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Preliminary Consultation 

MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

STAFF REPORT  

 

Address: 6713 Westmoreland, Takoma Park Meeting Date: 6/8/2022 

 

Resource: Contributing Resource Report Date: 6/1/2022 

 Takoma Park Historic District 

  Public Notice: 5/25/2022 

Applicant:  Alex Thompson and Emily Adams  

 (Joseph Rabinowitz, Architect) Tax Credit: N/A 

   

Review: Preliminary Consultation Staff: Michael Kyne 

   

Case Number: 989155  

 

PROPOSAL: Partial demolition and construction of new two-story rear addition, tree removals 

 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  

 

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

with a HAWP application. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION 

 

SIGNIFICANCE: Contributing Resource within the Takoma Park Historic District 

STYLE: Craftsman 

DATE: c. 1915-25 

 

 
Fig. 1: Subject property. 
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PROPOSAL 

 

The applicants propose partial demolition, construction of a new two-story rear addition, and tree 

removals at the subject property. 

 

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 

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. 

 

The Guidelines define a Contibuting Resource as: 

 

A resource which contributes to the overall character of the district and its streetscape, but which 

is of secondary architectural and historical significance. A resource may be classified as 

contributing if it is a common or ubiquitous example of an architectural style that is important to 

the historic district, or if it was an outstanding resource that, while still identifiable as a specific 

architectural style, has lost some degree of its architectural integrity due to alterations. 

Contributing resources add to the overall streetscape due to their size, scale, and architectural 

character. 

 

The Guidelines state the following regarding the review of Contributing Resources: 

 

A majority of structures in the Takoma Parle 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 street.scape 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. As 

stated above, the design review emphasis will be restricted to changes that are at all visible from 

the public right-of way, irrespective of landscaping or vegetation (it is expected that the majority 



II.B 

3 

of new additions will be reviewed for their impact on the overall district). 

 

Some of the factors to be considered in reviewing HAWPs on Conttibuting Resources include: 

 

• 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. 

 

• Minor alterations to areas that do not directly front on a public right-of-way - such as 

vents, metal stovepipes, air conditioners, fences, skylights, etc. - should be allowed as a 

matter of course; alterations to areas that do not directly front on a public right-of-way 

which involve the replacement of or damage to original ornamental or architectural 

features are discouraged but may be considered and approved on a case-by-case basis. 

 

• Major additions should, where feasible, be placed to the rear of existing structures so that 

they are less visible from the public right-of-way; additions and alterations to the first 

floor at the front of a structure are discouraged but not automatically prohibited. 

 

• While additions should be compatible, they are not required to be replicative of earlier 

architectural styles. 

 

• Second story additions or expansions should be generally consistent with the 

predominant architectural style and period of the resource (although structures that have 

been histortcally single story can be expanded) and should be approprtate to the 

surrounding streetscape in terms of scale and massing. 

 

• 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 ortginal building materials that are in good condition. 

 

• Alterations to features that are not visible at all from the public tight-of-way should be 

allowed as a matter of course. 

 

• All changes and additions should respect existing environmental settings, landscaping, 

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 

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: 
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(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 

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: 

1. A property shall be used for its historic purpose or be placed in a new use that requires minimal 

change to the defining characteristics of the building and its site and environment. 

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. 

3. Each property shall be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and use. Changes that 

create a false sense of historical development, such as adding conjectural features or architectural 

elements from other buildings, shall not be undertaken. 

4. Most properties change over time; those changes that have acquired historic significance in their 

own right shall be retained and preserved. 
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5. Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship that 

characterize a historic property shall be preserved. 

6. Deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity of 

deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature shall match the old in 

design, color, texture, and other visual qualities and, where possible, materials. Replacement of 

missing features shall be substantiated by documentary, physical, or pictorial evidence. 

7. Chemical or physical treatments, such as sandblasting, that cause damage to historic materials 

shall not be used. The surface cleaning of structures, if appropriate, shall be undertaken using the 

gentlest means possible. 

8. Significant archaeological resources affected by a project shall be protected and preserved. If 

such resources must be disturbed, mitigation measures shall be undertaken. 

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. 

