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July Minutes 
 

Thursday, July 7, 2022; 7:00 p.m. 
A public meeting of the Historic Preservation Commission was held on Thursday, July 7, 2022. 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. Danna moved to approve the June 2, 2022 minutes. Mr. Reich seconded. The motion was 
unanimously approved. Ms. Giles did not vote. 
 
 
Members present:  Allan Shad, Chair; Bruno Reich, Secretary; Julianne Danna; Ellen Flynn Giles 
 
Members absent:  Erica Zoren 
 
Staff present:   Beth Burgess, Samantha Holmes, Kristen Haskins 
 
 
This report and any recommendations are based on the Guidelines adopted by the Commission. The 
report is prepared by Commission staff and does not represent the views of the Commission or of the 
Department of Planning and Zoning.   
 
PLANS FOR APPROVAL 
Consent Agenda 

1. HPC-22-25 – 3749 Church Road, Ellicott City 
2. HPC-22-26 – Extension of HPC-20-83 Decision and Order 

 
Regular Agenda 

3. HPC-22-27 – 6160 Ten Oaks Road, Clarksville 
4. HPC-22-28 – Vicinity of Parking Lots B and F, vicinity of 8394 Main Street and 8388 Court Avenue 

and vicinity of 8000 Main Street, Ellicott City 
5. HPC-22-29 – 8520 Commercial Street, Savage 
6. HPC-22-30 – 5765 and 5769 Main Street, Elkridge, HO-327 
7. HPC-22-31 – 8129 Main Street, Ellicott City 
8. HPC-22-32 – 3701 Court House Drive, Ellicott City 
9. HPC-22-33 – 8197 Main Street, Ellicott City 
10. HPC-22-34 – 8180 Main Street, Ellicott City 
11. HPC-22-35 – 8289 Main Street, Ellicott City 
12. HPC-22-36 – 3771 Old Columbia Pike, Ellicott City 

 
OTHER BUSINESS 

1. Administrative Updates – End of term for Chair Allan Shad 

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 
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CONSENT AGENDA 
 
HPC-22-25 – 3749 Church Road, Ellicott City, HO-58 
Applicant: Gregory D. Mason 
 
Request: The Applicant, Gregory D. Mason, requests a retroactive Certificate of Approval for exterior 
alteration at 3749 Church Road, Ellicott City. 
 
Background and Site Description: This property is located in the Ellicott City Historic District. According 
to SDAT, the building on the property dates to 1830. The property is also listed on the Howard County 
Historic Sites Inventory as HO-58, Angelo Castle. 
 
In 2020, this property received a Zoning Violation for 1) exterior alterations without Historic 
Preservation Commission (HPC) approval, including but not limited to:  tree removal; installing gravel & 
timber framed walkways; installing the timber retaining wall; and placing fill dirt & cinderblocks around 
the site and 2) grading/clearing over 5,000 square feet without an approved stormwater management 
plan.    
 
In case HPC-20-67, the Applicant requested Advisory Comments from the HPC on the exterior 
alterations.  The Applicant returned for additional Advisory Comments in HPC-20-80 (November 2020) 
on a proposed planting plan for the property due to the tree removal. In HPC-21-02 (February 2021) the 
Applicant applied for a Certificate of Approval to install various plantings and make other exterior 
alterations.    
 
The applicant is now seeking retroactive approval for exterior alterations required by the stormwater 
management plan.   
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant requests retroactive 
approval for the alteration of an existing patio. The 
original patio was a 12 foot by 12 foot bluestone 
patio, which was enlarged to 12 feet by 24 feet (using 
the existing bluestone pavers) with 6-inch spacing 
with #8 stone. The patio was altered in order to 
construct stormwater management under the patio 
surface to cure the Zoning Violation. The stone 
between the pavers is 8 inches deep, leading to 
another layer of #57 stone that is 28 inches deep, 
creating a dry well to hold and filter storm water. The 
application explains that there is also 40 feet of 4-
inch PVC drain pipe the remove storm water and is 
located below the pavers. Figure 1 - Patio prior to alterations. 
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HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations:  
 
Chapter 9.D: Landscape and Site Elements; Walls, Fences, 
Terraces, Walkways and Driveways 

1) Chapter 9.D recommends: 
a. “Construct new site features using materials 

compatible with the setting and with nearby 
historic structures, particularly for features 
visible from a public way.” 

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

 
The altered patio complies with the Guideline 
recommendations as it utilizes the previously existing 
bluestone pavers and added new stone filler that matches the 
bluestone in color. 
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends the HPC approve 
the request for retroactive approval as submitted.  
 
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Gregory Mason. Mr. Shad asked 
when the stormwater management facility was completed and 
what timeframe he had to complete the work. Mr. Mason said 
he received approval to complete the work about 7 months 
ago and believed he had until May 31st, 2022 to complete the 
project. Mr. Mason said he was not aware he needed HPC 
approval of the patio since it was reusing the same stone 
materials, but in a larger area. 
 
Motion: Ms. Danna moved to approve the application. Mr. 
Reich seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
 
HPC-22-26 – Request for Extension of HPC-20-83 (8049, 8055, 8059, 8061 (Tiber Park) and 8069 Main 
Street; Vicinity of Maryland Avenue and Main Street; Vicinity of 3711 Maryland Avenue along 
Patapsco River, Ellicott City) 
Applicant: Robert Z. Hollenbeck, AIA, Howard County Department of Public Works 

 
Request: The Applicant, Robert Z. Hollenbeck, AIA, Howard County Department of Public Works, 
requests an extension of the Certificate of Approval for HPC-20-83 (8049, 8055, 8059, 8061 (Tiber Park) 
and 8069 Main Street; Vicinity of Maryland Avenue and Main Street; Vicinity of 3711 Maryland Avenue 
along Patapsco River, Ellicott City). 
 
Background and Site Description: The case for HPC-20-83 was heard on December 3, 2020; January 14, 
2021; February 11, 2021 and March 11, 2021. The case was approved on March 11, 2021 and the 
Decision and Order was issued May 13, 2021.  

Figure 2 - Patio prior to alterations. 

Figure 3 - New patio with stormwater 

management underneath. 
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Scope of Work: The Applicant is requesting a 12-month extension from the date of expiration of the 
Decision and Order. This extension would make the D&O valid until November 2023. The D&O is 
currently set to expire on November 13, 2022 if the work has not been substantially completed. Due to 
delays with CSX, the Applicant anticipates that work will not be substantially complete before the D&O’s 
current expiration date.  
 
The application states that the “Applicant received a Decision and Order in case HPC-20-83 in May 2021. 
Since that time, the Applicant has worked diligently to resolve the conditions set by the Commission to 
commence construction. Despite ongoing engagement with CSX, the Applicant has experienced delays in 
gaining the required regulatory approvals. As set in the Decision and Order, the Commission stipulated 
regulatory approvals need to be in place before construction starts. The Applicant is currently working to 
secure the remaining regulatory approvals as expeditiously as possible and hopes to have necessary 
approvals within the next several months. Therefore, the Applicant is requesting an extension of the time 
period associated with the Decision and Order to ensure no further delay once approvals are granted.” 
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends the HPC approve the request to extend the D&O for 12-
months from the date of expiration, until November 2023.   
 
Testimony: There was no testimony. 
 
Motion: Ms. Danna moved to approve the application. Mr. Reich seconded. The motion was 
unanimously approved 
 
 

REGULAR AGENDA 
 
HPC-22-27 – 6160 Ten Oaks Road, Clarksville 
Applicant: Robert H. Vogel/Ten Oaks Solar LLC 
 
Request: The Applicant, Robert H. Vogel/Ten Oaks Solar LLC, seeks Advisory Comments for a site 
development plan related to a new commercial solar facility at 6160 Ten Oaks Road, Clarksville.   
 

Background and Site Description: This property is not located in a historic district but is listed on the 
Historic Sites Inventory as HO-479, Persimmon Bottom Farm. According to SDAT, the house on the 
property dates to 1890. The property was placed in the County’s Agricultural Land Preservation Program 
in 1991.  
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant proposes to install a commercial solar facility on approximately 9.91 acres 
of the 144.6-acre property. The application identifies four structures, including the historic house, all to 
be retained and states that no structures are proposed to be demolished. According to the approved 
Conditional Use Plan (BA-21-013C), the solar facility is located approximately 980 feet away from the 
historic house. As stated in the Decision and Order for the Conditional Use, “the Visual Impact Analysis 
demonstrates that the solar facility will not be visible from the historic site due to the slope of the 
terrain”. The project was reviewed by the Maryland Historical Trust in July 2021 and received a “no 
adverse effect” determination. The application states that, “the proposed solar facility will be screened 
by a privacy fence on three sides and landscaping adjacent to Ten Oaks Road and Brighton Dam Road”.  
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Figure 4 - Historic house, front façade. Figure 5- Historic house, left façade. 

Figure 6- Historic house, rear façade. Figure 7- Historic house, right façade. 

