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MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

STAFF REPORT 

Address: 14820 Kelley Dr., Germantown Meeting Date: 8/14/2019 

Resource: Master Plan Site #24/21 Report Date: 8/7/2019 

Pleasant Hills 

Applicant: Kurtenbach Properties Public Notice: 7/31/2019 

Amy Kurtenbach, Agent 

Review: HAWP  Tax Credit: n/a 

Case No.: 24/21-19A Staff: Dan Bruechert 

Proposal: Fence and hardscape installation 

RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends the HPC approve the HAWP. 

ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION 

SIGNIFICANCE: Individially Listed Master Plan Site #24/21 (Pleasant Hills) 

STYLE: Georgian 

DATE: c.1760 w/ c.1870 and c.1918 alterations

From Places from the Past: 

“Pleasant Hills, probably built between 1760 and 1765, is one of the earliest brick houses built in 

Montgomery County. An outstanding example of a Georgian house, Pleasant Hills is representative of 

late 18th century manor houses built by prosperous families in Maryland and Virginia. Typical of houses 

of this period, the residence was built with two front façades of equal importance, one facing the 

driveway and the other facing the garden. Side gables are embellished with glazed black headers. The 

house was once accessed from Darnestown Road by a long tree-lined drive.  

Charles Gassaway built the main block of the house. According to tradition, Gassaway’s slaves 

made the bricks on site in 1763. In 1799, Gassaway requested a new land patent for 1700 acres, which he 

called Pleasant Hills. Elizabeth Gassaway, daughter of Charles, married William Darne, who established 

nearby Darnestown in 1798. Her brothers, Thomas and Charles, managed the Pleasant Hills estate after 

their father’s death in 1810. The Gassaway family sold the property in 1829.  

During the Civil War, the substantial residence attracted Union troops from Massachusetts who 

established quarters in the house and camped on the grounds. John T. Kelley and his descendants owned 

and farmed the estate from 1868 throughout most of the 1900s. J. Thomas Kelley was a noted 

Washington surgeon in the early 1900s. His son, Thomas C. Kelley, was a Washington lawyer, member 

of the first County Council (1948), and served as chairman of the Upper Montgomery County Planning 

Commission. The property included 540 acres under the Kelley ownership.  

The three-story center section is built of red Flemish bond brick and set on a fieldstone 

foundation. Notable details include the belt course visually separating the first and second floor, and 

substantial chimneys that punctuate both gable ends. The first story of the east wing was built c1870 on 

the site of the original detached kitchen building. The west wing and matching second story of east wing, 

designed by Washington architect Clarke Waggaman, were constructed c1918. At least one of the wings 
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is said to have been constructed with bricks from a slave quarter.”1  

 

 
Figure 1: Pleasant Hills is an oddly shaped parcel surrounded by large-lot suburban development. 

PROPOSAL 

 

The applicant proposes to remove and replace a picket fence and to install a new patio around an existing 

swimming pool. 

 

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 

                                                           
1 Only the Georgian house and its wings were identified as significant in the Master Plan amendment.  All other 

buildings on the 10.5-acre property do not contribute to the historic character of the listed site.   
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this chapter; 

(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 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 work proposed for this HAWP fall into two categories, the removal and replacement of existing fencing 

and the replacement of the patio surrounding the pool.  Staff finds these alterations will not have a 

significant impact on the historic character of the house and recommends approval of the HAWP. 

 

Fencing 

Currently, there is a 4’ (four-foot) tall wood picket fence surrounding the existing swimming pool, with a 3’ 

(three foot) tall section that was recently demolished by a fallen tree.  The applicant estimates that the fence 

was installed with the pool, c.1960.  This fence does not meet the current code requirement of 5’ (five feet) 

surrounding a swimming pool.  The applicant proposes removing all of the existing picket fencing and 

replacing it with a new wood fence that meets current code.  On the north and south sides of the pool, the 

applicant proposes constructing a 5’ (five foot) alternating board fence with a wood lattice topper.  On the 

north side, the applicant proposes to construct a cedar arbor at the center of the fence to provide access to 

the pool.  On the east elevation, the applicant proposes constructing a 5’ tall lattice fence installed on top of 

a 2’ (two foot) tall stone base (photographic examples of the proposed designs are included in the 

application materials).  
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Figure 2: Existing fence with pool house, left, with the historic house to the rear. 

Staff recognizes the need to replace the existing, non-code compliant fence with a taller and code-compliant 

fence, and therefore supports the removal of this non-historic fencing under 24A-8(b)(4). 

 

Staff finds that the proposed materials, height, and design are all appropriate for a pool in this location.  

Staff finds that wood is the appropriate material for any fence in this largely agricultural setting.  The height 

of the fence is the lowest that satisfies the code requirement to surround a swimming pool; as the swimming 

pool is already on the site, Staff finds that the applicants should not be deprived use of this existing amenity.  

Staff additionally finds that this proposal will not negatively impact the historoic character of the site and is 

a compatabile alteration that may be removed, without damage to the histoirc resources, in the future (per 

Standards 2, 9, and 10).  Finally, Staff finds that the fence design will not detract from the historic character 

of the house, located nearly 80’ (eighty feet) from the north edge of the fence.  Staff supports approval of 

the new fence under 24A-8(b)(1) and 24A-8(b)(4).  
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Figure 3: Detail of the pool, pool house, and historic house. 

Hardscape Alteration 

The applicant further proposes to replace the existing patio surrounding the pool and install a new flagstone 

patio.  The patio was constructed using concrete, however, that surface was recently removed to undertake 

repairs to the swimming pool.  Photographs submitted with the application show the condition of the patio 

before this repair work was done.   

 

 
Figure 4: Existing condition of the patio surrounding the pool (recently demolished to undertake pool repairs). 
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Staff finds that the concrete patio was not significant to the character of the site and its removal would not 

be detrimental to the historic features to the house (per Standard 2).  Staff also finds that the proposed 

flagstone patio is a compatible feature surrounding a non-historic swimming pool, adjacent to a non-historic 

pool house and this change may be removed in the future without damage to the historic resources (per 

Standard 10).  Staff supports approval of the new patio under 24A-8(b)(2). 

 

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;  

 

and with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation #2, #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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