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February Minutes 

 
The first regular meeting for the year 2013 of the Historic District Commission was held on Thursday, 
February 7, 2013 in the C. Vernon Gray Room located at 3430 Court House Drive, Ellicott City, Maryland. 
 
Members present:  Joseph Hauser, Chair; Sam Crozier, Vice-Chair; Lisa Badart; Eileen Tennor and 

Allan Shad 
 
Members absent: None 
 
Staff present:  Samantha Stoney, Beth Burgess, Dan Bennett, Lewis Taylor, and  
 Carol Stirn 
 
Chairman Joseph Hauser opened the meeting at 7:00 p.m. with a statement explaining the process and 
rules of the meeting. Mr. Hauser moved to Approve the December 6, 2012 minutes. Sam Crozier 
seconded. The motion was unanimously approved.  
 
 
PLANS FOR APPROVAL 
 

1. #13-01 – 9315 Mellenbrook Road, Columbia, HO-156 
2. #13-02 – 13110 Greenberry Lane, Clarksville, HO-563 
3. #13-03 – 1775 St. Michaels Road, HO 103 
4. #13-04 – 8289 Main Street, Ellicott City 

 
 
CONSENT AGENDA 
 
#13-01 – 9315 Mellenbrook Road, Columbia, HO-156 
Tax credit pre-approval for exterior repairs. 
Applicant: Richard Voelker 
 
Background & Scope of Work: According to MDAT, the house dates to 1933. The Applicant proposes to 
replace the deteriorated first floor porch slate roof and install gutters on the first and second floor porch 
roofs. The first floor porch slate roof will be replaced with black Peach Bottom slate, to match the 
existing slate roof. All existing slate and flashing will be removed and 36-inch ice and water shields will 
be installed throughout the eaves and penetrations. A titanium synthetic roofing underlayment will be 
installed throughout the roof. A copper drip edge will be installed along the perimeter of the roof. New 
10-inch by 18-inch Peach Bottom slate will be installed throughout the roof, using a 7.5-inch exposure to 
match the original Bangor slate on the roof. New copper flashing will be installed where needed. 
 
The Applicant also proposes to install white Thompson Creek gutters on the first and second floor porch 
roofs. There are currently no gutters on the porch roofs. 
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Staff Comments: The property is not located in a local historic district, but is listed on the Historic Sites 
Inventory as HO-156. The proposed work, including the replacement of the slate roof, copper flashing, 
drip edge and new gutters is consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation, 
Standards 5 and 6, which state, “Distinctive materials, features, finishes and construction techniques or 
examples of craftsmanship that characterize a property shall be preserved” and “deteriorated historic 
features shall be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity of deterioration requires the 
replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature shall match the old in design, color, texture and, 
where possible, materials.” The Peach Bottom slate is different from the slate that is currently on the 
roof, but is a very durable slate and will match the existing slate. This slate was approved for a different 
location on this roof in September 2012. 
 
The slate roof replacement and new gutters also comply with Section 20.112 of the County Code, which 
states that eligible work includes, “The repair or replacement of exterior features of the structure” and 
“Work that is necessary to maintain the physical integrity of the structure with regard to safety, 
durability, or weatherproofing.” 
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval as submitted. 
 
Testimony: There was no testimony presented because this case was on the consent agenda. 
 
Motion: Mr. Hauser moved to Approve as submitted. Ms. Badart seconded. The motion was  
unanimously approved. 
 
 
REGULAR AGENDA 
 
#13-02 – 13110 Greenberry Lane, Clarksville, HO-563 
Advisory Comments for subdivision without demolition.  
Applicant: Jacob Hikmat 
 
Background & Scope of Work: The building is listed on the Historic Sites Inventory as HO-563. The 
Applicant proposes to create a 25-lot subdivision on a 133.6 acre property. There will be 25 buildable 
lots, one buildable bulk parcel and a 9-acre preservation parcel. 
 
The limit of disturbance will be approximately 1800 feet away from the historic structure, which will not 
be demolished, altered or improved as part of the subdivision. The subdivision will not be accessed near 
the historic house, but closer to the intersection of Greenberry Lane and Linden Church Road. The 
historic house has access to the road at the end of Greenberry Lane.  
 
Staff Comments: The proposed subdivision is not located next to the historic house and will not be 
highly visible, if visible at all, from the historic house. The setting around the historic house will remain 
the same. Staff has no objections to the subdivision. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Hauser swore in Jacob Hikmat. Mr. Hauser asked if there were any additions or 
corrections to the Staff comments. Ms. Hikmat stated he had nothing to add.  Mr. Hauser asked about 
any future plans for the historic house. Mr. Hikmat stated there are no future plans for the house. Mr. 
Hauser asked what the average size of the lots would be. Mr. Hikmat said the lots will be slightly over an 
acre, about 50,000 square feet. Mr. Crozier asked if the percolation tests have been done. Mr. Hikmat 
stated yes. The Commission had no further comments.  
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#13-03 – 1775 St. Michaels Road, HO-103 
Advisory Comments for subdivision without demolition.  
Applicant: Stephanie Tuite 
 
Background & Scope of Work: The building is listed on the Historic Sites Inventory as HO-103. The 
Applicant proposes to subdivide the 31.59 acre parcel into six 1-acre lots. There will be a total of 7 
buildings on the property, to include the six lots and the existing house on the buildable preservation 
parcel. The buildable preservation parcel will consist of 17.74 acres and the non-buildable preservation 
parcel will be 4.02 acres. The six proposed lots will be served by a single common driveway at a high 
point in Florence Road. All of the houses will be served by individual wells and septic systems.  
 
Staff Comments: A log house previously existed on site, but was removed many years ago because it 
was not structurally sound. The existing house on the property dates to 1899. The engineers learned at 
the community meeting that the house was completely remodeled after a fire in 1995. As such, it is 
unknown as to how much of the historic house remains. The proposed development will be highly 
visible from the house, but will not adversely affect it. Staff has no objections to the proposed 
subdivision. 
  
Testimony: Mr. Hauser swore in Charles Zepp, the consultant for the Applicant. Mr. Hauser asked if 
there were any additions or corrections to the Staff comments. Mr. Zepp confirmed that the log house 
originally on the property was removed and a new garage was installed. The existing main house did 
have a severe fire and was completely remodeled so it now may not have any historic significance. He 
stated that the barn across the street will be preserved.  
 
Mr. Zepp stated that the owner would like to have the ability to build a new house on the preservation 
parcel and remove the remodeled house if possible. Ms. Stoney asked whether the application was 
changed to subdivision with demolition. Mr. Zepp stated not at this time, but they would like to know 
the option is there. The current owner, who is the daughter, is planning on living in the remodeled 
house until such time that a decision is made to either add on or remove the house and build a new 
home. The old barn will not be disturbed; it will be retained. Mr. Hauser stated that since these are just 
advisory comments the Commission members could give their opinion, but nothing would be binding on 
the Applicant. Ms. Stoney said that at this time, outside of the historic district, there are no laws 
preventing the demolition of the house on the property. Mr. Hauser pointed out that in order to do the 
demolition, a permit would need to be obtained. Ms. Stoney stated if demolition is planned the County 
Architectural Historian will go through the house and document it before it is demolished.  
 
Mr. Hauser stated he has no objection to the plan and likes the fact that the subdivision will not include 
the total property but just a portion of it. Mr. Hauser asked how many outbuildings exist on the property 
besides the barn. Mr. Zepp stated currently there is a newer garage which was built in place of the old 
log house, an accessory shed which is used for storage and the barn which is across the street. Mr. 
Hauser clarified that the barn will be retained. Mr. Zepp stated yes. There have been discussions on 
keeping the preservation parcel intact. Forest Conservation is also going to be done where the barn is 
located. Mr. Hauser said he would have no problems with the demolition as long as the County 
Historian, Ken Short, is able to document the house first. Ms. Badart does not have any objection to the 
plan. Ms. Tennor asked for more information regarding the preservation parcel and the buffer that goes 
all around the property. Mr. Zepp stated the buffer will be permanent and not touched. Once the 
preservation parcel step begins, the County will then become part of the process to preserve it.  The 
plan is being reviewed by Planning and Zoning but has not been approved yet. Ms. Tennor asked 
whether, if the existing house is demolished in the future, another home could be built on the site. Mr. 
Zepp said yes. The County required that the existing house have adequate percs and an adequate well, 
so if the home is to be torn down, an application would be submitted to demolish and the house would 
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be checked for anything of historic significance for a recommendation to be made whether the house 
stays or can be removed.  
 
Ms. Tennor asked about the process when a proposed home is submitted to Planning and Zoning and if 
there are any restrictions for a preservation parcel. Mr. Hauser swore in Stephanie Tuite, the engineer 
from Fisher, Collins and Carter. Mr. Hauser asked for an explanation of a preservation parcel. Ms. Tuite 
explained that preservation parcels have an easement which is held by Howard County and prohibits 
any further subdivision. If the home is demolished, the only stipulation is that the proposed house 
would be subject to current zoning at the time and could prohibit where the house is placed. Ms. Tennor 
asked if there would be no further subdivision. Ms. Tuite stated yes. The existing house would have an 
addition or be replaced with a new house. Ms. Stoney asked who would be the owner of the barn if it is 
preserved. Mr. Zepp stated the barn is part of the preservation parcel. Ms. Tuite stated it is considered a 
non-buildable parcel because the land did not pass the percolation test. The County has the easement, 
plus there will be a forest conservation easement, which will prohibit subdivision.  
 
Mr. Hauser swore in Jeremy Rutter. Mr. Rutter stated the project was planned out, with the knowledge 
of the historic house. One of the first steps was to test the percolation of the property. At the 
community meeting is where the residents informed the presenters that the log cabin was gone, and 
that the house burned and was remodeled. The Commission had no further comments.  
 
 
#13-04 – 8289 Main Street, Ellicott City 
Sign installation. 
Applicant: Hilary Brich 
 
Background & Scope of Work: According to MDAT the building dates to 1920. The Applicant proposes to 
install a sign that will be 60 inches high by 18 inches wide for a total for 7.5 square feet. The sign will 
vertically read “YOGA” with the website www.gogoguru.net placed horizontally below in small text. The 
sign have a white background and purple text. There is a graphic for the “O” within the text that will be 
light blue, light grey and a medium taupe. 
 
The sign will be hung vertically on the building. It will be to the right of the previously approved GoGo 
Guru sign. The bottom of the signs will line up, but the top of the Yoga sign will extend above the GoGo 
Guru sign. 
 
Staff Comments: The proposed sign generally complies with Chapter 11 recommendations (page 80), 
such as “use simple, legible words and graphics” and “keep letters to a minimum and the message brief 
and to the point”. Chapter 11.A of the Guidelines (page 80) recommends, “use a minimum number of 
colors, generally no more than three.” The sign will have four colors and a white background, which is 
slightly more than recommended. However, several of the colors are very neutral and will not be visually 
overwhelming. 
 
The sign generally complies with Chapter 11.B (page 82) recommendations, “if more than one sign is 
used to identify a building’s tenants, use signs that are similar in scale, harmonious in style and color, 
and located symmetrically or uniformly on the building.” The proposed Yoga sign and existing GoGo 
Guru sign are very similar in style. However, the proposed Yoga sign and existing GoGo Guru signs will 
not be located symmetrically or uniformly on the building. Staff recommends an alternative location be 
identified for the new sign, as the current location does not comply with the Guidelines. A new location 
or arrangement would be more beneficial to the design of the signs. 
 
 Staff has no objection to the design of the sign, but recommends three options for the location and 
arrangement of the sign. Staff recommends: 
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1) The proposed Yoga sign be reduced to fit within the height of the GoGo Guru sign, if the vertical 

position is desired.  
2) The GoGo Guru sign be raised and the Yoga sign changed to a horizontal sign, to be placed under 

the GoGo Guru sign. 
3) The GoGo Guru sign be removed and a new sign designed, to incorporate both businesses signs 

into one sign. 
 
If the Yoga sign is reduced to fit vertically on the building, it will still be highly visible from the street, in 
part because of the large GoGo Guru sign and because of the bright colors used in the sign. The above 
recommendations are not comprehensive; Staff is open to other solutions. 
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval of the sign, contingent upon an alternative location 
or sign arrangement being identified.  
 
Testimony: The Applicant was not present as the beginning of the hearing, but the Commission began 
discussion on the sign. Ms. Stoney passed out a drawing to the Commission with a new location for the 
proposed sign, which the Applicant emailed her that day. The new location is on the back of the 
building, visible from parking lot D. Ms. Badart confirmed that new sign would be the only sign for the 
yoga store and on located the back of the building. Ms. Tennor asked if it was the same size. Ms. Stoney 
said she believed it was because she has not received different dimensions, it could just be the 
computer overlay.  
 
Mr. Hauser stated he agrees with Staff on the three recommendations, but feels combining the new 
proposed sign with the GoGo Guru sign would create a problem with multiple colors and how to address 
multiple colors. Ms. Stoney said the colors were complimentary. Ms. Tennor suggested making the ‘O’ 
design the same color. Ms. Tennor also stated she understands the intent of showing the two different 
activities on one sign. The Commission continued to discuss different aspects of the sign and its location. 
Mr. Crozier said that the sign doesn’t fit on the building properly. Ms. Stoney explained that the building 
presents some problems, with the stop sign and electrical work on the side. Mr. Crozier thought the sign 
would look better horizontal. Ms. Stoney said they can delay the application. Ms. Stoney asked if anyone 
thought there was a place for a hanging sign to go on the front of the building. Mr. Crozier asked about 
the other business sign on the building. He suggested Ms. Brich talk to the other tenant regarding his 
sign. Ms. Stoney pointed out the other tenants sign was not approved. 
 
Ms. Tennor asked what the process was if the Applicant is not present. Ms. Stoney stated the 
Commission can still vote on the application or delay it until next month. Ms. Badart asked if the new 
sign is the same dimensions as the existing sign. Ms. Stoney stated this can be stipulated in the motion, 
but thought it was the same because different dimensions were not submitted with the revised drawing. 
Mr. Hauser asked if a sign is needed at the back of the building. Ms. Stoney stated the sign will pull 
people from Parking Lot D. Mr. Crozier suggested that the sign be turned horizontal, instead of vertical, 
which would then make the sign look like part of the building. Mr. Hauser stated he prefers the front 
sign; it is smaller and not so many colors. Ms. Badart indicated that a postponement would be best and 
the Applicant could come.  
 
Motion: Mr. Hauser moved to Continue the application to next month. Ms. Tennor seconded. The 
motion was unanimously approved. 
 
Testimony: After the vote was taken, Hilary Brich arrived. Mr. Hauser moved to re-open the case. Ms. 
Badart seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
Mr. Hauser swore in Hilary Brich. Mr. Hauser asked if there were any additions or corrections to the 
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Staff comments. Ms. Brich stated the new sign will go on the back of the building facing Parking Lot D. 
The sign will be 61 inches high and the window is 81 inches high. The picture shows the sign on the 
outside right side of the building. Ms. Tennor asked if the sign would align with the bottom of the 
window. Ms. Brich stated the sign would be smaller than shown on the picture. She said it would be 
about two windows’ height smaller that the building’s window. The size difference would be 20 inches. 
Mr. Crozier is fine with the sign lining up with the bottom of the window and being vertical.  
 
Motion: Ms. Badart moved to Approve the sign for the back of the building as discussed in the revised 
proposal with the Applicant during the hearing; specifically, that that the sign be 60 to 61 inches in 
height (3/4 of the overall height of the window opening), located to the far right of the back windows, 
and lined up with the bottom of the window sill. Mr. Hauser seconded. The motion was unanimously 
approved. 
 
 
OTHER BUSINESS - Rules of Procedure Changes 
 
Ms. Stoney said that tonight the HDC will be considering the adoption of amendments to its Rules of 
Procedure, including receiving public comments. The HDC is authorized to adopt its own rules by 
Howard County Code, Section 16.605A. Title 2 of the Code lays out the procedure for adopting rules. 
Pursuant to that procedure, a notice was published in two local papers, Howard County Times and 
Baltimore Sun, on December 27, 2012, more than 30 days prior to this hearing, notifying the public of 
the proposed changes and providing information about the text of the proposed rules which have been 
posted on the HDC website since December 20, 2012. The text of the proposed rules is incorporated into 
the record by reference.  
 
Mr. Taylor stated that it should be noted that the Rules of Procedure changes were sent out to the 
Commission to review and comments were made and returned to Ms. Stoney.  
 
Staff recommends adoption of the proposed rules because they will create a more efficient process in 
carrying out the work of the Historic District Commission. 
 
The proposed rules are as follows: 
 

I. Technical Corrections 
 
102(C)(1) – Guidelines Reference: revising the rule to reflect that the Guidelines referenced are actually 
listed at rule 107, not 106.  
 
Proposed Rule 
1. Introduction of reports and official documents pertaining to the application and recommendations of 
the Department of Planning and Zoning by the Legal Advisor, the Executive Secretary, or Department of 
Planning and Zoning Staff. For each case, the application, the Howard County Charter, the Howard 
County Code, the Howard County Zoning Regulations, the Howard County General Plan, the design 
guidelines contained in Rule 107, and all other relevant laws and regulations are deemed to be part of 
the record without necessity of formal introduction.  
 

II. Proposed Changes to Existing Rules 
 

1. 100(F) – Commission Member Attendance: Changing the rule to provide a more stringent 
attendance requirement. 
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Proposed Rule 
F. Unless excused by resolution of the Commission, whenever a member of the Commission has missed 
two consecutive absences from regular public meetings or a combined total of four or more meetings 
throughout one year, the Chairperson must notify the County Executive that the position is deemed 
vacant and that procedures for filling the vacancy by instituted with all due haste. 
 

2. 103(E) – Notice: Changing the rule to reduce the financial burden of the cost of newspaper 
advertisements and providing for posting of detailed application descriptions on the Howard 
County Government website.  

 
Proposed Rule 
E. Notice of any regular or special meetings shall be advertised in one newspaper of general circulation 
in Howard County at least seven (7) days preceding the meeting. The advertisement shall include notice 
of the date, time, and place of the meeting, and the address and applicant's name for each case to be 
considered at the meeting. Detailed application descriptions shall be posted on the Historic District 
Commission webpage of the Howard County Government website at least five (5) days preceding the 
meeting.  
 

3. 103(A) – Certificate of Approval: Changing the rule to clarify that the Commission, at its 
discretion, may issue a Certificate of Approval prior to issuing a final written Decision and Order.  

 
Proposed Rule 
If an application is approved, the Commission shall issue a Certificate of Approval and a Decision and 
Order containing findings of fact and conclusions of law. The Certificate of Approval and Decision and 
Order shall be issued within 45 days of the closing of the record in the case. This time period may be 
extended an additional 45 days if written notice is provided to the applicant.  
 

4. 103(G) – Effect of Denial: Changing rule to reflect that a case may be reconsidered despite an 
initial denial, but providing that if reconsideration results in a denial the effect of the denial 
remains the same.  

 
Proposed Rule 
G. If an application is denied, in the absence of a change to the structure arising from casualty, no new 
application for the same or similar work shall be filed within one (1) year after the last denial of the 
application.  This provision does not apply to a request for reconsideration, except where the 
reconsideration results in a denial.  
 

5. 105(E) – Incomplete Applications: Changing the rule to reflect that incomplete applications will 
not be forwarded to the Commission for reconsideration. Specifically, striking the third sentence 
of the existing rule.  

 
Proposed Rule 
E. For applications determined to be incomplete, the Executive Secretary shall provide the applicant 
with a detailed list of all matters necessary to complete the application. Upon receipt of such notice, the 
applicant may complete the application in accordance with the detailed list. The application shall then 
be scheduled and advertised in the same manner as a complete application.  
 

III. Proposed New Rules 
 

1. 103(H) – Appeals 
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In accordance with Howard County Code § 16.611, any person aggrieved by a decision of the 
Commission may appeal the decision, provided the appeal is made within 30 days of the date of the final 
written Decision and Order in the case.  
 

2. 103(I) – Reconsideration 
A request for reconsideration may be made within 15 days of the date of the final written Decision and 
Order in the case by submitting a letter to the Commission identifying the grounds for reconsideration. 
The Commission’s decision to reconsider a case does not re-open the 60-day period within which the 
Commission must vote on a matter.  A decision by the Commission to reconsider extends the time for 
appeal by 30 days.   
 
Testimony: Mr. Hauser swore in Grace Kubofcik. Ms. Kubofcik started by complimenting the 
Commission. She stated that many residents do check the agendas on the web site, and read the 
approvals and minutes. The public appreciates that this information is posted on the web site, and that 
the detailed submittals and staff recommendations are posted ahead of time so the public can make 
comments. Ms. Kubofcik does not officially represent the Ellicott City Restoration Board, but the Board 
does discuss the Commission’s agenda at its monthly meetings.  She noted that with certain grants that 
the County had been given, some of the duties of the Commission will be expanded and she feels that is 
very appropriate. It is her hope for the future that the grants continue to increase. Ms. Kubofcik feels 
the rule changes are excellent, and especially the rule regarding membership and involvement with the 
Commission. Ms. Kubofcik stated the only change in the membership rule would be to increase the size 
of the Commission by two people, which is a suggestion that may be made to the County Executive in 
the near future. Ms. Kubofcik stated there are going to be some additional agenda items which will add 
responsibilities to the Commission’s current duties. Ms. Kubofcik would like to hear back from the 
Commission on any additional responsibilities they would like to have. The one concern that Ms. 
Kubofcik has is with the proposed change to the “notice” rule. Ms. Kubofcik stated there are many 
people who do not know what is on the web site or how to get around it. People generally rely on 
newspaper articles and notices to obtain information. There are many people who do not have any 
access to a computer and do not use one. Ms. Kubofcik understands the need for efficiency and the 
problems with the time needed to get the information into the paper, but placing the meeting 
information in the newspaper is critical. She stated that if this tool is taken away, that is not good public 
policy. Ms. Stoney clarified that the posting will still be in the newspaper. The only minor change is the 
information about the work to be done, as some applicants did not understand the scope of work 
needing approval. If something was left out, the Commission could not vote on it. The meetings will 
continue to be advertised, but the size of the ad will be reduced.  
 
