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MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

STAFF REPORT 

Address: 20 W. Irving, Chevy Chase Meeting Date: 10/10/2018 

Resource: Contributing Resource Report Date: 10/3/2018 

Chevy Chase Village Historic District 

Applicant: Andrew and Katie Herman Public Notice: 9/26/2018 

(John Mangan, Architect) 

Review: HAWP  Tax Credit: n/a 

Case Number: 35/13-18CC Staff: Dan Bruechert 

Proposal: Building Additions 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  

Staff recommends that the HPC approve with two (2) conditions the HAWP application; 

1. Window and door details for the addition are wood doors and wood casement windows

with simulated divided lites.  Specifications for the doors and windows need to be

submitted for review and approval with final approval authority delegated to Staff; and

2. Specifications of the architectural shingles need to be submitted for review and approval

with final approval authority delegated to Staff.

ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION 

SIGNIFICANCE: Contributing Resource within the Chevy Chase Village Historic District 

STYLE: Craftsman 

DATE: c.1916-1927

The subject property is a side gable bungalow, four bays wide, with shingle siding, a full width 

porch and a large shed dormer. 

BACKGROUND 

On September 19, 2018 the HPC reviewed a proposal for a rear and side addition to 20 W. 

Irving.  The HPC was virtually unanimous in their position that the proposed side addition was 

too large and not in keeping with the character of the historic house or surrounding district.  

Additionally, they found that the previous proposal removed too many historic windows and too 

much historic fabric to be compatible with the district guidelines or the intent of Chapter 24A. 

The previous submission is attached at the end of this HAWP application. 

PROPOSAL 

The applicant proposes to construct an addition and entrance on the right side of the house and 

an addition at the rear of the historic house.  The applicant also proposes to add a new 

architectural shingle roof on the house, replacing the existing three-tab roof 
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Figure 1: 20 W. Irving has several significant trees contributing to the district's park-like setting. 

 

  
Figure 2: 20 W. Irving is located mid-block in the Chevy Chase Village Historic District. 

APPLICABLE GUIDELINES 

 

When reviewing alterations and new construction within the Chevy Chase Village Historic 

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

their decision. These documents include Montgomery County Code Chapter 24A (Chapter 24A), 

the Chevy Chase Historic District Design Guidelines (Guidelines), and the Secretary of the 

Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (Standards). The pertinent information in these 

documents is outlined below. 
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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. 

 

“Strict Scrutiny” means that the planned changes should be reviewed to ensure 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. 

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

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.   

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. 
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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 Siding should be subject to moderate scrutiny if it is visible from the public right-of-way, 

lenient scrutiny if it is 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 Maintaining the variety of architectural styles and the tradition of architectural 

excellence. 

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) 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 

(5) The proposal is necessary in order that the owner of the subject property not be 

deprived of reasonable use of the property or suffer undue hardship; 

 

Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation 

2. The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of 

historic materials or alteration of features and spaces that characterize a property shall be 

avoided. 
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5. Distinctive materials, features, finishes and construction techniques or examples of 

craftsmanship that characterize a property will be preserved. 

9. New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy historic 

materials that characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated from the old 

and shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale, and architectural features to protect 

the historic integrity of the property and its environment. 

10. New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be undertaken in such a 

manner that if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic 

property and its environment would be unimpaired. 

STAFF DISCUSSION 

The applicant proposes to construct a new addition and entance to the right side of the house and 

to construct a new rear addition with a rear deck.  The applicant also proposes to reshingle the 

historic house in architectural shingles to match the new construction. 

 

New West (Right) Side Addition 

The previous proposal called for a two-story addition on the west (right) side of the house.  The 

HPC deteremined that the new construction would have removed seven historic windows and 

would have negatively impacted the historihc charater of the house and recommended that it be 

significantly reduced or removed entirely from the proposal.  The applicant has significantly 

revised the proosal to a much smaller addition that does not impact any of the historic wood 

windows on the west (right) elevation.   

