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DECISION AND ORDER

Pursuant to Title 16, Subtitle 6, of the Howard County Code, notice having been

properly published, the Historic Preservation Commission (“Commission”) convened a

public hearing on February 4, 2021 to hear and consider the application of Tarpley Long

(“Applicant“), for a Certificate of Approval for demolition and new construction at 8396

Park Drive, Ellicott City, Maryland (the “Subject Property”). The Commission members

present were Allan Shad, Eileen Tenor, Drew Roth, Bruno Reich, and Erica Zoren. The

following documents, incorporated into the record by reference, are applicable to this case:

( 1 ) the appropriate provisions of the Howard County Charter and the Howard County Code,

including the Howard County Zoning Regulations; (2) the General Plan for Howard

County; (3) the application for a Certificate of Approval and associated records on file with

the Commission; (4) the Agenda for the February 4, 2021 Commission meeting; (5) the

Ellicott City Historic District Design Guidelines, May, 1998 (the “Design Guidelines“ or

“Guidelines“); and (6) the general design guidelines listed in Rule 107 of the Commission’s

Rules of Procedure



Summary of Testimony

Ms. Samantha Holmes, Staff to the Commission, presented the application,

identifying the work proposed by the Applicant for which approval is requested, and the

Staffs recommendation and the basis for the recommendation. Copies of Staffs

recommendation and the application were provided to each Commission member and

reviewed with the Commission by Ms. Holmes. The Applicant testified in support of the

application.

Findings of Fact

Based upon the evidence, the Commission makes the following findings of fact:

The Subject Property

This property is located in the Ellicott City Historic District. According to SDAT,

the building on the property dates to 1899. SDAT dates are not always accurate and the

building appears to look more like a 1940s Cape Cod, but the only way to determine the

actual date would be to examine the internal construction of the building. In October, 2020,

the Applicant received Advisory Comments in case HPC 20-72 for the demolition and new

addition, in preparation for this application

B. Proposed Improvements

The Applicant proposes to make the following exterior alterations:

1) Demolish existing deteriorated 10-foot-wide garage.
2) Construct a 14-foot wide garage with a sumoom above the garage.
3) Install an elevator behind the garage.
4) Construct a small deck off of the new sunroom.

The addition will consist of the following components:

1 ) Rear door – 2 panel wood sliding door, 12-light panels. The door will be painted
white with tan trim (matching the paint scheme on the windows)

A.
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2)

3)

4)
5)

6)

7)

Windows – Jeld Wen wood double hung 6:1 windows. The windows will be
painted white with tan trim.
Siding – Cedar lap siding to match the existing, to be painted the same
red/brown color
Trim – Fascia and other trim to be tan to match that on existing house.
Roof – Architectural shingles to match existing, which was Landmark
Certainteed Cobblestone Grey approved in 2014.
Garage door – 16 light transom over 12 panels, to match previously approved
door from 2014 renovation. The garage door will be painted tan.
Lighting – Kirkham Bronze outdoor wall light, to be installed at garage and rear
deck

The rear deck will consist of the following:

1) Azek deck boards in the color Tahoe, to match that on rear screened in porch
(which was approved in 2014).

2) Balusters/Railing – To match the existing screened porch in material (wood),
design and color (gray/green).

C. Staff Report

Rules of Procedure, Section 302, Demolition and Relocation of Structures in Historic
Districts; ClassifIcation of Structure

1) Section 302 states, “Before acting on an application .for demolition or relocation,
the Commission shall determine whether the structure is a Structure of Unusual
Importance. Structures of Unusual Importance are structures deemed by the
Commission to be of unusual importance to the Nation, State or County, whose loss
would cause great damage to the character cmd integrity of the historic district.
Determination that a structure is a Structure of Unusual Importance shall be based
on criteria in its adopted guidelines, the testimony of expert witnesses or other
documentary evidence presented to the Commission.

As mentioned in the background section of this report, while SDAT dates the

building to 1899, the house appears to look more like a 1940s Cape Cod, but the only way

to determine the actual date would be to examine internal construction of the building.

However, the subject garage does not have any features that distinguish it as a historic

structure, or one of any significance.

Rules of Procedure, Section 304, Demolition and Relocation of Structures in Historic
Districts ; Demolition of Other Structures
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2) Section 304 of the Commission’s Rules of Procedures state, “If the Commission
determines that the structure is not a Structure of Unusual Importance, it shall vote
to approve or deny the application based on the standards set .forth in §16.607 of
the Howard County Code and its adopted Guidelines.

§ 16.607. - Standards for Review.
(a) Elements for Consideration. In reviewing an application for a certi.ncate of approval,
the Commission shall give consideration to.

(1) The historic, architectural, or archeological value or significance of the
structure and its relationship to historic value of the surrounding area.

(2) The relationship of the exterior architectural features of such structure to the
remainder of the structure and to the surrounding area.

(3) The general compatibility of exterior design, scale, proportion, arrangement,
texture and materials proposed to be used.

(4) Whether the requested action is necessary to protect against threats to public
safety.

(5) Any other factors, including aesthetic factors, which the Commission deems
to be pertinent.

1-he demolition of the garage will not negatively affect the exterior design of the

house or the relationship of the structure to the surrounding area. The design for the nc\\

construction colrsists of a more appropriate enlarged garage with a sunroonr above that

better connects to the existing structure. The new addition appears conrpatiblc u'itl1 tIre

design. scale and proportion of the existing house. using materials that will nItItch and be

compatible with the existing structure

Chapter 7: New Construction: Additions, Porches and Outbuildings
1) Chapter 7 recommends.

a. “ Attach additions to the side or rear of a historic building to avoid altering
the primary fagade. Consider the impact of the addition on side, rear and
rooftop views of the building from public way.

b. “For any building, design the addition so that its proportions (relationship
of width to height), the arrangement of windows and doors, and the
relationship of solids (wall area) to voids (windows are) are compatible
with the existing structure. Use a roof design that echoes or complements
the original roof line. Fable and shed roofs are common for additions in
Ellicott City.

c. “Design an addition to be subordinate to the historic building is size,
height, scale and detail and to allow the form of the original structure to be
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seen. Distinguish the additionfrom the original structure by using a setback
or offset or a line of vertical trim between the old section and the new.

