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Staff Report HPC-21-38
Addendum 1
HOWARD COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
ELLICOTT CITY HISTORIC DISTRICT  LAWYERS HILL HISTORIC DISTRICT
3430 Court House Drive  Ellicott City, Maryland 21043
Administered by the Department of Planning and Zoning

VOICE 410-313-2350
FAX 410-313-3042

September Minutes
Thursday, September 6, 2018; 7:00 p.m.
The September meeting of the Historic Preservation Commission was held on Thursday, September 6,
2018 in the Banneker room located at 3430 Court House Drive, Ellicott City, MD 21043. Ms. Tennor
moved to approve the June minutes. Mr. Roth seconded. The motion was unanimously approved.
Members present:

Staff present:

Allan Shad, Chair; Eileen Tennor, Vice-Chair; Drew Roth, Secretary; Erica Zoren;
Bruno Reich

Beth Burgess, Samantha Holmes, Renee Novak, Lewis Taylor, Lisa Kenney

OTHER BUSINESS
1. Ellicott City Design Guidelines Update

PLANS FOR APPROVAL & ADVISORY COMMENTS
Consent Agenda
1. HPC-17-29c – 4730 Sheppard Lane, Ellicott City, HO-907
Regular Agenda
2. HPC-18-41 – 6195 Lawyers Hill Road, Elkridge, HO-749
3. HPC-18-42 – 8086 Main Street, Ellicott City
4. HPC-18-43 – 15081 Roxbury Road, Glenelg, HO-123
5. HPC-18-44 – Parking Lot D, Ellicott City
6. HPC-18-45 – Multiple Properties in the Ellicott City Historic District, Ellicott City
7. HPC-18-46 – Multiple Properties in the Ellicott City Historic District, Ellicott City
8. HPC-18-47 – 8390 Main Street and Ellicott Mills Drive right of way, Ellicott City
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away from the buildings under it, which have a nice streetscape. Mr. Roth said there is more of a benefit
for a mural on the Group B buildings.
Mr. Shad swore in Joel Hurewitz. Mr. Hurewitz said that he generally came to make comments on the
rock, but a few things came up during the presentation. He likes the concept of faux art, showing what
was there on the interior of the building. He said if the buildings on lower Main Street are lost, there is
an opportunity to depict some of the things that will be lost, such as painting the Caplan’s building on
the wall of 8129 Main Street. Mr. Hurewitz provided some history of other monuments considered for
placement on the rock.
Mr. Shad swore in Karen Gordes. Ms. Gordes said she is in opposition of the proposal as written. She
said there is no plan for long term maintenance and explained how the existing mural at Old Columbia
Pike has worn poorly. Ms. Gordes would like to see funds set aside for maintenance. Ms. Gordes
commented on the historic nature of the building proposed for murals.
Mr. Shad clarified that the Applicant will be returning for approval for specific art in specific locations.
Mr. Shad asked if anyone else in the audience wanted to give testimony and no one spoke up.
Motion: The Commission had no motion, as the application was for Advisory Comments, which was
reflected through the testimony.

HPC-18-46 – Multiple Properties in the Ellicott City Historic District, Ellicott City
Advisory Comments for Alterations in the Ellicott City Historic District.
Applicant: Phil Nichols, Howard County Government
Background & Scope of Work: This application is for Advisory Comments/Pre-Application Advice for
alterations in the Ellicott City Historic District. The application explains, “the purpose of this application
is to update the Commission on the proposed alterations to the Ellicott City Historic District due to the
recent flooding on May 27, 2018. This flood event has shifted the conversation and we must focus on
life-safety issues, while preserving the town. Changes will have to be made to adapt to a new future
with a threat of continued, high-intensity, short-duration storms.”
Please note this application is NOT for a Certificate of Approval for any alterations at this time and is
strictly for Advisory Comments/Pre-Application Advice to update the Commission on the Plan and obtain
advice.
The buildings subject to primary discussion include the row of buildings constructed over the stream on
the south side of the street, from 8125 Main (Caplans) east down to 8049 Main Street (the Phoenix).
Photos of each building after the 2018 flood are shown below:
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8125 Main Street/Caplans/former Miss FIT

8109-8113 Main Street
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8095 Main Street/Shoemaker Country

8085 Main Street/Portalli’s
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8081 Main Street/Tea on the Tiber

8069 Main Street/Great Panes and Joan Eve
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8059 Main Street/Bean Hollow
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8055 Main Street/Discoveries

8049 Main Street/The Phoenix

On August 23, 2018, the County released The Ellicott City Flood Mitigation Plan. The Plan provides
background information on the 2016 and 2018 flooding in Ellicott City and the engineering analysis that
has been done to date, including a study known as the Hydrologic and Hydraulic Analysis (H&H). The
Plan explains the various models that were examined in the H&H Analysis. The Plan states that modeling
shows the plan will result in “a significant reduction in the floodwaters compared to existing conditions,
and demonstrates the most improvements in water depth, water velocity and the risk to life safety.” The
Plan states, “as the models demonstrate, the acquisition and relocation/demolition of 10 buildings that
currently constrict the stream channel will provide the most immediate and impactful benefit in
reducing the life safety risk on Lower Main Street…The County will make every effort to preserve the key
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historical elements of these structures so that they may be re-used in the Historic District to safeguard
their legacy for the years to come.”
Page 12 of the Plan outlines some of the next steps that will need occur as related to historic
preservation. The Plan states:
“In addition to community input, the Master Plan itself and specifically any proposed removal of
structures within the Historic District require the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) to
review. A Certificate of Approval will need to be obtained by the HPC before the County can
proceed with these plans. Projects that have any federal/state permitting or funding must
include a Section 106 Review where the County will identify and determine the impact and any
adverse effects of the historic resources within the identified area. The County will work with
state agencies, such as Maryland Historical Trust in this review process.”
Staff Comments: The ten buildings on lower Main Street include structures that extend over the Tiber
Branch stream. This is the only stream channel exiting from the drainage area of the Historic District to
the Patapsco River, after collecting three stream branches into one. The past two storms, in 2016 and
2018, had water depths in the Tiber Branch that exceeded the capacity of the stream channels. As a
result, stormwater broke through the first floor walls and flooring of these structures, causing structural
instability. Entire floors of buildings have washed out, as shown with the photo above of 8055 Main
Street (Discoveries) and 8125 Main Street (Caplans).
The oldest of these buildings is 8081 Main (Tea on the Tiber), which is a granite building that dates to
1834 and is a contributing structure to the Historic District. The newest structure, which is not a
contributing building, is 8095 Main (Shoemaker Country). It was constructed in 2000, when the
previously existing historic building was destroyed by fire. The neighboring building at 8085 Main
(Portalli’s) was damaged in the same fire and required substantial interior reconstruction.
The buildings in this row vary in age as they do not date to one particular time frame. They also vary in
historic significance as some buildings have had their interiors extensively modified (either due to
modernization, flood repairs or fire repair) and no longer contain any historically
significant interior features. Storefronts on some of the buildings have been altered through the years,
and no longer retain their original appearance. However, some buildings have significant historic
features that should be retained, such features could be used on other buildings or in appropriate
locations as determined by the Master Plan.
These structures have experienced repetitive loss and they are the most vulnerable to collapse in a
future catastrophic flood, which could endanger lives and nearby buildings. Prior to an application for
Certificate of Approval to remove or deconstruct any buildings, Staff recommends a comprehensive
review of each building to evaluate the remaining historic architectural features and create a plan to
deconstruct, salvage or relocate historic material as feasible. While the buildings were documented by
the County Architectural Historian and the Maryland Historical Trust following the 2016 and 2018 flood,
Staff recommends additional documentation for any historic buildings being removed or deconstructed.
The Plan correctly explains the next steps that will need to take place as related to historic preservation.
A Certificate of Approval is required for the demolition or relocation of structures in a historic district.
Section 300 of the Commission’s Rules of Procedure guide the Commission in review of proposals to
demolish or relocate a structure within a historic district. As explained in Section 300, the Certificate of
Approval for the demolition or relocation of any structure must “include a plan for treatment of the site
after the structure is removed. The Certificate of Approval must also include the new location for a
relocated building if the location is within a historic district in Howard County.” The Rules of Procedure
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also indicate that before the Commission acts on an application for demolition or relocation, they shall
determine whether the building is a Structure of Unusual Importance. Structures of Unusual Important
follow different procedures.
The Plan also correctly explains the next steps that will need to take place pursuant to Section 106
Review. The HPC process is separate from Section 106 review, and the Section 106 reviewing agencies
will make their own separate determinations according to their process. The County has met with the
Maryland Historical Trust to initiate discussions about the Section 106 Review process.
Testimony: Mr. Taylor entered the Ellicott City Flood Mitigation Plan and the 2016 Ellicott City
Hydrology and Hydraulic study prepared by McCormick Taylor into the record by reference.
Mr. Shad swore in Phil Nichols and Mark DeLuca from Howard County Government, who presented an
adaption of the PowerPoint presented at the September 4, 2018 Council work session. The presentation
gave an overview of the history of flooding in Ellicott City, and explained the two different types of
floods– bottom up and top down. Mr. Nichols explained that the last few years have been top down
floods. Mr. DeLuca described the conditions that make Ellicott City vulnerable to flooding -its history as a
mill town, manipulation of waterways and building construction over the waterways. Mr. DeLuca also
showed a slide from the National Weather Service highlighted the significant flash floods in the region in
2018 and noted that certain storms, such as one in Catonsville, could have caused significant damage to
Ellicott City if they were centered there. Mr. Nichols testified that the head of the National Weather
Service in the Sterling location expects such a lingering rain pattern to continue and increase in the
coming years.
Mr. Nichols detailed the damage to buildings on lower Main Street. Mr. DeLuca explained the hydraulic
and hydrology analysis that was performed. He explained that the Tiber Hudson is a very small 3.7
square mile watershed, that is really a sub watershed comprised of smaller drainage areas - the Tiber,
the Hudson and the New Cut/Autumn Hill Branch.
Mr. DeLuca explained that the County asked McCormick Taylor to model the 2016 flood, a 100-year
event and a 10-year event and see how the watershed responds to those events. The County requested
that McCormick Taylor determine if it was possible to bring a 100-year event down to a 10-year event,
since they conveyance system (channels and culverts) could hold more than a 10-year storm. Mr.
DeLuca discussed the projects identified to be Phase 1 of implementation and the constraints associated
with building facilities on public land. In 2016 the County said there were no constraints, and looked to
see where projects could be done and how much could be done in terms of building storm water
facilities. The H&H study recommended 18 structural projects for about 80 million dollars.
Mr. DeLuca reviewed the various model scenarios and explained that McCormick Taylor looked at other
studies as well. These studies showed that some areas could be dried out, some would stay wet, but
regardless lower Main Street was not improved at all. The County considered various options for lower
Main Street, such as opening up the first floor of the buildings to allow water to pass through, removing
the additions of the buildings, keeping just the facades, removing the buildings entirely, adding culverts
under Maryland Avenue, and expanding the stream channel. They also looked at creating a floodplain,
since there is no floodplain for the water to go.
Mr. DeLuca said that the July 30 model was peer reviewed by the Army Corps of Engineers and the
Corps agreed with the construction of the model and the methodology used. Their conclusions gave the
County confidence in the model.
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Mr. DeLuca explained the issue of water velocity and that the water on lower Main Street moves over
20 feet per second. The velocity of the water causes the damage by carrying projectiles through the
water. The goal is to slow the water down to mitigate the effects of the high velocity. Mr. DeLuca
explained the model also looked at shear stress, and concluded it is highest at Caplans (due to the New
Cut Stream), which corresponds to the devastation of the building. Mr. Reich asked if Caplans location is
where the building start to be constructed over the stream. Mr. DeLuca confirmed that was correct.
Mr. Deluca showed a depiction of the existing conditions during the July 30 storm and explained the
graphics and colors shown on map. He explained that the lower main stream areas is very deep and
showed how the water shoots out on to Main Street from the channels and contributes to the flooding.
Mr. DeLuca discussed the open first floor model and explained that mitigation is minor and this scenario
results in 6-8 feet of water traveling down Main Street. Further, the piers holding up the second floors of
the buildings could become debris collectors, so in a real scenario water levels may not actually
diminish. Mr. DeLuca testified that the buildings would cause life safety issues concern from a Fire and
Rescue perspective. Mr. Nichols explained that the velocity was 11.1 feet per second and in this open
floor scenario the velocity is minimally reduced to 8.2 feet per second, which is still a destructive force
that comes with that water. Mr. DeLuca and Mr. Nichols reviewed other scenarios, such as a culvert in
lower Main and only facades along the street. In both scenarios, the water depths and velocities were
still high and Fire and Rescue expressed safety concerns with the structural integrity of the facades
during flood and fire situations.
Mr. DeLuca explained the other modeling scenarios. The expanded stream channel scenario, which
removes all the buildings from Caplans east to Maryland Avenue and expands the stream channel,
resulted in significant reductions in depth, now 4 to 6 feet, and the velocity dropped to 6.7 feet per
second. The full model plan considers other stormwater management elements of the McCormick
Taylor and master planning study, such as the Route 40/29 pond, Quaker Mill pond, West End
conveyance improvements, Ellicott Mills culvert, the Hudson Bend plan and Big Pipes. Mr. DeLuca
explained how several of these conveyance and other improvements would function and that they
provide an area wide solution.
Mr. DeLuca described other components of the plan, such as the proposed Hudson Bend improvements.
Mr. Nichols explained that constructing all 18 projects would take a significant amount of time, whereas
the current proposal can be accomplished in a much shorter timeframe. Mr. Deluca discussed the design
goals and improvements of the 5-year flood mitigation capital improvements plan with the most
important goal being protecting lives and the second being a sense of urgency. He testified that the
County has been studying this flooding issue for years and there is now a sense of urgency that is now a
key component that everything is measured through. Mr. DeLuca explained that the County could look
at a series of projects that will take decades, due to permitting, funding, acquisition, design engineering,
and constructability issues. He stated this plan meets the criteria of four points: that protecting lives,
urgency, feasibility constructability and cost effective. This plan meets the criteria and that any other
plan needs to be looked at against those criteria.
Mr. Nichols provided background information on the ten structures proposed to be removed. He
explained that many of the structures have been rebuilt over time due to flood, fire, and modernization.
Mr. Nichols said the County Executive established a Historical Structures Review Committee that will be
working with the County to identify which pieces of the buildings can be reused. Mr. Nichols also stated
that the property owner of 8081 Main Street is looking at relocating the structure.
Concurrent with the Historical Structural review Committee, the Master Plan will continue and the flood
mitigation plan will be rolled into that process. The expansion of the stream channel will involve MDE,
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Army Corp, and Section 106 review process. A bill to fund the first portion of the plan is before County
Council and the public hearing will be September 17. The County will finalize negotiations with property
owners and then return to HPC for a Certificate of Approval.
Mr. Shad asked if the Commissioners had any questions. Mr. Roth stated he read both documents and
had no questions yet. Mr. Reich asked regarding feasibility, how much has been done to study the actual
costs of this project and timelines. Mr. DeLuca said if the first step would be to start at bottom and work
up. Some projects can happen in tandem and some should have designs complete this year. He said
funding is set aside and encumbered and projects are moving forward at different rates.
Mr. Reich and Mr. Deluca discussed various components of the plan. Mr. Reich and Mr. DeLuca
discussed the size of the pipes that are shown going under Maryland Avenue. Mr. Reich asked why the
pipes don’t go from the Patapsco all the way to Caplans so that they don’t have to demolish the
buildings to relieve the water. Mr. DeLuca asked what elevation the pipes would be placed at. Mr. Reich
said they would go through the mountain and be 30 -40 feet below the structures and the granite would
serve as the pipe. Mr. Reich suggested that would be a lot less expensive than tearing everything down
and creating terraces. Mr. DeLuca explained that the elevation is an issue. Ms. Tennor requested Mr.
DeLuca show the Board sections that depict what he and Mr. Reich discussed. Mr. Reich asked what
level of detail is available. Mr. Deluca indicated cross sections of the channel and 30% concept drawings
could be shown, Mr. Reich reiterated a desire for the Commission to see them.
Mr. Shad asked if the stream widening is part of this model Mr. DeLuca confirmed it was. Mr. Shad asked
if an increased depth is part of the model as well. Mr. Deluca said there may be a one -time increase in
depth. Mr. Deluca explained that the stream depth couldn’t be lowered too much, based on outfall into
the Patapsco. He explained that the stream enters through the bridge, and they have to maintain an
elevation there, so that there is a fall along the entire stream section and they don’t create a pool in the
stream. Mr. DeLuca explained that storms move silt and rocks around all the time, which requires
continual maintenance of a natural process. MDE does not like the stream manipulated too much,
however, they have allowed the County to clean the streams during this process because they were so
blown out. Mr. Shad suggested increasing the depth in addition to the width, to lower the velocity, could
be another option and save a few of the buildings. Mr. Nichols said the County could take a look at that
recommendation but wasn’t sure if it would be enough capacity to keep some structures over the
stream.
Public Testimony
Mr. Shad swore in Ms. Lori Lilly. Ms. Lilly testified in support of the County’s flood mitigation plan and
submitted testimony with an additional 125 stakeholder names supporting the plan. Ms. Lilly noted that
that she has been working on behalf of the Tiber Hudson watershed for 7 years. She said that she is the
Founder and Director of Ecoworks and briefly explained their work in Ellicott City and the watershed.
Ms. Lilly recognized this watershed is broken, citing the New Cut Branch as the biggest issue in lower
Main, and explained some of the issues with the watershed. She cited Mr. Peter’s videos which show
that 20 feet of water will not fit under the buildings with 10 feet of clearance. She spoke about the
benefits of the proposals and said that the lower Main buildings are supported by questionable and
vulnerable river channel walls. She said that it any of those building walls fail, there could be a disaster.
Mr. Shad swore in Ms. Lexi Milani, representing the Ellicott City Partnership (ECP). Ms. Milani stated the
ECP’s mission supporting the historic district. She said the Board voted unanimously to support the 5year mitigation plan and funding legislation. She stated the County’s extensive analysis suggests this is
the right option and will reduce life safety risk and allow the town and its constituents to recover. Ms.
Milani explained the 2018 flood impact on businesses and that many merchants plan to relocate out of
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Ellicott City. She stated she has spoken with shop and restaurant owners who report decreased sales
and that delayed actions will result in further decline or even closures of businesses. She explained that
many of the businesses have already experience the cost of lost business and incurred significant
remediation and renovation costs twice in the past two years. She said that removing buildings will
reduce risk, allowing the town to recover. She said that leaving the buildings to stand in their current
state is a visual reminder and safety concern. Implementing Phase 1 between the holiday season and
next years rainy season, would be ideal as this is a matter of great urgency. Ms. Milani stated it is the
people and businesses that make Ellicott City what it is and not just the streetscape.
Mr. Shad swore in Ms. Elly Cowan, representing Preservation Maryland who did not support demolition.
Ms. Cowan expressed concern about the current proposal to demolish a large portion of historic
structures and her belief that there are other feasible options. She stated Ellicott City is one the most
historic and unique places in Maryland, a character maintained thanks to historic preservationists.
Preservation Maryland fully supports the efforts to protect lives but believes there are feasible
alternatives to provide remediation, rather than the demolition of historic buildings. She said that
demolition is not a proven strategy of flood remediation, and Preservation Maryland does not believe
flood remediation has been adequately studied in Howard County to understand its hydrological impact.
Ms. Cowan stated the removal of the buildings could result in new flood patterns and affect the B&O
Railroad Station, which would sit in a more vulnerable location. Preservation Maryland is willing to
pledge funds to study alternatives.
Mr. Shad swore in Mr. Michael Smith, a resident of the Historic District. Mr. Smith stated the challenge
is the need to bring vibrancy back to Ellicott City as soon and as safely as possible without compromising
the historic uniqueness of town. He said that removing a prominent row of storefronts would diminish
the commercial ambience and healthy retail is needed on both sides of the street. Mr. Smith stated that
replacing the buildings with a stormwater drainage swale of uncertain design, that will run dry for many
months, will challenge the economic viability of the remaining buildings. He inquired about the effects
to B&O Railroad Museum if it becomes an island and requested that every alternative to demolition is
analyzed. Mr. Smith discussed the benefits of constructing a large tunnel that would not require
demolition. He said the Commission and County should work with Preservation Maryland who offered
funding.
Mr. Shad swore in Ms. Shelley Wygant, an Ellicott City resident. Ms. Wygant testified in opposition to
demolition of buildings. She stated that demolition is the option of last resort and does not believe
every option has been exhausted to this point. Ms. Wygant said the demolition plan was presented very
quickly and she created a group called “Working to Save Ellicott City” that contains members from all
over the world. She does not believe this is an emergency because the 5-year plan does not address real
mitigation until 2021. She said that if the lower Main Street is so dangerous, the County should not have
allowed the opening of lower Main buildings where people are currently gathering.
Mr. Shad swore in Mr. Len Berkowitz, a business owner in the Historic District, who testified in support
of the plan. Mr. Berkowitz said he is the owner of the only historic stucco building in Ellicott City, which
is proposed to be removed. Mr. Berkowitz discussed some of the history of the district, regarding the
1984 fire when seven buildings burned down and were demolished and in 1999, when a six-alarm fire
destroyed six buildings and seven businesses. He discussed the Rosenstock building, which was torn
down due to fire and rebuilt to modern building standards and FEMA Code, but did not survive the three
floods of 2011, 2016 and 2018. In 2011, 8069 Main Street experienced 4-feet of water in the basement.
He said FEMA covered the damage to the granite support walls to his basement and river at the
approximate cost of $25,000. He explained that after the 2016 flood he wanted to remove his stucco
and restore the façade, but found there was nothing left to the original building.
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Mr. Shad swore in Mr. James Massey Sr. of Woodbine. Mr. Massey stated he understood the intense
desire to save the buildings, but supported the County’s plan. He called for something to be done in the
essence of public safety and asserted the time for studies is over. He said that many building have been
condemned and in order to restore them, they won’t retain the historical significance that they once
had. Mr. Massey believes the County study did not go far enough, using the example of Hurricane Agnes
in 1972 when the Patapsco flooded 30 feet deep along River Road. He stated the County needs to study
a scenario with the Patapsco flooding, in addition to the storms where water is coming from the top
down. Mr. Massey stated that in the late 1970s, Race Road in Elkridge flooded and the County
condemned properties and torn the homes down, but years later development was allowed in that
same floodplain and that needs to be taken into account.
Mr. Shad swore in Ms. Sherry Berkowitz, a business owner in the Historic District. Ms. Berkowitz
explained that she was part of an arts coalition in 2014 to do a mural at Old Columbia Pike of the former
gas station at that location. She said the history of that building still lives on even without the physical
building. She expressed hope that her building and business will be part of that same legacy. The
buildings don’t deny or change the history of the town. Ms. Berkowitz expressed a desire to see history
continue rather than remembering a town where people lost their lives because the community felt the
buildings were more important than the business owners and residents. She said the town is changing,
but it has always been changing. She noted that there are no longer mills along the river even though it
is known as a mill town and the steam engines are no longer running on the tracks, but the events are
remembered. She asserted that Mr. Weinstein and Mr. Kittleman’s plan has not been rushed because
the storms are on the owners minds every day. She referenced her tenant’s photos of a 2-story wave
coming at her building in 2016; how Joan Eve escaped the building in 2018; and how it only took 30
minutes for Main Street to become a raging river.
Mr. Shad swore in Ms. Marjorie Valin of Columbia, who testified in opposition to the flood mitigation
plan. In 1995, she started a marketing agency in Oella and had a second office in Ellicott City. She
worked with National Trust for Historic Preservation where she saw firsthand how towns lost their
identity. She doesn’t believe saving lives and saving buildings should be diametrically opposed. She said
bulldozing should be a last resort since it can’t be reversed. She referenced a radio interview that
suggested the tearing down of the buildings was a done deal. She questioned why the buildings are
being torn down at the bottom of the hill when the river flows down from upstream sources. She called
for urgent steps to be taken now to reduce the velocity and volume of water upstream to save history
downstream.
Mr. Shad swore in Joel Hurewitz of Columbia, who testified in support of removing the buildings over
the channel. Mr. Hurewitz said he has been researching the 1868 flood and made some corrections
regarding the history of flood. He stated the buildings are not really useable at this point. He said focus
of the HPC is not the comprehensive plan, but rather the HPC is to deal with each individual building and
whether it is a structure of unusual importance, which he believes there are only four: The Phoenix, the
Easton Sons façade, the Tea on the Tiber, and Caplans. He said moving Tea on the Tiber is a good idea.
He said the County did not anticipate the 2018 storm and should provide a warning system in town to
deal with life safety risk.
Mr. Shad swore in Mr. Edward Cochran of Columbia. He shared his family ties to Howard County and
stated his opposition to this plan. He said all but one of the buildings proposed to be demolitions is older
than him and his father. He quoted a section of the Guidelines on demolition where its states that
“buildings are irreplaceable resources…” Mr. Cochran provided three points. First, demolition will not
enhance life safety as the proposed demolition is by July 2019, but the proposed plan has no action on
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vacant lots until FY21 and FY22. He expressed concern that the County’s models show no mitigation and
that the removal of buildings is not justifiable to make lower Main Street safe when the water depth and
speed are unchanged. Second, he questioned if all possible alternatives have been examined, such as
the tunnel proposed by McCormick Taylor that starts at the Tiber Hudson confluence. He said the
County should only considering demolishing buildings after all the studies have been done and when the
flood mitigation plan is ready to be implemented. Third, there is no real plan proposed for how the
building will be replaced.
Mr. Shad swore in Ms. Liz Walsh, a resident of the Historic District, testified in opposition to demolishing
the 10 buildings on lower Main. She stated that she appreciates the Applicants seeking advice and noted
that the request is for an advisory opinion, not for a Certificate of Approval and per the Rules of
Procedure 104.A.4 , the request for Advice should have been submitted 22 days prior to this meeting.
She questioned if this request was timely and said that the procedural rules should be followed. She
noted it was not presented as an emergency measure nor did she think it could be. Ms. Walsh requested
that all possible alternatives to preserve, rather than to demolish, the building should be considered and
exhausted. Mr. Shad confirmed that the application was submitted in a timely manner. Ms. Burgess
stated the application was submitted on Wednesday, August 15th which was the application deadline for
this meeting.
Mr. Shad swore in Mr. Craig Stewart, a resident of the Historic District and business owner in the historic
district for 36 years. He said the County’s study falls short in fulfilling the statement that “the County
must focus on life safety issues while preserving the town.” He said the concept of preserving the town,
which is an irreplaceable historic asset, seemed to be absent from the plan. He said the plan needs to
demonstrate what can be done to preserve whatever portion of structures is possible. He agreed with
Mr. Reich that the two 10-foot in diameter culverts seemed inadequate and questioned if they can
extend further upstream and preserve the facades to maintain the character of town. He said the study
should include efforts to preserve the architecture.
Mr. Shad swore in Ms. Leanna Massey of Frederick, who testified in opposition to demolishing the
buildings. She shared that her parents still live on Hill street and that they had a tree fall on their home
from the rain. She said this plan is irreversible once buildings are torn down and she doesn’t believe the
County has exhausted all options. She agreed that it is of upmost importance to save lives, but found it
insulting that to say people are more interested in saving buildings than lives.
Mr. Shad swore in Mr. Thomas Harman, a resident of the Historic District. Mr. Harman is the Director for
the Center of Accelerating Innovation for the Federal Highway Administration and suggested the County
take advantage of their CHANGE program (Collaborative Hydraulics Advancing to the Next Generation of
Engineering), which is free and available to the County. This program could provide a free second
opinion. He said other models are available besides the Army Corps models and the County could take
advantage of international experts to slow the conveyance. He encouraged the County to reach out at a
Federal level and mentioned a $1 million dollar grant available to help with innovation and offering
resources.
Mr. Shad swore in Mr. Steven McKenna, a resident of the Historic District, who testified in opposition to
the demolition plan. He expressed a belief that there has been a lack of transparency and that no plan is
going to mitigate the safety. He said there are a lot of alternatives that have not been pursued. He said
the County’s plan is too focused on hydraulics and not enough on hydrology with further upstream
forms of mitigation. Mr. McKenna asserted that the problem is manmade, with natural aspects to it. He
said the overall structure of the town will be changed and could result in unintended consequences.
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Mr. Shad swore in Mr. Charles Kyler, a resident of the Historic District. Mr. Kyler detailed his
involvement assisting with rebuilding after the 2016 flood. Mr. Kyler acknowledged safety concerns and
that no one should have the fear of being trapped in a building or have anxiety attacks from the floods,
but found that the 5-year plan did not resolve a single portion of Main Street. He said there will still be
1-4 feet of water until the plan is pushed out decades to show the results of non-flood water levels. He
said the County needs a plan that takes care of flooding and ensures all lives. If that plan requires
demolition then it should be considered, but the plan needs to be seen first, rather than demolishing
first.
Mr. Shad swore in Ms. Mary Catherine Cochran, who shared her preservation experience in the County
and her family history. She stated that the demolition of the buildings will irrevocably change the face of
the National Historic District. She said the Commission needs to understand the impact on the surviving
buildings. The funds will demolish the buildings now, but the plan does nothing to mitigate the site until
FY 21/FY22 and if this occurs again before that time all of the water will go to the B&O Railroad
Museum. She questioned why, if this is an emergency/plan of last resort, a decision should be made
today for something that has no impact for three years. She said that even with mitigation of the
channel, modeling shows water 2 to 8 feet deep in front of the B&O Railroad Museum. She expressed
concern that the modeling still shows swift water velocity of 6.7 feet per second, which is four times
faster than the National Fire and Protection Association’s definition of swift water. She requested better
models, including velocity models, to evaluate the risk of the B&O Museum and for human life. Ms.
Cochran expressed concern for the economic impacts if the lower quarter of Main Street is removed.
Ms. Cochran asked if the facades can be saved or if the original buildings be saved (not the additions
over the river).
Mr. Shad swore in Ms. Grace Kubofcik, representing Patapsco Heritage Greenway (PHG). Ms. Kubofcik
stated the PHG mission and their role managing entity of the Patapsco Valley Heritage Area. Ms.
Kubofcik supported the urgent and compelling need to provide safety of those in Ellicott City. The
ongoing challenge of water retention and conveyance lies within the history of the town. She said the
major projects for water retention are needed immediately and should have been started many years
ago. She noted an effective streetscape along the National Road, and stated that Main street is rare and
invokes much of the towns charm and attracts visitors. She empathized with those making difficult
decisions due to the flash flood threat, and said PHG supports the County to obtain the ten buildings on
Main Street. She also recognized the importance of the ten buildings and found that nine contribute to
the historic character of the district. She expressed hope and desire that the acquisition process will
provide critical time for questions to be answered for possible alternative solutions. Ms. Kubofcik stated
that PHG is concerned about the future of B&O Railroad Museum and that they welcomed the
opportunity to explore options with the Administration, consultants and other partners.
Mr. Shad swore in Ms. Nancy Pickard of Rockville. Ms. Pickard stated that she had been a 22-year
resident of the county. She stated her concern about the demolition of ten structures that make up a
significant portion of lower Ellicott City. She explained that these structures have long and varied
history, some as early as the 1830s, and that individually they have varying degrees of architectural and
historical significance to local historic district. Ms. Pickard requested detailed historical and architectural
documentation of the buildings, and the timeline for reuse of the site to avoid a vacant cavity in heart of
the historic district.
Mr. Shad swore in Ms. Tara Simpson, an Ellicott City resident, who testified in opposition to demolishing
the buildings. She said that her home has flooded twice, and she has seen Main Street friends and
neighbors in danger and understands the need for safety. Ms. Simpson said that if this was truly the only
option she would be supportive. She said that altering or removing may be the option, but the
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mitigation plan need to start now with more thought and time put toward solutions. She requested the
County demolish with care and removal of buildings need to be thought through.
Mr. Shad swore in Ms. Kathy Howell, an Ellicott City resident, who testified in opposition to the County’s
plan. She asked if the plan could have two-phases; one to buy out the owners now as a first step without
plans for demolition. She stated the plan is rushed and questioned whether other towns, that have
been through this, have done this as a solution.
Testimony concluded and the Commission provided the following comments:
Mr. Reich stated the County needs to come up with a plan that does not demolish the buildings. The
buildings are an iconic part of Main Street and it would be devastating to lose them. He requested the
historic background of each building. He stated that he was on flood workgroup and was surprised to
see this proposal because it is not in the McCormick Taylor studies he previously saw. He said this plan is
too rapid and does not solve all the problems. Mr. Reich suggested moving and lengthening the pipe as a
viable option and noted that the McCormick Taylor study showed that tunnel removes all of the water
on Main Street. Mr. Reich suggested hardening the buildings to keep the historic character of town. He
said that since many of them are wood frame, they could be fitted to have concrete floors. He suggested
adding additional egress. He stated that he is in favor of the County purchasing the buildings to help
these owners, but suggested the County could harden the buildings and rent them out to save the
historic fabric of the town. Mr. Reich mentioned bypass options that other cities have done. He said that
this has taken place too without a lot of data supporting it. He asserted that further study is needed.
Ms. Zoren concurred with Mr. Reich’s comments. Ms. Zoren said that she has read every report done to
date. She is concerned that it is actually 20% of Main Street vs. 5% of the District that is proposed to be
demolished. She requested more information regarding how the County has exhausted every option
before looking at demolition as the sole solution. Ms. Zoren asked if there have been any secondary
opinions. She said the plan lacks creative solutions, and that once the buildings are lost, they are lost
forever. She said the problem is coming from up the hill and she is concerned that not enough
measures are being taken uphill. She requested studies look at ecology, the B&O, and said that maybe
this has been done, but it hasn’t been presented as factual information. She would like other options
considered, such as more culverts or the removal of three or four buildings, instead of ten.
Mr. Roth stated that he agreed with Mr. Reich and Ms. Zoren’s comments. He stated that based on
information presented in McCormick Taylor report, he would not be in favor of a Certificate of Approval
to take down any buildings at this time due to the need for more information. He said that tearing down
the ten buildings would not have prevented the death in 2018. He said that other towns deal with risk
using sirens and signs, rather than tearing buildings down. He said the flood mitigation plan starts with
assumption of water levels and volumes of the 2016 flood, but doesn’t give consideration to the
reduction in hydrology that would result in the proposed mitigations plans for stormwater management.
He suggested reducing development that creates more impervious surfaces and that the County buy
parking lots to see if that will help. He said that he hasn’t seen any consideration in reducing impervious
surface in the watershed to keep flood waters from coming down in the first place. Mr. Roth suggested
it would be reasonable for County to buy the buildings and stabilize them until such as time as other
mitigations have been put in place but they should not be torn first. He further emphasized the need to
add in pervious surfaces in watershed.
Ms. Tennor said her comments are based on the character of downtown and the disastrous effect that
removal of that block of buildings would have driving down Main Street. She said that the ten buildings
are the most visible. She appreciates the suggestions of salvaging or moving the most significant
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buildings, but said the importance of these buildings are in the location they reside. She concurred with
unintended consequences and the need to study more before destroying. Demolition should only take
place when all other mitigation efforts have been eliminated through study.
Mr. Shad concurred with the other Commissioners. He disagreed that all options have been thoroughly
vetted or reviewed, however, he agreed that it would be a good idea for County to buy the properties in
question. He said the County shouldn’t rush to start tearing things down, rather look at how these
buildings can be stabilized. Mr. Shad suggested taking a serious look at the root cause of the problem,
not only weather changes, but the overdevelopment in Tiber watershed area. He said that all of these
factors have some impact on the water in the Tiber Hudson watershed area and that it has a cumulative
effect.
Mr. Nichols said the County researched several other examples of towns and had communications with
locations such as Waterbury, CT; Boone, NC; Big Thompson Creek, CO; Charleston, West Virginia;
Indonesia and even Germany. Mr. Nichols shared during the CAG process there were ideas about the
acquisition of buildings and that was included as part of the CAG report.
Mr. Nichols updated the Commission on the warning system - the FHWA program was mentioned earlier
and the County did communicate back in September 2017 about that program, but was also working
with Department of Homeland Security with their Flood Apex Program that has specific knowledge with
these significant challenges. Prior to the May 2018 storm, the County was working with Homeland
Security to understand the main issue of the impacts of these new storms on the watershed. The plan
has been to install 48 stream gages throughout the watershed. He said the County has been working
with the National Weather Service, and explained that County has been working with and coordinating
with other National agencies to try and figure out the significant problem we have.
Mr. Nichols will provide information and more ideas as they are developed.
Mr. Nichols addressed the B&O Museum concerns points out the presentation provided to compare the
modeling difference between no mitigation further up in the watershed compared to an expanded
stream channel in the surrounding area around the B&O, there is very limited difference between the
two so as far this increased threat, that is not something the models show. But Mr. Nichols says they will
continue to work on the site of the B&O and what can be done.
Mr. Roth points out that the proposal to add a tunnel upstream would reduce the risk of the B&O and
any approaches that reduce the amount of water from coming downstream would have a huge impact.