Figure 8 - Visual Impact Analysis shows the existing slope of the terrain screens the historic house from the solar facility.  
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HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations:  
Section 16.118. - Protection of Historic Resources 
Section 16.118 of the County Code provides Guidelines to improve project design and is applicable to the 
properties listed on the Howard County Historic Sites Inventory.  
1) Section 16.1118(b) recommends 

(1)   Historic buildings, structures and landscape features which are integral to the historic setting 
should be located on a single lot of suitable size to ensure protection of the historic structure and 
setting. If demolition is proposed, information explaining this decision shall be provided (structural 
condition, cost to retain, etc.). 
(2)   Whenever possible, historic resources should be integrated into the design of the subdivision or 
site plan. If compatible, new and historic structures may be juxtaposed. Alternately, open space may 
be used to buffer the historic resources from new development. 
(3)   Access to the historic property should be via its existing driveway, wherever possible. 
(4)   The new subdivision road should be sited so that the lot layout does not intrude on the historic 
resources. The road should be oriented so that views of the historic property from the public road 
are of its primary facade. 
(5)   Grading, construction and landscaping on the adjacent lots should enhance views to and from 
the historic property, while buffering views of new development. 

 
The application complies with this recommendation because all structures on the property will be 
retained and none are to be demolished. Additionally, access to the historic property will remain via the 
existing driveway. Finally, the viewshed of the historic house is buffered from the solar facility by the 
proposed privacy fence and the slope of the existing terrain.  

Figure 9 - Conditional Use Plan showing the commercial solar facility and the distance from the historic house circled in 

yellow.  
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Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff commends the Applicant for preserving the historic house on 
the property, maintaining existing access to the historic site, and avoiding viewshed impacts to the 
historic house and recommends the HPC provide Advisory Comments.   
 
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Rob Vogel. Mr. Vogel said the solar facility was intentionally placed at a 
distance where the existing grade creates a natural berm creating a buffer where the solar facility and 
the privacy fence cannot be seen from the historic house. The Commission agreed the viewshed was 
being maintained and commended the Applicant for avoiding impacts to the historic structure within 
the design.  
 
Motion: There was no motion as the case was for Advisory Comments. 
 
 
HPC-22-28 –Vicinity of Parking Lots B and F, vicinity of 8394 Main Street and 8388 Court Avenue and 
vicinity of 8000 Main Street, Ellicott City 
Applicant: Robert Z. Hollenbeck, AIA, Howard County Department of Public Works 
 
Request: The Applicant, Robert Z. Hollenbeck, AIA, Howard County Department of Public Works, 
requests Advisory Comments on the site development plan and future exterior alterations in the vicinity 
of Parking Lots B and F, vicinity of 8394 Main Street and 8388 Court Avenue and vicinity of 8000 Main 
Street, Ellicott City. 
 
Background and Site Description: These properties consist of two locations within the Ellicott City 
Historic District. The sites do not contain any buildings, but the site at Parking Lot F contains the newly 
reconstructed culvert structure that runs under Ellicott Mills Drive and the site near Parking Lot B is next 
to the Patapsco River and the CSX railroad line. 
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant is planning to construct the Ellicott City North Tunnel, which according to 
the application is “an approximately 5,800-foot-long, 18-foot diameter-tunnel with its upstream end 
located on the north side of Frederick Road, approximately 500 feet east of Papillon Drive, and its 
downstream end located at the Patapsco River shoreline, approximately 500 feet north of Main Street.” 
The project will consist of the Lot F Diversion Facility. The application states: 

“This facility is in Parking Lot F, located near the intersection of Main Street and Ellicott Mills 
Drive. It includes near-surface structures and a shaft to divert storm flows from the Hudson 
Branch, from an unnamed tributary to the northeast of Lot F, and from the northwest of Lot F to 
the North Tunnel. Prior flooding indicates storm water sheet flows to the southeast corner of 
the lot. The overland and tributary flows must be conveyed from Lot F to the Tunnel. The 
project conveys flows to the Tributary Diversion Chamber, where flows will discharge to the Lot 
F Drop Shaft and combine with flows from the Hudson Branch Diversion Chamber.” 

 
The other portion of the project that is located within the Ellicott City Historic District and would be 
visible is the Patapsco River Outfall Structure, which will be located near Parking Lot B. The application 
states: 

“This structure is located at the downstream end of the North Tunnel and serves to direct storm 
flows from the tunnel into the Patapsco River. The tunnel outfall structure includes three 10-
foot by 10-foot flap gates to keep the public out of the Tunnel, and a concrete apron to dissipate 
energy and prevent erosion of the bank of the Patapsco River. The top of the outfall structure is 
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open to allow air to exit the Tunnel and provides a secondary flow path if debris from the Tunnel 
or the Patapsco River blocks the flap gates.”  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 10 - Existing conditions in Parking Lot F looking at new culvert and Main 

Street/Ellicott Mills Drive intersection. 

Figure 11 - View from Parking Lot F looking toward stream channel and Lot E. 
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HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations:  
 
Chapter 9.D: Landscape and Site Elements; Walls, Fences, Terraces, Walkways and Driveways 

1) Chapter 9.D explains, “Retaining walls of granite, brick or timber may be appropriate, depending 
on the context. Concrete walls can be used in locations with very little visibility. New granite 
walls are expensive, but retaining walls faced with granite or with a surface treatment that 
resembles Ellicott City's typical stonework can be appropriate in visible locations.” 

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

nearby historic structures, particularly for features visible from a public way.” 
b. “Install open fencing, generally not more than five feet high, of wood or dark metal.” 

 
In Parking Lot F the Applicant proposes to match the existing stone veneer and fencing that was used on 
the culvert construction.  

Figure 12 - Proposed materials for Lot F construction. 

Figure 13 - Proposed materials for Patapsco River Outfall construction. 



10 
 

 

 

 
In the vicinity of Parking Lot B the materials will also be similar to those found on-site, such as a stained 
concrete form liner (insert HPC case number, CSX wall collapse reconstruction). While chain link fences 
are not typically recommended by the Guidelines, this area will not be accessible to the public and will 
not be visible from Parking Lot B. The area will be minimally visible from Oella Avenue in Baltimore 
County across the Patapsco River. 
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends the HPC provide Advisory Comments on the design of the 
visible portions of the tunnel system in the vicinity of Parking Lot F and B. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Robert Hollenbeck, Dan Dobbels and Derek Brennan. Mr. Hollenbeck 
provided a PowerPoint presentation of his application. He explained the route the tunnel would take 
and where water would enter the tunnel at Papillion Drive and Lot F. He said most of the tunnel is 120 
to 130 feet below grade, which keeps the tunnel at a deep rock cover, and it should not have any impact 
on any historic or culturally significant structures through the process of tunneling. Lot F and Lot B are 
the only two places where the tunnel is visible from the surface in the historic district.  
 
Mr. Hollenbeck provided a detail of Lot F and explained where structures would be built near the 
existing culvert. He explained there will be an access road on the west side of Ellicott Mills Drive to 
maintain the channel and debris collection. He explained how storm water from the existing culvert will 
go into a diversion chamber and a deaeration chamber and ultimately route to the proposed tunnel 
which will be located to the north of Lot F. Mr. Hollenbeck said there will also be a diversion chamber on 
the east side of Parking Lot F that will collect water near an existing terminus of a stream. He said all 
structures in this area will be subterranean except for the two diversions chambers. He said the area 
around these above ground structures could be vegetated. He said they will need a retaining wall for the 
access road, and they would use matching granite to clad it, matching that previously used on the 
Ellicott Mills Culvert. Mr. Hollenbeck said both diversion chambers would be clad in granite and use the 
same estate fencing to match the existing Ellicott Mills Culvert. He said they intend to use the same or 
nearly the same materials as to what currently exists around Lot F and the existing Ellicott Mills Culvert.  
 
Mr. Hollenbeck explained that outfall structure for the tunnel will be located north of Parking Lot B. He 
said there will be localized grading to create an access ramp in order to bring in equipment and clean 
out debris. He said they picked this location to take advantage of the rock outcrop at this area so the 
tunnel boring machine drives through the same material the whole way through. He said a neighboring 
granite wall structure will be maintained.  
 
Mr. Hollenbeck showed an elevation of the structure which will have a series of concrete wing walls to 
direct water to the Patapsco River. The water will flow through the apron and the wing walls will slow 
down the water to allow it to join the river. There will be a series of black metal flap gates intended to 
prevent the public from accessing the tunnel. Mr. Hollenbeck said they are proposing a black metal 
chain link safety fence parallel to the railroad. He acknowledged that chain link fences are atypical in the 
historic district, but it is similar to existing fences in the area around Lot B. He stated that the chain link 
fence and outfall structure should not be visible from the Ellicott City historic district and will only be 
visible from the Oella side.  
 