Lewis Taylor added, for the record and for staff input, that his understanding is if someone does not 
have access to the internet, but does see the listing in the newspaper and contacts staff, the package of 
information can be mailed to the person free of charge. Ms. Stoney affirmed that this was correct.  Ms. 
Kunofcik indicated that if that was the case, she was not opposed to the rule change.  
 
Mr. Taylor stated that a correction needs to be made in the proposed rules. Under Part II of the 
proposed changes, number 2 – Notice, the section should be “101(E),” not “103(E)”.  
 
Mr. Taylor addressed the Commission concerning an earlier question on the rules. Anyone on the 
Commission can make a motion; the entire slate of rules can be approved in its entirety or each item can 
be approved one by one. It is up to the Commission on how to proceed. 
 
Ms. Stoney stated there is one more editing correction. Under proposed rule 100(F), in the last line of 
the paragraph the word “by” should be changed. Staff stated the word should read “be,” and not “by.” 
Mr. Taylor agreed and clarified for the records that Staff is suggesting under Part II, Proposed Changes to 
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Existing Rules, number 1, 100(F), in the text of the proposed rule in the last line the word “by” be 
changed to the word “be.”  
 
Motion: Mr. Hauser moved to Approve the changes as stated with the two corrections. Ms. Tennor 
seconded. All approved unanimously. 
  
 
 
Mr. Hauser moved to adjourn the meeting. Ms. Badart seconded. The meeting was adjourned at 8:04 
p.m.  
 
 
*Chapter and page references are from the Ellicott City or Lawyers Hill Historic District Design 
Guidelines. 
 
 
         
 Beth Burgess, Executive Secretary 
 
 
      
Joseph Hauser, Chairperson 
 
        
 Carol Stirn, Recording Secretary 



Stoney03 
Bogman In       
 
  
 

 
 

 
March Minutes 

 
The second regular meeting for the year 2013 of the Historic District Commission was held on Thursday, 
March 7, 2013 in the C. Vernon Gray Room located at 3430 Court House Drive, Ellicott City, Maryland. 
 
Members present:  Joseph Hauser, Chair; Lisa Badart; Eileen Tennor and Allan Shad 
 
Members absent: Sam Crozier 
 
Staff present:  Samantha Stoney, Beth Burgess, Dan Bennett, Lewis Taylor, and  
 Carol Stirn 
 
Chairman Joseph Hauser opened the meeting at 7:00 p.m. with a statement explaining the process and 
rules of the meeting. Mr. Hauser moved to Approve the February 7, 2013 minutes with a couple of 
minor changes.  Eileen Tennor seconded. The motion was unanimously approved.  
 
PLANS FOR APPROVAL 
 

1. #12-36c – 8289 Main Street Ellicott City 
2. #13-05 – Parking Lot B, Ellicott City 
3. #13-06 – 3723 Old Columbia Pike, Ellicott City 
4. #13-07 – 9291 Whiskey Bottom Road, Laurel 
5. #13-08 – 6520 Burgundy Road, Clarksville, HO-462 
6. #13-09 – 8357 Main Street, Ellicott City, HO-361 

 
 
HDC-12-36c – 8289 Main Street Ellicott City 
Final tax credit approval. 
Applicant: Hilary Brich 
 
Background & Scope of Work: The paperwork submitted for this tax credit states that $2,942.22 was 
spent on eligible pre-approved work for a tax credit of $294.23. However, all of the paperwork adds up 
to $7,133.22 for a tax credit of $713.32.  
 
Staff Comments: Staff requested additional documentation of the receipts because the receipts did not 
add up to the amount requested. One of the early receipts was an invoice for $7,200, but included 
interior work, which is not eligible for the tax credit. The new invoice, as requested by Staff, is for $4,200 
for the demolition of the old window frame and the construction of the new window frame and 
molding. 
 
The Applicant indicated that she gave the invoices to the property owner to turn in, which is why the tax 
credit amount was initially written incorrectly on the final tax credit claim form. 
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Staff Recommendation:  Staff recommends Approval of $713.32 for the final tax credit, contingent upon 
the Commission being satisfied with the new receipts. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Hauser asked Staff if the Applicant needed to be brought before the Commission for tax 
credits.  Staff replied only if the Commission has questions.  Mr. Hauser asked if anyone had any 
questions; none of the members did.   
 
Motion:  Mr. Hauser moved to Approve the tax credits.  Ms. Badart seconded.  The motion was 
unanimously approved. 
 
 
#13-05 – Parking Lot B, Ellicott City 
Rebuild CSX retaining wall. 
Applicant: Mark DeLuca, Howard County Department of Public Works 
 
Background & Scope of Work: The Applicant proposes to rebuild the retaining wall that collapsed from 
the CSX train derailment in Fall 2012. A new wall will be constructed in front of the historic wall, with 
reinforced concrete, and will have an architectural finish that will replicate the look of the undamaged 
wall stone in size, color and random pattern. A form liner will be used on the face of the concrete wall to 
create the stone look. Permanent colors and shading will then be applied to the wall surface to replicate 
the existing wall shadings and color variations. The new wall will be 212 feet long, essentially replacing 
the entire historic wall. Only a small portion of this historic wall will be visible in the corners of the lot. 
The stones will vary in size from 3 inches wide/high to 24 inches wide/high to match the existing stone. 
 
Staff Comments: Staff has been involved with the Department of Public Works in finding a solution to fix 
the collapsed wall. The entire wall is in poor condition and must be replaced to be structurally sound. 
The form liner will replicate the look of natural stone. The Guidelines (page 70) recommend, “Preserve 
historic features, such as retaining walls, freestanding walls…When possible, reuse the historic building 
materials to repair or restore these structures.” However, in this case the historic feature has collapsed 
and is no longer structurally sound. Therefore, the application complies with Chapter 9.D (page 70) 
recommendations, which state “construct new site features using materials compatible with the setting 
and with nearby historic structures, particularly for features visible from a public way.” The new wall will 
also be stained on-site to match the existing walls. This process will ensure the new wall will blend with 
the visible parts of the old historic wall. 
  
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval as submitted. 
 
Testimony:  Mr. Hauser stated that the Commission discussed whether they can hear the case without 
the applicant present.  Mr. Hauser stated if the case is heard and approved, then there is no problem.  
He said that if anyone had an objection to some part of the case without the Applicant here, then a 
motion would be given to continue until next month. Ms. Stoney stated that Staff may be able to answer 
questions as well.   
 
The Applicant was not present at the meeting. Mr. Shad asked when the plan is to begin the work.  Ms. 
Stoney said the work should start in the Spring 2013.  Ms. Burgess stated that a permit application has 
already been submitted by the Department of Public Works to the Department of Inspections, Licenses, 
and Permits, but it is on hold until the HDC has reviewed the case.  Mr. Shad asked how long the work 
will take.  Ms. Burgess was not sure, but thinks maybe a couple of weeks.  Mr. Shad stated it would take 
more like 2 months because it is such a long wall and concrete needs to be poured.  Ms. Burgess stated 
after the wall is put in place, the staining will be done later.  There was no color sample given because 
pictures are being taken of the existing wall in order to customize the stain color to match the existing 
wall.  Ms. Stoney stated the wall should look more natural and that the panels will be alternated.  Ms. 
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Tennor asked about the height of the wall.  Ms. Stoney said there should not be any variation in height; 
the wall will be a straight height across.  Ms. Badart asked about the painting and if it is permanent.  Ms. 
Burgess said a stain is used that will cure with the concrete material.  Ms. Badart asked Staff if they 
believe this is a reasonable structural solution.  Ms. Burgess stated the railroad has jurisdiction over 
what they feel would work for the trains.  A search for authentic material has been going on the whole 
time.  Staff feels that this is a good solution which is trying to make a positive goal out of the structural 
integrity, the look and the safety.  Mr. Hauser commented that the wall probably could not be built 
today with the same materials and meet code.  He said that  instead the wall is being left and a new wall 
is being built in front of it so CSX does not have to shut down.  Mr. Hauser stated the new wall will never 
look like stone and suggested planting ivy and letting it grow on the wall, which will also help prevent 
graffiti.  The ivy could be planted in a way that the stone would still be seen through it.  Ms. Burgess 
questioned what type of ivy would be planted.  Mr. Hauser stated climbing deciduous ivy would be 
good, as the ivy would lose its leaves.   
 
Ms. Tennor asked if maintenance would be the responsibility of CSX if the planting is done on the wall.  
Ms. Burgess stated she is not sure.  Mr. Hauser asked what will be done with the historic stones stating 
that he thought the stones should not go to storage but be used in Ellicott City.  Ms. Burgess stated 
there have been conversations about Mulligans Hill and St. Paul’s wall being rebuilt.  These stones could 
be available for that rebuild or any other projects.  Mr. Shad asked if the parking lot will be shut down 
during construction.  Ms. Stoney stated the lot will need to be shut down at some point, but everything 
can be contained in the lot and should not affect the street.   
 
Motion:  Ms. Tennor moved to Approve the application as submitted with a recommendation that some 
provision be made for the possibility of planting against the wall to screen the vertical face.  Ms. Badart 
seconded.  The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
 
#13-06 – 3723 Old Columbia Pike, Ellicott City 
Replace all shutters, tax credit pre-approval. Façade Improvement Program application. 
Applicant: David Ennis 
 
Background & Scope of Work: According to MDAT, the building dates to 1820. The Applicant proposes 
to replace nine wood shutters on the front of the building and five on each side (for a total of 19 
shutters on the building) with louvered, cedar shutters to match. The hardware will also all be replaced 
as needed with black hardware to match the existing. The new shutters will be painted Colonial Green 
to match the existing color. The Applicant seeks tax credit pre-approval for the work. 
 
The Applicant also seeks funds from the Façade Improvement Program and the application is Façade 
Improvement Program case FIP-13-01. Only the shutters and hardware on the front façade are eligible 
for this funding. 
 
Staff Comments: The application is consistent with Chapter 6.I (page 42) recommendations, “for 
replacements, install shutters or blinds that maintain the size, style and placement of the original” and 
“install shutters or blinds of painted wood. Shutters or blinds should be correctly sized for the windows 
and operable…with hinges and hold backs appropriate to the period of initial construction.” The 
application complies with Section 20.112 of the County Code, which states that eligible work includes 
“the repair or replacement of exterior features of the structure.” 
 
The application also complies with the Façade Improvement Program guidelines, “when replacement is 
necessary, replace with historic, traditional building materials.” 
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval of the replacement of all exterior shutters, 
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hardware and painting and tax credit pre-approval for the work. 
 
Façade Improvement Program Recommendation: Staff will approve the application for the Façade 
Improvement Program when the last bid is received. The Applicant has supplied almost all of the 
necessary project bids. Staff will issue a pre-approval letter explaining the amount approved when the 
final bid is received. The amount is contingent above a final approval when the work is complete.  
 
Testimony:  Mr. Hauser swore in David Ennis.  Mr. Hauser asked if there were any additions or 
corrections to the Staff comments.  Mr. Ennis said he did not have any comments about the Staff 
comments, but had a question regarding the Façade Improvement Program. He stated that he did 
receive one bid of the two required bids for the revised amount for the project, but has not received 
anything from the second bidder.  He asked if the original bid could be used, but dividing out the 9 
shutters on the front of the building from the 19 included in the bid. Ms. Stoney stated that Staff will be 
handling the bids and that all information must be submitted to the State and as long as the State is fine 
with the information, there should be no problem since the items are all priced the same. Mr. Ennis said 
that bid was the highest and he was probably not going to use that company. 
 
Motion:  Mr. Hauser moved to Approve the application.  Ms. Tennor seconded.  The motion was 
unanimously approved. 
 
 
#13-07 – 9291 Whiskey Bottom Road, Laurel 
Advisory comments for subdivision with demolition. 
Applicant: Alice Miller, Benchmark Engineering, Inc. 
 
Background & Scope of Work: According to MDAT, the house dates to 1952. The Applicant proposes to 
demolish the existing house and construct a 7-lot subdivision, with 5 buildable lots. The first lot, closest 
to the street, will be an open space lot. The other five lots will face the neighboring historic house, with 
driveways located off of a 16 foot wide use-in-common driveway. Lot 7 will be an open space lot that 
runs along the side of the property, separating the new development from a neighboring historic 
property, which is listed on the Historic Sites Inventory as HO-801. 
 
Staff Comments: The house currently located on the property is a very nice example of a Cape Cod. The 
house is also listed on the Maryland Inventory of Historic Properties as HO-1029. It has not yet been 
adopted by the Howard County Council to be officially added to the County Historic Sites Inventory list. 
There are several other similar Cape Cod homes along this portion of Whiskey Bottom Road. Staff 
suggests the historic house be retained, or moved to a different location on the site. An addition could 
always be built on the back if a larger house is desired.  
 
There is also a historic house located next door to this house, which is listed on the Howard County 
Historic Sites Inventory as HO-801 and dates to approximately 1890 or 1900. Staff recommends a dense 
native evergreen buffer be planted between the property lines, to screen the neighboring historic house 
from the new development.  The site plan shows some planting, but it is spaced too far apart to provide 
an adequate visual buffer. The Landscape Manual only requires a 1 tree to 60 linear feet ratio for this 
development. Staff would like to see that ratio lowered to at least 1:20 incorporating native evergreen 
trees. Section 16.118 (b)(5) of the Subdivision Regulations, under Protection of Historic Resources, 
states, “Grading, construction and landscaping on the adjacent lots should enhance views to and from 
the Historic property, while buffering views of new development.” The current landscape plan does not 
enhance or buffer views of the new development. 
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends the site plan be adjusted to retain the historic house and to 
protect the neighboring historic house from the new proposed development with a dense planted 
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buffer. 
 
Testimony:  Mr. Hauser swore in John Carney of Benchmark Engineering.  Mr. Hauser asked if there 
were any additions or corrections to the Staff comments.  Mr. Carney stated he was unable to locate the 
historic property reference of HO-1029 on the State inventory website.  Ms. Stoney stated it is new so 
the paperwork may not have been entered yet.  Mr. Carney gave a brief explanation of the development 
of the property and showed the area on a drawing.  He said the development process was started 
several years ago.  One of the points brought up in the community meeting and in the review process 
was access to the back parcel, which is the North Laurel Community Center.  This plan now incorporates 
the layout of a future pathway to the back parcel.  Mr. Carney showed where the historic house was 
located on the property. He explained that the landscaping is proposed in accordance with the 
Landscape Manual.  He said that many alternatives have been looked at to make 5 buildable lots around 
the historic home, but there is not an easy way to accomplish it.  Mr. Carney said the building restriction 
lines are 30 feet from the rear; 7.5 feet from the sides; 20 feet from the front.  There are also public 
water and sewer easements, along with the use in common easement.   
 
Mr. Hauser asked for clarification on the location of the seven lots, because he only saw five buildable 
lots.  Mr. Carney stated there are two open space lots – one in the front by Whiskey Bottom Road and 
the other lot will be dedicated to Howard County for the pathway across the property.  Mr. Hauser 
asked what the size of the five buildable lots was.  Mr. Carney stated the lots range in size from 6,290 
square feet, which is the smallest, to 8,213 square feet.  This is gross lot size, not minimum lot size. Ms. 
Badart commented that the existing house looks to be in good shape, so could the house be turned in 
the same direction as the proposed homes and making it a lot. Mr. Carney stated he has not seen the 
inside of the house so cannot say what the condition is.  As far as moving the house, the width of the 
house is wider than the proposed homes.  The current house is 40 feet wide, and the proposed homes 
are 34 feet wide.  He said the current home might fit within the building restriction line.  Ms. Tennor 
asked if the loop at the end of the path is due to the grade.  Mr. Carney stated yes he believes it is 
because of grading issues.  Ms. Tennor asked about the buffer areas.  Mr. Carney stated the buffer in the 
front is to separate the houses from Whiskey Bottom Road, but he does not know why the buffer in the 
back was designed the way it is.  Mr. Hauser asked if there is a restriction on the property for the total 
size of the open space.  Mr. Carney stated that 25% of the overall parcel must be set aside as open space 
for these lot sizes in the zoning district.  Ms. Tennor asked about setbacks from the property lines.  
 
Mr. Hauser stated there are many options for the layout of the plan.  Lots 5 and 6 could be turned so the 
houses face a different direction, but  it would be difficult to make the Cape Code fit.  Mr. Hauser agrees 
that it would be ideal to find someone who wanted the house.   
 
Mr. Carney stated there will be the driveway, a green area that will be the stormwater management for 
the driveway, a six foot path plus a filter strip for stormwater management, and the area of landscaping. 
Ms. Stoney asked if the landscaping will be increased as it is very sparse and will have high visibility for 
the neighboring house.  Mr. Carney stated what was shown on the plan earlier is the amount that the 
Landscape Manual requires.  Beth Burgess stated that the request from Staff was to create more of an 
evergreen linear buffer instead of treating this as a residential requirement, so it would be 1:20, one 
tree to every 20 feet.  There would still be some view through the trees, but this would create a closer 
buffer.  Mr. Carney stated this can be looked into.  Ms. Burgess stated this is still out of the landscape 
manual; it is just a thicker buffer.  Mr. Carney stated a hedgerow could possibly be done as a substitute 
to have a lower line of buffer.  Ms. Burgess suggested that a variety of deciduous and flowering trees 
would be nice so there would be some color and not just a hedgerow.  Ms. Tennor suggested that an 
understory could be placed under the trees to give some variety and screening.  Mr. Hauser stated the 
Commission is still wondering if Mr. Carney is amenable to doing the 1:20 for the trees, and would 
recommend following the Staff recommendations.   
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Mr. Hauser swore in Brian Boy.  Mr. Boy stated the estate is owned by the LePore family and Mr. LePore 
spent many years working on the subdivision and laying it out; he then retired after trying to get the 
plans through the County.  The main issue was the pathway.  Jen Terresa of the Council wanted the path 
for the community to have access.  The owner attempted to market the site to many builders and 
developers, but the issue was the historic house.  The orientation of the house did not work.  Mr. Boy 
stated the open space has a minimum required width of 35 feet.  Mr. Boy stated the neighboring historic 
house is also subdividing and has had a community meeting.  He said that Recreation and Parks 
suggested that both properties could be combined together, but the neighbors have no desire to 
combine properties.   
 
Mr. Hauser stated these are ‘advisory comments’ and there is no approval given.  Mr. Hauser stated he 
does not see any way to do the development with the house in its location.  An effort should be made to 
save the house by advertising, giving the house away, let someone come in and move it.  Mr. Hauser 
stated he does not see any way to do the project with this historic house unless the development is 
reduced to four houses and the houses are turned around.  Ms. Badart asked if there is any particular 
need for the open space in the back next to Lot 6 or could it be reduced.  Mr. Boy stated that Howard 
County typically requires a 35 foot width for any open space.  Ms. Tennor commented that it is too bad 
that the adjacent parcels are not being developed at the same time as there could be some 
opportunities for all the lots to work better together in a different design.  Mr. Shad had no comments. 
 
 
#13-08 – 6520 Burgundy Road, Clarksville, HO-462 
Advisory comments for subdivision. 
Applicant: Stephen Linton 
 
Background & Scope of Work: The historic house is listed on the Howard County Historic Sites Inventory 
as HO-462. An old Inventory form dates the houses to 1820, but the current architectural historian 
found the exterior did not look earlier than 1950. It is possible there is an older house within the existing 
structures, but this could not be determined without opening up the walls. 
 
The property is 1.68 acres and currently has 1 existing lot. The applicant proposes to separate the two 
dwellings that are attached by a breezeway and create 3 buildable lots; two lots for the existing houses 
and one lot for a new house. No structures are proposed to be demolished in this subdivision. 
 
The Applicant proposes to remove the breezeway and include each structure on its own buildable lot. 
The owner currently lives in the eastern house (proposed Lot 2) and rents out the western house 
(proposed Lot 3). Once the buildings are separated, the owner will be able to sell Lot 3, which he rents 
out. The new lot line will be about five feet from Lot 2 and about fifteen feet from Lot 3. The houses 
currently share the driveway and will continue to do so. A new garage will be constructed at the end of 
the driveway, on Lot 3. A large tree will have to be removed for the construction of the garage. 
 
The lot for the new house will be north of the existing houses. The stone retaining wall will have to be 
removed for the house to be constructed and the lot graded. A large tree will have to be removed for 
the construction of a new house. 
 
Staff Comments: Staff has no objection to the removal of the breezeway or the proposed property lines. 
The breezeway was an odd arrangement to keep both houses on one lot when the original subdivision 
took place in 1997. The houses do not appear particularly historic, although there may be an older 
house hidden inside the existing structure.  
 
The loss of the large trees will be noticeable. Staff recommends planting similar trees in place of those to 
be removed that can mature quickly. The stone retaining wall will be removed to accommodate the new 
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house. If possible, Staff recommends finding a way to save it, as it is an attractive site feature. 
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff has no objection to the proposal to subdivide the property, but 
recommends trying to save some of the stone retaining wall and planting trees in place of the ones to be 
removed. 
 