The proposed addition will be attached to the side of the building and will be visible

from the primary fagade. However, the addition will be subordinate in size and set back off

the front of the existing house. The addition will not detract from the integrity of the historic

structure. The arrangement of the new windows on the side of the addition are now

compatible with the existing structure and have been revised since they were first submitted

for Advisory Comments. The roofline will be a gable roof, complimenting the existing

roof:line.

Chapter 7: New Construction: Additions, Porches and Outbuildings
1) Chapter 7 recommends.

a. “Design windows to be similar in size, proportion and arrangement to the
existing windows. On historic buildings, or any building visible from a
public way, windows should have true divided lights rather than interior or
sandwiched muntins. A possible alternative is windows that do not have
divided lights but have permanent exterior grilles, appropriately detailed to
be compatible with historic wood windows.

b. “On any building, use materials and colors (including roof, walls. and
foundations) similar to or compatible with the texture and color of those on
the existing building. Avoid exact replication that would make an addition
appear to be an original part of a historic building.

The window design has been revised from that shown in October 2020. The

inappropriate curved windows have been replaced with double hung 6:1 windows that are

compatible with those on the historic structure.

The materials and colors, such as the siding, rear decking, windows and roofing

will match that on the existing structure (some of which were replaced in 2014 and are

replacement items, not original historic features).

Chapter 7.B: New Construction: Additions, Porches and Outbuildings; Construction of
New Porches and Decks

2) Chapter 7.B explains, “Decks should not be added to a historic building’s primary
fagade or a fagade highly visible from a public way. They should be substantial in
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appearance, having more of the character of a porch (avoid decks that appear to
stand on “toothpicks“) and should be related in detail as much as possible to the
style and character of the building.

3) Chapter 7.B recommends, “use materials compatible with the existing buitdingfor
the exposed masonry foundation or piers of a new porch. Poured concrete or
concrete block foundations or piers should be given a surface treatment compatible
with historic building materials.

The proposed deck will be located on the rear of the building, which complies with

Chapter 7.B recommendations. The deck will be constructed with materials, such as the

wooden railing and baluster and the Azek decking, to match that used on the screened-in

porch that was approved and constructed in 2014.

D. Staff Recommendation

Staff recommends the HPC find that the garage is not a Structure of Unusual

Importance and approve the application to demolish the existing garage, construct the new

garage, sunroom, elevator and rear deck addition as submitted.

E. Testimony

Mr. Reich recused himself from the proceedings for this application. Mr. Shad

swore in Tarpley Long and asked Ms. Long if she had any comments on the staff report.

Ms. Long had no comments.

The Commission liked the changes Ms. Long had made from her advisory case in

November 2020 to this proposal specifically the changes to the windows, which now fit

better with the rest of the house. The Commission agreed with Staff recommendations.

F. Motion

Ms. Tennor moved to approve the application as submitted and the demolition per

staff recommendation. Mr. Roth seconded. The motion was approved 4-0.
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Conclusions of Law

Based upon the foregoing Findings of Fact, the Commission concludes as follows:

A. Standards of Review

The standards for review of an application for a Certificate of Approval are set forth

in Section 16.607 of the Howard County Code and require consideration of:

(1) The historic, architectural, or archaeological value or significance of the
structure and its relationship to the historic value of the surrounding area;
(2) The relationship of the exterior architectural features of such structure to the
remainder of the structure and to the surrounding area;
(3) The general compatibility of exterior design, scale, proportion,
arrangement, texture and materials proposed to be used; and
(4) Any other factors, including aesthetic factors, which the Commission deems
to be pertinent.

Section 16.607(c) of the Code further provides:

It is the intent of this subtitle that the Commission be strict in its judgment of plans
for contributing structures. It is also the intent of this subtitle that the Commission
shall be lenient in its judgment of plans for structures of little historic value or plans
for new construction, except where such plans would seriously impair the historic
or architectural value of surrounding structures or the surrounding area.

Section 16.607(d) authorizes the Commission to adopt guidelines for its review of

applications based on the standards set forth in the Code. Pursuant to this authority, the

Commission has adopted the Ellicott City Historic District Design Guidelines. Rules of

Procedure Sections 302 and 304 and Chapter 7 set forth the relevant recommendations for

Demolition and Relocation of Structures and New Construction: Additions, Porches and

Outbuildings in the Historic District, as detailed in the Findings of Fact, part C.

B. Application of Standards

Applying these standards and guidelines to the Subject Property, the Commission

finds that it contributes to Ellicott City’s historic significance. Consequently, in reviewing

the application, the Commission will be strict in its judgment. The Commission finds that

7



the Applicant’s proposal would not impair the historic or architectural value of the

surrounding area. The Commission finds that the proposal is consistent with the

Guidelines. The evidence supports this conclusion.

The Applicant proposes demolition of a dilapidated 10-foot wide garage and

replacement with a 14-foot wide garage that includes a sunroom above the garage with a

small deck. There will also be an elevator behind the garage to access the sunroom and

deck. This proposed work was previously the subject of Advisory Comments in HPC 20-

72, which is incorporated here by reference.

The existing garage is in disrepair and is not of historic significance. The new

garage is more compatible with the existing historic house in both scale and appearance.

It will use materials and colors that will match and are compatible u’ith the existing

structure and the relationship between the house and the new garage is more appropriate

than the existing garage in design proportion. The roof:line will be a gable roof,

complimenting the existing roofline.

The proposed addition will be attached to the side of the building as recommended

by the Guidelines. It will also be subordinate in size and set back off the primary facade

of the existing house and will not detract from the integrity of the historic structure or the

surrounding area.

The change to the proposed arrangement of the windows on the side of the addition

is compatible with the existing structure. The inappropriate curved windows have been

replaced with double hung 6:1 windows that are compatible with those on the historic

structure
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The proposed deck will be located on the rear of the building, which complies with

Guideline recommendations. The deck will be constructed with materials to match that

used on the screened-in porch that was approved and constructed in 2014.

For these reasons, and for the reasons identified in the Staff Report, and the reasons

stated by the Commission, the Commission concludes that the proposed work will not

impair the historic and architectural value of the surrounding area. The application

complies with the Guidelines and standards applicable to the Ellicott City Historic District.



ORDER AND CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL

Based on the foregoing Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, by a vote of 4 to

0 ) i t i s t h i s JL d a y o f P4 &k r A ) 2 0 2 1 9 1C) 1R1:DE RED ) that the

Applicant’s request for a Certificate of Approval for demolition and new construction at

the Subject Property, is APPROVED.

