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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 May 6, 2021 to hear and consider the application of Tim Ebel

(“Applicant’-), for a Certificate of Approval to make exterior alterations at 8454 Frederick

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

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

the Commission; (4) the Agenda for the May 6, 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 Staff's

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 and is listed on the

Historic Sites Inventory as HO-338, Sam Caplan House/Burgess Tenant House. According

to SDAT the building on the property dates to 1899.

The Maryland Historical Trust Inventory information for this property contains a

1987 National Park Service tax credit application. This application shows that a 1970s era

mudroom/porch enclosure was removed around 1987-1988 and converted to an open side

porch.

B. Proposed Improvements

The Applicant proposes to make several exterior alterations and additions and seeks

tax credit pre-approval for eligible work. The proposed work is:

1) Enclose side porch (the porch that was previously a 1970s era
mudroom/enclosed porch and later removed in 1987- 1988). The porch is 16 feet deep by 6

feet 6 inches wide. The roof height will remain the same as the existing.

A.
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a. Windows – Install Marvin double hung 2:2 wood windows with a 1

1/8” external muntin to match the existing windows. Window trim to be Boral TruExterior

painted black.

b. Siding – Install Boral TruExterior German lap siding, painted

Benjamin Moore Van Deusen Blue. The siding reveal will be 4.969” inches, to match

historic house. Trim will be TruExterior black trim.

c. Door and Screen Door – Install wood door, to be one light over 2

panels, painted black. Install wood storm door, painted black, to match the existing screen

doors on the house.

d. Roof – Install Western States metal roofing, in a standing seam

style. The roof will be black and the panels will be 18 inches wide.

2) Make repairs and alterations to the existing historic house.

a. Roof – Remove existing asphalt roof and install Western States

metal roofing, in a standing seam style. The roof will be black and the panels will be 18

inches wide. The seam style is shown below in Figure 12.

b. Siding – Paint all siding Benjamin Moore Van Deusen Blue and

repair/replace rotten wood German lap siding in-kind as needed. The siding is currently a

light tan color.

3) Driveway gate – Install black steel gate on driveway, before bridge. The

gate design will match the existing steel railing. The gates will be mounted on 6-inch by 6-

inch metal posts.

C. Staff Report

Chapter 6.F: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Porches and
Balconies

1) Chapter 6.F recommends against “enclosing a historic porch, especially on a
building's primary fagade.

2) Chapter 6.F states the following is a possible exception, “If addiTional enclosed
space is needed, enclose a porch on a less visible side of a building in a mannel
that does not destroy its apparent openness and retains details thaT indicate its
original character .

The side porch to be enclosed was either restored or constructed in 1987-1988; it is

unclear what construction the removal of the 1970s mudroom consisted of Regardless, the

3



side porch proposed to be enclosed is located on the side of the building, not the primary

fagade, and serves more as a covered stoop than an actual porch (especially when compared

to the porches on the front fagade of the historic building). The enclosure will be lined with

windows, keeping the room visibly open.

Chapter 7: New Constructions: Additions, Porches and Outbuildings
3) Chapter 7. A. 1 recommends.

a. Design and fIt additions to avoid damaging or obscuring key architectural
features of a historic building.

b. Attach additions to the side or rear of a historic building to avoid allering
the primary fagade. Consider the impact of the addition on side. rear and
rooftop views of the building from public ways.

c. Design additions so that the form and integrity of the historic structure
would be unimpaired if the addition were to be removed in the fUture.

The enclosure of the side porch will avoid damaging or obscuring key architectural

features, as it will be a small enclosure attached directly to the side porch and not the main

historic structure or front porches. The historic nature of the side porch is questionable due

to the construction done in the late 1980s. While the enclosed porch will be visible from

the street, it will minimally alter the historic structure since the porch structure already

exIsts.

4) Chapter 7.A.4 recommends:
d. Design windows to be similar in size, proportion and arrangement to lhe

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.

e. Use doors and simple entrance designs that are compatible with those on
the existing building or similar buildings nearby.

The proposed windows will be 2:2 wood, matching the muntin pattern on the

historic house. Likewise, the door will be a one light over two panel wood door painted

black, matching those on the historic house
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5) Chapter 7. A.5 recommends.
f. ''on any building, use exterior 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.

g. “ For frame construction, use wood siding or wood shingles similar in
appearance to the siding or shingles on the existing building ... A substitute
siding material that is compatible in width, profIle. shape, texture and .flnish
to the wood siding on the existing building may be used .for additions to
nonhistoric buildings, or for additions to historic buildings i.f wood siding
is not a viable option.

The siding will be Boral TruExterior in a German lap profile. The TruExterior is a

poly-ash composite, but looks very similar to wood in texture, density and thickness.

TruExterior siding can also be installed using wood-working tools, similar to wood siding.

The TruExterior siding complies with the Guidelines, as it is compatible with the historic

wood siding, but is not an exact replication, as the material is different.

The proposed roofing on the porch enclosure will be black standing seam metal,

which is also proposed to be installed on the main historic house. In both cases asphalt

shingles will be removed for the installation of the metal roofing, which is a more

historically appropriate roofing type than asphalt. While it is unknown if a metal roof ever

existed on this structure, it is reasonable that the roof would have originally been wood

shingle and could have been converted to metal and later, asphalt. The Western States

standing seam metal roofing appears to only come in one profile, unlike other metal roofs

the Commission has reviewed. The seam is slightly wider and more square than previous

roofs the Commission has approved, with the goal to have a machine-made standing seam

look more like a hand seam. Figure 12 below shows the proposed seam type, while Figure

13 shows the seam type the Commission has reviewed in past applications.

Chapter 6.E: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Roofs, Dormers
and Gutters
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6) Chapter 6.E explains, “historic roQnng materials include wood shingles, metal and
state. Wood shingles were used on the earliest buildings. Metal (including copper.
terne metal and later, galvanized steel) and state become common roofing
materials in the mid 19th century.

