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Preliminary Consultation 
MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

STAFF REPORT 
 
Address: 12 E. Lenox St., Chevy Chase  Meeting Date: 3/27/2019 
 
Resource: Contributing Resource Report Date: 3/20/2019 
 Chevy Chase Village Historic District 
   
Applicant:  Justin and Elizabeth Bausch Public Notice: 3/13/2019 
 (Ben Van Dusen, Architect) 
     
Review: Preliminary Consultation Staff: Dan Bruechert  
 
PROPOSAL: Building Additions and Swimming Pool Construction 
 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION  
 
Staff recommends the applicant make revisions based on the guidance and feedback provided by 
the HPC and return for a HAWP or secondary preliminary consultation. 
 
ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION 

 
SIGNIFICANCE: Contributing Resource within the Chevy Chase Historic District 
STYLE: Colonial Revival 
DATE: c.1916-1927 
 
 The subjct property is a Colonial Revival house, three bays wide, with a hipped roof and broad 
overhangs.  There is a large cantelevered bay to the east and a tall privacy fence along Brookville 
Rd.  

 
Figure 1: Photo of the house c.1910s showing its historic appearance. 
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Figure 2: 12 E. Lenox is at the corner of Lenox and Brookeville Rd. near the edge of the Chevy Chase Village Historic District.

PROPOSAL 
The applicant proposes to construct a two-story side addition, a one-story rear addition, to 
rehabilitate the front porch, and to construct a swimming pool on the property. 

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. 

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. 
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“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 insure 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 Balconies should be subject to moderate scrutiny if they are visible from the public 
right-of-way, lenient scrutiny if they are not.   

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 Dormers should be subject to moderate scrutiny if they are visible from the public 
right-of-way, lenient scrutiny if they are not. 

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 Fences should be subject to moderate scrutiny if they are visible from the public 
right-of-way, lenient scrutiny if they are not. 

o Gazebos and other garden structures should be subject to moderate scrutiny if they 
are visible from the public right-of-way, lenient scrutiny if they are not. 

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.  Major additions which 
substantially alter or obscure the front of the structure should be discouraged but not 
automatically prohibited.  For example, where lot size does not permit placement to 
the rear, and the proposed addition is compatible with the street scape, it should be 
subject to moderate scrutiny for contributing resources, but strict scrutiny for 
outstanding resources.   

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. 

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 
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o Second or third story additions or expansions which do not exceed the footprint of 
the first story should be subject to moderate scrutiny, in view of the predominance of 
large scale houses in the Village.  For outstanding resources, however, such additions 
or expansions should be subject to strict scrutiny if they are visible from the public 
right-of-way. 

o Shutters should be subject to moderate scrutiny if they are visible from the public 
right-of-way. 

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 Swimming pools should be subject to lenient scrutiny.  However, tree removal should 
be subject to strict scrutiny. 

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 

(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 
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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. 

 
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. 

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 two additions, one to the rear and one on the west (right) 
elevation and to construct a swimming pool on the site. 
 
Rear Addition 
The applicant proposes to construct a one-story addition at the rear, in the southwest corner of 
the house.  This addition will be 16’ × 16’ (sixteen feet by sixteen feet) square and will be clad 
in wood clapboard siding to match the house, capped by a hipped roof, with wood six-over-one 
windows, and a stuccoed chimney to the south. 
 
Staff finds that overall, the proposed rear addition complies with the Design Guidelines and 
Chapter 24A.  The addition is placed to the rear of the house to lessen its visual impact and the 
design and materials are compatible with the character of the historic house.  The roof overhang 
will project beyond the historic wall plane, so depending on the HPC’s evaluation of the two-
story addition, the west and north elevations may not be visible from the public right-of-way.   
 
The evaluation of the south and east elevations of the proposed addition needs to be undertaken 
as if the fence were not installed.  Staff finds that these two elevations are appropriately detailed 
to be compatible with the existing house.  The siding and roofline of the addition match the 
historic house, but the new construction is differentiated from the historic by the absence of 
shutters and different window proportions.   
 
Staff would recommend approval of the rear addition at the HAWP stage. 
 
Side Addition 
The applicant proposes constructing a two-story addition that will project to the west.  The west 
portion of the subject property is currently open lawn space (see below).  
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Figure 3: 12 E. Lenox showing the open side yard to the west (note the sleeping porch on the adjacent property). 

The side addition will 26’ 2” (twenty-six feet, two inches) and be set back 15’ 3” (fifteen feet, 
three inches) from the front wall plane.  The addition will maintain a 9’ (nine foot) side setback 
from the property line.   
 
The architectural details of the side addition are similar to the historic house with wood siding, 
trim, and shutters to match, six-over-two and six-over-one wood windows and a reinstalled 
decorative leaded glass transom panel.  The eave line and roof line of the addition will sit below 
roof and eave of the historic house (see fig. 3 below). 
 