 

On the west (right) side of the house the applicant is proposing to construct an addition in the 

form of an enclosed porch.  The new constrution will have shingle siding to match the house and 

rear addition, with a shed roof, supported by two battered wood columns (designed to match the 

columns on the front porch), and rear-loading wood staircase.  The addition will have a four-lite 

casement window facing right (west) with a wood door facing the rear yard.  The applicant has 

stated that the proposed windows will be wood simulated-divided-lite, however, the applicant 

has not identified a manufacturer and window Series.  Staff finds that the material and 

configuration are appropriate for the house, but recommends the HPC condition approval of this 

HAWP on the review and approval the selected window.  The foundation for this new 

construcion will be brick on block to match the appearance of the historic house foundation.  The 

new entrance will project 4’ (four feet) beyond the right historic wall plane.  The new 

construction will provide access direct access to the rear of the house through a new mudroom.   

 

Staff finds that the proposal is generally in keeping with the Guidelines and with the feedback 

provided by the HPC at the September 19, 2018 meeting.  Since this element is visible from the 

public right-of-way, it is to be reviewed under ‘Moderate Scrutiny.’   

 

Staff further finds that the placement of this addition at the southwest (right rear) corner of the 

house will not significantly impact the house’s historic character or the character of the 

surrounding streetscape.  The addition will be more than 60’ (sixty feet) from the public right-of-

way and will not detract from the dominant features at the front of the house, the full-width front 

porch and large shed dormer.  The design and details are consistent with the house in keeping 

with the Guidelines.   
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Due to the placement of the house on the lot, this new addition will be visible (see Fig. 3, below) 

when viewed from the west.  However, compatibility, not visibility is the determining factor 

under the Guidelines.  Staff finds this design to be a compatible with the historic house and 

surrounding district.  This addition in this location will retain much of the integrity of the design 

of the house and materials – no historic wood windows will be impacted by this design solution.  

While the expression of the historic corner of the house will be covered by this proposal, the 

historic corner has already been lost due to the enclosure of a portion of the rear porch.  The 

applicant was unable to determine when these rear features were altered.   

 

 
Figure 3: The west (right) elevation of the house as viewed from the adjacent sidewalk. 

Staff supports approval of this element with the added condition that window and door 

specifications need to be submitted for review and approval with final approval authority 

delegated to Staff. 

 

Rear Addition 

The applicant proposes to construct a large addition to the rear of the house.  In order to 

accommodate the new construction, the applicant proposes removing a portion of the rear of the 

house including the second floor sleeping porch.  These features have been significantly altered 

and have lost much of their historic integrity.  The removal of this fabric is at the rear of the 

historic house and will not impact the building’s contribution to the historic character of the 

surrounding district.  Staff supports approval of the demolition and removal of these rear 

features.  

 

The applicant proposes a new addition at the rear that will extend approximately 23’ (twenty-

three feet) to the rear and will be approximately 28’ (twenty-eight feet) wide, nearly the full-
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width of the historic house.  The addition will have a rear-facing gable roof, supported by 

brackets, and will be clad in wood shingles with a brick foundation to match the design of the 

historic house.  To the rear of the addition, there is a small rear-gable projection.  On the left side 

of the addition, the first floor is co-planer to the historic construction with the second floor inset 

2’ 9” (two feet, nine inches).  The left elevation has two six-lite casement windows on the first 

floor with smaller four-lite casement windows on the second floor.  In the basement on the left 

there is an egress window with a window well.  The right side of the addition is two stories with 

a pair of six-lite casement windows on the second floor.  At the rear of the addition there is a pair 

of French doors, multi-lite bay window, and a pair of eight-lite casement windows.  On the 

second floor, there is a group of three casement windows, with a smaller fixed window and a pair 

of six-lite casement windows in the rear gable projection.  In each of the two rear-facing gables, 

the application proposes to install some decorative stickwork, matching the design in the two 

historic, side-facing gables.  The rear of the new addition is approximately 11’ (eleven feet) 

away from the front wall plane of the garage.  Off the rear of the addition is a deck that is 

approximately 15’ × 12’ (fifteen feet wide by twelve feet deep). 