HPC-18-47 – 8390 Main Street and Ellicott Mills Drive right of way, Ellicott City
Certificate of Approval for exterior alterations.
Applicant: John Seefried, Howard County Department of Public Works
Background & Scope of Work: This property is located in the Ellicott City Historic District. The Applicant
seeks retroactive approval for the removal of six trees greater than 12 inches diameter in breast height
between 8444 Main Street and 8390 Main Street. The trees included three spruce and three hardwood
trees. The application explains that the pipe under Ellicott Mills Drive failed during the May 27, 2018
flood. The three spruce and two hardwood trees were removed from the Wine Bin property because
they contributed to the failure via piping and excess and dynamic load. One hardwood tree near the
former Court House was removed because of its contribution to failure via piping and hydraulic
overtopping. The application further explains,
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Staff Report HPC-21-38
Addendum 2

HISTORIC DIS TRICT COMMISSION
Ellicott City Historic District
Lawyers Hill Historic District
Administered by the Department of Planning and Zoning

TIle second r.:g ul ar meeti ng o f the Hi st ri c Di strict oml1lission in the year 2000 wa held o n
February 3, 2000 at 7 :30 p.m. in the Tyson Room of the George Howard Building, 3430 Co urthouse
Drive, Ell icott C ity, Maryl and . The agenda was properl y adverti sed in accordance with ecti on
16.605(b)(3) o f the Howard o UIllY ode.
Members Present:

Members Absent:
Staff Prese nt:

eil Lang, Vi ce Chai rperson; harles E. Hogg, Jr.; Ri chard Tay lor;
an Wensil; Robert Willi ams; Joseph Tiepemlan
Dori s Th mpson, hairperson
tephen R. Bockmil ler; Dan Bennett; Ha nnah Gardiner.

For the purpose of thi s hearing the fo il wing documents were incorporated into the record by
refe re nce: the appropri ate prov isions of the Howard o unty C ha'ter; the Howard County Code; the
Howard Co unty Zo ning Regulations; the Ge neral Plan fo r Howard ounty; the petitions as
submitted; the ecretary o f the Interi r' s Standards for the Treatment of Hi stori c Pro perti es, 1992;
the Secretary of the Ltneri or's tand ards and Illu strated Guide lines for Rehab ilitating Hi storic
Buildings, 1992 ; " Preservation Bri e fs" published by the Pre 'ervati n Assistance Division of the
ati onal Park ervice, . . Deparunent ohhe Interior; EllicOlt City: New Life For An O ld Town ... ,
ew Life For An Old Town .. . , Final
Murphy/Willi ams, August, 1976; Ell icott C ity:
Recommendations f the Ellico tt ity C iti zens' Adv isory ommittee, December, 1977 ; Elli cott Ci ty
treetscape Re port, Kamstra, Dickerson and Assoc iates, Inc., 198 1; the Ellicott ity Design Manual,
Kamstra, Dickerson and Assoc iates, Inc., ovem e r 19 0 , the Lawyers Hill Design Gu ide lines,
Apri l 1995 , and the Ellicott ity Design uide lin es, May, 1998.

******************************************************************************
In the absence o f the Chairperson, Ms. Dori s TIlompson, Mr. Neil Lang conducted the meetin g. The
minutes of the January meeting we re accepted.

Plans for A I)pro va l:
#99·41· 8385 lain S treet (The .Judge' Bench), Ellicott C ity

Verifi ca ti on of cxpenditu,-es for a property tax credit.
Applicant:

George Sute,-

Mr. Bockmil ler stated that on August 5, 1999, the OI1lmi ss ion preappro ved a I rope n y tax credit
for painting the ex te,i or of the building Duro n 8772 W " iberi an Ice" and the building's trim
"AC 127 " he'TY Rose". He said the applicant has submitted a bill marked paid in full from
elson Cramblitt (MHI C #35037) in the amount of 3,600.

3430 Courthouse Drive' Ellicott City, Maryland 21043 • (410) 313-2393 • FAX (410) 313-3467
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Mr. Bockmiller said Staff has vi sited the site and the work appears to be completed ill accordance
with the preapi ro ved Certificate of Eligibi lity. He said sho uld the Co mmi ssion conc ur, the
appli cant would be e lig ible for a propen y tax c redit in the amount f 360.00.
Mr. Williams made a motion to approve the applicant'S request. The motion was se ond by Mr.
Hogg. The o mmi ss ion voted 6 - 0 in favor o f the request.

#00-04 - 8085-89 Main Street (Main Street Blues), Elli cott Ci ty
COm llJ·c hensive res toration plan for building damagcd in the ovember 1999 Main Irect fire,
and tax credit for the work.
Appli ca nt:
Dennis M:u-lin
Mr. Bockmiller stated that the ovember fire essemia lly gUlled thi s building. He said the roo f is
missing and the second fl oor o f the rear addition was condemned and had to be removed. He stated
thal the building itself is essentially sound but in need o f resto ration from the fire damage. The roof
would be reco nstructed and the second fl oor rear addition wo uld be re placed, constructed in-kind,
with siding to match existing. Mr. Boc kmil ler said that window and door arrangemel1ls on the
reconsu·ucted additi on would be somewhat altered from the previous arrangeme nt. A new wooden
stai rway wo uld be constructed on the rear and two ex isting stoo ps in the rear yard area wo uld be
repaired. A white picket fence would be installed along the top of the retaining wa ll to the r"a r. The
fro nt of the building wo uld be cl ea ned and repaired in -kind, including in-kind re pl aceme nt of the
four banks o f dubie-hung wind ws with 6/ 1 wood , true di vided light wood windows. One change
to the front facade would include re moval of the awning and letteri ng "Mai n treet Blues" above
front door. Mr. B ckmiller noted th at the appli cant seeks a property tax credit for the work .
Mr. Bockmill er said the subj ect building is n t indi vidu all y listed on the Hi storic Sites Inventory,
but was constructed witll in the Di stri ct's period of signifi cance. He said Staff recommended
approval o f the work and preapproval o f a propen y tax credit fo r the fo ll owin g: roo f and (if
necessary) roof tru ss re pla ement, exterior fea tures of the reconstructed second fl oo r additi on,
restoration of st refront and corni ces o n front o f building, in cluding window repl acement in kind
and c leaning o f soo t damage o n front facade.
Mr. Denni s Martin testified in favor of the petitioll . He said basicall y, he intend s to put things as
they were. He said that the o utside of the building will retain its 1 0k , and the second fl oo r wall of
the add ition that was n t damaged by the fire will remain . He said the aw ning will remain as it was.
Mr. David Robbin s, the architect, also testified. He said that the three panel front door will be put
back the way it was.
Mr. Tay lor made a m ti on t deternline the pro perty to be an "eligible propen y" and approve the
applicati n as recommended by taff. The motion was seconded by Ms. Wensil. The Commission
voted 6 - 0 in favor of the appli cation.
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3430 Court House Drive  Ellicott City, Maryland 21043
Administered by the Department of Planning and Zoning

VOICE 410-313-2350
FAX 410-313-3042

November Minutes
Thursday, November 3, 2016; 7:00 p.m.
The tenth regular meeting for the year 2016 of the Historic Preservation Commission was held on Thursday,
November 3, 2016 in the C. Vernon Gray Room located at 3430 Court House Drive, Ellicott City, Maryland.
Ms. Tennor moved to approve the October 6 minutes. Mr. Roth seconded. The motion was unanimously
approved.
Members present:

Allan Shad, Chair; Eileen Tennor, Vice-Chair; Drew Roth, Secretary; Erica Zoren,
Bruno Reich

Staff present:

Samantha Holmes, Beth Burgess, Dan Bennett, Yvette Zhou, and Lewis Taylor

PLANS FOR APPROVAL
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.

14-78c – 8020-8022 Main Street, Ellicott City
16-66c – 8098 Main Street, Ellicott City
16-88 – 8137 Main Street, Ellicott City
16-94 – 8289 Main Street, Ellicott City
16-97 – 8210-8212 Main Street, Ellicott City
16-89 – 3585 Church Road, Ellicott City
16-90 – 8497 Frederick Road, Ellicott City
16-91 – 8307 Main Street, Ellicott City
16-92 – 8321 Main Street, Ellicott City
16-93 – 3733 Old Columbia Pike, Ellicott City
16-95 – 8307 Main Street, Ellicott City
16-96 – 8307 Main Street, Ellicott City
16-98 – 8004, 8008, 8012 Main Street, Ellicott City
16-99 – 8316 Main Street/Stream channel wall under Ellicott Mills Brewing Company, Ellicott City
16-100 – 8055 Main Street, Ellicott City
16-101 – 8085 Main Street, Ellicott City

CONSENT AGENDA
14-78c – 8020-8022 Main Street, Ellicott City
Final tax credit approval.
Applicant: Mark Bean
Background & Scope of Work: This property is located in the Ellicott City Historic District. According to SDAT
the building dates to 1890, although it most likely dates to the mid to late 1920s as the original Patapsco
Hotel collapsed and was demolished, then rebuilt. The Applicant seeks final tax credit approval for exterior
1
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4) Repair existing 4 lite over 3 horizontal panels wood door and framing on left side of building leading
to apartments above. If repair is not possible, replace with new wood framing and 4 lite over 3
horizontal panel wood door to match existing. See Figure 29.
5) Replace sign that was removed several years ago to match the previously existing as shown in Figure
30.
6) The gutters need to be replaced and the building repaired where the gutters attach to the building.
7) The cornice needs to be sealed and repaired.
8) The exterior lights need to be rewired or replaced.
Staff Comments: The application is generally considered Routine Maintenance, per Chapter 5 which states
that Routine Maintenance is the “repair or replacement of roofs, gutters, siding, external doors and windows,
trim, lights and other appurtenant fixtures using the same materials and design.” The doors will be repaired if
possible or otherwise replaced to match the existing in design and material. The storefront window will be
repaired to match the existing, although it will be framed in wood instead of metal. The replacement of the
gutters, repair of the building where the gutters are connected and repair of the cornice and replacement of
exterior lights all are considered Routine Maintenance.
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends approval of the application as submitted. Staff recommends tax
credit pre-approval for Items 1-7. The replacement of the exterior lights in Item 8 are also eligible for the tax
credit, but aside from the installation of the fixtures, any other electrical work such as rewiring, is not eligible
for the tax credit.
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Sally Fox Tennant. Mr. Shad asked if there were any additions or corrections to
the Staff comments. Ms. Tennant asked if interior repairs are eligible for tax credit. Ms. Burgess said only
interior structural repairs are applicable for tax credit. Ms. Holmes said the previous sign approval did not
have dimensions since it was submitted a while ago before the current application requirements. Ms.
Tennant said the sign will fill the same area which is approximately 90 inches by 60 inches. Ms. Tennant said
the color of the sign will match the current building façade which is sage and lavender and not the previous
pink color. Staff will provide Ms. Tennant with the Benjamin Moore lavender and sage color palette that she
was approved for.
Motion: Mr. Reich moved to approve the application as submitted. Mr. Roth seconded. The motion was
unanimously approved.
16-101 – 8085 Main Street, Ellicott City
Certificate of Approval to make exterior alterations and repairs. Tax credit pre-approval. Façade
Improvement Program.
Applicant: Michael Baldwin
Background & Scope of Work: This property is located in the Ellicott City Historic District. According to SDAT
the building dates to 1920, but was severely damaged in a November 1999 six alarm fire. This application is
considered an emergency as the building sustained flooding and damage during the July 30th flood. The
repairs will allow the Applicant to have a secured building in order to start repairs, control mold remediation
and protect against future water infiltration. The property was posted with a sign more than 24 hours before
the meeting.
The Applicant proposes the following work:
Building Foundation/Decking/Interior Structural Work
22
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1) Remove the existing steel beam supported wood joist floor framing system that spans the Tiber River
and replace it with a structural poured in place concrete beam/floor decking system. The original
floor joist system has been compromised by two fires and the flood and is no longer safe. Replace
existing structural floor sheathing in the front of the building, in an area that does not span the Tiber
River. This structural work is estimated to cost $60,000 to $70,000.
2) Replace the existing compromised structural framing around the stairwell. The stairs will be widened
from less than 3 feet wide to 4 feet wide for better egress and safety. (Some of the framing may be
considered structural but consultation with Department of Inspections, Licenses and Permits is
needed for clarification.)
Sides of Building
3) Replace wood framed walls on the sides of the
building, which are located over the river, with
structural concrete block walls to support the
second floor and to assist with flood control.
a. The west/downstream side will remain
block as it is not visible due to its
proximity to the neighboring building.
b. The east/upstream side of the building
is currently sided in wood siding. New
wood siding will be installed over the
concrete block walls and painted a
beige color, McCormick Paints
‘Courtyard’ 0344.
4) Add a pair of 6:1 wood windows between the
existing 8:1 and 6:1 wood windows on the east
(downstream) side of the building as shown in
Figure 30.

Figure 31 - Aerial of 8085 Main Street

5) Install 3 commercial glass windows on the east (downstream) side of the building to highlight the
historical bridge truss on the right side of the building as shown in Figure 30.

Figure 33 - Existing east side of building
Figure 32 - Proposed alterations to east side of building
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Front of Building
6) Replace the framed walls below the storefront windows with concrete block. Replace framing and
panels around concrete block to match the previously existing design. The walls may be raised 6 to 8
inches higher than the existing walls, depending on the coursing of the block. If the wall is raised, the
size of the windows would decrease as well.
7) Replace the storefront windows on the front of the building with impact resistant glass set into an
inswing operable frame and sash. The current windows are not operable.
8) Rebuild the front entrance in a slightly different configuration. The two side doors and would be
removed and the main door brought forward to enlarge the width of the door to 3 feet for better
egress. The previously existing side panels would be resized to 3 feet wide as well. Impact resistant
glass will be used. This reconfiguration will allow a larger door and create a larger foyer space upon
entering the building, which was previously very small.
9) Restore damaged dentil molding on first floor cornice.
10) Repair front façade to match the previously existing colors. The cornice and wood storefront will be
Benjamin Moore Mopboard Black, the trim will be Franklin White and the panel inserts will be red.

Figure 34 - Front facade after flood

Rear of Building
11) Replace a window on the first floor rear of the building with a door for safety egress.
12) Paint the rear of the building a beige color, McCormick Paints ‘Courtyard’ 0344, to match the east
side of building.
The Applicant seeks tax credit pre-approval and Façade Improvement Program funds for the work, but was
unsure which programs the specific work qualifies for. Staff will clarify these items in the recommendation
below.
Staff Comments: Although this application contains many repairs and alterations, the building will
essentially look the same, but will be strengthened against possible future weather events.
Building Foundation/Decking/Interior Structural Work
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Staff finds the concrete floor/decking system is a structural issue that will qualify for the County Historic
Property Tax Credit. Section 20.112 of the County Code states that eligible work includes, “work that is
necessary to maintain the physical integrity of the structure with regard to safety, durability, or
weatherproofing.” This alteration will serve as the main structural support for the building since the existing
beams are no longer stable and will aid in protecting the building against any future flooding. Staff requires
additional information on the structural framing around the staircase, but will discuss the matter the
Department of Inspections, Licenses and Permits to determine if it is a structural issue. If it is, Staff would find
it meets the qualifications of the Code to qualify for the tax credit as well.
Sides of Building
The existing windows on the side of the building are not the same windows that are in the 1983 photograph.
The 1983 photograph has matching 1:1 windows, whereas the existing windows are 8:1 and 6:1 and are
slightly different sizes now. The existing rear addition appears to be larger than the original addition as well,
so there have been alterations over time.

Figure 36 - Current side view

Figure 35 - Side of building in 1983

Chapter 6.H (page 41) recommends against,
“removing, adding or altering a window opening on a building’s primary façade or in any location where it
affects historic features key to a building’s character.” The new proposed window openings are on the side of
the building, not the primary façade and will not affect any historic features or features key to the character
of the building. Furthermore, the side façade has already been altered due to the 1999 fire. The new
windows will be made of wood, which comply with Chapter 6.H recommendations. The proposed windows
will enhance this view of the building and make the side more of a focal point.
Front of Building
The front of the building has already been altered, as shown
in Figure 36, a photo from 1983. The wood panels did not
exist as this time and were added in 1993. The storefront
windows and design has already changed over time and the
proposed alterations will not detract from the architectural
integrity of the building, but may prevent damage in the
event of a future weather event. The proposed repair and
alteration complies with Chapter 6.K recommendations,
“when planning storefront repairs or alterations, unify the
upper and lower floors in the new design. Use appropriate
and matching materials and colors throughout the façade;
use materials appropriate to the style and period of the
25

Figure 37 - Side of building in 1983
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building; and use details of one time and type…” Although the proportion of the windows and panel area
could change slightly with the addition of concrete block in place of wood framing, panels and trim of the
same design and colors will be put back in place and the building will generally look the same.

Figure 39 - Front facade in 1983

Figure 38 - Front facade in 1983

Rear of Building
Chapter 6.H (page 41) of Guidelines recommends against,
“removing, adding or altering a window opening on a
building’s primary façade or in any location where it affects
historic features key to the building’s character.” The
proposed window to door conversation will be located on
rear of the building, and this location on the building is not
visible from the public right of way. The window will be
converted to a door in order to assist with emergency
egress from the building. Staff requires additional
information on the specs to be used for the door, but finds
there is leniency in the type of door to be used due to the
location as explained above.

