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PROPOSAL 
 
The applicant proposes to remove the wood clapboard siding with a 4” reveal, wrap the house with an 
energy efficient material, and install fiber cement siding with a faux wood grain texture and 7” reveal. The 
applicant is also proposing to removal the corner posts and replace them with fiber cement boards. The 
application materials indicate that the wood siding is deteriorated and that the paint is peeling from sun 
exposure.  
 

 
Figure 2: Siding specifications. 

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). The pertinent information in 
these four documents is outlined below. 
 
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. 

 
Most 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 
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streetscape due to their size, scale, and architectural qualities, rather than for their particular architectural 
features.  
 
Contributing Resources should receive a more lenient 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. 
 
Some of the factors to be considered in reviewing HAWPs on Contributing 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. 
 

• 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.  

• 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 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.  

Montgomery County Code, Chapter 24A-8 
 
The following guidance which pertains to this project are as follows: 
 

(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 
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historic resource is located and would not be detrimental thereto or to the achievement of 
the purposes of this chapter; 

(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 is better served by granting the permit.  

(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 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. 
 

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. 

 
9. New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will not destroy historic materials, 

features, and spatial relationships that characterize the property.  The new work shall be 
differentiated from the old and will be compatible with the historic materials, features, size, scale 
and proportion, and massing to protect the integrity of the property and its environment. 

 
BACKGROUND 

The subject property is a Contributing resource within the Takoma Park Historic District, located on a 
corner lot at the intersection of Carroll Avenue and Boyd Street. It contains a two-and-a-half story frame 
house with a large one-story wrap-around porch. The house was constructed in 1920 and executed in the 
Colonial Revival style, with a decorative fanlight and doric porch columns. It is clad in the original wood 
clapboard siding with a 4” reveal.  
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Figure 3: The subject property as represented on the 1931 Klinge map (left) and 1927-1963 Sanborn map (right). 

At some point after 1963, the house was wrapped with asbestos shingles. In the 1980s, the homeowners 
removed the cladding to reveal the original clapboard siding (Figure 4-5). The house was featured in the 
1989 Takoma Park House and Gardens Tour.  
 

 
Figure 4: Photo of the subject property. 
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Figure 5: Photo of the subject property c. 1990 (Montgomery County Planning Staff). 

STAFF DISCUSSION 

Staff does not support the proposal and recommends denial. Staff finds that the applicant has not presented 
sufficient justification to prove that the existing siding is in poor condition, therefore the replacement of 
original building material is not warranted. Staff also finds that the proposed fiber cement siding with a 7” 
reveal and fiber cement trim is not a compatible substitute material for the historic wood siding with a 4” 
reveal.  

Removal of Historic Fabric  

The first issue to consider in evaluating this proposal is the appropriateness of removing the clapboard 
siding.  
 
Per Standard 2, The removal of historic materials or alteration of features and spaces that characterize a 
property shall be avoided. Staff finds that the narrow clapboard siding is a character-defining feature of the 
resource and the district. Like many of Takoma Park’s early twentieth century buildings, the house is of 
frame construction with narrow wood siding. The original siding differentiates the house from later 
additions to the district, which were increasingly constructed with brick (post-1930) and artificial materials 
(late 20th century). Although the façade of the subject property boasts some modest Colonial Revival 
ornamentation, the overall character of the house relies on its simple form and natural materials. Staff finds 
that the removal of clapboard siding, which constitutes most of the exterior material, would have a negative 
impact on the overall character of the house, contra the Standards.  
 
Per Standard 6, deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather than replaced. Staff finds that applicant 
has not sufficiently demonstrated that the existing siding is in poor condition or in need of a complete 
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replacement. Staff is not able to effectively evaluate the proposal without a comprehensive conditions 
assessment. 
 
Staff conducted a site visit on October 1, 2025 to look at the condition of the siding. This brief, ground-
level assessment does not replace a comprehensive conditions assessment. Staff found that there were no 
obvious signs of widespread deterioration or rot. Much of the siding appears to be in fair condition. 
However, given that the boards are a hundred years old, some areas show signs of wear. Some of the corner 
boards have cracks and some of the boards on the rear elevation show signs of warping and cupping. In 
several areas, newer wood siding in good condition has been installed to match the historic siding. Staff 
finds that the defective boards can likely be replaced with wood siding to match.  