HOWARD COUNTY HISTORIC

f)6
7£M,,,.C,kfIA,–

Eileen Tennor, Vice-Chair

du./ a Bg
Drew Roth

RECUSED
Bruno Reich

BB

mTa–im

APPROVED for Form and Legal Sufficiency:

HOWARD COUNTY OFFICE OF LAW

ma
Senior Assistant County Solicitor

ANY PERSON AGGRIEVED BY THIS DECISION AND ORDER/CERTIFICATE OF
APPROVAL MAY APPEAL THE DE(_'ISION TO THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR
HOWARD COUNTY WITHIN THIRTY DAYS OF THE DATE OF THE DECISION.
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DECISION AND ORDER

Pursuant to Title 16, Subtitle 6, of the Howard County Code, notice having been

properly published, the Historic Preservation Commission (“Commission“) convened a

public hearing on February 4, 2021 to hear and consider the application of Gregory D.

Mason (“Applicant”)? for a Certificate of Approval for exterior alterations at 3749 Church

Road, Ellicott City, Maryland (the “Subject Property“). The Commission members present

were Allan Shad, Eileen Tenor, Drew Roth, Bruno Reich, and Erica Zoren. The following

documents, incorporated into the record by reference, are applicable to this case: (1) the

appropriate provisions of the Howard County Charter and the Howard CountY Code,

including the Howard County Zoning Regulations; (2) the General Plan for Howard

County; (3) the application for a Certificate of Approval and associated records on file with

the Commission; (4) the Agenda for the February 4, 2021 Commission meeting; (5) the

Ellicott City Historic District Design Guidelines, May, 1998 (the “Design Guidellnes“ or

“Guidelines”); and (6) the general design guidelines listed in Rule 107 of the Commission’s

Rules of Procedure.

Summary of Testimony

Ms. Samantha Holmes! Staff to the Commission, presented the application,

identifying the work proposed by the Applicant for which approval is requested9 and the
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recommendation and the application were provided to each Commission member and

reviewed with the Commission by Ms. Holmes. The Applicant testified in support of the

application.

Findings of Fact

Based upon the evidence, the Commission makes the following findings of fact:

The Subject Property

This property is located in the Ellicott City Historic District. According to SDAT,

the building on the property dates to 1830. The property is also listed on the Howard

County Historic Sites Inventory as HO-58, Angelo Castle.

This property currently has a Zoning Violation, case number CE-20-012, for:

1 ) 16.106.(a) & 16.123.(a)&(c) - Grading/clearing over 5,000 square feet without

an approved plan that addresses storm-water management and erosion & sediment control;

and

A.

2) 16.603 - Exterior alterations made without a Certificate of Approval from the

Historic Preservation Commission (HPC), including but not limited to: tree removal;

installing gravel & timber framed walkways; installing the timber retaining wall; and

placing fill dirt & cinderblocks around the site.

The Applicant received Advisory Comments in September and November 2020

(HPC_20_67 and HPC-20-80) from the Commission for the site alterations and proposed

remediation of the site.

B. Proposed Improvements

The Applicant seeks approval for:
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1) Planting of the following trees, shrubs and perennials:

Species
American Holl

Black Gum
Eastern Redbud

Flowering Dogwood
GreeiXsIT
Paw Paw

Red MaDle
Sugar Maple

Allegheny Servicebe:
Do\ny Servicebe

Fragrant Sumac “Low' 0

1)

oodRed Osier Do
Witch Hazel

Christmas Fern
Lady Fern

Ostrich Fern
Bjg Bluestem
Mtmr
Switch LSS

T'
TIe;
Tree
Tree
Tree

Tree
Tree
Tree
Tree

Shrub
Shrub
Shrub
Shrub
Shrub
Shrub

Perennial
Perennial
Perennial
Perennial
Perennial
Perennial

Drawin
a2
C2.2
C2. 1

C2.1/C2.2
C2. 1
C2. 1

C2. 1/C2.2
C2. 1

C2. 1/C2.2
C2. 1/C2.2
C2. 1/C2.2

C2.2
C2. 1 /C2.2

C2.2
C2.2
C2.2
C2.2

C2.1/C2.2
C2. 1/C2.2
C2. 1/C2.2

2 ) Retroactive approval for the removal of the following trees (location shown

on drawing Cl.0):

Tree Ta

Tl
T2
T3
T4
T5
T6
T7
T8
T9
TIO

Diameter
16 in
18 in
14 in
17 in
18 in

17 in
14 in
14 in

16.5 in
16 in
18 in
19 in

TII
T12

3) Retroactive approval for the placement of white gravel and timber edging

around the perimeter of the house.
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seeking tentative approval from the HPC but will require future submissions/permits from

Howard County.” These include the following:

1) The removal of the existing wooden retaining wall installed along the

eastern slope of the property, just north of the house.

2) The installation of a permanent stone retaining wall in the same location as

the existing wood wall (see drawing C2.3 for layout). It is understood that the existing

wooden wall is not an approved structure and that a permanent stone wall will require

subsequent submissions and permit applications. Pending the approval of the planting

items listed above, the owner will submit for a permit for the proposed retaining wall

through the Development Engineering Division.

The Commission cannot issue a tentative approval. The Applicant can request

Advisory Comments or a Certificate of Approval for these items. If a Certificate of

Approval is requested by the Applicant and approved by the Commission, it would be valid

for 18 months. If approved work is not completed within that timeframe, the Applicant

would be required to file another application for a Certificate of Approval from the

Commission.

C. Staff Report

Chapter 9.A: Landscape and Site Elements; Topography and Water Courses
1) Chapter 9. A explains j “Ellicott City's natural setting is essential to its character

In projects that involve grading land, clearing vegetation or building new
structures, care should be taken to protect and enhance natural features, views of
important naturalfeatures, and the environmental setting of historic buildings . The
Historic Preservation Commission will review the impact of such proposals on the
historic setting of Ellicott City and particularly on the relationship of historic
buildings to their sites. “

2) Chapter 9. A recommends, “Maintain and reinforce natural landscape elements,
such as rock outcroppings. water courses and tree lines.
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3) Chapter 9.B recommends.
a. “Retain mature trees and shrubs. Provide for their replacement when

necessary.
b. “Include landscaping improvements as part of any construction project in

locations visible from a public way. In most cases, use plant varieties native
to the area

c. “Retain landscaping patterns that reflect the historic development of the
property. Use historic photographs or landscaping plans if these are
available

4) Chapter 9.B recommends against:
a. “The removal of live1 mature trees, unless it is necessary due to disease or

to prevent damage to historic structures.
b. “Extensive clearing for new construction that can be accommodated by

more limited removal of vegetation.
5) Chapter 9.B states the following requires approval: “Removing live trees with a

diameter of 12 inches or greater 4.5 feet above ground level.’'