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 a one-and-a-half story, 1,571 SF, gable front, Craftsman-style Contributing 

Resource within the Takoma Park Historic District. The historic house currently has non-original one-

over-one, single-hung, vinyl windows and non-original aluminum siding. There is an existing one story 

addition at the rear, which was constructed after 1963 (see Fig. 2 below). 
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Fig. 2: 1927-1963 Sanborn Fire Insurance Map, with subject property marked by the blue star. 

 

The applicants propose to remove the post-1963 rear addition and construct a new two story, 1,677 SF 

addition at the rear. The proposed rear addition will be coplanar with the historic house on the south 

(right, as viewed from the public right-of-way of Westmoreland Avenue) side, but it will project beyond 

the north (left) side of the historic house. The addition will envelop the rearmost portion of the historic 

house, thus resulting in the loss of the rearmost windows on both the south (right) and north (left) side. 

The addition will have side gables, being perpendicular to the historic house, and a nearly full width shed 

dormer at the rear. Two small trees will be removed from the rear of the property to accommodate the 

proposed new addition. 

 

The materials for the proposed new addition include: fiber cement clapboard siding with exposure to 

match the existing aluminum siding; cedar or fiber cement shake accent siding on the rear elevation; Azek 

trim; fiberglass shingle roofing to match the existing; single-lite fiberglass fixed and casement windows; 

and a new wood entry door on the front elevation of north (left) side projection to match the existing entry 

door on the historic house. Notably, the addition will have deep overhangs, taking visual cues from the 

historic house. 
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The applicants also propose to replace the existing, non-original, one-over-one, single-hung, vinyl 

windows with new one-over-one, double-hung, fiberglass windows. Staff notes that, despite errors in the 

proposed front elevation (which suggest that the siding and trim on the historic house is proposed to be 

replaced), no other alterations are proposed on the historic house. 

 

When the applicants’ proposal was initially received, staff reached out with several concerns regarding 

both the scale and massing and the design of the proposed new addition. As noted, the proposed addition 

projects beyond the north (left) side of the historic house, and it exceeds the height of the historic house. 

Per the Guidelines for Contributing Resources, “[m]ajor additions should, where feasible, be placed to the 

rear of existing structures so that they are less visible from the public right-of-way…” This is generally 

consistent with the Commission’s typical findings, preferring additions to be entirely at the rear, inset 

from both rear corners of the historic house, and to have a lower ridgeline than the historic house. This 

ensures that, no only are additions less visible from the public right-of-way, but also that they will not 

overwhelm or compete with the historic house. In the case of historic districts, this also ensures that 

additions do not detract from the character of the surrounding streetscape. 

 

However, staff notes that the Guidelines for Contributing Resources do allow second story additions to 

historic houses, stating “[s]econd story additions or expansions should be generally consistent with the 

predominant architectural style and period of the resource (although structures that have been historically 

single story can be expanded) and should be approprtate to the surrounding streetscape in terms of scale 

and massing.”  

 

In speaking with the applicants’ architect, staff recommended that several alternatives be explored, which 

would allow the addition to remain entirely behind the historic house and/or lower its perceived height 

from the public right-of-way of Westmoreland Avenue. These recommended alternatives included: 

holding the proposed addition to one story and building more toward the rear; reorienting the proposed 

addition parallel with the historic house and connecting it via a hyphen, thus minimizing the north (left) 

side projection, pushing the addition farther away from the historic house and surrounding streetscape, 

and lessening the direct impact to the rear of the historic house; excavating, so that the first floor of the 

proposed addition is partially below grade, which would allow its overall height to be reduced; and 

lowering the floor-to-floor height of the proposed first floor. 

 

The applicants’ architect addressed staff’s recommendations in the application narrative, indicating that 

they have explored these alternatives, with each presenting challenges. Primarily, these challenges are 

related to an existing retaining wall, as well as the upward sloping landscaping and garden at the rear, 

which limit the proposed addition’s rear projection. 

 

Regarding design, staff expressed concerns about the compatibility of the proposed addition’s 

fenestration, in terms of both type(s) and pattern. Although the existing windows in the historic house are 

non-original, the original openings have been preserved. These existing windows are traditional in 

character, being one-over-one and rectangular, with a generally consistent pattern and spacing. 