Testimony:  Mr. Hauser swore in John Carney of Benchmark.  Mr. Hauser asked if there were any 
additions or corrections to the Staff comments.  Mr. Carney stated there is an update based on the Staff 
report.  He said the garage will be moved forward about six feet toward the paved driveway, which will 
provide a buffer between the garage and the maple tree.  He said the garage could also be located 
closer to the historic house and away from the maple tree.  
 
Mr. Carney said that some of the interior of the houses is older than the exterior appears.  Mr. Hauser 
asked if the side setbacks can be achieved.  Mr. Carney stated the side setbacks can be achieved but not 
the rear and front setbacks.  Mr. Hauser asked if the porch must be removed on the historic structure to 
achieve setbacks.  Mr. Carney stated an application has been submitted for a ‘residential zoning 
variance’ to remove the breezeway, but retain the porches.  The line between the new proposed lot and 
the two houses does meet the setback requirements.  Mr. Carney stated the proposal is to remove the 
breezeway, which was installed to connect the two buildings in the original subdivision process.  If the 
variance is approved, this will allow a property line between the homes and the breezeway can be 
removed.  The owner of the parcel would then have the ability to sell the back house and retain the 
front house for use.  The new lot on the side will also be sold.  Ms. Badart asked if anything will be done 
with the concrete under the breezeway.  Mr. Carney stated there will be a small easement along the 
side of the property so the owner of the front house is allowed the right to maintain the exterior of the 
house.  There will be a 5 foot property line off the corner of the garage and another 5 feet for an 
easement of maintenance.  Mr. Carney stated the variance has been scheduled for April 20, 2013. 
 
Mr. Carney stated that the retaining wall is in the side setback of new Lot 1 and if the wall is over three 
feet high, it is deemed a structure by Planning and Zoning.  The retaining wall will also be added to the 
variance if it is over three feet.  Ms. Burgess asked if the driveway entrance is above the berm or if it will 
need to be reconstructed.  Mr. Carney stated the berm will be removed, and the tree on top of the berm 
will also be removed.   
 
The Commission had no further comments. 
 
 
#13-09 – 8357 Main Street, Ellicott City, HO-361 
Exterior repairs, tax credit pre-approval. Façade Improvement Program application. 
Applicant: Jane O’Leary 
 
Background & Scope of Work: The Applicant proposes the following exterior repairs: 

1) Spot repoint mortar on front façade 
2) Re-set existing granite steps 
3) Replace front entry doors and hardware 
4) Repaint cellar doors, entry doors, jambs, windows trim and dormers 
5) Install a new sign 
6) Re-lay  brick front walk 

 
The mortar to be repointed will be gray to match the existing. The mortar will only be repointed on the 
front façade where needed. The doors and wood trim (jambs, window trim and dormers) on the front of 
the building will all be painted Benjamin Moore Historical Philadelphia Cream. The Applicant proposes to 
replace the existing 9-lite wood front doors with 9-lite wood doors to match the existing. The hardware 
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will also be replaced with black metal hardware to be similar to the existing.  
 
The Applicant proposes to install a small flat mounted sign on the front of the building. The sign will be 
14 inches high by 30 inches wide for a total of 2.9 square feet. The sign will be cast bronze or cast 
aluminum to be blind mounted on the mortar joints with threaded aluminum studs. The letters will be 
bronze color and the background will be black. The sign will read on three lines: 

The Ruckdeschel 
Law Firm, LLC 

8357 Main Street 
 
The Applicant also seeks funds from the Façade Improvement Program and the application is Façade 
Improvement Program case FIP-13-02. Items 1-5 are eligible for the Façade Improvement Program. 
 
Staff Comments: The application is consistent with Chapter 6 recommendations for the rehabilitation 
and maintenance of existing buildings. The repointing work and resetting of the front granite steps is 
consistent with Chapter 6.C (page 26-27) which recommends, “maintain or restore granite buildings, 
foundations, steps, lintels, sills, fence posts and retaining walls” and “repair rather than replace masonry 
walls, through repointing and limited replacement of masonry with units that match the size, color and 
texture of damaged or missing units.” 
 
The replacement of the front entry doors and hardware complies with Chapter 6.G (page 37) 
recommendations, “when repair is not possible, replace historic doors and entrance features with 
features of the same size, style and finish.” The painting of all wood trim and doors on the front façade 
complies with Chapter 6.N recommendation, “use colors that were historically used on the building” and 
“use colors that are generally compatible with (and do not clash with) the colors used in the district. 
 
The proposed signs are generally consistent with Chapter 11.A (page 80) recommendations, such as “use 
simple, legible words and graphics” and “use a minimum number of colors, generally no more than 
three. Coordinate sign colors with the building façade.”  The proposed bronze sign is more appropriate 
than the aluminum sign and complies with Chapter 11.A recommendations, “use historically appropriate 
materials such as wood or iron for signs and supporting hardware.” The sign will be installed into the 
mortar joints, which complies with Chapter 11.A recommendations, “on masonry walls, drill into the 
mortar joints rather than into the stone.” While the Guidelines recommend against signs made of 
modern materials, the aluminum sign would probably look similar to the bronze, but the bronze would 
be preferred. 
 
If the brick walkway is re-laid to match the existing it is considered routine maintenance and complies 
with  Chapter 9.D (page 71) recommendations, “maintaining, repairing and replacing existing features, 
such as walls, fences, walks, steps…using materials that exactly match the existing materials.”  
 

Items 1-4 comply with Section 20.112 of the County Code which states that eligible work for tax credits 
includes, “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.” 

  
The application also complies with Façade Guidelines, “repair rather than replace deteriorated historic 
features. When replacement is necessary, replace with historic, traditional materials.” All items except 
for the relaying of the brick walkway are eligible for the program. 
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval of work as submitted contingent upon the bronze 
sign being used and tax credit pre-approval for the Items 1-4.  
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Façade Improvement Program Recommendation: Staff will approve the application for the Façade 
Improvement Program when the last bid is received. The Applicant has supplied almost all of the 
necessary project bids. Staff will issue a pre-approval letter explaining the amount approved when the 
final bid is received. The amount is contingent above a final approval when the work is complete. 
 
Testimony:  Mr. Hauser swore in Jane O’Leary.  Mr. Hauser asked if there were any additions or 
corrections to the Staff comments.  Ms. O’Leary had none.  Ms. O’Leary stated she would prefer using 
the bronze for the sign, but also included the aluminum in the application as she has never purchased a 
commercial sign and was not sure about a reasonable amount to spend on the sign.  The bronze was 
very expensive, so Ms. O’Leary asked the sign company about a lesser cost material.  Ms. O’Leary wants 
the sign design to look like the historic signs in other historic areas and to be very understated.  Mr. 
Hauser stated he would have no problem with the aluminum, but stated the sign company should be 
asked how the aluminum holds up over time.  Ms. O’Leary said the sign company told her the aluminum 
is supposed to be weatherproofed but it is not guaranteed.  
 
Ms. Badart asked the difference in the costs between the bronze and aluminum.  Ms. O’Leary stated the 
cost of the bronze is $1,758 and the aluminum is $1,073.  Ms. Tennor stated the sign is in scale to the 
building, and also the bronze would be more dimensional than the aluminum would.  Ms. O’Leary stated 
that both signs would actually be cast metal, but the aluminum would just be tinted the bronze color so 
there is a question of whether it would last.  Ms. Badart asked when the work would start.  Ms. O’Leary 
stated as soon as approval is obtained for the application.  Mr. Hauser asked the Applicant what 
materials she preferred for the sign. Ms. O’Leary stated she asked the sign company about other 
materials and the company mentioned both the aluminum and routed wood.  She said they told her the 
routed wood would be difficult for the sign of the design requested.   
 
Ms. Stoney explained that the Façade Improvement Program will pay 50% of the material costs, so much 
stricter rules are being followed for the materials used and the price. Mr. Hauser asked if wood would 
quality.  Ms. Stoney stated yes but the Applicant did not apply to use wood.  Ms. O’Leary wanted to 
clarify that she would prefer using the bronze, but submitted another material in the event the 
Commission needed to consider a less expensive option.   
 
Motion:  Mr. Hauser moved to Approve the application as submitted, but with the Staff change to just 
the bronze sign.  Ms. Badart seconded.  The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
 
Mr. Hauser moved to adjourn the meeting. Ms. Badart seconded. The meeting was adjourned at 8:22 
p.m.  
 
 
*Chapter and page references are from the Ellicott City or Lawyers Hill Historic District Design 
Guidelines. 
 
 
         
 Beth Burgess, Executive Secretary 
 
      
Joseph Hauser, Chairperson 
 
        
 Carol Stirn, Recording Secretary 
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April Minutes 

 
The third regular meeting for the year 2013 of the Historic District Commission was held on Thursday, 
April 4, 2013 in the C. Vernon Gray Room located at 3430 Court House Drive, Ellicott City, Maryland. 
 
Members present:  Joseph Hauser, Chair; Sam Crozier, Vice-Chair; Lisa Badart; Eileen Tennor and 

Allan Shad 
 
Members absent: None 
 
Staff present:  Samantha Stoney, Beth Burgess, Dan Bennett, Lewis Taylor, and  
 Carol Stirn 
 
Chairman Joseph Hauser opened the meeting at 7:00 p.m. with a statement explaining the process and 
rules of the meeting. Mr. Hauser explained there will be a three minute time limit for those who wish to 
speak on any case since there are so many public attendees. Mr. Hauser moved to Approve the March 7, 
2013 minutes. Eileen Tennor seconded. The motion was unanimously approved.  
 
PLANS FOR APPROVAL 
 

1. #13-10 – 8357 Main Street, Ellicott City, HO-361 
2. #13-11 – 4214 College Avenue, Ellicott City 
3. #96-37c – 8335 Court Avenue, Ellicott City 
4. #13-12 – 8337-8339 Court Avenue, Ellicott City 
5. #11-42c – 8448 Main Street, Ellicott City, HO-315 
6. #13-13 – 8448 Main Street, Ellicott City, HO-315 
7. #13-14 – 8448 Main Street, Ellicott City, HO-315 
8. #13-15 – Mulligans Hill retaining wall (near 3735 St. Paul Street), Ellicott City 
9. #13-16 – 8170 Baltimore National Pike, HO-891 
10. #13-17 – 3538 Church Road, Ellicott City  
11. #11-37c – 6001 Old Lawyers Hill Road 

 
 
#13-10 – 8357 Main Street, Ellicott City, HO-361 
Exterior repairs and alterations. 
Applicant: Jane O’Leary 
 
Background & Scope of Work: According to MDAT the building dates to 1900. The Applicant proposes to 
repair several site features. The stone retaining wall in the right rear of building will be taken apart and 
rebuilt. There are immature trees and roots growing around the wall, which will all be removed. There is 
another wall to the left of the building which is also severely damaged and will be rebuilt. All vegetation 
and trees growing in and around the wall will also be removed. 
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Administered by the Department of Planning and Zoning 
 www.howardcountymd.gov 
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Staff Comments: Chapter 9.D (page 70) of the Guidelines explains, “granite features, especially those 
visible from public ways, should be preserved with the same attention given to historic buildings.” The 
application is consistent with Chapter 9.D recommendations (page 70), “preserve historic features, such 
as retaining walls, freestanding walls…When possible, reuse the historic building materials to repair or 
restore these structures.” 
 
The removal of the trees is consistent with Chapter 9.B recommendations for Routine Maintenance, 
“removing trees that have a diameter of less than 12 inches 4.5 feet above ground level.” The trees are 
growing into the wall, causing it to fail. Their removal will not cause any negative impacts. 
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval as submitted. 
 
Testimony: The applicant was not in attendance. The Commission had no comments. 
 
Motion: Mr. Hauser moved to Approve per Staff recommendations. Ms. Badart seconded. All approved 
unanimously. 
 
 
#13-11 – 4214 College Avenue, Ellicott City 
Subdivision without demolition.  
Applicant: Bruce T. Taylor 
 
Background & Scope of Work: The structure dates approximately to 1890-1910. The site has been 
completely developed and the historic house was originally going to be torn down. The Applicant now 
proposes to retain the historic house and adjust the open space lots to accommodate it. 
 
Staff Comments: Staff is glad to see the historic house will be retained and that the open space lots will 
surround the house on three sides, which will protect it from further development. However, the site 
has already been built out with townhouses. This house is currently not listed on the Historic Sites 
Inventory, but is eligible to be listed. Listing on the Inventory would make the house eligible for historic 
property tax credits for exterior repairs. If the Applicant is interested in being added to the Inventory, 
Staff can document the building. Staff supports the application as submitted. 
 
Testimony: This case is only for advisory comments because the house is located outside of the Historic 
District. Mr. Hauser swore in Rob Vogel of Vogel Engineering. Mr. Hauser asked if there were any 
additions or corrections to the Staff comments. Mr. Vogel stated that Dr. Taylor wanted to attend but 
was not able to come. The house already existed on the property when Mr. Taylor’s father purchased 
the property in the 1960s. The Staff comments state the approximate date of the structure is from 1890-
1910. Dr. Taylor believes the date is closer to 1930-1940. Per Dr. Taylor’s request, Mr. Vogel informed 
the Commission that he is not the engineer of record for this property. Dr. Taylor has always intended to 
retain the house. On a previous subdivision plan the house was labeled to be demolished, but Mr. Vogel 
said that was never the intent. Mr. Vogel is in the process of correcting this by placing the house on its 
own lot in the subdivision. He explained that the only way to legally retain the house is to create a lot 
around it. The house is constantly utilized by either an employee of the hospital or the Taylor service 
group. Mr. Hauser asked if the intended use of the house will also be by someone from the hospital. Mr. 
Vogel stated Mr. Taylor has several very long-term employees and the house will be used by one of 
them. Mr. Vogel commented that this property is located in a subdivision called Autumn View, which 
still has a lot of density left that was never utilized, so creating the lot through subdivision was no 
problem. There were no further comments from the Commission. Ms. Stoney asked Mr. Vogel if Dr. 
Taylor would like the property added to the historic inventory for tax credits. Mr. Vogel stated he did 
not know, but would find out. 
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#96-37c – 8335 Court Avenue, Ellicott City 
Final tax credit claim. 
Applicant: David A. Titman 
 
Background & Scope of Work: According to MDAT, the building dates to 1920. The Applicant has 
submitted documentation that $3,820.46 was spent on eligible, pre-approved work from 1996. The 
Applicant seeks $382.50 in final tax credits. 
 
Staff Comments: The receipts add up to the requested amount and the work complies with that pre-
approved to replace the windows on the side of the building and replace the flat roof.  
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval as submitted. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Hauser swore in David Titman. Mr. Hauser asked if there were any additions or 
corrections to the Staff comments. Mr. Titman stated he was sorry it took so long to submit the 
paperwork.  
 
Motion: Ms. Badart moved to Approve as submitted. Mr. Hauser seconded. The motion was 
unanimously approved. 
 
 
#13-12 – 8337-8339 Court Avenue, Ellicott City 
Exterior repairs and alterations. Tax credit pre-approval. 
Applicant: David A. Titman 
 
Background & Scope of Work: According to MDAT the building dates to 1920. The Applicant has 
recently purchased the property and proposes to make exterior repairs and alterations. The Applicant 
also seeks tax credit pre-approval for all of the work. The Applicant proposes the following work: 

1) Paint exterior siding light gray ‘Silver Cloud’. 
2) Remove 18 deteriorated 6:6 wood windows and replace with Anderson 400 series vinyl clad 

wood 1:1 windows. 
3) Enlarge most windows to 3 feet wide by 6 feet high from 3 feet wide by 5 feet high. 
4) Replace rotting wood trim around windows, fascia and soffit with white vinyl trim 
5) Replace modern square gutters and downspouts with half round gutters and downspouts. 
6) Remove door and modern ornamentation around door. Replace with trim more appropriate to 

the style of the building. 
 
The siding is currently a faded gray asbestos shingle and the Applicant proposes to paint it darker gray 
than the existing color. The existing windows are 6:6 wood, painted black. The Applicant proposes to 
change them to 1:1 white vinyl clad wood. The Applicant proposes to enlarge the windows from 3 feet 
wide by 5 feet high to 6 feet high, including the windows on the front of the building. The Applicant is in 
the process of adapting the building to a rental apartment. The windows in the kitchen area and third 
level will remain 3 feet wide by 4 feet high.  
 
The Applicant also proposes to remove the existing black wood 9-lite door and replace it with a solid 
door, painted white or stained a natural wood color. The Applicant would remove the shutters and 
other ornamentation around the door. Staff has requested additional information regarding the 
replacement door and its appearance as well as how the front door will be modified once the shutters 
and other ornamentation is removed. The Applicant has not provided a picture of the proposed door, 
but mentioned that a door with a transom would fit in with the neighboring buildings. 
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Staff Comments: The proposed paint colors comply with Chapter 6.N (page 50) recommendations, “use 
colors appropriate to the period and style of the buildings” and “use colors that are generally 
compatible with (and do not clash with) the colors used in the district, particularly on neighboring 
buildings…In general, use calm or subdued colors, reserving bright colors for small, important details, 
such as doors or trim.” 
 
The proposed replacement of the 18 wood 6:6 windows with Anderson 400 series vinyl clad wood 
windows does not completely comply with Chapter 6.H recommendations. Chapter 6.H of the 
Guidelines recommends, “maintain and repair original window openings, frames, sashes, sills, lintels and 
trim. Maintain glass, putty and paint in good condition” and “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.” However, the majority of the building is 
located on a cliff that makes the everyday maintenance of wood window impossible without scaffolding. 
The Guidelines (page 40) explain that “wood windows clad with a permanent finish are a good, low 
maintenance alternative.” This is a good option for the sides and rear of the building that are not easily 
accessible. While Staff understands the need to make the windows larger in order to convert the 
building to an apartment rental, the Guidelines recommend, “maintain original window openings.” Staff 
has no objection to the enlarging of the windows, but finds the replacement windows may not be 
eligible for tax credits as a result. 
 
The Applicant also proposes to replace all of the wood trim, fascia and soffits around the building with 
vinyl. The Guidelines (page 30) do recommend replacing wood with wood and state that “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.” Staff would recommend using a 
HardieTrim or similar fiber cement product, but does not find vinyl to be appropriate. The fiber cement 
product is a higher quality product and more similar to wood in appearance. For the front of the 
building, which is easily accessible for maintenance, Staff recommends all windows, doors and trim be 
wood. 
 
The restoration to the original size windows complies with Chapter 6.H (page 40) recommendations, 
“restore window openings that have been filled in, using physical, pictorial or documentary evidence to 
accurately restore the building’s historic appearance.” 
 
Staff recommends tax credit pre-approval for the painting of the asbestos shingle and for the windows 
that are not being enlarged. Due to the unique maintenance situation of this building, Staff would 
recommend tax credit pre-approval for the trim to be replaced with a fiber cement product, but not a 
vinyl product. Typically Staff would only recommend approval of tax credits for wood trim. The gutters 
and downspouts are also eligible for tax credit pre-approval as they protect the building from the 
elements.  
  
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval of: 

1) Item 1 as submitted and tax credit pre-approval. 
2) Item 2, except that wood should be used for the front of the house and tax credit pre-approval 

only for a front wood window if the size remains the same. 
3) Item 3, if the Commission has no objection to the enlargement of the window openings. 
4) Item 4 only if a fiber cement product is used on the areas of the house that cannot easily be 

accessed and wood for the front and tax credit pre-approval. 
5) Item 5 as submitted and tax credit pre-approval. 
6) Item 6, contingent upon an appropriate wood door being shown to Staff and tax credit pre-

approval. 
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Testimony: The staff report above references restoration of the windows to their original size. However, 
Staff included that in the staff report in error, as the information turned out to be false that the 
windows were once larger and had been made smaller. Ms. Stoney explained that Mr. Titman was going 
to change the color to a gray slightly darker than the one he originally proposed. Mr. Titman was already 
sworn in from the previous case. Mr. Hauser asked if there were any additions or corrections to the Staff 
comments. Mr. Titman stated that the darker shade of paint will work better and have more of an 
impact on the building.  Mr. Titman said that the living room on each level which will be located on the 
cliff side of the building. Ms. Badart asked if all the levels are the same. Mr. Titman stated each level is 
relatively the same; they all have similar window configurations.  
 
Mr. Hauser clarified that there will be two units in the building; one is accessed off of the street and the 
other is accessed by going down exterior stairs. Mr. Titman confirmed that was correct. On the east side 
facade, Mr. Titman would like to install a double window which will give a view of the valley toward the 
mill. Mr. Hauser asked if this window would only be for the street level apartment. Mr. Titman stated it 
would be for both apartments. He said the visibility would be minimal and that the only people who 
would view it would be anyone coming down Church Road going to Main Street. He said there would be 
no visibility from Main Street itself. The proposal is to have two new enlarged double windows for both 
units at the same spot, stacked over each other, at the rear east view. Mr. Titman said that the larger 
windows would work better proportionally with the building. There are 10 foot ceilings in the building so 
making the windows 6 feet would be a better fit, and having larger windows will allow more light to 
enter. Mr. Titman stated that changing from 6:6 to 1:1 is historically correct based on the guidelines and 
said that many other properties also have 1:1 windows. Mr. Hauser stated he would have to see pictures 
of the 1:1 windows because in doing a walk-thru along the street most of the buildings had 6:6 windows, 
and does not feel the 1:1 windows would be appropriate.  Mr. Titman feels the 1:1 would work and 
disagrees that the 1:1 window looks bad. He also pointed out that the building next door to this 
property has 1:1 windows.  
 