Figure 40- Front facade after flood 2016

Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends:
1) Approval as submitted, contingent upon Staff approval of the specs for the conversion of the rear
window to a door;
2) Tax credit pre-approval for Items 1-3 and 6-10, 12 which comply with Section 20.112 of the County
Code.
a. Items 4 and 5 are considered new construction and do not qualify.
b. Item 8 would normally be considered new construction, but in this instance the entrance
needs to be rebuilt regardless.
c. Staff would like the Commission to determine whether Item 11 qualifies for tax credits as it is
an alteration that normally would be considered new construction, but is being done for
safety egress.
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Façade Improvement Program: Staff will approve the application for the Façade Improvement Program
based on the approval from the Historic Preservation Commission and the Maryland Historical Trust,
availability of funds and receipt of quotes for the work. If approved, Staff will issue a pre-approval letter
explaining the amount approved once the final bid is received. The pre-approval is contingent upon a final
approval when the work is complete and availability of funds. Work cannot begin until a Certificate of
Approval and Façade Improvement Program Approval have been received. The items eligible for the Façade
Improvement Program are limited to work done to the front of the building along Main Street.
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Evan Brown, the owner of Portalli’s. Mr. Shad asked if there were any
additions or corrections to the Staff comments. Ms. Tennor asked if there was a traditional alcove setback
for the door and if the Applicant proposed to bring it forward and enclose the doorway. Mr. Evan said yes,
there are three doorways currently, two on the sides and one in the center. Ms. Zoren asked about the size
of the doors and their purpose. Ms. Holmes said there are side doors and then a 3 foot sidelight. Ms. Holmes
said the building was two stores and the center door was used to access the 2nd floor. The buildings
storefronts are not original and has been converted into one storefront. Mr. Reich asked if the storefront will
be built exactly the same with the wood panels that existed prior to the flood damage. Mr. Brown said yes,
the window size may change slightly depending on where the height of the block wall ends. He said instead
of cutting the block, the construction will use full blocks so the windows may be a few inches higher off the
ground. Mr. Brown said the same wood panels with the detail and dimensions will be used so that the
storefront will look the same as it was before the flood but will have block behind the wall for added
strength. Mr. Brown said the windows will be impact resistant operable glass. The windows will look like the
original windows when closed.
Ms. Holmes asked if the awning will be removed. Mr. Brown said it will remain. Ms. Tennor asked if there
were any options permitting the awning to stay but removing the supports that extend to the sidewalk. Mr.
Brown is unsure of awning options.
Mr. Reich asked Mr. Brown to clarify the structural plan. Mr. Brown said a 14 to 20 inch thick concrete slab
will be installed on top of a steel beam between the two channel walls of the river. Ms. Zoren said the floor
could potentially be raised higher. Mr. Brown said the floor foundation may raise 4 inches if they are
concrete floors.
Ms. Zoren asked if the Applicant would consider making the side windows double hung windows to match
the windows above. Mr. Brown said the proposed windows were chosen to highlight the large wooden
bridge truss that survived past natural disasters. Ms. Tennor asked if the lower display window frames would
be metal or wood. Mr. Brown said they will be wood to match the wood siding. Mr. Bennett asked what will
happen to the second floor use. Mr. Brown said it will remain the same use for restaurant seating since it was
not damaged by the flood. Mr. Brown said the 3 foot wide stairs will be widened to 4 feet for safety.
Mr. Taylor asked Mr. Brown for clarification of the existence of the window that is proposed to turn into a
door. Mr. Brown said the flood blew out the window so there is just an opening and a door would allow
improved egress. Mr. Taylor said tax credits can be applied towards replacement of the window but the
Applicant would install a door instead. Mr. Reich said the Applicant can provide documentation showing the
cost of window replacement for tax credit to be issued even though a door will be replaced Mr. Lewis stated
tax credits are for the preservation of the historic structure. When a window is changed to a door, the
historic structure is not preserved but since the size of the opening remains the same, the replacement of the
door will not be tax credit eligible only for the cost difference to replace a window. Mr. Taylor advised the
Commission that it was their discretion to allow tax credits for the preservation of the building. Mr. Reich
said it does not matter if the opening is a door or window as long as the Applicant provides documentation
for the cost of the window as long as it is not more than the cost of the door for tax credit approval.
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Motion: Mr. Reich moved to approve the application as submitted with tax credits for the exterior window
with documentation that it will be converted to a door. Ms. Tennor seconded. The motion was unanimously
approved.

Other Business:
The Commission typically has not met in January in the past years. The Board agreed there will not be a
January meeting in 2017. However, if an emergency meeting is needed, the Chair can call one.

Mr. Shad moved to adjourn. Mr. Roth seconded. The motion was unanimously approved and the meeting
was adjourned at 9:52pm

*Chapter and page references are from the Ellicott City or Lawyers Hill Historic District Design Guidelines.

Allan Shad, Chair

Beth Burgess, Executive Secretary

Samantha Holmes, Preservation Planner

Yvette Zhou, Recording Secretary
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HOWARD COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
ELLICOTT CITY HISTORIC DISTRICT  LAWYERS HILL HISTORIC DISTRICT
3430 Court House Drive  Ellicott City, Maryland 21043
Administered by the Department of Planning and Zoning

VOICE 410-313-2350
FAX 410-313-3042

June Minutes
Thursday, June 6, 2019; 7:00 p.m.
The June meeting of the Historic Preservation Commission was held on Thursday, June 6, 2019 in the C.
Vernon Gray room located at 3430 Court House Drive, Ellicott City, MD 21043. Ms. Holmes informed the
Commission that she made a few technical corrections to case HPC-19-21 8472 Hill Street, adding in a
few areas of missing testimony regarding damage to the wall that was removed and to the knee walls
and stoop sinking and being removed. Ms. Holmes reviewed each of the changes with the Commission
at the end of the meeting, prior to approval of the minutes. Mr. Roth moved to approve the May
minutes. Ms. Tennor seconded. The motion was unanimously approved.
Members present:

Allan Shad, Chair; Eileen Tennor, Vice-Chair; Drew Roth, Secretary; Bruno Reich;
Erica Zoren

Staff present:

Beth Burgess, Samantha Holmes, Dan Bennett, Lewis Taylor, Kaitlyn Clifford

PLANS FOR APPROVAL
Consent Agenda
1. MA-18-40c – 12050 Old Frederick Road, Marriottsville
Regular Agenda
2. HPC-19-26 – 6042 Old Washington Road, Elkridge, HO-803
3. HPC-19-27 – 8081 Main Street, Ellicott City, HO-360
4. HPC-19-28 – 8085-8089 Main Street, Ellicott City
5. HPC-19-29 – 8293 Main Street, Ellicott City
6. HPC-19-30 – 8141 Main Street, Ellicott City
7. HPC-19-31 – 3877 College Avenue, Ellicott City
8. HPC-19-32 – 8289 Main Street, Ellicott City
9. HPC-19-33 – 8249 Main Street, Ellicott City
10. HPC-19-34 – Sidewalks, curbs and gutter in the vicinity of 8267 Main Street to 8411 Main Street
to 3880 Ellicott Mills Drive
OTHER BUSINESS
1. Design Guideline Work Session
2. Administrative Session
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the other two doors, where there were previously French doors, DPW is proposing to fill that space in
with German lap wood siding to match what is on the building now and paint the siding to match.
Mr. Shad asked if the proposed work is mostly cosmetic to make the building’s doors look like they are
operable. Mr. Hollenbeck stated the building will be inoperable until the completion of the storm water
management mitigation projects.
Ms. Holmes clarified and amended the staff report to reflect that the rear addition of the building, in
which the doors are being replaced with siding, is a non-historic addition.
Motion: Mr. Reich moved to approve the application as submitted. Ms. Tennor seconded. The motion
was unanimously approved.

HPC-19-28 – 8085-8089 Main Street, Ellicott City
Certificate of Approval for exterior alterations.
Applicant: Howard County Department of Public Works
Request: The applicant, Howard County Department of Public Works, requests a Certificate of Approval
to make exterior alterations at 8085-8089 Main Street, Ellicott City.
Background and Site Description: This property is located in the Ellicott City Historic District. According
to SDAT the building dates to 1920, but was severely damaged in a November 1999 six alarm fire.
Scope of Work: The applicant proposes to make the following repairs and alterations:
1) Remove plywood over the existing entrance doors and windows.
2) Replace the windows to with new wood windows to match the previously existing casement and
picture windows (prior to 2018 flood).
3) Replace door with a full light wood door, painted black, to match the previously existing.
4) Paint façade elements at first floor level (below cornice/trim) as needed. Paint colors to match
existing.
5) Replace any damaged siding, masonry or trim to match the existing using in-kind materials and
colors.
6) Remove awning and support posts.
7) Remove existing mosaic tile floor at entryway. A concrete floor will be installed in this location
and the basement is being infilled with flowable fill and a concrete slab. A future application will
include a new floor for the entryway.
HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations:
Storefront Windows
Chapter 6.H: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings, Windows
1) Chapter 6.H recommends, “when repair is not possible, replace original windows, frames and
related details with features that fit the original openings and are of the same style, material,
finish and window pane configuration. If possible, reproduce frame size and profile and muntin
detailing.”
Chapter 6.K: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings, Storefronts
2) Chapter 6.K recommends, “preserve the form and details of existing historic storefronts. Uncover
or replace architectural detailing that has been obscured by later additions.”
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Chapter 5: Routine Maintenance
3) Chapter 5 states the following is Routine Maintenance, “painting previously painted surfaces
using the same color.”
After the 2016 flood the previous owner was approved in November 2016 in case HPC-16-101 to make
alterations to the storefront consisting of:
• Replace the framed walls below the storefront windows with concrete block. Replace framing
and panels around concrete block to match the previously existing design. The walls may be
raised 6 to 8 inches higher than the existing walls, depending on the coursing of the block. If the
wall is raised, the size of the windows would decrease as well.
• Replace the storefront windows on the front of the building with impact resistant glass set into
an inswing operable frame and sash. The current windows are not operable.
• Rebuild the front entrance in a slightly different configuration. The two side doors would be
removed and the main door brought forward to enlarge the width of the door to 3 feet for
better egress. The previously existing side panels would be resized to 3 feet wide as well. Impact
resistant glass will be used. This reconfiguration will allow a larger door and create a larger foyer
space upon entering the building, which was previously very small.
The alterations were allowed with the intent of providing better protection for future flooding.
However, the knee walls were not reinforced with concrete block, which was discovered after the 2018
flood, which was the impetus for the entire storefront renovation after the 2016 flood. The difference in
the profile detailing from the previously existing storefront windows (prior to 2016) and the casement
windows was not evident at time the alteration was approved in HPC-16-101. The casement windows
have a very bulky profile and trim, whereas the previous windows were more historically appropriate
with a narrow profile and trim. The storefront window arrangement prior to the 2016 flood was not
historic, as the storefront has been altered over the years, but it was more compatible with the building
than the current arrangement. The windows should be restored to the condition prior to the 2016 flood.
The current windows are white, but if restored correctly, should be painted black to match the
previously existing narrow frames and existing windows on the upper floors of the building. The
casement windows do not comply with the Guidelines as the profile detailing was significantly different
and detracts from the architectural integrity of the storefront, as shown in Figure 6 and 7 below.
Restoration to pre-2016 flood conditions would better comply with Chapter 6.K of the Guidelines above,
which recommends replacing detailing on storefronts that have been obscured by later additions.
Front Door
Chapter 6.G: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings, Entrances
4) Chapter 6.G recommends, “when repair is not possible, replace historic doors and entrance
features with features of the same size, style and finish.”
Chapter 5: Routine Maintenance
5) Chapter 5 states the following is Routine Maintenance, “painting previously painted surfaces
using the same color.”
The proposed full light wood door will match the previously existing door that was destroyed in the
2018 flood and complies with the Guideline recommendations. The new door will be painted to match
the previously existing color and is considered Routine Maintenance.
Exterior Brick Walls
Chapter 6.C: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings, Masonry
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6) Chapter 6.C recommends, “if a masonry wall or feature must be replaced, use material as similar
to the original as possible, particularly if the materials are visible from a public road or are key
elements of the building’s style or character.
7) Chapter 6.C recommends, “use mortar mixes that are compatible with early stone and brick.”
A spec of the proposed infill brick and mortar was not provided, but any infill should match the existing
brick and mortar in type and color.
Awning
Chapter 4: The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation
8) Standard 10 states, “New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be
undertaken in such a manner that, if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of
the historic property and its environment would be unimpaired.”
The awning is not historic and dates to approximately 2000. The awning extends into the public-right-ofway and partially hides the storefront cornice on the building façade. The removal of the awning
complies with the Secretary of the Interior Standards and will not negatively affect the integrity of the
historic building.
Entryway Tile Floor
Chapter 6.G: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings, Entrances
9) Chapter 6.G recommends, “when repair is not possible, replace historic doors and entrance
features with features of the same size, style and finish.”
10) Chapter 6.GH recommends against “unnecessarily replacing original doors and entrance features
on historic buildings.”
The tile floor is not historic; it was rebuilt in 2017 and was approved in case HPC-17-52. The floor is only
being proposed to be temporarily removed and the tile work will be reconstructed in the future.
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC approve the application as submitted,
contingent upon:
1) The storefront windows being restored to a pre-2016 condition.
2) The tile floor entryway be rebuilt in the future.
Testimony: Mr. Shad asked if there was anyone in the audience that was in opposition to the application
that would like to testify. There was no one in the audience who wanted to testify. Mr. Hollenbeck was
previously sworn in. Mr. Shad asked if Mr. Hollenbeck had any corrections or additions to the staff
report. Mr. Hollenbeck stated he had two handouts in response to staff comments, the first was product
data for alternate windows that DPW proposes to use and the second, is product data for the terra cotta
repair mortar for the terra cotta façade.
Mr. Hollenbeck stated that in response to the staff comments, DPW looked into using an alternate
window section. He explained that the existing windows are casement windows with a tilt function and
the frame is 10 inches wide and quite bulky. He said DPW would install a fixed casement which would be
direct set, without a brickmould, into the openings. Mr. Hollenbeck noted the basis for installing that
type of window would allow DPW to use a laminated glazing, which is a manufactured product. This way
DPW can also remove the window pane easily for future work on the building without having to take
apart the storefront. Mr. Hollenbeck said that to make the window look correct, the trim work below
the windows would need to be redone.
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Mr. Hollenbeck explained the photos in his handout and said that he superimposed, in red, the visible
light sizes for the windows that DPW is proposing. These measurements are the same width as the
windows installed after the 1999 fire, however the height would be 4 inches less because the knee wall
was rebuilt after the 2016 flood. Mr. Hollenbeck stated he is proposing to redo the trim on the lower
inset panels with applied 1x2 and painted the trim the cream color similar to pre-2016 flood, to more
closely resemble the proportions in the photo.
Mr. Hollenbeck stated the second handout provided included information on product data for terra
cotta repair mortar, the façade is terra cotta as is some of the interior demising walls. Mr. Hollenbeck
explained DPW would try to use a product compatible to mortar and the color would be selected from
the manufacturers range to more closely match some previously repairs that were done with regular
mortar. Mr. Hollenbeck stated he had tried to chip out the mortar and match more closely with the
upcoming repairs to the building.
Mr. Reich stated that the building looks more like brick than terra cotta. Mr. Hollenbeck agreed. Ms.
Tennor asked if the windows that are being proposed to be installed instead would resemble the
windows prior to the first flood. Mr. Hollenbeck said the windows would more closely resemble the preflood windows.
Ms. Tennor asked for clarification on removing the tile flooring at the entrance of the building to put in a
concrete slab. Mr. Hollenbeck explained that the front portion of the building that is parallel with Main
Street has a floor that is wood framed with a one-inch concrete slab on top. Mr. Hollenbeck stated DPW
is working to infill the basement with flowable fill so that there is not any sort of void space that would
have the potential to rot out the underside of the floor. Mr. Hollenbeck explained that DPW needs to
take out the whole wood structure, which is why the tile needs to be removed. Mr. Hollenbeck stated
the current tile floor was installed after the 2016 flood and is adhered to the wood. He stated another
large-scale construction project would be happening in the future at this location and the tile could be
destroyed with that project, so he would prefer waiting until the renovation project was completed to
handle the replacement of the tile floor. Ms. Tennor asked if the tile floor would go into storage. Mr.
Hollenbeck said the tile was installed in 2016 after the first flood and is not historic tile.
Motion: Mr. Roth moved to approve as submitted with the addition of two contingencies offered by the
staff. Mr. Reich seconded. The motion was unanimously approved.

HPC-19-29 – 8293 Main Street, Ellicott City
Certificate of Approval to install sign.
Applicant: Temrah Okonksi
Request: The applicant, Temrah Okonski, President of the Ellicott City Rotary Club, requests a Certificate
of Approval to install a sign.
Background and Site Description: This building is located in the Ellicott City Historic District. According
to SDAT the building dates to 1890.
The existing Sunrise Rotary Club sign was approved in June 1994 to be 18x24 inches.
Scope of Work: The applicant proposes to install a double-sided projecting sign on the corner of the
front façade of 8293 Main Street, attached to and under the existing Rotary Club sign or installed on a
9
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Ellicott City Historic District
Lawyers Hill Historic District
Administered by the Department of Planning and Zoning

The third regular meeti ng o r the Hi storic Di stri ct Commission in the year 2000 wa held on March
2,2000 at 7:35 p.m. in the Tyson Roorn of the George Howa rd Building, 3430 Courth use Dri ve,
Ell i 'on C ity, Maryhllld . T he agenda was properly adverti sed in accordance with Section
J6.605 (b)(3) of the Howard ounty Code.
Members Present:

Dod s Thompson, hairperso n; harles E. Hogg, Jr.
Robert Willi ams; Joseph Ti epelll13n

Mem bel'S A bsen t:

Neil Lang, Vice

Staff Pre ent:

Stephen R. Bockmiller; Dan Bennett ; Hann ah Gardiner.

hairpe rson; Van Wensil ; Ri c bard Tay lor

For the purpose of thi s hearing the fo llow ing documellls were in corporated illlo the reco rd by
reference: the appropriate prov isions of the Howard County Chart er; the Howard oUllly Code; the
Howard Coullly Zo ning Regul ations; th e Ge neral Pl an ~ r Howard County; the petitions as
submitted ; the ecretary of the Interi or's tandarel s for the Treatment of Historic Properties, 1992;
the ecretary of the Lnterior' s Standards and l liu strated Guidelines for Rehabi litating Hi storic
Buildings, 1992; "Preservati on Briefs" pu bli shed by the Preservati on Assistance Di vision of the
National Park Service, U.S . Department of the l uteri or; Ell icott City: ew Life For An Olel TOWII ... ,
Mltrphy/Wilii ams, August, 1976; Ellicott ity:
New Life For An Old Town .. . , Final
Recoll1meDdations of the Ell icott City itizens' Ad viso ry o mm ittee, Decembe r, 1977; Ell icott Ci ty
Streetscape Report, Kamstra, Dickers n aDd Assoc iates, lnc., 198 1; the Elli cott City Design Manual,
Kamstra, Di ckerso n aDd Assoc ia tes, Inc. , No vember 1980, the Lawyers Hill Design Guidelines,
April 1995, alld the Ell icott City Desigll Guidelines, May, 1998.

*********** *******************************************************************
The min utes o f the Fe bru ary meeting was accepted by the Commi ssion.
Introdu ction of New Executi ve Secr etary
Mr. Geo rge Beisser, the new exec uti ve secre tary, who succeeds Mr. Willi am 0 ' Brien, was
i1ltroduceel to the Comm iss ion by M r. Stel hen Bockmi lle r.
Plans for A 11m-oval:
#00-07 - 8307 l a in Str eet. Elli cott City
ign_
AI)pli ca ll t:

Leslie Meilm a n

Mr. BockmiiJ er stated that the appli cant proposed to re move tbe ex istillg lavender channelized neon
sign that reads "The Shops at Ell icotts Mi ll s" from the front cOlllice of the build in g and in stall
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Mr. Hogg made a motion to approve the application and Mr. Willi ams sec nded thatm tion. 111e
Commission vOted 4-0 in favor o f the app lication.
#00-11 - 8095 Main Street, Ellicott C ity
Con o 'uc(ion of a cOlllmercial building to replace the recen tly d emolished " Rosen tock 's
Department tore BuiJding" .
Donald Reuwer
Appli ca nt:
Mr. Bockmi ll er stated that the applicant prop sed t construct a new retail building in the footprint
o f the stl'ucnlre that was destroyed in the November 1999 fire. He said the bu ilding wo uld be 3
stories tall, and eight bays wide. The first floor would contain a centl'al double entl·y door and a
continu US bank of di splay wi nd ws with 'quare panern grilles in the top 40 percelll of the
wind ws. The second floor would have three even ly spa ed 6/6 double-hung wood windows on
each end of the frODt facade . The center f thi s level would have a centra ll y located double door
with a large pl ate window on ea h side. Mr. Bockmille r said a nUiTOW balcoll Yconstructed over the
til'st fl oor di splay windows th at wo uld have a metal roo f, wood columns and metal railings. 111e
third fl oor would cOl1lain a central bank of three 6/6 do ubl e- hung wood windows, flank ed on each
side by three individual 6/6 double-hung wood windows. He also said 811 olllUillental cornice,
onstructe 101' wood , would be located along the roo flin e. An aluminum cJarestOlY window would
be located along the I' oflin e in the celller of the bui lding. The base below the di splay windows
wou ld be stone, with the seco nd and third fl oo rs be ing faced with gl und face conc rete block.
taff recommended approval. Mr. Bockmil ler sa id the bui lding is des igned to be able to adapt to
a number of tenants. 111erefore, the applicUlll should be required to provide a signage pl an or
scheme to be able to address the sign age that may be req uired by the maximum number of potential
tenants. Mr. Bockmill er noted that the prop sed e levati ons have been we ll designed, but the
effectiveness of the design cou ld be lost in the future if signage is randomly addressed for thi s
buildi ng.
Mr. Gregory Mitchell said presently they are c ncel11 witll tile general concept f the porches, the
overhangs, tile display bay windows and tile genera l character of the building. He said he did not
have all the ex terior material s with him.
Mr. Willi ams stated tllaL he didn ' t think the submi ss ion of the app lication was comp lete, hence
cUlmot detennine what the building would look like.

Mr. Benllett explained tllatthe baseon tile bui lding is st ne. He said the ground face co ncrete block
is tile upper portion of tile building. It is basi all y a masonry front. Mr. Bo kmiller said tile
wilJdows are desclibed as o f tru e divided light wood windows . Mr. Mitchell said tlley have not yet
chosen final co lors of manufactures of tile pieces, but they plan on staying with the basic mateli als
as presented .

Mr. Gregory Mitchell presented s me IUI'ge scale drawings to tile Commi ssion. He said these
drawings descri bed some of tile banges tllaL were made to the e levation that was included in tile
package. These chUilges included using a central section consisti ng mostly of g lass on the second
and third fl oors. Mr. Hogg asked how deep tile building is and Mr. Mitchell said it is 55 feet deep.
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Ms. Thompson asked if the ori gina l bui lding cro ·ed the river, and Mr. Mitche ll responded in the
affirmati ve and said the only di ffe rence between thi s bui ldin g and tile ori ginaJ ill term s of size is that
they are compl eting tile third fl oo r.
Mr. Hogg made a motion to appro ve the elevati ons, witll tile applicant to return with elevations of
tile rear of tile building, and for materi als. Mr. Tie pelman seconded that mOli n. The Commission
voted 4-0 in favor o f the applicati n.

ons truction of cntryway porch roors on prcviou Iy alJIJrOvcd addition to an cxisting church
buildin g.
AIJplica nt:
F r. Thonul Donaghy
Mr. Bockmill er said that the applicant seeks appr val of two canopi es to be in stalled ver th<; two
end doors on tile addition that was recently approved for tile exi sting chUJch. He said tile canopi es
would be simple wood gables with scro ll bra kets and standing seam copper roofin g. Al so, gutters
and down spouts would be fini shed to match the wood tlim.
taff recommended approval. Mr. Willi ams made a moti on to approve the application and M r. Hogg
seconde I that motion. The Commission voted 4-0 in favor of tile app lication.

Other Bu incs
The Decision and Order denying preapprova l of tile tax cred it in case 00·06 was signed.
The meeting adj ulll ed at 8:30 p.m.

Dori s S. Tf,o mpson,

lairperson

G

Hawlah L. Gardiner, Recording ecretary
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HOWARD COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
ELLICOTT CITY HISTORIC DISTRICT  LAWYERS HILL HISTORIC DISTRICT
3430 Court House Drive  Ellicott City, Maryland 21043
Administered by the Department of Planning and Zoning

VOICE 410-313-2350
FAX 410-313-3042

April Minutes
Thursday, April 6, 2017; 7:00 p.m.
The third meeting of the Historic Preservation Commission was held on Thursday, April 6, 2017 in the C.
Vernon Gray Room located at 3430 Court House Drive, Ellicott City, MD 21043. Mr. Roth moved to
approve the March minutes. Mr. Reich seconded. The motion was unanimously approved.
Members present:

Allan Shad, Chair; Eileen Tennor, Vice-Chair; Drew Roth, Secretary; Bruno Reich

Members absent:

Erica Zoren

Staff present:

Samantha Holmes, Beth Burgess, Dan Bennett, Lewis Taylor, and Yvette Zhou

PLANS FOR APPROVAL
Consent Agenda
1. HPC-16-104c– 8069 Main Street, Ellicott City
2. HPC-16-77c – 3794 Church Road, Ellicott City
3. HPC-16-69c – 8293 Main Street, Ellicott City
4. HPC-16-106c/MA-16-02 – 8637-8639 Frederick Road, Ellicott City
Regular Agenda
5. HPC-17-27 – 3713 Fels Lane, Ellicott City, HO-581
6. HPC-16-53c – 8526 Frederick Road, Ellicott City
7. HPC-17-20 – 8143 Main Street, Ellicott City
8. HPC-17-21 – 3585 Church Road, Ellicott City
9. HPC-17-22 – 3821 Old Columbia Pike, Ellicott City
10. HPC-17-24 – 3062 Bethany Lane, Ellicott City
11. HPC-17-25 – 8382 Court Avenue, Ellicott City
12. HPC-17-26 – 8137 Main Street, Ellicott City
13. HPC-17-23 – 8109-8113 Main Street, Ellicott City
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Mr. Reich said since there is an alcove where the new green sign will be installed, the color will not
cause too much distraction on Main Street.
Ms. Melvin would like to paint the black bars over the windows, using the existing color. Ms. Holmes
said it can be painted without approval. Ms. Burgess said if the Applicant seeks tax credits, an
application should be submitted and the cost of the work would need to be $500.00 or more. Ms.
Melvin will paint the black bars herself.
Motion: Ms. Tennor moved to approve the application as submitted. Mr. Roth seconded. The motion
was unanimously approved.

HPC-17-23 – 8109-8113 Main Street, Ellicott City
Certificate of Approval for exterior alterations.
Applicant: Anath Ranon, Cho Benn Holback + Associates
Background & Scope of Work: This property is located in the Ellicott City Historic District. According to
SDAT the building dates to 1900. This building was severely damaged in the July 30, 2016 flood and the
Applicant now seeks approval, tax credit pre-approval and Façade Improvement Program funds to make
repairs. The application refers to the buildings as the ‘west building’ and the ‘east building’ – for
clarification the west building is 8113 Main Street, where Joan Eve was located (on right below) and the
east building is 8109-8111 Main Street where Out of Our Past Antiques was located (on left below).

