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MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

STAFF REPORT 

Address: 16101 Oak Hill Road, Sandy Spring Meeting Date: 5/18/2022 

Resource: Master Plan Site #15/52 Report Date: 5/11/2022 

(Edgewood II) 

Public Notice: 5/4/2022 

Applicant: Steven Gudelsky 

Tax Credit: N/A 

Review: HAWP Staff: Michael Kyne 

Permit Number: 990754 

PROPOSAL: Request to replace wood porch with AZEK 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff recommends that the HPC deny the HAWP application. 

ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION: 

SIGNIFICANCE: Master Plan Site #15/52, Edgewood II 

DATE: c. 1858 with later additions

Excerpt from Places from the Past: 

Originally built c1858, Edgewood has strong historical associations with the Stablers, a prominent 

Quaker family associated with the settlement and agricultural development of Eastern Montgomery 

County in the 1800s. Robert Stabler built Edgewood about 1858 when he married. His father, Caleb, 

of Drayton, gave him the land. Robert was a prosperous farmer active in the Grange and one of the 

incorporators of the Sandy Spring Bank. The original dwelling was the 2½-story block, two rooms 

wide with a rear kitchen ell. Later, probably in the late 1800s, a new kitchen wing was added and the 

old kitchen converted into a dining room. About 1903, another rear wing was built, giving the house a 

roughly U-shaped plan. The dwelling is set within a grove of hardwood trees from which the property 

obtained its name. 
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Fig. 1: Subject property. 

 

PROPOSAL: 

 

The applicant proposes to replace the existing wood porch flooring with Azek porch flooring 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) 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 

 

(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 
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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: 

 

The Secretary of the Interior defines rehabilitation 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 Standards are as follows: 

 

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 subject property is the Edgewood II Master Plan Site. The historic house consists of the original c. 

1858 2 ½-story dwelling to the south and a later rear wing addition, c. 1903, to the north. The original 

dwelling fronts on Spencerville Road to the south, while the north wing is accessed via Oak Hill Road 

from the west (now experienced as the front). 

 

The applicant proposes to replace the existing wood porch flooring on both the south (original dwelling) 

and west (north addition) porches with Azek porch flooring. The application states that the work is being 

proposed due to continuing rot and deterioration, requiring several previous replacements. 

 

Staff does not support the applicant’s proposal. Both porches that are proposed to be altered are 

significant, with the south porch located on the original primary elevation, and the west porch being 

experienced as the current front of the building. Accordingly, staff finds that both porches are character-

defining features of the property, in terms of design and material. Although the application indicates that 

the existing porch flooring is not original material, having been previously replaced, it is traditional 

material, which is appropriate and in-keeping with the character and date(s) of construction of the historic 
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house.  

 

In the past, the Commission has found that Azek does not accurately reflect the characteristics or 

appearance of wood, and they have found it an inappropriate and incompatible material, especially where 

it would replace traditional materials on features at the front of an individually significant historic 

building. Per preservation best practices, original and/or traditional materials on historic features should 

only be replaced with substitute materials in cases where the original/traditional materials are no longer 

available. Otherwise, the historic character and material integrity of the property will be impaired. 

 

Regarding appropriate replacement that will address the issues of continuing rot and deterioration, the 

Department of the Interior’s Technical Preservation Services’ Preservation Brief 45: Preserving Historic 

Wood Porches (Brief)1 provides a great deal of information regarding repair, replacement, and 

maintenance to extend the life of a porch. In discussing replacement, the Brief states that “[b]efore 

replacing a deteriorated historic porch component, it is important to understand how it was constructed 

and installed, and what lead to its deterioration. If the replacement part does not sufficiently match the 

historic part, the character of the porch may be diminished, or even lost. If the cause of material failure is 

not addressed, the replacement will also fail.” The Brief also discusses the importance of considering 

species, grade, grain, and environmental impacts, when selecting wood for replacement or repair work, as 

“[d]imensional stability, decay resistance and paint holding ability are wood characteristics that effect 

durability.”  

 

The Brief includes the following table, comparing different wood species, in term of their decay 

resistance, stability, and ability to hold paint, all of which contribute to the lifespan of wood porch 

components, including flooring: 

 

 
1 Link to Preservation Brief 45: Preserving Historic Wood Porches: https://www.nps.gov/tps/how-to-

preserve/briefs/45-wooden-porches.htm#replacement  

https://www.nps.gov/tps/how-to-preserve/briefs/45-wooden-porches.htm#replacement
https://www.nps.gov/tps/how-to-preserve/briefs/45-wooden-porches.htm#replacement
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Fig. 2: Preservation Brief 45: Preserving Historic Wood Porches; wood characteristics table. 

 

Per this table, there are several species of wood, including redwood, cedar, cypress, and American 

mahogany, which would be appropriate options for the proposed porch flooring replacement. The Brief 

specifically states that vertical grain Douglas fir “...is a very good choice for the replacement of porch 

floorboards in most climates.” 

 

Staff recommends that the applicant consult this table and explore alternatives in selecting an appropriate 

and compatible replacement material. Staff also recommends that, despite wood selection, all six surfaces 

(front, back, both sides, and both ends) of the replacement floorboards should be primed prior to 

installation, to protect against moisture-related rot and prolong the life of the flooring. This recommended 

approach would also qualify for the County’s historic rehabilitation tax credit.  

 

After full and fair consideration of the applicant’s submission, staff finds that the proposal would remove 

character-defining materials and alter character-defining features of the subject property, which is 

inconsistent with Standards #2 and #9. Accordingly, staff recommends that the Commission deny the 

application, per Chapter 24A-8(a). 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:  

 

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

Chapter 24A-8(a), having found that the proposal would be inappropriate, inconsistent with, and 

detrimental to the preservation, enhancement, and ultimate protection of the historic resource and is 

incompatible in character with the historic resource and the purposes of Chapter 24A; 

 

and with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation #2 and #9. 
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