7) Chapter 6.E recommends. “Replace historic roof materials only when necessary
due to extensive deterioration; use replacement material that matches or is similcu
to the original. If this is not possible, a different material characteristic of the
building’s style, construction methods and period may be used. (For example.
replacing wood shingles with standing seam metal may be appropriate for some
early 18C)Qs buildings.)“

In this instance the roof is currently asphalt shingles and is not a historic roofing

material. The Applicant proposes to replace the modern asphalt with a historically

appropriate metal roofing. This change from a modern material to a historically appropriate

material is consist with the Guideline recommendations to use historic building materials.

The only potential issue with the proposed roofing is the seam type, as mentioned above.

The Commission should determine if the proposed seam is appropriate in replicating a hand

seamed look, which is what would have existed on a historic building of this age.

Chapter 6.N: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Colors and
Painting

8) Chapter 6.N recommends.
a. “Use colors appropriate to the period and style of the building.
b. ''Use colors that are generally compatible with (and do not clash with) the

colors used in the district, particularly on neighboring buildings. On
attached buildings, use the same colors or a coordinated color scheme

whenever possible. In general, use calm or subdued colors. reserving bright
colors .for small, important details such as doors or trim.

The proposed paint color, Benjamin Moore Van Deusen Blue, will be compatible

with the style of the building, which is primarily a granite structure with a frame addition.

The blue will be compatible with the blue and gray colors found in the Ellicott City granite

on the historic house

Chapter 9.D: Landscape and Site Elements; Walls, Fences, Terraces, Walkways and
Driveways

9) Chapter 9.D recommends.
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a. “Construct new site feaIures using materials compatible with the setting
and with nearby historic structures, particularly for features visible .from a
public way.

b. “Install open fencing, generally not more than fIve .feet high. of wood ot
dark metal. '’

The Guidelines do not specifically address gates. However, the proposed gate will

be constructed to match the existing railing, which was approved by the Commission. The

gate will be compatible with the setting and will be constructed of black steel, which

complies with the Guideline recommendations.

D. Staff Recommendation

Staff recommends the HPC :

1 ) Approve Items la, lb and Ic for the new porch enclosure.

2) Determine if Item Id and 2a, the standing seam metal roof has an

appropriate seam and approve, deny or modify accordingly.

3) Approve Item 2b, the painting and repair of the siding on the existing house.

4) Approve Item 3, the driveway gate.

Testimony

Mr. Shad swore in Tim Ebel. Mr. Ebel said that he was open to using a different

type of standing seam roof and was not seeking tax credits for the work.

Ms. Zoren said the design fits with the historic house. She said enclosing the side

porch, since it is not historic, will not devalue the historic character of the structure. Ms.

Zoren asked for clarification on the material used on the existing house siding for the repair

work. Mr. Ebel said he would be using wood. Ms. Zoren would prefer to see a more hand

seamed look on the standing seam roof. Mr. Ebel agreed. Ms. Zoren said that otherwise it

was a very nice design.

E.
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Mr. Reich said that everything looked carefully considered. The windows are

appropriate and enclosing a side porch made sense. The gate looked appropriate for the

metal railing design on the bridge. Mr. Reich agreed with the comments on the standing

seam, he said the vertical seam was good and something better would be hand seamed. He

suggested they might want to consider 16 inches on center, which would look more

original.

Mr. Roth liked the design of the gate and concurred with Ms. Zoren and Mr. Reich

regarding the roof.

Ms. Tennor said the height of the porch roof will remain the same as the existing,

but she said the drawings indicate a steeper pitch. She asked if that was just the drawing

appearing different and Mr. Ebel said that was just the drawing. Ms. Tennor asked if the

elevation of the wall that will no longer be visible will remain the same behind the new

porch. Mr. Ebel indicated it would remain the same.

Mr. Shad said it was a great design and was considerate of the original intentions

of the house.

F. Motion

Mr. Roth moved to approve the proposal as submitted, with the exception of the

standing seam metal roof. A standing seam roof of a more traditional style may be approved

by staff or through the Minor Alterations process if appropriate. 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
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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 6

sets forth the relevant recommendations for Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing

Buildings in the Historic District, as detailed in the Findings of Fact, part C. Chapter 7 sets

forth the relevant recommendations for New Constructions in the Historic District, as

detailed in the Findings of Fact, part C. 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
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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 to enclose an existing modern side porch, replace an

asphalt shingle roof with a standing seam metal roof and repair siding on the historic house.

and install a black steel gate on the driveway, before the bridge. The side porch will be 16

feet, six inches along the side of the house and six feet deep. It will be clad with Boral

TruExterior German lap siding, five double-hung 2:2 wood windows with a 1 1/8“ external

muntin to match the existing windows, and a new wood door and wood storm door. The

siding profile will match the historic house, as will the color Benjamin Moore Van Deusen

Blue. The window trim and doors will be painted black. The Applicant sought approval

for a standing seam roof but agreed with the Commission that a different style than the one

proposed would be more historically appropriate. The Commission approves a standing

seam roof style that is approved by Staff or is approved through the Minor Alterations

Process. Enclosing a small modern side-porch on the side of the structure as is proposed

here does not significantly affect the integrity of the historic structure. The porch will be

clad in siding that visually matches the existing structure. Wood windows of an appropriate

style will be used as well as wood doors.

Just as with the side porch roof, the Applicant proposes a standing seam metal roof

for the main historic building, and to repair rotting wood siding with wood, and paint the

siding blue. Because the Applicant agrees that the original style proposed is not the best

and will proposed a more historically appropriate style, the Commission approves the

replacement of the modern shingle roof with a more historically appropriate standing seam
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roof, in a style that is approved by Staff or through the Minor Alterations process. The

currently tan signing will be painted Van Deusen Blue, a historically appropriate color.

