II.A
3rd Preliminary Consultation
MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT
Address:

Parcel 770, Brookeville

Meeting Date:

1/23/2019

Resource:

Spatial Resource
Brookeville Historic District

Report Date:

1/16/2019

Applicant:

19501 Georgia LLC
(Luke Olson, Architect)

Public Notice:

1/9/2019

Review:

3rd Preliminary Consultation

Tax Credit:

No

Case Number:

N/A

Staff:

Michael Kyne

PROPOSAL:

Construction of four (4) new single-family houses.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends that the applicant make revisions based upon the HPC’s comments and return with a
revised proposal for a fourth preliminary consultation or HAWP application, per the HPC’s
recommendation.
ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION
SIGNIFICANCE:
STYLE:
DATE:

Spatial Resource within the Brookeville Historic District
Undeveloped Parcel
N/A

Statement of historic significance, as summarized by staff:
The Town of Brookeville is a rural town in northeastern Montgomery County, approximately 18
miles from Washington, D.C. The Town was founded by Richard Thomas in 1794 and by the early
19th century had become a center of commerce. With the advent of the automobile in the early 20th
century, the Town’s commercial success declined. Despite the encroachment of later suburban
development, the Town remains a unique collection of structures, which exhibit a variety of
architectural styles. The houses within the Brookeville Historic District retain their historic
relationship to one another and to the roadways. The historic district is accessed via Georgia
Avenue (High Street) from the south and northwest and via Market Street from the east. The
Brookeville Historic District was designated in 1985, with its boundaries coinciding with the
Town’s boundaries.
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Fig. 1: Brookeville Historic District, with subject property marked by yellow star.
BACKGROUND
The applicant previously appeared before the Commission at the September 19, 2018 and November 14,
2018 HPC meetings for preliminary consultations.
PROPOSAL:
The applicant proposes to construct four (4) new single-family houses on the undeveloped 4.29-acre
parcel.
APPLICABLE GUIDELINES
When reviewing alterations and new construction within the Brookeville Historic District several
documents are to be utilized as guidelines to assist the Commission in developing their decision. These
documents include the Brookeville Historic District Master Plan Amendment, the Town of Brookeville
Updated Comprehensive Plan, the 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.
Brookeville Historic District Master Plan Amendment
The Brookeville Historic District Master Plan Amendment (#23/65) identifies Primary Resources,
Secondary Resources, and Spatial Resources. Parcel 770 is an undeveloped Spatial Resource at the
southern boundary of the historic district on Georgia Avenue (High Street).
Town of Brookeville Updated Comprehensive Plan (see attached).
Sec. 24A-8. Same-Criteria for issuance.
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(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.)
Secretary of 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.” Standards 2, 9, and 10 most directly apply to
the application before the commission:
#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.
#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.
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STAFF DISCUSSION
The applicant previously appeared before the Commission at the September 19, 2018 and November 14,
2018 HPC meetings for preliminary consultations. At the November 14, 2018 preliminary consultation, the
Commission expressed the following regarding the applicant’s proposal:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The proposed houses – especially the three proposed at the front - should demonstrate greater
architectural variety, including height, width, materials, and style.
The proposed houses should demonstrate a variety of fenestration and muntin patterns.
Masonry should be introduced among the three houses proposed at the front, taking cues from the
prevalent masonry structures within the historic district and on the opposite side of High Street.
Traditional roofing materials, including standing seam metal and wood/cedar roofing, should be
used to be more compatible with the historic district.
The proposed garages should demonstrate greater variety, which could include a two-story garage
with living space above.
The proposed house at the rear should be reoriented to be parallel with High Street.
The proposed house at the rear should be moved back to further reduce visibility from High Street.
The garage of the proposed house at the rear should be detached.
The proposed circle driveway at the rear house should be eliminated, and the driveway should be
revised to access and encourage the use of the front entrance.