 
Figure 4: Proposed front elevation, showing the addition and fencing to the side. 
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The rear of the addition will have a three pairs of glass doors with multi-lite transoms above and 
six-over-one and six lite wood windows on the second floor.  The rear of this addition will be 
minimally visible from the south of the property along Brookeville Rd. 
 
In evaluating the appropriateness of the proposal, Staff conducted a survey of the immediate 
block and was surprised to find the number of side additions/projections on the block of E. 
Lenox.  This may be due to the fact that the lots on the south side of E. Lenox are relatively 
shallow, but Staff identified a side projection or addition on the houses at 15 E. Lenox, 11 E. 
Lenox, 3 E. Lenox, 10 E. Lenox, and 8 E. Lenox.  Five of the eleven properties on the block 
include some type of side projection/addition.  Some of these, like the sunporch at 10 E. Lenox 
appear to be historic, while other additions, like the east side projection at 8 E. Lenox, are not.  
Additionally, a review of HAWP files and construction permits indicate that many of these side 
additions appear to have been constructed prior to the establishment of the historic district.    
 
Staff finds that some west side construction can be supported under the Guidelines and as 
compatible in character with the surrounding district (24A-8(b)(2)).  The provisions for ‘major 
additions’ state, “Major additions which substantially alter or obscure the front of the structure 
should be discouraged but not automatically prohibited.  For example, where lot size does not 
permit placement to the rear, and the proposed addition is compatible with the street scape, it 
should be subject to moderate scrutiny for contributing resources.”  However, Staff finds that the 
proposed addition is too wide and too massive to be compatible with the historic house or 
surrounding streetscape.  The proposed side addition is 26’ 2” (twenty-six feet, two inches) wide 
and set back 15’ 3” (fifteen feet, three inches) from the front wall plane.  The exact width of the 
historic house was not provided in the application materials, but it appears to be approximately 
30’ (thirty feet) wide.  Conservatively, this will widen the house by 75%.  While the house does 
have some side projections in the form of the bay windows to the west (right) and the larger 
overhang to the east (left), an addition of this size and scale would significantly disrupt the 
general balance of the house.  Staff has additional concerns about the increase in lot coverage.  
Alterations of lot coverage are to be subject to strict scrutiny with regard to preserving the 
District’s open, park-like setting; and while the proposed lot coverage is significantly less than 
maximum allowed by code, the reduction of the side yard will impact that setting.   
 
Staff requests the HPC’s input regarding the appropriateness of any side-projecting addition to 
the historic resource. 
 
Swimming Pool 
The applicant proposes to construct a swimming pool in the southwest corner of the lot.  The 
pool will be 40’ (forty feet) long and 12’ 4” (twelve feet, four inches) wide.  There will be a spa 
immediately to the north of the pool.  There will be a hardscaped patio around the pool.   
 
The Design Guidelines call for swimming pools to be reviewed under lenient scrutiny, but state 
that tree removal should be subject to strict scrutiny.  If the HPC finds that the proposed side 
addition is appropriate, the swimming pool will not be at all visible from E. Lenox St.  A portion 
of the pool would be visible from Brookeville Rd.; however, this will be obscured in part by a 
new retaining wall.  Staff finds that the proposal will not impact the surrounding district and will 
not require the removal of any trees and would support the construction of the pool at the HAWP 
stage.  Staff would like to add that materials for the pool, the extended patio, and details for the 
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required fencing and hardscaping were not submitted with this preliminary consultation and will 
need to be submitted for a complete HAWP application.   
 
Porch Alterations 
The applicant proposes removing the front steps and rehabilitating the front porch.  The existing 
steps are wood, and the applicant has indicated that they do not meet current code.  The applicant 
proposes a new set of code-compliant steps that will project an additional 1’ (one foot) into the 
front yard.  The applicant proposes to construct the stairs with brick cheek walls and bluestone 
treads and risers. The cheek wall will match the historic house foundation and brick piers 
supporting the front porch (the historic photographs show a continuous brick wall under the 
historic porch). In reviewing Sanborn maps, Staff has found evidence that the porch was 
reconfigured sometime before 1927.   
 

 
Figure 5: Detail of 1927 Sanborn map showing the reconfigured full-width front porch. 

In addition to the stairs, the applicant proposes replacing the porch columns and railing.  The 
existing columns are 6” (six inch) round columns with a simple ionic capital.  The applicant 
proposes installing 10” (ten inch) Tuscan columns.  The applicant submitted two historic 
photographs that show the historic porch configuration and detail the historic porch railing.  
While the submitted historic photos are too grainy to discern the type of capital the historic 
columns had, it is evident that the historic columns were wider at the base than the current 
columns and tapered to a much narrower capital.  The applicant proposes replacing the existing 
columns with new round, full-height, columns and a new railing and balustrade that matches the 
appearance of the historic configuration, but at a code-compliant 3’ (three foot) height.  In 
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addition to the first-floor balustrade, the applicant proposes to install a new balustrade on the 
roof of the porch.  The proposed balustrade will match the picket spacing of the lower level but 
will be shorter than the first-floor railing and will have larger square piers positioned above the 
columns.   
 
