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Preliminary Consultation 

MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

STAFF REPORT 

Address: 7017 Sycamore Ave., Takoma Park Meeting Date: 7/10/2024 

Resource: Contributing Resource  Report Date: 7/3/2024 

Takoma Park Historic District 

Applicant: Rolf Reichle & Amy Schwenkmeyer Public Notice: 6/26/2024 

Brian McCarthy, Architect 

Review: Preliminary Consultation Staff: Dan Bruechert 

Proposal: Alterations to front porch, partial demolition and new construction of rear deck 

RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends the applicant make any revisions recommended by the HPC and return for a HAWP. 

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION 

SIGNIFICANCE: Contributing Resource to the Takoma Park Historic District 

STYLE: Craftsman 

DATE: 1921 

Figure 1: The subject property is near the eastern edge of the Takoma Park Historic District.

1



II.A 

 

 

PROPOSAL 

 

The applicant proposes to partially demolish the front porch, construct an expanded front porch, and 

install a new deck to the rear. 

 

APPLICABLE GUIDELINES 

 

The Historic Preservation Office and Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) consult several documents 

when reviewing alterations and new construction within the Takoma Park Historic District. 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), and the Adopted 

Policy for the Appropriateness of Substitute materials for Porch and Deck Flooring (Policy No. 24-01). 
 

Takoma Park Historic District Guidelines 

 

There are two 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. 

 

A majority of the buildings in the Takoma Park Historic District have been assessed as being 

“Contributing Resources.” While these buildings 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. They are important to the overall character 

of the district and the streetscape due to their size, scale, and architectural qualities, 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. 

 

The following guidance which pertains to this project are as follows: 

 

• 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 
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replacement of or damage to original ornamental or architectural features are discouraged but 

may be considered and approved on a case-by-case basis. 

 

• Some non-original building materials may be acceptable on a case-by-case basis; artificial siding 

on areas visible to the public right-of-way is discouraged where such materials would replace or 

damage original building materials that are in good condition 
 

• Alterations to features that are not visible at all from the public right-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 

 

The following guidance which pertains to this project are as follows: 

 

(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 resource is located and would not be detrimental thereto or to the achievement of 

the purposes of this chapter; 

 

(4) The proposal is necessary in order that unsafe conditions or health hazards be remedied; 

or 

 

(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 applicable Standards are as follows: 

2. The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The removal of distinctive 

materials or alteration of features, spaces and spatial relationships that characterize a property will 

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 
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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. 

 

Adopted Policy for the Appropriateness of Substitute materials for Porch and Deck Flooring (Policy 

No. 24-01 

2. Historic districts are comprised of groups of cohesive historic resources that collectively 

contribute to the county’s historic, architectural, archaeological, or cultural values.  Resources in 

many districts are categorized as ‘Outstanding,’ ‘Contributing,’ or ‘Non-Contributing’ and the 

treatment of these resources varies based on their categorization.   

4.  Contributing Resources – These are significant for their contribution to the district as a whole and 

prioritize retaining the architectural style, overall volume, and size.  Porch floors on 

‘Contributing’ resources may be a compatible substitute material (discussed below), provided the 

material matches the building’s historic character and construction methods.  Historic rear 

porches for ‘Contributing’ resources may be constructed using a compatible substitute material.  

Non-historic porches and decks on ‘Contributing’ resources that are not visible from the public 

right-of-way may be constructed using substitute materials. 

6. Compatible substitute materials for replacement porch flooring/decking – On buildings where a 

substitute material is acceptable under this policy, the material must satisfy the following criteria: 

• It must match the dimensions and installation method (i.e.) of the existing material or a 

historically appropriate porch flooring, (e.g., boards must run perpendicular to the house for 

porches); 

• It must be millable; 

• It can be painted without voiding the product warranty; or, 

o Has a uniform appearance consistent with painted wood; 

• It has a minimal (or no) stamped or embossed texture on the surface; and,  

• It has a finished edge that appears as a cut solid board. 

