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Preliminary Consultation 

MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION  

STAFF REPORT 

 

Address: 111 Elm Ave., Takoma Park Meeting Date: 6/27/18 

 

Resource: Contributing Resource Report Date: 6/20/18 

 Takoma Park Historic District 

  

Applicant:  Sarah Boehm & Leonard Newmark Public Notice: 6/13/18 

  

Review: Preliminary Consultation Staff: Dan Bruechert   

   

Proposal: Window and Door alterations, and rear porch alterations 

 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION   

Staff recommends the applicant make the recommended changes from the HPC and return for a 

Historic Area Work Permit. 
 

ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION 

SIGNIFICANCE: Contributing Resource to the Takoma Park Historic District 

STYLE: Craftsman 

DATE: c.1910-20 

 

The subject property is a one-and-a-half story tall bungalow, three bays wide, with a side gable 

roof and a full width front gable porch.  The main floor of the house is clad in stucco with 

shingle siding under the gables.  The windows throughout the house are six-over-one sash 

windows, with some smaller four-over-one windows in the basement level. 
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PROPOSAL 

The applicant proposes to replace the front door, make alterations to the rear porch, and to 

remove three windows from the right-side elevation and install new windows. 

  

APPLICABLE GUIDELINES 

When reviewing alterations and new construction within the Takoma Park Historic District 

several documents are to be utilized as guidelines to assist the Commission in developing their 

decision. These documents include the historic preservation review guidelines in the approved 

and adopted amendment for the Takoma Park Historic District (Guidelines), Montgomery 

County Code Chapter 24A (Chapter 24A), and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for 

Rehabilitation (Standards). The pertinent information in these documents is outlined below. 

 

Takoma Park Historic District Design Guidelines  

There are two very general, broad planning and design concepts which apply to all categories. 

These are:  
 

The design review emphasis will be restricted to changes that are at all visible from the 

public right-of-way, irrespective of landscaping or vegetation (it is expected that the 

majority of new additions will be reviewed for their impact on the overall district), and,  

 

The importance of assuring that additions and other changes to existing structures act to 

reinforce and continue existing streetscape, landscape, and building patterns rather than 

to impair the character of the district.  

 

Contributing Resources should receive a more lenient review than those structures that have been 

classified as Outstanding.  This design review should emphasize the importance of the resource 

to the overall streetscape and its compatibility with existing patterns rather than focusing on a 

close scrutiny of architectural detailing.  In general, however, changes to Contributing Resources 

should respect the predominant architectural style of the resource.  As stated above, the design 

review emphasis will be restricted to changes that are at all visible from the public right-of-way, 

irrespective of landscaping or vegetation. 

 

Some of the factors to be considered in reviewing HAWPs on Contributing Resources include: 

 

All exterior alterations, including those to architectural features and details, should be generally 

consistent with the predominant architectural style and period of the resource and should 

preserve the predominant architectural features of the resource; exact replication of existing 

details and features is, however, not required 

 

Major additions should, where feasible, be placed to the rear of existing structures so that they 

are less visible from the public right-of-way; additions and alterations to the first floor at the 

front of a structure are discouraged, but not automatically prohibited 

 

Original size and shape of window and door openings should be maintained, where feasible. 
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Some non-original building materials may be acceptable on a case-by-case basis; artificial siding 

on areas visible to the public right-of-way is discouraged where such materials would replace or 

damage original building materials that are in good condition 

 

Alterations to features that are not visible from the public right-of-way should be allowed a s a 

matter of course 

 

All changes and additions should respect existing environmental settings, landscaping, and 

patterns of open space. 

 

Montgomery County Code, Chapter 24A Historic Resources Preservation 

 (b) The commission shall instruct the director to issue a permit, or issue a permit subject to 

such conditions as are found to be necessary to insure conformity with the purposes and 

requirements of this chapter, if it finds that:  

(1) The proposal will not substantially alter the exterior features of an historic site or 

historic resource within an historic district; or  

(2) The proposal is compatible in character and nature with the historical, archeological, 

architectural or cultural features of the historic site or the historic district in which an 

historic resource is located and would not be detrimental thereto or to the achievement of 

the purposes of this chapter; or  

 

STAFF DISCUSSION 

The applicant proposes work on the house in three general areas: replacing the non-historic front 

door, modifying the screened-in rear porch, and removing three historic windows and 

reconfiguring the openings on the right side of the house.   