Mr. Titman stated he has been unable to locate an appropriate front door. For the moment, the present 
front door will remain but will be painted white so the door matches the trim. Mr. Titman stated he has 
no objection to using fiber cement board as suggested by Staff instead of vinyl trim. Ms. Badart asked if 
Mr. Titman is agreeable to using wood on the front. Mr. Titman stated he feels cement fiberboard 
cannot be distinguished from wood once it is painted, but is agreeable to using wood. He is also 
agreeable to putting wood windows in the front. Mr. Hauser asked if the pediment and shutters around 
the front door are being removed. Mr. Titman said they are being removed and there will just be a door. 
Most of the buildings along the road have a simple door. He also suggested installing a transom window 
in the future over the front door.  
 
Mr. Hauser asked if there was any public who wished to make a comment about the application. There 
was no one who wished to speak. 
 
Ms. Badart asked if the windows would be insulated. Mr. Titman stated yes and said that the County will 
require the building to be brought up to code. Mr. Hauser said the windows should not be changed to 
1:1 as most of the homes have 6:6. Once an appropriate door is located, Mr. Titman will bring the door 
before the HDC for review. Ms. Tennor said that removing the elements around the door and the 1:1 
windows will make the front façade very plain. Mr. Titman proposed a compromise to the Commission 
to use 6:1 windows on the front, instead of 6:6. Ms. Tennor asked what the 6:1 windows would do for 
the front. Mr. Titman stated that the 6:1 would provide a clear view from the bottom window and the 
six divided lites on the top portion of the window would provide the historic element. This would 
provide a way to not have the window totally broken up into sections. Ms. Badart stated she agreed 
with Ms. Tennor’s comment about making the front of the building too plain. Ms. Badart suggested 
putting the 6:6 in front and the 1:1 on the remainder of the building. Mr. Titman stated he would be 
agreeable with that. Ms. Tennor asked if the windows on the front will be increased in size as well as the 
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back windows. Mr. Titman stated yes. Mr. Titman stated the front windows are planned to be 3x6, but 
the windows can be left at 3x5. Ms. Badart asked Staff if the front windows could be resubmitted with 
the door application. Staff agreed.  
 
Mr. Hauser stated that the application can be amended to allow for the rear and side windows to be 
approved as enlarged in the 1:1 Anderson 400 series; the 2 side windows which will be made into a 
larger double window to be a double 3x6. Ms. Tennor asked if the windows would line up. Mr. Titman 
stated yes. Ms. Badart asked about the lowest level of the house. Mr. Titman stated it will be used for an 
accessory room. The windows, which are 3x4, will remain the same. The ceiling is much lower so trying 
to fit in larger windows would not fit or look right. Ms. Stoney suggested doing double windows but 
keeping the same height. Ms. Tennor stated the windows could be the same width as the windows on 
the other floors. Mr. Titman said he could do that.  
 
Mr. Titman asked the Commission about the front of the building. Mr. Hauser stated the Commission is 
considering continuing the application so drawings of the door and windows could be presented later. 
Only a portion of the application would be approved at this time. Mr. Titman stated the door would be 
painted and all the pediments would be removed for now. Mr. Hauser stated that if the work to the 
front of the house is withdrawn, then nothing on the front can be removed; no partial work is being 
approved. The Applicant will need to return with a drawing of the door in relationship to the windows. 
Mr. Hauser stated the whole front can be the Shady Willow color and the trim can be painted white, but 
nothing else can be removed. Mr. Hauser brought up tax credits. Ms. Stoney stated that Staff 
recommended no tax credits for the windows since they are being enlarged and are not in-kind.  
 
Ms. Stoney reviewed the discussion to make sure everyone was on the same page. For Item 1: paint the 
exterior, the new color to be used is Shady Willow. For Item 2: the side and rear windows will be 1:1 at 
the larger size, as well as the 3x6 feet paired double windows; the window on the third level down will 
remain the same height but become a double window to be 3x4 feet. Staff will have the Applicant 
withdraw the request for any work to be done on the front of the building regarding the windows and 
door, except all the trim that can be painted white. For Item 4: all of the trim will be replaced with fiber 
cement product. For Item 5: the gutters and spouts are fine as submitted and Item 6 will be withdrawn.  
 
Mr. Taylor asked the Applicant if he was willing to withdraw Item 6. Mr. Titman stated yes. 
Mr. Taylor asked what else is not being ruled on at the meeting. Ms. Stoney stated part of Item 2 and 
part of Item 3. Mr. Taylor asked if the part of Item 2 and Item 3 deal with the front of the building other 
than painting it white. Ms. Stoney said that was correct. Mr. Taylor asked if there was any confusion in 
Item 2 regarding the size or type of design of windows. Mr. Hauser stated yes. Mr. Hauser asked the 
Applicant if the basement floor side window was included in the total of 18 windows. Mr. Titman 
confirmed that it was included. For the record, Mr. Taylor asked the applicant if he is withdrawing the 
tax credits for the windows but not for any of the other items. Mr. Titman stated yes.  
 
Motion: Mr. Hauser moved to Approve the application as amended, to include: 
1) Item 1: painting of the exterior siding in the new color of Shady Willow. 
2) Item 2: remove 16 deteriorated 6:6 windows on the sides and rear and replace with Anderson 400 

series vinyl-clad wood 1:1 windows, which will be white, in an increased size of 3x6 feet.  
3) Item 3: enlarge most of the windows to 3x6 feet which will include all of the side and rear windows; 

on east side facing the river three double windows will be added with the ground floor having a 
double 3x4 feet 

4) Item 4: replacement of the rotted wood trim around the windows and fascias, and the soffit with 
appropriate trim as per Staff comments to be a fiber cement product.  

5) Item 5: the modern square gutters and downspouts will be replaced with half-round gutters and 
downspouts.  

6) Item 6: is withdrawn and not part of the motion.  
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7) Tax credits will be given for the gutters, trim and painting. In addition, the Applicant will be allowed 
to paint the existing front trim white.  

 
For clarification, Mr. Taylor stated that any items that were not identified in the motion have been 
withdrawn by the Applicant and that the Applicant has agreed to submit a new application. The items 
not identified are not being ruled on at this meeting nor are they being continued. The Applicant agreed. 
Ms. Badart seconded the motion. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
 
#11-42c – 8448 Main Street, Ellicott City, HO-315 
Final tax credit claim. 
Applicant: Erik and Laura Steensen, Lisa Wingate (agent) 
 
Background & Scope of Work: The Applicant has submitted documentation $33,278.00 was spent on 
eligible pre-approved work for a tax credit of $3,328.00.  
 
Staff Comments: The receipts add up to the amount requested and the work complies that pre-
approved. 
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval of $3,328.00 for the final tax credit. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Hauser swore in Erik Steensen. Mr. Hauser asked if there were any additions or 
corrections to the Staff comments. Mr. Steensen said he did not have any comments. The Commission 
had no questions or comments. 
 
Motion: Mr. Hauser moved to Approve the tax credits per Staff recommendation. Ms. Tennor seconded. 
The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
 
#13-13 – 8448 Main Street, Ellicott City, HO-315 
Exterior repairs and alterations. 
Applicant: Erik and Laura Steensen, Lisa Wingate (agent) 
 
Background & Scope of Work: According to MDAT the building dates to 1800. The Applicant has been 
before the Commission for several other cases regarding the repairs and alterations to this house. The 
Applicant proposes to stain the front porch wood bead board ceilings instead of painting the wood 
white. As a second choice finish for the front porch ceilings, the Applicant proposes to paint them a pale 
blue/green, Sherwin Williams ‘Sky High.’ 
 
The Applicant has already been approved in HDC-12-14 (May 2012) to install white half round gutters 
and round downspouts as needed on the whole house and received tax credit pre-approval. The 
Applicant now seeks approval for the option to install the white gutters and downspouts that were 
already approved or to use true copper gutters and downspouts. Staff finds the tax credit would still 
apply because the gutters and downspouts were previously pre-approved and copper would be a 
preferred material. 
 
Staff Comments: Chapter 6.F (page 34) of the Guidelines recommends against, “adding or replacing 
porch features using materials not appropriate to the building’s style. Materials generally not 
appropriate for historic porch replacements include unpainted pressure-treated wood, poured concrete 
and metal.” Chapter 6.F (page 34) recommends, “maintain and repair porches and balconies, including 
flooring, ceilings, railings…that are original or reflect the building’s historic development.” Traditionally 
porch ceiling are painted a light blue or sometimes white, but not left unpainted. The current unpainted 
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wood ceiling looks like it should be flipped to be the decking.  
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval of the option to use copper gutters or downspouts 
and approval of painting the porch ceilings blue or white only. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Steensen has already been sworn in was the previous testimony. Mr. Hauser asked if 
Mr. Steensen had any additional comments. Mr. Steensen said he feels the porch roof would look nice 
with a stain, and does understand the historic objections. Mr. Hauser asked Staff what final color has 
been decided on for the ceiling. Ms. Stoney stated white was previously approved, but blue would also 
work fine. Mr. Hauser asked the Applicant which color is preferred. Mr. Steensen is not sure yet. Mr. 
Hauser asked what is meant by a true copper gutter. Mr. Steensen stated it is just real copper, as 
opposed to a faux copper.  
 
Motion: Mr. Hauser moved to Approve as per Staff recommendations. Ms. Badart seconded. The 
motion was unanimously approved. 
 
 
#13-14 – 8448 Main Street, Ellicott City, HO-315 
Subdivision without demolition 
Applicant: Applicant: Erik and Laura Steensen, Lisa Wingate (agent) 
 
Background & Scope of Work: According to MDAT the building dates to 1800. The barn dates to 2004 
when it was torn down and rebuilt. The Applicant proposes to subdivide the barn parcel from the house 
in order for the barn to be legally used as a dwelling unit for the family. The total acreage of the site 
before subdivision is 1.12 acres. The lot around the barn will be about 6,000 square feet, which is the 
minimum required lot size. All structures will be retained in this subdivision. 
 
Staff Comments: Staff understands the reason why the Applicant proposes to subdivide the property. 
Staff has no objection to the previously approved adaptive re-use of the barn and finds it will be a nice 
addition to the property. Staff is concerned about the future of the property and the situation that the 
subdivided lot could create. The small size of the lot around the barn should protect the parcel from the 
possibility of being over developed in the future if the property is ever to change hands, but it is always 
possible someone could demolish the barn and propose to build a larger structure on the site. 
 
Testimony: This case is before the Commission for Advisory Comments and is located in the historic 
district. Mr. Steensen is already sworn in. Mr. Hauser asked if Mr. Steensen had any additional 
comments. Mr. Steensen stated no. Ms. Badart asked Staff if the owners decided to move away and 
someone else came in and decided to take down the structure and build a larger structure, would the 
County regulations for the footprint prevent this, as the footprint is a narrow strip. Ms. Stoney stated 
because it is so narrow that may save it. Mr. Hauser stated the 6,000 square feet is still the minimum lot 
size so the property would then be under the Historic District as being demolished and relocated. This 
would give the Commission a lot of say on the project as the property is within the Historic District. Mr. 
Hauser asked the Applicant if the subdivision will affect the work to be done with the building. Mr. 
Steensen stated no; everything which was proposed will remain the same. The only difference will be 
interior work. The Commission had no further comments. 
 
 
#13-15 – Mulligans Hill retaining wall (near 3735 St. Paul Street), Ellicott City 
Rebuilt collapsed wall. 
Applicant: Steve Sharar, Howard County Department of Public Works 
 
Background & Scope of Work: Howard County’s Department of Public Works (DPW) proposes to 
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reconstruct the wall at Mulligans Hill Road and St. Paul Street that collapsed during the September 7, 
2011 storms. The wall is located below Dohony Hall, part of the St. Paul’s Church property. After the wall 
collapsed, DPW removed the cars that were crushed and stabilized the wall with tons of rubble around 
the site to keep the wall from further moving and collapsing.  
 
The Department of Public Works now proposes to rebuild the wall with a veneer facing attached to a 
new drilled-in soldier pile wall that closely matches the architectural and aesthetic look of the original 
construction. DPW proposes three options for the new veneer: 

1) Re-use the existing (original) stone facing available on site. 
2) Acquire new stone from a local quarry that best matches the existing (original) stone. 
3) Use a formliner to cast a stone veneer onto the face of the new wall. 

 
The new wall will be constructed east of the original wall and will be located further out onto Mulligan’s 
Hill Lane, where the old head-in parking spots were located along the original wall. Public Works had to 
relocate the new wall further east to eliminate construction conflicts with St. Paul’s Church property and 
to facilitate easier and less costly construction methods. The lower portion of the stone buttress will be 
removed and a drilled-in soldier pile wall constructed. The wall will then be covered in one of the three 
veneer options mentioned above. 
 
Once the wall is completed, the new wall will be shorter than the original wall, but the intent is for the 
veneer to match the original stone as close as possible. Ornamental black iron fencing that is 42 inches 
high, similar to that along the railroad tracks, will be placed along the top of the wall as required by 
County regulations. The fencing will either be the style ‘Hairpin’ or ‘Square Picket.’ Low maintenance 
plantings will be established behind the wall to protect and stabilize the ground slope. 
 
Staff Comments: The section drawing for the new wall shows that there will be a steep slope leading to 
a ditch before the slope turns up again to end at the top of the wall. Staff is concerned this ditch will 
simply be a place for water to accumulate and sit, as there is no drainage plan shown. Staff is also 
concerned about the proposed landscaping plantings, which if not done correctly, could look more like 
weeds. Staff recommends that low lying, non-invasive, native species of ground cover or perennials be 
planted. Staff recommends against using crown vetch, which is invasive or miscanthus grass, which 
often exceeds a reasonable plant height to maintain a neat appearance. 
 
Chapter 9.D (page 68) states, “granite features, especially those visible from the public ways, should be 
preserved with the same attention given to historic buildings. They provide a strong link not only to the 
town’s past but also to its unique topography.” Chapter 9.D (page 70) recommends, “preserve historic 
features, such as retaining walls, freestanding walls, fences, terraces…When possible, reuse the historic 
building’s materials to repair or restore these structures.” While the Department of Public Works has 
included reusing the existing granite as an option, in recent conversations it has became apparent that 
the original granite may be buried too deep under the rubble to obtain. Staff recommends the Applicant 
find another source for granite to use as a veneer for the wall. This would comply with Chapter 9.D 
(page 70) recommendations, “construct new site features using materials compatible with the setting 
and with nearby historic structures, particularly for features visible from a public way.” The wall will 
need to be replaced in granite as it is a highly visible wall. Additionally, as the wall wraps to St. Paul 
Street, it is granite so the new wall would tie in with the remaining historic wall. It is only further up St. 
Paul Street that the modern formliner is seen. Along Mulligan’s Hill Lane, the neighboring building is 
granite, as is Dohony Hall above on the hill. A non-granite wall would be highly noticeable next to these 
original granite buildings and clearly be seen as a fake stone. 
 
Chapter 9 ( page 69-70) explains that “historic metal fences found in the historic district include wrought 
iron fences, the ornate cast iron fences that became common in the 1840s, and the simple metal fencing 
found along the railroad line…New fences that emulate these older metal fences are appropriate for 
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many areas of the historic district.” The proposed iron fencing complies with Chapter 9.D (page 70) 
recommendations, “install opening fencing, generally not more than five feet high, of wood or dark 
metal.” 
 
The neighboring historic building on Mulligans Hill Lane will be blocked by the new wall. It appears the 
wall will block off the entire side of that building, which includes two windows. Staff would like to see 
more information regarding the treatment of this historic building. 
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval of the reconstruction of the stone wall contingent 
upon: 

1) An approved landscape plan using non-invasive native plants. 
2) A drainage plan that shows how the “ditch” in the wall will handle water, directing it away from 

the wall. 
3) A veneer only using real granite on the wall, to be similar to the remaining wall on St. Paul Street 

and existing buildings visible from Mulligan’s Hill Lane. 
4) More information regarding the treatment of the neighboring historic building. 

 
Testimony: Mr. Hauser swore in Jay Steimetz, Joanne Tongson, Bill Geschrei, Jeff Basford, and Steve 
Sharar. Mr. Hauser asked if there were any additions or corrections to the Staff comments. Mr. Steimetz 
said they brought a plan to show some of the landscaping that has been addressed. Drainage will be 
built behind the wall and inlets built into the ditch. The drains will tie it into the existing drain that runs 
down St. Paul Street and across the railroad. Before continuing, Mr. Hauser asked the public attendees if 
anyone would be speaking in opposition to the application. Mr. Taylor suggested anyone who wishes to 
speak in opposition should be sworn in now so they can come up when called and state their comments. 
Mr. Hauser swore in Ed Lilley, representing Ellicott City Restoration Foundation (ECRF), who opposed a 
formstone or veneer that was not a real granite material for the visible surface of the wall.  
 
Mr. Steimetz stated that obtaining enough of the existing stone to re-use may not be possible as the 
stone is buried under the rubble. The landscape architect has had extensive conversations with a local 
stone mason regarding obtaining stones. Mr. Hauser asked if the intent is to try and replicate the 
original wall size and layout. Mr. Steimetz stated the intent is to try and replicate where the new wall 
will tie into the existing wall on both sides. Mr. Hauser asked if the wall will be a non-pattern wall like 
the other walls. Mr. Steimetz stated yes. Mr. Hauser asked what type of process will be used. Mr. 
Steimetz explained that grout will be injected into the existing rubble to solidity the rubble. A portion of 
the fill below it will be removed. Holes will then be drilled for the H-piles to be inserted, pre-cast panels 
will be placed between them and then raised up to tie into the existing building. The process will be a 
two stage process. After this part is finished, the stone veneer would be installed. Mr. Hauser asked how 
the footprint changes. Mr. Steimetz stated the footprint moves out so the new wall would basically line 
up with the front face of the Tattoo Parlor in the neighboring stone building. The height would be 
approximately the same as the front of the stone building, approximately 12 feet.  
 
Ms. Tennor asked for information about the mortar being injected into the wall. Mr. Steimetz stated 
there is a machine which drills into the fill pile to inject the mortar. There just needs to be enough 
mortar to stabilize so the portion that needs to be removed can be done. Mr. Crozier asked for 
information about the original alignment of the wall versus the new arrangement. Mr. Steimetz stated 
the difference is around 10 to 12 feet and that the new wall will be where the parking spaces existed. 
Mr. Crozier asked how high the new wall will be once built. Mr. Steimetz stated the original wall was 20 
feet high and the new wall will be roughly half that, around 7 to 19 feet as it changes grade. Mr. Crozier 
made a suggestion to make the wall shorter and plant landscaping on top of it. This would help make 
the landscape part of the hillside and not just hang over the wall.  
 
Jeff Basford stated the main goal is to protect the Dohony Hall, and moving the wall farther out will 
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provide the most protection for the main building. If the wall was moved closer to the building, the 
excavation support needed to install the new wall becomes more risky for the building. Mr. Steimetz 
stated many different alternatives were discussed to attempt to put the wall back in its original position, 
but all the alternatives would require permanent easements on the church property, which would limit 
the church on future options with their land. Mr. Hauser asked if there is any damage at this time to 
either the church building or neighboring stone building. Mr. Steimetz said there is no damage at this 
time.  
 
Mr. Hauser asked how the mortar injected behind the wall will affect the ability for water to come back 
out. Mr. Basford stated the grouting program will be specified as a low strength sand mix so there will 
be some permeability to it. Mr. Crozier asked if there is any interception at the top of the slope to pick 
up water before the water goes down the face of the slope. Mr. Basford stated no; there is a drainage 
swale planned for the top. Mr. Crozier clarified that the drainage from the church building will be caught 
by the swale before going down the hill. Mr. Basford stated correct. Mr. Crozier asked if the maximum 
height for the wall will be 7 feet. Mr. Steimetz stated 7 feet will be the lowest height along St. Paul 
Street. Ms. Tennor asked what the highest point in the wall would be. Mr. Basford said the highest point 
of the wall will be 19 feet which ties back at the corner where the tattoo parlor is located. Mr. Steimetz 
stated the majority of the wall will be 12 feet high; when the wall reaches back up to the tattoo parlor 
then it becomes higher. Mr. Crozier stated that form stone should not be used; the original stone should 
be used if there is enough. Mr. Steimetz stated that it will not be known if there is enough stone until 
the portions of the wall remaining are taken down. The stone on the portion of the wall that collapsed is 
buried under the rubble and will remain buried.  
 
Ms. Tennor asked about the gauges that are on some wall cracks and when they were installed. Mr. 
Steimetz stated the gauges were installed right after the collapsed. Gauges were also installed on the 
building to make sure there was no movement. Ms. Tennor asked if there were any stability concerns 
about the original wall while the new wall is being built.  Mr. Steimetz said there are no concerns. He 
explained that tying the new wall into the remaining original wall will stabilize the old wall. Mr. Crozier 
asked how close to the church building property line the wall will be. Mr. Steimetz stated the property 
line was just behind the original wall, so everything that will be done, other than the slope work, is on 
County property. Ms. Tongson explained that at least 2 foot of soil will be placed on top of the wall so 
there would not be any exposed fill showing. The slope would then be planted. Mr. Crozier asked if the 
new quarry stone is proposed for use. Mr. Steimetz stated yes. Mr. Crozier clarified the way the 
structure will be built panels will not show up. Mr. Steimetz stated correct. Ms. Tongson stated that 
there will be at least one expansion joint along the longest length and will be expressed through the 
stone. The original wall did not contain any expansion joints. Mr. Steimetz stated the steel support and 
concrete panels will not be visible.  
 