The proposed planting plan complies with the Guideline recommendations. Mature

trees were removed, but the Applicant has provided for their replacement with a varietY of

native trees, shrubs and perennials. The Applicant first presented a planting plan to the

Commission in September 2020 (Advisory case HPC-20-67) and further refined the plan

due to Commission comments and resubmitted for additional Advisory Comments at the

November 2020 meeting (case HPC-20-80). The proposed landscaping patterb will be

more in-keeping with historical views of the property, which was shown in photographs

provided by the Applicant, in which the house was once highly visible from Frederick

Road/Main Street. In recent years, the growth of trees and other vegetation blocked this

VIew .

Chapter 9.D: Landscape and Site Elements; Walls, Fences, Terraces9 WalkwaYS and
Driveways

6) Chapter 9.D explains, “Retaining walls of granite, brick or timber maY be
appropriate9 depending on the context. Concrete walls can be used in locations
with very little visibility. New granite walls are expensive, but retaining walls .faced
with granite or with a surface treatment that resembles Elticott CitY’s tYpical
stonework can be appropriate in visible locations .
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7) Chapter 9.D recommends, “Construct new sitefeatures using materials compatible
with the setting and with nearby historic structures, particularly for features visible
from a public way.

The removal of the wood retaining wall and proposed construction of a stone

retaining wall generally complies with the Guideline recommendations as stone retaining

walls are a common site feature in Ellicott City. However, more information is needed on

the proposed wall, such as complete drawings, fencing (if required) and stone color and

type.

Regarding the gravel pathway added around the house, with the timber framing, the

white gravel stands out highly visible against the house, brown mulch and vegetation, as

shown in the image below (provided by the Applicant, dating to October 2020). The gravel

does not comply with the guidelines, as it is not compatible with the setting and historic

feature. A darker gravel that better blends into the landscape would be more appropriate.

The timber framing does not appear highly visible from the public right of way and will

change color as it ages9 to a more appropriate darker color that will better blend with the

settrng.

D. Staff Recommendation

1) Staff recommends the HPC approve the proposed planting plan and

retroactive removal of the trees.

2) Staff recommends the HPC determine if the gravel and timber framing

comply with the Guidelines and approve, deny or modify accordingly.

3) Staff recommends the HPC determine if enough information was presented

for the approval of the retaining wall, and approve, deny or modify accordingIY.
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E. Testimony

Mr. Shad swore in Greg Mason and Fred Petty. Mr. Shad asked the Applicants if

they had any additional comments to the staff report. Mr. Petty said he and Mr. Mason

were willing to only seek approval for the planting plan at this time. The Commission

asked the Applicants to give more information on the stone retaining walls that are to

replace the wood retaining walls. Mr. Mason said he was aware of Staffs comments and

was willing to add a colored gravel of the Commission’s choosing over the current gravel

on the property. Additionally, he said the retaining wall would be a gray Pennsylvania

fieldstone with the vertical height of the wall shown on C2.3 in his application. Mr. Petty

said his understanding of the process was to seek a permit for the stone wall which would

address the wooden retaining wall in violation and what has been submitted to the

Commission in terms of the retaining wall was not the final engineered plan for permit.

The Commission said the planting plan could be approved as submitted agreed that

the white gravel should be covered with another layer of stone, in a different color, not

bright white. The Commission asked for more detail on the retaining wall and a better

representation of the proposed wall. Mr. Mason referenced C2.3 of his application to

provide height specifications to the Commission and asked if he should submit a sample

of the stone. The stone intended for use will be a gray Pennsylvania stone to match the

color of the house as much as possible.

Ms. Tennor clarified the look of the retaining wall was to be dry stack. Mr. Mason

confirmed it would be similar to what is shown on C2.3 which is a dry laid stone wall. Ms.

Tennor asked if the wall would be tapered and Mr. Mason affirmed the wall would be

tapered. Ms. Tennor asked about the color of the wall. Mr. Mason said the wall would be
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gray and as close to the stone that is on the house. Mr. Petty said the wall would be similar

to in appearance to Figure 7b from the application, but would not be a mortared wall.

Ms. Holmes asked the Applicants if the mustard color outline on phase 2 and 3 was

the proposed shape of the retaining wall. Mr. Mason said the mustard outline was the

proposed shape of the wall. Ms. Holmes said the wall detail looked like an outdoor

fireplace. Mr. Mason said what Ms. Holmes was looking at was the sideview or section of

the wall and the dimensions for the wall were 30 feet long by 44 inches at the base and 34

inches at the top of the wall. Ms. Holmes asked if the tie stone would run the entire length

of the wall. Mr. Mason said the tie stone would run the entire length of the wall. Mr. Mason

said there would be 2-3 foot sections of stone

Ms. Zoren and the Applicants discussed if a fence would be needed on top of the

wall. Mr. Mason said the wall would be 32 inches tall, he was unsure if a fence would be

needed and would have to speak to Permitting. Ms. Zoren said Applicants would have to

submit that request to the Commission if a fence was needed on the stone retaining wall.

She recommended that a layer of a more neutral gravel color to be placed on top of the

bright white gravel would help to fade the brightness of what was placed. Ms. Mason

confirmed he would add 1 to 2 inches of a gray #57 stone.

Mr. Shad asked if there was a difference in height of the walls or a step down. Mr.

Petty said that the lower retaining wall will be 32 inches farther down the hill than the high

retaining wall and it would be a stepped wall. Mr. Shad asked if the difference would be a

32-inch drop to the lower retaining wall. Mr. Petty said that was correct. Mr. Shad asked if

the wood retaining walls would be completely removed and the stone walls were to replace

the wooden retaining walls. Mr. Mason said the wood retaining walls would be removed.
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Mr. Shad said the phase 3 plan showed one wooden retaining wall and asked if the wood

retaining wall would be eliminated. Mr. Mason said the wood retaining wall would be

eliminated.

