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Preliminary Consultation
MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT
Address:

7309 Piney Branch Rd., Takoma Park

Meeting Date:

1/9/2019

Resource:

Contributing Resource
Takoma Park Historic District

Report Date:

1/2/2019

Applicant:

Natalie Hopkins

Public Notice:

12/26/2018

Review:

Preliminary Consultation

Staff:

Dan Bruechert

Proposal:

Building Addition, Siding Alteration, and Porch Modification

RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the applicant make revisions to the design based on the feedback from the
HPC and submit a HAWP.
PROPERTY DESCRIPTION
SIGNIFICANCE:
Contributing Resource to the Takoma Park Historic District
STYLE:
Queen Anne
DATE:
1890-1905
The subject property is a two-and-a-half stories tall, four bays wide, Queen Anne-style dwelling
with cedar shingle siding and a cross gable roof.
At the rear of the house there are two additions. The larger addition was constructed c. 1960,
while the other addition was constructed in 2006.

Figure 1: 7309 Piney Branch Rd. is located near Eastern Ave. and the Washington D.C. border.
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PROPOSAL
The applicant proposes to:
• Remove the existing cedar shingles on the exterior and restore the wood siding or install
Hardi siding if the wood is too damaged;
• Remove the Doric columns in the porch and install Queen Anne columns and install a
balustrade in the front porch;
• Replace the window in the west dormer;
• Reinstall the original front door;
• Construct an addition at the rear that extends the 2nd and 3rd floor above the existing
addition; and
• Install gutters and downspouts.
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
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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.
While additions should be compatible, they are not required to be replicative of earlier
architectural styles.
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
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
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation
2. The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The removal of
distinctive materials or alteration of features, space and spatial relationships that
characterize a property will be avoided.
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.
STAFF DISCUSSION
The applicant proposes to undertake work in several areas of the house. Some of this work is
eligible for the County’s Historic Preservation Tax Credit Program and will be identified as such
in this Staff Report.
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Siding Repair/Removal
The cedar shingles on the first and second floor are not original to the house and obscure the
original 19th century clapboard siding. The condition of this siding is unknown at this time. The
applicant proposes to remove the cedar siding and to restore the original wood clapboard siding.
The submitted scope of work indicates that “if the original wood siding is discovered to be
deteriorated beyond repair the cedar shingles will be replaced with wood-grain fiber cement
siding similar to the adjacent property.” Staff encourages the applicant to remove the nonhistoric cedar siding to uncover the historic siding. This presentation would more accurately
reflect the building’s historic appearance. This work and the selective replacement of clapboards
would be eligible for the County’s Historic Preservation Tax Credit. However, without a
thorough evaluation of the condition of the clapboards, Staff cannot make a recommendation for
the treatment of the siding below. Staff additionally finds that the proposal to replace all of the
siding with Hardi in the historic massing of the house is inappropriate and runs afoul of the
Takoma Park Design Guidelines, which state, “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.” The HPC has typically allowed the use of Hardi siding on ‘contributing’
buildings in the Takoma Park Historic District only in new construction and rear additions and
not for wholesale replacement.
Staff finds that removing the cedar shingles to uncover the clapboards should be approved and
that repairing the clapboards would be an in-kind repair which would not require HPC review
and approval. Staff recommends that if the applicant wishes to pursue the wholesale
replacement of the historic clapboards, the applicant must first remove several sections of the
cedar shingles to demonstrate condition of the clapboards as deteriorated beyond repair before
returning for a HAWP. Additionally, where the HPC has allowed the use of Hardi siding, the
typical requirement is for the Hardi to be installed with the smooth side facing out.
Porch Alterations
The applicant proposes several modifications to the existing porch. The applicant indicates that
the current porch was modified or significantly altered c.1960 and while there is no documentary
evidence included with the application, Staff finds this to be a reasonable as the remainder of the
house was significantly modified during that time. The applicant proposes removing the exiting
shed roof and installing a hipped roof. Second, the applicant proposes to remove the Doric
columns and replace them with simple posts wrapped in Azek. The applicant proposes to install
a new wood baluster with a 2” (two inch) square pickets and a new set of front stairs with a
handrail matching the balustrade.
Staff cannot determine of the existing front porch is historic or a later replacement. Sanborn
maps show a full-width porch going back to at least 1927, but those records to not indicate porch
roof type. However, Staff finds that a hipped roof would be period appropriate. The house to
the left has a full-width hipped roof porch and the house to the right has a full-width shed roofed