Mr. Hauser asked if any public attendees would like to comment. Ed Lilley stated that ECRF’s concern 
was if the final product would be veneer, stone or actual blocks of granite. Mr. Lilley stated the 
Foundation is in favor of granite and not veneer. Mr. Hauser stated no matter how big the stone is there 
will still be a veneer on the concrete wall. Mr. Steimetz stated it will be real stone, as opposed to form 
work on a concrete wall. Mr. Steimetz explained the fencing and said the church has stated they would 
prefer the rounded and not the spike style to prevent anyone from being injured from the spikes. Dan 
Bennett asked once the final design is done will it be submitted back to the Commission. Mr. Steimetz 
stated yes that can be done. Ms. Stoney asked if any thought has been given to the neighboring building 
in terms of any damage during construction. Mr. Steimetz stated conversations have been held with the 
owner and the business owner. The goal is to move the wall further away from the building and then 
come out at a 45 degree angle, rather than coming straight out and turning it. This would be more 
preferable for the owner. The only concern is any openings that are created would be an attraction to 
people after the bars closed. An option being considered is to make a planter area in the openings and 
also place a fence so that no one can get in, and giving the shop owners access.  
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Motion: Mr. Hauser moved to Approve the application as per Staff recommendations. An approved 
landscape plan and a final height drawing are to be submitted to Staff. A real granite surface will be used 
to match the existing walls. Information regarding treatment of the neighboring historic building will be 
submitted to Staff which may include the planting and fenced area next to the tattoo parlor. Mr. Taylor 
asked Mr. Hauser to clarify if the landscape plan and height drawing are to be submitted to Staff, or to 
submit for Staff approval. Mr. Hauser stated they are to be submitted for Staff approval; the information 
does not need to return to the Commission. Ms. Tennor seconded. The motion was unanimously 
approved. 
 
 
#13-16 – 8170 Baltimore National Pike, HO-891 
Subdivision with demolition. 
Applicant: Abdollah Shams Pirzadeh 
 
Background & Scope of Work: According to MDAT, the structures date to 1899. This property is listed 
on the Historic Sites Inventory as HO-891, Chestnut Hill. The Applicant proposes to demolish the existing 
historic structures and subdivide the property into four lots. The lots will be an addition to a previous 
neighboring subdivision. The lots will be accessed by a proposed 24 foot private use-in-common 
driveway that will branch off a road in the neighboring subdivision.  
 
Staff Comments: The County Architectural Historian thinks the property could be added to the National 
Register of Historic Places, based on the history of the property and the number of buildings that 
currently exist on-site. If the property was listed on the National Register the owner would be eligible for 
the state tax credits to rehabilitate the structures, in addition to the County’s 10% tax credit. 
 
The property is in fair condition, but parts have been exposed to the elements over the years and not 
properly sealed up. The main house is a 2 ½ story, three-bay by two-bay frame structure with a rubble 
stone foundation, asbestos shingle siding and a gable roof with standing seam metal and an east-west 
ridge. There is an older rubble stone house attached behind the frame house. The frame section was 
added to the stone section in 1879 and became the new front of the house. From the exterior the stone 
portion of the house and mortar joints appear in good condition. The interior is in fair condition, but as 
mentioned above, has been left exposed to the elements which has allowed parts of the structure to 
deteriorate. However, Staff has spent several days inside the structure documenting it and finds that it 
could be restored.  
 
There are also several significant outbuildings on the property. The carriage house is a 1 ½ story two-bay 
by one-bay frame structure with German siding. There is a springhouse which is banked into a hill. East 
of the springhouse is a 1 ½ story stone outbuilding that is surrounded by a bamboo forest. There is a 
wagon shed/corncrib that is located about 100 feet away from the main house. East of the wagon shed 
is a 1 ½ story log granary with a rubble stone foundation. The last outbuilding on the property is a 
modern one-story stable built on a rubble stone foundation.  
 
Staff recommends the property be fixed up and sold, utilizing tax credits. If done well, it could generate 
similar income to the sale of four lots, while retaining the important historic structures. The outbuildings 
could provide needed shed and storage space, artist studio/office space, a pool house, or serve as a nice 
backdrop to a patio, garden or pool. 
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends the Applicant consider an alternative plan to save the 
historic structures and finds the demolition of the structures will negatively impact the neighborhood 
and a piece of Howard County History. 
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Testimony: The comments for this case are advisory because it is not located in the historic district. The 
Applicant was not in attendance. Mr. Hauser swore in Stephanie Tuite of Fisher, Collins and Carter to 
answer any questions. Mr. Hauser stated the property is not in the historic district, but the building is a 
remarkable historic structure. Mr. Tennor asked Ms. Stoney to explain how a structure is put on the 
National Register of Historic Places. Ms. Stoney said Ken Short would submit a nomination to the 
Maryland Historical Trust and provide documentation about the property regarding the history and 
architecture. The MHT would review the information and make a decision. Mr. Hauser asked about how 
long the process takes. Ms. Stoney said she did not know, but it could possibly take up to a year. Mr. 
Hauser stated, after looking at the house, he agrees with Staff that the house could be restored. Mr. 
Hauser said all the stone buildings and main house should be kept.  
 
Mr. Hauser swore in Selwyn Barnun and Matthew Lancelotta. Mr. Barnun stated he supports the Staff 
recommendation to keep the buildings and does not want to see them demolished. Mr. Lancelotta 
agrees and also supports the Staff recommendation. He would prefer to see the structure kept and not 
have any demolition take place. Ms. Stoney stated there should be a pre-submission community 
meeting in the future and comments can be made at that time as well. Mr. Hauser stated that the case 
is for Advisory Comments on both the subdivision and demolition and wanted to clarify if the neighbors 
are in opposition to the subdivision and the demolition or just to the demolition. The neighbors stated 
they are in opposition to both the subdivision and demolition.  
 
Mr. Hauser stated even though the Commission has allowed some demolition in the past of historic 
structures, the structures in this case are very different and losing them would be a great loss to the 
County. Ms. Tennor agrees. Ms. Stoney asked the Commission to consider if there is a possibility to 
rework the plan to utilize the existing structures to incorporate into the subdivision. Ms. Stoney 
commented that realistically this property would be subdivided. Mr. Shad stated he is also against any 
demolition, especially if the structure can be saved and renovated. The way the structure is sitting on 
the property, Mr. Shad does not feel lots can be developed around it. The structure would take up too 
much space to have enough left to develop other lots. Mr. Shad is opposed to any demolition of such a 
significant structure. Ms. Tennor cannot see how a relationship could be provided between the house 
and the other structures and be maintained. The house and other structures are part of the historic 
character of the site. Subdivision might be done to provide a single lot but there would be an 
encroachment on the current façade of the building.  
 
Mr. Crozier said the development needs to be more sensitive by paying attention to what is already in 
place. He explained that the current plan shows a typical subdivision into four equal squares with the 
historic structures demolished. Mr. Crozier stated the proposed plan is out of character with the rest of 
the neighborhood. There are privacy relationships which the residents expect versus what will happen 
with the orientation of the new lots. This issue should not be found anywhere when a neighborhood has 
this type a character to work with, and the historic house does have value to it. Mr. Crozier suggested 
preserving as much as is possible and examining the historic buildings further. He suggested removing 
the historic house if necessary and building a new residence, but keeping the outbuildings to mix the old 
and new. Mr. Crozier said the 4 lot subdivision should not be done, but incorporate 1 or 2 lots by doing a 
new layout or just keep the one lot and keep the historic buildings. Mr. Crozier would rather see a 
mixing of the new and old to be more sensitive to the neighborhood and its character. Ms. Badart would 
like to either see the house saved or to build onto the part of the house that can be saved. Ms. Badart 
agrees that the 4 proposed lots are not in keeping with the neighborhood, but if the subdivision does 
occur, she would like to see as much of the old structures used as possible. Mr. Hauser recommended 
retaining the main house, including the spring foundation, all the stone structures and the barn, and to 
restore the frame structure on the main house.  
 
Mr. Hauser asked Ms. Tuite if she had anything to add. Ms. Tuite asked the Commission to clarify which 
barn structure is being referred to, as the barn structure is not part of the property. Ms. Stoney 
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confirmed that the barn is not on the property. The barn had been part of the property, but was sold to 
the State and became State parkland. Ms. Tuite wanted to clarify there are several structures on the 
property. One structure is missing a side and there is one structure which is not stone and is leaning. The 
structure, which is separate from the main house, is deteriorated on the inside.  
 
Mr. Crozier stated he would like to see a more detailed survey requesting additional details to specimen 
trees. Mr. Hauser said that a notation should be made, even though these are Advisory Comments, that 
there is a unanimous agreement by the Commission against the demolition. Mr. Taylor stated that a 
motion could be made to that affect to make it clear that the Commission is unanimously against the 
demolition. Mr. Crozier pointed out in order to object to the demolition, there also needs to be a strong 
objection to the subdivision. The Commission needs to object to the 4 lots as drawn, and the historic 
buildings on the property need to be preserved as best as possible. The motion should carry through to 
the next future meeting and show that the Commission does object to the demolition and subdivision. 
 
Motion: Mr. Hauser moved to present a motion to the Planning Board that the Commission opposes the 
subdivision and is strongly opposed to the demolition of the historic structure. Ms. Tennor seconded. 
The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
 
#13-17 – 3538 Church Road, Ellicott City  
Subdivision with demolition. 
Applicant: Stephanie Tuite 
 
Background & Scope of Work: According to MDAT the principal building dates to 1937. There are three 
other structures on the property, including a small cottage house, a shed and a barn. The property is 8.5 
acres. The Applicant proposes to demolish all existing structures and create a 15 lot subdivision that will 
consist of 14 buildable lots and 1 open space lot. There will be 9 houses fronting Church Road, with 
driveway access directly to Church Road. There will be two additional driveways coming off Church 
Road, for a total of 11 curb cuts, to serve 5 flag lots. The open space Lot 15 will be 4.78 acres. 
 
Staff Comments: The current application is for Advisory Comments for the subdivision and lot layout of 
the property. However, the Applicant will have to return in the future with an Application for Certificate 
of Approval to demolish the structures and the structures that will be built in their place. The application 
for demolition must include evidence as to why the structures need to be demolished. This process is 
explained more in depth in Section 300 of the Rules of Procedure. However, while two of the structures 
have clearly been neglected over the years and do not appear structurally sound, the cottage and main 
house appear in good condition. The main house is still being lived in. As such, is it highly unlikely that 
the demolition of the main house will be approved, in which case the site plan will need to be amended 
and return for a second round of Advisory Comments from the Commission.  
 
At the time that the site plan has been finalized and approved by the Department of Planning and 
Zoning, the Applicant will need to return to the Historic District Commission. As stated above, the 
Applicant will then present plans for the demolition of the existing buildings and construction of the new 
buildings. However, due to the number of buildings that are proposed for construction, Staff 
recommends they be submitted in batches and not all at once. This application process can be discussed 
with the Applicant at a later date. 
 
The proposed site plans shows lots that are approximately 10,000 square feet, which is significantly 
smaller than any other lot on Church Road. The density is higher than the rest of the neighborhood and 
the recently developed Woods of Park Place across the street. The number of curb cuts and driveways 
branching onto Church Road is also unusual for the street, degrading the integrity of the neighborhood 
and streetscape. There are also five flag lots in the plan, which is not a common development pattern in 
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the historic district. 
 
There are a number of large specimen trees on the site. These will need to be identified as to which are 
to remain and which will come down for the new development. Staff would like to see as many trees 
retained as possible. If too many specimen trees are removed, it will further change the landscape of the 
historic district. Chapter 9.B of the Guidelines recommends, “retain mature trees and shrubs. Provide for 
their replacement when necessary” and “retain landscaping pattern that reflect the historic 
development of the property.” Church Road is also listed as a County Scenic Road. This development will 
further change the character and integrity of the road, which has been altered since the development of 
the Woods of Park Place. 
 
Staff recommends the size of the lots be increased and the number of lots be decreased. It is important 
to remember for the future construction of the lots that front loading garages are not recommended or 
common in the historic district, especially on this street. Chapter 9.D of the Guidelines recommends 
against “new driveways, parking areas, walkways, terraces or other features that substantially alter the 
setting of a historic building.” The eleven proposed driveways will substantially alter the appearance of 
the streetscape. Additionally, Chapter 11.B recommends, “where needed, install new residential 
driveways that are narrow (one lane) and follow the contours of the site to minimize the need for 
clearing and grading. If possible, locate off-street parking spaces in side or rear yards.” Any new garages 
should resemble those built across the street at the Woods of Park Place, which tend to be detached 
side or rear garages. The size of the proposed lots do not appear large enough to accommodate this. 
 
The architecture of the new homes should also resemble the Woods of Park Place, which was designed 
to fit in with the traditional architecture of the neighborhood. Common features on the exterior of 
homes should be front porches, simple roof lines, traditional buildings materials, and simple facades. 
The front and side facades should use consistent materials and should have a minimum number of 
siding materials, generally no more than two, such a wood or fiber cement siding, with a stone faced 
foundation. If the two neighborhoods resemble each other, it will look like a cohesive development, 
which would help it to look less obtrusive on the streetscape. However, the trees that were planted at 
the Woods of Park Place are inadequate and have not matured. Larger caliper trees will need to be 
planted in this proposed development, so that they will mature and enhance the streetscape. 
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends the lots be redesigned to keep the historic main house and 
possibly the historic cottage house. The redesign should also include larger lot sizes to allow for side and 
rear detached garages and to keep large specimen trees. 
 
Testimony: This case is for Advisory Comments for a subdivision located in the Ellicott City Historic 
District. Stephanie Tuite has already been sworn in. Mr. Hauser asked if there are any corrections to the 
Staff comments. Ms. Tuite said that a comment was made that the lots were smaller than the Woods of 
Park Place development. She said that the Woods at Park Place also has some lots which are even 
smaller or of the same size as the proposed lots. She also said that in regard to the comment about 11 
new curb cuts, there is actually no curb, but 11 driveways will have access onto the road. She said the 
comments mention flag lots and said that even though it is not technically a flag lot, there is an access 
easement across the side of the proposed property for the benefit of three other properties. This will 
function as a use-in-common driveway like a flag lot.  
 
Before continuing, Mr. Hauser informed the public who wishes to speak on the case that each person 
will be limited to 3 minutes each, and to not be repetitive in their comments. Mr. Hauser asked Counsel 
if the best way would be to let the Applicant speak about additions to the Staff comments, then have 
public comment, and afterwards the Commission will deliberate. Counsel stated this process sounded 
fine. Staff agreed also.  
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Mr. Hauser asked if there were any additions to the Staff comments. Ms. Tuite addressed the 
recommendation which was made about locating specimen trees. This issue has been addressed and the 
trees do appear on the plan. Ms. Tuite explained the trees marked as ‘orange’ are the trees in poor 
condition; ‘green’ being the trees in the best condition; and ‘yellow’ being the trees in fair condition. The 
majority of specimen trees out of the 43 that were identified are within the open space. All of the trees 
in poor condition are located in the lots and are proposed to be removed. Ms. Tuite stated certain 
considerations can be made to the locations of the driveways to save some of the trees to prevent 
removing them. Regarding garages, Ms. Tuite said that there are a variety of house types in the 
neighborhood that have some detached garages and some have rear loading garages. She said there are 
also a number of homes without garages and some that do have front loading garages. She said that 
since there is such a varied style, having a front load or side load garage does not make one better than 
the other.  
 
Ms. Stoney wanted to point out that the Guidelines state that ‘removing lives trees with a diameter of 
12 inches and greater, 4 ½ feet above the ground level, requires a Certificate of Approval’. The specimen 
tree plan sited 30 inches or greater so if there are other trees which fit this description that have not 
been identified, these trees will need to be identified later for the Certificate of Approval.  
 
Mr. Crozier asked if there were any photos or details of the site. Ms. Tuite stated at this time the 
development for the subdivision is just in process. There has not been a builder selected, or any style of 
the house or materials selected. The information will need to come back on the site development plan 
for review. Mr. Hauser asked if the Commission had any pertinent questions before opening up for the 
public. Ms. Badart feels the big issue is the existing structures. Ms. Badart asked why the structure needs 
to be demolished. Ms. Tuite stated the developer informed her that the structure was not in the best 
condition. Ms. Tuite has not seen the structure herself.  
 
Mr. Hauser opened the floor for public comment.  
 
Mr. Hauser swore in John Russell, the President of the Woods of Park Place Homeowners Association. 
Mr. Russell explained that he was speaking for a number of the neighborhood residents who are also 
attending. The Woods of Park Place is directly across the street from the proposed development and 
occupies the same amount of frontage on Church Road as the proposed development would. Mr. Russell 
is voicing the HOA’s opposition of the proposed development and demolition of the historic structures. 
The HOA agrees with Staff’s objections and would like to emphasize three points. First, the number and 
the size of lots and the density of the lots is not in keeping with the other residential lots of Church 
Road, which are very large and the homes are set far back. The second point is about the driveways. The 
proposed plan shows 11 entrances on Church Road; by contrast, the Woods at Park Place has 15 homes 
with only 2 entrances on Church Road. Most of the homes are set far back on flag lots and the smaller 
lots do not face Church Road. The larger lots face Church Road with a large front lawn, which gives a real 
expansive view and feel to the neighborhood. The third point is about trees. Church Road is a street of 
mature and historic trees and was once the tree-lined driveway of historic Linwood Mansion. The Lacey 
property has many mature trees marked for removal and will significantly decrease the existing tree 
canopy. Mr. Russell specifically addressed the Commission and stated the ‘tree attack’ on Church Road 
needs to be stopped. He explained that trees were removed for Linwood School to connect to the sewer 
line. Mr. Russell asked to submit, for the record, two photographs showing the existing trees before the 
sewer line was installed and the area after the trees were removed.  
 
Mr. Taylor stated that the photographs submitted by the witness should be marked as Exhibit 1 as 
placed in the file for permanent record. Mr. Taylor also commented that since a number of the public 
may be represented by one speaker and only a few may wish to speak, the Commission can extend the 
comment time to 5 minutes if they wish. 
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Mr. Russell stated the development is not in keeping with the historic and scenic nature of the road. 
Church Road is designated a scenic road. This is a very historic area of Church Road, and the area has a 
beautiful and quiet nature.  
 
Mr. Taylor stated that a written question from the audience has been received. It read, “Stephanie did 
not verbally answer the question of who was living there. Can the record reflect her oral response, 
which was yes.” Mr. Taylor asked if this is accurate. Mr. Hauser said Ms. Tuite did state someone is living 
there. Mr. Taylor confirmed that someone is living on the site which is proposed for development.  
 
Ed Lilley, representing the Ellicott City Restoration Foundation, stated the Foundation wishes to go on 
record as opposed to the demolition of the cottage and the main house on the property. The structures 
should be restored, refurbished and historic tax credits should be used. The Foundation expressed 
concern over the negative impact that the addition of any size subdivision would have on the 
surrounding community. This would adversely alter the character of the area and affect the scenic road 
designation. Mr. Hauser asked which specific structures Mr. Lilley is opposed to having demolished. Mr. 
Lilley clarified the cottage and main house. Mr. Taylor stated to let the record show that Mr. Lilley is 
sworn in from his previous testimony. 
 
Mr. Hauser swore in Frank Todd Taylor, Jr. Mr. Frank Todd Taylor stated his family has resided on Church 
Road for over 100 years. Mr. Frank Todd Taylor stated his concern is that the historic nature has been 
lost on Old Columbia Pike and it is no longer historic. The same has happened on College Avenue and 
the historic nature is lost. He explained that Church Road is the only area left in Ellicott City which still 
retains the historic look. The point is not that the neighborhood opposes development, just do not 
demolish what already exists and is useful. 
 
Mr. Hauser swore in Gary Maule. Mr. Maule supports the Staff comments. Mr. Maule passed out a copy 
of his written comments. Mr. Hauser asked Counsel if these comments are entered as Exhibit 2. Mr. 
Taylor stated yes. Mr. Maule stated one impact to Church Road is the small and narrow lot size. The 
narrow lot size will make the garage integral with the building. When viewing the 11 units going down 
Church Road, there will also be a view of 18 to 22 garage doors. He said that a pedestrian walking down 
Church Road will view this as a ‘parking lot’ because of the narrow setbacks; at certain times during the 
week there will be vehicles sitting out and not in the garage. This will be a problem for traffic along 
Church Road. Mr. Maule stated there is a lot of pedestrian and bike traffic on Church Road, many 
families are out with small children, and people walking their dogs. The number of driveways will not 
only visually interfere with the road, but physically it is also a safety issue. The setbacks need to be more 
generous. He thought the present setback has probably been determined because of the sewer line. The 
buildings could be pushed back from Church Road, go down the hill, and still have gravity feed for the 
sewers. Mr. Maule does not think the sewer line should be used as a reason for needing a shorter 
setback. Another concern is when there are so many driveways and garages, the number of utility boxes 
will increase, which adds to the clutter along the road. Smaller lot development would be more 
pertinent to the lower part of Church Road in the urban part of Ellicott City. There is a lot of open space 
shown but it is not accessible to Church Road. Mr. Maule explained that open space is important for 
environmental reasons, but is also a recreational opportunity. When open space is landlocked, it does 
not allow more access for the larger community.  
 