Figure 52 - Before and After flood

Exterior – Front Façade Conditions Prior to Flood
The application states:
“Immediately before the flood, the east building (8109 Main Street) was clad in German drop
wood siding that appears to be original, above a brick veneer base punctuated by a paneled steel
door on the far east side (leading to the upper residential units), a single lite wood door to the 1st
floor retail space and a wood frame storefront windows. The door to the retail space appeared to
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have a filled in transom above. Granite block steps sat in front of each door. There were also two
light sconces, one adjacent to each door. An ornamental bracketed wood belt course (still intact)
separates the 1st and 2nd floors.
The 1st floor level of the west building (8113 Main Street), prior to the flood, was clad in the same
German drop siding that is used on the east building (8109 Main Street), above a brick veneer base
punctuated by a single-light wood door to the 1st floor retail space, and two wood frame storefront
windows flanking the door. A historic photo from the 1920s indicates that the German siding is likely
not original to the building. Granite block steps sat in front of the door. A deep fabric canopy sat
above the door and covered some of the façade, as well as what appears to have been an infilled
transom above the door. There were also two light sconces, one on each side of the door. An
ornamental bracketed wood belt course (still intact) separates the 1st and 2nd floors.”
Exterior – Front Façade Proposed Work
The application states that “the first floor level will be restored to its pre-flood condition”, as detailed
below:
1) Siding - The west building (8113 Main Street) will be clad in wood lap siding to match its original
condition. New siding will only be added to the first floor, the second floor siding was not
damaged and does not require replacement.
2) Brick veneer - A brick veneer base will be added back to the buildings.
3) Windows - Install new wood single lite storefront windows to match the previously existing.
Install transoms over both retail doors, similar to condition found in historic photographs.
4) Awnings - Install new fabric awnings over all three doors. The awnings will be a small size.
5) Exterior lights - Four light sconces were salvaged and will be reinstalled next each door as shown
on front elevation.
6) Gate and stairs - Install a new painted black metal gate to secure the exterior stair case next to
8113 Main Street. Install new exterior black metal staircase for second floor apartment.
7) Doors - Install three new metal doors. The two commercial doors will be a full lite metal door to
match the style of previously existing wood full lite retail doors; the door to apartments will be
metal 2-panel doors, replacing the previously existing 6-panel metal door.
8) Snow guards - Add additional rows of snow guards to the roofs on both buildings.
9) Painting – All colors will match the existing colors, approved during the Benjamin Moore Paint
What Matters project.
10) Granite steps – Reinstall salvaged granite front steps.
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Figure 53 - Proposed repairs and alterations

Figure 54 - Proposed repairs and alterations
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Exterior Repairs – Side and Rear of Buildings
11) Roof – Remove existing black membrane roof at 8113 Main Street (west structure) in its entirety
and replace with a white membrane roof. The metal roof will remain as-is.
12) Tree removal – Remove 3 or 4 trees from the exterior of property that are growing in close
proximity to the retaining wall and building. The trees were not purposely planted and are
covered in ivy.
13) Retaining wall – Repoint/repair historic granite wall as needed.
14) Skylight – replace skylight
15) Mechanical units on 8113 Main Street roof will be removed for the roof replacement and then
re-installed on the building.
16) Decks/balconies – Expand the size of the rear balconies of the upper floor apartments. The
application states the balconies will be made of wood with wood railings, but the owner would
also like the option to construct black metal balconies and railings to match the one existing.
17) Ladder system – Install galvanized metal ladders and roof walking pads to allow emergency
egress to the back of the property in the event Main Street access is not possible.
18) Install fiber cement siding on west side of building for the first floor to end at the landing of the
staircase. Wood siding to remain in place for the second floor. There is currently wood siding
that is damaged in this location.
19) Install fiber cement siding on rear addition, which is not historic, and currently brick. The
elevation is cut through a new concrete stair and CMU retaining wall that connects the back
door up to the patio. This stair and retaining wall construction replaces the previous retaining
wall and stair that was damaged in the flood – refer to photo #10 in the application packet.

Figure 55 - Axonometric view of building
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Figure 56 - Roof to be replaced

Figure 57 - Historic wall to be repaired

Figure 58 - Trees to be removed
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Structural Conditions before the Flood
The application states, “Three steel girders spanning the river and attached to the stone stream walls
were added early in the 20th century and the wood frame floors rested on those girders,
although with a few physical connections to the girders. The rear portions of the buildings were
destroyed in the flood, along with the walls at the 1st floor level of both buildings, and the entire
2-story east wall of the east building. Within days after the flood, temporary shoring was installed
inside the buildings to support the upper floors. Nonetheless, the upper floor structures exhibit
significant sagging and are out of level.”
Structural Repairs
20) Historic Timber Trusses – Existing and salvaged heavy timber truss members will be
used/reinstalled as structural supports at the 1st floor retail spaces at the far east wall and
center wall separating the two retail spaces. The truss members will be reinstalled as decorative
members in front of the new west wall of the 1st floor retail space.
21) Shore 2nd and 3rd floors back to level.
22) Floor structure – The middle and east girder spanning the river will remain; the west girder,
which is not strong enough to support the proposed floor and wall structure, will be replaced
and a 4th girder will be added. A new long-span metal deck will be attached to the four girders
and a new 5” reinforced concrete slab will be poured for the entire length of the buildings. At
the front of the building, the floor slab assembly will be on a combination of existing stone
foundation walls supplemented by grouted CMU where needed to create a level foundation.
The floor slab assembly will be stepped down at the point where the structure is over grade so
the new floor elevations will be about the same as the old floor elevations. The metal deck will
be coated with epoxy paint and insulation, protection board and waterproof membrane will be
added below.
23) Crawl Space/Flood Vents – The existing crawl space will be retained to provide space for pipes
below the floor. Flood vents will be added in the stone/CMU foundation walls to allow future
flood water to enter the crawl space, relieving pressure on the floor and wall structure with the
intent of mitigating future structural damage in the event of flooding. A water-tight hatch will be
installed in the new floor to allow crawl space access.
24) Exterior Walls – The west wall and north (front) walls will be rebuilt of full height, grouted,
reinforced CMU (1st floor only). The south (rear) and east walls will be rebuilt with a grouted,
reinforced CMU knee wall about four feet high (to base flood elevation plus two feet) with a 2x6
wood stud wall above. The new west walls will be located about 30 inches east of its original
location to provide more interior space. This relocation will not be visible from the street and
will enclose a gap between the buildings that allowed water in. All new walls will be insulated to
meet energy codes and provided with a weatherproof barrier.
Interior Repairs – 1st Floor Retail
25) Fire code – The ceiling/floor assembly between the 1st and 2nd floors will be built as one hour
construction to meet fire code.
26) Bathroom – A new ADA compliant bathroom will be constructed and shared between the two
1st floor retail spaces. The bathroom will be outfitted with a porcelain tile floor, ceramic tile wet
wall and standard plumbing fixtures.
27) Plumbing - New plumbing connections for the 1st floor retail spaces will be provided.
28) HVAC – Install a new HVAC system for the 1st floor retail spaces. The previously existing was
destroyed in the flood.

40

Page 44
29) Electrical – Install new electrical and lighting systems and fixtures for the 1st floor retail spaces.
Electrical panels serving all apartment units and retail spaces were located on the 1st floor and
were destroyed and will be replaced.
30) Walls and Floors – Install new drywall walls and ceiling.
31) Floors and Steps – Install new wood floors and steps.
32) Ductwork – Will be reconnected to HVAC units and repaired or replaced as needed.

Figure 59 - Interior retail
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Figure 60 - Interior retail

Figure 61 - Interior retail
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Figure 62 - Interior retail

Interior Repairs – Apartment Units
The upper floors were open to the elements for several weeks and the floors were sagging due to the
first floor damage. There was no evidence of historic elements in the apartment units. The carpet was
damaged and removed and will need to be replaced. There is damage to drywall and trim in some areas
that will need to be repaired or replaced. Similar to the first floor, the ductwork will be reconnected to
the HVAC systems and the ductwork will be repaired or replaced as needed. The owners have indicated
that the refrigerators are leaking and need to be replaced, but that the rest of the kitchen appliances are
also being replaced at this time, although they are functional. The windows on the Main Street in the
east building do not appear historic, but they are wood two over two windows. The windows appear to
be slightly off kilter due to the sagging building and may require repair.
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Figure 63 - Interior apartment
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Figure 64 - Interior apartment

Staff Comments: The application complies with Chapter 6 recommendations for rehabilitation. This
proposal generally consists of restoring the property to its pre-flood condition for the front façade and
restoring/rebuilding the remainder of the building as needed. Alterations to the rear of the property will
bring consistency to a mix of additions over the years and provide emergency egress for all tenants. This
is a very complex project due to the extent of damage. While Staff has tried to encompass all repairs and
alterations in the Staff report, the architectural drawings and other submission materials generally
provide the entire scope of work, with the exception of small adjustments on details such as the rear
decking materials.
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The west building (8113 Main Street) will have shiplap siding on the first floor and the previous siding
material was German lap siding (referred to by the Applicant as German drop). However, the second
floor has shiplap siding and historic photographs show shiplap siding. Therefore, the replacement of the
German lap siding on the first floor is more historically appropriate and complies with Chapter 6.D of the
Guidelines, “when necessary, replace deteriorated wood siding or shingles with wood siding or shingles
that match the original as closely as possible in width, shape and profile. Maintain the original shape and
width of details such as corner boards, cornices and door and window trim.”
The proposed black metal gate on the front facade complies with Chapter 9.D recommendations, “install
open fencing, generally not more than five feet high, of wood or dark metal.” There are other buildings
along Main Street that have sallyports with black metal gates, so there is a historic precedent for this
type of gate.
The three proposed awnings over each individual door do not fit the scale of the front façade. Chapter
6.L of the Guidelines recommends, “when installing awnings or canopies, use shed-style awnings that
are scaled appropriately for the building size and window spacing.” Additionally awnings have been an
item of concern for the Commission as they are not replaced when they start to deteriorate. This
building has a cornice line across the front and the proposed awnings do not complement that
architecture.
The Applicant proposes to replace the damaged wood siding on the side of the building with fiber
cement siding. This location will be difficult to reach for maintenance once the staircase is reinstalled
and the gate is installed. Chapter 6.D states, “if wood siding must be replaced on a historic building, a
composite siding material may be considered, if wood is not a viable option, the composite siding
conveys the appearance of the historic material, and application of the substitute material does not
damage or obscure historic features. The texture, width, shape, profile and finish of the substitute siding
material should be similar to the wood siding it replaces.” The proposed fiber cement siding will only be
used for the first floor on the side of the building and then the second floor is back to the existing wood
siding. This entire side of the building needs to be structurally rebuilt and in this case the use of fiber
cement complies with the Guidelines. The Applicant proposes to use the ‘traditional cedar’ grain fiber
cement siding. Staff would like to see a side by side comparison of the existing wood siding to the
proposed wood grain fiber cement to confirm this is the appropriate choice and that the texture of the
new fiber cement will match the existing wood.
The use of the proposed full lite metal doors does not comply with the Guidelines. Staff recommends
the doors be wood, to comply with the Guidelines. The use of wood would also be eligible for tax
credits. Chapter 6.G recommends, “when repair is not possible, replace historic doors and entrance
features with features of the same size, style and finish” and “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.”
The application indicates that the paneled door leading to the apartments was metal, which is not
typically found on Main Street. Staff recommends this door be changed to wood to comply with the
above Guidelines, as it is not an in-kind replacement.
The removal of trees complies with Chapter 9.B recommendations, which recommend against the
removal of live mature trees unless, “it is necessary due to disease or to prevent damage to historic
structures.” The trees are growing adjacent to the historic retaining wall, which indicates the trees were
not purposefully planted and are a threat to the building. Chapter 9.B recommends “plant new trees and
shrubs far enough from buildings to avoid moisture problems and damage to the buildings from falling
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limbs and roots as the plants grow.” The existing trees do not follow this Guideline as the trees are not
far enough from the historic wall.
This application, including the structural repairs noted above, will qualify for Section 20.112 and 20.113
tax credits. Section 20.112 of the County Code states that eligible work includes, “The repair or
replacement of exterior features of the structure; work that is necessary to maintain the physical
integrity of the structure with regard to safety, durability, or weatherproofing; and maintenance of the
exterior of the structure, including routine maintenance as defined in section 16.601 of the County
Code, and a landscape feature located within a local historic district, which is determined by the
Commission to be of historic or architectural importance.”
The tax credit for Section 20.113 will include expenses for the interior of the building. Staff walked
through the building with the owner and noted that there were no remaining historic features in the
apartment units. In the first floor retail space, the only interior items of historic value are the timber
trusses, which are being reused. Staff finds the proposed rehabilitation of the building complies with the
Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation, specifically, “The historic character of a property
shall be retained and preserved. The removal of distinctive materials or alterations of features, spaces
and spatial relationships that characterize a property shall be avoided” and “Each property shall be
recognized as a physical record of its time, place and use. Changes that create a false sense of historical
development, such as adding conjectural features or elements from other historic property, shall not be
undertaken.” The building will generally look as it did prior to the flood on the interior and exterior. The
Secretary of the Interior Standards state that “Deteriorated features shall be repaired rather than
replaced. Where the severity of deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new
feature shall match the old in design, color, texture and, where possible, materials. Replacement of
missing features shall be substantiated by documentary and physical evidence.” On the front façade
most features were destroyed and will be rebuilt, so repair is not possible. Staff finds using wood doors
would better comply with this standard and the Guidelines.
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends:
1) Approval of the siding change to wood shiplap for the west building.
2) Approval of the new street level gate for the west building upper apartment unit.
3) Denial of the proposed awnings.
4) Approval of the use of fiber cement siding on the first floor of the side of the west building, with
the grain pattern (with or without wood grain) to be determined.
5) Denial of metal doors and denial of tax credits for metal doors. Staff recommends solid wood
and full lite wood doors be used on the façade and tax credit pre-approval for wood doors.
6) Approval of all alterations to the rear of the building, including painting, expanded rear decks in
either wood or black metal, walking pads, replacement of the roof, removal of trees, and fiber
cement siding on the brick addition.
7) Staff recommends tax credit pre-approval (Section 20.112) for all eligible items, except for those
specifically recommended against above.
8) Staff finds the proposed alterations and repairs, except for those mentioned above, comply with
the Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation and recommends approval of the tax
credit for Section 20.113.
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Anath Ranon and Walter Johnson. Mr. Shad asked if there were any
additions or corrections to the Staff comments or application. Ms. Ranon said the project’s goal is to
restore the building to its original façade before last July’s flood, which destroyed most of the building.
The other goal is to rebuild the building to be more resilient against future floods. She referenced the
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drawings on page 28 and item # 3 on the proposed work list on page 27 for transoms above the doors. It
is believed there were transoms, but when Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) reviewed the proposal for
tax credits, they did not believe transoms existed over the doors, so MHT did not agree with the
proposed transoms. Ms. Ranon said the current proposal is for no transoms over the doors.
Mr. Reich wanted to know if there are differences in the form and materials that are proposed for the
rear of the building, compared to the previous building. Ms. Ranon said the inside walls will be built
differently, but the façade will be the same. The difference will be in the east building. She explained
that currently, there is about a three foot gap between the east wall and the adjoining property. The
first floor will be extended to line up next to the adjoining property. The other difference is on the west
side there was wood siding, but they are proposing to use fiber cement siding from the ground up to
about the second floor (so there will be wood above and fiber cement below). Mr. Reich asked if the
part of the rear structure that extends over the river will remain the same. Ms. Ranon said it will remain
the same except for the three foot extension. Also, the siding and brick will be the same as the building
before it was destroyed by the July flood.
Ms. Ranon said the rear of the building was fiber cement siding, probably due to a prior fire in the area,
because it is water and fire resistant. Ms. Holmes said on the west building going across the river to the
back yard the small addition is brick, but that will change to fiber cement, which will be consistent with
the rest of the building.
Mr. Johnson, owner of the building, said Mr. Ken Short determined the wood beams were from the
1830-1850 period. He said that Mr. Short estimated the front right portion of the structure was built
around 1830. Mr. Short is compiling a detailed building report for Mr. Johnson. Mr. Johnson said the
wood beams washed into the building during last July’s flood, but were kept in storage to be reinstalled.
The center beams will be exposed and weight bearing. The beams on the west side will be constructed
to the way they were, but will not be weight bearing.
Ms. Holmes referenced the graphic on page 29, and noted that the left roof membrane is currently
black. The replacement membrane roof will be white, the deck will be slightly enlarged, with walking
paths and ladders added for access in the future. She explained that in the back where the green block is
shown, a few trees will be removed since they are growing in the retaining wall and were not
purposefully planted. The retaining wall in Figure 56 is an historic granite wall that qualifies for tax
credits for repairs. The Commission had no comments on that scope of work.
Ms. Tennor asked if they could discuss the historic photo. Ms. Ranon said the first proposal for restoring
the front façade was to put siding all the way down to the sidewalk, as that was the historic condition,
but MHT was reluctant to approve that because the Applicant proposed to put in larger store windows
than the original size windows. Ms. Tennor asked if that is where the idea for the transoms above the
door came from. Ms. Ranon said yes, but after seeing photos from the 1970s, 80s and 90s, she saw that
the front walls on both buildings were redone many times, moving around the window and door
placements. Ms. Ranon believed there were transoms over the doors at one point. Ms. Ranon said that
without either transoms or awnings, the front façade will appear uneven. She that if they will not be
allowed to have the transoms, they would at least like the awnings. Ms. Holmes clarified that the Staff
report recommended approval of the transoms, which is separate issue from MHT not approving them.
Ms. Tennor asked if the awning size shown in Figure 54 is representative of the proposed size. Ms.
Ranon said the figure showed a small awning on each door, but she is open to the option of a large
canvas single awning covering the entire façade. She referenced the previous large awning on the Joan
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& Eve store facade. Mr. Johnson had a photo that showed a transom over the east building’s door and
said there were likely transoms on both doors at one point. Ms. Burgess said such evidence of previous
transoms can be submitted to MHT for their reconsideration of the application.
Mr. Reich asked about the preference for metal versus wood doors. Ms. Ranon said metal doors would
make the building more resilient against future floods and they are more durable against water than
wood doors. Ms. Ranon also expressed concerns about past break-ins at the residential door and said a
metal door would be stronger. Ms. Ranon said the proposal is for three steel doors with single glass
lights in the two retail spaces and a solid panel in the residential space. Mr. Reich asked if the designs on
the door matched what was there before. Ms. Ranon said yes, the retail glass doors would have one full
light. The residential door had 6 panels, but it was not original. Mr. Reich asked between the awnings
and transoms, which is preferred. Ms. Ranon said if she had to choose, awnings are preferred since MHT
has issues with transoms. Mr. Reich asked the Applicant for the awning’s design. Ms. Ranon said the
diagram only shows the function but not specific dimensions. Ms. Holmes asked if any signage will be on
the awnings. Ms. Ranon said there are no plans for signage. Ms. Holmes said in the past, there had been
issues with maintenance of the awnings. There were many awnings on Main Street that should have
been removed, repaired or replaced, but have not been. Mr. Johnson said the awning would primarily
help protect people walking in and out of the buildings from ice falling from the roof. Ms. Holmes asked
about the awning’s color. Ms. Ranon said no specific color has been decided on yet, but she is open to
the Commission’s recommendations. Mr. Reich asked if the awnings will be fabric. Ms. Ranon said it
would be fabric. Mr. Reich recommended a separate application for the awning. Ms. Ranon agreed and
withdrew awnings from the current application and will provide awning design, and size on a later
application.
Ms. Tennor reviewed the façade colors and Ms. Holmes said the colors would be the same as before the
flood. Mr. Johnson said the façade colors are fairly new, as they were done with Benjamin Moore’s
“Paint What Matters” project in 2013.
The Commission reviewed the items before them for approval. Mr. Roth was inclined to approve the
metal doors, but deny tax credits for them. Mr. Shad had an issue with setting a precedent by approving
the metal front doors, since previous applicants seeking metal doors were rejected, both before and
after the flood. Mr. Shad found that the front doors should be wood to be consistent with past
approvals, but that metal side or rear doors would not be an issue.
Ms. Holmes asked the Commission to discuss the new interior work tax credits. Mr. Taylor suggested
that the Applicant could amend the application to include interior work tax credits. Ms. Burgess said
pre-approval for eligible interior work tax credit was needed before the Applicants start the repair
work..
Mr. Taylor clarified that there are two types of Howard County tax credits for historic restoration. He
said the first type of tax credit is for exterior work and work that is essential to the structural integrity of
the building, and is 25% of the cost spent on eligible work. The second type of tax credit is related to the
increased assessment for state property taxes that may occur due to work done on the structure. For
example, the tax assessment for the Applicant’s building may be $1,000, but once work has been
completed the assessment will increase significantly. The difference on the tax between the two
assessments may be eligible for tax credits. Mr. Taylor explained that pre-approval of the work is
required for the tax credit, and it must be done in accordance with the Secretary of Interior’s Guidelines
on the Rehabilitation of Historic Structures. Mr. Taylor said the Staff is requesting pre-approval for the
Applicant’s proposed repair items outlined in the Staff Report in order to receive the new increased
49

Page 53
assessment tax credit. Ms. Holmes agreed with Mr. Taylor, however, she questioned if new kitchen
appliances, such as the stove and refrigerator qualify. Mr. Taylor did not think that appliances would
qualify for the new increased assessment tax credit, because they are not permanently attached to the
structure, but a furnace, counter tops and lighting fixtures may qualify. Mr. Taylor said the interior of the
building was completely destroyed by last July’s flood, which makes it easy to determine work eligibility
for the increased assessment tax credits, but if an item is movable and not attached to the building, then
replacing it would not be eligible.
Mr. Johnson said he was eager to get the rehabilitation work started and would like to remove the
awnings from the application to submit at a later date, and amend the application from using metal
front doors to wood front doors.
Mr. Taylor clarified that the new increased assessment tax credit is capped. For example, if a building
assessment increased from $100,000 to $200,000, the tax credit on the $100,000 difference is capped
on the tax credit amount one can receive by how much was spent and the difference in assessments.
Ms. Holmes asked if the current siding is wood grain or smooth. Ms. Ranon said due to the many layers
of paint on the existing wood siding, it’s difficult to see the texture. Ms. Ranon proposed to bring paint
chips to compare onsite with the Staff at a later date to determine if the siding has wood grain or
smooth.
Motion: Mr. Roth moved to approve the following Staff recommendations.
1) Approval of Item #1, the siding change to wood shiplap for the west building.
2) Approval of Item #2, the new street level gate for the west building upper apartment unit.
3) Approval of Item #4, the use of fiber cement siding on the first floor of the side of the west
building.
4) Amended Item #5, the front doors to be wood with tax credit pre-approval, as per Staff
recommendation. The request for metal doors on the front of the building was withdrawn.
Metal doors are fine for elsewhere on the building.
5) Approval of Item #6, all alterations to the rear of the building, including painting, expanded rear
decks in either wood or black metal, walking pads, replacement of the roof, removal of trees,
and fiber cement siding on the brick addition.
6) Items #7, tax credit pre-approval (Section 20.112) for all eligible items, except for those
specifically recommended against.
7) Approval of Item #8, approval for tax credits under Section 20.113.
8) Applicant has withdrawn the proposed awnings for a later application.
Ms. Tennor seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. Mr. Roth moved that for Item #4, the
color and siding texture is subject to Staff approval. Ms. Tennor seconded. The motion was unanimously
approved.
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May Minutes
Wednesday, May 1, 2019; 7:00 p.m.
The May meeting of the Historic Preservation Commission was held on Wednesday, May 1, 2019 in the
Columbia/Ellicott room located at 3430 Court House Drive, Ellicott City, MD 21043. Mr. Roth moved to
approve the April minutes. Mr. Reich seconded. The motion was unanimously approved.
Members present:

Allan Shad, Chair; Eileen Tennor, Vice-Chair; Drew Roth, Secretary; Bruno Reich;
Erica Zoren

Staff present:

Beth Burgess, Samantha Holmes, Dan Bennett, Lewis Taylor, Kaitlyn Clifford

PLANS FOR APPROVAL
Consent Agenda
1. MA-18-23c – 8293 Main Street, Ellicott City
2. MA-18-24c – 8293 Main Street, Ellicott City
3. MA-18-43c – 1805 Marriottsville Road, Marriottsville, HO-191
4. HPC-17-67c – 3508 West Gate Drive, Ellicott City, HO-142
5. HPC-19-16 – 8060 Main Street, Ellicott City, HO-98
Regular Agenda
6. HPC-13-38c – 3896 Old Columbia Pike, Ellicott City
7. HPC-19-17 – Vicinity of 3850 New Cut Road to 3776 St. Paul Street
8. HPC-19-18 – 8125 Main Street, Ellicott City
9. HPC-19-19 – Vicinity of Parking Lots B, C, D, E, F, G in Ellicott City. Vicinity of: 3700 Mulligans Hill
Road, 8049 Main Street, 8081 Main Street, 3829 Church Road, 8197 Main Street,
8210 Main Street, 8340 Main Street, 3721 Hamilton Street, Ellicott City
10. HPC-19-20 – Vicinity of 8333 Main Street to 8267 Main Street, Ellicott City
11. HPC-19-21 – 8472 Hill Street, Ellicott City
12. HPC-19-22 – 3626 Church Road, Ellicott City
13. HPC-19-23 – 6132/6150 Hanover Road, Hanover, HO-791
14. HPC-19-24 – 8180 and 8156 Main Street, Ellicott City, HO-69
15. HPC-19-25 – 3956 and 3958 Old Columbia Pike, Ellicott City
OTHER BUSINESS
1. Design Guideline Work Session
2. Administrative Session
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Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Mark Richmond from the Department of Public Works, Bureau of
Environmental Services. Mr. Shad asked if anyone in the audience was in opposition to the case. There
was no one in the audience who wanted to testify. Mr. Shad asked if he had any corrections or additions
to the staff report. Mr. Richmond stated he had no comments on the staff report but could speak to any
questions the Commission had.
Mr. Richmond explained that DPW will be filling in and tying into the existing grade and explained there
will be two sections of wall. Mr. Reich stated that some of the wall elevations are very high and asked if
both walls will be imbricated. Mr. Richmond stated both concrete walls will have an imbricated face in
front of it.
Mr. Reich said he was trying to get a sense of how these plans change the stream channel and said that
the 160 foot wall is being built out in front of the embankment and will make the stream look different.
Mr. Richmond explained that due to the 2018 flood damage, it is now a raw earthen wall, so it will look
different. He said the overall height of the slope will be the same because there is a set road height.
Ms. Tennor asked how much of the length of the wall will be topped by the chain link fence and what is
the extent on the plan. Mr. Richmond referenced sheet 23 of the plan, and said the chain link fence will
run the entire length of the wall.
Mr. Reich asked if the tall wall will be visible from the roadway side. Mr. Richmond responded that both
walls are along the roadway side, so they would be most visible from across the stream. He said the
main point of the project is to keep the road from collapsing and ending up in the channel. Mr. Reich
and Mr. Richmond discussed the visibility of the wall from the roadway.
Ms. Tennor referenced sheet 27, stating that the masonry wall has a curve in the top left of the sheet.
Mr. Richmond stated that no one would be able to see the curve as the concrete wall will be behind the
imbricated wall and explained to the Commission how the sheet piling and concrete lapping strips for
the panels would work in the grooves.
Ms. Tennor asked if DPW would be replacing the trees that they will be removing. Mr. Richmond stated
not at this time. Mr. Roth asked about Tree #88 being removed from the site. Mr. Richmond explained
that the concrete wall will be behind the tree but excavation for the wall will impact the trees roots. He
stated the tree will be in the way of the imbricated wall and once the wall is built it will be harder to get
to the tree if it falls down or if access for tree maintenance is required.
Motion: Mr. Reich moved to approve the application as submitted. Mr. Roth seconded. The motion was
unanimously approved.