In certain areas, particularly on the south elevation, the paint is peeling. Staff finds this is likely a 
maintenance issue, and not evidence of defective wood. Clapboard should be painted every five to ten years. 
Painting and other wood maintenance, including selective replacement of cracked boards, is eligible for the 
Montgomery County Historic Preservation tax credit program.  
 
Staff recommends that the applicant return with a more comprehensive materials survey demonstrating the 
extent of issues. 

   
Figure 6: Details of some of the issues with the siding, including peeling paint and cracking, on the right 
side/south elevation.  
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Figure 7: Details of the condition of the boards. Note that the boards on the rear/north elevation (left) show some 
signs of warping, while the boards on the front porch appear to be in good condition (right). 

Replacement with Fiber Cement Siding  

The second issue to consider in evaluating this proposal is whether it is appropriate to install the proposed 
fiber cement siding on the house. Staff notes that this question is only pertinent if the applicant can 
successfully demonstrate that the condition of the siding is deteriorated beyond reasonable repair. 

Per the Guidelines, artificial siding on areas visible from the public right-of-way is discouraged where such 
materials would replace or damage original building materials that are in good condition. Additionally, per 
the Guidelines, 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. In this case, Staff finds that the proposed artificial material 
is not appropriate due to the visibility from the right-of-way and the nature of the proposal. The subject 
property is situated on a corner lot along a prominent street and has a high level of visibility from both 
Carroll Avenue and Boyd Street. The applicant has not submitted sufficient justification that the existing 
siding is in poor condition. Further, the applicant has not demonstrated, through an energy audit or another 
analysis, that there is an issue with the current energy efficiency of the house, nor that the proposed 
wrapping will have a meaningful impact on the energy efficiency of the house. The applicant has also not 
submitted any information about the proposed energy wrapping for Staff to evaluate its impact.  
 
Per Standard 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. Staff finds that the proposed fiber 
cement siding does not replicate the appearance of historic clapboard siding, in design, texture, or material. 
Fiber cement plank is substantially thinner than wood siding and casts a weaker shadow (Figure 8). The 
relatively flat appearance and diminished shadow lines do not effectively mimic the look of real wood 
clapboard siding. Further, the exaggerated faux wood grain pattern proposed does not match the texture of 
traditional painted wood siding. The HPC routinely allows for the use of fiber cement siding on new 
construction and building additions within the district, precisely because it differentiates the old from the 
new.  
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Figure 8: Thickness of the proposed fiber cement siding (left); photo of wood siding on the main house and fiber 
cement siding on the addition (right; John Sandor, NPS). 

Staff finds that the 7” reveal of the proposed siding is significantly larger than the 4” reveal of the existing 
wood and will alter the overall profile (Figure 9). Further, Staff finds that the comparatively thin profile of 
the proposed fiber cement siding will alter the relationship between the trim and the historic window and 
door trim.  

   
Figure 9: James Hardie siding with a 7" reveal (left) and the existing wood siding on the subject property (right). 

Wood is a readily available building material, and Staff finds that it is possible to match the existing 
clapboard siding in-kind with the same material and exposure, per Standard 6.  

Staff was not able to find any past cases in which the HPC approved the replacement of historic wood siding 
with an artificial material on a Contributing resource in Takoma Park. At the March 8, 2023 meeting, the 
HPC heard a preliminary consultation for siding alterations at 5 Montgomery Avenue in Takoma Park. The 
applicant applied to remove the asbestos siding and replace it with either fiber cement or wood siding. In 
the Staff Report, Staff wrote that:  
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Staff finds the existing siding is not historic. Frequently, replacement siding was installed directly 
over historic wood siding. Before Staff can recommend a specific course of action, the condition 
and configuration of any historic siding need to be evaluated. This is done by removing a selection 
of existing siding and documenting the condition of any existing siding (Staff is available for a site 
visit while this work is being completed). The findings of that examination should inform the 
applicant and HPC of the appropriate course of action when proposed as part of the HAWP 
application. 
 
Staff notes that on the historic portions of the house, fiber cement siding is inappropriate, and any 
new siding approved by the HPC should be wood. Both restoring the existing wood siding or 
replacing deteriorated wood siding with new wood siding would be eligible for the County Historic 
Preservation Tax Credit. 