Under the Design Guidelines, porches are to be reviewed under moderate scrutiny.  Staff finds 
that the stair reconfiguration will not negatively alter the massing, scale, and material 
compatibility of the front stairs or porch, and as this is not the historic configuration of the steps, 
the historic integrity of this element has already been lost.  Staff supports approval of the stair 
replacement under the Design Guidelines and 24A-8(b)(2). 
 
The other alterations proposed for the porch, i.e. the balusters, columns, etc. are not a restoration 
of the historic porch configuration.  The applicant is not proposing to reintroduce the half-round 
porch projection or bring back the square column bases with what appears to be highly 
decorative scrolls or the finials in the porch corners.  Staff finds that the proposal is consistent in 
part with the building’s existing design, even though it does not replicate its architectural style or 
historic appearance.  It does, however, approximate the massing of the roof for the front porch 
and will visually balance the lower and upper sections of the porch.     
 
The changes to the columns; however, do not have a basis in the historical photographs. It seems 
that the existing condition with the finely tapered columns on wooden piers date from an earlier 
configuration and are more similar to the condition that existed in the historic photographs. The 
columns and piers should remain in this configuration, and the other alterations can be supported.   
Staff would recommend approval for the porch alterations, save the new, longer, columns, at the 
HAWP stage.  
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Figure 6: Historic photo showing the front porch in its historic configuration. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends the applicant make revisions based on the guidance and feedback provided by 
the HPC and return for a HAWP or secondary preliminary consultation.   
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Pre-Design Review Meeting 
12 East Lenox Street 

March 15, 2019  
 

Introduction: 
The owners purchased the property in 1999 and, together with Ben Van Dusen (applicant 
architect), renovated and expanded the house in 2002-2003. The owners have continued to 
improve the property with additional projects since then (patio, gardens, exterior painting, 
perimeter fence). Given the owner’s dedication to this property, they are submitting a plan that: 

 Remains consistent with architectural style of the house, while at the same time demurs 
to its historic nature; 

 Achieves program goals and allows for the development of their property to support their 
changing family needs; and, 

 Accommodates 2-front line setbacks in a straightforward, sensible, and compliant 
manner. 

Architectural Approach: 
The original house was constructed in 1899 in the Colonial Revival style and is considered to be 
a “contributing resource” within the Chevy Chase Village Historic District. A two-story addition 
was constructed in 2003, the east wall of which replaced a pre-existing porch extension in 
decrepit condition and exists well inside the Brookville Road setback. Because of this 
grandfathered eastern edge, the addition was able to extend the north-south axis of the original 
house.  The proposed addition, primarily to the west, is in keeping with the ethos of the historic 
house, with notable highlights, including: 

 Recessed added mass that respects and maintains the prominence of the original front; 
 Restored balustrade as an homage to the original design; 
 Reduced plate height, roof plan, and construction materials (clapboard width) that 

achieve architectural differentiation; 
 Preserved green space that exceeds the standard for houses on the street (save double 

lot neighbor directly across East Lenox Street.); and, 
 Maintenance of an appropriate distance from western neighbor that, while closer, is 

consistent with the rhythm of houses on the block and throughout the Village. 

Program Goals 
 Please reference application description, site plan, elevation drawings, and house 

renderings. 

Design Considerations/Lot Challenges: 
The original house pre-dates the existing setbacks and restriction lines that are in place today.  
The owner’s proposal respects these boundary lines, and seeks to balance massing concerns 
against setbacks realities, competing front boundary elevations, and the existing architecture of 
the house.  Challenges the owners have considered include: 

 Two front-yard 25-foot building restriction lines. The proposed addition conceals the 
mass almost entirely from the Brookville Road front elevation. In addition, the westward 
expansion provides a clear separation between the original house and the addition, and 
recesses the added mass in order to respect and maintain the prominence of the original 
front all in compliance with Village setback restrictions. 

 ~70% of existing east elevation extends into the Brookville Road building restriction line 
which represents ~26% of the house.  

 2003 addition was designed to abide by the setback restrictions, and to not encroach 
upon a mature hickory tree in the backyard (since struck by lightning and removed).  
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Architecturally, rear yard expansion is not feasible given location of existing master 
bedroom on the second floor. 

 Detached structure was also considered to the southwest of the house, but a large 
structure located there is very similar to a plan that was proposed and withdrawn in 2003 
due to concerns of the structure’s proximity to a specimen white oak tree in the rear 
neighbor’s yard. 

 Lot is unusual. The owners cannot find any other examples within the Village of houses 
that face north along Brookville Road, are inside the eastern setback, and that also have 
property to the west that can accommodate expansion within the western setback. 
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