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MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION

STAFF REPORT
Address: 1 High Street, Brookeville Meeting Date:
Resource: Primary Resource Report Date:
(Brookeville Historic District)
Public Notice:
Applicant: Sajid Niazi
(Jeffrey Lees, Architect)
Tax Credit:
Review: HAWP
Staff:

Case Number: Pending

PROPOSAL: New construction, hardscape alterations, and new fence

8/17/2022
8/10/2022

8/3/2022

N/A

Michael Kyne

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the HPC approve with conditions the HAWP application.

1. The exposed foundation of the addition along Market Street will be simplified, and the
entire foundation will be either parged CMU or brick, with final review and approval

delegated to staff.
2. The proposed PVC trim and frieze board will be fiber cement.

w

The proposed vinyl fencing will be wood, with final review and approval delegated to staff.

4. The proposed 6’ high replacement fencing along the east (rear) property line will not be
extended closer to Market Street. Any additional fencing in this location will be constructed
from wood, no higher than 4°, and have an open picket design, with final review and

approval delegated to staff.

ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION:

SIGNIFICANCE: Primary Resource within the Brookeville Historic District
Brookeville Post Office
DATE: 1922
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Fig. 1: Subject property at the southeastern corner of High Street (Georgia Avenue) and Market Street.

BACKGROUND:

The applicant previously appeared before the Commission for a preliminary consultation at the April 20,
2022 HPC meeting.!

PROPOSAL:
The applicant proposes new construction, hardscape alterations, and a new fence at the subject property.

APPLICABLE GUIDELINES:

When reviewing alterations and new construction within the Brookeville Historic District several
documents are to be utilized as guidelines to assist the Commission in developing their decision. These
documents include the Brookeville Historic District Master Plan Amendment (Amendment), Montgomery
County Code Chapter 24A4-8 (Chapter 244-8), and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
Rehabilitation (Standards). The pertinent information in these documents is outlined below.

Montgomery County Code; Chapter 24A4-8

(a) 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

! Link to April 20, 2022 preliminary consultation staff report: https://montgomeryplanning.org/wp-
content/uploads/2022/04/11.A-1-High-Street-Brookeville-Preliminary-Consultation.pdf

Link to April 20, 2022 HPC meeting audio/video transcript:
http://mncppc.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?publish_id=55685b4d-c1a8-11ec-a5da-0050569183fa

©,


https://montgomeryplanning.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/04/II.A-1-High-Street-Brookeville-Preliminary-Consultation.pdf
https://montgomeryplanning.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/04/II.A-1-High-Street-Brookeville-Preliminary-Consultation.pdf
http://mncppc.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?publish_id=55685b4d-c1a8-11ec-a5da-0050569183fa
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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.

(b) 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. 94, § I; Ord. No. 11-59)

Secretary of 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 applicable 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.

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.

®
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STAFF DISCUSSION:

The subject property is a 1,502 SF one-story building located at the southeast intersection of High Street
(Georgia Avenue) and Market Street in the Brookeville Historic District. The historic building was
constructed in 1922 and formerly served as the Brookeville Post Office. It has a traditional ell form and
fronts on High Street to the west. The rear ell is at the northeast (rear/left, as viewed from the public right-
of-way of High Street) side of the building. There is an existing one-story addition in the southeast
(rear/right) corner of the historic building and a parking lot to the south (right).

The applicant previously appeared before the Commission for a preliminary consultation at the April 20,
2022 HPC meeting. At the preliminary consultation, the applicant proposed to remove the existing one-
story addition and construct a new 2,582 SF (1,426 SF on each level) two-story addition at the east (rear)
and southeast (rear/right) side of the historic building. The proposed new addition was to be connected to
the historic building by a hyphen with stairwell and elevator, and the proposed elevator was to be
expressed at the south (right) side of the addition. The proposed materials for the addition included fiber
cement siding, PVC trim, asphalt shingle roofing, aluminum-clad ganged windows, and an aluminum-
framed storefront entrance at the south (right) side. The applicant also proposed to reduce the number of
parking spaces in the existing parking lot to the south (right) side of the historic building and enlarge the
existing one-car parking area/driveway at the north (left) side off Market Street, creating a two-car
parking pad.

The Commission commented that the historic building is a prominent and significant building within the
Brookeville Historic District. They found that the previous proposal was incompatible with the historic
district, and that it detracted from the character of the historic building.

Specific comments included:

o The style of the proposed addition is too modern and suburban in character, and it should be more
reflective of the historic building and the district’s rural village character. Specifically:

0 The design and details of the proposed addition should be simplified, so that the addition
is clearly secondary and deferential to the historic building.

0 The proposed windows should be single, not ganged.

0 The roofing should be metal, taking cues from the historic building, not asphalt shingles.

0 Ifan elevator is required, the expressed tower should be removed, with the elevator
moved entirely to the interior, and the mechanics moved to the basement to eliminate the
tower/dormer above the roofline.

0 The majority supported the use of alternative materials (i.e., aluminum-clad wood
windows and fiber cement siding).

0 There was some support for the proposed hipped roof form, as it takes design cues from
the historic building.

e The scale and massing of the proposed addition is incompatible with the historic building; it is too
tall and should be scaled down.