Mr. Hollenbeck discussed the materials intended to be used for the outfall structure which is mainly 
stone with grout or concrete. He said they are also proposing a stained concrete form liner for the 
outfall structure. He said the wall in parking Lot B that collapsed from a train derailment a few years ago 



11 
 

 

 

was constructed with a stained concrete form liner and another wall exists on St. Paul Street. Mr. 
Hollenbeck requested the Commission’s feedback if the stained concrete form liner was appropriate, or 
if the structure should be plain stained concrete and allowed to read as its own structure.  
 
Mr. Reich discussed page 6 of Mr. Hollenbeck’s presentation and asked for clarification regarding 
Commission purview and the historic district boundaries. Staff confirmed the Commission will not advise 
on the project areas near Papillon Drive and Rogers Avenue. Mr. Hollenbeck explained that the project 
area around Rogers Avenue will connect to existing storm drains and will look as it does now.  
 
Mr. Reich asked for clarification about the project layout around Lot F. Mr. Hollenbeck confirmed that 
the proposed tunnel will be north of Lot F. The diversion chamber will be south of Lot F, near the 
existing Ellicott Mills culvert, and the deaeration chamber will run north connecting the diversion 
chamber to the tunnel on the north side of Lot F. Mr. Reich discussed the deaeration chamber, noting 
that it is entirely underground, and only two to three feet will be above ground level and visible from 
the surface. Mr. Hollenbeck confirmed that was correct and stated they propose to use real stone, the 
same stone as on the existing Ellicott Mills culvert. Mr. Hollenbeck said they intend to use a vegetated 
roof over the structure. Mr. Reich confirmed the location of the vegetated roof would be over the drop 
shaft as shown on the Surface Impacts page of the application. Mr. Hollenbeck showed Section B-B from 
the application which shows a section of the diversion chamber and explained how the system will work. 
Mr. Reich clarified that a portion of the diversion chamber was open to the air and Mr. Hollenbeck 
confirmed that was correct. Mr. Reich said the tunnel was wonderful, he was glad it is happening, and 
there is minimal area exposed at the surface.  
 
Mr. Reich suggested cladding the outfall near Lot B in granite. He also recommended against using the 
chain link fence and instead suggested using black, wrought iron fencing around the outfall area. He 
emphasized the picturesque drive along Oella Avenue and was concerned for viewshed impact on the 
Baltimore County neighbors. Mr. Reich recommended against using the stained concrete form liner and 
suggested using materials that match the environment around that area of the Patapsco River.  
 
Ms. Flynn Giles appreciated the consistency of materials to align with the work completed over the last 
two years and was impressed by the minimal visibility of this large infrastructure project. Ms. Flynn Giles 
did not have advice for the rock outcropping at the Lot B outfall. She stated that either material used, 
granite or concrete form, will not look like a natural outcropping. Ms. Flynn Giles liked the use of 
vegetation and understood the need for safety fencing, and said the design looks consistent with 
existing materials of the areas.  
 
Ms. Danna asked how close the tributary diversion chamber, next to Lot F, was to the historic house off 
Court Ave. Mr. Hollenbeck did not have the exact distance but confirmed it was close. He explained the 
special procedures they follow when working in close proximity to a structure that include a 
precondition assessment of the structure and an evaluation of how to avoid impacting the structure. 
Ms. Danna suggested moving the diversion chamber to the north to use the open space and not 
encroach as close to the historic house. Ms. Danna asked if the granite walls of the diversion chamber 
would be visible from the historic house. Mr. Hollenbeck explained that the diversion chamber structure 
only extends beyond grade a few feet and only a small amount of granite will be visible on the sides. The 
main element that will be visible from the historic house is the estate fencing.  
 
Ms. Danna asked how fast the water will exit the tunnel outfall at the Patapsco River. Mr. Hollenbeck 
said the water will move swiftly through the outfall but energy dissipation happens through the 
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orientation of the wing walls, the flap gates and the apron that are proposed. Ms. Danna expressed 
concern that the flow from the outfall would cause damage on the opposite bank, and Mr. Hollenbeck 
explained that they are studying this potential issue and running models to simulate the flow and adjust 
the design accordingly so there is not damage to the opposite bank on the Baltimore County side of the 
river. Ms. Danna preferred to see granite cladding at the outfall rather than the stained concrete form 
liner. She said the old trolley bridge foundation is adjacent to the proposed outfall structure so the 
granite cladding would help the structure blend more with the surrounding area. Ms. Danna said the 
proposed chain link fence will end up with weeds growing through it and would prefer to see a fence like 
that at the B&O. She suggested straight, vertical, black fencing as it would be easier to maintain and 
blend in with the surrounding area.  
 
Mr. Shad had several questions regarding the area around Lot F. He asked about the length of the 
deaeration chamber. Mr. Hollenbeck responded that it is approximately 120 feet. Mr. Shad asked about 
the excavation methods for all the structures and whether it would be sheeting and shoring given that 
they are over 60 feet deep. Mr. Hollenbeck said they are looking at a few options but will possibly be 
excavated started at the north tunnel location and working the subterranean, but they are currently 
evaluating the means and methods for excavation. Mr. Hollenbeck said the deaeration chamber and the 
added tunnel that connect to the north tunnel will most likely not be constructed from a cut and cover 
method but rather constructed from a drill and blast method. Mr. Hollenbeck clarified that the chamber 
itself will be excavated at grade. Mr. Dobbels explained there will be no open excavation and all 
excavation will occur underground with controlled blasting, including the deaeration chamber and 
tunnel connecting to the north tunnel. He said sheeting and shoring will be necessary for a few 
structures around Lot F including the drop shaft and diversion chambers. He said the sheeting and 
shoring will not go to the bottom of the drop shaft because rock will be encountered, and it will need to 
be excavated.  
 
Mr. Shad asked how the Hudson Branch will be controlled while these structures are being constructed. 
Mr. Hollenbeck said they have specific regulatory periods where they can work in the stream and will 
have to perform some stream diversion work to divert the water during construction. He clarified that 
the proposed project is for capturing stormwater and there will be a weir structure inside the diversion 
chamber that diverts water into the drop shaft during those conditions. Under normal flow or base flow, 
water will continue downstream through the existing channel network. Mr. Shad asked about the 
estimated timeframe for construction around Lot F. Mr. Hollenbeck said they do not have an exact 
timeline, but they estimate Parking Lot F will be closed for at least 6 months and then it will be returned 
to its existing state. 
 
Motion: There was no motion as the case was for Advisory Comments. 
 
 
HPC-22-29 – 8520 Commercial Street, Savage, HO-522 
Applicant: Carl Nasr 
 
Request: The Applicant, Carl Nasr, requests tax credit pre-approval to replace windows and doors at 
8520 Commercial Street, Savage, HO-522. 
 
Background and Site Description: This property is located in the Savage National Register Historic 
District, but it is not located in a local historic district. The property is also listed on the Historic Sites 
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Inventory as HO-522, The Savage Mill Company Store. According to the Inventory form, the building 
dates circa 1871. 
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant proposes to replace all existing doors and windows, to more closely 
match those seen on the historic photograph from the Inventory form. The Applicant seeks tax credit 
pre-approval for the work. 
 
The existing doors are metal doors, painted burgundy. The Applicant proposes to replace the doors with 
black metal doors. 
 
The existing windows are 6:6 white vinyl double hung, with non-functioning paneled shutters outside 
each window. The window openings, as seen in a comparison of the historic photo Figure 14 to the 
current photo in Figure 16, have been shortened in height and the window opening filled in. This was 
typically done with replacement windows in order to use a stock window and not a special order. The 
proposed replacement windows will be 4:4 black vinyl double hung with exterior simulated divided light 
grids. Staff has requested additional information from the Applicant as the application is lacking some 
details. Over the phone, Staff and the Applicant discussed restoring the windows to their original height 
and removing the filled in portion. It is not clear from the application if this is proposed. 
 
 

 

Figure 14 - Image from 1979 Inventory form. 
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HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations: 
 
Section 20.112 - Historically valuable, architecturally valuable, or architecturally compatible structures 

1) Section 20.112 states that eligible work includes: 
a. The repair or replacement of exterior features of the structure; 
b. Work that is necessary to maintain the physical integrity of the structure with regard to 

safety, durability, or weatherproofing; 
c. Maintenance of the exterior of the structure, including routine maintenance as defined 

in section 16.601 of the County Code; 
 

The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation 
2) Standard 2 states, “The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved. The 

removal of distinctive materials or alteration of features, spaces and spatial relationships that 
characterize a property shall be avoided.” 

 
If the Applicant proposes to restore the window openings to the original full-size window height, it will 
undo an inappropriate alteration and restore a distinctive building feature. The proposed vinyl windows 
are not a historic building material, but will utilize a muntin pattern that was originally found on the 
windows. Restoration of the original window height would make a positive impact on the historic 
appearance of the building. The installation of new transom windows, also currently filled in, does not 
appear to be part of this proposal. 
 

The application does not contain any images or specification of the proposed doors, and this 
information is needed in order to make a recommendation. 