Mr. Reich discussed the planting plan schedule with the Applicants and asked for

clarification of the American Holly trees size as they are listed as planted 25-60 feet in

height. Mr. Mason said the 60-foot American Holly referenced on the plan reflected the

full growth height of the tree. Mr. Reich wanted the record to reflect clarification that the

size of trees will be nursery trees approximately 6-8 feet in height at installation and not

what is reflected in the planting schedule. Mr. Mason said the trees especially on the slope

will be smaller and will need to grow to mature height. Mr. Reich asked the Applicants to

provide a photograph of the actual retaining wall product that will be used to Staff.

Mr. Roth suggested that Staff approve the particular stone used on the retaining

walls and have more gravel placed over the white stones.

F. Motion

Mr. Roth moved to approve the proposed planting plan and retroactive removal of

trees. Approval of the timber framing bordering the gravel and require more subdued color

of gravel be added to the current gravel with Staff approval of the gravel color. Approval

of the retaining wall with Staff approval of the particular stone to be used. If the wall needs

a fence on the wall, the Applicant will have to come back before the Commission. Ms.

Tennor seconded. The motion was unanimously approved.

Conclusions of Law

Based upon the foregoing Findings of Fact, the Commission concludes as follows:

A. Standards of Review
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The standards for review of an application for a Certificate of Approval are set forth

in Section 16.607 of the Howard County Code and require consideration of:

(1) The historic, architectural, or archaeological value or significance of the
structure and its relationship to the historic value of the surrounding area;
(2) The relationship of the exterior architectural features of such structure to the
remainder of the structure and to the surrounding area;
(3) The general compatibility of exterior design, scale, proportion,
arrangement, texture and materials proposed to be used; and
(4) Any other factors, including aesthetic factors, which the Commission deems
to be pertinent.

Section 16.607(c) of the Code further provides:

It is the intent of this subtitle that the Commission be strict in its judgment of plans
for contributing structures. It is also the intent of this subtitle that the Commission
shall be lenient in its judgment of plans for structures of little historic value or plans
for new construction, except where such plans would seriously impair the historic
or architectural value of surrounding structures or the surrounding area.

Section 16.607(d) authorizes the Commission to adopt guidelines for its review of

applications based on the standards set forth in the Code. Pursuant to this authority, the

Commission has adopted the Ellicott City Historic District Design Guidelines. Chapter 9

sets forth the relevant recommendations for Landscape and Site Elements in the Historic

District, as detailed in the Findings of Fact, part C.

B. Application of Standards

Applying these standards and guidelines to the Subject Property, the Commission

finds that it contributes to Ellicott City’s historic significance. Consequently, in reviewing

the application, the Commission will be strict in its judgment. The Commission finds that

the Applicant’s proposal would not impair the historic or architectural value of the

surrounding area. The Commission finds that the proposal is consistent with the

Guidelines. The evidence supports this conclusion.
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The Applicant seeks retroactive approval for significant alterations to the landscape

at the Subject Property, which greatly affects the appearance of the historic home. Based

on the proposed planting plan, the removal of recently constructed wood retaining walls,

and the construction of dry-stack stone retaining walls as detailed herein, the Commission

concludes that the retroactive approval is in accord with the Guidelines, and that the

proposed landscape plan also complies with the Guidelines. The Applicant received

Advisory Comments for the site alterations and proposed remediation of the site in

September and November 2020 in HPC-20-67 and HPC-20-80, which are incorporated

here by reference.

The removal of mature trees without a Certificate of Approval is a violation of

Howard County law in addition to not complying with Guideline recommendations to

retain trees, which are a contributing characteristic of the Historic District. Approval of

the removal of trees is generally only warranted where they are diseased or threaten a

historic structure. Here, the removal of existing trees and vegetation dramatically altered

the appearance of the historic property. Accordingly, the Applicant has proposed a

significant replanting plan that complies with Guideline recommendations. The planting

plan includes a variety of native trees, shrubs, and perennials and has been developed over

the previous Commission hearings on this matter. The proposed landscaping pattern will

be more in-keeping with historical views of the property, which has been more visible from

Frederick Road/Main Street than in recent years when the property became overgrown.

The plants selected are appropriate for the steepness of the slope. Implementation of the

planting plan warrants retroactive Commission approval of the unlawful clearing.
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The Commission does not approve the use of bright gravel or the installation of the

wood retaining walls. Rather, the Commission approves the use of a dark gravel and the

installation of two dry-stack stone retaining walls.

Steep slopes are characteristic of the Historic District and their alteration is

disfavored. Here the angle of the slope warrants the use of solid stone retaining walls as

found though the District. The walls will be located as depicted in the application in the

area of the existing wood walls. The higher wall will be 32-feet long and tapered with a

44-inch base and 34-inches at the top. The lower wall will be of similar construction but

will be a tapered stepped design.

The timber framing of the walkways and the use of a darker color gravel, to be

approved by Staff, comply with the Guidelines. The timber framing is not highly visible

from the public way and will darken as it ages, which, with the darker gravel, is compatible

with the setting. For these reasons, and for the reasons identified in the Staff Report,

and the reasons stated by the Commission, the Commission concludes that the proposed

work will not impair the historic and architectural value of the surrounding area. The

application complies with the Guidelines and standards applicable to the Ellicott CitY

Historic District
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ORDER AND CERTIFICATE OF APPROVLL

Based on the foregoing Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, by a vote of 5 to

o, it i, thi, q+A d,y ,f Dl,acA , 2021, ORDERED, that the

Applicant’s request for a Certificate of Approval to make exterior alterations at the Subject

Property, is APPROVED as amended and detailed herein.