The Applicant also proposes to install a black metal gate at the bridge to the

property. The gate will match the existing bridge railing, which was approved by the

Commission. The gate will be compatible with the setting and will be constructed of black

steel, which complies with Guideline recommendations for fencing.

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 APPROVAL

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

0, it is this IS day of $2/ae_ , 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
PRESERVATION COMMISSION

I
gB

Eileer; Tele

a,J/y/ #
Drew Roth _

64
;/',',acE Ecci-C

Bruno Reich B/3

0,

/g

Erica Zore'

APPROVED for Form and Legal Sufficiency:

HOWARD COUNTY OFFICE OF LAWn,
nwisT7lor
Senior Assistant County Solicitor

ANY PERSON AGGRIEVED BY THIS DECISION AND ORDER/CERTIFICATE OF
APPROVAI, MAY APPEAL THE DECISION 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 May 6, 2021 to hear and consider the application of Paula Dwyer

(“Applicant”), for a Certificate of Approval to make exterior alterations at 8329-8333 Main

Street, 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 May 6, 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 Staff’s

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 and is listed on the

Historic Sites Inventory as HO-325, Caleb Menyman’s Two Frame Buildings. According

to the Inventory form, the buildings date circa 1830- 1835.

B. Proposed Improvements

The Applicant proposes to make the following alterations to the building and rear

A.

yard:

Rear Yard

1 ) Clearing and removal of brush and grass, removal of trees that are less than

12 inches in diameter located at the rear of the property. Existing shrubs and plantings on

the fence shared with La Palapa will be removed,

2) Install a perimeter of new native plantings along the same area, including

Mountain laurel, Inkberry (female) evergreen, viburnum, hydrangea, Black Eyed Susan.
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Purple Sage, Lavender, Iris, Milkweed, Daises and Zinnias. An existing dogwood will

remain and one more dogwood will be planted.

3) Remove existing brick pavers.

4) Level rear area where brick and lawn were located and install bluestone

pavers.

5) Remove existing fence on Merryman Street side of property.

6) Install new black aluminum fence on Merryman Street side of property and

around parking area, using a fence style found throughout the historic district.

7) Add an elevated composite deck to the rear of the property, located adjacent

to the existing park slab. The proposed product is Cali Bamboo, a composite deck material

that is moisture resistant.

8) Repair and paint retaining wall, which is visible from the rear yard and

retains the street. Repair retaining wall with quickset concrete and paint Sherwin Williams

On the Rocks 7671, a tan color

9) Use black metal tables and chair for outdoor seating.

10) The Applicant seeks tax credit pre-approval for these items, but they are not

eligible per Section 20. 112 of the County Code.

House

11) Paint shutters Sherwin Williams Tricorn Black 6258. The shutters are

currently a brown color. The Applicant seeks tax credit pre-approval for the work.

12) Replace three existing historic wood front doors with three new wood doors

(African Mahogany) in a 3/1 light over one panel and remove existing transoms. The new

doors will be painted Sherwin Williams Rapture Blue. The Applicant seeks tax credit pre'

3



approval for this work. Currently there are three doors on the front fagade of the building,

consisting of:

a. 8329 Main Street – Unpainted wood paneled door. One light

transom above door. Full light wood storm door over main door. This door is not as easy

to see in the 1977 photo. In the 1977 photo, there is an AC unit in the transom over the

door, so the current one light transom may not be original.

b. Middle door between duplex units – This is a sallyport (alley

between duplex building leading to rear yard) with a door. The door is a half light (filled

in and painted) over three horizontal panels. This door is evident in a 1977 photo from the

Inventory form

c. 8333 Main Street – Half light over two vertical panels door. This

door has a four-light transom over the door. This door is evident in a 1977 photo from the

Inventory form

C. Staff Report

Rear Yard

Chapter 9.B: Landscape and Site Elements; Trees and Other Vegetation
1 ) Chapter 9.B states the following is Routine Maintenance.

a. “ Removing shrubs or other low vegetation.
b. “Planting trees, shrubs or other vegetation, except as listed above undel

'' Work that Requires a CertifIcate of Approval '’
2) Chapter 9.B states the .following work requires a CertifIcate of Approval,

Removing live trees wiTh a diameter of 12 inches or greater 4.5 .feet above
ground level.

3) Chapter 9.B recommends. “ Retain mature trees and shrubs. Provide for their
replacement when necessary.

The proposal to clear the existing vegetation does not require approval and would

be considered routine maintenance, as does the proposal to install new native plantings.
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The proposed tree to be removed has three trunks and may require approval if all three

trunks total 12“ inches or greater (for multi-stemmed trees, the size is detcl'nlined b\-

measuring all the trunks. and then adding the total dianreter of the largest trunk to one-

half the diameter of each additional trunk). The Applicant proposes to utilize the area for

seating and the tree is currently blocking that area. The Applicant proposes to plant a new

dogwood tree.

Chapter 9.D: Landscape and Site Elements; Walls, Fences, Terraces, Walkways and
Driveways

4) Chapter 9.D recommends.
a. “Construct new site features using materials compatible with the setting

and with nearby historic structures, particularly for features visible from a
public way.

b. ''Construct new terraces or patios visible .from a public way .from brick.
stone or concrete pavers designed to look like indigenous stone.

c. “ Install openfencing, generally not more than fIve feet high, of wood or
dark metal.

The proposed black aluminum railing will be the same type as one found throughout

the historic district and complies with the Guideline recommendations.

