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MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT
Address:

5 Columbia Ave., Takoma Park

Meeting Date:

1/23/2019

Resource:

Contributing Resource
Takoma Park Historic District

Report Date:

1/16/2019

Applicant:

Annie Kneedler & Sam Bryson

Public Notice:

1/9/2019

Review:

HAWP

Tax Credit:

partial

Staff:

Dan Bruechert

Case Number: 37/03-19A
Proposal:

Building Rehabilitation, New Windows, and Building Additions

RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the Historic Preservation Commission approve the HAWP application.
PROPERTY DESCRIPTION
SIGNIFICANCE:
Contributing Resource to the Takoma Park Historic District
STYLE:
Vernacular
DATE:
c.1880s
The subject house is a two-story, T-shaped house, with shiplap siding, original two-over-two
wood sash windows, a brick foundation throughout, and an asphalt shingle roof. The house has
been heavily modified including alterations to the front porch, a small addition in the southwest
corner of the house and a two-story addition to the south. As the house sits at the intersection of
Columbia Ave. and Pine Ave., it is highly visible from two elevations.

Figure 1: 5 Columbia Ave. is located at the southeast corner of Pine and Columbia Aves.
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PROPOSAL
The subject property has been neglected and fallen into disrepair. The applicant proposes
rehabilitating the exterior and interior of the house and to demolish a rear addition and construct
a new addition in its location.
APPLICABLE GUIDELINES
When reviewing alterations and additions for new construction to Contributing Resources within
the Takoma Park Historic District, decisions are guided by the Takoma Park Historic District
Design Guidelines (Design Guidelines) and Montgomery County Code Chapter 24A (Chapter
24A) and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (The Standards).
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.
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,
Minor alterations to areas that do not directly front on a public right-of-way such as
vents, metal stovepipes, air conditioners, fences, skylights, etc. – should be allowed as a
matter of course; alterations to areas that do not directly front on a public way-of-way
which involve the replacement of or damaged to original ornamental or architectural
features are discouraged, but may be considered and approved on a case-by-case basis,
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,
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While additions should be compatible, they are not required to be replicative of earlier
architectural styles,
Original size and shape of window and door openings should be maintained, where
feasible,
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
as 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
(4)
The proposal is necessary in order that unsafe conditions or health hazards be
remedied.
Secretary of the 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.
5.
Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of
craftsmanship that characterize a property shall be preserved.
9.
New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will not destroy
historic materials, features, and spatial relationships that characterize the property.
The new work shall be differentiated from the old and will be compatible with the
historic materials, features, size, scale and proportions, and massing to protect the
integrity of the property and its environment.
10. New additions and adjacent or related new construction will 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.
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STAFF DISCUSSION
The subject property has suffered from extensive deferred maintenance and much of the work
proposed will be repair in nature. The subject property also has two old additions1 in the rear of
the house that have degraded, the applicant proposes to demolish these additions and replace
them with new construction. The basement will be excavated under the large rear addition. A
new screened-in porch is proposed for the left rear corner of the house. The applicant further
proposes to construct two small to provide access to the house from the rear.
Repair and Restoration Work
Both the exterior and interior of the house have suffered from deferred maintenance under the
previous owner (the current owners purchased the house in October 2018). Some of the exterior
clapboards and shiplap siding have degraded and will be replaced in-kind. The second-floor
window above the front door has been boarded up and the opening will be uncovered, and a new
wood window matching the details of the historic windows will be installed in this location. The
front porch has been heavily modified and will have a new flat roof and railing installed. The
design of the porch railing is based on a rendering of the property included with the application.
The current owner was given this image from the previous owner and was told that the rendering
was drawn in 1985 from a much older image, however, the date of this older image is unknown.
The new porch railing will be wood with square balusters. There is a crack in the front porch
slab that will be repaired. The result of this repair work will be a house that more closely
resembles its historic appearance. As this work is repair in nature and there is a historic basis for
it, this work is potentially eligible for the County Historic Preservation Tax Credit.
The applicant proposes replacing the 3-tab shingle roof with architectural shingles. Staff finds
that this proposal will not significantly alter the historic character of the house (under 24A8(b)(1) and (2)) and supports approval.
New Windows
As part of the basement excavation (discussed below) the applicant proposes to introduce three
new windows in the basement level on the east elevation. The foundation in these locations is
currently uninterrupted, but in order to make this space code compliant additional windows must
be introduced. The window closest to the street on the east elevation will be a wood four-lite
egress window installed in a window well. The two other windows proposed for the basement
level on the east elevation will be wood, four-lite fixed windows. The window well at the front
of this elevation will be a pre-fab WellCraft window well (specifications attached). While this
feature will be polyethene which is not typically a recommended material in the Takoma Park
Historic District, Staff finds that it will not have a visual impact from the public right-of-way,
because the window well will be below grade and because the lot slopes away from Columbia
Ave. making this feature obscured by the grade itself. These new windows are below grade on
the least visible elevation of the house and will only be minimally visible (if at all) from the
public right-of-way. Staff finds that these windows are an appropriate material in an appropriate
1