In this case, the HPC determined that it was open to replacing the non-historic siding, but more information 
about the configuration and condition of any obscured material was needed before it could be approved as 
a HAWP. The applicant ultimately found wood siding underneath, and the HPC approved an in-kind 
replacement with 4” wood lap siding in areas in which the wood was deteriorated.1  

Supplemental Guidance 

In reviewing this proposal, Staff reviewed supplemental guidelines from the National Park Service. These 
guidelines are not binding; however, they offer well-considered interpretations of the Standards that may 
be considered as best practice.  

In Preservation Briefs 16: The Use of Substitute Materials on Historic Building Exteriors, the authors 
emphasize that retention and repair of original materials is preferred, and substitute materials should be 
considered only when localized repair or replacement in-kind is infeasible.2 The authors also contend that 
while fiber cement is the most appropriate artificial replacement material for wood siding, as compared to 
vinyl or metal, it does not effectively replicate the thickness of the historic siding.3 The advantage of fiber 
cement siding is that it is compatible, but not replicative, and therefore appropriate for building additions 
and new construction, per Standard 9. Staff finds that these guidelines support Staff’s recommendation for 
denial, as the applicant is not proposing to install the fiber cement siding on an addition, nor has the 
applicant demonstrated that localized repair or replacement is infeasible.  

The National Park Service also offered some guidance on energy efficient upgrades to historic buildings in 
Preservation Brief 3: Improving Energy Efficiency in Historic Buildings. This guidance helps to inform the 
decision making for this proposal, as the rationale for removal involves the installation of energy-efficient 
wrapping. The authors of this document stipulate that energy-efficient “treatments common to new 
construction need to be evaluated carefully before implementing them in historic buildings in order to avoid 
inappropriate alteration of important architectural features and irreparable damage to historic building 
materials.” Instead, energy updates should concentrate on improvements that will have the smallest impact 
on the historic fabric on the building.4 In particular, the authors write that “removing historic siding and 
replacing it with new siding to introduce insulation into the wall cavity of a frame building or replacing 
repairable historic windows are examples of treatments that should not be undertaken on historic 

 
1 See the approval documents here: https://mcatlas.org/tiles6/06_HistoricPreservation_PhotoArchives/HAWP/5-24-
2023/5%20montgomery%20avenue,%20takoma%20park%20-%201030121%20-%20approval.pdf.  
2 Sandor, John, David Trayte, and Amy Elizabeth Uebel, Preservation Brief 16: The Use of Substitute Materials on 
Historic Building Exteriors (National Park Service, October 2023), 4. The full text is available online: 
https://www.nps.gov/orgs/1739/upload/preservation-brief-16-substitute-materials-2023.pdf.    
3 Sandor, Preservation Brief 16, 10.  
4 Hensley, Jo Ellen and Antonio Aguilar, Preservation Brief 3: Improving Energy Efficiency in Historic Buildings 
(National Park Service, October 2011), 1. The full text is available online: 
https://www.nps.gov/orgs/1739/upload/preservation-brief-03-energy-efficiency.pdf.   
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buildings.”5 Even if the historic siding is to be reinstalled, the process of removal inevitably leads to the 
loss of historic materials.6 Staff finds that the removal of historic siding, as proposed, in order to install an 
energy efficient-wrapping, is an inappropriate intervention. It will have a major impact on the building, 
resulting in the loss of a large amount of exterior historic fabric. Staff also finds that the treatment of 
installing a wrapping, while common on new construction, is not always an effective solution for historic 
properties. According to the National Trust for Historic Preservation, some more effective solutions to 
energy leaks in historic homes include adding insulation to key spaces such as the attic and basement; 
repairing and weatherizing windows; and sealing any leaks for air infiltration.7  
 
Staff does not find the proposal is compatible in character with wood siding (24A-8(b)(2)), or that allowing 
the siding replacement would enhance the preservation of the historic house (24A-8(b)(3)), or that the 
proposal is necessary to remedy an unsafe or hazardous condition (24A-8(b)(4)), or that the owner will 
suffer and undue hardship (24A-8(b)(5)), or that the general public is better served by approving the HAWP 
(24A-8(b)(6).  
 
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; the Takoma Park 
Historic District Guidelines; and with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation #2, #6, 
and #9. 

 
5 Hensley, Preservation Brief 3, 4.  
6 Hensley, 12. 
7 National Trust for Historic Preservation, Energy Advice for Owners: Historic and Older Homes (EPA Archive, no 
date). See full text is available online: https://archive.epa.gov/region5/sustainable/web/pdf/energy-advice-for-
owners-of-older-homes.pdf.  
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