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Preliminary Consultation 

MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

STAFF REPORT 

 

Address: 5701 Achille Lane, Rockville Meeting Date: 4/6/2022 

  

Resource: Master Plan Site #22/25 Report Date: 3/30/2022 

 James H. Cashell Farm 

  Public Notice: 3/23/2022  

Applicant:  Robert Bertrand     

 

  Tax Credit: No 

Review: Preliminary Consultation 

  Staff: Michael Kyne 

Permit Number: 983374  

    

PROPOSAL: Installation of new fence  

 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

 

Staff recommends that the applicant make any revisions based upon the HPC’s comments and return with a 

HAWP application. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION: 

 

SIGNIFICANCE: Master Plan Site #22/25, James H. Cashell Farm 

DATE: 2016 House within Historic Environmental Setting (Mid 1800s; Late 1800s-Early 

1900s) 

 

Excerpt from Places from the Past: 

 

 “… [T]he Cashell House was built in two distinct sections. The original section, at 

right, is typical of the mid1800s with its traditional side gable symmetrical form and 

6/6 sash windows. The picturesque east and north addition (left and rear) bears 

hallmarks of the Victorian era with its three-story tower with stickwork panels, 

jerkin-head (clipped) gable, and paired cornice brackets. The original block was 

likely updated when the addition was built, with cornice brackets and first-level 2/2 

sash windows. The Cashell family owned this property for much of the 1800s. In 

1865, the property belonged to Hazel B. Cashell, County Commissioner and 

Orphan’s Court judge, and James Cashell was living here by 1878. The farmstead 

includes a one-level hay barn with hanging gable, another substantial barn with two 

cupolas, and a stone house from the mid-1900s.” 

 

The Cashell House was destroyed by fire in November 2010, but the stone tenant house and one historic barn 

remain. 
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Fig. 1: Subject property, with the 2016 house circled in blue and the historic outbuildings circled in 

yellow.  

 

PROPOSAL: 

 

This applicant proposes installation of a new fence at the subject property. 

 

APPLICABLE GUIDELINES: 

 

When reviewing alterations and new construction at Master Plan Sites 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 Damascus-Goshen Historic Resources 

Master Plan Amendment (Amendment), and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation 

(Standards). The pertinent information in these documents is outlined below. 

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 

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 ensure 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 
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(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. 

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. 

 

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 subject property is the James H. Cashell Farm Master Plan Site. The Cashell House was a traditional 

side gable mid-1800s house with Victorian era addition. The house was destroyed by fire in November 

2010, and the current house was built in 2016 as part of the Preserve at Rock Creek subdivision. A mid-

1900s stone tenant house and barn with two cupolas, both referenced as contributing outbuildings in 

Places from the Past, are at the rear of the subject property. The stone tenant house remains in its original 

location, with the barn having been moved to its current location near the stone tenant house, in 

accordance with the subdivision approval. 

 

The applicant proposes installation of a new fence at the subject property, with the following 

specifications: 

 

• Installation of approximately 1146 LF of 6’ high black aluminum picket security fencing and 

gates at the front and sides of the property. 

• Installation of 360 LF of 6’ high black vinyl-coated chain link security fencing at the rear of the 

property. 
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Fig. 2. Proposed site plan, as provided by the applicant. The blue arrow [added by staff] indicates the 

public sidewalk at the west (left) side of the property. 

 

The applicant states that the fencing is being proposed to prevent vandalism and destruction of the historic 

outbuildings, as well as to prevent encroachment from wild animals. The rear of the subject property is 

adjacent to Magruder High School, and there is a public sidewalk that runs along the entire west (left, as 

viewed from the public right-of-way of Achille Lane) side of the property. The applicant has informed 

staff that they have had frequent issues with trespassers entering the historic outbuildings. Staff notes that 

they visited the property in January 2022 and observed evidence of trespassing in the historic barn, with 

bottles and other trash left behind. 

 

Staff is generally supportive of the applicant’s proposal, especially the proposed fencing at the sides and 

rear of the property, where the view of the historic outbuildings from the primary public right-of-way of 

Achille Lane will be uninterrupted. Staff finds that these aspects of the proposal will not remove or alter 

character-defining features or spaces of the subject property in accordance with Standard #2. 

Additionally, the proposed fencing could be removed in the future, leaving the essential form and 

integrity of the property and its environment unimpaired, per Standard #10. 
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Staff seeks the Commission’s guidance regarding the proposed 6’ high fencing at the front of the 

property. The Commission typically requires fencing at the front of historic properties to be no higher 

than 4’ to preserve the visibility and openness of the property and its associated historic buildings from 

the public right-of-way. However, in some cases where higher security fencing is necessary, the 

Commission has found that black metal fencing is appropriate, as it recedes from view and helps mitigate 

the interrupted view. The application also indicates that the top of the proposed fencing at the front of the 

property (excepting 30 LF crossing the original driveway approach) will be level with the higher grade 

behind it, where the historic outbuildings are located.  

There are typically HOA and Zoning issues with placing fences of the proposed height in the front yard. 

Staff has not received information to date regarding zoning or HOA compliance of the proposed fencing. 

Staff suggests that 4’ high fencing in the front yard with “No Trespassing” signs may be sufficient to 

deter the general public from entering the property. The front property line, while considerably longer 

than is typical for a new subdivision, is easily viewed from the subject property and neighboring 

properties. Staff would recommend that the proposed fencing along the front property line not exceed 4’ 

in height. 

The Commission typically does not approve aluminum and/or chain link fencing, finding it incompatible 

with historic properties and streetscapes. However, in this case, staff has no concerns regarding the 

proposed fencing materials. The subject property house was constructed in 2016, and it is surrounded by a 

modern subdivision, where the proposed materials are generally compatible and will not detract from the 

streetscape. 

Questions for the HPC: 

• Is the proposed 6’ high fencing at the front of the subject property appropriate, or will it

significantly detract from the view of the remaining contributing outbuildings from the primary

public right-of-way?

o If the Commission finds the proposed 6’ high fencing inappropriate at the front of the

property, is 4’ high black aluminum picket security fencing appropriate in this location?

o Will the Commission require evidence of zoning and/or HOA compliance regarding the

proposed fencing height, location, and materials prior to reviewing a HAWP?

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff recommends that the applicant make any revisions based upon the HPC’s comments and return with 

a HAWP application. 
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