 

STAFF DISCUSSION 

 

The subject property is a one-and-a-half-story side gable Craftsman covered in aluminum siding, with a 

porch in the right front corner of the house.  At the street, there is a tall stone retaining wall that rises 

significantly from the street grade.  That rise in grade limits the visibility of the subject property from the 

public right-of-way.  The applicant proposes work in two areas: 1) partially demolishing the existing front 

porch and constructing an enlarged front porch, and 2) removing the existing rear deck and installing a 

new deck in its place. 

 

Front Porch Demolition and Construction 

The existing front porch is in the right-front corner of the house and projects approximately 4’ (four feet) 

in front of the front wall plane.  The porch is supported by masonry piers, with aluminum-wrapped 

columns, and low brick walls with sections of vinyl siding between the brick column bases.  The existing 

concrete stairs are steeper than what is allowed under the existing code.  There are several cracks through 
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the brick walls and concrete floor.  As originally constructed, the porch extended further to the rear, 

however, a previous owner captured much of the rear to create an entry foyer.  The applicant proposes to 

partially demolish the front porch and construct an enlarged porch in its place.  The applicant proposes to 

construct wood, code-compliant, front stairs. 

 

Staff finds the existing front porch has been modified from its historic appearance.  Additionally, based 

on Staff’s observations at a site visit and the information in the application, Staff finds the structural 

failures are so severe that the porch has deteriorated beyond reasonable repair.  Staff would recommend 

the HPC approve a HAWP for the partial demolition of the front porch under 24A-8(b)(2), (4), and (d).   

 

In place of the existing front porch, the applicant proposes to construct an enlarged front porch.  The new 

porch will project an additional 1’ 6” (one foot, six inches) to the right (east) and 3’ (three feet) towards 

the street (south) and will maintain many of the design elements of the existing front porch including 

tapered columns supported by brick bases and exposed roof rafter tails.   The new front stairs are 

proposed for the middle of the front porch, but then will make a 45˚ (forty-five degree) turn toward the 

left (west).  Materials for the porch include brick piers, Boral columns, a wood railing, wood stairs with 

Aeratis risers and treads, and Aeratis decking.  The stair stringers will be Trex. 

 

Staff finds the size and overall design of the new porch is consistent with the overall architectural style 

and character of the existing house and surrounding district.  Staff finds that it is more common to have a 

solid wall on the porches of Craftsman houses rather than the proposed wood railing and baluster, but 

notes there are Craftsman houses on the same block as the subject property with a wood railing and 

baluster.   

 

The existing front stairs are too steep to comply with the existing building code.  Additionally, the brick 

used to construct the cheek walls does not match the brick used on the foundation and column bases, 

which suggests to Staff that these stairs are not historic.  The applicant proposes to demolish the existing 

stairs and the brick cheek walls.  Staff finds the demolition of these elements will not significantly alter 

the character of the house or the surrounding district and supports their removal under 24A-8(b)(4) and 

(d).  

 

Staff has outstanding questions as to the compatibility of the run of the new front stairs (see Figures 2 and 

3, below).  Because of the location of the existing concrete path and the slope of the lot, the applicant 

proposes to have the stairs turn approximately 45˚ (forty-five degrees) to the left (west).  This turn in the 

stairs will allow the new stairs to satisfy the code and align with the existing front walk.   However, Staff 

finds that this type of stair run is not typical of historic Craftsman architecture and obscures much of the 

front porch.  Staff requests feedback from the HPC regarding the appropriateness of this design.   

 

Staff’s initial alternative is to have the stairs exit the porch from the left, along the house’s front wall, and 

make a 90˚ (ninety-degree) turn towards the street (south).  The stairs could either have a brick cheek wall 

or could have a lattice between the posts.  Staff recognizes this would cover an existing basement window 

however, the basement floor plan does not indicate that access to this window is required to satisfy egress 

requirements. 
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Figure 2: Existing (left) and proposed (right) front porch configuration. 

  
Figure 3: Existing (left) and proposed (right) front elevation showing the existing and proposed front stairs. 

Staff finds most of the materials are appropriate with the historic resource and the surrounding district.  