Mr. Hauser swore in Gary Segal. Mr. Segal wanted to clarify a remark made earlier about lot sizes. In 
context, the remark is correct about Deanwood Avenue having smaller lots. Mr. Segal stated he lead the 
opposition against the Woods at Park Place. When the Woods at Park Place was in development, one of 
the compromises is that the lots which abutted Church Road needed to be larger, and the lots off of 
Church Road could be smaller, to maintain the character of Church Road. Mr. Segal stated this is not 
evident in the current plan. Second, Mr. Segal stated there have been homes in the area which were in 
far worse shape and were renovated. Regarding garages, the Woods at Park Place was required to have 
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the garage on the secondary elevation so the house was dominate. If the garage was front facing, it was 
located behind the house. Mr. Segal would like the Commission to make a strong and concise motion 
that will be on record, such as was done in the previous case. 
 
Mr. Hauser swore in Robert Moore. Mr. Moore would like to see the size of the lots increased, especially 
the lots bordering Church Road. Mr. Moore mentioned the strip of County owned property at the rear of 
the property. He suggested the developer see if the County would give them an easement to build a 
road directly out to Court House Drive instead of increasing the traffic on Church Road. Mr. Moore does 
not like the plan as presented and wants to see something which mirrors the Woods at Park Place.  
 
Mr. Hauser asked the Commission for their comments. 
 
Mr. Crozier asked where the project was in the submission process. Mr. Hauser stated the project is still 
at the point of any submission which has to come before the HDC for advisory comments before 
continuing on. One of the residents stated there is a pre-submission community meeting scheduled for 
the end of April on this project. Mr. Crozier stated there is a tree line running through Lot 10 going 
through the middle of the house footprint. Mr. Crozier asked what the tree line represents. Ms. Tuite 
stated the tree line shown, which starts at Lot 14, going west on the road, and going to about Lot 8, will 
have portions of the trees cut back. Ms. Tuite had not brought up the tree line, but only the trees which 
had been identified are 30 inches and greater, which is regulated by the State. Mr. Crozier clarified that 
the real tree line will be in the back of the property; the remainder of the trees between Church Road 
and running between Lot 10 will probably be eliminated. This will be a major de-forestation. Mr. Crozier 
brought up Mr. Maule’s comment about the open space that does not have public access. Ms. Tuite 
stated there is public access on both sides of the lot. There is a minimum of 30 feet on both sides of Lot 
14 and Lot 1; part of the 30 foot that is left is in an access easement to the neighboring property. Ms. 
Tuite stated there are houses in the back which are served by an easement across the corner of the 
property. The sections have open space on both sides, so it is not landlocked. Ms. Tuite pointed out that 
consideration is given to each tree removed, but the small section of trees being removed is small in 
comparison to the total amount being retained. Mr. Crozier asked if the developer has any plans at this 
time for providing a bicycle path to go back into the property. Ms. Tuite stated not at this time. 
 
 Mr. Crozier stated the subdivision plan is not good. He said that all the driveways and garages on the 
lots are on the same side of the house. The subdivision does not reflect anything in the neighborhood 
and character of the area. Ms. Tuite pointed out that this is just a conceptual drawing showing the 
generic house size; there will be a site development plan later which will have much more detail to it. 
Mr. Crozier stated the plan should be rejected. He said the issues are that the lots are cookie-cutters, 
too many trees are proposed to be removed, the open space has no intention of having public amenities 
or public development, and all the houses are the same with no character. Mr. Crozier agrees with Staff 
that there are too many lots. The plan is not conducive to Howard County good planning practices and it 
has little value to the existing community.   
 
Mr. Shad agrees with Mr. Crozier’s comments and has nothing to add. Ms. Tennor stated the feel of the 
road is so scenic, but there is nothing scenic about what is proposed. She said it is totally out of 
character. Ms. Tennor agrees with both Staff and Mr. Crozier’s comments that there are too many lots 
that are too close to the road and too many driveways.  Ms. Badart agrees with all the comments. There 
are too many small cookie-cutter lots. 
 
Mr. Hauser read some information into the record from the Guidelines, Chapter 8, Section D.  
‘Property owners who are subdividing land should seek comments from the Historic District Commission 
before the final subdivision plan is approved and recorded in the County Land Records. The advisory 
comments made by the Commission will alert the property owners to the issues they may face when 
applying for Certificates of Approval after the subdivision is recorded and will enable them to plan for 
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improvements in a manner sensitive to the Historic District.’ 
 
Mr. Hauser brought this up due to the previous project of the Woods of Park Place and the long time 
battle over the subdivision. This project ended up with something totally different than what was 
planned and everyone is now happy with it. Mr. Hauser explained that going up Church Road there are 
big houses on big lots, and then the smaller lots at the Woods at Park Place which is the leniency for 
new construction. He said that the current proposed plan is a drastic reduction; there are 9 houses 
facing 5 houses. The density is entirely too much for Church Road. He said the small lots proposed 
should be up at the west end on Main Street, not on Church Road. The lots are too small for large 
houses and the houses would be too close together. Mr. Hauser does not agree that the main house 
could be demolished; the house is historic and in good shape. He suggested Deanwood be extended 
across the street with a reduction in density. Mr. Hauser stated the main building should not be 
demolished and the density needs to be reduced. He said the current plan would change the character 
of the road permanently and building back farther would greatly affect Court House Drive. Mr. Hauser 
brought up the stormwater drainage and explained that the drainage pipe which runs under Court 
House Drive, thru Mr. Hauser’s property, and to the new development on Fels Lane is already over 
capacity.  
 
John Russell stated there is no retention pond showing the plan. The Woods at Park Place has a large 
retention pond which was required. Mr. Russell is also concerned about the quality of construction and 
the design. It should be expected to be the same standard as was used for the Woods at Park Place.  
 
Ms. Tuite stated when the Woods at Park Place was constructed retention ponds were allowed. The 
requirement now is for smaller drainage areas with smaller treatments for each drainage area. She said 
that rather than have one large retention pond, there will be small pockets of treatments. No drainage 
or stormwater management has been proposed at this time. 
 
For the motion, Ms. Stoney requested the Commission reference that the advisory comments and the 
site design will later affect what can be approved for construction. Mr. Taylor stated that the comments 
made by the Commission members are part of the record, will be part of the minutes, and will be part of 
the comments which are sent to the Department of Planning and Zoning. The motion is to reiterate the 
Commission’s overall consensus, if the vote is unanimous for the motion. 
 
Motion: Ms. Tennor stated the Commission is unanimous in their endorsement of the Staff 
recommendations that the lots be redesigned to retain the historic main house. The redesign should 
include larger lots and lower density and retain the large specimen trees to reduce the number of 
driveways facing Church Road in an effort to maintain the character of Church Road as it exist today. Mr. 
Hauser seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
 
#11-37c – 6001 Old Lawyers Hill Road 
Final tax credit claim. 
Applicant: Nicholas and Lisa Badart 
 
Background & Scope of Work: The Applicant has submitted documentation that $80,249.00 was spent 
on eligible pre-approved work to replace the roof and structural issues that resulted from a tree 
crushing the house during the August 28, 2011 storms from Hurricane Irene. The Applicant seeks 
$8,024.90 in final tax credits. 
 
Staff Comments: The receipts add up to the requested amount and the work complies with that pre-
approved. 
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Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends of $8,024.90 for the final tax credit. 
 
Ms. Badart recused herself from the case. Mr. Taylor said to let the record show that Ms. Badart did 
recuse herself from this case. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Hauser swore in Lisa Badart. Ms. Tennor asked what is being shown in the pictures 
which Ms. Badart submitted. Ms. Badart explained there is a new block wall. When work started on the 
house to demolish the portion of the upstairs and the front part of the building, it was discovered that 
the foundation underneath was extremely rotted, so the foundation needed to be excavated and 
replaced with a new one. Water damage over the years was the main problem, but the engineers would 
not sign off on any work going forward until the foundation was fixed. A similar problem, but to a lesser 
degree, was discovered on the other end on the house on the front.  
 
Motion: Mr. Shad moved to Approve per Staff recommendations. Mr. Hauser seconded. All approved 
unanimously. 
 
 
Mr. Hauser moved to adjourn the meeting. Ms. Tennor seconded. The meeting was adjourned at 10:25 
p.m.  
 
 
*Chapter and page references are from the Ellicott City or Lawyers Hill Historic District Design 
Guidelines. 
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May Minutes 

 
The fourth regular meeting for the year 2013 of the Historic District Commission was held on Thursday, 
May 2, 2013 in the C. Vernon Gray Room located at 3430 Court House Drive, Ellicott City, Maryland. 
 
Members present:  Joseph Hauser, Chair; Sam Crozier, Vice-Chair; Lisa Badart; Eileen Tennor and 

Allan Shad 
 
Members absent: None 
 
Staff present:  Samantha Stoney, Beth Burgess, Dan Bennett, Lewis Taylor, and  
 Carol Stirn 
 
Chairman Joseph Hauser opened the meeting at 7:00 p.m. with a statement explaining the process and 
rules of the meeting. Mr. Hauser moved to Approve the April 4, 2013 minutes with a couple of minor 
changes. Eileen Tennor seconded. The motion was unanimously approved.  
 
PLANS FOR APPROVAL 
 

1. #13-18 – 8307 and 8321 Main Street, Ellicott City 
2. #13-19 – 8156 Main Street, Ellicott City 
3. #13-20 – 9318 Old Scaggsville Road, Laurel 
4. #13-21 – 3744 & 3748 Old Columbia Pike, Ellicott City 
5. #13-22 – 8337-8339 Court Avenue, Ellicott City 
6. #13-23 – 3637 Fels Lane, Ellicott City 
 

 
#13-18 – 8307 and 8321 Main Street, Ellicott City 
Exterior repairs and alterations. 
Applicant: Gilberto Cortes 
 
Background & Scope of Work: According to MDAT, the building at 8307 Main Street dates to 1930 and 
8321 Main Street dates to 1920. The Applicant has recently purchased 8321 Main Street, which has a 
rear deck that is adjacent to the existing front outdoor deck at La Palapa at 8307 Main Street. The 
Applicant seeks retroactive approval to remove the modern privacy fence separating the two decks in 
order to turn the space into one large deck.  
 
Staff Comments: The privacy fence is not historic. The Guidelines do not offer many recommendations 
for this scenario; however they do recommend installing “open fencing, generally not more than five 
feet high.” Therefore, the removal of the 6 foot high privacy fence would be more appropriate than 
keeping it. 
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval as submitted. 

HOWARD COUNTY HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION 
ELLICOTT CITY HISTORIC DISTRICT  LAWYERS HILL HISTORIC DISTRICT 
3430 Courthouse Drive  Ellicott City, Maryland 21043 
 
Administered by the Department of Planning and Zoning 
 www.howardcountymd.gov 

410-313-2350  
FAX 410-313-1655 
TDD 410-313-2323 
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Testimony: Mr. Hauser swore in Simon Cortes. Mr. Hauser asked if there were any additions or 
corrections to the Staff comments. Mr. Cortes stated no, everything is straight-forward. He said the 
purpose is to expand the existing deck. He explained they had received approval for extension of their 
liquor license, which will allow them to place more tables outside for the patrons. Ms. Tennor asked if 
there was a drawing showing the new fence. Mr. Cortes stated they are only removing the portion of 
fence that divides the two decks. Ms. Tennor asked if the privacy fence between the deck and parking 
area is to remain. Mr. Cortes stated yes.  
 
Motion: Mr. Hauser moved to Approve. Ms. Badart seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
 
#13-19 – 8156 Main Street, Ellicott City 
Exterior repairs and alterations. 
Applicant: Alan Fishbein 
 
Background & Scope of Work: This item was added as an emergency addition, but was advertised in the 
normal legal advertisement. A vehicle crashed into the railing on April 14, 2013 and damaged the 
existing railing beyond repair. Some of the brick on the ramp was also damaged. The Applicant proposes 
to replace the old white plumbing style railing with a black iron railing and repair the broken brick on the 
ramp. The Applicant proposes to use a black iron railing, similar to one used at the Obladi at 8060 Main 
Street. 
 
Staff Comments: The Application generally complies with Chapter 9.D (page 70) recommendations, 
“install open fencing, generally not more than five feet high, of wood or dark metal” and “construct new 
site features using materials compatible with the setting and with nearby historic structures, particularly 
for features visible from a public way.” Staff recommends using a simplified version of the Obladi railing, 
without the circle/“O” feature in the railing. That feature was used at the Obladi to correspond with 
their business name. 
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval of a simplified black iron railing. 
 
Ms. Stoney updated that immediately after sending out the comments, a drawing was received showing 
the black iron railing, but without the ‘O’ feature, which complies with the Staff recommendation. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Hauser swore in Alan Fishbein. Mr. Hauser asked if there were any additions or 
corrections to the Staff comments. Mr. Fishbein stated he did not have any comments. Mr. Hauser 
asked if the ramp and brick will be repaired in-kind. Mr. Fishbein stated yes. Ms. Burgess wanted to 
confirm that the railing would be ADA compliant. Mr. Fishbein stated it will be. He said there will be a 
lower rail for ADA compliance, matching the higher rail.  
 
Motion: Ms. Badart moved to Approve as submitted, noting that the railing will be ADA compliant. Mr. 
Hauser seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
 
#13-20 – 9318 Old Scaggsville Road, Laurel 
Subdivision with demolition. 
Applicant: Maya Mildenberg 
 
Background & Scope of Work: This house is not located in a local historic district, but is historic. 
According to MDAT, the building dates to 1884. This plan is for Advisory Comments for the demolition of 
all structures on site and the subdivision of the property. The Applicant proposes to demolish a total of 
five structures to include the historic main house and four non-historic outbuildings to create a four lot 
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subdivision.  
 
Staff Comments: The historic building appears to be in good condition from the exterior. Staff 
recommends reconfiguring the site plan to save the historic house, which would give the new 
development more character and charm. Staff also recommends designing the new construction to be 
compatible with the historic house, which would create a more attractive development. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Hauser swore in Maya Mildenberg. Mr. Hauser asked if there were any additions or 
corrections to the Staff comments. Ms. Mildenberg stated the existing house is extremely old. The 
original house contained no plumbing, heat or air conditioning. She said the siding has been changed a 
number of times and the windows have been replaced. Ms. Mildenberg stated she understood the 
house is historic, but finds it has no historic value other than its age. She said there are problems with 
the foundation and that it is leaking and has mold. She said the old two bedroom house is not up to 
today’s standards. Ms. Mildenberg explained that to keep the existing house will be a problem as the lot 
will need to be reconfigured to a smaller lot with no back yard, and the owner will not obtain the 
property lot size which was expected. She said there would be a problem with the current criteria for 
storm water management. She indicated that the lots would become smaller and not attractive to 
people who want bigger houses. Ms. Mildenberg would much prefer to have the house demolished. Mr. 
Hauser asked if anyone from the public wished to speak on this application.  
 
Mr. Hauser swore in Chris Brown. Mr. Brown stated he is the developer/builder of this project. He said 
the existing house has no real historic value and that the basement leaks, the stone foundation is old 
and there are moisture problems. He said the original structure was no more than a 16x20 foot box and 
that the remainder of the building is additions. He said the house has been chopped up due to all the 
different renovations, and the renovations date to different years. He said the house is only a two 
bedroom and would be difficult to sell and does not have enough historic value to keep and try to 
renovate. Mr. Hauser asked about the siding under the asbestos. Mr. Brown stated there is some old 
clapboard in some areas, and in other areas it has been stripped. He explained that there have been 
problems with termites and water damage over the years, especially on the walls where fireplaces have 
been removed. He said there are no original fireplaces left and that the work that has been done over 
the years to the house has taken away the historic value. For the record, Ms. Stoney pointed out that 
additions can be historic and the additions do not have to be as old as the original structure to become 
historic. 
 
 Mr. Hauser pointed out that the Commission works to save old houses, and that Staff is correct in that 
the history of the development and changes to the house are all part of the history of the structure. Mr. 
Hauser said the 4 proposed lots are too dense for the site. He said the site would work better with 3 
lots. Mr. Brown stated that 3 lots could be done, but this would reduce the value of the property by 25% 
or more. Ms. Badart asked Staff if there was anything historically significant about the house. Ms. Stoney 
stated it would be the architecture as this is something which is being lost every day. Once the 
architecture is gone, the development will not look anything like it and no one will ever know the farm 
was part of the area. Ms. Tennor stated she appreciates the property owner’s position in regard to the 
financial aspect of the project, but the Commission’s perspective is to find a way for the property to be 
developed and still maintain the historic structures. Mr. Brown understands that additions can be 
considered historic, but to have someone live in the structure and renovate it would take a huge amount 
of funds and no one is going to take on a project that huge to modernize the house. Ms. Badart asked if 
there are any materials in the structure which can be re-used. Mr. Brown stated most of the original 
material has already been replaced. He said the only original part which may be reusable is the front 
porch, but it is probably covered in lead paint. Mr. Brown stated the owners occupy the home and were 
in attendance at the meeting.  
 
Mr. Crozier stated that if all the additions are removed, the original structure would be left. He said that 
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if the lots were re-arranged, the original structure could become part of one of the new houses.  This 
could be made possible by moving the lot lines around. Mr. Brown stated a new foundation would need 
to be poured around the original foundation if the old structure were to be saved. Mr. Crozier asked if 
there was any new architecture developed for the new buildings. Mr. Brown stated not yet. Mr. Crozier 
would like to request to see the new architecture for compatibility of the new building with the rest of 
the community. Mr. Crozier stated the lots are laid out with a shared driveway and wondered whether 
the same exact setback should be used or to do something different rather than have a straight line of 
houses.   
 
Mr. Hauser pointed out that these are Advisory Comments, so a request can be made for the new 
architecture, but it is not required. Mr. Shad asked what other activity is going on around the project 
area; is there more development. Mr. Brown stated there is another development down the street 
being done by Don Reuwer; there are some new homes on All Saints Road done by Harmony Builders; 
another housing project is being done within a quarter mile by Cornerstone Homes. Mr. Brown said the 
older housing in the area is being removed and the neighborhood is turning with new construction 
taking its place. He said they build homes in the craftsman style. Mr. Shad asked if there were any other 
historic houses. Mr. Brown stated he is not aware of any. Mr. Hauser said it seems the argument for not 
saving the historic structures is more in favor of economics. He said the Commission’s preference would 
be to see the historic house remain and make the project for three lots instead. He recommended the 
new houses look like the farm house. Mr. Hauser said the plan is too dense for the adjoining properties, 
and if the development keeps up the whole area will be destroyed. Mr. Brown does not consider the 
area being destroyed, but becoming modernized. Mr. Brown said that affordable housing is being built 
and the area is being revitalized. Mr. Brown said they are building affordable housing for teachers, 
firemen and military who cannot afford $700,000 homes in western Howard County. The homes will sell 
around $400,000.  Ms. Tennor feels the best solution would be to rehab the historic house.  
 
 
#13-21 – 3744 & 3748 Old Columbia Pike, Ellicott City 
Exterior alterations. 
Applicant: Kimberly Kepnes  
 
Background & Scope of Work: According to MDAT the building dates to 1930. The Applicant proposes to 
construct a covered porch over the existing brick patio. The roof of the porch will be attached to the 
exterior of the stone building, extending at a low slope and then supported by three wood posts at the 
outer edge of the roof. The outer edge of the roof will align with the wall of the neighboring building 
which contains the Applicant’s store, the Little French Market.  
 
The roof of the proposed porch will be covered in a self adhering modified bitumen low slope asphalt 
roof system in the color black. The existing awning will be removed for the proposed porch construction. 
The wood fascia on the porch roof and the side of the roof will be painted black. The three wood posts 
will be painted off-white. The Applicant also proposes to remove an existing side wood window from 
3744 Old Columbia Pike and fill in the space with cedar siding painted tan to match the existing siding. 
 
Staff Comments: Chapter 7.B (page 53) explains that “porches or decks added to historic buildings 
should be simple in design and not alter or hide the basic form of the building.” The proposed porch will 
be simple in design, but requires a window on the neighboring building to be filled in, which does not 
comply with the Guidelines. The colors of the proposed porch will be compatible with the neighboring 
buildings, which complies with Chapter 6.N (page 50) recommendations, “use colors that are generally 
compatible with (and do not clash with) the colors used in the district, particularly on neighboring 
buildings. On attached buildings, use the same colors or a coordinated color scheme whenever 
possible.” In the event that the porch does not look appropriate painted two different colors, Staff 
recommends painting it one solid color, off-white or black.  
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Chapter 6.H (page 41) of the Guidelines recommends against “removing, adding or altering a window 
opening on a building’s primary façade of in any location where it affects historic features key to the 
building’s character.” The window is on the side of the building a 3744 Old Columbia Pike, but is visible 
from the courtyard and parking lot. The wood window appears in good condition as well. The Guidelines 
(page 40) recommend restoring “window openings that have been filled in, using physical, pictorial or 
documentary evidence to accurately restore the building’s historic appearance.” The porch roof for 3748 
Old Columbia Pike will only block a small portion of the existing historic window at 3744 Old Columbia 
Pike. It may be possible to slightly alter the plans for the porch roof, such as adjusting the pitch and 
depth, to leave the entire window exposed. Aside from the window issue, the proposed porch complies 
with Chapter 7.B (page 54) recommendations, “design new porches and decks to be simple, compatible 
in design with the existing building, and in scale with the existing building is size and roof height” and 
“add a porch to the front of a building only if it does not alter the streetscape by encroaching into an 
established front setback line.” While this is technically the rear of 3748 Old Columbia Pike, in recent 
years it has been used as the primary business entrance and can be considered a secondary front. 
Regardless, the proposed porch is simple in design and the proportions are generally compatible with 
the building, except that the neighboring window may be slightly blocked if retained, which is preferred 
to filling it in. Chapter 7.A recommends, “design additions so that the form and integrity of the historic 
structure would be unimpaired if the addition were to be removed in the future.” Staff recommends 
against filling in the window for the construction of the porch, which would negatively impact 3744 Old 
Columbia Pike. Additionally, it appears this building has already had one window enclosed, which is 
evident above the awning for the Little French Market. 
 
