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MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT
Address:

10155 Laureate Way, Bethesda

Meeting Date:

11/13/2019

Resource:

Master Plan Site 30/15
Wild Acres

Report Date:

11/6/2019

Applicant:

Robert Gilroy & Kathy Said

Public Notice:

10/30/2019

Case Number:

30/15-19A

Tax Credit:

n/a

Review:

HAWP

Staff:

Dan Bruechert

Proposal:

Garage Construction, Deck Construction, Hardscape Alteration

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the HPC approve with two (2) conditions the HAWP application:
1. The proposed vinyl and metal railing for the proposed rear deck is not compatible with the
materials or design of the house and is not approved. The railing for the deck needs to be wood
with the pickets inset between the top and bottom rails. Final approval authority of the rear deck
railing meeting these criteria is delegated to Staff.
2. Any approval of this HAWP not extend to the removal and replacement of the front stairs.
ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION
SIGNIFICANCE:
STYLE:
DATE:

Individual Master Plan Site (30/15 Wild Acres)
Shingle Style
c.1915

From the Amendment to the Master Plan for Historic Preservation:
• The Wild Acres estate was the home of Gilbert H. Grosvenor and Elise Bell Grosvenor. Gilbert
Grosvenor, Editor of the National Geographic Magazine and President of the National
Geographic Society, was a photojournalism pioneer and influential in the expansion of the
National Park System.
• In 1902 the Grosvenors purchased a 104-acre parcel flanked by Rockville Pike on the east and the
Rockville streetcar line to the west. Wild Acres is highly representative of the country estates
that once lined Rockville Pike in the early 20th century.
• The Tudor Revival style mansion house and coordinating garage, as well as the rustic Craftsman
style of the caretaker’s cottage possess distinct characteristics of these architectural styles. The
three buildings were designed by Arthur Heaton, an accomplished local architect who was
prolific in the early 20th century. Heaton designed all three of the resources in this nomination.
• “… The [environmental] setting of the caretaker’s cottage extends ten feet from each side of the
structure.”
This HAWP only proposes work on the caretaker’s house.
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Figure 1: The caretaker's house is located near a recent townhouse development.