Figure 15 - Google Street View images showing current condition. 
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Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends the HPC determine if the scope of work, including the 
replacement of the doors and windows and their proposed materials, qualifies for tax credits.   
 
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Carl Nasr. Mr. Nasr had no updates to the staff report. Ms. Danna said 
that restoring the window size will be good for the building. Ms. Danna asked if any red will be left on 
the building and Mr. Nasr said everything will be black. Ms. Danna confirmed the shutters will be 
removed. Ms. Danna was concerned with approving tax credits for replacement windows that are vinyl 
and not wood, but she acknowledged that the existing windows are vinyl.  
 
Ms. Flynn Giles said it was replacing windows for the correct reason to replace them, for structural 
reasons, and was improving them to a historical model which was a vast improvement over the existing 
conditions. She said since the applicant proposed to replace like with like, she would consider it to be 
acceptable because there are not more specific regulations for the district within which the building is 
located.  
 
Mr. Reich said it was not within the historic district, so it did not have specific guidelines. He said the 
intent of the tax credit is to encourage historically correct restoration. Mr. Reich said the tax credit 
should apply since the project will be an improvement to the historical look of the building. He said they 
would love to see wood sash windows but understands it may be out of reach economically and he 
found tax credits appropriate.  
 
Mr. Shad did not have any additional comments. 
 
Motion: Mr. Reich moved to approve the application as submitted. Ms. Flynn Giles seconded. The 
motion was unanimously approved.  

Figure 16 – Google Street View image showing current condition. 
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HPC-22-30 – 5765 and 5769 Main Street, Elkridge, HO-327 
Applicant: Taylor Bielski 
 
Request: The Applicant, Taylor Bielski, requests Advisory Comments for a site development plan at 5765 
and 5769 Main Street, Elkridge. 
 
Background and Site Description: The properties at 5765 and 5769 Main Street are within the HO-784 
(Elkridge Landing) and HO-377 (Elkridge Main Street) survey districts, which are listed on the Historic 
Sites Inventory. The building at 5765 Main Street is also listed on the Historic Sites Inventory as HO-327 
and has an unimproved driveway as an appurtenance and environmental setting. The property currently 
has a temporary use permit for the parking area. 
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant seeks Advisory Comments for the establishment of the parking lot and its 
effects on the historic property at 5765 Main Street. The HPC application contains the Alternative 
Compliance application submitted to the Department of Zoning (in which the Applicant is requesting to 
waive the Site Development Plan requirement), which states, “Planned future redevelopment of these 
properties will consist of residential and commercial uses and permanent shared parking and drive areas 
that will comply with the requirements of the Howard County Subdivision and Land Development 
Regulations for a Site Development Plan.”  
 
The Alternative Compliance application, submitted as an attachment to this application, includes the 
following statement pertinent to the HPC’s Advisory Review:  

1. The only proposed conditions on Parcels 694 and 695 are only those required for ADA compliant 
improvements and for off-street parking; all other features shown on this plan are existing. 

2. The change in use of this property does not require significant or permanent changes to the 
existing topography, vegetation, structures, or other features of the property and it will not 
impede traffic or pedestrian movement in the surrounding community. 

 
 

 

Figure 17 - Google Street View of properties. 



17 
 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations:  
 
Section 16.118. - Protection of Historic Resources 

Figure 18 - Aerial view of property. 

Figure 19 - Current conditions. 
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 Section 16.118 of the County Code provides Guidelines to improve project design and is applicable to the 
properties listed on the Howard County Historic Sites Inventory.  
1) Section 16.1118(b) recommends: 

(1)   Historic buildings, structures and landscape features which are integral to the historic setting 
should be located on a single lot of suitable size to ensure protection of the historic structure and 
setting. If demolition is proposed, information explaining this decision shall be provided (structural 
condition, cost to retain, etc.). 
(2)   Whenever possible, historic resources should be integrated into the design of the subdivision or 
site plan. If compatible, new and historic structures may be juxtaposed. Alternately, open space may 
be used to buffer the historic resources from new development. 
(3)   Access to the historic property should be via its existing driveway, wherever possible. 
(5)   Grading, construction and landscaping on the adjacent lots should enhance views to and from 
the historic property, while buffering views of new development. 

 
The unimproved driveway will be converted to a parking lot. The parking lot will be built on both 
properties and be in close proximity to the historic house, but will not alter the historic house. It does 
not appear there is any landscaping proposed to enhance views to and from the historic property while 
buffering views of the parking lot from the historic structure.  
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends the HPC provide advice on the unimproved driveway being 
changed to an off-street parking area, the design of the off-street parking area and its impact, if any, on 
the historic structure.   
 
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Mr. Paul Sill of Sill Engineering and Mr. Daniel Ryder. Mr. Sill clarified that 
the only improvements to the property would be ADA requirements. Ms. Flynn Giles asked the Applicant 
to confirm that they are only planning to convert an unused driveway to a parking lot, but there are no 
attempts to make it compatible with the existing historic residence. Mr. Sill said it is an existing gravel 
parking lot now and they will be paving and striping to make it ADA compliant. Ms. Flynn Giles did not 
have any further comments as she has not seen a plan like this previously. 
 
Mr. Reich asked if they were only paving the ADA parking spaces. Mr. Sill confirmed that was correct at 
this time. Mr. Reich explained the existing gravel parking lot will remain the same except one parking 
space and an adjacent unloading area and walkway will be paved and striped in order to make the 
parking lot ADA compliant. He said if they were paving the whole lot, they would recommend 
landscaping and other elements to help it blend with the historic character; however, this project is 
minor, necessary for ADA compliance, and increases accessibility to the historic structure so Mr. Reich 
had no further comments.  
 
Ms. Danna said Mr. Reich’s explanation clarified the application for her and she had no additional 
comments since the project was necessary for ADA compliance. Mr. Shad also had no further 
comments.  
 
Motion: There was no motion as the case was for Advisory Comments. 
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HPC-22-31 – 8129 Main Street, Ellicott City 
Applicant: Donald R. Reuwer, Jr. 
 
Request: The Applicant, Donald R. Reuwer, Jr., requests a Certificate of Approval to make exterior 
alterations at 8129 Main Street, Ellicott City. 
 
Background and Site Description: This property is located in the Ellicott City Historic District. According 
to SDAT, the building on the property dates to 1900. 
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant proposes to replace the siding on the west side gable wall of the building 
and paint the siding yellow. The siding is currently wood siding in a German lap, but the Applicant 
proposes to replace the siding and trim with Boral TruExterior siding and trim in the Dutch/Cove lap 
profile (which matches/is the same as the existing German lap profile). The application states that the 
location of the siding can only be reached by a lift. The Applicant would prefer to paint the new siding 
yellow to match the windows, but will also use white if the HPC prefers. 
 
There is no approval on record for the painting of the second floors windows (from white to yellow) or 
the storefront (from a muted yellow and purple to a bright yellow and purple). The Applicant will need 
retroactive approval for the painting of the second floor and storefront windows. The Commission 
should determine if a new application should be filed, or if the application can be amended to include 
these items. If amended, the Commission should determine if the yellow color is close to the Benjamin 
Moore approved color, Milkyway 2018-70, and if the purple color is close to the Benjamin Moore 
purple, Darkest Grape 2069-30, located on the storefront and second floor window comply with the 
Guidelines.   
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HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations:  
Chapter 6.D: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Wood Siding, Shingles and Logs 

1) Chapter 6.D recommends, “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 cornerboards, cornices, and door and 
window trim.” 

2) Chapter 6.D states the following is a possible exception to the recommendations, “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.” 

 
Boral TruExterior siding is a poly-ash product that matches the existing wood siding in dimension, 
texture, appearance and can also be installed using wood working tools. It is a rot resistant product and 
the proposed location is ideal for its use, since it is a hard to reach area that makes maintaining wood 
siding difficult. 
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends the HPC approve the proposed Boral TruExterior siding 
replacement. Staff recommends the HPC determine if the proposed paint colors, including the 
retroactive colors, comply with the Guidelines and approve, deny or modify accordingly. 
 
Testimony: There was no testimony.  
 

Figure 20 - November 2021 Google Street View. 
Figure 21 - November 2016 Google Street View, 

previous approved colors. 

Figure 22 - Area proposed for Boral TruExterior siding and 

yellow paint color to match windows. 
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Motion: The Applicant was not present, and the Commissioners tabled the application until August to 
question the Applicant. 
 
 
HPC-22-32 – 3701 Court House Drive (listed on SDAT at 3701 Court Avenue), Ellicott City 
Applicant: Vadim Shapiro 
 
Request: The Applicant, Vadim Shapiro, requests a Certificate of Approval to make exterior alterations 
at 3701 Court House Drive/3701 Court Avenue, Ellicott City. 
 