The brick piers, wood railing, and architectural shingles are all compatible with the character of the house 

and Staff would recommend the HPC approve their use under 24A-8(b)(1), (2), and (d), and Standard 2.  

As far as the Aeratis flooring and stair treads, Staff refers the HPC to the recently adopted Policy for the 

Appropriateness of Substitute Materials for Porch and Deck Flooring.  As a new porch on a 

‘Contributing’ resource, the porch flooring may use a compatible substitute material.  The proposed 

Aeratis flooring is milled to be installed as a tongue-and-groove floor; and is a material that is both mill-

able and paintable.  Additionally, Staff finds the tread on Aeratis is minimal and is used to provide some 

anti-slip protection.  Staff supports the proposed Aeratis flooring as a compatible substitute material under 

24A(8)(d); Standard 2, 9, and 10; the Design Guidelines; and Policy 24-01. 

 

Two additional substitute materials are proposed.  The applicant proposes to install Boral columns and 

Boral stair risers; and a Trex facia over the stair stringers.  The proposed columns will be tapered to match 

the appearance of the aluminum-wrapped ones; however, the applicant did not provide documentation for 

the condition of the material of the existing columns.  While Staff’s preference is for the new columns to 

be wood, the HPC may find that this is an instance where a substitute material would be acceptable under 

the design guidelines.  The proposed Boral-wrapped columns would have a smooth surface that has to be 

painted to maintain its warranty.  The drawback to this material is that the columns would not feel as solid 

as wood.    The applicant also proposes to use Boral for the stair risers.  Staff finds this application of the 

material, if evaluated under Policy 24-01, is appropriate.  The material is mill-able, paintable, and has no 
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embossed faux grain.  Staff would recommend the HPC approve the Boral risers.  Finally, the applicant 

proposes to install Trex fascia over the stair stringers.  Staff does not find that Trex is appropriate in this 

application.  While Staff would consider an alternative substitute material, the Trex is not paintable 

(painting can void the product warranty because it can trap moisture) and has a deep embossed wood 

grain.  Staff recommends the applicant identify an alternative material for this application.  If the 

applicant would like the HPC to consider the Trex fascia, Staff recommends the applicant provide a 

material sample with the HAWP application.   

 

Staff requests feedback from the HPC regarding: 

• The appropriateness of the proposed wood railing and baluster on the proposed front porch; 

• The appropriateness of the stair run proposed and;  

o The desirability of Staff’s alternative; 

• Does the HPC concur with Staff’s finding that the proposed Aeratis porch flooring is appropriate? 

• Does the HPC find that a substitute material is appropriate for the columns and stair risers? 

• Does the HPC concur with Staff’s finding that the proposed Trex facia is inappropriate to cover 

the stair stringers? 

 

Rear Deck 

The existing rear deck is constructed using pressure treated wood with a wood railing and stairs.  The 

existing stairs date to 1993, when they were submitted as part of the HAWP approval that included the 

rear addition.1  The applicant proposes to demolish the existing rear deck and construct a slightly larger 

deck.  The new deck will have a pressure treated wood structure and have Trex flooring and a Trex 

railing.   

 

Staff finds the existing deck is not historic and is not visible from the public right-of-way and its 

demolition should be approved as a matter of course.  Staff finds the size and location of the new deck to 

be appropriate as it will not overwhelm the existing house.  Policy 24-01 allows for significant latitude in 

selecting materials for non-historic rear decks that are not at all visible from the public right-of-way.  

Whereas replacing historic rear porches and decks allows a “compatible substitute material,” replacing 

non-historic rear decks (not at all visible from the public right-of-way) allows a “substitute material.”  

Staff finds that though Trex is not ‘compatible,’ its approval could be justified under Policy 24-01 and the 

Design Guideline that states, “Alterations to features that are not visible at all from the public right-of-

way should be allowed as a matter of course;” and 24A-8(d).  However, Trex is not typically considered 

of high enough quality to be used in the historic districts where the quality of building materials, 

constructability, and material assemblage has typically been discussed as an issue, even if the material is 

not at all visible. Staff has traditionally guided applicants away from using this material, even in locations 

such as this one. 

