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MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

STAFF REPORT 

 

Address: 7110 Sycamore Ave., Takoma Park Meeting Date: 9/11/2019 

  

Resource: Contributing Resource Report Date: 9/4/2019 

 (Takoma Park Historic District) 

  Public Notice: 8/28/2019  

Applicant:  Joan Marsh and Owen Philbin  

 (Eric Saul, Architect) 

  Tax Credit: No 

Review: HAWP 

  Staff: Michael Kyne 

Case Number: 37/03-17II RETROACTIVE REVISION  

    

PROPOSAL: Siding installation, window removal, awning installation, and driveway alterations 

 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

 

Staff recommends that the HPC deny three (3) items and, separately, approve  two (2) items in the 

HAWP application. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION: 

 

SIGNIFICANCE: Contributing Resource within the Takoma Park Historic District  

STYLE: Bungalow 

DATE: c. 1910-1925 
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Fig. 1: Subject property. 

BACKGROUND: 

 

The applicants previously appeared before the Commission for preliminary consultations at the March 22, 

2017 and April 19, 2017 HPC meetings.1 The applicants returned with a HAWP application, which was 

approved by consent with one (1) condition at the May 24, 2017 HPC meeting.2 The approved HAWP 

application was for the following work items: 

 

• Replace the existing asphalt shingle roofing. 

• Remove existing rear structures. 

• Construct new rear addition. 

• Rebuild existing front porch. 

• Convert an existing basement-level window to a door. 

• Replace all existing non-historic windows. 

• Construct a new deck at the rear of the proposed rear addition. 

 

The condition of approval was as follows: Window and door details will be submitted, with final review 

and approval delegated to staff. 

 

PROPOSAL:  

 

The applicants propose the following revisions at the subject property: 

 

1. Installation of house wrap over the original wood siding of the historic house. 

2. Installation of new wood siding over the house wrap and original wood siding. 

3. Removal of one original window from the northwest (right) elevation of the historic house. 

4. Installation of a canopy over the basement-level entry on the northwest (right) elevation of the 

historic house. 

5. Installation of a brick paver driveway within the footprint existing gravel driveway. 

 

All of the revisions proposed are retroactive. When reviewing applications for retroactive work the 

Commission must judge the merits of the proposed alterations as if the work has not yet occurred.  

 

APPLICABLE GUIDELINES: 

 

When reviewing alterations and new construction within the Takoma Park Historic District several 

documents are to be utilized as guidelines to assist the Commission in developing their decision. These 

documents include the historic preservation review guidelines in the approved and adopted amendment 

for the Takoma Park Historic District (Guidelines), Montgomery County Code Chapter 24A (Chapter 

 
1 Link to the audio/video transcript of the March 22, 2017 HPC meeting: 

http://mncppc.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?publish_id=a3ccf014-1e1f-11e7-b343-f04da2064c47  

Link to the March 22, 2017 preliminary consultation staff report: https://montgomeryplanning.org/wp-

content/uploads/2017/02/II.B-7110-Sycamore-Avenue-Takoma-Park.pdf  

Link to the audio/video transcript of the April 19, 2017 HPC meeting: 

http://mncppc.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?publish_id=5133be61-d8d4-11e6-ad57-f04da2064c47  

Link to the April 19, 2017 preliminary consultation staff report: https://montgomeryplanning.org/wp-

content/uploads/2017/02/II.A-7110-Sycamore-Avenue-Takoma-Park.pdf 
2 Link to May 24, 2017 HAWP staff report: https://montgomeryplanning.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/02/I.I-7110-

Sycamore-Avenue-Takoma-Park.pdf  

 

http://mncppc.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?publish_id=a3ccf014-1e1f-11e7-b343-f04da2064c47
https://montgomeryplanning.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/02/II.B-7110-Sycamore-Avenue-Takoma-Park.pdf
https://montgomeryplanning.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/02/II.B-7110-Sycamore-Avenue-Takoma-Park.pdf
http://mncppc.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?publish_id=5133be61-d8d4-11e6-ad57-f04da2064c47
https://montgomeryplanning.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/02/II.A-7110-Sycamore-Avenue-Takoma-Park.pdf
https://montgomeryplanning.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/02/II.A-7110-Sycamore-Avenue-Takoma-Park.pdf
https://montgomeryplanning.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/02/I.I-7110-Sycamore-Avenue-Takoma-Park.pdf
https://montgomeryplanning.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/02/I.I-7110-Sycamore-Avenue-Takoma-Park.pdf
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24A), and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (Standards). The pertinent 

information in these documents is outlined below. 

 

 

Takoma Park Historic District 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 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 historic district. 

 

A majority of structures in the Takoma Park Historic District have been assessed as being “Contributing 

Resources.” While these structures may not have the same level of architectural or historical significance 

as Outstanding Resources or may have lost some degree of integrity, collectively, they are the basic 

building blocks of the Takoma Park district. However, they are more important to the overall character of 

the district and the streetscape due to their size, scale, and architectural character, rather than for their 

particular architectural features. 

 

Contributing Resources should receive a more lenient level of design 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. 

 

The Guidelines that pertain to this project are as follows: 

 

• 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. 

 

• Original size and shape of window and door openings should be maintained, where feasible. 