The proposal to remove the existing brick pavers and install bluestone pavers also complies

with the Guidelines. Bluestone is a typical material used in the district and complies with

the Guideline recommendations

The proposed Cali Bamboo product is made from 60% wood and 40% plastic. The

appearance and texture is compatible with actual wood products when compared side by

side, although the product does not feel like wood. The platform deck will not be located

adjacent to the historic structure, but will be detached in the rear yard, next to a bluestone

patio and the current elevated driveway pad (proposed eating area). This product may be

an improvement over pressure treated wood, which tends to crack, warp and splinter over

tlrne
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Chapter 10.C: Parking Lots, Public Streets and Street Furniture
5) Chapter 10.C recommends.

a. “Use street furniture that is simple in design and constructed of
traditionat materials such as wood and dark metal

b. “Select street .furniture that rein.forces Etlicott City's identity as a historic
district .

The proposed outdoor tables and chairs, which will be located in the rear yard,

rear parking pad, front porch and front yard comply with the Guideline recommendations.

House
Chapter 6.N: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Colors and
Painting

1) Chapter 6.N recommends.
a. “Use colors appropriate to the period cmd style of the building.
b. ''Use colors that are generally compatible with (and do not clash with) the

colors used in the district, particularly on neighboring buildings. On
attached buildings, use the same colors or a coordinated color scheme
whenever possible. In general, use calm or subdued colors, reserving
bright colors for small, important details such as doors or trim.

The proposal to paint the shutters black complies with the Guidelines. Black is a

common color for shutters and will also be compatible with the tan siding on the

building.

The proposal to paint the doors Sherwin Williams Rapture Blue also complies

with the Guidelines recommendation to reserve bright colors for small important details

such as doors or trim. It is unclear if the bright blue will be compatible with the tan siding

and Staff has requested a sample paint board for the Commission’s review.

The proposal to paint the retaining wall complies with the Guidelines, as it will be

a neutral color. The retaining wall is currently in poor condition and the repair and

painting will improve the aesthetic appearance of the wall.

Chapter 6.G: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Entrances
2) Chapter 6.G recommends.

a. “ Maintain and repair original doors, flames, sills, tintels, side lights and
transoms. Weatherstrip doors to reduce air in.nttration.
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b. ''When repair is not possible. replace historic doors and entrance features
with .features of the same size, style and fInish. ’'

c. “ Replace inappropriate modern doors with doors of an appropriate style.
If documentary evidence of the original door is available, choose a new
door similar to the original. OTherwise, use a door appropriaTe to the
period and style of the building.

d. “ Restore doorways, transoms or sidelights that have been OIled in, using
physical, pictorial or documentary evidence to accurately restore the
building’s historic appearance.

The existing one light over 2-panel door at 8333 Main Street is a historic door,

probably circa 1890-1915. The door at 8329 Main Street does not appear to be historic.

The Guidelines recommend replacing historic doors with doors of the same size, style and

finish, and replacing inappropriate modern doors with new doors of an appropriate style,

based on documentary evidence. It would be most appropriate to replace the door at 8329

Main Street with a door matching that at 8333 Main Street, since it is an existing historic

door. If the existing door at 8333 Main Street cannot be repaired, it should be replaced in-

kind, matching the existing in size, style and finish.

The proposal to remove the transoms does not comply with the Guidelines, as they

are historic building features. The 4-light transom should remain in-place and not be

removed, as it is a historic building feature. The one light transom at 8329 Main Street was

most likely originally a 4-light transom, but appears to have been altered when the AC unit

was installed and later removed (see Figure 14, 1977 photo above). The one light transom

should be replaced with a 4-light transom, matching that at 8333 Main Street, but should

not be removed.

The middle door between the two duplexes is actually a sallyport door (although it

resembles a front door leading to an interior space), which leads through an alley between

the buildings to the rear yard. There are several examples of sallyport doors in Ellicott
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City, but they are most commonly seen in Baltimore City. The existing sallyport door could

be 50 years old or more, which would make it a historic door. Typically, sallyport doors

are open iron or wood doors and do not look like a front door (as this one does).

D. Staff Recommendation

Staff recommends the HPC:

1 ) Approve Items 1-9, the alterations to the rear yard

2) Verify the diameter of the tree to be removed with the Applicant and

determine if it can be removed.

3) Deny Item 10, tax credit pre-approval, which the rear yard items are not

eligible for.

4)

this item

5)

Approve Item 11, painting the shutters black. Pre-approve tax credits for

Determine if the front doors, Items 12 a, b and c require replacement.

a. If the doors require replacement, Staff recommends the HPC

recommend against the proposed replacement doors, which do not comply with the

Guidelines. The door at 8333 Main Street is historic and should be replicated for use at

8329 and 8333

b. Provide advice on a replacement sallyport door, which will no

longer lead to a rear alley.

c. Deny removal of the four-light transom at 8333 Main Street, as it

does not comply with the Guidelines.

d. Recommend replacement of the one-light transom at 8329 Main

Street with a four-light transom to match the historic transom at 8333 Main Street.
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E. Testimony

Mr. Shad swore in Paula Dwyer, the Applicant and Lucas Browning, the contractor.

Ms. Dwyer explained that she is applying for a change of use, and that is why she is

requesting to make alterations for the back of the building. She said now that she is aware

that the door at 8333 Main Street is historic, she would like to agree and move forward

with the staffs recommendation, either keeping the door if she can fix it, or replace in-kind

and keep the transoms. At 8329 Main Street she will match the historic door at 8333 and

keep the transoms, if possible.

Mr. Reich summarized the rear alterations, bluestone pavers, and new fencing, and

said it all looks appropriate. He asked the Commission to determine if the blue paint for

the front doors was too bright. Ms. Dwyer said she found another door down the street of

a similar color. He said if she will make the doors compatible, as Staff recommended, that

is fine and everything else seems reasonable.

Mr. Roth said the application looks fine. He said the river birch is a native species.

but well under the size limit, so he is fine with removal. He said everything else looks fine.

and the Applicant’s willingness to preserve the historic door and transoms is commendable.

He found the door color acceptable and had no questions.

Ms. Tennor asked about the deck in the rear and how many steps it would have.