Staff has requested the Applicant submit an application for retroactive approval for the ice cream shop 
sign, which has already been hung.  
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval of the porch, contingent upon the window 
remaining in place and the option to paint the porch one solid color if two does not look appropriate. If 
the Commission approves filling in the window, Staff recommends the previously filled-in window on the 
main front of the courtyard be restored.  
 
Testimony: Mr. Hauser swore in Kimberly Kepnes. Mr. Hauser asked if there were any additions or 
corrections to the Staff comments. Ms. Kepnes said she agreed that the window should remain. She said 
the pitch of the porch roof is the issue and she would like to modify the application to change the pitch 
of the roof, or have the roof meet at the corner of the molding. Ms. Kepnes did not know why the 
window was removed, but said there used to be porches and this one may have gone up to a rental unit 
at one time. Ms. Tennor stated the drawing shows the porch connecting right under the windows and 
asked if the porch could be lowered a bit to allow room for the window. Ms. Kepnes said she is 
concerned that the roof is high enough for people to walk through. Mr. Hauser suggested maintaining 
the pitch and creating a well around the window and encasing it in metal or copper. He said that it 
would go out flat then pick up the pitch again down lower. The well would not be highly visible and only 
a small amount of the window would be cut off. He said the well could be seen only if someone were 
close to the window. 
 
 Ms. Kepnes would like to keep the window. She asked if the pitch is too level, would the Commission be 
opposed to building the porch level with the windows and then step down to miss the window. Ms. 
Tennor stated this may prevent the rain and snow from being shed the way it should be. Ms. Kepnes 
stated she will work with the pitch to keep the window. She is also not opposed to using just one color. 
Ms. Badart asked what the color of the building is. Ms. Kepnes stated the building is ‘balanced beige’; 
the trim is ‘aesthetic white’.  
 
Mr. Hauser does not think the scalloped edge is appropriate for the porch roof, since it is not an awning. 
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Ms. Kepnes stated she will modify and change the awning to a flat front, and also modify the application 
to change the fascia to a straight trim on the front and side. Mr. Shad asked if the underside of the porch 
will have a finished ceiling or open structure. Ms. Kepnes stated discussions have been held about 
leaving the underside open and with no finish. Ms. Burgess asked if the underside would be painted 
black or sealed. Ms. Kepnes said that painting the wood a dark color would be best. Mr. Hauser asked 
about the gable fill. Ms. Kepnes stated it will be smooth plywood in the color ‘aesthetic white’ with a flat 
fascia. Ms. Stoney pointed out that an option was put into the Staff recommendation that the Applicant 
can choose to use just one color if the two colors do not work and wanted to make sure this is made 
part of the motion. Mr. Taylor stated that since the Applicant has offered to amend a couple of points in 
the application a motion can be discussed before making it official. Ms. Tennor clarified that the 
proposed porch could be approved as submitted with a change to reduce the pitch to accommodate the 
existing window, for which the Applicant is amenable, and that the fascia would be changed to a straight 
trim with no scallop detail. In the event that altering the pitch does not work, the porch will be built as 
submitted but with a well on that side of the porch to accommodate the window. The colors as 
submitted are approved. Mr. Hauser asked again about the colors. Ms. Kepnes stated the original idea 
was to have the fascia black and the posts would be aesthetic white. The reason is that the scallop trim 
would look odd if it were white, but since the trim will now be straight, not scalloped, it would make 
more sense now to use all ‘aesthetic white’ paint. Since the fascia is straight it will be aesthetic white. 
Mr. Hauser clarified there will be no gutters. Ms. Kepnes confirmed there  will not be gutters.  
 
Motion: Ms. Tennor moved to Approve the application as submitted with the following changes: the 
slope will be modified, if possible, to accommodate the window in the adjacent wall. If the slope cannot 
be modified, a well will be created in the roof on that side to accommodate the existing window. The 
fascia board is to be straight, a fascia with no scallop; and the entire porch is painted ‘aesthetic white’, 
with the asphalt roof system only being black. Ms. Badart seconded. The motion was unanimously 
approved. 
 
 
#13-22 – 8337-8339 Court Avenue, Ellicott City 
Exterior repairs and alterations. Tax credit pre-approval. 
Applicant: David Titman  
 
Background & Scope of Work: According to MDAT the building dates to 1920. The Applicant came 
before the Commission in April 2013 for exterior repairs and alterations to the building. The Applicant 
withdrew the work pertaining to the front of the house at the April meeting and now seeks approval for 
it. The Applicant proposes to remove the shutters, fluted trim and pediment from around the front 
door. The Applicant will restore the existing 6:6 wood windows and paint them white. The Applicant also 
proposes to add wood shutters to the front windows, which do not currently exist on the building. The 
shutters will be painted dark green. Most of the other buildings along the street have front shutters. The 
Applicant proposes to paint the shutters a dark green to match a neighboring building at 8361 Court 
Avenue. The Applicant seeks tax credit pre-approval for all work. 
 
Staff Comments: The application generally complies with Chapter 6 recommendations. The repair of the 
deteriorated windows complies with Chapter 6.H (page 40) recommendations, “maintain and repair 
original window openings, frames, sashes, sills, lintels and trim.” The proposed wood shutters comply 
with Chapter 6.I (page42) recommendations, “install shutters or blinds of painted wood. Shutters or 
blinds should be correctly sized for the window and operable with hinges and hold back appropriate to 
the period of initial construction.” 
 
The proposed dark green for the shutters may not be the best choice for the building, since the siding 
will be painted a darker gray than currently exists. However, that might not be known until the building 
is painted. If the green shutters do not match the gray siding, Staff suggests the Applicant consider 
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colors that better match gray, such as blue or black (or any other color that is compatible). In that case, 
Staff recommends the Commission allow Staff to approve a color change. However the proposed green 
is used on a nearby building with yellow siding. The proposed green shutters may comply with Chapter 
6.N (page 50), “use colors that are generally compatible with (and do not clash with) the colors used in 
the district, particularly on neighboring buildings.” 
 
The in-kind repair and painting of the windows is eligible for tax credits. There is no evidence of when 
the ornamentation around the door was added and if shutters previously existed around the windows. 
Staff requests the Commission determine if these items are eligible for tax credits. The repair and 
painting of the windows complies with Section 16.601 of the County Code, “The repair or replacement 
of exterior features of the structure” and “Work that is necessary to maintain the physical integrity of 
the structure with regard to safety, durability, or weatherproofing.” If there is evidence that shutters 
previously existed on the building, then that work would comply with Section 16.601, as stated above, 
which states that eligible work includes “the repair or replacement of exterior features of the structure.” 
Regardless, the proposed work will make the building more compatible with its neighbors. 
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval of all work and tax credit pre-approval for the 
window repair. Staff recommends tax credits for the ornamentation removal from the door and shutters 
around the windows as determined by the Commission. Additionally, Staff requests the ability to 
approve an alternative color for the shutters, if the green paint color is not compatible with the gray 
siding.  
 
Testimony: Mr. Hauser swore in David Titman. Mr. Hauser asked if there were any additions or 
corrections to the Staff comments. Mr. Titman stated no, and does agree with the comment to give Staff 
some flexibility regarding the shutter color. Mr. Hauser asked if the color is a forest green. Mr. Titman 
stated yes, but if the color does not work he is flexible for using another color. Mr. Hauser said he was 
glad to see that the front windows will be maintained and that shutters will be added. Mr. Titman stated 
there used to be shutters, as the marks remain where the hinges were attached. Mr. Hauser asked 
about a door. Mr. Titman stated the door will be plain flat wood. Mr. Hauser asked if the style of the 
shutters is a full louver. Mr. Titman said the shutters would match or be similar to the full louver 
shutters along the block. He is trying to find if historically correct shutters and hardware can be located. 
Ms. Tennor stated the drawing shows the shutters covering the full height of the window. Mr. Titman 
stated he wants to be able to close the shutters and cover the entire window, especially in the event of 
bad weather. Mr. Hauser asked if a decision had been made on the door at the previous meeting. Mr. 
Titman stated he is going to keep the existing door, strip it and paint it white. If a better door is located, 
then Mr. Titman will come back for approval. Mr. Titman asked if he can get Staff approval if he finds a 
door, instead of coming back to the Commission. After a short discussion, the Commission determined 
that Mr. Titman could have one year to find a new door and receive Staff approval. Mr. Titman asked if 
the time limit could be longer. The Commission stated no; if the door is not found within the time 
period, then the new door would have to come back to the Commission. Ms. Stoney stated a reasonable 
time limit needs to be set so the Commission and Staff has not turned over. Mr. Taylor agreed.  
 
Motion: Mr. Hauser moved to Approve the application per Staff recommendations with tax credits for 
all items. The gray and green paint colors are approved, but if the green does not work then Staff can 
approve an alternative color. Mr. Tennor seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
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#13-23 – 3637 Fels Lane, Ellicott City 
Exterior repairs and alterations. Tax credit pre-approval. 
Applicant: Joseph Hauser 
 
Background & Scope of Work: According to MDAT the building dates to 1900. The Applicant proposes to 
make exterior repairs and alterations and seeks tax credit pre-approval for some of the work. The 
Applicant proposes the following work: 
 

1) Rebuild two front dormers and one rear dormer. The dormer windows are currently 6:3. The 
Applicant proposes to replace them in-kind or 3:3 or 6:6 in order to get more air flow into the 
space.  

2) The trim on the dormer window will be replaced to match the existing and the missing siding 
will be the original 5 inch wood lap siding. 

3) Rebuild the existing chimney and repoint on the east side of the house. Install a new chimney 
cap, to be a full cover with center screen cupola cap in copper or metal.  

4) Install new chimney cap on west side of the house, style to be the same as Item 3. 
5) Install three new 6:6 wood windows at the basement, where windows are missing. Prime and 

paint white. Missing jambs and sill will be made to match those existing on the house. 
6) Install three new 6:3 wood windows at attic dormer, where windows are missing. 
7) Rebuild four existing gable end windows 2:2 at the attic level, prime and paint. 
8) Repair porch as needed, to include railings and columns. Add floor boards at the outer edge, 

enclose stair opening with railing section to match existing railing. Sand, prime and paint entire 
area of porch in white. The porch ceiling will be painted, with color to be determined by the 
Commission. 

9)  Paint porch rails, columns, ceiling, window trim, door trim, dormers, basement doors, and rear 
addition off-white.  

10) Repair, sand, prime and paint existing wood shutters black. 
11) Spot repoint brick. 
12) Repoint the stone foundation on the front and right side where accessible. The cement parging 

will remain on the lower left foundation because the removal was damaging the stone.  
13) Paint rear addition siding Sherwin Williams Natural Choice and all trim white.  
14) Build a sloped roof at the open area above the garage door to protect the doors from weather. 

Add 5” half round white gutters to match the rest of the house. 
15)  Remove trees and stumps from downed trees from the past storm. 
16) Rebuild existing stone walkway, in-kind, through the front garden (damaged by falling trees). 

 
Staff Comments: The application complies with Chapter 5 recommendations for Routine Maintenance 
and Chapter 6 recommendations for the Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings. The 
majority of the work consists of in-kind repairs. The repair of the dormer windows, basement windows, 
and gable end windows are consistent with Chapter 6.H (page 40) recommendations, “maintain and 
repair original window openings, frames, sashes, sills, lintels and trim.” The windows that will be rebuilt 
comply with Chapter 6.H (page 40) recommendations, “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.” The Applicant mentioned changing the attic windows from 6:3 to 3:3 or 6:6 in order 
to increase air flow into the house. He is also amendable to replacing the window in kind.  
 
The missing trim and siding on the dormers windows will be replaced in-kind with wood painted white 
to match the existing on the house and complies with Chapter 6.D (page 29-30) recommendations, 
“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 
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details such as cornerboards, cornices, and door and window trim.” 
 
The porch repair complies with Chapter 6.F (page 34) recommendations, “maintain and repair porches 
and balconies, including flooring, ceilings, railings, columns, ornamentation and roofing, that are original 
or that reflect the building’s historic development” and “replace deteriorative features with new 
materials as similar as possible to the original in materials, design and finish.” The porch has missing 
floorboards and needs to be painted. There is also a section on the second floor porch that needs to be 
enclosed for safety reasons. The proposed railings will match the existing.  
 
The shutters need to be repainted and will be sanded, primed and painted black. This work complies 
with Chapter 6.I recommendations, “maintain and repair original shutters, blinds and hardware.” The 
rebuilding of the chimney and repointing of the brick walls complies with Chapter 6.C (page 26) 
recommendations, “maintain or restore original brick, stone, concrete block or stucco. Make repairs 
with materials that match the original as closely as possible. The guidelines recommend, “carefully 
remove modern materials that have been applied over historic masonry.” However, the Applicant has 
indicated removal is damaging the stone, in which case leaving the modern materials is preferred to 
damaging them. This complies with Chapter 6.C (page 26) recommendations, “maintain or restore 
granite buildings, foundations...and retaining walls.” 
 
The rear addition will be painted Natural Choice, which is a neutral color and will match the existing. All 
trim on the house will be painted white and the shutters black. The paint colors comply with Chapter 
6.N (page 50) recommendations, “use colors that are generally compatible with (and do not clash with) 
the colors used in the district, particularly on neighboring buildings.” This building does not have any 
other houses next door, but the colors are compatible with the house and neighborhood. The 
construction of a slight roof/protrusion over the garage doors and gutters will protect the wood doors.  
 
The removal of the tree stumps from the trees that fell during bad storms is considered Routine 
Maintenance as defined in Chapter 9.B, “removing dead or certifiable diseased trees.” The trees had to 
be cut after falling and are no longer viable. The walkway was also damaged when the trees fell. The 
repair of the walkway is also considered Routine Maintenance as defined in Chapter 9.D (page 71), 
“maintaining, repairing and replacing existing features, such as walls, fences, walks, steps, terraces and 
driveways, using materials that exactly match the existing materials.” 
 
Items 1-12 are eligible for tax credits because they are repairs to the exterior of the historic structure 
and comply with Section 20.112 of the County Code, which states that eligible work includes, “Work that 
is necessary to maintain the physical integrity of the structure with regard to safety, durability, or 
weatherproofing.” 
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval of Items 1-16 contingent upon an appropriate 
sketch for the proposed protrusion above the garage door. Staff recommends tax credit pre-approval for 
Items 1-12. 
 
Ms. Stoney updated that Mr. Hauser submitted the sketch right after the Staff comments had been 
completed. Staff now recommends approval. 
 
Ms. Stoney asked if Mr. Hauser recuses himself officially. Mr. Hauser stated yes. 
 
Testimony: Ms. Badart swore in Joseph Hauser. Ms. Badart asked if there were any additions or 
corrections to the Staff comments. Regarding the sketch, Mr. Hauser stated the garage doors needed 
some protection above them from the weather. He said the proposed basement windows are almost 
exactly what had been there. There is an existing window inside the garage that has the narrow muntins 
on the sash which are 6:6. He explained the picture of the front dormer windows shows the six lite sash 
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which was over a very small three lite sash at the bottom. He explained that the lower sash was the only 
one operable and that the attic has almost no air flow. Mr. Hauser explained that the back window is 
1:1, which was approved in an earlier application. Mr. Hauser stated he could go back to a 6:6, but all 
the back windows are done as 1:1. He would like to make all the back windows the same. Mr. Hauser 
asked if the back dormer should stay at 1:1 to match the back windows. Ms. Tennor asked if the sills 
need to be replaced. Mr. Hauser stated yes. A couple of the sashes may also need replacing, but they 
will be rebuilt exactly the same. 
 
Ms. Badart asked about the 6:3 front dormer window, and why a window would be configured this way. 
Mr. Hauser stated it is probably to maintain the lite sizes with the lower windows. If a 6:6 was used, this 
would cause the lite sizes in the upper windows to be smaller. Mr. Hauser stated it may be easier to 
have 6:3 windows made to match. Ms. Stoney asked if a casement window could be made to resemble a 
6:3 but swing out instead of raising up. Mr. Hauser said a casement window would be nice and since the 
dormer is so deep the whole window could be opened. Mr. Hauser asked about doing a 9 lite casement 
window, which would match the appearance of the 6:3 window. Both Staff and Commission agreed. Mr. 
Hauser stated he would do a wooden, single pane 9 lite casement. The casement window would also 
open inward.  
 
Mr. Hauser pointed out a large stain on the brick wall of the side porch. It is not known what caused the 
stain, but attempts will be made to remove it. He said there may need to be some spot pointing in the 
area also. Mr. Hauser stated on the front opening for the stairwell a new rail section will be built to fill in 
exactly as the original rail. Mr. Hauser wanted to install new stairs but the pricing was too high.  Mr. 
Hauser explained that one of the previous owners decided to parge the walls feeling that more support 
was needed and used cement. He said there were multiple people trying to help remove the cement, 
but the removal was causing the whole house to shake. He decided to not continue so the house would 
not be damaged. He explained that a portion was cut away right under the window and the rest of it 
would remain. Repointing would be done where needed on the stone foundation.  Mr. Hauser asked the 
Commission what color the porch ceiling should be painted. Both the Commission and Staff said white 
would look fine. Mr. Shad asked if the ceiling be left open underneath the 1st floor porch roof. Mr. 
Hauser stated yes.  
 
Motion: Ms. Badart moved to Approve the Staff recommendations, with the exception of #1 to allow 
the  Applicant the option to install a 9 lite wood casement window. Ms. Tennor seconded. The motion 
was unanimously approved.  
 
 
Ms. Tennor moved to adjourn the meeting. Ms. Badart seconded. The meeting was adjourned at 8:41 
p.m.  
 
 
*Chapter and page references are from the Ellicott City or Lawyers Hill Historic District Design 
Guidelines. 
 
 
         
 Beth Burgess, Executive Secretary 
 
      
Joseph Hauser, Chairperson 
 
        
 Carol Stirn, Recording Secretary 
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June Minutes 
 
The fifth regular meeting for the year 2013 of the Historic District Commission was held on Thursday, 
June 6, 2013 in the C. Vernon Gray Room located at 3430 Court House Drive, Ellicott City, Maryland. 
 
Members present:  Joseph Hauser, Chair; Lisa Badart; Eileen Tennor and Allan Shad 
 
Members absent: Sam Crozier 
 
Staff present:  Samantha Stoney, Beth Burgess, Dan Bennett, Lewis Taylor, and  
 Carol Stirn 
 
Chairman Joseph Hauser opened the meeting at 7:00 p.m. with a statement explaining the process and 
rules of the meeting. Mr. Hauser moved to Approve the May 2, 2013 minutes. Ms. Tennor seconded. 
The motion was unanimously approved.  
 
PLANS FOR APPROVAL 
 

1. #12-32c – 9315 Mellenbrook Road, Columbia 
2. #13-24 – 8267 and 8398 Main Street, Ellicott City 
3. #13-25 – 8320 Main Street, Ellicott City 
4. #13-26 – 8351 Court Avenue, Ellicott City 
 

 
#12-32c – 9315 Mellenbrook Road, Columbia, HO-156 
Final tax credit approval. 
Applicant: Richard Voelker 
 
Background & Scope of Work: The Applicant has submitted documentation that $38,723.00 was spent 
on repairs to the house, for a tax credit of $3,872.00. However, there is an expense for the replacement 
of 8 Andersen windows for $6,330.00, which was not pre-approved.  
 
Staff Comments: The County Code requires that the Commission pre-approve work for tax credits. The 
replacement of the 8 windows was not pre-approved. Aside from the windows, the other work complies 
with that pre-approved for the replacement of the slate roof, flat asphalt roof, and stucco replacement. 
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recognizes that $32,393.00 was spent on eligible, pre-approved work and 
recommends Approval of $3,239.30 in final tax credits, which excludes the cost of the replacement 
windows. 
 
Testimony: The applicant was not present at the meeting. Ms. Stoney said that she spoke with the 
Applicant, and Mr. Voelker is fine with the Staff recommendation. She said that Mr. Voelker understood 
that the windows should have been pre-approved, but did not find out they needed replacing until the 
middle of construction. 
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Motion: Ms. Badart moved to Approve per Staff recommendations. Mr. Hauser seconded. The motion 
was unanimously approved. 
 
 
#13-24 – 8267 and 8398 Main Street, Ellicott City 
Install benches. 
Applicant: Ellicott City Restoration Foundation 
 
Background & Scope of Work: The historic post office/Visitor’s Center at 8267 Main Street dates to 
1940 and the log cabin at 8398 Main Street dates to 1840. The Applicant proposes to install two benches 
on either side of the concrete entry walkway leading to the Visitors Center at 8267 Main Street. The 
Applicant also proposes to install two benches along the brick walkway next to the Thomas Isaac Log 
cabin at 8398 Main Street, in the grass area between Lot F and Main Street.  
 
