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MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION

STAFF REPORT
Address: 4728 Dorset Avenue, Chevy Chase Meeting Date: 7/28/10
Applicant: James Graham (Anthony Bamncs, Architcct) Report Date: 7/21/10
Resource: Contribuling Resource . Public Notice: 7/14/10
Somerset Historic District
Revicw: Preliminary Consultation ‘ - Tax Credil:  None
Case Number: N/A Staff: Anne Fothergill

PROPOSAL: Side bay addition, alterations to pool house, pool construction, and fencing installation

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the applicants make any revnsxo g‘_sgéd on the comments from the HPC and return

for a Historic Area Work Permit.

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

SIGNIFICANCE: Contributing Resource within the Somerset Historic District
STYLE: Queen Anne

DATE;: c. 1893

excerpl from the National Register of Historic Places Nomination Form:

The Salmon/Stohlman house at 4728 Dorset Avenue occupies Lot 1 in Block 5 on the plat of
Somerset Heights. Lot 1 is located at the southeast corner of Dorset Avenue and Surrey Street, an
intersection that historically was dubbed “Founders Comer” for the original houses that were
clustered around the intersection and built by the town's founders. The Salmon/Stohlman house is
one of three surviving original houses, the other two being the Wiley/Ringland House at 4722 Dorset
Avenue (listed on the National Reg:ster of Historic Places), and the Crampton house at 4805 Dorset

Avenue.




Set back from the road with a circular drive in front, and surrounded by a generous yard, the house
is a 2- Y story frame structure built circa 1893. It is designed in a transitional manner with late
Victorian detailing, but with more regularized Colonial Revival-style massing. Generally square in
plan with a wrap-around porch and projecting side bay,)the house sits upon a rubble stone foundation
with grapevine joints, and is covered with a vwde front.gable roof. The walls are clad with narrow .
weatherboard siding on the main block, and with- ~wood shingles in the gable ends and on the
projecting bay. Thc roof, sheathed with slate shingles, features a prominent, brick corner chimney
with corbeled brickwork, a sccond brick chimney at the rear of the main block, and dormer windows
on the sides. In addition to the ornate chimney stack, the house offers several other Queen Anne-
inspirced details, including a wrap-around porch; a polygonal projecting bay, with a semi-conical, bell-
shaped roof; and shingled wall surfaces. An original two-story ell projects from the rear of the house,
while a single-story, family room addition extends off of the ell. Other additions to the house include
a shed-roof sun room (now playroom), that was originally a porch and enclosed in the 1960s or 1970s
and that extends across the rear wall of the main block; and, a two-story, polygonal, projecting bay
built on the east side wall of the house, behind the two-story dining room bay window.

PROPOSAL

The applicants are proposing to enlarge the first floor of a non-historic two-story bay on the east side of the
house. They propose to screen the existing second floor porch on the east side of the addition. They also
propose to remove the existing non-historic deck and railings and construct stairs with railings and a paved
patio at grade in that location. All of the proposed alteratlons are to a recent addition to the house, not the
historic massing. . "

uin mur e ::
The applicants propose to remove the existing mo‘o%rj bor’:m'd the glass pool enclosure. They will retain
the west side of the existing pool house and constrﬁct a%sméll addition on the east side. They will construct
a ncw outdoor pool and install fencing on two sidesof the pool to mect codc.

Proposed plans are in Circles and photos of existing conditions are in Circles

APPLICABLE GUIDELINES

When reviewing alterations within the Somerset Historic District Montgemery County Code Chapicr 244
(Chapter 24A) and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (Standards) are to be
utilized as guidelines to assist the Commission in developing their decision. 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 ur 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 (v be ngeg; Sdrl)’i.t,() dnsure conflormity with the purposes and
requirements of this chapter, if it ﬁnds} that O
(1) The proposal will not substantlally 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 therefo or (o the achievement of

the purposes of this chapter; or

(3) The proposal would enhance or aid in the protection, preservation and public or

privale utilization of the historic sile or historic resource lucated 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 propoqal the‘general public welfare is better served hy

granting the permit.
(¢) Ttisnol the intent of this chapter '

one period or architectural style. 7
(d) In the case of an application for work on ‘an hlstorlc resource located within an historic

district, the comuission 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.)

nev\.S tonstruction, alteration or repairs 1o any
,J ( ?l é’ 1

Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation:

Standard #1: A property will be used as it was histor u,ally or be given a new use that requires minimal cliange
to its distinctive materials, features, spaces, and spatlal relatlonshlps

Standard # 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.

Standard #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 he differentiated from the
old and will be compatible with the historic mater Idlb, features, size, scale and proportion, and massing to
protect the integrity of the property and its enwronment b

cEro.