Background and Site Description: This property is located in the Ellicott City Historic District. According 
to SDAT, the building on the property dates to 1967. The building was constructed in the raised ranch 
style, popular at that time, but has a front portico and dental molding detail along the second floor 
cornice. 
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant proposes to make the following alterations and repairs: 
 

1) Item 1 - Replace the existing asphalt shingle roof with new asphalt shingles.  
2) Item 2 - Repave the existing asphalt driveway and parking area with asphalt. 
3) Item 3 - Replace the existing 8:12 wood and vinyl windows with new Slocumb 500 series vinyl 

windows to have an 8:12 pattern. 
4) Item 4 - Cover the existing wood brickmold with aluminum bent to the same profile as the 

existing brickmold trim. 
5) Item 5 - Replace the existing concrete walkways with new standard gray concrete.  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Figure 24 - Concrete walkway proposed for replacement. 
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Figure 23 - Front and left side of building. 
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Figure 25 - View of wood window muntin detailing and wood brickmold proposed to be wrapped in 

aluminum. 

Figure 25a - Example of aluminum wrapped brickmold. 
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HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations:  
 
Chapter 6.E: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Roofs, Dormers and Gutters 

1) Chapter 6.E recommends, “Replace historic roofing with asphalt shingles or other modern 
materials only if historically accurate materials cannot reasonably be used. Use asphalt shingles 
that are flat, uniform in color and texture and of a neutral color.” 

 
The existing roof material is asphalt of a faded color and the proposed replacement is with CertainTeed 
Landmark asphalt architectural shingles in the color Georgetown Gray, which is a neutral medium gray 
and complies with the Guidelines.  
 
Chapter 6.H: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Windows 

2) Chapter 6.H explains, “Vinyl or metal replacement windows do not have the same profile and 
detailing as wood windows and should be avoided on historic buildings. Although they are 
usually appropriate on modern buildings, vinyl windows can be detrimental to a historic 
streetscape if used on a prominent, highly visible facade of a non-historic building close to 
historic buildings. Wood windows clad with a permanent finish are a good, low maintenance 
alternative. Windows in the historic district should generally have true divided lights, rather than 
sandwiched or interior snap-in muntins. Windows with sandwiched or interior muntins reflect 
light differently than windows with divided lights, Windows with permanent exterior grilles are 
an alternative that can be similar in appearance and reflective qualities to true divided lights.” 

3) Chapter 6.H recommends, “Maintain and repair original window openings, frames, sashes, sills, 
lintels and trim. Maintain glass, putty and paint in good condition. Install weatherstripping to 
reduce air infiltration.” 

 
The application states that that the windows are a mix of vinyl and wood, but Staff conducted a site visit 
and believe that all windows are wood. Some of the rear windows appeared to have been replaced and 
had wood exterior simulated divided light, versus the original true divided light windows on the 
remainder of the building. The original windows, trim and paneling below the windows on the building 
are wood. The application references the building at 3691 Park Avenue as an example of a structure in 
the District with vinyl windows which is 1/10 of a mile away from structure and according to SDAT, built 
in 1973. However, DPZ does not have any records of applications for replacement windows, therefore; it 
is likely they either pre-date the creation of the district or could have been replaced without approval. 
 
This building is not on Main Street and is not historic. The Guidelines state that although vinyl windows 
are usually appropriate on modern buildings, vinyl windows can be detrimental to a historic streetscape 
if used on a prominent, highly visible facade of a non-historic building close to historic buildings.   
 
The Applicant said via email that the muntins/grilles will be an external detailed muntin similar to what 
is there now and provided the image in Figure 27 as an example.  
 
Chapter 6.D: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Wood Siding, Shingles and Logs 

4) Chapter 6.D explains, “Many frame buildings have been covered with modern siding materials 
such as vinyl, aluminum, asphalt or asbestos. These treatments obscure the historic materials 
and details such as cornerboards and cornices, and can cause damage to the structure by sealing 
in moisture. Vinyl or aluminum siding may also result in damage by allowing wasps or termites 
to nest undetected between the old and new siding.” 

5) A graphic in Chapter 6.D states, “Avoid covering trim.” 
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The example of a wrapped brickmold in Figure 25 does not appear to 
mimic the example of the wood brickmold. Generally the Guidelines 
recommend against covering and wrapping building details.  
 
Chapter 9.D: Landscape and Site Elements; Walls, Fences, Terraces, 
Walkways and Driveways 

6) Chapter 9.D explains, “Patios and walkways can be of a variety 
of materials. Brick and stone are common. Large poured 
concrete slabs are not usual, but concrete walks are typical in 
many areas. Some residential areas, e.g., Fels Lane and upper 
Main Street, have a pattern of concrete walks leading from the 
public sidewalk to the front steps of the houses.” 

7) Chapter 9.D considers the following to be Routine Maintenance: 
“Maintaining, repairing and replacing existing features, such as 
walls, fences, walks, steps, terraces and driveways, using 
materials that exactly match the existing materials.” 

8) Chapter 9.D recommends: 
a. “Construct new site features using materials compatible 

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

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

 
The proposed new concrete walkways will not match the existing in color. The existing walks most likely 
date to the 1960s and are brown/sand color with pebbles in the concrete mixture.  
 

9) Chapter 9.D states, “Most residential driveways are one lane wide and constructed of gravel, 
asphalt or concrete.” 

10) Chapter 9.D considers the following to be Routine Maintenance: “Maintaining, repairing and 
replacing existing features, such as walls, fences, walks, steps, terraces and driveways, using 
materials that exactly match the existing materials.” 

 
The proposed repaving of the asphalt driveway, with new asphalt would be considered Routine 
Maintenance.  
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends the HPC: 

1) Approve Items 1 and 2 (the new roof and re-paved asphalt driveway/parking) as submitted. 
2) Determine if Items 3 and 4 (the windows and brickmold) comply with the Guidelines and 

approve, modify or deny accordingly. 
3) Determine if Item 5, the new concrete walkways, complies with the Guidelines and approve, 

modify or deny accordingly. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Vadim Shapiro. Mr. Shapiro explained the brickmold wrapping was an 
example from the contractor, but they will form the aluminum wrapping to match the existing style of 
the wood that currently exists. Mr. Shapiro said the windows are currently a mix of vinyl and wood and 
they are proposing vinyl, 8:12 windows with an interior grid. Ms. Holmes asked if Mr. Shapiro was 

Figure 27 - Proposed vinyl replacement 

windows. 
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amending the application to only use an internal grid versus the external grid referenced in the staff 
report. Mr. Shapiro confirmed that was correct and said he would prefer an internal grid only. 
Mr. Reich said there is nothing historic about the building and it is a 1970s office building. Mr. Reich did 
not have any issues with vinyl windows or covering the wood brickmold in aluminum. He noted there 
are no color changes proposed. He said it is separated from the other buildings and the changes will not 
affect the historic district.  
 
Mr. Shad asked for clarification from Ms. Holmes regarding the proposed replacement walkways. The 
existing sidewalks and walkways are currently a pebble/exposed aggregate finish concrete. The 
Commission asked Mr. Shapiro to clarify the proposed walkway material and where the sidewalks are 
located in relation to the building. Mr. Shapiro confirmed that all the walkways on the front and side of 
the building will be replaced with standard concrete.   
 
Ms. Flynn Giles said vinyl windows are appropriate for this age and style of house and would be 
consistent with the Guidelines. She was unsure if internal muntins would be appropriate. She did not 
think the change from exposed aggregate concrete to regular concrete walkways was a significant 
change.  
 
Ms. Danna did not see issues with vinyl windows, and she thought the application was fine with the 
internal muntin change. Mr. Shad had no additional comments.  
 
Motion: Ms. Flynn Giles moves to accept the application as submitted to replace the existing asphalt 
shingle roof with new asphalt shingles, to repave the existing asphalt driveway and parking area with 
new asphalt, to replace the existing 8:12 wood and vinyl windows with new Slocumb 500 series vinyl 
windows to have an 8:12 pattern with internal muntins, to cover the existing wood brickmold with 
aluminum bent to the same profile as the existing brickmold trim, and to replace the existing concrete 
walkways with new standard, smoothed surface gray concrete. Ms. Danna seconded. The motion was 
unanimously approved. 
 
 
HPC-22-33 – 8197 Main Street, Ellicott City 
Applicant: Karen Jury 
 
Request: The Applicant, Karen Jury, requests a Certificate of Approval to install signs at 8197 Main 
Street, Ellicott City. 
 
Background and Site Description: This property is located in the Ellicott City Historic District. The 
address of this building is 8197 Main Street although it fronts Old Columbia Pike. According to SDAT, the 
building on the property dates to 1890. 
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant proposes to install two identical double-sided projecting signs on the 
front façade of the building. Both signs are proposed to be installed on the second floor of the building, 
as shown in Figure 29. The signs will each be 29 inches high by 24 inches wide and ½ inch deep, for a 
total of 4.8 square feet. The signs will be hung on a new, black metal bracket, in a modern style. The 
signs will be constructed on MDO wood with raised white vinyl letters, a black background and black 
edges. The sign will contain four lines and read: 
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[Business logo] 
ARTISTS’ 
GALLERY 

ELLICOTT CITY 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 28 - Proposed sign. 
Figure 29 - Proposed signs and locations. 
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HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations:  
 
Chapter 11.A: Signs; General Guidelines 

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. In many cases, 

symbols or illustrations that communicate the nature of the business can be used.” 
c. Use a minimum number of colors, generally no more than three. Coordinate sign colors 

with the colors used in the building facade.” 
 