5 Columbia Ave. is within the Takoma Park National Register Historic District. This district has a period of
significance from 1883 – 1920s. The National Register nomination states the significance of the district is derived
from its development as a commuter suburb, however, the nomination does not identify 5 Columbia as a ‘structure
of merit.’ The two additions are likely constructed within the period of significance, but Staff does not find the
additions contribute to architectural significance of 5 Columbia or the surrounding district.
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configuration and will not significantly alter the historic character of the house (per Standard 2
and 24A-8(b)(1)) and recommends approval of the basement windows and window well.
Building Addition Demolition and Addition Construction
There are two additions to the rear of 5 Columbia Ave. These two features were added very
early in the building’s history. Staff has been unable to determine the exact date of construction
for these features, but their footprints were established prior to 1927 for publication in that year’s
Sanborn Maps.
The first addition is a two-story addition in the southwest corner of the original house massing.
It is clad in asbestos siding with a south-facing four-over-one window in each floor. The
addition was constructed to contain at least one bathroom, though now there is one on each floor.
The applicant indicates that this addition suffers from termite damage and based on the
information provided by the applicant, this addition would likely require a full reconstruction to
preserve its current appearance. The applicant proposes to demolish this addition.
The second rear addition is a shiplap-sided, two-story addition that appears to have been
modified over time. The 1927 Sanborn map (below) shows that there were two one-story
additions in this location. The second story was not added until after 1959 based on the Sanborn
maps which show a consistent footprint at the rear. Based on the appearance of the siding, at
least one south-facing window has been boarded over. The second-story of the addition has a
pent roof, as does the shorter one-story section to the east. The cornice on the west wall of the
rear addition has wood corbels that match those on the historic massing of the house. The south
and east elevations lack the decorative cornice. The project architect has informed Staff that:
“The existing rear addition of the home, containing the kitchen and an upstairs bedroom,
is in very bad shape. The existing foundation wall is crumbling, the second floor is
sinking as a previous owner cut through floor joists, and the only way to access the
basement is through a 24” wide, narrow and steep stair case in this part of the house.”
Additionally, the applicant has submitted a structural engineers report detailing the defects in
larger rear addition. The basement walls and piers are showing signs of cracking and structural
failure, the basement slab shows significant cracking, there is significant water damage, and a
structural beam was removed from the addition and was never replaced. The structural engineer
recommends the removal of this feature as repair may not be feasible. The applicant proposes to
demolish this addition.
Staff finds that both additions are later construction and while they show the development of this
house over time, they do not significantly add to the historic character of the house or
surrounding district. Staff finds the removal of these two additions is supported under Chapter
24A-8(b)(2) and 24A-8(b)(4).
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Figure 2: Image from 1927 Sanborn map with arrows pointing to the bathroom addition and 1-story rear addition by 1927.