Conversely, the windows of the proposed addition are more modern in character; they are single-lite, they 

vary in size and shape, and the pattern and spacing is irregular. Initially, staff was concerned about the 

proposed window wall at the rear, as this would introduce an entirely new, modern feature; however, the 

window wall will not be at all visible from the public right-of-way within the historic district (Allegheny 

Avenue to the rear is outside the historic district), and the Guidelines instruct that it should be allowed as 

a matter of course. 

 

Staff remains concerned about the scale and massing of the proposed addition and its potential to 

overwhelm the historic house and detract from the surrounding streetscape. Staff seeks the Commission’s 

guidance regarding alternatives (including those previously mentioned), which would allow the historic 

house to retain its prominence, while achieving the applicants’ objective.  
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Staff also remains concerned about the modern characteristics of the proposed addition. Staff seeks the 

Commission’s concurrence and guidance regarding the compatibility of the proposed fenestration type(s) 

and pattern.  

 

While staff is fully supportive of the proposal to replace the existing, non-original, vinyl windows on the 

historic house with windows of the same style (one-over-one), staff finds that the proposed materials are 

incompatible with the historic house and surrounding streetscape. While fiberglass windows may be an 

upgrade from vinyl windows (which were likely installed prior to the historic district’s 1992 designation), 

the Commission typically does not approve fiberglass windows for additions or historic structures. Staff 

recommends that the proposed replacement windows be one-over-one, aluminum-clad wood windows at 

a minimum, if not all wood windows, in the historic massing of the house. Likewise, staff recommends 

that the windows of the proposed addition be aluminum-clad wood. 

 

Staff seeks the Commission’s guidance regarding the following aspects of the proposal:   

 

1. Will enveloping the rearmost portion of the historic house, resulting in the loss of two original 

window openings, significantly detract from the character of the historic house and its ability to 

convey its historical significance?  

 

2. It is not clear how the proposed fiber cement clapboard siding will transition to the existing 

aluminum siding of the historic house on the south (right) side, where the proposed addition is to 

be coplanar. Staff asks that the applicant clarify this aspect of the proposal, and that the 

Commission provide relevant guidance. 

 

3. Does the Commission concur with staff’s recommendation regarding the appropriateness and 

compatibility of the proposed addition and replacement windows? 

 

4. The applicant proposes cedar or fiber cement shake accent siding on the rear elevation of the 

proposed new addition. While the the accent siding will not be at all visible from the public right-

of-way within the historic district, and the Guidelines instruct that it should be allowed as a 

matter of course, staff finds that cedar is the appropriate option. The shadow lines of fiber cement 

shakes are thinner than those of cedar shakes, and they do not accurately replicate traditional 

materials. Consequently, staff typically does not recommend approval of fiber cement shake 

siding. Does the Commission concur with staff’s recommendation in this case? 

 

Staff notes that the applicants did provide letters of support from neighbors on Westmoreland and Elm 

Avenue. Additionally, the applicants have provided a streetscape study/photographs of neighboring 

properties on Westmoreland Avenue with rear additions that have higher ridgelines and/or side 

projections. These properties include: 6809 Westmoreland Avenue (Contributing Resource); 6801 

Westmoreland Avenue (Contributing Resource); 6916 Westmoreland Avenue (Contributing Resource); 

6710 Westmoreland Avenue (Non-Contributing Resource); 6803 Westmoreland Avenue (Contributing 

Resource); 38 Westmoreland Avenue (outside the historic district); and 7000 Westmoreland Avenue 

(Contributing Resource).  

 

Of these, staff was able to determine that the additions at 6809 Westmoreland Avenue and 6803 

Westmoreland Avenue were constructed after the district’s 1992 designation, with previous HAWP 

approvals (both dating to 1999) having been located. Staff notes that the addition at 6803 Westmoreland 

Avenue was approved with the following two conditions: 

 

1. The new windows will be wood windows or vinyl-clad wood windows.  
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2. The wood shingles will be applied over the wood clapboard in the front gable end, preserving the 

original siding in place. 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

 

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

with a HAWP application. 
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