The applicant has returned for a third preliminary consultation with the following revisions:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The style and dimensions of the three front houses have been revised to provide greater variety.
The proposed three front houses demonstrate a variety of muntin patterns, including 6-over-1, 6over-6, and 2-over-2, whereas they were all previously 6-over-1.
The center house at the front is now proposed to be a brick house.
Traditional roofing materials have been introduced to the proposed three front houses, with
standing seam metal proposed on the northernmost house.
The proposed garages demonstrate greater variety, including a two-car gable front garage, a twocar side gable garage, a two-car garage with single front gable and shed roof attachment, and a
two-car 1 ½-story garage with front and rear dormers to provide space above.
The proposed rear house has been moved back and reoriented to be parallel to High Street.
The proposed garage has been detached from the proposed rear house and relocated to be behind
the house.
The previously proposed circle driveway at the rear house has been eliminated, and the driveway
has been revised with a parking area near the front entrance.

Dimensions and Materials
The dimensions and materials for each proposed house is as follows:
•

Lot A (southernmost front house)
o

House: 3,113 sf; +/- 50’-1” wide; +/- 26’-9” high; two-story rectangular house; two-story
forward projecting front porch with living space on the second-floor; optional one-story
screened porch on the rear (east) elevation; one-story octagonal bay window on the right
(south) elevation; fiber cement (first-floor) and cedar shingle (second-floor) siding; 6over-1 aluminum-clad wood windows; asphalt shingle roofing; brick veneer chimney on
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the right (south) elevation; PVC columns and trim
o

•

•

•

Garage: 22’ x 22’; 12’-8 ¾” high; two-car garage; gable front; fiber cement siding with
cedar shingles in the gables; aluminum-clad wood window and door; carriage-style doors;
stucco foundation; asphalt shingle roofing

Lot B (center front house)
o

House (Option A): 3,194 sf; +/- 40’-6” wide; +/- 30’-9” high; two-story, two-bay main
massing with entrance portico justified to the right (as viewed from the front); two-story,
single-bay right-side (south) projection; rear ell; one-story octagonal bay window on the
left (north) elevation; full-width one-story covered rear porch on right (south) side of rear
ell; brick; fiber cement siding on the rear ell; asphalt shingle roofing; operable wooden
shutters on the front (west) elevation; PVC columns and trim

o

House (Option B): 3,166 sf; +/- 38’ wide; +/- 30’-9” high; five-bay, two-story with center
entrance portico; telescoping rear ell; one-story octagonal bay window on the left (north)
elevation; one-story covered rear porch with flat roof and second-floor walkout on right
(south) side of rear ell; one-story covered porch on rear (southeast corner) of main massing
in brick; fiber cement siding on the rear ell; asphalt shingle roofing; operable wooden
shutters on the front (west) and right (south) elevations; PVC columns and trim

o

Garage: 22’ x 22’; 12’-8 ¾” high; two-car garage; side gable; fiber cement siding;
aluminum-clad wood window and door; carriage-style doors; stucco foundation; asphalt
shingle roofing

Lot C
o

House: 3,099 sf; +/- 42’ wide; +/- 28’-6” high; two-story, T-shape house; gable front twostory massing on the left (north) intersecting with three-bay two-story side gable massing
on the right (south); low-sloping roof which extends to create a covered porch on the front
(west) and rear (east) elevations of the right massing; three gable dormers on the front
(west) elevation of the right massing; single shed dormer on the rear (east) elevation of the
right massing; first-floor covered entry centered on the left (north) elevation; stone veneer
chimney on the left (north) elevation; octagonal bay window on the front (west) and right
(south) elevations; fiber cement siding; standing seam metal roofing; 2-over-2 aluminumclad wood windows; PVC columns and trim; stone veneer foundation

o

Garage: 23’ x 24’; 12’-8 ¾” high; two-car garage; gable front with shed projection to the
left; fiber cement siding; aluminum-clad wood windows and door; carriage-style doors;
stucco foundation; standing seam metal roofing

Lot D
o

House: 3,400 sf (not including the 1/2 story); 2 ½-story, three-bay main massing with twostory left (north) side projection; full-width front porch with standing seam metal roof;
three shed dormers on the front (west) elevation of main massing; one shed dormer on the
front (west) and rear (east) elevations on the left (north) side projection; first-floor covered
entry with standing seam metal roof on the left (north) elevation; first-floor covered entry
on the rear (east) elevation; stone veneer chimney on the right (south) elevation; octagonal
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bay window on the front (west) and right (south) elevations; fiber cement siding; cedar
shingle roofing; 6-over-6 aluminum-clad wood windows; PVC, porch railing, columns,
and trim; stone veneer foundation
o

