot and the placement of the lot — half in and half out of the district — Staff feels that
this is an appropriate location for a pool on this property. The proposal shows the pool
surrounding by some type of patio and plantings, but does not provide additional details. Staff
believes that the methods and materials used to screen and secure the pool area will have a
significant impact on the visual character of the lot and the district and encourages the HPC to
provide input to the applicant.

Lastly, the applicant is proposing to expand the existing accessory structure by approximately
1/3. This new portion of the structure will not be visible from the public right-of-way and is
subject to lenient scrutiny. Drawings of this structure were not provided, so Staff can only
analyze the affects this expansion would have to the site and cannot comment on the architecture

of this proposed work.

Staff believes that this non-contributing resource to the Chevy Chase Village Historic district can

©
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accommodate a significant amount of change to the east. Staff request feedback from the HPC
in several areas of proposed work:
e s the size and massing of the new addition appropriate for the existing house and
surrounding district?
e Is the proposed amount of driveway paving and parking appropriate and compatible?
e Does the HPC have a specific paving material or type of paving that would lessen the
impact of the paving and parking to the site and district?
e What are the HPC’s preferred methods of pool screening to a pool that would otherwise
be visible from the public right-of-way?

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends the applicant revise the design presented and either return for a second
Preliminary review or submit a HAWP application based on the guidance of the HPC.
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HAWP APPLICATION: MAILING ADDRESSES FOR NOTIFING
[Cwnoer, Owner’s Agent, Adjacent and Confronting Property Owners] . -

Owner's Agent’s i:nailing address

Owner’s mailing a&d‘ress
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Adjacent and confronting Property Owners mailing addresses

(ATTACHED




26 Oxford Street Neighbors

Thomas and Virginia Leachman
103 Newlands Street

Chevy Chase MD 20815

George Bionis
105 Newiands Street

Chevy Chase Md 20815

David Kushner
111 Newlands Street

Chevy Chase MD 20815

Marc and Lori Gordon
20 Oxford Street

Chevy Chase MD 20815

David and Andrea Kirsch
6400 Brookville Road

Chevy Chase MD 20815

Marvin and Madelaine Kalb
100 Oxford Street
Chevy Chase MD 20815

Wendy Atrokhov
101 Oxford Street

Chevy Chase MD 20815



L '-Subject I’roperty' ’
s 'I’rcperty Owner: .
roject Mmger/Contzactur.

InnesBom’Archltects ! h
-bmbme Iots demohsh the dwellmg at 6320 Brcad Branch Road,

" 11/27/2017

‘L 5§ counryperm.tts and ‘the apphcauthas'
: provxded Chevy Clisisé: Village: mtix copies qf consfy-approved an_d-stampe& plans We have advxsed the
: ‘homeownerfcontracfor that permit frg Mo : my Coanty doeg not”

.

I VILLAGE MANAGER
SHAN& R. DAV'!S-COGK

' LBGAL COUNSEL
- SUBLLEN M. FERGUSON
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