 

The proposed rear addition is generally consistent with the proposal submitted for preliminary 

consultation.  The previous proposal has been extended in the southwest corner to create a 

rectangular shaped addition, instead of the l-shaped addition previously submitted.  As with the 

previous submission Staff finds that while the proposed addition is large, it is in keeping with the 

size and scale found throughout the surrounding district.   

 

Staff finds the massing of the proposed rear addition to be compatible with the design of the 

historic house and the surrounding district.  Typically, rear additions need to be inset from the 

historic wall plane.  However, in this instance Staff supports the co-planer proposal presented by 

the applicant, because there will be other features to differentiate the new construction from the 

historic.  First, the foundation in the addition will be taller than the historic house to provide 

clearance for the head of the basement agrees window.  Second, the second floor is inset to avoid 

a potential ‘canyon affect’ due to the close proximity between the subject property and 21 W. 

Irving to the left.  As an added benefit this will allow more natural light into both buildings.  

Third, in order to maintain the aesthetic created by the shingle siding, the introduction of corner 

boards or some other wall treatment to break up the consistent pattern would be inappropriate.  

Finally, the intersection where the old and new walls meet will not be visible from the public 

right-of-way, because this portion of the house will be obscured by the left projecting bay and 

the brick chimney.    

 

In the previous proposal Staff expressed some concerns about the lack of fenestration on the left 

elevation.  The current proposal now contains two first-floor casement windows and two second-

floor fixed windows.  Staff finds that this sufficiently breaks up the wall plan and creates a 

design that is compatible with the historic house and surrounding district. 

 

The west (right) elevation contains the side projecting addition and rear stairs and is inset by 

approximately 1’ (one foot) from the wall plane of the historic house.  There are no windows on 

the first-floor, which will be largely obscured by the side projecting addition, but there are a pair 

of fixed six-lite windows on the second floor.  Staff finds that the massing, materials, and design 

of this elevation are appropriate and for the historic house and surrounding district. 
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The rear elevation of the house has a variety of window designs and configurations.  On an 

elevation that was visible from the public right-of-way, Staff would recommend a simpler 

configuration.  However, the Guidelines state that “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.”  Staff finds that 

as this elevation is not visible from the public right-of-way, under very lenient review, the 

elevation is compatible with the design of the house, addition, and surrounding district.  The 

massing of the rear elevation is an appropriate size and scale for the building and Staff supports 

approval or the rear addition with the condition identified above. 

 

Roof Replacement 

The applicant proposes to replace the three-tab shingled roof with architectural shingles.  The 

condition of the three-tab shingles have visible deteriorated with significant moss growth on the 

north slope of the roof.  Staff supports the removal of the existing three-tab shingles.  While the 

applicant has not identified a specific architectural shingle, Staff is supportive of the proposal.  

Roofing materials are subject to moderate scrutiny if they are visible from the public right-of-

way, as the proposed material will be.  The Guidelines further state that for contributing 

resources, “materials differing from the original should be approved.”  Staff finds that to be the 

condition here and recommends approval with the condition that the material needs to be 

submitted for review and approval to Staff with final approval authority delegated to Staff.   

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends that the Commission approve with two (2) conditions the HAWP application;  

1. Window and door details for the addition are wood doors and wood casement windows 

with simulated divided lites.  Specifications for the doors and windows need to be 

submitted for review and approval with final approval authority delegated to Staff; and 

2. Specifications of the architectural shingles need to be submitted for review and approval 

with final approval authority delegated to Staff. 

and with the general condition applicable to all Historic Area Work Permits that the applicant 

will present 3 permit sets of drawings to HPC staff for review and stamping prior to 

submission for permits (if applicable).  After issuance of the Montgomery County Department 

of Permitting Services (DPS) permit, the applicant will arrange for a field inspection by calling 

the DPS Field Services Office at 240-777-6370 prior to commencement of work and not more 

than two weeks following completion of work.  
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