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Window replacement
_____________________________________________________________________________________
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the HPC deny the HAWP application.
ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION
SIGNIFICANCE:
STYLE/FORM:
DATE:

Outstanding Resource, Garrett Park Historic District
Queen Anne
Circa 1890

Fig. 1: Subject property.

PROPOSAL
The applicants propose to replace eight (8) original wood windows on the historic house.
APPLICABLE GUIDELINES
Montgomery County Code; Chapter 24A-8
(a) The commission shall instruct the director to deny a permit if it finds, based on the evidence and
information presented to or before the commission that the alteration for which the permit is sought
would be inappropriate, inconsistent with or detrimental to the preservation, enhancement or ultimate
protection of the historic site or historic resource within an historic district, and to the purposes of this
chapter.
(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
(3) The proposal would enhance or aid in the protection, preservation and public or private
utilization of the historic site or historic resource located within an historic district in a manner
compatible with the historical, archeological, architectural or cultural value of the historic site or
historic district in which an historic resource is located; or
(4) The proposal is necessary in order that unsafe conditions or health hazards be remedied; 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; [emphasis added] or
(6) In balancing the interests of the public in preserving the historic site or historic resource
located within an historic district, with the interests of the public from the use and benefit of the
alternative proposal, the general public welfare is better served by granting the permit.
(c) It is not the intent of this chapter to limit new construction, alteration or repairs to any 1 period or
architectural style.
(d) In the case of an application for work on an historic resource located within an historic district,
the commission shall be lenient in its judgment of plans for structures of little historical or design
significance or for plans involving new construction, unless such plans would seriously impair the
historic or architectural value of surrounding historic resources or would impair the character of the
historic district. (Ord. No. 9-4, § 1; Ord. No. 11-59.)
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Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation:
The Secretary of the Interior defines “rehabilitation” as “the act or process of making possible a
compatible use for a property through repair, alterations, and additions while preserving those portions or
features, which convey its historical, cultural, or architectural values.”
#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.

#5

Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship that
characterize a historic property shall be preserved.

#6

Deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity of
deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature shall match the old in
design, color, texture, and other visual qualities and, where possible, materials. Replacement of
missing features shall be substantiated by documentary, physical, or pictorial evidence.

STAFF DISCUSSION
The subject property is a c. 1890 Queen Anne-style Outstanding Resource within the Garrett Park
Historic District. The property is located in the northeast corner at the intersection of Waverly Avenue
and Montrose Avenue. The house fronts on Waverly Avenue to the south and its west (left side) elevation
faces Montrose Avenue. The lot slopes up from Waverly Avenue, and the house is accessed from the
front sidewalk via a central staircase.
The applicants propose to replace a total of eight (8) windows at the historic house. The windows to be
replaced are:
•

South (Front)
o
Three (3) second-floor windows.
o
Two (2) first-floor windows.

•

West (Left Side)
o
Two (2) second-floor windows.
o
One (1) attic-level window.

All of the windows to be replaced are 2-over-2 true divided lite wood windows, except for the four-lite
wood casement window at the attic-level on the west elevation. All of the windows to be replaced are
original and were recently restored in 2016-2017; the homeowners did not apply for tax credits for this
work, though they would have been eligible based on the documentation received. The previous window
restoration included stripping, painting, re-weighting, re-cording, and weather stripping. The applicants
have stated that the windows continue to experience problems with condensation, which is leading to
paint damage and rotting of the windows, sills, and frames.
The applicants’ proposal was previously reviewed by the Town of Garrett Park’s Historic Preservation
Committee on November 30, 2018. The Committee unanimously supported the applicants’ proposal and
recommended that the HPC approve the HAWP application. The Committee noted that the applicants
have conscientiously strove to preserve the historic house, with the removal of previous incompatible
additions and prior restoration projects, including the aforementioned window restoration. The Committee
also noted the following considerations in making their recommendations:

3

•
•
•

Only the sashes will be replaced.
The proposed replacement window will be custom-made to be substantially similar to the existing
windows.
The original shutters will remain.