0 The majority found that the proposed addition should be one story (with programming
needs reduced in size and/or moved to the basement level, if necessary), and that it
should not exceed the height of the historic building.

0 The use of space needs to be carefully considered, and the proposed addition and
programming should be scaled down to fit what is approvable within the historic district.

0 Some suggested expanding the footprint of the proposed addition, keeping it to one story
while allowing for needed interior space.
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0 Others suggested lowering the floor lines and the ridge of the proposed two-story
addition, or, alternatively, building the first floor of the proposed two-story addition into
the grade, so that it is perceived as one story and does not exceed the height of the
historic building.

=  Where this was suggested, the Commissioners found that the hyphen/connector
between the historic building and proposed addition should be smaller in scale
and held to one story, providing separation and differentiation.

e The parking requirements need to be considered carefully, as there is no on street parking in the
immediate vicinity, and the proposed number of offices suggests a need for a larger number of
parking spaces than can be accommodated.

0 Some commented that, if the building size and programming are reduced, the amount of
required parking would also be reduced.

o The Commission recommended that the applicant work with staff and the Brookeville LAP as
they revise their proposal.

The applicant has returned with a revised proposal in response to the Commission’s previous comments
and recommendations. Specifically: the proposed addition has been reduced to one-story, eliminating the
need for an elevator; the footprint of the proposed addition has been reduced, going from 1,426 SF to
1,050 SF; the height of the proposed addition has been reduced to be lower than the historic building; the
fenestration has been revised, with single windows in place of the previously proposed ganged windows;
and the proposed parking has been increased from five to seven spaces.

Regarding materials, the applicant proposes fiber cement lap siding, PVC trim and frieze board, one-over-
one aluminum clad wood windows, aluminum storefront framing for differentiation where the addition
connects to the historic building, and asphalt shingle roofing. The applicant still proposes to enlarge the
existing one-car parking area/driveway at the north (left) side of the building off Market Street, creating a
two-car parking pad. New concrete walkways and steps from Market Street are also proposed.

One new aspect of the proposal is the replacement of the existing 6’ high wood privacy fence at the east
(rear) side of the property with a new 6’ high vinyl privacy fence. The existing fence does not run the
entire length of the east (rear) property line, beginning approximately in the middle of the parking lot, and
terminating where the parking lot drops off to the one-car parking area/driveway off Market Street.
However, the proposed replacement fence will run almost the entire length of the east (rear) property line,
beginning at the south (right) end of the property and extending closer to Market Street. Additional
fencing of the same height and material is proposed along the south (right) property line.

Staff is generally supportive of the applicant’s revised proposal, finding that it responds appropriately to
the Commission’s previous comments and recommendations. The revised proposal is generally
compatible with the subject property and surrounding streetscape, in terms of location, scale and massing,
materials, and design. The subject property has been a commercial and/or institutional building since its
construction in 1922, making the proposed use appropriate. Additionally, the proposal will reactivate this
historically significant building, which has been vacant and unused for some time, at this highly
prominent intersection in the historic district.

However, to ensure compatibility, staff recommends several conditions of approval. Specifically:
e As proposed, the exposed foundation of the addition along Market Street is designed with implied

brick columns at the corners and parged CMU between. Staff recommends that this design be
simplified, and that the entire foundation be either parged CMU or brick.
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e Regarding the proposed trim and frieze board, staff finds that PVC is an incompatible material,
which does not accurately reflect traditional materials, and recommends that fiber cement be used
instead.

o Staff finds that the proposed vinyl fencing is incompatible with the Brookeville Historic District
and that the proposed fencing should be wood.

e Finally, to preserve the openness of the streetscape, staff finds that the proposed 6’ high fencing
along the east (rear) property line should not be extended closer to Market Street. Any additional
fencing in this location should be constructed from wood, no higher than 4°, and have an open
picket design.

Staff finds that the applicant’s proposal, as modified by the recommended conditions, will not remove or
alter materials, features, or spaces that characterize the property, per Standard #2. Additionally, the
proposed new construction will be differentiated from and compatible with the massing, size, scale, and
architectural features of the property and its environment, per Standard #9. In accordance with Standard
#10, the proposed work 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.

After full and fair consideration of the applicant’s submission, staff finds the proposal, as modified by the
recommended conditions, consistent with the Criteria for Issuance in Chapter 24A-(b) 1 and 2, having
found it consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation #2, #9, and #10, as
outlined above.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Commission approve with the conditions outlined on Page 1 the HAWP
application under the Criteria for Issuance in Chapter 24A-8(b) (1), (2), and (d), having found that the
proposal, as modified by the conditions, will not substantially alter the exterior features of the historic
resource and is compatible in character with the purposes of Chapter 24A;

and with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation #2, #9, and #10;

and with the general condition that the applicant shall present an electronic set 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

michael. kyne@montgomeryplanning.org to schedule a follow-up site visit.



mailto:michael.kyne@montgomeryplanning.org
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Moe e E-mail:

City: Zip:




HAWP APPLICATION: MAILING ADDRESSES FOR NOTIFING
[Owner, Owner’s Agent, Adjacent and Confronting Property Owners]

Owner’s mailing address Owner’s Agent’s mailing address
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Staff’s Site Visit Photos
&

Supplemental Fence Information
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Existing and proposed fencing with approximate lengths, as prepared by staff.
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