HPC-19-18 – 8125 Main Street, Ellicott City
Certificate of Approval for partial demolition
Applicant: Howard County Department of Public Works
Background & Scope of Work: This property is located in the Ellicott City Historic District. According to
articles from the Ellicott City Times, the building was constructed in 1926 and was designed by architect
Stanislaus Russell of Baltimore. The applicant, Howard County Department of Public Works, requests a
Certificate of Approval for a partial demolition of damaged portions of the rear of the building and the
temporary stabilization of the remaining portion.
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The application contains the following explanation:
This structure suffered severe damage due to the flood of 2018. Much of the rear portion of the
building is in structural failure. In order to preserve the “character defining elements” most
closely associated with the building, partial removal of the rear of the building is proposed. This
application does not seek to remove the entire structure, but seeks to remove portions which
are unstable and could further undermine or harm the remainder. The goal of this application is
to propose an economically feasible plan to preserve the remainder of the structure per Chapter
12 of the Ellicott City Historic District Design Guidelines, “Demolition and Relocation.”
The rear portion of this building was severely damaged by the 2018 flood and requires
immediate attention. The front portion of the building, while currently standing, was also
damaged by the flood and stands risk of further potential damage in its current state.
The proposed work includes a base scope of work and four alternate scenarios.
Base Scope
The base scope of work includes the work that must take place:
1) Removal of the building between the southern brick wall parallel to the stream channel, to the
northern brick wall of the original second floor. Roofing, roof framing, remaining exterior walls
on the east and west side of the building over the stream channel, will be removed.
2) Removal of the concrete floor deck spanning the stream channel, along with its supporting
beams (this floor is currently in structural failure).
The application explains that “a substantial portion of the roof is also in structural failure and at risk of
collapse” and that “much of the west wall collapses during the flood and the remaining portion is
unsound and at risk of further collapse.”
Alternate 1
Alternate 1 includes removal of the southern brick wall (the rear of the building). The application states
that this scenario would be exercised “if it is determined that it is not structurally feasible to preserve
the wall as it currently stands. If it is determined that it is not possible to preserve the wall as is in its
current state, the wall will be removed, and the existing tiered concrete retaining wall structure to the
south will remain.” In this scenario, if the wall must be removed, the windows would be removed from
the wall and stored offsite for future re-use.
Alternate 2
Alternate 2 includes removal of the southern (second floor) rear brick wall, including associated support
girder and columns. The application explains that the second floor currently appears to be supported by
a large steel girder, setting directly below or engaged to the brick wall above and that “of concern at this
time is that it appears this major supporting beam and columns above extend slightly over the northern
wall of the stream channel.” The application explains that if this structural element extends out into the
stream channel, the goal “would be to remove any portion of the building that extends over the stream
channel, to reduce the risk of the structure being contacted by water or other debris that could
potentially flow downstream in a rain event.”
Alternate 3
Alternate 3 includes constructing a temporary rear building enclosure parallel to the southern stream
channel wall. The application explains, “after demolition of the base scope and subsequent approved
add-alternates are complete, a temporary building enclosure wall will be constructed at the back of the
remaining building parallel to the stream channel. This enclosure will be constructed of dimensional
8

Page 57
lumber framing, with plywood facing and intended to solely enclose the remining building envelope
from exposure to adverse weather conditions, namely rain. This enclosure is intended to be solely
temporary, to assist with preservation of the remainder of the building, until full engineering and
architectural design can be undertaken. The exposed face of the wall will be treated with a fluid-applied
weather-resistive barrier, finished in a cream or gray color.”
Alternate 4
Alternate 4 includes constructing a temporary front building enclosure parallel to Main Street at the first
floor level. The application explains, “this enclosure will be constructed of dimensional lumber framing,
with plywood facing, and intended to solely enclose the remaining building envelope from exposure to
adverse weather conditions namely rain…The plan for this enclosure would be to follow the footprint or
plan of the original façade as closely as possible. The enclosure would extend from sidewalk level to the
underside of the remaining second floor, and permit the removal of the current plywood wall, as well as
reconstruction of the full width of the sidewalk…To support the temporary enclosure, a new concrete
grade beam or slab will be constructed. This will be held below sidewalk level/below finish floor level, to
allow future permanent construction above.” The damaged transom on the east side of the building will
be repaired. Unsupported copper roofing/trim and decorative elements will be removed and salvaged
for reinstallation later.
Staff Comments: Section 300-306 of the Commission’s Rules of Procedures outlines rules to guide the
HPC in review of proposals for the demolition or relocation of structures in historic districts. Section 302
states that before the Commission acts on an application for demolition or relocation, they shall
determine whether the structure is a Structure of Unusual Importance, which is defined as:
1) 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 and integrity of the historic
district.
2) 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.
Section 303 of the Rules provides applicable guidance, if the Commission determines the structure is of
Unusual Importance. Staff recommends the HPC consider the structure to be of Unusual Importance,
but acknowledges that request for demolition is the portion of the building over the stream channel.
The portion of the building over the stream channel was already rebuilt after the 2016 flood and as
shown in the submitted photographs, was severely damaged in the 2018 flood as well. The character
defining portion of the building is the front façade, and removal of the proposed portion will aid in the
preservation of the façade. The rear wall of the building, which the applicant intends to save if possible,
is the only other remaining historic piece of the building aside from the front façade. The removal of the
proposed portion over the stream complies with Rule 303.B.1.a, which would benefit the County by
removing an impediment in a future flood scenario. The applicant has provided documentation sent
from Howard County Department of Inspections, Licenses and Permits that show concerns for the
structural stability of the building.
Additional photos of the building conditions after the 2016 and 2018 flood can be found in Addendum A.
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends the HPC approve the application as submitted for approval
of the base scenario and all alternates.
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Robert Hollenbeck from the Department of Public Works. Mr. Shad asked
if there was anyone in the audience who was in opposition to the application. There was no one in the
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audience who was in opposition. Mr. Hollenbeck stated his role with the project as the project manager
and explained that the County acquired the building on April 10, 2019, but had gained right of entry
before that date and DPW had a team of structural engineers and architects examine the building. Mr.
Hollenbeck said there are immediate concerns of the structural integrity and the work currently
proposed is to maintain character defining elements that remain intact on the structure and to mitigate
the potential for collapse. Mr. Hollenbeck explained the damage that occurred to the building from the
2018 flood and the current condition of the building.
Mr. Hollenbeck explained the base scope of the plan is to remove the portion of the building directly
over the stream channel, and depending on the stability of the building there were four alternate
scenarios. He explained that some of the alternates may not be structurally necessary, but based on the
state of the building they are not able to fully assess whether it is structurally necessary because it is
unsafe or it is unknown unless they do destructive demolition that would cause further impact to
determine.
Mr. Hollenbeck gave overviews of the alternates. He said that Alternate 1 is the removal of the southern
brick wall on the rear of the building, on the far side of the stream channel opposite Main Street. They
would like to leave it in place if structurally feasible, but want to seek approval if it is not possible. He
said that Alternates 2 and 3 are associated with one another. Alternate 2 includes removing a portion of
the brick wall on the second floor of the building at the rear. He said that Alternate 3 includes temporary
weathertight enclosure at the rear of the building and would take place after the demolition work. He
explained that Alternate 4, is temporary enclosure parallel to Main Street, to replicate the perimeter of
the former façade that washed away, which could be in place for a year or two.
Mr. Roth asked if Alternate 4 would be done regardless of the need to do Alternates 1, 2 or 3. Mr.
Hollenbeck confirmed that was correct. Mr. Shad asked with Alternate 1, the removal of the southern
brick wall, if the intention was to retain the wall if possible. Mr. Hollenbeck stated if it was possible to
retain the wall, DPW would do that. Mr. Shad asked what the intended use of the wall would be if it
remains. Mr. Hollenbeck stated the Master Plan process could be involved with the treatment of the
space in the future and determine if they want the wall to stay, if it does not need to be removed for
structural reasons.
Mr. Shad asked if there would be anything built over the stream channel where the building is currently
standing. Mr. Hollenbeck stated that nothing would be constructed over the channel.
Mr. Roth stated he felt the plan was a great attempt to save as much of the building as possible. Mr.
Reich stated that anything historic that is removed from the building should be saved. Mr. Reich asked
what would happen if a flood took place during this process. Mr. Hollenbeck stated that DPW intends to
work as quickly as possible to remove the portion of the building that is in danger of collapse. He said he
has the contractors lined up and they are ready to start once the Decision and Order is signed and they
get approval from DILP.
Mr. Taylor explained to the HPC that there are a few steps the HPC needs to go through before they can
make a motion. Mr. Taylor asked if the applicant believed retention of the structure is a threat to public
safety. Mr. Hollenbeck said the structure is in danger of collapse, so it is a threat.
Mr. Taylor explained the various findings the Commission needed to make, per the Rules of Procedure.
Mr. Roth stated that the structure is of Unusual Importance, but the work will enhance the value of the
building.
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Motion: Mr. Roth moved to approve the proposal as submitted on the basis that this is a Structure of
Unusual Importance due to its contribution to the Main Street façade and the work proposed preserves
the value of the structure by removing damaged elements in danger of collapse and by removing
damaged parts of the structure that threaten the structure as a whole. Ms. Tennor seconded. The
motion was unanimously approved.

HPC-19-19 – Vicinity of Parking Lots B, C, D, E, F, G in Ellicott City. Vicinity of: 3700 Mulligans Hill Road,
8049 Main Street, 8081 Main Street, 3829 Church Road, 8197 Main Street, 8210 Main Street, 8340
Main Street, 3721 Hamilton Street, Ellicott City
Certificate of Approval to install signs.
Applicant: Kris Jagarapu, Howard County Department of Public Works
Background & Scope of Work: The proposed locations are in the Ellicott City Historic District. The
applicant, Kris Jagarapu from Howard County Department of Public Works, requests a Certificate of
Approval to install signs in the vicinity of Parking Lots B, C, D, E, F, G and in the vicinity of: 3700
Mulligans Hill Road, 8049 Main Street, 8081 Main Street, 3829 Church Road, 8197 Main Street, 8210
Main Street, 8340 Main Street and 3721 Hamilton Street.
The signs will consist of two types: an informational sign and a high ground sign. The informational sign
will be 18 inches wide by 24 inches high, totaling three square feet. The high ground sign will be 12
inches high by 12 inches wide, totaling one square foot. Both signs will be metal signs and will have a
yellow/gold background with black text. The informational sign contains instructions regarding the
public outdoor emergency alert system and what to do during a flood event. The high ground sign reads
on two lines, “high ground” and has an arrow pointing up with the graphic of waves and a person.
The submitted map shows that 14 information signs will be installed, but only 13 are located in the
Ellicott City Historic District, as one will be located in Parking Lot A in Oella (Baltimore County). The map
shows there will be 15 high ground signs installed.
The map details the installation method of each sign. The signs will not be installed on any buildings;
they will either be located on new poles, existing poles, street light poles or on a fence (in one situation).
Staff Comments: Chapter 11.D explains that “the location and design of traffic control signs (e.g. stop
signs and speed limit signs) are strictly standardized and do not require Commission review” but that
informational signs must be approved. The proposed signs were created specifically to address flooding
in Ellicott City and do require HPC approval. The signs comply with Chapter 11.A recommendations, “use
simple legible words and graphics” and “keep the letters to a minimum and the message brief and to the
point. In many cases, symbols or illustrations that communicate the nature of the business can be used.”
The signs will only consist of two colors, which complies with Chapter 11.A recommendations to “use a
minimum number of colors, generally no more than three.”
The application also complies with Chapter 11.D recommendations, “use directional and information
signs conservatively, in locations that will maximize their effectiveness. Limit the number of freestanding
poles to minimize streetscape clutter.” The applicant is using existing poles as much as possible and
limiting the installation of new poles when possible.
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October Minutes
Thursday, October 3, 2019; 7:00 p.m.
The August meeting of the Historic Preservation Commission was held on Thursday, October 3, 2019 in
the C. Vernon Gray room located at 3430 Court House Drive, Ellicott City, MD 21043. Mr. Roth moved to
approve the September minutes. Mr. Reich seconded. The motion was unanimously approved.
Members present:

Allan Shad, Chair; Eileen Tennor, Vice-Chair; Drew Roth, Secretary; Bruno Reich;
Erica Zoren

Staff present:

Beth Burgess, Samantha Holmes, Lewis Taylor, Kaitlyn Clifford

PLANS FOR APPROVAL
Regular Agenda
1. HPC-19-48 – Ellicott City Safe and Sound Plan
2. HPC-19-49 – 3799 Church Road, Ellicott City
3. HPC-19-50 – 8429-8433 Main Street, Ellicott City
4. HPC-19-51 – 3820 Old Columbia Pike, Ellicott City

OTHER BUSINESS
1. Administrative Updates
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REGULAR AGENDA
HPC-19-48 – Ellicott City Safe and Sound Plan
Advisory Comments/Pre-Application Advice.
Applicant: Howard County Department of Public Works
Request: The applicant, Howard County Department of Public Works, requests Advisory Comments/PreApplication Advice on the flood mitigation projects from the Ellicott City Safe and Sound Plan for
properties within the Ellicott City Historic District.
Background and Site Description: This area covered within the Safe and Sound Plan is located in the
Ellicott City Historic District. The Ellicott City Historic District, HO-78, is both a local historic district and a
National Register Historic District. The B&O Railroad Ellicott City Station, HO-71, is listed as a National
Historic Landmark.
Scope of Work: The applicant requests Advisory Comments/Pre-Application Advice on the flood
mitigation projects from the Ellicott City Safe and Sound Plan for properties within the Ellicott City
Historic District. The application states that the flood mitigation projects are currently in various stages
of development, from concept through schematics. For the purpose of the current Advisory application,
the applicant will:
• Provide an introduction of the EC Safe and Sound Plan
• Provide an overview of the flood mitigation projects associated with the selected option, 3G7.0,
which involves the removal of four buildings, the stabilization of six other buildings along Lower
Main Street, and infrastructure improvements to include a tunnel, ponds, culverts and road
improvements.
• Provide an overview of the Section 106 process.
• Provide an update on the Master Plan process and how the Master Plan ties in with these
efforts.
• Provide a rough time frame/sequence for implementation.
• Request guidance on future presentations for Advisory Comments or Certificate of Approval.
HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations: The goal of this application is to provide the Commission
with an update and overview of future projects and processes and seek advice on what type of
information the Commission would like to see in future applications. As a result, there is no specific
proposal for Staff to comment on. The demolition and partial demolition of buildings was mentioned in
the scope of work. The following County Code statute and rules from the HPC’s Rules of Procedure apply
to this discussion.
Demolition
Section 300 of the Historic Preservation Commission Rules of Procedure
Section 301 of the Rules of Procedure outlines the process and information needed in an application for
demolition. Section 301 explains that documentary evidence must be submitted to support the
demolition request and outlines the information that should be provided in an application. The Rules of
Procedure also state that before the Commission acts on an application for demolition, they shall
determine whether the building is a Structure of Unusual Importance, which is defined by Section 302
(page 15) of the Rules of Procedure as:
1) 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 and integrity of the historic
district.
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2) 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.
If the Commission determines the structure is a Structure of Unusual Importance, the process to be
followed is described in Section 303 of the Rules, Demolition of Structures of Unusual Importance.
Section 16.608(d) of the County Code, Structures of Unusual Importance, states, “The Commission may
approve the proposed alteration, moving or demolition of a structure of unusual importance despite the
fact that the changes come within the provisions of subsections (a) through (c) of this section, if:
1) The structure is a deterrent to a major improvement program which will be of substantial
benefit to the County;
2) Retention of the structure would be a threat to public safety;
3) Retention of the structure would cause undue financial hardship to the owner; or
4) Retention of the structure would not be in the interest of a majority of the persons in the
community.
If the Commission determines the structure is not of Unusual Importance, the process to be followed is
described in Section 304 of the Rules of Procedure, under Demolition of Other Structures. Section 304.A
states that if the Commission determines the structure is not a Structure of Unusual Importance, they
shall vote to approve or deny the application based on the standards in Section 16.607 of the Howard
County Code and its adopted Guidelines The standards for review in Section 16.607 are:
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
material 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.
There is also an alternative process as established in Section 304.B where the Commission can ask the
applicant if they are willing to have the Commission assist in trying to develop an economically feasible
plan to retain the structure or explore alternatives to demolition.
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC provide guidance on the type of
application submission materials they would like to see in a future application, based on the various
topics discussed.
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in the applicant Robert Z. Hollenbeck from the Department of Public Works.
Mr. Hollenbeck showed a PowerPoint to the Commission to illustrate the Ellicott City Safe and Sound
plan and process, focusing specifically on conveyance projects within the Historic District. Mr.
Hollenbeck explained that Option 3G.7.0 had been selected by the County Executive as the plan to move
forward with after having public meetings and receiving feedback. This option includes the removal of
four buildings: 8049, 8055, 8059, and 8069 Main Street and the stabilization of six buildings: 8081, 8085,
8059, 8111, 8113, and 8125 Main Street (shown on pages 5 & 6 of the PowerPoint). The stabilization
would include removing a portion of the back of the six buildings that extend over the stream channel,
but leave the streetscape facades. The removal and alteration of these buildings is required to have an
adequate means to convey stormwater into the proposed 10-foot culverts.
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Mr. Reich asked if there would be two ten-foot diameter pipes placed. Mr. Hollenbeck confirmed there
would be two culverts. Mr. Hollenbeck explained that the culverts would need to be conveyed as
depicted because the bridge just past Maryland Avenue creates restrictions and majorly impacts the
flow of water to the Patapsco.
Mr. Hollenbeck showed the routing alignment of the proposed North Tunnel for diagrammatic purposes
on page 8 of the PowerPoint. DPW is working with the tunnel design to define the alignments and how
the alignment will take place to accomplish the drainage goal for the site. DPW will be coming back for
advisory comments and a Certificate of Approval for the entrance and discharge points of the tunnel as
well as for the Maryland Avenue culverts, removal of the four buildings and alterations to the six
buildings.
Mr. Hollenbeck discussed the improvements to be made on the West End of Main Street. The culvert at
8600 Main Street will be expanded and grading and culvert work between 8534-8552 Main Street will
occur to increase conveyance capacity to keep the water within the stream channel. Mr. Hollenbeck said
that the design features of grading and culvert work would need to come before the Commission at a
later date for some alterations to the structures in this location. DPW does not know at this point what
structures would be moved or removed as they are not far enough in the process to determine that.
Mr. Reich said the issue with the tunnel in that area is that the tunnel is about 200 feet long and has
gotten smaller with relining efforts. Mr. Reich asked if there was a plan to replace the culvert. Mr.
Hollenbeck said there is a plan to replace the culvert. Mr. Reich said in order to replace the culvert with
a tunnel, the whole area where the work would occur would need to be exposed. Mr. Hollenbeck
explained that the street between the orange and teal points on page 10 of the PowerPoint would need
to be torn up. Mr. Hollenbeck said he was not sure if the structures would need to be demolished.
Mr. Hollenbeck said the bulk of the projects overviewed in the PowerPoint would need to come back for
individual Advisory Comments and a Certificate of Approval. Mr. Hollenbeck gave an overview on the
Section 106 requirements, NHPA 1966, and explained the United States Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) would be the lead agency for the Federal Review Process. The Section 106 process has been
officially initiated and the USACE is determining the undertaking of the projects. DPW has identified
interested parties related to the Ellicott City Safe and Sound project. Mr. Hollenbeck said there will be
public meetings as part of the Section 106 process.
Mr. Roth asked what caused the EC Safe and Sound plan to be under the Section 106 process. Mr. Taylor
explained that the Section 106 process is a major federal action that may impact historic resources
under the National Historic Preservation Act, the USACE will have to issue Federal permits to allow work
in the waterway. Mr. Roth asked for clarification on the process, asking if part of the Section 106 process
is determining what the historic resources are and if the process is independent of the HPC’s work. Mr.
Hollenbeck said yes, the USACE will determine historic resources and DPW wants to get both USACE and
the Commission on the same page to address any issues DPW may run into with historic resources, as
the Commission’s role is separate.
Mr. Hollenbeck said that DPZ is working to schedule a briefing for the Commission specifically for the
Master Plan as it effects the Historic District. Mr. Hollenbeck noted there is a Master Plan Public
Workshop on October 15, 2019 that the Commission can attend. The DPZ briefing for the Commission
will provide an update on the process for the Master Plan going through the Commission, County
Council and possibly as an amendment to the General Plan Update. Mr. Hollenbeck said the time frame
for the EC Safe and Sound project would take about five years. DPW is going with a bottom up approach
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starting the work at Maryland Avenue and then working west. Mr. Hollenbeck said it will take about a
year to get the federal regulatory approval. DPW will then have to work with CSX and their
regulations/restrictions and there may be some funding limitations DPW runs into as the work
progresses, which account for the five-year estimation to complete work.
Mr. Hollenbeck asked the Commission for feedback and comments for future Advisory Comment
submissions and stressed DPW will be back for the Master Planning Process, and preliminary design
work for Maryland Avenue culverts, the four building removals and stabilization of the six buildings. Mr.
Reich said the biggest thing the Commission is looking for is the amount of information/detail. Mr. Reich
explained the previous Caplan’s application, prepared by Mr. Hollenbeck, had all of the needed details
and was a great standard. Mr. Reich said the more detail submitted the better. Mr. Reich did not like the
diagrammatic stormwater information that was presented to the Commission last year. Mr. Reich said
when presenting the culverts and the removal or alterations of the Main Street streetscape, he would
like to see complete civil engineering drawings, grading, landscape paving, colors, materials used and
perspective drawings so the Commission can get the entire picture.
Mr. Reich asked how DPW will be able to give the Commission details if the plans will be curtailed by the
Section 106 process. Mr. Hollenbeck said DPW will proceed in consultation with the Section 106 team
and wants to have a collaborative process with the Section 106 team and the Commission.
Mr. Shad swore in Mark Richmond from the Department of Public Works, Bureau of Environmental
Services, Stormwater Management Division. Mr. Richmond provided further clarification of the Section
106 process. Mr. Richmond said that the engineering regarding the size of the culvert and location of
utilities is not going to change. Mr. Richmond explained that DPW would like to get the HPC comments
on the design treatments, such as what the headwalls look like and what the public will see, before the
plans are complete. Mr. Richmond said there will be final construction drawings around the one-year
timeframe, but he would like to get the Commission’s Advisory Comments before DPW completes the
plan. Mr. Richmond said that they could come to the Commission with 75 to 80% of the plan completed.
Mr. Reich discussed what the Master Plan will be covering which is more extensive than the EC Safe and
Sound stormwater management projects. Ms. Tennor asked if there will be any time constraints that are
legally binding as far as bringing the process full cycle. Mr. Richmond said DPW met with Maryland
Historic Trust and USACE to ask them how long the Section 106 process normally takes. The leads said
the normal process takes about a year. Mr. Richmond said that it is not a hard and fast one year where
everything has to be approved after the permits are applied for, just guidance that the process itself
could take about a year.
Ms. Tennor expressed she was pleased with Mr. Hollenbeck’s previous submissions before the
Commission and said if future submissions were just as clear, that the Commission would appreciate
that amount of detail.
Mr. Roth referenced Chapter 12 of the Demolition and Relocation section of the Ellicott City Design
Guidelines and noted that any kind of demolition or relocation requires a Certificate of Approval from
the Commission. Mr. Roth noted the potential impact on the B&O site with the turntable specifically
being an integral part of the site and hopes that the turntable will not be impacted more than the
station house or warehouse. Mr. Roth said the site has had remarkable integrity for when it was built
and there is nothing comparable to that site anymore. Any impact to that site would be extremely
significant and of great concern. Mr. Roth said that the turntable is integral to the B&O historic site.
Mr. Roth said that DPW would need a Certificate of Approval from the Commission to demolish the
bridge that spans over the Tea on the Tiber to Great Panes. The Commission needs to discuss whether
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the bridge is historic. Mr. Roth referenced Chapter 12 of the Design Guidelines, noting specifically that
the Commission will only review demolition of buildings after all possible alternatives to preserve the
structures are exhausted. Mr. Roth said that any justification for demolition should be based on the
conditions post mitigation, after mitigation has been implemented. He said that it would not be
convincing to argue that buildings need to be taken down because of the amount of flooding that
occurred in 2016, without consideration to the extent that flooding might be reduced by
implementation of the mitigation. Any justification for demolition has to use the baseline conditions
once mitigation has been implemented. Second, justifications also need to include alternatives to keep
the water from coming down to the bottom of Main Street to begin with. Mr. Roth said that would
include restoration of pervious surfaces and removal of impervious surface; and include information as
to what extent that would keep water from coming down in the first place. Mr. Roth advised the
applicants that any applications to tear down buildings need to include arguments of alternatives and
why the alternatives would not work
Mr. Reich said it would help the Commission if DPW could provide the engineering that got the County
to where they are with their choice in Option 3G.7.0; such as providing information pertaining to what
route got the County to their decision, the engineering, the sequence of decisions, why the County
arrived with the need to take down four buildings and other provisions that were considered if it is in
the best interest of the public.
Mr. Reich suggested DPW consider adding another tunnel on the south side of the road and that could
take care of tearing down the buildings. Mr. Reich reiterated the Commission needs to understand how
the County arrived with this plan.
Mr. Roth said he did not want to give the applicants the impression that they could not tear down a
structure, but explained the Commission needs to have the alternatives on the table to have the
discussion of demolition. Mr. Reich said he has not seen any detailed history of the buildings that are
proposed for demolition. Mr. Reich asked why the buildings are not significant historically. Mr. Reich
said the buildings proposed for demolition are significant to the appearance and character of Main
Street. He said the Commission needs to understand the historic background the County has on these
buildings. The Phoenix has had important history. Bean Hollow has quality architecture with a limestone
façade. Mr. Reich said the buildings proposed for demolition have been called “the more modern”
buildings, but he was not in agreement.
Ms. Tennor said that the structures proposed for demolition, even if they are not deemed of unusual
importance, still have a great impact on the streetscape itself. She said that part of the Old National
Road is extremely valuable, and the County needs to keep as much of it as possible.
Mr. Hollenbeck said the County wants to salvage Bean Hollow. Mr. Reich asked what the County intends
to salvage. Mr. Hollenbeck clarified that portions of the building will be salvaged, relocated or
repurposed to some other area throughout the town. Mr. Reich said that the Commission does not
know what salvage means at this point and that Mr. Hollenbeck is saying the County may want to
pursue the salvage of the building at some point. Mr. Roth said relocation will detract from the integrity
of a historic structure and its site and will require strong justification.
Mr. Shad echoed the same comments on demolition and said that had not yet heard a convincing
argument for the demolition of the buildings on lower Main Street. Mr. Shad does not believe the
buildings need to be demolished to build the tunnel. Mr. Shad reminded the applicants that the Section
106 process is not going to eliminate the need for the Commission’s approval and the other
6
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stakeholders need to understand that as well. Mr. Hollenbeck agreed the Commission will have to give
approval on demolition and building permits.
Mr. Reich said there were some positives to the EC Safe and Sound proposal as the river itself is a huge
part of Ellicott City but has never been made an attraction. Mr. Reich said the best thing would be to
tear off the back of the buildings proposed for demolition rather than removing the entire four
buildings.
Mr. Reich and Mr. Richmond discussed the West End culvert repairs. Mr. Richmond explained that that
the additional conveyance would be through a second series of pipes that run perpendicular through the
road and run parallel to the outside of the road. Mr. Reich asked if this approach could avoid demolition
of the structures. Mr. Richmond said that it could avoid the demolition, but DPW is finding more utilities
in the roadway, affecting the design.
Mr. Richmond asked for clarification regarding DPW’s future submissions to the Commission, for what
stage the plan should be in before submittal. Mr. Richmond said DPW makes plans at 30, 60, and 90%
complete before the final plan. Sixty percent finished means not having the engineering completed but
knowing where the pipes will be located, the grading, and the disturbance. The design will not be
finalized. Mr. Reich said that 60% complete plan would be a good time for DPW to come in for Advisory
Comments. Mr. Reich said DPW will need to make the case for the buildings coming down at that point.
Mr. Shad agreed with 60% complete, but noted that Ellicott Mills plans came in at 60% design and then
the plan did not come back in until it was constructed, and the Commission had to grant retroactive
approval. Mr. Shad said he does not want that process to repeat itself.
Mr. Shad allowed for public testimony.
Public Testimony
Mr. Shad swore in Craig Stewart. Mr. Stewart said the tunnel culverts under Maryland Avenue are 10
feet in diameter. Mr. Stewart asked how deep the tunnels are placed below the roadway and said he is
concerned about the depths under Maryland Avenue or the possibility of demolishing the turnaround at
the B&O Station. He said he did not understand the methodology of constructing the tunnel and the CSX
requirements. Mr. Stewart asked what the fate of the turnaround was. Mr. Reich said Mr. Roth spoke
about the turnarounds at the beginning of the testimony. Mr. Shad said the tunnels, per his
understanding would be drilled and nothing above the ground would be disturbed. Ms. Burgess said the
turntables are falling apart and were taken down to be repaired and replaced. The Department of
Recreation and Parks are determining what repairs were needed.
Commission Discussion
Mr. Reich discussed his concept of extending the tunnel up to Tea on the Tiber, 8081 Main Street, and
saving the buildings proposed for demolition. The Commission members asked DPW if the demolition of
less significant buildings was looked at or if DPW had considered saving the front half of the four lower
Main buildings. Mr. Richmond said he did not have an exact answer, but that it may have had something
to do with the hydraulics and size of the pipes. Mr. Reich suggested providing the McCormick Taylor
data to the Commission members, so the HPC can understand why certain engineering decisions were
made. Mr. Reich suggested extending the tunnels an extra 100 feet and preserving the face of the front
of the buildings proposed for demolition. Mr. Richmond said that he will have an answer for the
Commission when they return with another application.
Ms. Tennor suggested DPW present some sections and elevation drawings in the future.
7
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Public Testimony
Mr. Shad swore in Joel Hurewitz. Mr. Hurewitz said he generally agreed with removing some of the
backs of the buildings. Mr. Hurewitz suggested taking off part of Tea on the Tiber and sealing the back
with stone and then building a flood wall behind the building. Mr. Hurewitz provided a summary of his
findings regarding the historic significance of the lower Main buildings: the historic significance of Great
Panes is uncertain for him due to the parging on the back of the building; he said there is nothing
architecturally significant except for the façade of Easton and Sons funeral home, but that it is not in
great condition; Discoveries has been gutted and the Phoenix has historic significance as it frames the
streetscape. Mr. Hurewitz suggested removing the Easton and Sons building (Bean Hollow) and
Discoveries, and preserve the Phoenix building.
Motion: There was no motion as this case was for Advisory comments.