The Committee’s statement can be read in full on page __26__.
While staff recognizes the applicants’ previous efforts to restore the original windows and acknowledges
the recommendations of the Town’s Historic Preservation Committee, staff does not support the proposal.
Because the subject property is an Outstanding Resource, all proposals should be reviewed with the
strictest level of scrutiny, particularly when they affect the primary façade, original materials, and/or are
highly-visible from the public right-of-way. In this instance, both elevations to be affected are highlyvisible from the public right-of-way, with the south elevation (front) facing Waverly Avenue and the west
(left side) elevation facing Montrose Avenue. The proposal would remove original materials which have
recently been restored, and the applicants have not sufficiently demonstrated that the windows are
severely deteriorated and/or beyond repair.
The National Park Service’s Technical Preservation Services (TPS) has released guidance regarding
preservation best practices and historic window replacement. As the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards
form the basis for considering requests for alterations in Garrett Park (along with the requirements of
Chapter 24A-8), the TPS briefs are appropriate supplemental materials that the HPC may use to guide and
inform decisions. To ensure that the proposal will not be detrimental to the preservation, enhancement or
ultimate protection of the historic house and surrounding historic district, in accordance with Chapter
24A-8, staff recommends that the HPC refer to TPS’s guidance when evaluating proposals to replace
original/historic windows in this case.
In their guidance for Planning Successful Rehabilitation Projects titled “Evaluating Historic Windows for
Repair or Replacement”, TPS states that, “determination as to when deterioration is sufficiently severe to
justify replacement must be based on documentation of the condition of the windows.” It goes on to say
the following:
While condition is the primary determinant in decisions regarding the treatment of historic
windows, the importance of the windows to the historic character of the building can also be
taken into account. The design and location of windows and their relationship to the design of the
building can affect their role in the character of a building. Windows that are distinctive features
or exemplify fine craftsmanship are more critical to retain and repair than those that play a lesser
supporting role in the design of the building or are simple manufactured units. The more
important the elevation, feature or space of which the windows are a part, the more important it is
to retain the historic windows.
The guidance stresses that factors such as occupant operation, presence of hazardous materials, code
requirements, or energy performance alone are not reasons to replace historic windows, and in many
cases these issues can be addressed without losing the historic windows. Suggested solutions include the
installation of storm windows and additional weather stripping.
If the applicants can sufficiently demonstrate that the historic windows are beyond repair and need to be
replaced, they should submit sufficient documentation to that effect; however, staff finds that, because the
windows have been recently restored, they are not severely deteriorated, and they are not the cause of the
condensation issue. Staff finds that the condensation is likely caused by improper air circulation, which
may be due to improper wall insulation, or excessive humidity in this part of the house.
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Staff finds that the submitted window survey, photographs, and proposed window specifications
demonstrate that the proposal will remove or alter character-defining features of the historic house. The
windows to be replaced are original character-defining features, which exemplify the Queen Anne-style
of architecture, and they are on highly-visible, primary elevations.
Therefore, staff finds that the applicants’ proposal is inconsistent with Standards #2 and #5, as it would
remove original materials from character-defining features of the historic house. The proposal is also
inconsistent with Standard #6, which states that deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather than
replaced. Standard #6 goes on to say that, where the severity of deterioration requires replacement of a
distinctive feature, the new feature shall match the old in design, color, texture, and other visual qualities
and, where possible, materials. As previously noted, the applicants have not demonstrated that the
windows are beyond repair or that the proposed replacement windows would be an exact match.
Staff recommends that the HPC deny the HAWP application. Staff recommends that the applicants
explore alternatives, such as the installation of high-quality exterior storm windows, which will not
remove or destroy original/historic materials from this Outstanding Resource. Staff notes that storm
windows are highly-encouraged by the HPC and preservation best practices, and storm window
installation is eligible for the County’s 25% Historic Preservation Tax Credit.
As a courtesy, staff is providing the following links, where the applicants can learn more about evaluating
and repairing historic windows, as well as the benefits of preserving historic windows:
https://www.nps.gov/tps/standards/applying-rehabilitation/successful-rehab/windowsevaluating.htm
https://www.nps.gov/tps/standards/applying-rehabilitation/successful-rehab/windowsdocumentation.htm
https://www.nps.gov/tps/how-to-preserve/briefs/9-wooden-windows.htm
https://www.nps.gov/tps/how-to-preserve/tech-notes/Tech-Notes-Windows01.pdf
https://www.nps.gov/tps/how-to-preserve/tech-notes/Tech-Notes-Windows08.pdf
https://www.nps.gov/tps/tax-incentives/incentives/avoiding_5.htm
https://www.nps.gov/tps/sustainability/energy-efficiency/weatherization/windows-doors.htm
https://www.ncptt.nps.gov/blog/saving-windows-saving-money/
After full and fair consideration of the applicant’s submission, staff finds the proposal as being consistent
with the Criteria for Denial in Chapter 24A-8(a), having found the proposal is inconsistent with the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation outlined above.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the Commission deny the HAWP application under the Criteria for Denial in
Chapter 24A-8(a), having found that the proposal will substantially alter the exterior features of the
historic resource and is incompatible in character with the district and the purposes of Chapter 24A and
with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.
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Window Survey – 4609 Waverly Avenue
Window 1 Double Hung – Living Room
Pocket opening: 31.5 x 67.75”
Muntin: 1.25”
Rails: Stiles: 1.25” – Rails: 2.375”
Pains (4 total - 2 lower 2 upper): 12 x 31.5”
Window 2 – Double Hung – Living Room
Pocket opening: 31.5 x 67.75”
Muntin: 1.25”
Rails: Stiles: 1.25” – Rails: 2.375”
Pains: 12 x 31.5”
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Window 3 – Double Hung - Bedroom
Pocket opening: 31.75 x 68.375”
Muntin: 1.25”
Rails: Stiles: 1.25” – Rails: 2.375”
Pains: 12 x 29.5”
Window 4 – Double Hung - Bedroom
Pocket opening: 31.75 x 68.375”
Muntin: 1.25”
Rails: Stiles: 1.25” – Rails: 2.375”
Pains: 12 x 29.5”
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Window 5 – Double Hung – Front Hall
Pocket opening: 31.75 x 65.3125”
Muntin: 1.25”
Rails: Stiles: 1.25” – Rails: 2.375”
Pains: 12 x 29.5”

Window 6 – Double Hung – Side Stair
Pocket opening: 26.5 x 41.1875”
Muntin: 1.25”
Rails: Stiles: 7/8” – Rails: 2.25”
Pains: 10.5 x 17”
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Window 7 - Casement – Side Stair (small)
Frame Size: 26.25 x 30”
Muntin: .25”
Pains: 9.75 x 12”
Hinge right

Window 8 – Double Hung - Bedroom
Pocket opening: 31.75 x 68.375”
Muntin: 1.25”
Rails: Stiles: 1.25” – Rails: 2.375”
Pains: 12 x 29.5”

We will maintain, restore and repair all of the original shutters accordingly.
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Example of custom Window to replace.
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