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MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

STAFF REPORT 

Address: 3100 Brimstone Academy Dr., Olney Meeting Date: 8/14/2019 

Resource: Master Plan Site #23/97 Report Date: 8/7/2019 

Rockland 

Applicant: Gary H. and Aimee A. Weiss Public Notice: 7/31/2019 

Review: HAWP  Tax Credit: n/a 

Case No.: 23/97-19A Staff: Dan Bruechert 

Proposal: Building Addition and Fenestration Alteration 

RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends the HPC approve the HAWP. 

ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION 

SIGNIFICANCE: Individially Listed Master Plan Site #23/97 (Rockland) 

STYLE: Federal 

DATE: 1838 w/ 1850 alterations (Major renovation c.1986) 

From Places from the Past: 

“Rockland was the residence of Benjamin Hallowell, influential Quaker educator and agriculturalist.  

Hallowell was a founder of Swarthmore College, was first president and a founder of the college that 

became the Agricultural College of the University of Maryland, and established Brimstone Academy in 

Alexandria, Virginia.  The main five-bay block with center passage was likely built around 1838, 

incorporating an earlier log structure.  A significant interior feature is an elliptical arch between the two 

east rooms.  The house was expanded about 1850 with dual service wings to create a large formal double 

residence.  The west wing had been removed by c.1900 and was rebuilt in the late 1980s.” 
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Figure 1: Rockland has had significant development around the historic resource. 

BACKGROUND 

On June 12, 2019 the HPC heard a first preliminary consultation of this same proposal.1  The applicant 

made some modifications to the proposal and a second preliminary consultation was held on July 10, 

2019 with additional information regarding the historic development and alteration of the Rocklands 

Master Plan Site.2  The HPC was generally supportive of the proposal, but had some questions about 

construction of the roof on the addition.  The applicant has provided a roof plan, with identified slopes in 

the supplied application materials. 

The original house was constructed in 1838 as indicated in the application and in the information 

provided from Places from the Past.  The house was expanded c.1850 with additional two-story wings.  

However, from 1850 until the 1986 renovation there were a series of additions and modifications to the 

house to fit the needs of the residents.  The construction and removal of these additions created an 

appearance that is not representative of any one time period of the subject property’s occupation.  Over 

the first 150 years of the house’s use it served primarily as a duplex and boarding school and it wasn’t 

until the 1940s that the interior of the house was unified for single family occupation.  The collection of 

1 The Staff Report from the June 12, 2019 HPC meeting can be found here: https://montgomeryplanning.org/wp-

content/uploads/2019/06/II.A-3100-Brimstone-Academy-Drive-Olney.pdf with the audio from the meeting here: 

http://mncppc.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?publish_id=b43cef92-8e0e-11e9-848a-0050569183fa (discussion of 

this agenda item begins at 1:23:30). 
2 The Staff Report from the July 10, 2019 HPC meeting can be found here: https://montgomeryplanning.org/wp-

content/uploads/2019/07/II.A-3100-Brimstone-Academy-Drive-Olney.pdf with audio of the meeting here: 

http://mncppc.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?publish_id=fa469984-a3ef-11e9-b00b-0050569183fa (discussion of 

this agenda item begins at 32:35). 
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additions and modifications left an appearance that was vastly different from its current appearance, 

which Staff identifies as mostly conjecture of the appearance of a newly-constructed, c.1838 Federal 

building (with the 1850 wings). 

Figure 2: An undated photo prior to 1900 with both wings intact, with a porch to the left and sunroom to the right. 

At the time of this photograph in Figure 2, the house maintained both of its wings and included a 

substantial left side porch supported with Queen Anne columns and a room off of the right wing.  

A 1936 HABS photo shows there were not many alterations on the front of the house from the early 20th 

century until 1986.  A close examination of this photo shows the columns of a porch on the left elevation 

and an expanded, co-planer addition to the right wing.   

Figure 3: 1936 Historic American Building Survey photo. 
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Figure 4: Rear of the house c.1975 showing rear, non-historic fenestration. 