HOWARD COUNTY HISTORIC

APPROVED for Form and Legal Sufficiency:

HOWARD COUNTY OFFICE OF LAW

mviii;a
Senior Assistant County Solicitor

ANY PERSON AGGRIEVED BY THIS DECISION AND ORDER/CERTIFICATE OF
APPROVAL MAY APPEAL THE DECISION TO THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR
HOWARD COUNTY WITHIN THIRTY DAYS OF THE DATE OF THE DECISION.
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IN THE MATTER OF + BEFORE THE
THE APPLICATION OF
DESIGN BUILD REMODELING GROUP + HOWARD COUNTY
OF MARYLAND, LEAH ARTHUR

8 HISTORIC PRESERVATION
FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL
TO MAKE EXTERIOR ALTERATIONS + COMMISSION
AT 3800 MULLIGANS HILL LANE
ELLICOTT CITY, MARYLAND 8 Case No. 21-04
# # # # # # # 888 + + + + 8 + 8 + 8 + 88888 # # # # 8

DECISION AND ORDER

Pursuant to Title 16, Subtitle 6, of the Howard County Code, notice having been

properly published, the Historic Preservation Commission (“Commission“) convened a

public hearing on February 4, 2021 to hear and consider the application of Design Build

Remodeling Group of Maryland, Leah Arthur (''Applicant“), for a Certificate of Approval

to make exterior alterations and construct an addition at 3800 Mulligan Hill Lane, Ellicott

City, Maryland (the “Subject Property“). The Commission members present were Allan

Shad, Eileen Tenor, Drew Roth, Bruno Reich, and Erica Zoren. The following documents.

incorporated into the record by reference, are applicable to this case: (1) the appropriate

provisions of the Howard County Charter and the Howard County Code, including the

Howard County Zoning Regulations; (2) the General Plan for Howard County; (3) the

application for a Certificate of Approval and associated records on file with the

Commission; (4) the Agenda for the February 4, 2021 Commission meeting; (5) the Ellicott

City Historic District Design Guidelines, May, 1998 (the “Design Guidelines" or

''Guidelines“); and (6) the general design guidelines listed in Rule 107 of the Commission-s

Rules of Procedure
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Summary o1 1 estrrnony

Ms. Samantha Holmes, Staff to the Commission, presented the application,

identifying the work proposed by the Applicant for which approval is requested, and the

Staffs recommendation and the basis for the recommendation. Copies of Staffs

recommendation and the application were provided to each Commission member and

reviewed with the Commission by Ms. Holmes. The Applicant testified in support of the

application.

Findings of Fact

Based upon the evidence, the Commission makes the following findings of fact:

The Subject Property

This property is located in the Ellicott City Historic District. According to SDAT,

the building on the property dates to 2014, but this date appears to be in error. Aerial

photography places the building in its current location in 1984, earlier years are not clear

enough to discern. However, the architecture of the house indicates a historic double wide

building with an eII, sitting on a granite foundation with a rear addition off the ell, with a

saltbox roof. The County architectural historian’s opinion is that the building was most

likely originally a duplex and that it, or a building on the same site, was there in 1878, and

probably in 1860.

B. Proposed Improvements

The Applicant proposes to construct a family room addition on slab to include a

mudroom, bathroom with shower, and a laundry room. A two-sided indoor/outdoor

propane fireplace will also be installed and will open to a new porch area. The new addition

will consist of the following elements:

A.
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1) Side door – Andersen E-Series Aluminum to be white, matching the

existing match existing side door style. The door will be tan. The new door will a single

French door (to match that labeled 03-A).

2) Rear door – Andersen E-Series Aluminum door, to match existing door

color and style (6 light over 2 panel). The color will be tan. This door will be the same style

as the front door labeled 03-B.

3) Windows – Aluminum windows to match existing window color, tan.

(Note: they will not be aluminum clad wood, just plain aluminum).

4) Siding – HardieBoard Select Cedarmill lap siding, to be green to match the

existing wood lap siding on the main house. The siding on the main house has an exposure

of 6-5/8” and the new HardiePlank will have an exposure of 7’

5) Roofing – 30-year architectural shingles to match existing roof color (which

appears to be a brown roof, but due to its age, the exact color is not known. Staff has

requested this information from the Applicant and they are working to determine a

matching shingle).

6) Exterior lighting – The application states it will be metal to match the

existing, but an example of the existing lighting does not appear to be shown. The location

for the new lights to be installed was not specified on the drawings or in the application.

After emailing with the Applicant, the homeowner will return for this item in a future

application once fixtures have been picked out.

7) Gutters – 5” seamless black K-style gutters to match the existing.

The following features were not referenced in the application and were provided to

staff in a follow-up email:

8) Side porch roof – The drawings show a standing steam metal roof The

Applicant proposes to use an Englert metal roof system, in a color to be determined

(possibly black or metallic copper). The proposed seam type is A1300, with a 1 '/2 inch

seam height spaced 20 inches apart.

9) Side Porch Floor – Concrete, slab on grade.

10) Side Porch Ceiling – 12" solid vinyl soffit on underside of porch.
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11) Side Porch Posts – The drawings indicate a composite wrapped post, but

no information was otherwise specified in the application. The applicant stated they will

be wood 6x6 painted the same green color as the house.

12) Side porch fireplace – Twilight II Outdoor gas fireplace. The drawings

state it will be clad in El Dorado stone or equal. Staff requested additional information and

the Applicant stated the proposal is for white-washed brick.

13) New Addition Foundation – The drawings show a visible CMU

foundation line. The Applicant stated it will be parged.

C. Staff Report

Chapter 7: New Construction: Additions, Porches and Outbuildings
1) Chapter 7 recommends

a. “ Attach additions to the side or rear of a historic building to avoid altering
the primary .faQade. Consider the impact of the addition on side, rear and
rooftop views of the building .from public way.

b. '' Design additions in a manner that makes clear what is historic and \that
is new. Additions may be contemporary in design or may reference design
motifs from the historic building, but should not directly imitate the historic
building.
'Design an addition to be subordinate to the historic building is size,

height, scale and detail and to allow the form of the original structure to be
seen. Distinguish the addition .from the original structure by using a setback
or offset or a line of vertical trim between the old section and the new.

C.

The new addition will be attached on the rear of the house, which appears to already

have an addition. The new addition will be subordinate in size to the existing house and

complies with the Guidelines.

Chapter 7.A: New Construction: Additions, Porches and Outbuildings; Building
Additions

2) Chapter 7 recommends:
a. “Design windows to be similar in size, proportion and arrangement to the

existing windows. On historic buildings, or any building visible .from a
public way, windows should have true divided lights rather than interior or
sandwiched muntins. A possible alternative is windows that do not have
divided lights but have permanent exterior grilles, appropriately detailed to
be compatible with historic wood windows.

b. ''On any building1 use materials and colors (including roof, walls, and
.foundations) similar to or compatible with the texture and color of those on
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the existing building. Avoid exact replication that would make an addition
appear to be an original part of a historic building.