 

Door Replacement 

The existing door on the front of the house is a three lite, mid-century design that is not original 

to the house.  Its removal is acceptable as this is not a historic feature and its retention detracts 

from the historic character of the house. 

 

The applicant proposes to install a two-panel, two-lite wood, Craftsman style door in its place.  

This door is in keeping with the design of the house and appropriate for the time period of 

construction.  Staff finds that it is an appropriate design and would recommend approval of this 

proposal at the HAWP stage. 

 

Rear Porch Modifications 

The existing rear screened-in porch is a non-historic addition to the house and has a shed roof 

and side loading steps.  It is a wood frame construction and has some beadboard panels on the 

left side.  The left side of the porch is partially visible from the public right-of-way along Elm 

Ave., and the rear of the porch is visible from Allegheny Ave. (outside of the historic district). 

 

The applicant proposes to remove the existing side loading steps, fill in the opening with a 

beadboard panel, install new rear loading wood steps matching the appearance and materials of 

the removed steps, to install a new screen door, and to install two skylights in the roof.  The 

applicant will also move the rear house door several inches and reinstall it.  Staff finds that these 
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modifications do not detract from the character of the house or surrounding district and Staff 

supports approval at the HAWP stage in accordance with 24A-8(b)(1).   

 

Window Removal and Reconfiguration 

The applicant proposes to remove three windows from the right elevation of the house and install 

two new clad windows on the right side and create a new window opening on the rear.  The 

windows proposed for removal on the right side are to the rear of the chimney and are a pair of 

six-over-one sash wood windows and a single six-over-one wood window to the rear and appear 

to be historic and in their original location.  The applicant also proposes to create a new window 

opening on the rear of the house, for a total of three (3) new windows. 

 

From the details on the floor plan, it appears as though the proposal to remove and relocate the 

windows is being driven by the change to the kitchen plan.  The proposal is for the windows to 

align with appliances while simultaneously providing more room for cabinet space.  This 

proposal is contrary to the Design Guidelines which state, “Original size and shape of window 

and door openings should be maintained, where feasible.”  Additionally, these windows are 

visible from the public right-of-way when considered irrespective of the landscaping (see the 

c.2012 image below, prior to the maturing of much of the surrounding landscape).   
 

 
Figure 1: April 2012 view of the house showing the right rear windows. 

Staff finds that the proposal to add a new window to the rear elevation will not impact the 

character of the house or surrounding district, and Staff would support approval of this alteration 

in an HAWP application. 

 

The removal of three historic windows on the right elevation, however, appears to directly 

contradict the Guidelines, which state that “Original size and shape of window and door 

openings should be maintained, where feasible.”  The applicant has not provided information 

about the condition of the exiting wood windows.  Staff could be conditionally supportive of 
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removing and replacing the historic windows with a new wood window matching the existing 

dimensions and lite-pattern if the existing windows have deteriorated beyond repair.  The 

applicant would need to show a detailed comparison between the existing window and any 

proposed replacement for Staff and the HPC to make a determination as to the appropriateness of 

the new windows.  Additionally, the applicant needs to provide information regarding the 

proposed method of patching the exterior wall.  The pebbled stucco is a challenging material to 

match the appearance of the existing and understanding how this work would be done could aid 

the decision-making process.   

 

With the information presented, Staff cannot support the proposal to replace and reconfigure the 

side windows.  However, depending on the additional information presented at the preliminary 

consultation, justification for approval of replacing the historic windows at the HAWP stage 

could be identified. While Staff does not support the removal of the paired set of windows, Staff 

could support the relocation of side window at the rear with a window matching the size as the 

existing.  This window is far removed from the street and while its relocation contravenes the 

Guidelines, it is not a substantial alteration and could be supported under 24A-8(b)(1). 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends the applicant make the recommended changes from the HPC and return for a 

Historic Area Work Permit. 
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