HPC-19-49 – 3799 Church Road, Ellicott City
Certificate of Approval for sign installation.
Applicant: Richard Blood
Request: The applicant, Richard Blood, requests a Certificate of Approval to install a sign at 3799 Church
Road, Ellicott City.
Background and Site Description: This property is located in the Ellicott City Historic District. According
to SDAT the church building at 3799 Church Road dates to 1900.
Scope of Work: The applicant proposes to install a new double-sided wood sign. The sign will be located
in the front yard of the church, next to the small wood retaining wall, as depicted in the provided plot
plan. The application provides the follow description of the sign:
The sign will be rectangular in shape, supported by two cedar posts (painted white) with a
closed pediment top to match the church doorways. The red Methodist flame and black cross
will be centered in the pediment area. The sign structure will be white in color. The top sign
board will be a white background with the church name, worship time and minister’s name in 3”
tall black (changeable) letters. The lower informational signboard will be a black background
with 2” tall white (changeable letters).
The dimensions will be 6’ tall by 4’-8” wide with a 2’x 4’ open area below the sign. The sign
letter area will be approximately 3’ tall by 4’ wide, containing 4” black letters for the name, 3”
black letters for the worship time and 2” white letters for community information and 3” white
letters for the theme.
The lower informational sign board will be an enclosed bulletin board, which is for outdoor use and is
built with a seal tight rubber gasket.
HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations:
Chapter 11: Signs
1) Chapter 11 recommends:
a. “Use simple, legible words and graphics.”
b. “Keep letters to a minimum and the message brief and to the point.”
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May Minutes
Thursday, May 7, 2020; 7:00 p.m.
The May meeting of the Historic Preservation Commission was held on Thursday, May 7, 2020. Due to
the State of Emergency and to adhere to social distancing measures, the meeting was not held at 3430
Court House Drive, Ellicott City, but was be conducted as a virtual web meeting/conference call. Due to
the cancellation of the April meeting, previously advertised April cases were heard at the May meeting.
No on registered or otherwise contacted the Commission about testifying for any of the following
applications.
Mr. Roth moved to approve the March minutes. Ms. Zoren seconded. The motion was unanimously
approved.
Members present:

Allan Shad, Chair; Eileen Tennor, Vice-Chair; Drew Roth, Secretary; Bruno Reich;
Erica Zoren

Staff present:

Beth Burgess, Samantha Holmes, Lewis Taylor, Kaitlyn Clifford

OTHER BUSINESS
Discussion of Howard County Code § 16.605(f)(3) – HPC 90-Day Deadline and Review Suspensions

PLANS FOR APPROVAL
Consent Agenda
1. HPC-20-24 – 3585 Church Road, Ellicott City
2. HPC-19-38c – 1485 Underwood Road, Sykesville, HO-1173
3. MA-18-45c – 10375 Cavey Lane, Woodstock, HO-770
4. MA-19-41c – 3748 Church Road (3691 Sarah’s Lane), Ellicott City, HO-59
5. MA-19-50c – 6117 Lawyers Hill Road, Elkridge, HO-445
6. HPC-20-17 – 6060 Old Lawyers Hill Road, Elkridge
7. HPC-20-18c – 8173 Main Street, Ellicott City
8. HPC-20-19c – 8235 Main Street, Ellicott City
9. HPC-20-20c – 8185-8187 Main Street, Ellicott City
10. HPC-20-21c – 8181 Main Street, Ellicott City
Regular Agenda
11. HPC-20-15 – 8125 Main Street, Ellicott City
12. HPC-20-16 – 14830 Old Frederick Road, Woodbine, HO-170
13. HPC-20-22 – 3731 Hamilton Street/3744 Old Columbia Pike, Ellicott City
14. HPC-20-23 – 3731 Hamilton Street/3744 Old Columbia Pike, Ellicott City
1
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1) Section 20.113 defines qualified expenses as “the amount of money paid by the owner of an
eligible property to a licensed contractor for improvements, restoration, or the rehabilitation of
the property or for materials used to improve, restore, or rehabilitate the property.”
The applicant provided detailed invoices from the subcontractors who performed the work and
corresponding payments.
2) Section 20.113(c)(1)(ii)(b) provides the following procedure: “In the case of an emergency
application due to flood, fire, or natural disaster, the Commission may issue a pre-approval
determination after the expenditure of qualified expenses if the Commission determines that the
work requiring the Certification was done in accordance with Title 6, Subtitle 6 of this Code and is
in accord with the U.S. Secretary of Interior Standards and Guidelines on The Rehabilitation of
Historic Structures.”
Staff has reviewed the materials submitted and finds the restoration complies with the Secretary of the
Interior Standards for Rehabilitation, per 20.113 code requirements, and that the property was
essentially restored to its pre-flood condition. As a result, Staff reviewed expenses submitted and finds
that $30,649.29 was spent repairing the building.
This was an emergency application due to flooding and therefore the Commission may issue a preapproval determination after the expenditure of funds, per Section 20.113 of the Code, which states, “In
the case of an emergency application due to flood, fire, or natural disaster, the Commission may issue a
pre-approval determination after the expenditure of qualified expenses if the Commission determines
that the work requiring the certification was done in accordance with Title 6, Subtitle 6 of this Code and
is in accord with the U.S. Secretary of Interior Standards and Guidelines on The Rehabilitation of Historic
Structures.”
3) Section 20.113(c)(1)(iv)(a) provides the following procedure “the owner files an application with
the Commission within 12 months of the increased assessment.”
The application has been filed within the required timeframe of being submitted within a year of being
re-assessed.
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval as submitted for the final 20.113 tax credit, for the
amount of $30,649.29 in qualified expenses.
Testimony: There was no testimony or discussion.
Motion: Mr. Roth moved to approve. Ms. Tennor seconded. The motion was unanimously approved.

REGULAR AGENDA
HPC-20-15 – 8125 Main Street, Ellicott City
Advisory Comments/Pre-Application Advice for restoration.
Applicant: R. Zachary Hollenbeck, AIA, Howard County Department of Public Works
Request: The applicant, Howard County Department of Public Works, requests Advisory Comments/PreApplication Advice on 8125 Main Street, Ellicott City.
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Background and Site Description: This property is located in the Ellicott City Historic District. This
building dates to the 1920s. The building was seriously damaged in the 2016 Ellicott City flood and was
subsequently restored, only to be further damaged in the 2018 flood.
Scope of Work: The applicant seeks Advisory Comments/Pre-Application Advice on the restoration of
the front façade of the building. The application shows six possible options:
1) Option 1A – Reconstruct to pre-flood condition. In this scenario the storefront stone base (also
referred to herein as a plinth), ranges in height from 7 ½ inches to 2-feet 4-inches in height. The
front door would be an all-glass door to match the original, and the only metal framing elements
would exist at the top and exterior sides of the door.
2) Option 1B – Reconstruct to pre-flood condition with the addition of a flood door and flood
proofing. The plinth remains the same height in this scenario. The flood doors would be an
aluminum impact and flood rated frame. The storefront glass would consist of 3-inch heat
strengthened IGU (insulated glass units) with safety glass interlayer.
3) Option 1C – Reconstruct to pre-flood condition with the addition of a floodgate and flood
proofing. The plinth remains the same in this scenario and the door and frame will match the
original.
4) Option 2A – Construct a raised plinth; no other flood proofing. The plinth will increase in height
from 7 ½ inches to 2-feet 7 ½ inches at the west end of the building and from 2-feet 4-inches in
height to 4-feet 4-inches in height at the east end.
5) Option 2B – Construct a raised plinth with a flood door and flood proofing. The plinth will
increase in height from 7 ½ inches to 2-feet 7 ½ inches at the west end of the building and from
2-feet 4-inches in height to 4-feet 4-inches in height at the east end. The flood door and
insulated storefront windows from Option 1B would be used here.
6) Option 2C – Construct a raised plinth with a flood gate. The plinth will increase in height from 7
½ inches to 2-feet 7 ½ inches at the west end of the building and from 2-feet 4-inches in height
to 4-feet 4-inches in height at the east end. The original door would be used in this scenario,
with the insulated storefront windows. A flood gate would be added.
HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations: Chapter 6 of the Guidelines provides recommendations for
Entrances and Storefronts in Section 6.G and 6.K, but does not currently provide flood proofing
recommendations. Floodproofing methods are encouraged when they mitigate to protect the structure
and the cumulative effects on historic resources. Both 2016 and 2018 floods destroyed entire
storefronts because of both the depth and velocity of the water in this lower Main area.
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Figure 9 – Flood event

Figure 10 - Flood event

Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC review the relevant sections of the
Guidelines and consider how the different floodproofing scenarios would protect or alter the characterdefining elements of the building; and provide advice for the applicant to consider.
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Robert Z. Hollenbeck from the Department of Public Works and Anath
Ranon, the consultant from Quinn Evans Architects. Mr. Shad asked if the applicants had anything to
add to the staff report. Mr. Hollenbeck explained that DPW was looking to get Advisory Comments from
the Commission on restoring the front façade of Caplan’s store front. With consultation from Anath
Ranon, Ms. Ranon said there has been two main options for restoring the façade and two variations for
the two options, leading to a total of six items for review. Ms. Ranon reviewed the six options as
previously described in the staff report. Ms. Ranon explained that options 2a-c are as a result of the
materials suggested to be in compliance with Base Flood Elevations (BFE) of the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) for Ellicott City, though the FIRMs for
Ellicott City are two years old at this point.
Ms. Tennor asked Ms. Ranon to reiterate her point of the flood height requirements in reference to
flood resistance. Ms. Ranon explained that the County requires the flood resistance construction height
to be of the BFE plus 2 feet, which is what option 2a-c is depicting to create a stronger stone base. The
robust flood resistance storefront system would also meet this requirement.
Ms. Tennor said that option 2c would raise the height at the lower end of the building so much so that it
would change how people interact with the building facade significantly and would be very unappealing.
Ms. Tennor asked how long it would take to deploy the proposed flood gates and if one would need to
be in the building to have the gate deployed. Ms. Ranon said the flood gate would deploy relatively fast
and there could be a remote option, but the operator of the remote would need to know ahead of time
that there is a flood, the gate would not detect the water by itself. Ms. Tennor asked about the glazing
on the rest of the building.
Mr. Roth asked if the Commission were to advise against a higher plinth and the County required a
higher plinth for the building, how would those recommendations get reconciled. Mr. Hollenbeck said
he did not have an answer, but he would take the Advisory Comments from the Commission and review
the comments with DILP to come up with a plan before the next stage of design.
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Mr. Roth said he concurs with Ms. Tennor regarding the higher plinth changing the character of the
façade significantly, Mr. Roth found that replacing the glass transom to be unappealing but less
unappealing than raising the plinth.
Mr. Reich asked if the flood glass would be heat strengthened referencing 3-inch version of glass in
options 1b and 1c. Ms. Ranon said the flood glass would be non-insulated. Mr. Reich said the glass
would be half inch with three quarter inch heat space… Mr. Reich felt this effect would make very little
difference in appearance to the façade and have maximum effect. Mr. Reich said he did not think the
floodgate would be effective. Mr. Reich recommended to keep the stone plinth the way it was and go
with three-inch glass to save the appearance of the façade. Mr. Reich said the whole open appearance
at the bottom of Caplan’s is important and heavier beefed up doors disrupt the appearance. Mr. Reich
asked if there is an option for a solid glass door that is as durable as the storefront glass. Ms. Ranon said
they have not found solid glass doors that are as durable as the storefront glass but can keep looking.
Ms. Zoren said she agreed with the other Commissioners regarding the current lower plinth level, if the
plinth is raised, it would really change the character of the building. Ms. Zoren said she felt the same
way about the arched transom, by removing it, the façade would also change in character. Ms. Zoren
said she preferred Option 1b, with the lower plinth hand flood doors and flood glass.
Mr. Shad said he agreed with the other Commissioner’s comments, with maintaining the original
elevation of the plinth and not raising it higher. As far as flood mitigation, Mr. Shad said he has a lot of
faith in all of the proposed mitigation efforts that are being taken and would like to see this building
back to its original design as much as possible. Mr. Shad said the heavier doors will mimic the original
would be preferable. Mr. Shad said he would also select option 1b, the stronger glass would add an
extra layer of protection if flooding occurs. Mr. Shad said he thinks the flood gate would detract from
the building and if the flooding is bad enough it could break through walls.
There were no further comments from the Commission or the applicants.
Motion: There was no motion as this case was for advisory comments.

HPC-20-16 – 14830 Old Frederick Road, Woodbine, HO-170
Advisory Comments for Subdivision.
Applicant: Nicholas Lally
Request: The applicant, Nicholas Lally, requests Advisory Comments for a subdivision plan at 14830 Old
Frederick Road, Woodbine.
Background and Site Description: This property is not located in a historic district, but is listed on the
Historic Sites Inventory as HO-170, Shipley’s Adventure (Dr. Perilla House). The historic house appears to
have been heavily altered, possibly in the 1970s.
The property consists of about 10.03 acres and is zoned RC-DEO.
Scope of Work: There will be 3 buildable lots created and no structures are proposed to be demolished.
The historic house and all existing historic outbuildings (barn and springhouse) will remain on Lot 2,
which will consist of 3.92 acres. New houses will be constructed on Lots 1 and 3; Lot 2 is located
16
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October Minutes
Thursday, October 1, 2020; 7:00 p.m.
The October meeting of the Historic Preservation Commission was held on Thursday, October 1, 2020.
Due to the State of Emergency and to adhere to social distancing measures, the meeting was not held at
3430 Court House Drive, Ellicott City, but was conducted as a virtual web meeting/conference call.
Ms. Grace Kubofcik and Ms. Lisa Wingate registered to testify on HPC-20-74, Maryland Avenue Culvert
advisory comments case. No one else registered or otherwise contacted the Commission about
testifying for any of the following applications.
Mr. Reich moved to approve the September minutes. Ms. Tennor seconded. The motion was
unanimously approved.
Members present:

Allan Shad, Chair; Eileen Tennor, Vice-Chair; Drew Roth, Secretary; Bruno Reich;
Erica Zoren

Staff present:

Beth Burgess, Samantha Holmes, Lewis Taylor, Kaitlyn Harvey

PLANS FOR APPROVAL
Regular Agenda
1. HPC-20-69 – 3585 Church Road, Ellicott City
2. HPC-20-70 – 3748 Church Road (aka 3691 Sarah’s Lane), Ellicott City, HO-59
3. HPC-20-71 – 3896 Old Columbia Pike, Ellicott City, HO-328
4. HPC-20-72 – 8396 Park Drive, Ellicott City
5. HPC-20-73 – 4824 Montgomery Road, Ellicott City, HO-422
6. HPC-20-74 – 8049, 8055, 8059, 8061 and 8069 Main Street, Vicinity/East of 3711 Maryland
Avenue, Ellicott City

OTHER BUSINESS
1. Rules of Procedure Update – Vote on proposals to update Rules to specifically address virtual
hearings.
2. Section 106 Review: 8360 Court Avenue, Ellicott City
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HPC-20-74 – 8049, 8055, 8059, 8061 and 8069 Main Street, Vicinity/East of 3711 Maryland Avenue,
Ellicott City
Applicant: Robert Z. Hollenbeck, Department of Public Works
Request: The Applicant, Howard County Department of Public Works, requests Advisory Comments/PreApplication Advice on the Maryland Avenue Culvert Project (including the removal of four buildings), at
8049, 8055, 8059, 8061 and 8069 Main Street, Vicinity/East of 3711 Maryland Avenue, Ellicott City,
associated with the Ellicott City Safe and Sound plan.
Background and Site Description: These properties are all located in the Ellicott City Historic District.
The buildings have the following dates of construction:
1) 8049 Main Street (Phoenix) – brick building circa 1851, frame building circa 1870s
2) 8055 Main Street (Discoveries) – block building circa 1920s-30s
3) 8059 Main Street (Easton and Sons/Bean Hollow) – stone and frame building circa 1930s
4) 8069 Main Street (Great Panes) – stone building circa 1841, brick rebuilding potentially circa
1885-1910
5) 3711 Maryland Avenue (B&O Railroad Station) – stone building circa 1830. Listed on the Historic
Sites Inventory as HO-71, also individually listed as National Historic Landmark, and contains a
Maryland Historical Trust Easement.
Scope of Work: As stated in the application, the Department of Public Works is “requesting Advisory
Comments related to the planned construction of a project to improve the stream channel and install an
underground culvert in the vicinity of Main Street and Maryland Avenue” and requests “the Commission
provide advisory comments on the built and visible exterior changes of the proposed project” and a list
of topics outlined on pages 2-3 in the narrative portion of the application. The application also explains
the project will be referenced as the “Maryland Avenue Culvert.” The application contains some
background on the plan, recent flash floods, and Option 3G7.0, which was selected as the option to
proceed with in terms of flood mitigation. The application states that notable differences from the
previous plan in the last administration to this one include “the preservation of six buildings originally
slated to be demolished as well as inclusion of the North Tunnel, intended to divert flood waters from
the western end of Main Street, directly to the Patapsco River.”
The application also explains that the flood mitigation projects work together as a system to collectively
mitigate flash flooding, and that “in order to be most effectively implemented, significant constrictions
in the conveyance system need to be alleviated. The Maryland Avenue Culvert project will provide
significant additional stormwater conveyance from the Tiber/Hudson Branch to the Patapsco River,
while mitigating a significant constriction to water flow.” The application states that “along with two
other upstream water retention projects, the Maryland Avenue Culvert project is fully funded and slated
to start construction upon receipt of all local, state and federal approvals.”
Regarding the proposed demolition of the four lower Main Street buildings, the application explains that
DPW reviewed and evaluated many individual and collective project to mitigate flooding, and said that
the US Army Corps of Engineers has peer reviewed the plans. The application provides the following
statement on the proposed demolition of the four buildings:
This project includes the demolition of four buildings, located at 8049, 8055, 8059 and 8069
Main Street. The decision to remove these buildings is necessary to implement the water
conveyance improvements. The construction of these structures likely contributed to the
conveyance constrictions inhibiting the flow of stormwater to the Patapsco. The Maryland
Avenue Culvert project will make an appreciable improvement by facilitating conveyance of
flood water to the Patapsco.
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HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations:
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 and 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.
Sec. 16.607. - Standards for Review.
(a) Elements for Consideration. In reviewing an application for a certificate 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.
Section 300 of the Commission’s Rules of Procedure provide information on the process for reviewing
applications for demolitions in the historic district. The entire section is relevant to this Advisory
application, and is incorporated by reference, rather than copying and pasting three pages of
procedures. This section also references 16.607, the Standards for Review, which is shown above.
The Commission will need additional information to be supplied for any requests for a Certificate of
Approval for demolition. In addition to the information requested within the Rules of Procedure,
examples of other pertinent information that would be beneficial for the Commission to review
includes:
1) Interior photographs of each structure, showing the current condition and remaining building
material.
2) An itemized list of any historic elements remaining in each building.
3) A detailed history on each building.
4) Information on relocating the historic structures or salvaging important architectural features.
5) Information showing that DPW explored all other options for mitigation before deciding on
demolition.
Additionally, information on the Section 106 process, and its findings would be beneficial for the
Commission. For example, if the National Register nomination form for the Ellicott City Historic District is
updated as a mitigation effort, the Commission should have that updated information. Any other
relevant documentation related to the history of Ellicott City, the buildings, architectural drawings,
current conditions and structural reports, should be provided to the Commission.
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Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC provide advisory comments as
requested, on the proposed Maryland Avenue Culvert project, the proposed demolition of four historic
structures, and the proposed treatment of the site if demolition was to be approved.
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Robert Hollenbeck from the Department of Public Works. Mr. Shad
advised Mr. Hollenbeck to give his complete presentation and then the Commission would provide their
Advisory Comments followed by the two members of the public who signed up for public testimony.
Mr. Hollenbeck gave a presentation to the Commission, providing a brief history on the previous Ellicott
City floods, as well as the background and history of the EC Safe and Sound Plan separate from the
Ellicott City Master Plan, and the chosen plan Option 3G7.0, the EC Safe and Sound flood mitigation
plan. The modeling shows the flood mitigation projects, when installed, would result in a flood depth of
3 feet. In order to develop this plan option, DPW and project engineers analyzed potential options to
reduce flood depth and velocity, with preservation in mind. The United States Army Corps performed a
peer review of the flood mitigation options and the plan that was selected and concurred with the plan
to be effective in meeting the County’s goals. Mr. Hollenbeck explained that by reducing flood depth
and velocities, other buildings can be flood proofed with non-structural floodproofing. Option 3G7.0 also
reduces the velocity below 5 feet per second. Mr. Hollenbeck provided background information on the
US Army Corps peer review team and explained that 60 hydraulically modeled alternatives were
reviewed and only 8 models reduced flooding to acceptable levels.
Mr. Hollenbeck reviewed the Option 3G7.0 plans and site layout with the Commission, identifying
various elements such as existing structures, the proposed channel and culvert and the location of
buildings proposed for removal. Mr. Hollenbeck reviewed a graphic of the 2016 storm modeling along
with the impact of the culvert, which does not involve the other flood mitigation projects in the plan in
other part of the watershed. Mr. Hollenbeck said the plans for the culvert have established a good
handle on the geometry to convey the water to the culvert, how the culvert would be constructed, the
geometry that would be needed to effectively convey the water to the Patapsco river and how the
outfall would look.
Mr. Hollenbeck explained the steps taken with CSX to study vibrations of trains on the train station and
the turntable with monitoring equipment. The culvert had no planned impact to the turntable as the
components of the turntable were removed by Department of Recreation and Parks as the components
were deteriorating. Mr. Hollenbeck said he had asked DRP to follow up with the Commission to explain
plans for the turntable.
Mr. Hollenbeck gave a brief Section 106 overview and the next steps of meeting with consulting parties,
accessing impact to the historic and cultural resources and creating a programmatic agreement.
Mr. Hollenbeck showed a graphic with buildings that contain basements that are located next to the
stream channel. The graphic showed that the stream channel gets very constricted at 8055 Main Street
and there has been tremendous damage in this area as the water has nowhere to go but up when water
gets to this part of the stream. Another graphic showed the proposed channel alignment in conjunction
with the buildings to be removed. This project proposes to incorporate a weir wall, which will sit several
feet above the elevation of the stream channel and allow stormwater to be directed through the culvert
and out to the Patapsco River and augment the existing channel under Maryland Avenue. DPW also
proposed to construct new channel walls, as the walls parallel some of the existing interior basement
walls.
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Mr. Hollenbeck showed a transverse section through the Phoenix building with LiDAR scans. The scan
was the structure with added redlines showing major geometry of the building and location of the
Phoenix’s basement. The current basement space will be opened up to daylight once the buildings are
removed and excavated a little bit more, the updated basement will be the entrance to the culvert. A
weir wall will be built; when water overtops the weir wall it will be channeled to the culvert during
extreme weather events. Mr. Hollenbeck wanted to show that the current basements are congruent
with the stream channel.
Mr. Hollenbeck also discussed other constraints, such as sewer lines and other project considerations.
Mr. Hollenbeck summarized the recordation that is being done with LiDAR laser scans development of
architectural drawings (elevations/sections), surveying by the County Architectural Historian,
photography in accordance with the MHT standard and there will be a digital or interactive exhibit of
the buildings proposed for demolition. DPW wants to work with the Commission for salvaging
components identified as character defining elements.
Mr. Hollenbeck provided an overview/summary of each building and architectural components current
conditions on each. He explained that the building at 8069 Main Street had stone removed on the
façade and is virtually a stud wall, it is considered a bullseye for flooding if a portion of the building is
saved. The building at 8059 Main Street has been damaged by firesand part of the third floor was
removed in the front; serious damage to the building has been uncovered. The basement walls of the
building reduce the stream channel 33 feet wide to 24 feet at 8055 Main Street. The building at 8055
Main Street has an entire floor missing which makes the building open to the channel. The building at
8049 Main Street is a heavily modified building with the basement adjacent to the stream.
Mr. Hollenbeck ended his presentation with an overview of next steps including future Advisory
Comments with the Commission to get feedback on the character defining components of the buildings
proposed for demolition and an eventual Certificate of Approval.
Ms. Tennor said she would need to have a 3D model to see how all the flood mitigation components fit
together.
Mr. Roth referenced slide 16 from the presentation regarding the B&O turntable. Mr. Roth pointed out
the turntable is an important component of the B&O complex. While the table is gone, the table on
which it sits is still there. He said the culvert will go directly under the turntable and masonry structure
of how the turntable turns and asked how DPW intends to build the culvert, whether the culvert be
tunneled under Maryland Avenue or a trench constructed to place the culvert and build a fake new
turntable on top of it. Mr. Hollenbeck said the portion of the culvert that falls under Maryland Avenue
and the turntable will be constructed via jack and bore construction method. Mr. Hollenbeck provided
an overview of the construction technique and explained that a large launching pit will be excavated in
Maryland Avenue and the portion of the culvert that goes under the turntable will be jacked into the
launching pit and then be cast into place under the turntable. He said that construction technique will
help to avoid impact to the structure, and said there will be vibration monitoring and other controls in
place to monitor Impacts.
Mr. Roth clarified that when Mr. Hollenbeck said there will be monitoring of the turntable, he is
including the masonry portion of the turntable and the masonry portion will also be protected and not
damaged. Mr. Hollenbeck confirmed Mr. Roth’s statement to be true.
Mr. Roth said DPW has not provided a justification for building the culvert in the first place. He
referenced slide 8 of the presentation, and said that the culvert is included in every option. Mr. Roth
28
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said there needed to be explanations between the selected option with and without the culvert. Mr.
Roth referenced slide 14, and said t it does not show the flood depth if the other flood mitigation efforts
are constructed and the culvert is not. The current presentation does not justify the culvert as being
necessary and this leads Mr. Roth to be unable to contemplate tearing down four buildings.
Mr. Shad agreed with Mr. Roth and asked if there is a way to get a model showing the flooding depths if
the rest of the flood mitigation is put in place without the culvert. Mr. Hollenbeck said he is aware the
plan can remove individual components from the model and show flood depths, however it is important
to look at the Maryland Avenue drainage point and the impact this project makes as there are a number
of waterways all conveying at this point and the area where the proposed culvert is to go is the bottom
of a funnel. Mr. Hollenbeck said he understands the comments and would need to meet with his team.
Mr. Roth said the Army Corps analysis recognizes the issue he brought up, and states that at the end of
the peer review, the study notes that an incremental study of each flood mitigation measure should be
completed so each mitigation measure can be incrementally qualified. The Army Corps report said it was
good practice to do a sensitivity analysis to determine that the Maryland Avenue culvert actually adds
value.
Mr. Roth said the Great Panes building has a solid granite wall which is part of the streetscape and asked
the basis of dating the Phoenix building to the 1850s. Mr. Roth said based on Joetta Cramm’s book and
the County Architectural Historian, the building could have been constructed between 1840-1850.
Mr. Reich said his comments were similar to Mr. Roth’s. Mr. Reich asked if the Quaker Mill and H7
retention pond constructions were underway yet. Mr. Hollenbeck said the ponds were not under
construction yet, but will be in the near future as the design is completed and the H7 project is put out
to bid.
Mr. Reich said that besides the two retention ponds that are to be constructed, it appears the first
consideration for flood mitigation is to tear down the historic buildings. Mr. Reich did find that
demolishing the buildings downstream would solve flooding problems upstream but was concerned
about the rush to tear down historic buildings. Mr. Reich said the proposed tunnel will do more for flood
mitigation but will probably be the last mitigation effort constructed. Mr. Hollenbeck said the hope is to
construct the tunnel, as all the flood mitigation projects work together and are needed to address the
flooding problem.
The Commission and the Applicant discussed the modeling and various processes as related to the
conveyance and removal of the buildings.
The Commission and the Applicant discussed the basement area of the buildings in relation to the
stream channel and storage capacity. Mr. Hollenbeck said the buildings represent a restriction and
referenced slide 29. He explained that the stream channel moves through the lower Main buildings
differently than those on upper Main. The County could remove the buildings but would need to reengineer the support of the buildings that would just remove the basement space. Even with the reengineered basements there would still be a constriction of 2 feet to the channel. The modeling and
analysis look at removing the entire construction to get the water depths where Ellicott City Safe and
Sound mitigations would want the water to be.
Mr. Reich and the Applicant discussed the elevation of the culvert at the B&O Station and Mr. Reich
asked if the stream could be dug out an additional two feet. Mr. Hollenbeck said the Patapsco River
slopes under the Baltimore County Line and the river and grade goes down. He explained that the
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culvert is intended to go from the higher elevation from the existing culvert down to the flow of the
river and there is no good way to remove sediment to lower the water depth and have the water flow
naturally.
Mr. Reich said the other six buildings that were previously slated for demolition have been saved and
will have a concrete wall on the back to buffer the stream channel. Mr. Reich asked why this was option
was not being proposed for 8069 Main Street. Mr. Hollenbeck referenced the modeling and said the
building left in its current state represented a bullseye. The building creates a restriction and will allow
for to water flow on Main Street. Mr. Reich asked where salvaging and reconstruction of the buildings
would take place. Mr. Hollenbeck did not have that information at the meeting, but said but the County
was committed to salvaging the buildings. The reconstruction could be part of the Master Plan process.
Mr. Reich said it would be really important to build up the character of the channel and allow for
experiencing the stream and channel, if the buildings are removed. He said that the stream is only
experienced when walking through the woods and the access is limited in Ellicott City. Mr. Reich liked
where Master Plan was aims to make an experience of the stream in Parking Lot D. Regarding lower
Main Street, he said the character of the open area is going to be important. Mr. Reich said the stamped
concrete floor was completely out of character with Ellicott City. Mr. Reich and Mr. Hollenbeck
discussed accessibility of the stream and public safety. Mr. Hollenbeck said that due to public safety, the
County does not want to make the stream accessible where someone can walk down and get injured,
especially when water levels start to rise. Mr. Hollenbeck said DPW will salvage stone that could be used
somewhere else or to patch and blend the area to have the same aesthetic quality of the existing walls.
Ms. Zoren agreed with the other Commissioners comments. Ms. Zoren she has not heard that the
culvert would have a tremendous flood reduction impact. Ms. Zoren agreed that the case has not been
made for the culvert. Ms. Zoren suggested the following information be provided: in front of each
building shown on slide 14, include data showing what the numbers are regarding the reduction of
inches, feet or velocity for each location, or have it broken down into a percentage of reduction for the
entire process. Ms. Zoren said that information would allow her to gauge the impact of the culvert as it
is tremendous to remove the historic buildings.
Ms. Zoren asked what the difference in water depth would be in a flooding situation on Main Street if
less buildings were removed. Ms. Zoren said the historic significance needs to be looked at as Main
Street as a whole. Ms. Zoren said that buildings built in 1980 make a contribution to the streetscape and
are a continuity of Main Street, so the buildings proposed to be removed cannot be disregarded because
they are altered. Ms. Zoren said massing and siting need to be considered and asked what is proposed
to be constructed in place of the four buildings proposed for removal. The artistic renderings of terraces
and trees do not give a realistic idea of what the street will really look like after demolition.
Mr. Shad would like to see more information in the future from slide 17, which references the timeline.
Mr. Shad suggested including duration of the building process in future information because once the
buildings are removed, they need to know how many years it will take to implement flood mitigation,
whether it will take 1.5 years or 5 years to implement flood mitigation.
Mr. Shad said that in the last two to 2.5 years he has failed to hear why the buildings cannot be removed
and replaced without basements on top of the constructed culvert. Mr. Shad suggested eliminating the
terracing and build the historic buildings 1 or 2 stories high without basements.
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Public Testimony
Mr. Shad swore in Lisa Wingate. Ms. Wingate was primarily speaking on behalf of Patapsco Heritage
Greenway (PHG), on which she is a board member. Ms. Wingate said the Commission had an
opportunity to present a different position than what comes with the Section 106 review. PHG
understands public safety and believes and agrees with additional mitigation for lower Main Street
structures is warranted if there is no way to save them. The 1998 Guidelines do not talk about the
period of significance in the National Register nomination written in the 1970s. If the National Register
nomination was written today, the significance would span more than 200 years. While Main Street is
changing, there is still significance from 200 years and Ms. Wingate would not like to leave pieces of the
street missing.
Ms. Wingate said PHG would like to see the streetscape as it is now on the south side of Main Street and
west side of Maryland Avenue, and retain as much as possible of the original Tiber channel walls, and to
see full documentation of any changes made to the original walls and changes made be minimized and
limited to flanking structures of the bridge and walls. PHG would like to see the Belton block from Tiber
Alley returned to its original location. She said the beautiful gothic arch, arch frames, and art deco
limestone front of Bean Hollow should be preserved. She said if the feature is removed it will detract
from the streetscape. She recommended Easton and Sons be retained in situ to define the edge of Main
Street corridor with wooden gothic window frames. PHG agrees with retention of part of Great Panes
and understood about the front façade being altered, but said the side walls are clearly early Ellicott City
construction. Ms. Wingate suggested retaining some of 8049 Main Street, such as a steel frame like Ben
Franklin’s house in Philadelphia where the 1851 section could be outlined and the cast iron railings
along the side could be retained and incorporated into the culvert overlook right at their original
location. Ms. Wingate said PHG is prepared to work with other consulting parties to form a
memorandum.
Mr. Shad swore in Grace Kubofcik. Ms. Kubofcik appreciated Mr. Hollenbeck’s presentation and noted
slide 6 as being critical. Ms. Kubofcik wanted all documents on a website the public can read. Ms.
Kubofcik said the most critical holding area for Ellicott City comes down through New Cut Road and it is
not shown. She said it will be difficult for the public to say what the impact will be if there is not water
being held upstream. Ms. Kubofcik agreed with Ms. Wingate’s comments and she thinks that Great
Panes façade can be saved. Ms. Kubofcik agreed with other attempts to create some type of vibrancy to
the street, but understands now the safety concerns which the Commission should be worried about as
people are only going to be able to look over to view the stream. Ms. Kubofcik suggested that DPW keep
the stream looking natural. She cautioned that if viewing the stream is all visitors can do that they will
not linger long and there needs to be some kind of streetscape created, as that is the reason people
come to visit Ellicott City. Ms. Kubofcik said that if big segments of the street are removed it will destroy
the atmosphere.
Ms. Kubofcik said the outfall is something no one has talked about in regard to the quantity of water
that will go across the Patapsco River and hit the bank on the Baltimore County side where there is
another important structure that already receives water from flooding on the bank. It is also extremely
important to protect the bank on the other side of the river.
Motion: There was no motion as this case was for advisory comments only.
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OTHER BUSINESS
1. Rules of Procedure Update – Vote on proposals to update Rules to specifically address virtual
hearings. The Commissioners had no comments to the proposal.
Ms. Tennor moved to adopt the updated rules to accommodate meetings via remote locations.
Mr. Roth seconded. The motion was unanimously approved.
2. Section 106 Review: 8360 Court Avenue, Ellicott City
Ms. Holmes told the Commission they had been invited to be a consulting party regarding the
request to relocate antennas inside the cupola. Mr. Taylor provided background on the FCC
license trigger for the Section 106 review. The consultant determined the installation would
have no adverse effect on the historic building.
The Commission agreed and had no comments as there were no adverse effect and said they
did not need to be involved.
Other Discussion - The Commission asked for their status on the Section 106 process for Main
Street Ellicott City. Ms. Burgess said the Commission is on the list to be a consulting party. There
was a public virtual meeting in September and there is an upcoming meeting for the consulting
parties. Ms. Tennor asked if she could submit her comments she added to August meeting
Minutes to DPW as part of the October Advisory Comments. Ms. Burgess said she would provide
Ms. Tennor’s comments to Mr. Hollenbeck.