Standard # 10: New additions and adjacent or relgte § egyyy&bnstructlon will be undertaken in such a
manner that, if removed in the future, the essential: fonn andnntegnty of the historic property and its
environment would be unimpaired. ; g ¥ -

STAFF DISCUSSION

The Design Guidelines for Historic Sites and Districts in Montgomery County, Maryland state:

Basic Principles for an Addition
The overall design of an addition should be in keeping with the design of the primary
structure. Design elements sliould lake their cue ftom the primary structuie, but this does
not preclude contemporary interpretations, nor discourage differentiating the addition from
the historic building. Keeping the size of thé-addition small, in relation to the main
structure, also will help minimize its visual impacts. It is also important that an addition

not obscure any significant featurcs of a building. If thc addition is placed to the rear of :

the existing structure, it is less likely to affect such features. Side additions are generally
discouraged.
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18.0 DESIGN OF NEW ADDITIONS

Design a new addition to be compatible with the primary structure.

18.1 Place an addition at the rear of a building to minimize its visual impacts.

18.2 Do not obscure, damage, destroy or remove ongma] archltectural details and materials of the primary
structure. i :

18.3 An addition should be compatible in scal ? th|the pnmary structure. ’

18.4 Use building materials that are compatlbje%v 0s€ of the primary structure.

18.5 An addition should be compatible in character wit h'the pnmary structure.

18.6 Use windows that are similar in character'to those of the main structure.

18.7 The roof form and slope of a new addition should be in character with and subordinate to that of the
primary building.

The current proposal is not for a new addition to this house, but to an enlargement of an existing addition
that extends off the east (left) side of the house. Based on the design guidelines and the Standards, if the
existing bay addition were proposed today, staff would be concerned that it seems to compete with and
detract from the historic bay on the same side of the house. Thus, staff is concerned about a one-story
expansion of this already problematic feature. The enlarged bay as proposed will extend out the left side
beyond the historic bay even more than existing conditions. The proposal would change the existing
fenestration pattern and add a new, flared roof as another visible feature. Without the existing vegetation
as screening, this proposed expanded bay would be visible from the front.

Staff doesn’t have concerns about screening the existing second story porch on the east side of the addition
but there is some concern about the compatibility of the two new sets of stairs to the patio as proposed.

The Design Guidelines for Historic Sites and Districts in Montgomery County, Maryland state:
14.2 New accessory structures and outbunldmgs should be compatible with the primary structure.’
e New construction should be similar in style bu} recognlzable as new.
e Architectural details, materials, and style, shg\ql:Q,Q ompatlble to the primary structure.
e The mass and scale should be in proportiph_to; e~pr1mary structure.
e New accessory structures and outbuildings’ should be located in the rear yard and conform to

Montgomery County and municipality zoning and building regulations.

Staff does not have concerns about the alterations to the non-historic pool, pool house, and the installation
of fencing around the pool as all these changes are located at the rear of the property and will not have an
adverse impact on this historic house or the historic district.

The applicants have not determined the materials at this preliminary stage but staff would recommend that
they select materials that are compatible with the historic house including wood windows and fencing.
Staff recommends that the HPC provide the applicants with clear guidance on the proposal, specifically:

¢ the expansion of the non-historic side bay '

e the screening of the second story porch ]

e the removal of the deck and the installation of new stairs and railing and a patio

e the removal of the pool and pool enclosure and the construction of a new pool, small addition to

the pool house, and fencing for the pool

': o
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION

LY u,
Staff recommends that the applicants make any rev‘?éllgﬁsgbaséd on the HPC’s feedback and then retum for
a Historic Area Work Permit. 3"‘ f*“f‘dfi' -

S



HISTCRIC F222ERVATION CFRICE
THE MARYLAND PIATICHNAL O 3AL
FARK AND PLAMNING COMMSON

R LSV NS SR TR S S

o
- e

T ""—'F
LU SR ZdH ARCHITECTS INC.

July 6, 2010 | SVER SN,

Ms. Anne Fothergill
The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission
8787 Georgia Avenue
Silver Spring, MD 20910

RE: Proposed Additions/Renovations Graham Clarke Residence, 4728 Dorset Avenue, (Somerset)
Chevy Chase, MD

Dear Anne,

We are submitting this for your preliminary consideration for the meeting on July 28", 2010. Please find
attached two copies of the proposed plan and elevation sketches and existing photographs for your review.