porch. Staff finds that an alteration to this feature would be acceptable. Staff additionally finds
that square columns would be a period-appropriate design, however, the use of Azek in this
location is generally considered to be inconsistent with the Design Guidelines’ aim of ensuring
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that changes are appropriate for the architectural period of construction. Wood columns are the
only appropriate material for such a prominent architectural feature.
The proposed front baluster is simply detailed and will not detract from the historic appearance
of the house. Staff supports approval of this element at the HAWP submission.
The applicant proposes to remove the side loading steps, which do not appear to be historic, and
to replace the front-loading steps with a new set that includes a railing. These features do not
appear historic and their replacement with the simply detailed wood steps would be appropriate.
Staff is uncertain if the rise of the proposed steps will be lower than the existing or if there will
be an accompanying grade change as the proposal will add an additional stair. Staff encourages
the HPC to identify how the applicant is carrying this alteration out as additional alterations to
the landscape and hardscape would require further information be submitted as part of this
HAWP.
Window Replacement
The applicant proposes to restore the western-facing windows in the 3rd floor and to replace the
window facing north. Staff remains uncertain which of these windows are proposed for removal
as the orientation of the house is towards the northwest, however, window repair is always an
encouraged treatment and is eligible for the County Tax Credit. In order to determine that a
historic window may be replaced, an assessment of the window needs to be conducted and the
findings along with accompanying photographs need to be submitted to Staff with the HAWP
materials. Additionally, for any new window specs and details need to be submitted so the HPC
may fully evaluate both the removal of the existing window and the appropriateness of the
proposed replacement.
Front Door Replacement
The applicant indicates that the historic front door was removed and is currently in storage. Staff
encourages the replacement of the front door, and notes that it is eligible for the Tax Credit.
Rear Addition
The applicant proposes to construct an addition at the rear that will project the 2nd and 3rd floors
above the footprint of the exiting rear additions. The rear addition will have a shallow pitched
roof with the impression of a wall dormer. The drawings do not clearly indicate the siding or the
rear as drawing 3 indicates that the vinyl will be replaced with fiber cement while drawing 13
indicates that vinyl siding will be installed throughout. Additionally, window configuration was
included with the drawings, however, a window schedule identifying the manufacture, series,
materials, and profiles was not.
The proposed addition will be constructed above the footprint of the c.1960 and 2006 additions
at the rear. These additions are inset by 13” (thirteen inches) from the right historic wall plane
and are inset by several feet from the left wall. The view of the addition from the left is further
obscured by the bay window on the left elevation. The gable roof of the addition will be 4’ 6”
(four feet, six inches) lower than the historic gable roof. The proposed addition will provide
access to all three floors of living space. This will be accomplished in the 3rd floor by adding a
large shed dormer. This dormer will project well beyond the historic roof line and will be visible
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from the public right-of-way, particularly from the right of the house (see 3D perspective
drawings 16 in the application). There will be a 5’ 9” (five feet, nine inches) gap between the
historic gable roof and the start of the dormer. Staff does not find that this separation is
sufficient to differentiate the new construction from the historic, however the HPC may find that
the distance between the roof forms and new design element make for a compatible design. Staff
requests the HPC provide feedback to the applicant about the appropriateness of this roof
configuration.
The drawings of the addition show a wider reveal pattern for the siding on the addition. Staff
finds that this differentiation is appropriate and would support this if it were to be proposed in
Hardi.
The windows proposed for the new addition are two-over-two sash windows. This is the
configuration found throughout the historic construction and Staff finds it is compatible.
Detailed specifications need to be included with the HAWP submission. The only area that does
not use two-over-two windows is on the second floor on the right elevation and the applicant
proposes a pair of awning windows in this location. Staff finds that the overall window
placement on the right elevation, both for the historic house and for the non-historic additions do
not include a rational basis for their locations. Perhaps in removing the siding the historic
window placement may be revealed. The proposed awning windows only reinforce the
installation of windows with not external rational plan and Staff requests the HPC provide
guidance to the applicant about the appropriateness of the size and configuration of these
windows.
Gutters and Downspouts
Finally, the applicant proposes to install aluminum gutters and downspouts. Details for these
were not provided and Staff requests that detailed specifications be included in the materials
submitted for the HAWP.
STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS
Staff recommends that the applicant make revisions to the design based on the feedback from the
HPC and submit a HAWP.
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