Mr. Shad moved to adjourn the meeting at 11:37 pm. Mr. Roth seconded. The motion was unanimously
approved.

*Chapter and page references are from the Ellicott City or Lawyers Hill Historic District Design
Guidelines.

Allan Shad, Chair

Beth Burgess, Executive Secretary

Samantha Holmes, Preservation Planner

Kaitlyn Harvey, Recording Secretary
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October 2, 2020
Dear Mr. Robert Z. Hollenbeck, Fellow Commissioners, County Staff, and Attendees
from the Community
Given the complexity of last night’s cases, the complexity of the final presentation,
and the lateness of the hour, I thought that I could again submit Advisory Comments
in writing, as the Commission had previously been advised for the Master Plan in
August. Per my request for clarification and staff’s response in the affirmative, I am
submitting these advisory comments in response to DPW’s report on their flood
mitigation studies, the proposed demolition at the foot of Main Street, and the
Maryland Avenue Tunnel. Many of my comments in response to this presentation
are similar to the written comments I submitted in reference to the Master Plan
presentation in August, 2020.
This is the dilemma from Hell. If the Ellicott Brothers made a deal with the devil 250
years ago, the choice presented to the citizens of Ellicott City today, between
preservation of human life and preservation of their cultural heritage, is the
tortuous consequence of that deal.
This stretch of Main Street is historically significant not just for the City, or County,
or State, but for the Nation, as a rare intact portion of the great National Road.
Replacing the buildings now standing there with a vast concrete dead space in the
heart of Ellicott City is a horrifying prospect. As I asserted in the meeting, before any
decision can be rendered and certainly before any demolition takes place, the DPW
needs to present the Commission and the public with a three dimensional
architectural model of the proposed holding area at the foot of Main Street and
Maryland Avenue where there is now a streetscape of extant buildings. This model
can be the focal point for a dialogue about the future of Downtown Historic Ellicott
City.
I am not a hydrologist, or civil engineer, or flood control expert. But I have eyes and
senses and the power of recall. All of these tell me we must acknowledge the
changes in our environment that now bombard us every day. Photos and videos
provide ample evidence that we need different responses to the flooding that has
plagued Ellicott City for centuries. This threat is new and we must respond
responsibly to that evidence. Lives depend on it.
Computer models of variables contributing to flood conditions have been studied in
great detail though not yet presented in a way that demonstrates best solutions to
the layperson. The illustrated description of the channels beneath these buildings
presented last night was very helpful for understanding the path of floodwaters at
the foot of Main Street. But as other commissioners have stated, the necessity for,
and the benefits of, the demolition of the four targeted structures as a way to allay
or prevent flooding in this area, have not yet been demonstrated.
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Some concerns have been expressed about possible adverse effects of the Maryland
Avenue Tunnel and the North Tunnel on the Patapsco River. My response is that the
top-down floodwaters have and will continue to reach the river; the difference will
be whether they flow through the town or through the tunnels. As my fellow
commissioner Bruno Reich pointed out, the most effective remedy for Main Street
flooding, the North Tunnel, has been scheduled last in the timeline of projects. By all
means, the county should proceed with the efforts that have been approved and
funded, but members of the commission do not want to look back at drastic
alteration and destruction to the downtown wishing we had had a sensible horse
before the cart of funds, not the other way around.
Please return with clearer evidence of the need to demolish these buildings and a
better alternate vision for the heart of Ellicott City.
Eileen Tennor
Commissioner for Historic Preservation

Staff Report HPC-21-38
Addendum 11
Page 84

Page 85

Page 86

Page 87

Page 88

Page 89

Page 90

Page 91

Page 92

Page 93

Page 94

Page 95

Page 96

Page 97

Page 98

Page 99

Page 100

Page 101

Page 102

Page 103

Page 104

Page 105

Page 106

Page 107

Page 108

Page 109

Page 110

Page 111

Page 112

Page 113

Page 114

Page 115

Page 116

Page 117

Page 118

Page 119

Page 120

Page 121

Page 122

Page 123

Page 124

Page 125

Page 126

Page 127

Page 128

Page 129

Page 130

Page 131

Page 132

Page 133

Page 134

Page 135

Page 136

Page 137

Page 138

Page 139

Page 140

w111largely remalnancltIle new concreteterraceclweir, Taceclwrtlr stone, wrll capture
stormwater as it flows up the banks of the natural channel. The weir will flow to the new

culvert built under Maryland Avenue and the Baltimore & Ohio Ellicott City Station
(“Train Station”) to discharge at the Patapsco River.2 The enhanced floodplain’s increased

capacity for removing flood waters from the vicinity is intended to reduce the height and

velocity of flash flood watersrushing down Main Street.
There is no disagreementbetween the parties as to whether something must be done
to save Historic Ellieott City, an important national resource. The only disagreement is the

meansby which it will be accomplished. Although there is always uncertainty in any risk
assessment,here the evidence shows the risk is real and the Applicants’ analysis shows its

proposalwill go a long way to reducethe risk by addressingthe flooding that hasmade
Main Streetonly a shadowof its former glory.
The Four Buildings Are Structures of Unusual Significance
As a preliminary step to considering the demolition of any structure in the District

the Commission must determine whether the structure is one of “unusual importance.
Howard County Code §16.608. The record shows that the four buildings proposed to be
demolished are structures of unusual importance, while the bridge is not.3
The proposed demolition is the most significant proposed alteration in the Historic
District since its inception. It will result in the loss of a key part of the streetscapeof Main
Street, part of the first “National Road“ that was begun in the early 1800s and had a critical

2 A helpful overview of the project is found at page 16 of Applicant’s Attachment A (revised). Detailed plans
are included in Applicants’ Attachment B.
3 There was little evidence presented by the parties as to the issue of Unusual Importance, at least regarding the

individual structures. The Applicants assumedthe buildings were structuresof unusual importance. The
conclusionsand findings here rely most heavily on the detailed Staff Report Addendum, which compiled
information from public records in the files of Howard County government. Applicants- Attachment C and the
County Architectural Historian’s SalvageResponsewere also helpful
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HOWARD COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
ELLICOTT CITY HISTORIC DISTRICT  LAWYERS HILL HISTORIC DISTRICT
3430 Court House Drive  Ellicott City, Maryland 21043
Administered by the Department of Planning and Zoning

www.howardcountymd.gov
410-313-2350
FAX 410-313-3467
TDD 410-313-2323

March 2, 2021
Per the Commissions request to Staff, the County’s architectural historian has provided the following
list of potential salvageable materials from the buildings in the HPC-20-83 application that have not
been identified in Attachment C- Historic Preservation and Mitigation Documentation Identification of
Salvageable Material. These items could be considered additional historic resources that could be
repurposed within Ellicott City or donated to a salvage store.

Additional Potential Salvage Items

The Phoenix- 8049 Main St
Standing seam metal on front of gable of brick section
Bricks of side and rear elevations
Floor joists
Pressed metal ceiling on first story
Four historic wood windows on second story
Stone ashlar at grade below east porch
Iron fireplace lintel – probably reused strap rail from the B & O
Flooring – now covered by plywood in attic and plywood and later flooring on second story
Sidelight and panel

Easton & Sons- 8059 Main St
Steel sash in rear half, second & third stories, transom on first story
Trusses over river
Potential Stair stringer

Great Panes- 8069 Main St
Brick front and chimneys
Joists and rafters
Flooring

HOWARD COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
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ELLICOTT CITY HISTORIC DISTRICT  LAWYERS HILL HISTORIC DISTRICT
3430 Court House Drive  Ellicott City, Maryland 21043
Administered by the Department of Planning and Zoning

www.howardcountymd.gov
410-313-2350
FAX 410-313-3467
TDD 410-313-2323

November 23, 2002
Mr. Donald R. Bole
Regulatory Branch, Baltimore District
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
2 Hopkins Plaza
Baltimore, MD 21201
Sent via email to: Donald.R.Bole@usace.army.mil
Re:

NAB-2019-61647 (Howard Co/Ellicott City Flood Mitigation)
MDE Tracking No. 201961647
Section 106 Review
Dear Mr. Bole,
The Howard County Historic Preservation Commission (“Commission”) appreciates the

opportunity to participate as a consulting party and comment on the adverse effects from the proposed
Ellicott City Safe and Sound Flood Mitigation Project(s) on buildings, viewsheds, and other historic
resources in the Ellicott City Historic District, which is a National Historic District in addition to its status
as a local Historic District established by the Howard County Code. The Howard County Code directs
that the Commission “provide advice and counsel” on historic sites, including consulting with the
Maryland Historic Trust, and providing early guidance on the design of work that may alter historic sites
both within and outside of the County’s two local historic districts.
The Commission understands the importance of the proposed flood mitigation projects, including
the objective to protect historic resources from flood damage. However, demolition of historic structures
and resources that contribute to the character of the Ellicott City Historic District should not be undertaken
lightly and all possibilities for retaining historic resources should be carefully considered. The
Commission notes that the November 9, 2020 public meeting on mitigation did not include details of all
the proposed work, such as the final decision on specific location and the magnitude of impacts. The
Commission expects that the comments and proposed mitigation addressed here will be an initial step in
a longer process that continues as final decisions are made. The Commission hopes that its comments are
given thorough consideration so that Ellicott City will remain a memorable and special place that
contributes to the cultural, architectural, and historic value of Howard County.
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The Commission makes the following general comments regarding the adverse effects.
1. Treat stream channels end to end as a resource under the 106 process. If stream channels are not
acknowledged as a resource, there is no need to document negative impacts and to mitigate them. The
stream channel is a character-defining element, and this character could be lost if streams are
rechannelized during culvert construction. This is a particular risk in the West End.
2. Treat the Historic National Road right-of-way as a resource, for the same reasons that the stream
channels should be treated as a resource. Preserve in situ, character-defining elements of the Historic
National Road include the winding, terrain-following course of the roadway itself, and the mileposts, mile
houses, inns and taverns, and stone arch bridges. Mile markers, in particular, should be preserved in situ.
Mitigation opportunities can be found in Appendix Two of the 2015 Maryland Historic National Road
Corridor Partnership Plan Update, https://www.roads.maryland.gov/OED/MHNR_guidelines.pdf

3. On lower Main Street and Maryland Ave., the recommended mitigations below assume there is
adequate, properly documented justification for demolishing buildings on lower Main Street. The Ellicott
City Historic District Design Guidelines (Chapter 12) provide that, “the Commission will consider
approving demolition only after all possible alternatives to preserve the structure are exhausted.” To date,
the Commission has not received detailed information on these alternatives, which include:
a. Creation and preservation of pervious surface and “woods in good condition” in the watershed to
reduce the severity of flooding.
b. The “no build” option for the Maryland Avenue Culvert. The Commission has not received
information on the incremental flood mitigation value of the culvert when the other proposed
mitigation projects have been completed.
4. In areas where buildings are removed, land use restrictions, such as open space easements, should be
established to prevent inappropriate future redevelopment.
Recommended mitigation based on the project as proposed on November 9, 2020.
a. Explicitly acknowledge that the B&O Turntable Base is an integral part of the B&O Train Station
resource, as it is important to preserve the integrity of this resource as a whole.
b. Relocate and/or preserve elements of the buildings to be removed from Lower Main Street (8049,
8055, 8059, and 8061 Main Street) . Important examples include the facade for Easton & Sons
(8059), the Federal style building that constitutes the rear of the Phoenix (8049), and the granite
side walls of Great Panes (8061). Preservation in place of building elements is greatly preferred to
relocating elements from their original context.
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c. In the West End, move Earlougher's Tavern (8777 Frederick Road) to a nearby location in the
same area. Preserve the relationship between the structure and the historic National Road at the
new site to the extent practical.
d. Utilize placemaking exhibits or signage to describe any buildings lost due to the projects, including
describing the expansive history of the site, beyond a description of the site and buildings as they
exist now. What did the site look like in 1970? In 1920? In 1870? In 1820? In 1770?
e. Design the new Main Street Terraced Floodplain holistically with the surrounding area, not
piecemeal. For example, do not just do the terraces and culvert facing now, and worry about the
rest later.
f. Design, review, approve, fund, and schedule the full new Main Street Terraced Floodplain project
prior to any new culvert construction or demolition of existing buildings. Do not create a situation
where buildings are demolished, and the culvert is constructed, but the Tiber channel is an
incomplete, unfinished eyesore for an indeterminate period.
g. Consider the opportunity presented by the Terraced Floodplain to create new sight lines and vistas
highlighting the B&O train station, and the buildings on the south side of Tiber Alley.
h. Highlight the stream channel in the vicinity of the Terraced Floodplain. Preserve existing
foundations in place to reflect the industrial history of this section of the Tiber as the site of mills.
i. Reconsider the sequencing of projects within the full scope of the floodwater mitigation plan.
Instead of the stated approach of implementing mitigations from the downstream area to upstream,
start with the upstream mitigations which have the most impact.

The Commission looks forward to working with the County, the Corps, MHT, and other
stakeholders to preserve and protect historic resources to the extent possible, and to mitigate
unavoidable

adverse

effects.

Please

contact

Commission

Staff

Samantha

Holmes,

sholmes@howardcountymd.gov, and Commission Representative Drew Roth, mrdrew@gmail.com,
in any correspondence related to this matter.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

___________/s/___________________
Allan Shad
Chair, Howard County Historic Preservation Commission
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8085 Main Street - Portalli’s
2016 Flood Damage
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8085 Main Street
Portalli’s
December 2016
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8085 Main Street
Portalli’s
2018 Flood Damage
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8085 Main Street - Portalli’s
2019 view of interior
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8095 Main Street
Shoemaker/Rosenstock
2016 Flood Damage
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8109-8113 Main Street
Johnson’s Building
2016 Flood Damage
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8109-8113 Main Street
Johnson’s Building
2016 Flood Damage
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8109-8113 Main Street
Johnson’s Building
October 2016, post-flood
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8109-8113 Main Street
Johnson’s Building
March 2017
First floor over stream,
looking toward Main
Street
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8109-8113 Main Street
Johnson’s Building
March 2017
First floor over stream,
looking toward rear of
building.
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8109-8113 Main Street
Johnson’s Building
2018 Flood Damage
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8109-8113 Main Street
Johnson’s Building
2018 Flood Damage
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8109-8113 Main Street
Johnson’s Building
March 2019

Staff Report HPC-21-38
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8109-8111, 8113 Main Street; 2021 Draft Inventory Updates
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The inventory form for this property is still being created. The following information was
provided by the County Architectural Historian, to be part of the Inventory record. The
information provided is a preliminary draft and is subject to change pending further research
and investigation of the structure.
Significance
The frame buildings at 8109 and 8113 Main Street (HO-359) are on lots 129 and 128,
respectively, of the Ellicott family holdings that were partitioned in 1840. The 1840 deed for
8113 notes a frame house on the lot and the plat of the Ellicott’s properties is shaded to
indicate a building on this lot. The previous deed, from 1830 when this lot was part of a larger
tract of land, notes a frame stable on the northwest end of the lot and a log stable at the
northeast end, but does not mention a frame house. While this is not conclusive proof, it
suggests strongly that the frame house was built in the 1830s by George Ellicott as a rental
property. It was transferred to his heir, Elizabeth Lea of Montgomery County and would have
remained a tenant property. At this time there is no information on how it may have been
used, or by whom. It was acquired by Anthony Laumann in 1860 and remained in the family
until 1952. The 1840 plat is not shaded on lot 129, suggesting that the building at 8109 did not
exist. There is no mention of a building in the 1840 deed. In 1858 Elizabeth Tyson sold the lot
to Dennis Mulligan for $295 and two years later Mulligan sold it for $600, suggesting that the
frame structure was added by Mulligan at that time. Unfortunately, the 1860 map of Ellicott
City is not quite clear enough to confirm that both the buildings are standing at that time.
However, the 1887 Sanborn Fire Insurance maps show that by that date both buildings had
one-story additions that stretched over the Tiber. At that time 8109 housed a grocers and 8113
a barber shop.

Staff Report HPC-21-38
Addendum 16
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HO-586
Katydid
Architectural Survey File
This is the architectural survey file for this MIHP record. The survey file is organized reversechronological (that is, with the latest material on top). It contains all MIHP inventory forms, National
Register nomination forms, determinations of eligibility (DOE) forms, and accompanying documentation
such as photographs and maps.
Users should be aware that additional undigitized material about this property may be found in on-site
architectural reports, copies of HABS/HAER or other documentation, drawings, and the “vertical files” at
the MHT Library in Crownsville. The vertical files may include newspaper clippings, field notes, draft
versions of forms and architectural reports, photographs, maps, and drawings. Researchers who need a
thorough understanding of this property should plan to visit the MHT Library as part of their research
project; look at the MHT web site (mht.maryland.gov) for details about how to make an appointment.
All material is property of the Maryland Historical Trust.

Last Updated: 02-07-2013

Form 10-168e
Rev. 12/86

OMB Approved
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REVIEW SHEET

Historic Preservation Certification Application—Rehabilitation
Property: 8 1 0 9 - 1 1 , 8113 Main S t r e e t ,
Certified Historic Structure?
Type of Request:

Ellicott C i t y ,

D

.

Project

yes _X no

Proposed rehabilitation
^

M

Final certification (Part 2 previously reviewed)

Final certification (Part 2 not previously reviewed)

date initial application received by State
date complete information received by State
date of this transmittal to NPS

. of State staff. Date(s):

Inspection of property by.
NUMBER

1

_ k ^ T h e r e is adequate documentation enclosed to evaluate the overall rehabilitation project.

^-. , j . . ; ' . '

-

.,

There is insufficient documentation to evaluate the project adequately. The application is missing the following items:

Reasonable efforts have been m&de lo obiain inis documentation. Copies of documentation requests are enclosed.

This project involves:
an individually designated NHL
. substantial demolition

!1 substantial Interior alterations
problematic window treatments

j

. new addition(s)

precedent-setting issues
. other major work items (specify).

NUMBER

Official State Recommendation

3
The project has been reviewed according to established NPS procedures by

M I C H A E L DAY

a professionally

qualified architect, architectural historian, or historian on my staff and appears:
to meet the Standards.
to meet the Standards but with concerns/reservations listed on reverse.
to meet the Standards only If the specific conditions listed on reverse are met.
j k l n o t to meet Standards

_ 1 _k^

3

4

5_±l6

7

to warrant denial for lack of information.
This application is being forwarded without recommendation.