 

• Some non-original building materials may be acceptable on a case-by-case basis; artificial siding 

on areas visible from 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, hardscaping, and 

patterns of open space. 

Montgomery County Code; Chapter 24A-8 

 

(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 
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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; 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 the 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. 

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. 

STAFF DISCUSSION: 

The applicants previously appeared before the Commission for preliminary consultations at the March 22, 

2017 and April 19, 2017 HPC meetings. The applicants returned with a HAWP application, which was 

approved with one (1) condition at the May 24, 2017 HPC meeting. The approved HAWP application 

was for the following work items: 
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• Replace the existing asphalt shingle roofing. 

• Remove existing rear structures. 

• Construct new rear addition. 

• Rebuild existing front porch. 

• Convert an existing basement-level window to a door. 

• Replace all existing non-historic windows. 

• Construct a new deck at the rear of the proposed rear addition. 

 

The condition of approval was as follows: Window and door details will be submitted, with final review 

and approval delegated to staff. 

 

Current Proposal 

 

The applicants propose the following revisions at the subject property: 

 

1. Installation of house wrap over the original wood siding of the historic house. 

2. Installation of new wood siding over the house wrap and original wood siding. 

3. Removal of one original window from the northwest (right) elevation of the historic house. 

4. Installation of a canopy over the basement-level entry on the northwest (right) elevation of the 

historic house. 

5. Installation of a brick paver driveway within the footprint existing gravel driveway. 

 

All of the items proposed in this HAWP are for retroactive approval. Staff discovered these alterations 

while on a site visit in the fall of 2018. It has taken nearly a year for the applicant to be responsive to 

staff’s request that the alterations either be removed to comply with the previously approved HAWP, or 

that the applicant seek approval from the HPC for the revisions. 

  

In terms of items that may be considered to be compatible with the architectural character of the District 

and the historic house, Staff finds the proposed canopy installation (Item 4) is generally consistent with 

the predominant architectural style and period of the resource and preserves the predominant architectural 

features of the historic house, in accordance with the Guidelines. The proposed brick paver driveway 

installation (Item 5) within the footprint of the existing gravel driveway is also consistent with the 

Guidelines, as it respects the existing environmental settings, hardscaping, and patterns of open space of 

subject property and surrounding streetscape. 

 

However, staff finds the proposed house wrap installation, wood siding installation, and window removal 

(Items 1-3) to be incompatible alterations to the historic house. By covering the original wood siding, the 

proposed house wrap and wood siding installation alters or removes character-defining feature of the 

historic house, which is inconsistent with Standards #2 and #9. Although the new wood siding is a 

traditional material, the applicants have not sufficiently demonstrated that it matches the original wood 

siding, which has been covered. The applicants have also not demonstrated that the original wood siding 

is deteriorated and needs to be replaced.  

 

Staff has major concerns regarding the installation of house wrap over the original wood siding, as this 

will create serious moisture issues and cause the original wood siding (and perhaps structural 

components) to deteriorate quickly. The house wrap and additional layer of wood siding also alters the 

profiles of all the windows, doors, and trim, by removing the depth and reveal of the original 

fenestration—which is typically considered to be a character defining feature of historic buildings that 

should be maintained where feasible. 
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Staff finds the proposed window removal inconsistent with the Guidelines and Standards. According to 

the Guidelines, “[o]riginal size and shape of window and door openings should be maintained, where 

feasible.” The applicants have not provided sufficient information to demonstrate that it is not feasible to 

maintain the window, which is proposed to be removed. Additionally, the proposed window removal will 

remove a character-defining feature of the historic house, which is inconsistent with Standards #2 and #9. 

 

Staff finds that portions of the proposal are inappropriate, inconsistent with, and detrimental to the 

preservation, enhancement, and ultimate protection of the historic resource within historic district, per 

Chapter 24A-8(a).  

 

Staff recommends that the HPC deny the HAWP application and that the applicants take to the 

appropriate actions to bring the subject property into compliance with their previously approved HAWP.  

 

The denial would be for the following alterations: 

1. Installation of house wrap over the original wood siding of the historic house. 

2. Installation of new wood siding over the house wrap and original wood siding. 

3. Removal one original window from the northwest (right) elevation of the historic house. 

 

Staff recommends that the HPC approve the HAWP application for the following items only: 

4. Installation of a canopy over the basement-level entry on the northwest (right) elevation of the 

historic house. 

5. Installation of a brick paver driveway within the footprint existing gravel driveway. 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:  

 

Staff recommends that the Commission deny the three (3) items noted above in the HAWP application 

under the Criteria for Denial in Chapter 24A-8(a), having found that the proposal will substantially alter 

the exterior features of the resource and is incompatible in character with the resource and the purposes of 

Chapter 24A, with the Takoma Park Historic District Guidelines, and with the Secretary of the Interior’s 

Standards for Rehabilitation #2 and #9. 
 

Staff recommends that the Commission approve limited items in the HAWP application noted above 

under the Criteria for Issuance in Chapter 24A-8(b), (1), (2) & (d) having found that the proposal is 

consistent with the Takoma Park Historic District Guidelines, and therefore will not substantially alter the 

exterior features of the historic resource and is compatible in character with the district and the purposes 

of Chapter 24A; and with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation #2 and 9. 
































































































































