The applicant proses to construct two new additions at the rear generally in the same location as
the construction proposed for demolition. In the southwest corner the applicant proposes to
construct a two-story addition that is 6’ (six feet) wide and 8’ 6” (eight feet, six inches) deep (the
existing addition is approximately 6’ × 6’ (six feet by six feet)). The applicant proposes to clad
the exterior of the new construction in Hardi siding in a 7” reveal, with two, wood, two-over-two
windows facing west and a second-story two-over-two window facing south. This window
configuration matches the windows found throughout the historic house. The roof for this new
addition will be a rear-sloping shed roof covered in architectural shingles. The proposed roof
will match the appearance of the existing addition and the roof cladding will match the rest of the
roof material. Staff finds that the diminutive size of this addition and its location at the rear,
though still highly visible from the public right-of-way, are appropriate for the design of the
house and surrounding district and supports approval under the Guidelines and 24A-8(b)(2).
Additionally, this new addition is similar with the appearance of the existing addition and will
not obscure any historic features.
The applicant proposes to excavate the basement under the rear addition to be demolished and
construct a new foundation using parged and painted concrete block. The existing foundation for
the historic house massing and the additions is painted brick. Staff finds that this new foundation
material is acceptable, as it is at the rear of the house and over new construction. This feature
will help to differentiate the new from the historic construction per Standard 9 and Staff supports
approval of a parged concrete foundation for new construction.
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The new rear addition on the southeast will be 22’4” wide × 13’1” deep (twenty-two feet, four
inches wide by thirteen feet, one inch deep), with Hardi clapboard siding, a flat roof, a mix of
wood four-lite casement windows and larger, wood two-over-two windows. The basement level
will have egress-compliant, wood four-lite casement windows in the south and east elevation and
a wood, half-light door facing west. The east elevation of the rear addition will have an entrance
at the first floor with a wood, half-lite door flanked by four-lite casement windows. The second
floor will have a central two-over-two wood sash window. The south elevation will have two,
wood four-lite casement windows in the first floor with two, wood, two-over-two sash windows
above. On the east elevation, the applicant proposes to construct a one-story screened-in porch
(discussed below) with a four-lite casement window and a door off the kitchen on the first floor
and two smaller, wood two-over-two sash windows on the second floor. Much of this elevation
will be less visible from the public right-of-way than the south and west elevations due to the
slightly askew orientation of the house toward the street.
Staff finds that the size, design, and placement of the rear addition are generally appropriate, and
Staff supports approval of this element. The placement of the addition is to the rear of the house,
per the Design Guidelines. Even though the basement is being excavated as part of the proposed
work, the new foundation will be placed in the same location as the existing. The proposed
addition will be co-planer to the east wall. Typically, the HPC wants an inset between the
historic and new construction to appropriate differentiate the construction periods. In this
instance, Staff finds that a co-planer wall is acceptable due to several factors. First, there is a
precedent for having construction in this location (see the 1927 Sanborn above). Second, the use
a flat roof and differentiated cornice, along with the corner boards at the southeast corner of the
house and foundation material show a clear demarcation between construction periods. Third,
the addition will use smaller windows and a different building material to further differentiate the
new from the old. Staff finds that for these reasons, a co-planer addition is acceptable.
The style of the rear addition is best described as traditional, with its Hardi, clapboard siding and
its two-over-two sash and casement windows. The HPC has accepted the use of substitute siding
on new construction and additions at the rear of buildings within the Takoma Park Historic
District. Staff initially had some concerns about the compatibility of a flat roof in this location
but upon further evaluation finds that it is acceptable for two primary reasons. First, there is a
precedent on the house for a flat roof over the bay window on the east elevation. Second, by
using a flat roof the south-facing gable will be fully expressed from the surrounding
neighborhood; and Staff finds that it is preferable to have the historic gable and window exposed
rather than introducing an additional gable to the house and obscuring these features.
Additionally, a new, low-pitched gable roof would be out of character with the roof pitches
found throughout the house. Staff supports the approval of the rear addition under 24A-(b)(1)
and Standards 9 and 10.
Decks and Screened-In Porch
The applicant proposes to replace a small, existing screened in porch along the eastern elevation
of the house. The new porch will be 11’ 10 1/2” × 16’ 3” (eleven feet, ten and one-half inches
by sixteen feet, three inches) and will be built on wood piers with a flat roof and railing details
matching the reconstructed front porch. This porch will project beyond the east wall plane. Staff
finds that this porch will not overwhelm the scale of the historic building and the applicant
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proposes the use of compatible materials. Staff finds that the placement on the east elevation
will have the least visual impact to the surrounding district (per 24A-8(b)(2), due to the
building’s placement on a corner lot close to the northeast corner of the buildable area. Staff
supports approval of this porch.
In addition to the screened in porch, the applicant proses to construct two new wood decks at the
rear of the house. The first wood deck will be placed to the south of the proposed porch
(discussed above). The second deck will be constructed on the western side of the new rear
addition. Both decks will be identically detailed and be constructed on wood piers with a wood
railing and square pickets. The railing detail will conform to the HPC’s typical requirement that
the pickets be installed between the top and bottom rail. Staff finds that these two decks will not
significantly alter any of the historic features of the house and are compatible materials and
designs for rear decks and supports approval under 24A-(b)(1) and Standards 9 and 10.
STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS
Staff recommends that the Commission approve the HAWP application; 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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1/8/2019
Annie Kneedler and Sam Bryson
5 Columbia Avenue
Takoma Park, Maryland 20912
Re:

5 Columbia Avenue

Dear Miss Kneedler and Mr. Bryson,
The following letter is to address the structural integrity of the prior existing addition to
the historical district home located at the above reference address. The floor plans
referenced below are highlighted yellow to show the extend of the addition in question.
Also include below is a cross section of the existing addition for reference.
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Observations:
There are major structural concerns in the basement. The masonry basement walls and
piers are showing significant signs of deterioration and large cracking.

Much of the existing framing is showing significant signs of water damage and
deterioration

The basement slab on grade shows signs of settlement and extensive cracking.
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Based upon the above observation, it is in my profession opinion that the existing
addition should be removed and replaced. When demolishing the addition, care should
be taken to not damage the original existing structure. Should there be any questions or
concerns feel free to contact me.
All of the observations were limited to visual observation. No destructive testing was
conducted and no warranties are granted with the above referenced opinions.
Sincerely

Johnathan Griffith, P.E.
757-348-3776
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5600 Modular Egress Window Well
Installs in a snap.

61"
56"

The 5600 offers many custom possibilities. You’re not limited to a set height—
make your well as short or as high as you need. A typical installation uses four
sections and is made easy with simple, snap-together construction. The 5600 is

20.8"

designed for windows up to 4-foot wide. Each section weighs only 24 pounds
and is easy to transport.

14"

62.8"

14"
14"

grey
#056100092

Front view

Top view with
wall and window

5600 features
a modular,
snap-together
connection
system for easy
installation.

Sections

Total
Height

1

207/8"

2

347/8"

3

487/8"

4

627/8"

5

767/8"

Top view

888-812-9545
www.wellcraftwells.com
©2011 Headwaters. All rights reserved.

www.theTapcoGroup.com
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