We are proposing the following work to this property:

A) To the main house:
1) A small widening of an existing faceted bay on the east side of the house.
2) Removing the existing wood deck and rail on the same side and replacing it with a paved patio at

- grade.
B) To the existing Pool House:
1) Removing the glass pool roof and old pool below it, replacing it with a small bay addition to the
pool house and a new in-ground pool, with a new pool fence on two sides.

Comments:

The proposed bay addition:

-The proposed addition is to a later, added bay, not to the original house.

-This later addition is a bay set back from the front yard and public views.

-The older, original bay is on the front corner of the old house, has a domed slate roof and is quite
prominent.

-The newer bay is inherently less prominent than the older one largely because of its flat roof and position
further back.

-The newer bay currently unfortunately mimics the older bay; our proposal would give it a different
character.

Washington DC 1000 Potomac Street NW - Suite L-2 - Washington DC 20007 - T 202 337 7255+ F 202 337 0609
Middleburg VA P.0O. Box 2143 - Middleburg VA 20118-2143 « T 540-687-5577 - F 540 687 3773 - barnesvanze.com
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The proposed patio in lieu of the existing deck:

-As seen in the photographs, the deck and rail is quite unattractive and not in keeping with the house.
-The proposed patio is close to the ground and therefore has no rails except at the stairs close to the house.

The proposed pool-house work:

-This 1960’s building has decayed badly due to the aggressive indoor pool climate.

-Removing the pool roof and adding the small bay substantially reduces the built mass and footprint of the
accessory structure in this area.

. -The proposed pool fence is only on two sides, close to the pool and far from the street.

-The old fence on the property line should serve well on the other two sides.

We are copying this application material to the Building Inspector at the Town of Somerset.

We have enclosed a disc of photographs of the existing property as requested.

Please do not hesitate to call with any questions in this regard.

Sincerely,

Anthony S. Bames, AIA, LEED AP
cc: Building Inspector, Town of Somerset

Enclosure
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Graham-Clarke Residence

4728 Dorset Avenue, Chevy Chase, Md

Schematic Design
Scale as noted - July 2, 2010
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HISTORIC FRLSERVATION OFFICE
THE MARYLAND NATIONAL CARTAL
PARK. AMD PLAMPMING COMMISSION

LEL T ERT N VAR ARCHITECTS INC.

Tuly G, 2010

SHVER SPRING, MD

Ms. Anne Fothergill

The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission
8787 Georgia Avenue

Silver Spring, MD 20910

RE:  Proposed Additions/Renovations Graham Clarke Residence, 4728 Dorset Avenue, (Somerset)
Chevy Chase, MD

Dear Anne,

We are submitting this for your preliminary consideration for the meeting on July 28", 2010. Please find
attached two copies of the proposed plan and elevation sketches and existing photographs for your review.

We are proposing the following work to this property:
A) To the main house:
1) A small widening of an existing faceted hay on the east side ot the housc.
2) Removing the existing wood deck and rail on the same side and replacing it with a paved patio at
grade.
B) To the existing Pool House:
1) Removing the glass pool roof and old pool Lelow it, réplacing 1t with a small bay addition to the
pool house and a new in-ground pool, with a new pool fence on two sidcs.

Comments:

The proposed bhay addition:

-The proposed addition is to a later, added bay, not to the original house.

-This later addition is a bay set back from the front yard and public views.

-The older, original bay is on the front corner of the old house, has a domed slate roof and is quite
prominent.

-The newer bay is inherently less prominent than the older one largely because of its flat roof and position
further back.

-The newer bay currently unfortunately mimics the older bay; our proposal would give it a different
character.

Washington DC 1000 Potomac Street NW - Suite L-2 - Washington DC 20007 - T 202 337 7255 - F 202 337 0609
Middleburg VA P.O. Box 2143 - Middleburg VA 20118-2143 - T 540-687-5577 + F 540 687 3773 - barnesvanze.com



The proposed patio in lieu of the existing deck:

-As seen in the photographs, the deck and rail is quite unattractive and not in keeping with the house.
-The proposed patio is close to the ground and therefore has no rails except at the stairs close to the house.

The proposed pool-house work:

-This 1960’s building has decayed badly due to the aggressive indoor pool climate.

-Removing the pool roof and adding the small bay substantially reduces the built mass and footprint of the
accessory structure in this area.

-The proposcd pool fence is only on two sides, close to the pool and far from the street.

-The old fence on the property line should serve well on the other two sides.

We are copying this application material to the Building Inspector at the Town of Somerset.

We have enclosed a disc of photographs of the existing property as requcsted.

Please do not hesitate to call with any questions in this regard.

Sincerely,

Anthouy S. Barnes, AIA, LEED AP
cc: Building Inspector, Town of Somerset

Enclosure