The design of the signs complies with the Guidelines as it uses simple, legible words in a sans serif font. 
A logo is used as a graphic above the name of the store. 
 

2) Chapter 11 recommends, “Use historically appropriate materials such as wood or iron for signs 
and supporting hardware. Select hardware that blends with the style of the sign and is neither 
flimsy nor excessively bulky.” 

 
The proposed sign material will be MDO, medium density overlay plywood, covered with vinyl graphics 
and lettering. The proposed brackets will be black metal brackets, of a more modern style, but will still 
mount above the sign as is traditional.  
 
Chapter 11.B.1: Signs; Commercial Buildings; General: Scale and Number of Signs 

3) Chapter 11.B.1 recommends against, “Two signs where one is sufficient to provide an easily 
visible identification of the business.” 

 
The Guidelines recommend against installing two signs where one is sufficient for identifying the 
business.  The Applicant proposes to install two signs on the same front façade. The proposed location 
of the signs are close to each other and it does not appear the sign on the right side of the building 
would be any more visible to traffic on Old Columbia Pike than the sign slightly closer to Main Street. 
 
Chapter 11.B.3: Signs; Commercial Buildings; Projecting Signs and Porch Signs 

4) Chapter 11.B.3 explains, “The county Sign Code requires that projecting signs have a minimum 
clearance of 10 feet above a sidewalk, be set back at least three feet from the curb line and 
extend no more than 42 inches from the wall of the building.” 

5) Chapter 11.B.3 recommends: 
a. “Use only one projecting or hanging sign per building. On buildings with more than one 

business, each having its own entry from the sidewalk, one sign per entry may be 
appropriate if the signs are uniform in size and location.” 

b. Limit the sign area to be in scale with the building. Projecting or hanging signs of four to 
six square feet are appropriate for many of Ellicott City's small, attached commercial 
buildings. 

c. Place the sign in the lower limit of the allowable height range for easier readability by 
pedestrians. 

6) Chapter 11.B.3 recommends against, “Extending the sign vertically above the window sill of the 
second story of the structure.” 

 
The sign will be located above the window sill of the second story of the structure, but otherwise 
complies with the Guideline recommendations. The location may be the only way to comply with the 
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clearance requirements of the sign code. The signs will be 4.8 square feet and comply with the size 
recommendation. 
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends the HPC determine how many signs are appropriate, in 
which location(s) and approve accordingly.  
 
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Karen Jury. Ms. Jury wanted to discuss the request for two signs versus 
one. She felt if there was only one sign in the middle of the building, over the main window, it would not 
be visible for people coming up Main Street so that is why they proposed a sign on the far-left corner of 
the building. She said they did not want that sign on the far-left corner of the building to be the only sign 
because there is a door beneath which is for an electrical closet and not the entrance to the gallery, and 
she felt it would be confusing for visitors.  
 
Ms. Danna recommended using a support bracket that mimics the ones already on the building, with a 
triangle arch shape, for continuity reasons. She was not inclined to approve two signs given the small 
size of the building and storefront. She recommended using the sign over the door.  
 
Mr. Reich thought the design and size complied with the Guidelines. He agreed with Ms. Danna that two 
signs did not comply with the Guidelines. He thought the Applicant needed to decide which location was 
best.  
 
Ms. Flynn Giles said the modern bracket and sign appeared consistent with the Guidelines. She 
understood why they would want to be seen coming up Main Street and Old Columbia Pike, but she did 
not find the two signs worked in such close proximity and two signs do not comply with the Guidelines. 
She said placing one sign over the door makes the most sense to draw people to the entrance and the 
orientation of the building will allow people to see the sign from both streets and would comply with 
the Guidelines.   
 
Mr. Shad asked if Mr. Reich saw any problems with the bracket. Mr. Reich thought the bracket complied 
with the Guidelines since it was a black, metal bracket, and he did not find any issues with the modern 
design of the bracket given the modern elements of the sign itself. Mr. Shad agreed with Mr. Reich on 
the bracket and agreed with Ms. Flynn Giles using one sign above the entrance door between the two 
windows. 
 
Ms. Jury said she was willing to amend her application to remove the sign proposed for the far-left 
corner of the building and only have one sign located above the entrance to the store between the first 
and second window of the building. Ms. Burgess clarified that the Applicant had amended the 
application to reduce to one sign located over the entrance to the store, between the first and second 
windows of the building, and the bracket and sign remain as proposed in the initial application.  
 
Motion: Ms. Danna moved to approve the application with the bracket and sign design as submitted 
with the amendment to only have one sign that will be placed above the business entrance between 
window one and two of the building. Mr. Reich seconded. The motion was unanimously approved.  
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HPC-22-34 – 8180 Main Street, Ellicott City 
Applicant: Majd AlGhatrif 
 
Request: The Applicant, Majd AlGhatrif, requests a Certificate of Approval to install signs at 8180 Main 
Street, Ellicott City. 
 
Background and Site Description: This property is located in the Ellicott City Historic District. This 
property is also listed on the Historic Sites Inventory as HO-69 and the Inventory form dates the 
property to the 1790s. The Inventory form was written in 1977 and states, “one of the earliest buildings 
in this old mill town, and architecturally representative of the simple granite architecture with its fine 
proportions and scale which predominates here, it is of outstanding significance to Howard County and 
the state and should be considered for inclusion to the National Register and State Critical Areas 
Program.” 
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant proposes to install two signs on the building, one projecting and one flat 
mounted. The signs will be identical in design and constructed out of HDU (high density urethane). The 
signs will have a dark gray background (and what appears to be a frame), white text and a teal and white 
graphic. The graphic will have various shades of teal. The signs will read: 

 
Syriana 

Café & Restaurant 
 

 
Projecting Sign 
The projecting sign will be 3 feet high by 2 feet 
wide, for a total of 6 square feet. The sign will be 
hung from a porch post on a black metal 
bracket.  
 
Flat Mounted 
The flat mounted sign will be 1.5 feeth high by 
5.25 feet wide, for a total of 7.8 square feet. The 
sign will be installed into the mortar joints. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 31 - Rendering of flat mounted and projecting signs. 
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HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations:  
 
Chapter 11.A: Signs; General Guidelines 

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. In many cases, 

symbols or illustrations that communicate the nature of the business can be used.” 
c. Use a minimum number of colors, generally no more than three. Coordinate sign colors 

with the colors used in the building facade.” 
 
The design of the signs complies with the Guidelines as it uses simple, legible words in a sans serif font. 
The signs contain a graphic of a star with teal accents. The use of teal is minimal and the majority of the 
sign is dark gray, which appears compatible the colors of the building. Staff has requested a standalone 
proof of the sign in order to better see all detailing, as the rendering shows the signs at an angle. 
 

2) Chapter 11 recommends, “Use historically appropriate materials such as wood or iron for signs 
and supporting hardware. Select hardware that blends with the style of the sign and is neither 
flimsy nor excessively bulky.” 

 
The proposed sign material will be HDU (high density urethane), which is comparable to wood signs in 
its ability to be routed and sandblasted and has been approved by the Commission in previous cases. 
The bracket will be a black metal bracket, with a historic scroll design.  
 
Chapter 11.B.1: Signs; Commercial Buildings; General: Scale and Number of Signs 

3) Chapter 11.B.1 recommends against, “Two signs where one is sufficient to provide an easily 
visible identification of the business.” 

 
The Guidelines recommend against installing two signs where one is sufficient for identifying the 
business. The Applicant proposes to install two signs on the same front façade. The projecting sign will 
be most visible to pedestrians, while the flat mounted sign would be minimally visible to pedestrians on 
this side of the street and otherwise only visible across the street. The application states that the 
business occupies three floors of the building, but that the first floor signage indicates it is the first floor 
only.  
 
Chapter 11.B.2: Signs; Commercial Buildings; Flat Mounted Signs 

3) Chapter 11.B.2 explains, “Typically, flat-mounted signs are located on the front of the building, 
most often on the first floor. The wall area adjacent to the main entry is a suitable location for 
signage on many Ellicott City buildings. The lintel above the ground level storefront, a traditional 
sign location in many historic commercial areas, is not commonly used in Ellicott City but is a 
good location for signs if available. In general, signs should not be mounted on an upper story, 
where they have limited visibility and can easily create the appearance of clutter and excessive 
signage. Limiting signs to the first floor helps in maintaining a visual boundary between the 
storefront and upper story facades. A defined boundary between storefronts and upper facades 
helps to create a well ordered, attractive commercial streetscape.” 