 

Staff requests the HPC’s guidance regarding Trex in this application in this proposed location.  

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

 

Staff recommends the applicant make any revisions recommended by the HPC and return for a HAWP. 

 

 

+ The approved 1993 HAWP is available here: 

https://mcatlas.org/tiles/06_HistoricPreservation_PhotoArchives/Padlock/HAR60640006/Box046/37-3-

93S_Takoma%20Park%20Historic%20District_7017%20Sycamore%20Avenue_06-23-1993.pdf.   
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Memorandum  
 
18 June 2024 
 
To:  Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) 
  Maryland-National Capital Park & Planning Commission 
  c/o Department of Permitting Services, Montgomery County 
 
From:  Brian McCarthy 
 
Re: Historic Area Work Permit #1075104 for  

7017 Sycamore Avenue, Takoma Park Historic District 
Written Description of Project  

 
Addendum a. 
 
The house is a 1½-story wood frame bungalow in the Takoma Park Historic District, sited on a 
residential street with mature trees.  A prominent, high stone wall and wide stone steps dominate the 
front of the property along Sycamore Avenue.  The site above and behind the wall is relatively level.  
The house was built in 1923 and is registered as a Contributing Resource.  The gable roof features a 
modest front shed dormer.  All roofs are covered with laminated fiberglass composition “asphalt” 
shingles.  Original wood trim, exposed rafters tails, and eave brackets remain but all the wood frame 
walls and dormers were clad in vinyl siding by a prior owner.  
 
There is a modest covered front porch with masonry piers, aluminum-clad tapered wood columns, 
and concrete steps to grade. In lieu of a traditional wood railing system with balusters the front porch 
features low walls between the columns and stepped brick walls flanking the steps. The porch 
projects approximately four feet beyond the front of the house but the majority of the porch is 
recessed into the front right corner. The original porch was larger, but a previous owner converted 
the rear half of the recessed portion to interior space to create an entry foyer and coat closet. 
 
A one-story addition and pressure treated wood deck were built in the rear in the early 1990’s and 
the addition was also clad in vinyl siding.  The property was subdivided by a previous owner and a 
relatively new, traditionally-styled house was built on the resulting lot to the west/left. The current 
owners updated the house in 2014 by expanding the rear shed dormer under HAWP #673546. 
 
Addendum b. 
 
The front porch and rear wood deck are both in poor shape and in need of replacement. As 
demonstrated in the accompanying photographs, all the porch’s major masonry elements – the brick 
foundation, the concrete floor, and the concrete steps - are cracked and settling. And the pressure 
treated (P.T.) wood deck in the back is near the end of its useful life. The owners would like to 
replace both. In the case of the deck the goal would be to replace the structure in kind, though in a 
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slightly altered configuration, and use Trex floor planks and railing systems in lieu of PT wood. The 
deck is not visible from the public right-of-way.  
 
For the front porch the owners propose to retain the aesthetic of the brick piers and tapered wood 
columns but use Aeratis brand flooring over wood framing for the steps and floor. The resulting 
crawlspace under the porch would be enclosed by painted lattice panels. The railing system would be 
painted wood rather than the existing vinyl clad low walls. The new entry steps will be angled to 
address the current, curved concrete lead walk. 
 
While rebuilding the porch the owners propose to enlarge the porch to recover the space lost to the 
foyer. This would involve extending the porch about 1.5 ft to the side and a little under 3 ft toward 
the street. The latter increment will increase the spacing between the front right and rear columns to 
match the current spacing between the rear column and the wall of the foyer. The forward extension 
will necessitate rebuilding the shed roof that covers the porch to maintain the current eave height. As 
the photos demonstrate, the porch roof slope is rather shallow and given the home’s elevated perch 
above Sycamore Avenue the porch roof has little impact on the façade. The proposed roof will be 
similarly inconspicuous. 
 
The restored/rebuilt porch will be architecturally consistent with the character of the existing house 
as well as other bungalows in the community.  New elements will faithfully echo the paint grade 
detailing and deep overhangs.  
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