Mr. Browning said the deck will be approximately two to three steps up, as they are trying

to only have about two steps to reach the rear parking pad, so it will be relatively low. Ms.

Tennor said the decks they have approved in the past have all been pine or wood. She asked

staff about materials typically approved for decks. Ms. Holmes clarified that other

materials have been approved for use on rear decks versus front porches. Ms. Tennor asked
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what material would be used for the deck structure and vertical members. Mr. Browning

said the structural supports will be pressure treated pine wood. Ms. Tennor confirmed a

railing would not be needed, because the deck is sitting lower than one that requires a

railing.

Ms. Tennor expressed concern about the proposed door color. She said that given

it was set back and shaded by the porch, it might be muted by its surroundings a bit. Ms.

Tennor asked if the doors will be equally used as entrances. Ms. Dwyer said they both will

be used. Ms. Tennor said the sallyport door would be easier to retain if it was painted the

same color as the siding.

Ms. Zoren agreed with previous comments and the staff recommendations on

retaining the doors and transoms. Ms. Zoren expressed some concern on the bright door

color, but as Ms. Tennor mentioned, it is set back in shadow. Ms. Zoren recommended a

shade more muted on the blue would also be acceptable. Regarding the composite decking,

she said that in this situation it is appropriate due to the distance from the house, it is not

physically connected to the structure and not visible from Main Street. This composite has

a less plastic texture that other composites presented in the past.

Mr. Shad did not have any comments to add.

Ms. Holmes asked the Applicant if all three doors would be painted the blue. Ms.

Dwyer said that only the entrance doors would be painted blue and the sallyport door would

remain the color of the siding.

Ms. Tennor said the request for tax credit pre-approval on the rear yard items has

been withdrawn.

F. Motion
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Ms. Tennor moved to approve:

1 ) Items 1-9, the alterations to the rear yard and removal of the plant material.

2) Item 11 for painting shutters and tax credit pre-approval.

3) For the front doors the Applicant will restore or replace in-kind the door at

8333 Main Street. At 8329 Main Street, the Applicant will replace the door to match that

at 8333 Main Street. Both doors must include 4-light transoms. The sallyport door in the

center will either remain or be replaced in kind. The two entrance doors will be painted

blue and the center door will match the siding. Tax credit pre-approval for the

restoration/replication of doors and transoms.

Mr. Reich seconded the motion. 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:

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.
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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 6

sets forth the relevant recommendations for Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing

Buildings in the Historic District, as detailed in the Findings of Fact, part C. 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. Chapter 10 sets forth the relevant

recommendations for Parking Lots, Public Streets and Street Furniture 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, as amended, 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 alterations to the historic building part of a transition in

business use. The back-yard area will be developed by removing overgrown vegetation

and install a perimeter of native plants. Brick pavers will be removed and replaced with

bluestone pavers after the area is leveled. An existing non-historic fence at Merryman

street will be replaced with a black metal fence of a type common in the District and an

existing retaining wall will be repaired and painted a tan color complimentary to the

historic buildings. An elevated composite deck will be constructed away from the historic

12



buildings and black metal chairs and tables will be used for diners. This work is in accord

with Guideline recommendations. The changes do not alter the historic buildings and are

located at the rear of property. The use of bluestone and black metal fencing is common

in the District and black metal tables and chairs are appropriate. The deck is weather

resistant detached from the historic buildings in the rear yard, as recommended by the

Guidelines

On the historic buildings, the Applicant has amended her proposal to replace the

existing historic doors, and will instead repair the door at 8333 Main Street, or replace in-

kind if repair is not possible. The four-light transom will remain. At 8329 Main Street the

door will be replaced to match in-kind the door at 8333 Main Street and the existing

transom shall be converted to a four-light transom to match that at 8333 Main Street. Both

doors will be painted blue. The center sallyport door will remain or be replaced in kind

and will be painted to match the existing siding. The shutters will be painted black.

Retaining the historic doors is in accord with the Guidelines and the colors are compatible

with the surrounding area.

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 APPROVAL

Based on the foregoing Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law9 by a vote of 5 to

o, it is this a day of :roMe. , 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

Our Cw/v.'-
Eileen Tennor, Vice-Chair

BALa ee

6
Bruno Reich

Erica Zor

Drew Roth

APPROVED for Form and Legal Sufficiency:

HOWARD COUNTY OFFICE OF LAW

ma–Tag;
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
THE APPLICATION OF
KIMBERLY KEPNES

8

FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL 8
TO MAKE EXTERIOR ALTERATIONS
AT 3691 SARAH’S LANE 8
ELLICOTT CITY, MARYLAND

# # # # # # # # # # # # # #

BEFORE THE

HOWARD COUNTY

HISTORIC PRESERVATION

COMMISSION

Case No. 21-18a
# # # # # # 888 + 8 + 88

$

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 May 6, 2021 to hear and consider the application of Kimberly Kepnes

(“Applicant“), for a Certificate of Approval to make exterior alterations at 3691 Sarah's

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 May 6, 2021 Commission meeting; (5) the Ellicott

City Historic District Design Guidelines, May, 1998 (the ''Design Guidelines'’ Ol

''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 Staff’s

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 and is listed on the

Historic Sites Inventory as HO-59, Mt. Ida. The Inventory form explains that the traditional

date for the construction of "Mount Ida" is given as 1828, but documentary research calls

this into question, suggesting that construction likely began c. 183 1-1833 .

In October 2020, the Applicant presented an application to the Commission in case

HPC-20-70 for approval of certain exterior alterations and advice on the northwest porch.

In February 2021, the Applicant presented another application to the Commission in case

HPC-21-03 for approval of exterior alterations, such as constructing driveway entrance

columns and lights, constructing a first-floor porch, adding shutters to the structure.

installing fencing and adding a sidewalk to the new porch.