Garage: 24’ x 24’; 12’-8 ¾” high; two-car garage; 1 ½-story; side gable with shed
dormers on the front (west) and rear (east) elevations; fiber cement siding; aluminum-clad
wood windows and door; single carriage-style door; stucco foundation; cedar shingle
roofing

Staff is generally supportive of the applicant’s proposal, finding that the proposal has been revised in
accordance with the Commission’s guidance. Staff acknowledges that, from a historic preservation
standpoint, the proposal has improved since the initial September 19, 2018 preliminary consultation. Staff
asks the Commission to consider the following points of discussion to further minimize any potential for
the proposal to detract from the character-defining features of the Brookeville Historic District.
Specific points of discussion include:
•

•

•

Two site plan options:
o

Option A includes two curb cuts, with the southernmost curb cut providing a shared
driveway for Lots A and B and the northernmost curb cut providing a shared driveway to
Lots C and D. With this option, all proposed garages are accessed from the front.

o

Option B includes one curb cut (the northernmost with a shared driveway providing access
to all four lots. With this option, a rear access drive will be created to provide access to
rear-loading garages on Lots A and B. As the Commission noted during the previous
preliminary consultations, there are a variety of garages in the Brookeville Historic
District, including rear-loading garages, making Option B a compatible option.

o

Staff met with the applicant on January 9, 2018 and encouraged them to explore Option B,
as it would result in less driveway/parking area and fewer curb cuts adjacent to the public
right-of-way at the southern entrance of the historic district.

o

Staff asks the Commission to provide feedback regarding the preferred option, if any.

Two design options for Lot B:
o

As previously discussed, the applicant has proposed two options for Lot B.

o

Staff met with the applicant on January 9, 2018 and encouraged them to explore Option B,
finding that it was a more traditional design and would be more compatible with the
historic district.

o

Staff asks the Commission to provide feedback regarding the preferred option, if any.

Architectural variety and materials:
o

Has the applicant responded appropriately to the Commission’s previous comments and
concerns?
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o

Do the proposed houses demonstrate sufficient architectural variety, and are the proposed
designs compatible with the streetscape and surrounding historic district?

o

Are the proposed materials appropriate and compatible? One of the character-defining
features of the Brookeville Historic District is the prevalence of traditional building
materials, especially roofing materials (i.e., cedar shingles and standing seam metal
roofing). Are alternative materials and asphalt roofing appropriate for the proposed houses
at the southern entrance of the historic district, or do they have the potential to detract
from the character of the streetscape?

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS
•

Staff recommends that the applicant further explore site plan Option B, finding that it would result
in less driveway/parking area and fewer curb cuts adjacent to the public right-of-way at the
southern entrance of the historic district.

•

Staff recommends that the applicant further explore Option B for the proposed house on Lot B,
finding that it is a more traditional design, which would be more compatible with the historic
district.

•

Staff finds that, due to the prevalence of traditional building materials in the Brookeville Historic
District and the location of the proposed houses at the southern entrance of the historic district,
alternative materials have the potential to detract from the character-defining features of the
streetscape and surrounding historic district. Staff recommends that traditional roofing materials
(i.e., traditional field-turned standing seam metal roofing or cedar shingles, as opposed to asphalt
shingles) be used and that traditional building materials be used where PVC composite is currently
proposed; however, staff finds that smooth-faced or beaded smooth-faced fiber cement siding with
a 4”-5” exposure may be appropriate. Where shutters are proposed, staff recommends that they be
operable and functional in relation to the fenestration (i.e., shutters with paired windows should
have operable double shutters).

•

When the applicant submits a HAWP application, full details should be provided to ensure that the
proposed materials and details are compatible with the historic district. Specific required details
include a complete site plan with materials, features, and dimensions labeled, scaled plans and
elevations (as have been provided for the third preliminary consultation), and section details for all
significant architectural features, such as trim and fenestration.

•

Staff recommends that the applicant make revisions based upon the HPC’s comments and return
with a revised proposal for a fourth preliminary consultation or HAWP application, per the HPC’s
recommendation.
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