In 1986, just prior to the building’s listing on the Master Plan for Historic Preservation, Rockland 

underwent a substantial renovation.  Because this work occurred before HPC review, a full recounting of 

the work done is challenging, but at a minimum it included the following: the removal of the rear 

addition, reconstructed dormers, replacement cedar siding, new (enlarged) windows, new shutters, a cedar 

roof, reconstruction of the left wing, a replacement front door, new mechanical systems, and significant 

site work.  In reviewing the historic context of Rockland, Staff reviewed the historic inventory form, 

which determined that the site was significant for its association with a prominent family, and for its 

significance as a historic school; the historic resource was not designated for its architectural significance 

or integrity.   

The large one-story rear addition was constructed in 1992 after the building’s 1986 Master Plan listing.  
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Figure 5: Existing rear elevation showing the regularized fenestration and 1992 rear addition. 

PROPOSAL 

The applicant proposes to construct a two-story addition in the northwest corner of the house and to make 

modifications to a second story bathroom that will alter the rear fenestration.   

APPLICABLE GUIDELINES 

Proposed alterations to individual Master Plan Sites are reviewed under Montgomery County Code 

Chapter 24A (Chapter 24A) and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.  

Rehabilitation is defined 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. 

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;

Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation 

2. The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved.  The removal of distinctive
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materials or alteration of features, space and spatial relationships that characterize a property will 

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 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 two areas of modification.  First, the applicant proposes to construct an addition to 

the rear of the left-wing addition.  Second, the applicant proposes to reconfigure a second-story bathroom at 

the rear.  This modification will require the removal of two non-historic windows.  Staff finds that these 

alterations will not substantially alter historic features of the house and will not detract from the historic 

character.  Staff recommends approval of this HAWP. 

Building Addition 

The applicant proposes constructing a rear addition off of the 1986 left side wing (which is based on a 

c.1850 addition) to provide a family room on the first floor, second floor closet and laundry space, and

additional space to accommodate a lift in the future so the applicants may continue to occupy the house and

age in place.

The applicant proposes constructing a two-story addition, measuring 21’ × 16’ (twenty-one by sixteen feet) 

in the northwest corner of the house.  The western (left side) wall will be co-planer with the existing wall 

plane.  The roof of the addition will introduce a new rear-facing gable.  The application indicates that the 

finishes of the addition will match the historic house including painted cedar clapboards, a stone foundation 

and cedar shake roof.  To differentiate this addition from the 1986 side addition, the applicant proposes 

adding a trim piece to mark the corner of addition.  No windows are proposed for the west elevation.  On 

the north (rear) elevation two existing, non-historic, windows will be removed from the house and re-

located on the north wall of the addition if possible.  These windows date from the 1986 renovation.  If the 

windows cannot be re-located, the applicant proposes installing windows that match the existing. 

On the west (side) of the new construction the applicant proposes to construct a simply detailed wood side 

porch with round columns, a hipped cedar shake roof, and a single door.  The design details and materials 

for the proposed side porch are taken from the front porch.     

Staff finds that a building addition in this location is acceptable.  It is in the rear of the building connecting 

to a c.1980s addition.  Historic photos show that the subject property has historically utilized co-planer 

additions to the side wing additions.  No photographs of the rear of the west side exist to show if there is a 

precedent for this type of addition on this side of the house.  Typically, additions are required to be inset 

from the existing construction to differentiate the historic from the new construction.  Because the existing 

wing is a c.1980s construction, Staff supports a co-planer addition with the proposed corner board trim 

piece.  Staff finds that the size, design, and materials are all consistent with the historic house and are 

compatible with 24A-8(b)(2). 

Staff finds that additional consideration should given to the significant distance from the right-of-way 

where this addition would be visible.  The right side of the front elevation is not visible from Brimstone 
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Academy Dr. due to a knoll running parallel to the road along Brimstone Academy.  In fact, the only place 

the proposed addition will be visible from is over 300’ (three hundred feet) away along Prince Philip Dr. 

(see Fig. 6, below). 

Figure 6: Due to a knoll along Brimstone Academy Dr. the proposed addition will only be visible from more than 

300' away. 