4) Chapter 11.B.2 recommends: 
a. “Incorporate the sign into the facade of the building. Signs should fit within the lines and 

panels of the facade as defined by the building frame and architectural details.” 
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b. “In most cases, limit the area of signage to one-half square foot of sign area for each 
linear foot of primary street frontage, with a limit of eight square feet in area for any 
one sign. More sign area is appropriate for some of Ellicott City's larger buildings. where 
these limits would result in signs that are ineffective or not in scale with the building.” 

 
The flat mounted sign is proposed to be installed on the second floor of the building, which may limit 
visibility as explained by the Guidelines. The flat mounted sign would be 7.8 square feet, complying with 
the size recommendations. 
 
Chapter 11.B.3: Signs; Commercial Buildings; Projecting Signs and Porch Signs 

5) Chapter 11.B.3 recommends: 
a. “Use only one projecting or hanging sign per building. On buildings with more than one 

business, each having its own entry from the sidewalk, one sign per entry may be 
appropriate if the signs are uniform in size and location.” 

b. Limit the sign area to be in scale with the building. Projecting or hanging signs of four to 
six square feet are appropriate for many of Ellicott City's small, attached commercial 
buildings. 

c. Place the sign in the lower limit of the allowable height range for easier readability by 
pedestrians. 

 
The sign will be located on the second story porch post and visible from the sidewalk as a result, which 
complies with the Guideline recommendations. The sign will be 6 square feet and comply with the size 
recommendation. 
 
Staff Recommendation: The design and size of both signs comply with the Guidelines; however, chapter 
11.B.1 recommends against installing two signs. Staff recommends that the HPC determine if one or two 
signs are sufficient and approve, deny or modify accordingly.   
 
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Majd AlGhatrif. Mr. AlGhatrif wanted to reiterate why they are requesting 
two signs. He said a problem with their business is that patrons do not understand the business is on 
three floors, and the general perception is that it is just a café on the first floor. He said they are trying 
to use the signage to address this misconception. 
 
Mr. Reich said the Guidelines are specific in recommending only one sign. He said they could adjust the 
location and orientation of the sign to meet their needs, and he questioned if the sign could be placed in 
the middle of the railing. Mr. Reich commended the Applicant for the work they have completed on the 
historic building and renovating the street scene, and he said if he were a patron, he would not be 
deterred from entering if he thought it was only a first level café. Mr. Reich the size and design of the 
signs comply with the Guidelines, but they would have a hard time approving two signs. 
 
Ms. Danna agreed and suggested moving the placement of the projecting sign. She did not think a sign 
on the second floor would solve the problem, and the Guidelines are clear in only allowing one sign per 
façade. She said the design of the signs and the proposed bracket look great. 
 
Ms. Flynn Giles did not understand how the second-floor sign would help the business. She did not think 
the second-floor sign was necessary since it says the same thing as the first-floor sign, and it would only 
be visible from across the street. She thought the first-floor projecting sign would be the best option 
since it was most visible to pedestrians and would help bring people into the business.  
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Mr. Shad agreed with the previous comments and suggested the Applicant amend the application. Mr. 
Shad asked if Mr. AlGhatrif would consider amending his application to one of the signs. Mr. AlGhatrif 
said he needed more time to decide which sign location he would like to use. Mr. Shad suggested 
withdrawing the application and resubmitting the application for one sign, and Staff would determine if 
it had to go to the regularly scheduled Commission meeting or go through Minor Alterations.  
 
Mr. AlGhatrif said he would withdraw the application.  
 
Motion: There was no motion as the application was withdrawn. 
 
 
HPC-22-35 – 8289 Main Street, Ellicott City 
Applicant: Tammy Beideman 
 
Request: The Applicant, Tammy Beideman, requests a Certificate of Approval to install signs at 8289 
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. 
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant seeks approval to install two signs on the building; one on the front 
façade and one on the rear façade. The signs are proposed to be identical in design and size. They will be 
3.3 feet high and 8 feet wide, for a total of 26.7 square feet.  The signs will have a white background and 
black text and read on two lines:  

 
Sweet 

Elizabeth Jane 
 
The sign material will be a 1" deep fabricated aluminum pan. The sign company provided the following 
explanation to the Applicant regarding the installation, “L brackets are mechanically fastened to the 
facade of the building then the 1" deep fabricated aluminum pan slides over the L brackets and then 
fastened from the top, bottom, and sides of the wall anchored L brackets.” The sign company provided 
an image of the sign material, shown in Figure 32a.  
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Figure 32 - Front of building showing sign rendering. 

Figure 33 - Rear of building showing sign rendering. 

Figure 32a - Example of sign material and 

dimension. 
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HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations:  
 
Chapter 11.A: Signs; General Guidelines 

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. In many cases, 

symbols or illustrations that communicate the nature of the business can be used.” 
c. Use a minimum number of colors, generally no more than three. Coordinate sign colors 

with the colors used in the building facade.” 
 
The signs will use simple, legible words and only contain the name of the business. The colors will be 
limited to two, white and black. The Commission should determine if the white background is 
compatible with the colors in the front building façade which consist of yellow/cream colored brick and 
off-white and tan wood accents. 
 

2) Chapter 11 recommends, “Use historically appropriate materials such as wood or iron for signs 
and supporting hardware. Select hardware that blends with the style of the sign and is neither 
flimsy nor excessively bulky.” 

 
The proposed material is a 1-inch deep fabricated aluminum pan. The Commission should determine if 
this is a historically appropriate material. 
 
Chapter 11.B.2: Signs; Commercial Buildings; Flat Mounted Signs 

3) Chapter 11.B.2 explains, “Typically, flat-mounted signs are located on the front of the building, 
most often on the first floor. The wall area adjacent to the main entry is a suitable location for 
signage on many Ellicott City buildings. The lintel above the ground level storefront, a traditional 
sign location in many historic commercial areas, is not commonly used in Ellicott City but is a 
good location for signs if available. In general, signs should not be mounted on an upper story, 
where they have limited visibility and can easily create the appearance of clutter and excessive 
signage. Limiting signs to the first floor helps in maintaining a visual boundary between the 
storefront and upper story facades. A defined boundary between storefronts and upper facades 
helps to create a well ordered, attractive commercial streetscape.” 

4) Chapter 11.B.2 recommends: 
a. “Incorporate the sign into the facade of the building. Signs should fit within the lines and 

panels of the facade as defined by the building frame and architectural details.” 
b. “In most cases, limit the area of signage to one-half square foot of sign area for each 

linear foot of primary street frontage, with a limit of eight square feet in area for any 
one sign. More sign area is appropriate for some of Ellicott City's larger buildings. where 
these limits would result in signs that are ineffective or not in scale with the building.” 

 
The front sign, proposed to be 26 square feet, size exceeds that recommended at a maximum of 8 
square feet; however more sign area may be appropriate for some of Ellicott City’s larger buildings. The 
Guidelines also recommend the size be incorporated in the façade of the building and fit within the lines 
and panels of the façade as defined by architectural details. This building has detailing in the brick, 
which per the Guidelines, should be utilized for placement of a sign. 
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The back of the building is setback from the main parking area in Parking Lot D and is typically seen from 
a distance. In this instance, more sign area may be appropriate given the size of the building and 
distance from the parking lot and pedestrian area. The rear of the façade, as would be typical, is just a 
plain brick with no special detailing.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends the HPC determine if the if the size, placement, material and 
colors of the front and rear signs comply with Guidelines and approve, deny or modify accordingly.   

Figure 34 - Google Street View of front facade with a temporary banner (not the 

proposed sign). 

Figure 35 - Rear facade view from Parking Lot D with temporary banner (not 

proposed sign). 
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Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Tammy Beideman. Ms. Beideman did not have any additions or 
corrections to the staff report.  
 
Ms. Flynn Giles had a few questions as several items were outside of the Guideline recommendations 
for size and material. Ms. Beideman said they were looking for a simple sign and they sent the 
Guidelines to the sign company. She explained the sign was proposed as part of the Ellicott City 
Partnership (ECP) grant process, which was a fast process. She said this was not the intended design, 
and she would be willing to make changes necessary for it to comply with the Guidelines.  
 
Ms. Flynn Giles said the design and font is not complex, it is simple and identifiable with the brand, but 
that the size was of concern. She said 26 square feet was considerably larger than what the Guidelines 
call for and she would recommend the sign being more integrated into the brick front of the store. Mr. 
Shad asked for Ms. Flynn Giles’ opinion on the material. Ms. Flynn Giles said the material is very modern 
and she suggested a more natural material. She said there could be things done to make it more 
compatible such as a size and placement that works with the façade of the building.  
 