' '

For completed work previously reviewed, also check as appropriate;
completed rehabilitation conforms to work previously approved
completed rehabilitation differs substantively from work previously approved
(describe divergences from Part 2 application on reverse).

8_

10 for the reasons listed on the reverse.

NUMBER

4

In the space below, describe the project and justify your recommendation. Include a description of the inspection of the property and any
negotiations between the State and the applicant. Where approval with conditions is recommended, list the conditions. Distinguish between conditions that must be met to bring the project into conformance with the Standards and recommended changes that would improve-the project but are not required for approval. Where denial is recommended, fully explain the reasons why the project does not meet
the Standards for Rehabilitation. Continue on separate page if necessary.
HO-586/
NPS Comments:

and Evaluation of Project: This project consisted of the rehabilitation of two early to
mid-nineteenth century buildings. Major work included the gutting of the interiors of
both buildings, the dismantling of the storefront on one building and the removal of the
first floor facade of the other, the construction of inappropriate replacement storefronts,
the documentation of all windows without specific existing windows, the replacement of wood
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siding with what appears to be cedar siding, and the exposure of interior structural
components on the first floor.

Concerns/Reservations/Recommendations:

Conditions for Approval:

Reasons for Denial:

SEE ABOVE DESCRIPTION

. See attachments:
plans
. Items sent separately:
. Other documentation on file In State:

Date

OF

PROJECT

specifications

photographs

others:

Date

NPS Reviewer

« U S QPO:iga7-O-718-e83/801

OIVIB Approved

Form 10-'l68
•Rev. 12/88

N o . 1024-0009

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
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NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
HISTORIC PRESERVATION CERTIFICATION APPLICATION
PART 1 — EVALUATION OF SIGNIFICANCE
NPS O f f i c e U s e O n l y
NRIS No:

HO-586

Instructions: Read t h e instructions carefully before completing application. No certification will be made unless a completed application has b e e n
Type or print clearly in black ink. If additional space is n e e d e d , use continuation sheets or attach blank sheets.

1. Name o f property' I B E R

CROSSING

City E L L I C O T T
\

PARTNERSHIP

8 1 0 9 - 1 1 , 8113

A d d r e s s of property: Street

CITY

Main

COUNTY

D

certified state or local district

H

Street

County HOWATJn

Name of historic district: HOWARD
National Register district

received.

HISTORIC

State

DISTRICT
D

MARVT.ANn

Zip ? 1 0 4 3

COMMISSION

potential fiistoric district

•:'••:--'

- "

2. Check nature of request:
certification that the building contributes to the significance of the above-named historic district for the purpose of rehabilitation.
certification that the structure or building and, where appropriate, the land area on which such a structure or building is located contributes to the
significance of the above-named historic district for a charitable contribution for conservation purposes.

-- •

certification that the building does not contribute to the significance of the above-named district.
preliminary determination for individual listing in the National Register.
preliminary determination that a building located within a potential historic district contributes to the significance of the district.
preliminary determination that a building outside the period or area of significance contributes to the significance of the district.
3. Project contact:

4.

••

Name

CHARLES

Street

3677

State .

MARYLAND

E.

PARK

WEHLAND
AVENUE

City

7ip 2 1 0 4 3

ELLICOTT

CTTY

Daytime Telephone Number

3 0 . 1 - 4 6 5 - 8 7 5 5

Owner:

I hereby attest that the information I have provided is, to the best of my knowledge, correct, and that I own/he property described above. I understand that
falsification of factual representations in this application is subject to criminal sanctions up to $10,000 in fines or imprisonment for up to five years pursuant
to 18 u s e . 1001.

C H A R L E S E . WEHLAND
Name W A L T E R L . J O H N S O N
Organization

TIBER

CROSSING

Signature

_Date

PARTNERSHIP

Social Security or Taxpayer Identification Number
Street

3677

PARK

State

MARYLAND

AVENUE

City E L L I C O T T
Zip

21043

CITY

Daytime Telephone Number

301-465-8755

NPS Office' Use O n l y
T h e National Park Service has reviewed t h e " H i s t o r i c Preservation Certification Application — Part 1 " for t h e atiove-named property a n d hereby d e t e r m i n e s that
the property:
CD

contributes to t h e significance of t h e a b o v e - n a m e d district a n d is a " c e r t i f i e d historic s t r u c t u r e " for t h e purpose of rehabilitation.

CD

contributes to t h e significance of t h e a b o v e - n a m e d district a n d is a " c e r t i f i e d historic s t r u c t u r e " for a charitable contribution for conservation p u r p o s e s i n ac-

D

does not contribute to t h e significance of t h e a b o v e - n a m e d district.

cordance with t h e Tax Treatment Extension Act of 1980.

Preliminary Determinations:
D

appears to meet the National Register Criteria for Evaluation a n d will likely b e listed in t h e National Register of Historic Places if n o m i n a t e d by t h e State
Historic Preservation Officer according to t h e procedures set forth in 3 6 C F R Part 6 0 .

'•'•

does not appear to meet t h e National Register Criteria for Evaluation a n d will likely not b e listed in t h e National Register.
appears to contribute to t h e significance of a potential historic district, w h i c h will likely b e listed in t h e National Register of Historic Places if n o m i n a t e d by t h e
State Historic Preservation Officer.
appears to contribute to t h e significance of a registered historic district but is outside t h e period or area of significance as d o c u m e n t e d in t h e National
Register nomination or district documentation o n file with t h e N P S ,
D

does not appear to qualify as a certified historic structure.

Date
( S . S e e Attachments

National Park Service Authorized Signature

•

National Park Service Office/Telephone N o :

.TIBER CROSSING PARTNERSHIP
Property Name

HISTORIC PRESERVATION
CERTIFICATION APPLICATION

NPS

OFFICE

Project Number:

8109-11 8 l t > Main Street
Ellicott City, MO 71043

USE

ONLY

HO-586
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Properly Address

romplete plans, original and renovation are attached. The
5. Description of physical appearance:
buildings consisted ot two buildings with a c
originally sided with German style siding o n the building at 8109-11 Main Street and
«with lap board o n building a t 8113 Main Street. The buildings were originally con'structed across the Tiber River by means o f construction o f a truss system made o f
hand hewn b e a m s . Local land records will establish the buildings herein existed a t
least as early as 1860. However, the use of hand hewn beam truss system for members
contained in these buildings has n o t been practiced since approximately 1800, for this
. reason the date of construction h a s been set a t approximately 1800. Both buildings
withstood floods and fires, substantial neglect and make shift renovation in the late
1930's or early 1940's, with the result that poor quality plate glasis bow windows had
.. been p u t in the front and doors had been relocated. Location o f original doors and
windows could be determined once the plate glass additions were removed. The original
locations could b e established by reference to the original granite thresholds which
were found in the course of renovations. These thresholds and some original window
framing were exposed when the protruding glass and aluminum siding windows were removed
and showed the location and size of the original windows o n the first floor level. T h e
second and third floor windows were intact b u t in unsalvagable condition. They w e r e .
Date of Construction:
1800
Source of Date: Hand hewn members of t h e truss system have n o t
Date(s) of Alteration(s) 1930^10
been used subsequent to 1800. Land Records establish the
existence of the buildings at least as early'as 1860
Has building been moved? D yes H no. If so, when? the fact that they were not new a t t h a t
date.
6. Statement of significance: The property w a s acquired by John Holtman o n April 1 5 , 1878, from
Helena Wallenh'orst, et a l , and w a s known as Holtman Grocery Store. The Holtmans had a
daughter w h o married a m a n from Baltimore City. They in turn also had a daughter. For
reasons unknown, their daughter w a s adopted by Thomas E . Brian and Elizabeth A . Brian
and the daughter took the name of Isabel B . Brian. T h e Brians acquired the aforementioned property on March 6, 1920. .Isabel later married Elmer Cavey, w h o w a s the
head cashier at Patapsco National Bank. Thomas E . Brian survived Elizabeth A . Brian
and upon h i s death, Isabel B . Cavey, a widow, inherited the property on March 3 0 , 1945
as the Brians' adopted child and only heir a t law. Isabel sold the property to Samuel
H. Caplan o n November 3 0 , 1951. M r . Caplan sold the property to Charles E . Wehland
and Jane B . Wehland, his w i f e , and Walter L. Johnson and Jennifer D. Johnson, h i s w i f e ,
on December 3 0 , 1986. The property known as 8113 Main Street was acquired by Anthony
Laumann from John Collier in 1860 and it w a s known as Laumann's barber shop. Catherine
Laumann acquired the property as the widow of Anthony Laumann. During the early 1900's
the property w a s known as Wosch's Barber Shop. M r . Wosch became the police chief of
Ellicott City. The property w a s conveyed by Catherine Laumann o n February 5, 1 9 1 2 , to
Minnie Laumann w h o conveyed the property to Albert Eugene Markley and Hannah Laumann
Markley, .-his wife, o n October 1 6 , 1946. They in turn conveyed the property to Joseph
G. Miller'and Earnese A. Miller, h i s wife, o n March 1 2 , 1952. The Millers conveyed
the property o n July 1 0 , 1958 to Yale Contractors, Incorporated, w h o o n July 1 8 , 1962 :
conveyed the property to Samuel H. Caplan. Samuel H. Caplan conveyed the property unto
Charles E. Wehland and Jane Best Wehland, h i s w i f e , and Walter L. Johnson and Jennifer
D.Johnson, h i s w i f e , t/a Tiber Crossing Partnership, on-February 26, 1987. A m a p of
the Howard County Historical District with t h e property identified in yellow is attached.
Buildings are shown on the m a p . These buildings a r e almost in the exact center of the
7. Photographs and maps.
Attach photographs and maps to application.

Continuation sheets attached:

S

yes

D

no

Form 10-168b
• Rev 12786

0MB Approved
No. 1024-0009
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CONTINUATION/AMENDMENT SHEET
Historic Preservation

TIBER CROSSING PARTNERSHIP
Certification Application
Property Name

8109-11 8113 Main S t r e e t

HO-586

E l l i c o t t C i t y , MD 21043

Instructions.
Read the instructions carefully before completing. Type, or print clearly in black ink. Use this sheet to continue sections of the Part 1 and Part 2 apProperty Address
plication, or to amend an application already submitted. Photocopy additional sheets as needed.

This sheet: Eel continues Part 1

•

continues Part 2

D amends Part 1

D

amends Part 2

NPS Project Number:

C o n t i n u a t i o n of D e s c r i p t i o n o f p h y s i c a l appearance:

therefore, replaced by new windows of the same size and
old one had. Shutters were repaired where they existed
type were obtained and installed where the old shutters
for shutters existed on most windows but shutters for a

arrangement of panes as the
and new shutters of the same
had been removed. Hardware
number of windows did not exist.

Continuation of 6. Statement of significance;
Ellicott City Historic District. The buildings are located on the south side of Main
Street at the point wehre Main Street makes a slight bend. As a result of the curve
in Main Street, these buildings provide a focal point to any traffic moving either
east or west on the Main Street. Various early pictures of the buildings exist, including those onf Page 134 and 204 of "A Pictorial History - Howard County" by Joetta
M. Cramm, copyright 1987, and photostatic copies are enclosed. Further, stucco and
asbestos shingles covered the surface of the buildings adn were removed to expose the
original German siding and lap boards which were in good condition requiring only
cleaning and painting in order to preserve the original exterior surface. When the
false facade added to 8109-11 was removed, it revealed the original timbers and original
roof. The roof of 8109-11 was restored to its original pitch and covered standing seam
metal roofing painted to the same color found on the original metal. One of the truss
systems on the interior of the building was exposed and presents an interest arch amenity
in the commercial space on the main floor of the building.
The reconstruction was designed to safeguard the heritage of Howard County by preserving the Ellicott City District and reflect elements of its cultural social economic,
political and civic beauty; to strengthen the local economy; and to promote the use and
preservation of the Ellicott City Historic District in Howard County for the education,
welfare and pleasure of the residents of the County. Such reconstruction was completed
in accordance with the intent and authority of Article 25A, Section 5(bb) (Historic and
Landmark Zoning and Preservation) of the Annotated Code of Maryland, 1957, as amended.
The paint colors chosen restores the building to the color which the roof, siding and
cornice work has been painted before the attachment of the false roof, stucco and asphalt
shingles mentioned above.
These buildings because of their location their unique construction and
age make
Name

Walter

L.

Johnson

Signature

Charles.E. Wehland
Street 3677 Park Avenue
State

Maryland

Ellicott City
Zip

21043

Daytime Telephone Number

301-465-8755

NPS Office Use Only
The National Park Service has determined that these project amendments meet the Secretary of the Interior's "Standards
for Rehabilitation."
The National Parl< Service has determined that these project amendments do not meet the Secretary of the Interior's
"Standards for Rehabilitation."

Date

^

National Park Service Authorized Signature

See Attachments

National Park Service Office/Telephone No.

CONTINUATION/AMENDMENT SHEET
TIBER CROSSING PARTNERSHIP
Property Name
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Historic Preservation
Certification Application

8109-11 8113 Main Stret
Ellicott City, MD 21043
Property Address

HO-586
them exceptionally significant as an element of the total restoration of the Ellicott
City Historic District.
The Builders' "Evaluation of Work Completed" is attached.
-

8109-8111 Main Street, Ellicott City
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HO-586
Katydid
8109-8111 Main Street (MD 144)
Martenet's Map of Howard County Maryland, 1860

G.M. Hopkins Atlas of Howard County, Maryland, 1878
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HO-586
Katydid
8109-8111 Main Street (MD 144)
Sanborn Maps
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HO-586
Katydid
8109-8111 Main Street (MD 144)
Ellicott City quad 1953, Photorevised 1966 and 1974

Tax Map 25A, Parcel 48

National Web Map Service 6" Orthophoto Map, c 2010
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HO-586
Katydid
8109-8111 Main Street (MD 144)
Photo by Jennifer K. Cosham, 12/5/2012
Northwest elevation

Staff Report HPC-21-38
Addendum 17
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HO-359
Crosscurrents (Caplan's Frame Shop)
Architectural Survey File
This is the architectural survey file for this MIHP record. The survey file is organized reversechronological (that is, with the latest material on top). It contains all MIHP inventory forms, National
Register nomination forms, determinations of eligibility (DOE) forms, and accompanying documentation
such as photographs and maps.
Users should be aware that additional undigitized material about this property may be found in on-site
architectural reports, copies of HABS/HAER or other documentation, drawings, and the “vertical files” at
the MHT Library in Crownsville. The vertical files may include newspaper clippings, field notes, draft
versions of forms and architectural reports, photographs, maps, and drawings. Researchers who need a
thorough understanding of this property should plan to visit the MHT Library as part of their research
project; look at the MHT web site (mht.maryland.gov) for details about how to make an appointment.
All material is property of the Maryland Historical Trust.

Last Updated: 02-07-2013
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HO-359
Crosscurrents
(Caplan's Frame Shop)
8113 Main Street
Ellicott City
This two story frame structure has a standing-seam metal roof. The first
floor is three bays wide, with a central entrance and paneled wood transom (no
lights) between large glass shop windows. There is a heavy, bracketed cornice
between the two floors. Above this are two evenly-spaced 6/1 sash windows
with paneled shutters and original hardware.
To the west of this building is a set of metal stairs leading to a door in the
south bay of the second floor of the west facade. Above this there are two large
1 -light windows in the gable.
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

HO-359

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

HISTORIC PRESERVATION CERTIFICATION APPLICATION
PART 1 — EVALUATION OF SIGNIFICANCE
NPS Office Us* Only
I NRIS No:

Instructions: Read the instructions carefully before completing application. No certification will be made unless a completed a p ^ £ ^ 2 r ^ t o ( ? ^ ^ s ^ e n received.
Type or print clearly in black ink. If additional space is needed, use continuation sfieets or attach blank sheets.

1. Name of Property: T I B E R
Address of property: Street

CROSSING
8 1 0 9 - 1 1 ,

City E L L I C O T T
•. Name of historic district: HOWARD
D

National Register district

PARTNERSHIP
8113

CITY

COUNTY

Main

(Caplan's

Frame S h o p , C r o s s c u r r e n t s )

S t r e e t

J ' County HOWAPD
HISTORIC

State

DISTRICT

ELI certified state or. local district

D

MAPRYLAND

Zip

?1 0 4 7

COMMISSION

potential historic district

2. Check rwture of request:
(S

Q
D

certification that the building contributes to the significance of the atx>ve-named historic district for the purpose of rehabilitation.
• certification that the structure or building and, where appropriate, the land area on which such a structure or building is located contributes to the
significance of the above-named historic district for a charitable contribution for conservation purposes.
certification that the building does not contribute to the significance of the atxjve-named district.
.
preliminary determination for individual listing in the National Register.
,
preliminary determination that a building located within a potential historic district contributes to the significance of the district.
preliminary determination that a txiilding outside the period or area of significance contributes to the slgnincance of the district.

3. Project contact:

.

Name

CHARLES

Street

3677

State

MARYLAND

.

,

E.

PARK

.. ;

WEHLAND
AVENUE

City
zip

2 1 0 4 3

ELLICOTT

CITY

Daytime Telephone Number

3 0 1 - 4 6 5 - 8 7 5 5

4. Owner:
i hereby attest that the information I have provided is, to the t>est of my knowledge, correct, and that I own/he property described above. I understand that
falsification of factual representations in this application is subject to criminal s
a
n
c
t
i
o
p
s
f
o
r
up to five years pursuant
to 18 u s e . 1001.

C H A R L E S E . WEHLAND
Name W A L T E R L . J O H N S O N
Organization

TIBER

CROSSING

Signature
PARTNERSHIP

Date

.

Social Security or Taxpayer Identification Numtier

Street

3677

PARK

State

MARYLAND

AVENUE

^.^ E L L I C O T T
Zip

2 1 0 4 3

CITY

Daytime Telephone Number

3 0 1 - 4 6 5 - 8 7 5 5

NPS Office Use Only
The National Park Service has reviewed tfM "Historic Preservation Certification Application —^Part 1 " for the above-named property ar<d hereby determines that
the property:
contributes to the significance of the atxive-named district and is a "certified historic structure" for the purpose of rehabilitation.
contributes to the significance of the atwve-named district and is a "certified historic structure" for a charitat>le contribution tor conservation purposes In accordance with the Tax Treatment Extension Act of 1980.
does not contribute to the significance of ttie atx)ve-named district. ^~;
Preliminary Determinations: •
appears to meet the National Register Criteria for Evaluation and will likely be listed in the Natnnal Register of Historic Places if nominated by ttie State '
Historic Preservation Officer according to the procedures set forth in 36 CFR Part 60.'
does not appear to meet the National Register Criteria for Evaluation and will likely not be listed in the National Register
appears to contribute to the significance of a potential historic district, which will likely be listed in the National Register of Historic Places if nominated by the
State Historic Preservation Officer.
appears to contribute to the significance of a registered historic district t>ut it outside tfie period or area of significance as documented in the National • Register nomination or district documentation on file with the NPS.
does not appear to qualify as a certified historic structure.

Oat*

. . . ; • < : National Park Service AuttKKized Signature

See Attachments

^•••^jii

''''

National Park Service Office/Telephone No:

T I B E R CROSSING PARTNERSHIP

CERTIFICATION A P P L I C A T I O N —
PART 1

Property Name ( C a p l a n ' s Frame Shop], C r o s s c u r r e n t s )
8109-11 8113 Main S t r e e t

NPSOFFICEUSEONLY
,HO-359
Project Number:
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Ellicott City, MD 21043
Properly Address

5. Description of physical appearance: Complete plans, original and renovation are attached. fKi
buildings consisted ot two buildings with a common center wall. The buildings were
originally sided with German style siding on the building at 8109-11 Main Street and
4,with lap board on building at 8113 Main Street. The buildings were originally constructed across the Tiber River by means of construction of a truss system made of
hand hewn beams. Local land records will establish the buildings herein existed at
least as early as 1860. However, the use of hand hewn beam truss system for members
contained in these buildings has not been practiced since approximately 1800, for this
reason the date of construction has been set at approximately 1800. Both buildings
withstood floods and fires/ substantial neglect and jnake shift renovation in the late
1930's or early 1940's, with the result that poor quality plate glass bow windows had
been put in the front and doors had been relocated. Location of original doors and
windows could be' determined once the plate glass additions were removed. The original
locations could be established by reference to the original granite thresholds which
were found in the course of renovations. These thresholds and some original window
framing were exposed when the protruding glass and aluminum siding windows were removed
and showed the location and size of the original windows on the first floor level. The
second and third floor windows were intact but in unsalvagable condition. They were,
Date of Construction:

1800

Source of Daie:Hand hewn members of the truss system have not

Date(s) of Alteration(s)1930-40

been used subsequent to 1800. Land Records establish the
existence of the buildings at least as early'as 1860
Has building been moved? D yes S no. If so, wfien? the fact that they were not new at that
d a t e .
6. Statement of significance: The property was acquired by John Holtman on April 15, 1878, from
Helena Wallenh'orst, et al, and was known as Holtman Grocery Store. The Holtmans had a
daughter who married a man from Baltixmore City. They in turn also had a daughter. For
reasons unknown, their daughter was adopted by Thomas E. Brian and Elizabeth A. Brian -..
and the daughter took the name of Isabel B. Brian. The Brians acquired the aforementioned property on March 6, 1920. .Isabel later married Elmer Cavey, who was the
head cashier at Patapsco National Bank. Thomas E. Brian survived Elizabeth A. Brian
and upon his death, Isabel B. Cavey, a widow, inherited the property on March 30, 1945
as the Brians' adopted child and only heir at law. Isabel sold the property to Samuel
H. Caplan on November 30, 1951. Mr. Caplan sold the property to Charles E. Wehland
and Jane B. Wehland, his wife, and Walter L. Johnson and Jennifer D. Johnson, his wife,
on December 30, 1986. The property known as 8113 Main Street was acquired by Anthony
Laumann from John Collier in 1860 and it was known as Laumann's barber shop. Catherine
Laumann acquired the property as the widow of Anthony Laumann. During the early 1900's
the property was known as Wosch's Barber Shop. Mr. Wosch became the police chief of
Ellicott City. The property was conveyed by Catherine Laiimann on February 5, 1912, to
Minnie Laumann who conveyed the property to Albert Eugene Markley and Hannah Laumann
Markley, .-his wife, on October 16, 1946. They in turn conveyed the property to Joseph
G. Miller and Earnese A. Miller, his wife, on March 12, 1952. The Millers conveyed
the property on July 10, 1958 to Yale Contractors, Incorporated, who on July 18, 1962 ^
conveyed the property to Samuel H. Caplan. Samuel H.sCaplan conveyed the property unto
Charles E. Wehland and Jane Best Wehland, his wife, and Walter L. Johnson and Jennifer
D.Johnson, his wife, t/a Tiber Crossing Partnership, on-^ebruary 26, 1987. A map of
the Howard County Historical District with the property identiri^ in yellow is attached.
Buildings are shown on the map. These buildings are almost in the exact center of the
7. Photographs and maps.
. Attach photographs and maps to a p p l i c a t i o n
'Continuation sheets attached: IS yes D no

Form 10-168!J
Rev 12/86

O M B Approved
No. 1024-0009

CONTINUATION/AMENDMENT SHEET
^Crosscurrents)
(Caplan's Frame Shop)
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Historic Preservation
Certification Application

Property Name

8109-11 8113 Main Street
Properly Address
Instructions. Read the Instructions carefully before completing. Type, or print clearly in black ink. Use this sheet to continue sections of the Part 1 and Part 2 application, or to amend an application already submitted. Photocopy additional sheets as needed.
This sheet: B

continues Part 1

CD continues Part 2

d

amends Part 1

CH amends Part 2

Continuation of Description of physical appearance;
therefore, replaced by new windows of the same size and
old one had. Shutters were repaired where they existed
type were obtained and installed where the old shutters
for shutters existed on most windows but shutters for a

NPS Project Number:

arrangement of panes as the
and new shutters of the same
had been removed. Hardware
number of windows did not exist.

Continuation of 6. Statement of significance:
•^
Ellicott City Historic District. The buildings are located on the south side of Main
Street at the point wehre Main Street makes a slight bend. As a result of the curve
in Main Street, these buildings provide a focal point to any traffic moving either
east or west on the Main Street. Various early pictures of the buildings exist, including those onf Page 134 and 204 of "A Pictorial History - Howard County" by Joetta
M. Cramm, copyright 1987, and photostatic copies are enclosed. Further, stucco and
asbestos shingles covered the surface of the buildings adn were removed to expose the
original German siding and lap boards which were in good condition requiring only
cleaning and painting in order to preserve the original exterior surface. When the
false facade added to 8109-11 was removed, it revealed the original timbers and original
roof. The roof of 8109-11 was restored to its original pitch and covered standing seam
metal roofing painted to the same color found on the original metal. One of the truss
systems on the interior of the building was exposed and presents an interest arch eimenity
in the commercial space on the main floor of the building.
The reconstruction was designed to safeguard the heritage of Howard County by preserving the Ellicott City District and reflect elements of its cultural social economic,
political and civic beauty; to strengthen the local economy; and to promote the use and
preservation of the Ellicott City Historic District in Howard County for the education,
welfare and pleasure of the residents of the County. Such reconstruction was completed
in accordance with the intent and authority of Article 25A, Section 5(bb) (Historic and
Landmark Zoning and Preservation) of the Annotated Code of Maryland, 1957, as amended.
The paint colors .chosen restores the building to the color which the roof, siding and
cornice work has been painted before the attachment of the false roof, stucco and asphalt
shingles mentioned above.
These buildings because of their location their unique construction
and age, make
Name Walter L. Johnson
Charles.E. Wehland
Street 3677 Park Avenue
City Ellicott City
State

Maryland

Zp

21043

Daytime Telephone Number

301-465-8755

NPS Office Use Only
The National Park Service has determined that these project amendments meet the Secretary of the Interior's "Standards
for Rehabilitation."
The National Park Service has determined that these project amendments do not meet the Secretary of the Interior's
"Standards for Rehabilitation." -

Date
See Attachments

, National Park Service Authorized Siflnature

Natiorwl Park Service Otfiw/Teleph

(Crosscurrents)
CONTINUATION/AMENDMENT SHEET
( C a p l a n ' s Frame Shop)
TIBER CROSSING PARTNERSHIP
Historic Preservation
Property Name
Certification Application
8109-11 8113 Main Stret
Ellicott City, MP 21043
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Property Address

them exceptionally significant as an element of the total restoration of the Ellicott
City Historic District.
The Builders' "Evaluation of Work Completed" is attached.

Caplan's Frame Shop (Crosscurrents)
(Tiber Crossing Partnership Frame Shop)
8113 Main Street, Ellicott City.
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Caplan's Frame Shop (Crosscurrents)
8113 Main Street. Ellicott Citv

Page 194

HO-359

Type text
Page 195

Page 196

HO-359
Caplan's Frame Shop (Crosscurrents)
8113 Main Street (MD 144)
Martenet's Map of Howard County Maryland, 1860

G.M. Hopkins Atlas of Howard County, Maryland, 1878
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Caplan's Frame Shop (Crosscurrents)
8113 Main Street (MD 144)
Sanborn Maps
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Caplan's Frame Shop (Crosscurrents)
8113 Main Street (MD 144), Ellicott City
Ellicott City quad 1953, Photorevised 1966 and 1974

Tax Map 25A, Parcel 48

National Web Map Service 6" Orthophoto Map c 2010
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Caplan's Frame Shop (Crosscurrents)
8113 Main Street (IVID 144)
Photo by Jennifer K. Cosham, 12/5/2012
North elevation
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