The rear windows feature an arched design, reminiscent of 1 990s sunrooms. Similar

to advice provided in case HPC-20-72 for 8396 Park Drive, the windows would be more

compatible in a double hung fashion with rectangular transoms as needed for additional

light.

The proposed siding is HardiePlank lap Cedarmill, which has a wood grain. The

use of this material complies with the Guidelines as it is both similar to and compatible

with the existing wood lap siding. Since it is a rear addition, it will not be highly visible.

Chapter 7.B: New Construction: Additions, Porches and Outbuildings; Construction of
New Porches and Decks

3) Chapter 7.B recommends, “on historic buildings, construct porches of painted
wood rather than poured concrete, metal or unpainted wood. Use stained or
unpainted wood only for less visible .features of a new porch, such as the decking
and step treads, or for simple decks (with railings but no walls or roofs) on the rear
of the building in a location not .facing or highly visible from a public way) .

The porch flooring is proposed to be concrete slab, but the Guidelines recommend

against concrete slabs. A bluestone paver is more typically seen in circumstances where a

porch is on slab and wood is not an option.

The porch posts will be wood, which complies with the Guidelines to construct

porches of wood. However, the ceiling is proposed to be vinyl, when a wood beadboard

would be more typical and appropriate.

Chapter 7.A.5: New Construction: Additions, Porches and Outbuildings; Building
Additions, Materials

4) Chapter 7. A.5 recommends.
a. '' On any building, use exterior materials and colors (including roof, waIts

and foundation) similar to or compatible with the texture and color of those
on the existing building. Avoid exact replicaTion that would make an
addition appear to be an original part of a historic building. ’
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b. “RoofIng material may be similar to historic roofIng material on the
existing building or may be an unobtrusive modern material such as asphall
shingles. Asphalt shingles should be Pat and uniform in color and texture.

The proposed metal roofing is proposed to be used on the new porch roof, a

historically appropriate location for only using metal when the remainder of the house is

asphalt. However, the seam type proposed, the A1300, is square and modern and is not

historically appropriate. A more historically appropriate seam, better replicating a hand

seam, would be the A1000 seam

The Applicant has not yet determined the color, but was looking at the metallic

copper or black color. The metallic copper color is not appropriate, since it will not weather

and age in the manner that real copper ages; and copper should be used instead if this color

is desired (the building at 8329 Main Street used copper for the porch roof and it has aged

to a dark patina). The Applicant also asked what color has been approved for historic use.

There is not an approved color chart, but historically appropriate colors include graY, black

and red.

The proposed white-washed brick fireplace complies with the Guideline

recommendations as brick is a historic building material and compatible with historic

Ellicott City stone and wood buildings.

D. Staff Recommendation

Staff recommends the HPC :

1 ) Determine if the proposed aluminum material for the windows and doors is

appropriate and approve, deny or modify accordingly.

2) Determine if the arched rear windows are appropriate and approve, denY or

modify accordingly.

3) Approve the overall shape and design of the addition.
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4) Approve the proposed Cedarmill Hardie lap siding, to be painted green to

match the existing siding color.

5) Approve the asphalt shingle roof, in a brown color to match the existing

roof

6) Approve the new 5“ k-style black gutters.

7) Determine if there are enough details provided for the exterior lighting, and

whether or complies with the Guidelines recommendations, and approve, deny or modify

accordingly.

Regarding the side porch, Staff recommends the HPC :

1 ) Determine if the A1300 seam is appropriate, and approve, deny or modify

accordingly.

2) Determine if the concrete porch floor is appropriate, and approve, deny or

modify accordingly.

3) Determine if the 12" solid vinyl soffit/ceiling on underside of porch is

appropriate, and approve, deny or modify accordingly.

4) Approve the 6x6 wood porch posts, painted green to match the house.

5) Approve the Twilight II Outdoor gas fireplace, clad in a white washed brick.

E. Testimony

Mr. Shad swore in Todd Swanson, Leah Arthur and Jeffrey Fitchett. Mr. Shad asked

if the Applicants had any comments or clarifications on the application. The Applicants

had no clarifications

Ms. Zoren asked the Applicants to clarify the material facing the fireplace and

chimney and asked if there was a photo of the El Dorado stone to be used. Mr. Swanson

said the structure would be whitewashed brick and the fireplace will be ventless because it

is outside. Ms. Zoren asked for clarification on the octagon window. Mr. Swanson said the

window had been changed to a rectangular window. Ms. Zoren asked if the Applicant

would continue the top part of the chimney up above the roof so the chimney looked like
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it was real. Mr. Swanson said that extending the chimney had not been discussed. Ms.

Zoren asked for the other Commissioners to weigh in on the chimney length and design.

Ms. Zoren said the shape and new window patterns were a big improvement.

Mr. Roth said he agreed with Ms. Zoren about the fireplace having a chimney stop

unrealistically below the roof.

Ms. Tennor agreed with the staff comments regarding the concrete slab porch floor

and asked the Applicants to add a paver to the porch concrete slab as Staff suggested. Mr.

Swanson said there is an existing concrete pad that currently leads to the front door. Ms.

Tennor explained the paver would make the slab more historically appropriate and asked

if the owner would consider it. Mr. Fitchett said it was something he considered doing after

the project was completed. Ms. Holmes asked if the Applicant would modify their

application to have a bluestone or slate paver on top of the concrete, since the Guidelines

recommend against new slabs of concrete The Applicant, Staff and the Commission

discussed Guideline requirements. The Applicant agreed to put stone pavers on top of the

4x2 concrete pad.

Ms. Tennor suggested using wood beadboard for the ceiling of the porch instead of

vinyl. Mr. Swanson agreed to utilize wood beadboard. Ms. Tennor asked if the color of the

ceiling would be white like the other trim. Mr. Swanson said the ceiling would be white.