B. Proposed Improvements

The Applicant seeks approval for the following items:

1) Bluestone path – Install a bluestone path leading to the northwest/service

entry door. The path will contain 6 granite steps (the granite is approximately 4 feet long).

A.
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There will be two landings along the path that will be constructed ofbluestone tile. Landing

#1 will be approximately 4 feet by 5 feet and the second landing will be approximately 4

feet by 6 feet. The path will be approximately 6 feet wide by 16 feet long and will be

constructed ofbluestone tiles to match the recently approved northeast path.

2) Metal Railings – Remove existing aluminum railings (3/4’- x 3/4“ square

with 3.5“ between balusters) along northwest steps to building. Install new black metal

(powder coated wrought iron or fabricated steel) square picket hand railings along the

northwest/northeast pathways and stairways. The railings will be located along the new

pathway and granite steps as detailed in the application, to include:

a. One railing installed on the outside edge of each landing area, for a total of

five railings.

b. One railing installed on the outside edge of each path, for a total of 2

railings.

c. One stairwell handrail will be installed on both sides of the granite service

entry steps.

d. One stairway handrail will be installed at the new granite steps to the

building in place of a previous approval for a wood handrail, so all handrails

will match.

Parking Lot -

a. Existing portion of asphalt parking area to be coated with two layers of gray

granite tar and chip gravel surface, size #7-8

b. Install new triangular parking area, to square off overall parking lot with

sub-base gravel RC6 with two layers of gray granite tar and chip gravel

surface, size #7-8

c. Install a 4-foot by 65-foot landscape island. Install four crape myrtle trees

in island.

d. Install concrete parking bumpers to identify parking spaces.

e. Install a cobblestone perimeter edging along north and northeast section of

parking area.

f Stripe the ADA space and install ADA sign.

ADA Door and Ramp –

3)

4)
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a. Install a wood ADA entry door on the side building addition. The new door

will match the green color on the existing doors.

b. Install a fabricated metal ramp or a wood ramp at the building addition. The

ramp is to be installed on the far-right side of the parking lot (if facing the

building) and will lead to a side door on the addition. The ramp will consist

of three section of approximately 30 feet and one section of approximately

15 feet, for a total of 105 feet ADA compliant ramp, with compliant

platforms every 30 feet. The aluminum ramp would be silver and the wood

ramp would be pressure treated wood stained Behr Harbor Gray.

Staff Report

Chapter 9.D: Landscape and Site Elements; Walls, Fences, Terraces, Walkways and
Driveways

1) Chapter 9.D recommends.
a. “ConsTruct new site features using materials compatible with the setting

and with nearby historic structures, particularly for features visible from a
public way.

b. “Construct new terraces or patios visible from a public way from brick,
stone or concrete payers designed to look like indigenous stone.“

c. ''Install open fencing. generally not more than fIve feet high, of wood or
dark metal.

The proposed removal of the existing aluminum railings and installation of the new

black powder coated wrought iron or fabricated steel railings will make all railings on the

property one consistent type and will be of a sturdier material than the current aluminum.

The proposed railings will be similar to others found in the historic district. The railing

complies with the Guideline recommendations.

The proposal to install the bluestone path is consistent with a different path

approved in HPC-21-03, so there will be consistent use of stone materials for new paths on

the property. The proposed bluestone path complies with the Guideline recommendations.

Chapter 10.A: Parking Lots, Public Streets and Street Furniture; Paving Materials and
Street Design

2) Chapter 10. A recommends.
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a. “Where historic materials such as cobblestone sur.faces and granite curbs
exist, maintain and preserve these materials in place.

b. '' For plazas, driveways, parking lots, walkways and other paved area, used
stone or stone-like materials as alternatives to asphalt or concrete where
practical.

The parking lot does not currently contain cobblestone that can be preserved in

place, however the Applicant proposes to add cobblestone edging to the parking area,

introducing a historic material to the parking lot, which is consistent with Guideline

recommendations. The cobblestone is not sited on the plan so the design should be in

compliance with all ADA requirements to accommodate walkways and openings and not

create trip hazards.

The proposed tar and chip parking lot surface complies with the Guidelines to use

stone-like materials as alternatives to asphalt.

Chapter 10.B: Parking Lots, Public Streets and Street Furniture; Off-Street Parking
3) Chapter 10.B recommends, “use landscaped area, including trees, around the

border of and within parking area to provide shade and visual interest and to break
up large expanses of paving.

The proposal to add crape myrtles into the landscaped island in the parking lot

complies with the Guidelines but may be a buffer to the viewshed of the structure, since

the existing parking lot is already in the viewshed. The tree variety was not identified in

the application, so the size of the crape myrtles is not known. Trees and landscaping could

also be planted and clustered in a manner that will not further detract from the historic

viewshed, such as by adding it to the perimeter of the parking lot to buffer cars from the

structure or clustering within the island. Any future expansion of the parking lot, if needed,

should be considered further away from the building’s historic viewshed.

Chapter 10.B: Parking Lots, Public Streets and Street Furniture; Of-Street Parking
4) Chapter 10.B recommends, “locate new parking facilities to minimize the impact

on historic buildings and streetscapes. Design parking area. curb cuts and
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driveways to be no larger or wider than necessary to accomplish their function.
Minimize disturbance of existing topography and mature trees

Creating a parking lot directly in front of a historic building would not be

recommended, as typically a drop off or circular driveway is most appropriate. However,

this parking lot currently exists adjacent to the entrance. Aerial photography dating to the

1970s/1980s shows the lot has been triangular in shape. The proposal to make the parking

lot more rectangular is practical for the design of a parking lot, but the lot should not be

larger than necessary in order to comply with the Guidelines. The proposed expansion of

parking is 4,483 square feet and the site plan does not provide overall measurements of the

parking lot, but it appears the final proposed lot would be close to 10,000 square feet of

finished parking. The existing linear parking is approximately 120 feet, accommodating a

row of an estimated 12- 13 spaces, pending ADA parking (using the standard 9x 18 foot size

of a parking space).