Standard 9 is one of the main sources of guidance when evaluating new additions to historic buildings.  

Staff finds there is a challenge in applying Standard 9 in this instance, because the requirement is that the 

“new work shall be differentiated from the old.”  As demonstrated above, there is very little that is old 

except for the general form in the subject property.  Staff finds that as the visible materials all date from 

1986, the proper question is whether the proposal is compatible with the architectural features of the historic 

site (per 24A-8(b)(2)).  Staff finds that the size and massing of the proposed addition is compatible with the 

house and its additions.  Furthermore, the impact of the proposed work is reduced even more when it is 

evaluated from the nearest right-of-way. 

Staff finds that the materials identified are compatible with the historic house as they will match the siding, 

trim, roof form and materials, and windows in the house (per 24A-8(b)(2)). 

Staff finds that the proposal to construct a new porch on the west elevation is also appropriate.  The hipped 

roof, wood railing and lattice are all drawn from the existing front porch.  The front porch appears to be 

1980s construction, though the historic photographs do show a hipped roof porch of approximately the 

same dimensions.  Staff finds the proportions of the side porch to be appropriate and finds a precedent for a 

larger side porch shown in the historic photographs.  Staff supports approval of the proposed addition.   
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2nd Floor Bathroom Reconfiguration 

Adjacent to the bedroom in the left wing, there is an existing bathroom.  The bathroom space runs from east 
to west and has two, rear facing windows.  The applicant proposes to remove interior closet space and 
construct a larger bathroom along the rear wall.  The HPC does not typically review interior work, 
however, in this instance the proposal will remove two window openings and cover them up.  The question 
before the HPC is whether it is appropriate to cover this space at the rear of the house. 

Based on the evidence shown in Figure 4, above, Staff finds there is no historical basis for the existing 

fenestration pattern.  Additionally, all of the windows installed in the house date from 1986 and, at least on 

the front, required enlarging the second-floor openings.  As the design, opening size, and materials are not 

historic, Staff finds that the evaluation of the proposal must rest on the visual impact this work will have on 

the overall character of the house.   

Prior to the 1986 rehabilitation, the window in the bathroom was a pair of boarded up, four-over four sash 

windows (Fig. 11, below).  In further analyzing this proposal, Staff considered the possibility of installing 

smaller windows in this space to maintain the ratio of solids to voids on the rear elevation.  Staff’s 

conclusion was that introducing a new window size would create more visual complexity that would detract 

from the regularly sized openings in the rear.   

Figure 7: View of the window in the bathroom space prior to the 1986 renovation. 

Based on Staff’s finding and HPC feedback at the July 10, 2019 preliminary consultation, Staff supports the 

removal of these two windows and filling in the openings with cedar siding matching the existing in 

dimensions and finish.   This proposal is not altering a historic feature of the house (per 24A-8(b)(1)). 

Staff finds that this alteration to the rear will not substantially alter the historic character of the house nor 

will it impact the historic character.  In fact, Staff finds that a full existing rear elevation needs to be 

submitted with the HAWP application to allow the HPC to make a final determination as to the window 

removal’s appropriateness.   

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends that the Commission approve the HAWP application under the Criteria for Issuance in 

Chapter 24A-8(b)(1) and (2), having found that the proposal will not substantially alter the exterior features 

of the historic resource and is compatible in character with the purposes of Chapter 24A;  
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and with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation #2, #5, #9, and #10, 

 

and with the general condition that the applicant shall present the 3 permit sets of drawings, if 

applicable, to Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) staff for review and stamping prior to 

submission for the Montgomery County Department of Permitting Services (DPS) building permits;  

 

and with the general condition that final project design details, not specifically delineated by the 

Commission, shall be approved by HPC staff or brought back to the Commission as a revised HAWP 

application at staff’s discretion; 

 

and with the general condition that the applicant shall notify the Historic Preservation Staff if they 

propose to make any alterations to the approved plans.  Once the work is completed the applicant will 

contact the staff person assigned to this application at 301-563-3400 or 

dan.bruechert@montgomeryplanning.org to schedule a follow-up site visit. 
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