Mr. Reich said the overall design of the addition fit and was compatible with the

existing house. He asked for clarification on the dimensions of the HardiePlank siding,

since the application states the siding will be in the same dimension and color of existing

siding. Ms. Arthur clarified the HardiePlank siding was a half inch different than the

existing siding. She noted there was a cedar shortage when the application was submitted
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and the closest siding was a HardiePlank with a 7-inch profile, while the original siding

has a 6.5-inch profile. Ms. Arthur said she would make sure the HardiePlank siding would

match the existing trim profile and color of the existing siding. If cedar siding could be

found, it would be used instead. Ms. Holmes asked the Applicant if the proposal is still to

use HardiePIank with the option to use cedar. Ms. Arthur said he would like to use cedar

but there is a chance he would not be able to get it and would like HardiePlank as an option.

Mr. Reich and Mr. Shad discussed the roof profiles with the porch being a straight

standing seam roof with mention of the application stating asphalt shingles would be on

the rest of the addition. Ms. Arthur said the metal roof would only be over the porch with

A 1000 profile.

F. Motion

Ms. Tennor moved to approve the application as submitted, with:

1 ) Items 1, the aluminum material for windows and doors since it is an addition

to the rear and not visible from the street,

2) Item 3 the overall shape and design of the addition, approving the proposed

cedar siding, painted green to match the current siding.

3) Asphalt shingle roof in the brown color and a shingle that matches the

existing roof and 5 inch K-style black gutters.

4) The side porch, approve the revised metal standing seam roof profile to

Al 000

5) The concrete porch floor, the Applicant has agreed to add bluestone or slate

pavers on top of the concrete.

9



6) Item 3, the solid vinyl soffit and ceiling has been modified to be a wood

beadboard painted white like other trim.

7) Approving 6x6 wood porch posts painted green to match the house and

existing porch.

8) Approving Twilight II outdoor gas fireplace and white washed brick.

Modification of the chimney to extend above the roof:line to be submitted to Staff for

approval.

Mr. Reich seconded. The motion was unanimously approved.

Second Motion: Ms. Tennor moved to approve the windows as submitted in the

subsequent revision that shows double hung verses the arched windows and the removed

octagonal window will now be a small double hung window. The Applicant will use cedar

siding with the option to use HardiePlank siding if cedar is not available.

Mr. Reich seconded. The motion was unanimously approved.

Conclusions of Law

Based upon the foregoing Findings of Fact, the Commission concludes as follows:

A. Standards of Review

The standards for review of an application for a Certificate of Approval are set forth

in Section 16.607 of the Howard County Code and require consideration of:

(1) The historic, architectural, or archaeological value or significance of the
structure and its relationship to the historic value of the surrounding area;
(2) The relationship of the exterior architectural features of such structure to the
remainder of the structure and to the surrounding area;
(3) The general compatibility of exterior design, scale, proportion,
arrangement, texture and materials proposed to be used; and
(4) Any other factors, including aesthetic factors, which the Commission deems
to be pertinent.

Section 16.607(c) of the Code further provides:

10



It is the intent of this subtitle that the Commission be strict in its judgment of plans
for contributing structures. It is also the intent of this subtitle that the Commission
shall be lenient in its judgment of plans for structures of little historic value or plans
for new construction, except where such plans would seriously impair the historic
or architectural value of surrounding structures or the surrounding area.

Section 16.607(d) authorizes the Commission to adopt guidelines for its review of

applications based on the standards set forth in the Code. Pursuant to this authority, the

Commission has adopted the Ellicott City Historic District Design Guidelines. Chapter 7

sets forth the relevant recommendations for New Construction: Additions, Porches and

Outbuildings in the Historic District, as detailed in the Findings of Fact, part C.

B. Application of Standards

Applying these standards and guidelines to the Subject Property, the Commission

finds that it contributes to Ellicott City’s historic significance. Consequently, in reviewing

the application, the Commission will be strict in its judgment. The Commission finds that

the Applicant’s proposal would not impair the historic or architectural value of the

surrounding area. The Commission finds that the proposal is consistent with the

Guidelines. The evidence supports this conclusion.

The Applicants propose an addition to a historic structure. A two-sided

indoor/outdoor propane fireplace will also be installed and will open to a new porch area.

The addition will be at the rear of the house and will be subordinate in size to the primary

structure, as recommended by the Guidelines. Because of its location, it will not be readily

visible from the public way. The addition will be sided with Cedar siding to match the

existing as close as possible or, if Cedar siding is not available, the proposed HardieBoard

Select Cedarmill lap siding, which mimics the existing wood lap siding on the main house

as close as possible, including the green color. The doors will match the existing door

styles and are a compatible color. The revised rectangular windows in the amended

11



•

application will be white aluminum and will match the existing two over two window style

and color. The roof will be constructed with 30-year architectural shingles to match the

existing roof color. Gutters will be black metal gutters that match the existing. This all

complies with Guideline recommendations for modern additions, which focus on ensuring

that the addition is compatible with the existing structure and does not unduly detract from

its historic appearance, particularly from the public way.

Similarly, the proposed porch also features historic materials including an A1000

profile black metal standing seam roof. A standing seam is a historic style of roof found

in the District. The porch posts will be wood painted green to match the house. The porch

flooring has been revised to include bluestone pavers. And the ceiling has been revised to

be white wood beadboard, a much more historically appropriate material than the initially

proposed vinyl. The indoor-outdoor fireplace will be faced with whitewashed brick, which

is an appropriate material and color. The fireplace is approved, contingent on Staff

approval of a modification to extend the false chimney beyond the roof:line to create a more

historically appropriate profile.

Any lighting or other elements will be considered in a future application as

necessary.

For these reasons, and for the reasons identified in the Staff Report, and the reasons

stated by the Commission, the Commission concludes that the proposed work will not

impair the historic and architectural value of the surrounding area. The application

complies with the Guidelines and standards applicable to the Ellieott City Historic District.
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ORDER AND CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL

Based on the foregoing Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, by a vote of 5 to

09 it is this Id day of AIG,rcA , 2021, ORDERED, that the

Applicant’s request for a Certificate of Approval to make exterior alterations and construct

an addition at the Subject Property, is APPROVED, as amended and detailed herein.

HOWARD COUNTY HISTORIC

APPROVED for Form and Legal Sufficiency:

HOWARD COUNTY OFFICE OF LAW

Lewis Tayll
Senior Assistant County Solicitor

ANY PERSON AGGRIEVED BY THIS DECISION AND ORDER/CERTIFICATE OF
APPROVAL MAY APPEAL THE DECISION TO THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR
HOWARD COUNTY WITHIN THIRTY DAYS OF THE DATE OF THE DECISION.
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