Ms. Danna agreed with Ms. Flynn Giles. She did not see as many issues with the rear sign since it was 
garage and the proposed sign blends with the garage feel. However, she said the front sign does not 
blend well and it looked out of place and did not fit with the character of the historical building. She said 
the previous business, Reedy Electric Company, had individual letters that fit in between the brick 
which, though that particular sign was not as attractive, worked better with the building. She said the 
sign needs to look more incorporated and natural with the building, and she did not find that the 
material complied with the Guidelines. 
  
Mr. Reich asked for clarification on the material. Ms. Beideman said she heard what the Commissioners 
said previously and agreed there needed to be changes to the proposed signs. Mr. Reich asked Ms. 
Danna about the Reedy Electric sign, and she explained she saw the image in the MHT form for the 
building. The Commissioners discussed that the Reedy Electric sign was not historic, but it was better 
integrated into the façade of the building than the Applicant’s proposed sign. Ms. Flynn Giles 
recommended that if the Applicant changed the design of the sign on the front to blend better with the 
façade, that the Applicant also consider altering the design of the rear sign, so the two signs also blend 
with each other. Mr. Reich said there are two header courses in the brick between the first and second 
story windows and recommended designing something to fit within that brick. He also recommended a 
sign that was more compatible in color and material such as an HDU sign or something that resembled 
wood. He recommended duplicating the front sign on the back of the building so they match. Finally, he 
said if the Applicant were to design a sign to fit within the brick area that it would be a more compatible 
size for the building even if it were slightly larger than the Guidelines allow.  
 
Ms. Beideman agreed with the Commissioner’s comments. Mr. Shad recommended withdrawing the 
current Application and resubmitting, but he asked if that would have any effect on the grant. Ms. 
Beideman said the grant finished and should not affect her. Staff suggested continuing the current 
application to the August meeting. The Applicant and Commission agreed. 
 
Mr. Shad agreed with the previous comments on the size of the signs which could be reduced, and he 
recommended taking another look at the materials and placement on the front façade.  
 
Motion: The application was continued to the August meeting. 
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HPC-22-36 – 3771 Old Columbia Pike, Ellicott City 
Applicant: Karen Gordes 
 
Request: The Applicant, Karen Gordes, requests a Certificate of Approval to replace roofing at 3771 Old 
Columbia Pike, Ellicott City.  
 
Background and Site Description: This property is located in the Ellicott City Historic District and is listed 
on the Historic Sites Inventory as HO-67, the Friends Meeting House. The house also contains a 
Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) Easement. 
 
The application states that the building had an asphalt shingle roof in 1978 and had it until at least 1987. 
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant seeks approval to replace the existing wood cedar shake roof on the main 
historic house, rear addition and the separate garage building. The current wood roofs date to 
approximately 2004 and have weathered to a natural gray. The Applicant proposes to replace both roofs 
with CertainTeed XT 25, 3-tab asphalt roof shingles in Moire Black. The metal roof on the historic house 
would remain as-is. 
 
  

 
 
 
 
 

Figure 36 - Proposed CertainTeed XT 25 Moire Black asphalt shingle. 
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HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations:  
 
Chapter 6.E: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Roofs, Dormers and Gutters  

Figure 38 - Existing weathered wood shingles. 

Figure 37 - Aerial view of buildings. 
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1) Chapter 6.E explains, “Historic roofing materials include wood shingles, metal and slate. Wood 
shingles were used on the earliest buildings. Metal (including copper, terne metal and, later, 
galvanized steel) and slate became common roofing materials in the mid-19th century. Around 
1900, flat asphalt sheets laid in tar or asphalt became popular for flat roofed commercial 
buildings. Asphalt shingles, introduced around 1910, are now the most commonly used roofing 
material.” 

2) Chapter 6.E explains, “The original roof material has been replaced by asphalt shingles on many 
pre-1910 buildings. Wood shingle roofs are now rare in the historic district. To retain the 
district's historic character, every effort should be made to repair and preserve historic wood, 
metal or slate roofing, particularly for roofs visible from public ways, and to replace historic 
roofing with similar material.”  

3) Chapter 6.E states, “Generally, strong colors should be avoided for visible roofing materials. 
Colorful roofs draw attention away from the more important building features. Neutral grays 
allow a much wider selection of colors on the lower parts of the building.” 

4) Chapter 6.E recommends: 
a. “Retain and repair historic roofing material. If necessary, replace small areas of roofing 

using material matching the original in size, shape, color and texture.” 
b. Replace historic roof materials only when necessary due to extensive deterioration; use 

replacement material that matches or is similar to the original. If this is not possible, a 
different material characteristic of the building's style, construction methods and period 
may be used. (For example, replacing wood shingles with standing seam metal may be 
appropriate for some early 1800's buildings.)” 

c. Replace historic roofing with asphalt shingles or other modern materials only if 
historically accurate materials cannot reasonably be used. Use asphalt shingles that are 
flat, uniform in color and texture and of a neutral color. A modern material similar in 
appearance to the original, such as a synthetic that reproduces the appearance of slate, 
may be used.” 

5) Chapter 6.E recommends against, “Replacing historic roofing materials that could be retained 
and repaired.” 

 
The Guidelines state that strong colors should be avoided for visible roofing materials.  The Applicant is 
proposing to use black asphalt and the Guidelines suggest that a neutral color would be more 
appropriate. The Guidelines also state that wood shingle roofs are now rare in the District and every 
effort should be made to preserve and repair historic wood roofs, especially if visible from the public 
right of way. While the Guidelines do allow historic roofing to be replaced with flat, uniform in color, 
neutral asphalt shingles, it should only be used if other historically accurate materials cannot be 
reasonably used. The Guidelines also state that a modern material similar in appearance to the original, 
such as a synthetic that reproduces the appearance of slate, may be use as well. Staff notes that other 
products are available with a dual-layered design that attempt to emulate the dimensionality of true 
wood shake. The HPC should determine if the proposed roofing color, materials and style of shingles are 
appropriate or if alternative materials could reasonably be used.    
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends the HPC determine if the application complies with the 
Guidelines and approve, modify or deny accordingly. If the HPC decision differs from any decision of the 
Maryland Historical Trust, it is the property owner’s responsibility to seek any necessary MHT approvals. 
 

Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Karen Gordes. Ms. Gordes clarified that the Commission received her 
supplemental document as she had been working with MHT since February with their easement 
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committee. She said she received the easement committees’ recommendations in May and then sent in 
this application to the Commission thereafter. After reviewing the staff report, she said she followed up 
with MHT and they would be fine with a change to a gray color shingle. Ms. Gordes said she was also 
fine changing to a gray color shingle if the Commission found that was more appropriate.  
 
Mr. Reich said an architectural shingle, in a gray color, would look better. He said the black was a very 
severe color. Ms. Gordes stated she proposed architectural shingles to the MHT committee, and the 
committee said they would deny architectural shingles because of the texture. Mr. Reich asked what the 
MHT committee said they felt was the most architecturally appropriate. Ms. Gordes said flat, uniform, 
smooth surface shingles to reflect what was on the house in 1930. Mr. Reich asked what shingles were 
on the house in 1930, and Ms. Gordes said there were three-tab asphalt shingles on the roof in 1930. 
Mr. Reich clarified that the structure was not built in 1930 but rather 1930 is the year that MHT has 
photographs and documentation of the house. Ms. Gordes agreed and said MHT wanted the structure 
to return to the three-tab asphalt shingles that existed in 1930. The Commissioners discussed what roof 
material would have been on the structure when it was originally built around 1800.  
 
Mr. Reich asked if there was a metal roof off the back of the house, and Ms. Gordes confirmed there is a 
standing seam metal shed roof off the back that will remain as-is. Mr. Reich would prefer an 
architectural shingle but understood why Ms. Gordes has proposed the three-tab asphalt shingle, and 
he said a gray color would be better.  
 
Ms. Danna said it was a shame to lose a more historically appropriate and interesting roof, but she 
understood the Applicant’s situation. She agreed with changing the color to not look so drastic and 
recommended something more neutral colored.  
 
Ms. Gordes asked the Commission if the examples of gray shingles she provided in the supplemental 
document would be acceptable. She also said the only available color at this time, due to manufacturing 
issues, is the Dove Gray color. Ms. Danna said she was fine with the Dove Gray color.  
 
Ms. Flynn Giles said she thought black was a neutral color, but agreed with the other Commissioners 
that it was too harsh of a color for this building. She said she liked the Dove Gray color.  
 
Mr. Shad agreed with all the Commissioners previous comments and said the Dove Gray color, three-tab 
architectural shingle was fine. 
 
Motion: Ms. Flynn Giles moved to accept the application as presented with the change of the three-tab 
shingle color from black to Dove Gray. Ms. Danna seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
 
*Chapter and page references are from the Ellicott City or Lawyers Hill Historic District Design Guidelines. 
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OTHER BUSINESS 
 

1. Administrative Updates 
a. End of term for Chair Allan Shad. 

 
 

 
 

 
 
  
Erica Zoren, Acting Chair 
 
 
  
Beth Burgess, Executive Secretary 
 
 
  
Samantha Holmes, Preservation Planner 