Chapter 7.A.1: New Construction: Additions, Porches and Outbuildings; Building
Additions; Preserving Historic Building Features

5) Chapter 7 recommends.
a. “ Design and DT additions to avoid damaging or obscuring key archiTectural

features of a historic building.
b. ''Design additions so that the form and integrity of the historic STructure

would be unimpaired if the addition were to be removed in the .future.

The location of the ramp complies with the Guideline recommendations. The ramp

will not damage or obscure key architectural features of the building. The Applicant

originally wanted to install the ramp at the existing service entrance on the front/northwest

side of the building (historically the rear), but the grade change did not work.

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

6) Chapter 7 recommends.
a. '' On any building, use exterior materials and colors (including roo.f, walls

and foundations) similar to or compatible with the texture and color of those
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on the existing building. Avoid exact replication that would make an
addition appear to be an original part of a historic building.

The proposal to construct the ramp out of silver/unpainted aluminum does not

comply with the Guideline recommendations, as it is not common to see silver aluminum

materials in the district. One alternative type that would better comply is a black metal

ramp; an example is shown below in Figure 28. A black metal ramp would better blend

with the new black metal railings proposed for use on the property and black metal is a

common fencing/railing type found in the district. Adding ADA accessibility to the

structure is appropriate but should fully comply with the ADA requirements. including

slope, railings, landings and parking layout. The other proposal to construct a wood ramp

out of stained wood complies with the Guidelines, but a metal ADA railing may still need

to be added for compliance, as shown in Figure 29. A ramp is for wheelchair accessibility.

but ADA requirements also are intended to accommodate all disabilities such as blindness

or walking disabilities beyond the wheelchair, so all factors for accommodations should be

considered.

Chapter 6.G: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Entrances
7) Chapter 6.G recommends against, “ cutting a new entrance into a primary .fagade

or any location where it desTroys historic features important to the building’s
character .

The proposed installation of the ADA door on the framed addition side of the

building (west side) will not destroy any historic features important to the building’s

character. The side of the building is wood siding, with no other features where the door is

proposed.

D. Staff Recommendation

Staff recommends the HPC:
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1 ) Approve Item 1, the proposed blue stone path.

2) Approve Item 2, the proposed removal of the existing aluminum railings

and approve the installation of the black metal (powder coated wrought iron or fabricated

steel) square picket hand railings.

3) Determine if Item 3, the proposed alterations to the parking lot, complies

with the Guidelines, which recommend “to be no larger or wider than necessary to

accomplish their function“ and “use landscaped area, including trees, around the border of

and within parking area to provide shade and visual interest and to break up large expanses

of paving.’

4)

building.
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complies with the Guidelines and approve, deny or modify accordingly.

E. Testimony

Mr. Shad swore in Kimberly Kepnes, the Applicant. Mr. Shad asked Ms. Kepnes it

she had any comments on the staff report. Ms. Kepnes said the intent of the parking was to

improve the viewshed. By bringing the triangular area into a rectangle, she believed it

created more visual interest. She explained the code was requiring a backup space of 24

feet, and that is larger than originally intended, but was required by code. She said it was

the minimum requirement. Regarding the ADA ramp, she said the entire building sits on a

slope and they have spent considerable time looking for opportunities to have a ramp that

is the least intrusive to the site and doesn’t cut into the hillside. She said the building site

is about 8 feet higher on all sides. She said the ramp will not interfere with the existing
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trees. although the canopy may need to be raised. She said the ramp has a slight turn to get

around the hillside and they will be able to landscape around it.

Mr. Reich said he understood the requirement for the parking area.

Ms. Kepnes said they asked for the option on the fabricated ramp due to the cost

and availability of lumber for the wood ramp. Mr. Reich asked if there was any way to

grade in order to turn the ramp into a walkway. She said they considered concrete, but it

didn’t seem feasible. Ms. Kepnes discussed the visibility of the ramp in its proposed

location. Mr. Reich asked about installing a lift at the door. Ms. Kepnes explained that

adding a lift doesn’t make sense, because they still need the ramp to get someone to that

door

Mr. Reich asked about the crape myrtles and asked if they could be put in two

separate islands, leaving the view of the building elevation exposed. Ms. Kepnes said a

mature crape myrtle will sit below the porch elevation. She said the viewshed they are

looking at is that coming in from the driveway and explained why they do not find the crape

myrtles will block the viewshed. She thought the Grape mynles would be nice because they

blossom at a different time than the cherry blossoms along the fence line. Mr. Reich stated

they do not get very dense.

Mr. Roth discussed the parking lot and said he was trying to imagine what it would

look like when the lot is full of cars and blocked by crape myrtles. He asked if it would be

possible to move the parking off to the side of the building, with a circular drive with a

garden in the center, in order to avoid cluttering the view of the building. Ms. Kepnes said

she found her proposal accomplishes that. She said that at some point it was a crushed stone

parking area. She explained the various materials found in the parking area and said they
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are not proposing to improve it with asphalt, but rather tar and chip to take it back to a more

appropriate surface. She said the lawn at the triangular part is already crushed stone and

broken asphalt. Mr. Roth asked where the parking spaces are located. Ms. Kepnes said the

site plan shows the parking spaces around the island. Mr. Roth asked how many parking

spaces there were. Ms. Kepnes said there were 7 spaces on each side of the island. Mr. Roth

expressed concern with parked cars in front of the building and Ms. Kepnes said there has

always been cars in front of the building and they are pulling them away from the building.

Mr. Roth asked if the 14 parking spaces could be pulled away to the left side of the building.

Mr. Roth thought the setting was being destroyed.

Mr. Taylor asked if there were a certain number of parking spots the building had

to have for the proposed use. Ms. Kepnes said there is a minimum, but no maximum. Ms.