PROPOSAL
The applicant proposes constructing a garage, modifications to the driveway, replacing a walkway from
the driveway to the front steps, constructing a rear deck, and replacing a rear door.
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 (the
Standards). 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. The pertinent information in these documents is
outlined below.
Montgomery County Code, Chapter 24A Historic Resources Preservation
(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 or ultimate protection
of the historic site or historic resource within an historic district, and to the purposes of this chapter.
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(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
(4) The proposal is necessary in order that unsafe conditions or health hazards be remedied; 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 work proposed falls into four categories:
1. Garage Construction;
2. Driveway and walkway modification;
3. Rear Deck Construction.
Staff finds that these changes will have a minimal impact on the historic site and recommends approval of
the proposed work.
Garage Construction
The applicant proposes constructing a 22’ × 22’ (twenty-two foot by twenty-two foot) detached, singlebay garage, built on a poured concrete foundation. The garage will have cross gable roof covered in
asphalt shingles and be clad in Hardie fiber-cement shingle siding. The single garage door will be
constructed out of wood with a row of windows along the top of the door. The door to the right of the car
entrance will be a wood, half-lite door with six lites. The garage will have six-over-one, true divided lite,
aluminum clad wood windows on each elevation. Overall, Staff finds that the proposed garage is
compatible in design, size, form, and details with the historic caretaker’s house. The shingles, while a
different material and a flatter profile than wood, are inspired by the wood shingle siding on the historic
house. Additionally, the proposed windows match the configuration and dimensions of the historic wood
windows throughout the house.
Staff finds that the garage design and materials are compatible with the historic house, while sufficiently
differentiated to be recognized as new construction. This is in keeping with the guidance provided by
Standards 9 and 10 and 24A-8(b)(2). Staff recommends approval of the proposed garage.
Driveway and Walkway Modifications
The existing driveway is a mixture of gravel and sand. In the middle of the existing drive there is a small,
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irregular pad of concrete. This pad could be the cap on a historic well, however, neither of these features
appear to be historic. There is a concrete walkway from the driveway to the house front steps. The
concrete is broken in several places. Both of these features will be removed and replaced.
The proposed new driveway will be to the right (south) of the existing drive, in part, because the existing
drive runs off the property and into a conservation area. The new drive will be crushed gravel and will
run from the street to the garage.
The existing walkway will be removed and replaced with a new concrete walk. The new walkway will be
installed in the same location as the existing, but will be shorter due to the location of the proposed
driveway.
Staff finds both the proposed driveway and walkway are compatible with the historic character of the lot
and the surrounding landscape. The gravel drive will provide a natural color and texture that will blend in
with the surrounding landscape. The walkway is effectively a replacement in kind, but because the
dimensions have been altered, Staff finds that this should be subject to HPC approval. However, Staff
finds that this replacement is in keeping with the features and character of the house and recommends
approval of both of these features under 24A-8(b)(2) and Standard 2.
Rear Deck Construction
At the rear of the house the applicant proposes to construct a new wood deck. A 1999 file photo shows
what appears to be an enclosed rear porch. Staff has been unable to determine the date this feature was
removed, however because Wild Acres was not listed on the Master Plan for Historic Preservation until
2008. It is possible the porch removal occurred prior to its listing. Staff finds there is a precedent for a
rear porch and finds that the proposed porch will have only a limited view from the public right-of-way.
At the rear, the applicant proposes to construct a 12’ × 28’ (twelve foot by twenty-eight foot) wood deck
with a vinyl and metal railing. The proposed deck will run the full width of the rear elevation and will be
approximately 36” (thirty-six inches) above grade – at the height of the foundation. Due to the height of
the proposed rear deck, the deck requires a railing to meet code. The applicant proposes to use a vinyl
and metal railing surrounding the deck.
Staff finds the size, placement, and materials of the deck will not detract from the historic features on the
house. However, Staff finds the proposed vinyl and metal railing is not compatible with the materials and
design of the house and should not be approved. The proposed railing will introduce two new materials
to the house in a finish that is too shiny to be compatible with the wood house and its brick foundation.
Staff recommends the HPC add a condition for the approval of the porch that the railing needs to
constructed out of wood with pickets inset between the top and bottom rails, and that final approval
authority of a railing meeting these criteria is delegated to Staff for review and approval.
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Figure 2: Photo showing rear of the subject property with the enclosed porch c.2008.

To provide access to the rear deck, the applicant proposes installing a new wood, half-lite door to replace
the existing plywood covering. The proposed half-lite door will be installed in the existing, historic
opening and will match the design and materials for the door proposed in the garage. Staff finds that the
proposed half-lite wood door, in the rear of the house, is appropriate and will have minimal impact on the
historic character of the house and surrounding site. Staff recommends approval of the rear door under
24A-8(b)(1) and (2) and Standard 2.
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Figure 3: Photo showing the existing condition of the rear of the subject property (note plywood door in the historic opening).

Note: the application states that the project will replace the non-code compliant front steps with new front
steps out of matching materials. Plans for these stairs were not submitted with the application materials,
and Staff is unable to analyze and make a recommendation for this feature. Staff recommends any
approval for this HAWP include the condition that the approval not extend to the replacement front stairs
and that the stairs need to be reviewed as an amended HAWP with measured drawings of the existing and
proposed stair configuration including any railing.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the Commission approve the HAWP application with two condition;
1. That the proposed railing is not compatible with the design or materials of the historic house and
may not be installed. A wood railing with pickets installed between the top and bottom rails is
approved, with final approval authority delegated to Staff;
2. Any approval of this HAWP not extend to the removal and replacement of the front stairs;
under the Criteria for Issuance in Chapter 24A-8(b), having found that the proposal, as modified by the
condition, is consistent with and compatible in character with the Master Plan Site and the purposes of
Chapter 24A;
and with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation #2, #9, and #10;
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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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