Kepnes said they gained two spaces when they reduced the size of the island, so it went

from 6 per side to 7 per side. She said the architect advised on the 24-foot back up

requirement and the island was reduced. She said she was required to have 13 spaces. Mr.

Taylor asked if they discussed variances with DPZ on the back up distance. She said they

have not received any variances. Ms. Zoren asked if the architect looked at one-way traffic,

which typically allows a reduction in back up space. Ms. Kepnes said they did not discuss

that, but will ask for opportunities to reduce the 24-foot requirement.

Ms. Zoren said the parking is an inefficient layout. She said in the same space, more

spaces could be achieved by double loading the island and shifting the island and adding a

drop off zone. Ms. Zoren displayed a sketch showing an alternate parking scenario that

achieves more spaces and reduces the lot width. Ms. Kepnes explained that while this is

the view of the building from the road, it is the back of the building. She is trying to pull
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the spaces away from the building and does not want to create parking in the grass area, as

recommend by Mr. Roth, which she finds to be part of the viewscape. She said the property

looking to the left is an important aspect. She said pulling the parking back from the

building achieves that viewshed.

Ms. Tennor said the house sits up on a knoll and is above the parking area. She

asked if Mr. Roth’s concerns could be mitigated if there was some landscaping on the far

edge of the parking lot, that would not obstruct the view of the house, but would buffer the

cars upon entrance to the lot. Ms. Tennor offered a few suggestions to improve the parking

and landscaping scenario with screening on the edge. Ms. Kepnes and the Commissioners

continued to discuss the viewshed and ways to mitigate impacts. Mr. Roth said the area in

the front of the island on the opposite side of the building means you see cars. He said Ms.

Tennor has a good notion to put landscaping at the edge of the parking lot, so cars are not

visible with the backdrop ofthe building. Ms. Kepnes explained they wanted a bigger island

for a greater buffer, but the code required the 24-foot back up. The Applicant and

Commission discussed creating a T on the island for landscaping. Ms. Zoren presented a

sketch displaying the discussion. Ms. Kepnes said they could slide the island over more, so

that it is the minimum distance to make the turn and pull it away from the viewshed. Mr.

Roth asked the Applicant to return next month with renderings of the viewshed. Ms. Kepnes

agreed to continue the parking to next month and return with other renderings.

Ms. Zoren requested a hedgerow to shield the metal ramp. She recommended

leveling the existing grade of the ADA space, cutting 12-20 feet off the ramp, by bringing

up the corner where the ramp starts. Ms. Zoren said part of it would be sidewalk as well,

leading to the ramp.
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Mr. Shad had no questions.

Motion

Mr. Roth moved to approve items 1, 2 and 4. Mr. Reich seconded. The motion was

unanimously approved.

F.

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. Chapter 6

sets forth the relevant recommendations for Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing

Buildings in the Historic District, as detailed in the Findings of Fact, part C. Chapter 7 sets

forth the relevant recommendations for New Construction in the Historic District, as

12



detailed in the Findings of Fact, part C. Chapter 9 sets forth the relevant recommeidations

for Landscape and Site Elements in the Historic District, as detailed in the Findings of Fact.

part C. Chapter 10 sets forth the relevant recommendations for Parking Lots, Public Streets

and Street Furniture 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 proposed work approved here will 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 continued work on a significant historic home (Mt. Ida)

that has been the subject of two recent cases HPC 20-70 and 21-03, which are incorporated

here by reference. The proposed parking lot is continued for design modifications to the

next regularly scheduled hearing. The proposed bluestone path, metal railings, and ADA

door and ramp are approved as detailed herein.

The ADA ramp has been discussed in the prior cases and the Applicant has

examined several alternatives. The Applicant now proposes a fabricated metal ramp due

to the cost and availability of lumber. The location of the ramp on the side of the house

complies with Guideline recommendations as it will not detract from the primary facades

and will not damage or obscure key architectural features of the building. The proposed

material, silver metal, is not in keeping with Guideline recommendations that favor black

metal, like the railings proposed by the Applicant elsewhere on the house. The Applicant

explained that the cost of the black metal was prohibitive. The Commission strongly
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encourages the Applicant to use black metal, at least for the railings of the ramp. but

approves the proposed material for this use and this location only, which shall not be cited

as precedent in any other case. The Commission further recommends that the Applicant

consider leveling the existing grade of the ADA space, cutting 12-20 feet off the ramp, by

bringing up the corner where the ramp starts to reduce the overall mass of the ramp. The

ramp is approved contingent on the use of a hedgerow or similar landscaping to screen the

ramp. The proposed wood ADA door will match the green color of existing doors. The

door will be on the side of the house and strikes the appropriate balance of accessibility

and historic preservation.

The Applicant proposes to remove existing aluminum railings along the northwest

steps and replace with black metal, and install new black metal railings along the northwest

and northeast pathways and stairways, as detailed in the Staff Report. Replacing the non-

historic aluminum with black metal complies with Guidelines recommendations and the

use of a consistent railing through the property, that is similar to others found in the District.

is also in accord with the Guidelines.

The Applicant also proposes a bluestone title path approximately 6 feet wide by 16

feet long leading to the northwest/service entry door. The bluestone will match the recently

approved northeast path and will contain 6 granite steps. There will be two bluestone tile

landings along the path. One will be 4 feet by 5 feet and the second will be 4 feet by 6 feet.

The use of bluestone consistent with that used elsewhere on the property comports with

Guideline recommendations
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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 APPROVAL

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

0 ? i t i S t h i S I/ d a y 0 f qJ J /) e / 9 2 0 2 1 ) 1C) ]B]IDE RED 9 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

Eileen Tennor. Vice-Chair
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APPROVED for Form and Legal Sufficiency:

HOWARD COUNTY OFFICE OF LAW

GaiTan
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.

16