The benches at the Visitors Center will be drilled into the concrete walkway. The benches next to the log 
cabin between Lot F and Main Street will have two concrete pads poured for the benches to be drilled 
into. The pads will be approximately 4 wide feet by 8 feet long and will be covered with brick to match 
the walkway. The benches will be placed to take advantage of the shade trees. 
 
All of the benches will have bronze plaques that read, “Ellicott City Restoration Foundation, Inc. 2013”. 
The benches will match the existing benches found along Main Street. The benches will be wood, with a 
black metal base and arms.  
 
Staff Comments: The Application complies with Chapter 10.C (page 76) recommendations for street 
furniture, “use street furniture that is simple in design and constructed of traditional materials such as 
wood and dark metal” and “improve consistency in design throughout the historic district for items such 
as street lights, traffic signals, public signage, trash receptacles and other street furniture.” The 
proposed benches will match the existing benches in the historic district and be made of wood and dark 
metal. The placement of the benches complies with Chapter 10.C recommendations, “particularly along 
the commercial section of Main Street, place street furniture in areas where the sidewalk is wider or 
where adjacent public open space provides a more spacious public environment.” Staff has no objection 
to the proposed placement by the Thomas Isaac Log cabin, but after visiting the area on a sunny day, 
suggests that one bench could be placed under the other walkway for shade purposes. The bench could 
also be angled toward Main Street under the trees. Staff requests the Commission allow the Applicant 
some leeway in placement based on the best location for shade and an enjoyable place to sit. Staff has 
no objection to the proposed placement at the Visitor’s Center, which will nicely frame the walkway in 
front of the building. 
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval as submitted and requests the Applicant be 
allowed to place the benches in any location along the walkways in the vicinity of the Log Cabin that is 
determined to be appropriate. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Hauser swore in Ed Lilley. Mr. Hauser asked if there were any additions or corrections to 
the Staff comments. Mr. Lilley stated no. Mr. Shad asked what type of wood is being used. Mr. Lilley 
stated he did not know but could find out. Mr. Shad asked if the wood would fade over time as on the 
other existing benches. Mr. Lilley stated yes the wood is going to fade; the new benches are going to 
match all the other ones. Mr. Lilley stated he is trying to obtain an estimate on how much the cost 
would be to redo all the existing benches. Ms. Burgess asked how old the benches are. Mr. Lilley stated 
probably 15 years. Mr. Hauser asked about trash cans and where people are going to dispose of their 
trash while sitting on the benches. Mr. Lilley stated DPW is looking into adding additional trash cans and 
possibly using solar compacting cans, which can hold more trash between pickups. Mr. Lilley said that 
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the lack of trash cans is recognized as a problem and is being addressed. Mr. Hauser asked if the Ellicott 
City Restoration Fund is funding the benches. Mr. Lilley stated yes. Mr. Lilley stated the Restoration and 
the Business Association are combining to become the Ellicott City Historic District Partnership. Mr. 
Lilley explained that the Restoration Foundation had a CD that was maturing and the money needed to 
be used, so part of it was used for the benches.  
 
Motion: Mr. Hauser moved to Approve the application as submitted. Ms. Badart seconded. The motion 
unanimously approved. Ms. Stoney requested the approval be amended to be ‘as recommended by 
Staff’ so placement of the benches can be determined depending on where the better shade would be.  
 
Mr. Hauser moved to amend the prior motion and to Approve the application as per Staff 
recommendations. Ms. Badart seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
 
#13-25 – 8320 Main Street, Ellicott City 
Construct safety rail on rear roof. 
Applicant: Elise Robbins 
 
Background & Scope of Work: According to MDAT the building dates to 1920. The Applicant proposes to 
install a safety rail at the rear of 3rd floor level (on top of the 2nd floor roof) to create an area of refuge 
for tenants. The railings will be 2x2 pickets, 48 inches high, with less than 4 inches of spacing. The 
railings will be wood, painted white. The proposed railing will match the existing 1st floor railing. 
 
Staff Comments: This proposal is unique because it is not a true porch addition, and therefore the 
Guidelines do not offer recommendations. The addition of the white wood pickets and railing could be 
considered similar to a recommendation from Chapter 7.B (page 54), which states, “design new porches 
and decks to be simple, compatible in design with the existing building, and in scale with the existing 
building in size and roof height” and “on historic buildings, construct porches of painted wood.” The 
railing and pickets will match those on the existing first floor rear porch. The proposed railing will not be 
visible from Main Street, but will be highly visible from the parking lot. However, based on the 
renderings of the proposal, it will not adversely affect the historic building. 
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval as submitted.  
 
Testimony: Mr. Hauser swore in Catherine Robbins, Elise Robbins’ mother. Mr. Hauser asked if there 
were any additions or corrections to the Staff comments. Ms. Robbins stated no. The Commission had 
no comments or questions. 
 
Motion: Ms. Badart moved to Approve as submitted. Mr. Hauser seconded. The motion was 
unanimously approved. 
 
 
#13-26 – 8351 Court Avenue, Ellicott City 
Exterior repairs, tax credit pre-approval. 
Applicant: David Moore Thomas 
 
Background & Scope of Work: According to MDAT the building dates to 1900. The Applicant proposes 
several repairs to the entire building. The Applicant proposes to paint all of the exterior siding. The 
colors will be the same as the existing, white siding with green shutters. The existing paint on the 
shutters will be stripped off and the shutters will be repainted. The existing hardware will be reused and 
repaired as needed. The windows will be painted white to match the existing. The windows will not be 
replaced, but any broken glass will be replaced.  
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The grey asphalt shingle roof will be replaced in-kind, with a grey asphalt shingle roof to match. The 
entire roof structure, including flashing, roof deck, soffits and fascia needs to be rebuilt. The gutters and 
downspouts will be replaced with white 6-inch half round gutters and 4-inch round downspouts. 
 
The Applicant indicated some interior work on the application, however the Commission has no 
jurisdiction over interior work; it is not eligible for tax credits and therefore does not require approval.  
 
Staff Comments: The repairs to the building comply with Chapter 6 recommendations. The painting of 
the siding complies with Chapter 6.D recommendations, “maintain, repair and protect (with paint or UV 
inhibitor if appropriate) wood siding, wood shingles or log construction.” It is possible that some of the 
siding may need to be repaired or replaced and Staff would recommend approval and tax credits for 
that work, if needed. The repair and in-kind replacement of any damaged wood siding would comply 
with Chapter 6.D (page 30)recommendations and be considered Routine Maintenance, which is defined 
as, “replacing deteriorated siding or shingles with materials that exactly match the existing siding or 
shingles and do not cover or alter details such as cornerboards, door and window trim and cornices.”  
 
The shutters need to be repainted, which complies with Chapter 6.H recommendations, “maintain and 
repair original shutters, blinds and hardware.” The painting and repair of broken windows panes 
complies with Chapter 6.H recommendations (page 40), “maintain and repair original window openings, 
frames, sashes, sills, lintels and trim. Maintain glass, putty and paint in good condition.” 
 
The replacement of the asphalt shingle roof is considered Routine Maintenance as defined in Chapter 
6.E (page 33), “repairing roofs, including the replacement of small areas of roofing material, using 
material similar to the existing roof in dimensions, shape, color and texture.” The replacement of the 
gutters complies with Chapter 6.E recommendations, “use gutters and downspouts of painted metal or 
prefinished aluminum in a color consistent with the building’s exterior walls or trim. Locate downspouts 
along natural vertical lines and corners of the building.” 
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval of the exterior work as submitted and tax credit 
pre-approval for all exterior work. In the event that any or all of the siding needs to be replaced or 
repaired, Staff recommends approval and tax credit pre-approval for the in-kind replacement or repair. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Hauser swore in David Thomas. Mr. Hauser asked if there were any additions or 
corrections to the Staff comments. Mr. Thomas stated he applied for a building permit, because he was 
not sure if a permit is necessary to do work on the roof. Mr. Hauser stated a permit cannot be obtained 
until the D&O is signed for approval at the next meeting. Mr. Hauser suggested that Mr. Thomas go back 
to the permit counter and explain what was discussed at the HDC. Staff can be contacted if a permit is 
needed and obtain an expedited certification of approval, if scheduling problems arise. Mr. Thomas 
stated it will not be known until the roof is removed whether any additional work needs to be done, so if 
the D&O can be granted earlier the work could proceed. Ms. Stoney stated the D&O will still be issued 
next month, but in the interim, a Certificate of Approval can be issued to allow work to proceed. Ms. 
Stoney explained they just changed some rules in the Rules of Procedure, and they can now issue a 
Certificate of Approval, prior to issuing the Decision and Order.  Mr. Thomas explained the roof is very 
old. The Commission and Mr. Thomas briefly discussed the roof construction.  
 
Motion: Mr. Hauser moved to Approve as per Staff comments, including the possible need for new 
siding which will be covered under the tax credit. Mr. Hauser noted that no judgment will be made 
regarding the need for a permit; DILP will need to be contacted regarding a permit. Ms. Tennor 
seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
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Other Business 
Ms. Stoney informed the Commission that a new Commission member will be starting next month. His 
name is Mark Kimberling.  
 
Mr. Hauser moved to adjourn the meeting.  Mr. Tennor seconded. The meeting was adjourned at 7:39 
p.m.  
 
 
*Chapter and page references are from the Ellicott City or Lawyers Hill Historic District Design 
Guidelines. 
 
 
         
 Beth Burgess, Executive Secretary 
 
 
      
Joseph Hauser, Chairperson 
 
        
 Carol Stirn, Recording Secretary 



Stoney03 
Bogman In       
 
  
 

 
 

 
July Minutes 

 
The six regular meeting for the year 2013 of the Historic District Commission was held on Wednesday, 
July 3, 2013 in the C. Vernon Gray Room located at 3430 Court House Drive, Ellicott City, Maryland. 
 
Members present:  Joseph Hauser, Chair; Sam Crozier, Vice-Chair; Lisa Badart; Eileen Tennor and 

Allan Shad 
 
Members absent: Mark Kimberling 
 
Staff present:  Samantha Stoney, Beth Burgess, Dan Bennett, Nowelle Ghahhari, and  
 Carol Stirn 
 
Chairman Joseph Hauser opened the meeting at 7:00 p.m. with a statement explaining the process and 
rules of the meeting. Mr. Hauser moved to Approve the June 6, 2013 minutes. Ms. Tennor seconded. 
The motion was unanimously approved.  
 
Beth Burgess stated that Council Bill, CB-36, was passed which will increase the current 10% tax credit, 
for historic homes in the historic district and on the Howard County historic inventory, to be 25% tax 
credit and also increases the time frame from 4 years to 6 years. This is the maximum allowed by 
Maryland, and Howard County is now the first County in the State to have a 25% tax credit. Samantha 
Stoney explained that the 25% tax credit cannot start pre-approval until the Bill is signed in September, 
and the final approval and funds issued cannot start until the next fiscal year, which would be July 1, 
2014.  Anyone receiving tax credits now will still be at 10%.  
 
 
PLANS FOR APPROVAL 
 

1. 13-01c – 9315 Mellenbrook Road, Columbia, HO-156 
2. 13-27 – 6195 Lawyers Hill Road, Elkridge 
3. 13-28 – 8307-B Main Street, Ellicott City 
4. 13-29 – 3411 Deanwood Avenue, Ellicott City 
5. 13-30- 8085 Main Street, Ellicott City 
6. 13-31 – Parking Lot B, Ellicott City 

 
 
13-01c – 9315 Mellenbrook Road, Columbia, HO-156 
Final tax credit approval. 
Applicant: Richard Voelker 
 
Background & Scope of Work: The Applicant seeks final tax credit approval for work that was pre-
approved in February 2013. The work includes the replacement of deteriorated slate on the first floor 
porch roof and gutters and downspouts of the first and second floor porch roofs. The application states 
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that $17,378.00 was spent on eligible, pre-approved work. The Applicant seeks $1,738.00 in final tax 
credits.  
 
Staff Comments: The work complies with that pre-approved and the receipts add up to the requested 
amount. 
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval as submitted. 
 
Testimony: The applicant could not attend the meeting and the case was moved last in order to 
expedite the cases with applicants that were present. Unfortunately the case was not revisited, but will 
be placed on the August agenda. This will not result in any project delays, as tax credits will not be 
issued until July 2014. 
 
 
 
13-27 – 6195 Lawyers Hill Road, Elkridge 
Exterior alterations. Tax credit pre-approval. 
Applicant: David Errera 
 
Background & Scope of Work: The Applicant proposes to replace the asphalt shingles, gutters and 
downspouts on the main house and outbuilding. The current roofing material is a standard 3 tab asphalt 
shingle. The current gutters and downspouts are white. The Applicant proposes to replace the current 
asphalt shingles with Owens Corning Duration lifetime architectural shingles. There are currently asphalt 
shingles over the barrel portico entry roof, which will be replaced with copper sheeting. The gutters and 
downspouts will be replaced with 5 inch white K-style gutters and the downspouts with white 2 inch by 
3 inch downspouts. 
 
Staff Comments: The roof replacement is considered Routine Maintenance, which Chapter 5 describes 
as, “repair or replacement of roofs, gutters, siding, external doors and windows, trim, lights, and other 
appurtenant fixtures, using the same materials and design.” Additionally, Chapter 6.H (page 26) states, 
“Replacement with modern materials such as composition shingles may be approved if historically 
accurate roofing cannot reasonably be required for economic or other reasons.” This house has always 
had an asphalt shingle roof and the proposed asphalt roof will be a higher quality product. The 
replacement of the barrel roof in copper sheeting also complies with that standard, and is a historically 
accurate material. The gutters and downspouts will be replaced, but look very similar to the existing. 
The replacement complies with the standards for Chapter 6.H (page 26), Routine Maintenance, which 
explains routine maintenance is, “maintaining gutters and downspouts and installing replacements of a 
similar size, location and finish, in the same color or a color consistent with the exterior building walls.” 
 
The roof and gutter replacements are eligible for tax credits, per Section 20.112 of the County Code 
which states that eligible work includes, “the repair or replacement of exterior features of the structure” 
and “work that is necessary to maintain the physical integrity of the structure with regard to safety, 
durability, or weatherproofing.” 
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval as submitted and tax credit pre-approval for the 
work. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Hauser swore in David Errera. Mr. Hauser asked if there were any additions or 
corrections to the Staff comments. Mr. Errera stated no, but he did bring some samples of the 
replacement material to show to the Commission. Mr. Hauser asked about the picture of the barrel roof 
and where it was obtained. Mr. Errera stated it was located on the web as an example. He explained 
that copper will start out being bright and shiny, but over time it will oxidize and become a grayish or 
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pewter color. Ms. Tennor suggested maybe using a larger sized 6-inch gutter for easier maintenance. 
Mr. Errera stated this size of gutter is mostly found on commercial properties and decided the size of 
the gutter would look too much out of scale for the size of the house. The gutter will be replaced with 
the same size as currently used.  
 
Motion: Ms. Tennor moved to Approve as submitted, with the option of using the 6-inch gutter. Mr. 
Hauser seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
 
13-28 – 8307-B Main Street, Ellicott City 
Exterior alterations. 
Applicant: Carolyn Goughan 
 
Background & Scope of Work: According to MDAT the building dates to 1930. The Applicant proposes to 
make several exterior alterations to her business entrance on the side of the building. The Applicant 
proposes to paint the recessed entryway Benjamin Moore ‘Revere Pewter’ to contrast against the rest 
of the building. The proposed color will be slightly lighter than the rest of the building, but will 
coordinate with the main paint color on the building. The intent is to brighten up the entryway. The 
Applicant also proposes to install one black iron lantern with seeded glass above the door, in the ceiling.  
 
The entrance stairs are currently covered in carpet, which the Applicant proposes to remove. The 
concrete steps would then be painted ‘Siberian Haze’, a light brown, that coordinates with the building 
colors. The Applicant has indicated the paint will have a non-slip texture/grit added, so that slipping on 
the painted concrete will not be a concern. There is a large, dark metal drop box located near the front 
door, which will be removed.  
 
The Applicant also proposes to replace the broken concrete walkway. The walkway is currently edged 
with brick, but will be edged with granite instead. 
 
Staff Comments: The proposed repairs and alterations are consistent with Chapter 6 recommendations. 
The paint colors for the walls and concrete steps will coordinate with the building and comply with 
Chapter 6.N (page 50) recommendations, “use colors that are generally compatible with (and do not 
clash with) the colors used in the district, particularly on neighboring buildings. On attached buildings, 
use the same colors or a coordinated color scheme whenever possible. In general, use calm or subdued 
colors, reserving bright colors for small, important details, such as doors or trim.”  
 
The proposed lighting fixture complies with Chapter 9.E (page 71) recommendations, “choose and 
located lighting fixtures to be visually unobtrusive. Use dark metal or a similar material” and “place 
attached lighting fixtures in traditional locations next to or over a door.” 
 
Staff suggests creating a more usable sidewalk since the concrete will be re-poured. Currently there is a 
ramp from the stairs to the sidewalk that blocks the sidewalk. The ramp is too steep to be ADA 
accessible and provides no purpose as it leads to a staircase. If the ramp was removed and stairs 
inserted, the sidewalk in front of the building could connect to the sidewalk leading to Main Street. As it 
exists today, one would have to step into the street to access the sidewalk. Staff has also requested a 
sample of the granite to make sure it is compatible with the building. This would comply with Chapter 
10.A (page 74) recommendations, “for plazas, driveways, parking lots, walkways and other paved areas, 
use stone or stone-like materials as alternatives to asphalt or concrete where practical.” 
 
Staff is concerned the existing stairs leading to the Classic Interiors entrance may have cracked concrete 
under the carpeted steps. Staff requests the concrete be repaired or replaced if it is found to be cracked. 
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Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval as submitted, contingent upon an appropriate 
granite sample being submitted. Staff also recommends the sidewalk be reconfigured to allow proper 
access and suggests the Commission allow any final plans, if the change is desired by the Applicant, to 
be approved by Staff.  
 
As an update, Ms. Stoney met on site with two of the building owners’ employees and was informed 
there will not be any granite edging to the stairs; it will just be poured concrete. The building owner 
would like to remove the railing and creating more of a staircase step into the street so the railing would 
not be needed. As part of the process, DPW will need to relocate a meter, which is right in front of the 
business, to a more suitable location. The owners were also asked to paint the brick brown so it ties in to 
the building; they were amenable to this request. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Hauser swore in Linda Cotter. Mr. Hauser asked if there were any additions or 
corrections to the Staff comments. Ms. Cotter had no comments. Mr. Crozier asked if lights will be on 
either side of the door. Ms. Cotter stated no, there will be one hanging light, which is approved for 
outdoors.  
 
Mr. Crozier suggested placing a light pole around the back of the business to allow for nighttime lighting. 
Ms. Stoney commented there is a BGE light pole in front of the business. Ms. Burgess stated that Lot D, 
the parking lot behind the area, is being reviewed to open the Tiber up for future greening and 
stormwater management, so there may be a potential for adding lights.  
 
Ms. Stoney asked the Commission if they are agreeable to removing the railing and having an open 
staircase. Mr. Hauser stated it would depend on how the County would deal with stairs and railings. Ms. 
Tennor stated she is unclear on how changing the stairs would remove the need for a railing. Ms. 
Burgess stated there is presently a railing due to the steeper drop of the stairs, but if there is a 
continuous two-step, there may not be a need for a railing by Code. Ms. Cotter stated there will not be 
any steep drop, just two small steps. Mr. Hauser asked if the building would be compliant with ADA. Dan 
Bennett stated the building’s front entrance is in ADA compliance. Mr. Shad asked if both ramps are 
being eliminated. Ms. Cotter stated there is only one ramp, which is being removed. Mr. Bennett stated 
the ramp is not ADA compliant, as it leads directly to a staircase. Mr. Shad clarified that the replacement 
steps will just be concrete. Ms. Stoney commented the steps will be concrete with no granite or brick, 
and the steps which are covered will not be re-poured, but if any are cracked they will be repaired. Ms. 
Tennor stated making the colors of the building more consistent is a big improvement.  
 
Motion: Mr. Hauser moved to Approve the application as submitted, with the steps to change to not 
granite edging and the ramp will be removed to become all steps. The colors being used are fine. Ms. 
Badart seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
 
13-29 – 3411 Deanwood Avenue, Ellicott City 
Exterior alterations. 
Applicant: Steve Park 
 
Background & Scope of Work: According to MDAT, the building dates to 2005. This property is located 
within the Woods of Park Place subdivision, off of Church Road and is located in the Ellicott City Historic 
District. The Applicant proposes to extend the rear porch by 11 to 12 feet, to include new decking and 
railings to match the existing. A brick pier will be added to support the extension and will match the 
other brick piers on the house. The existing rear porch will be screened in. The stairs will be relocated to 
the rear of the existing porch and will no longer block the sliding glass door. A paver patio will be 
constructed under rear deck and will be 24’ long by 18’ wide. The pavers will be EP Henry Old Town 
Cobble in a pewter color. A red brick and block retaining wall will be built below the existing rear porch. 
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Staff Comments: The proposed deck complies with Chapter 7.B (page 54) recommendations, which 
explain that “proposals to add decks of unpainted, pressure-treated wood to the rear of historic 
buildings are not uncommon. Although these additions are obviously modern, they usually obscure little 
of the building façade and require little change to historic building features. Decks should not be added 
to a building’s primary façade or a façade highly visible from a public way.” The proposed deck will be 
added to the rear of the building and will not be visible from the public way. The Guidelines also indicate 
that decks should be substantial in appearance, having more of the character of a porch (avoid decks 
that appear to stand on toothpicks), and should be related in details as much as possible to the style and 
character of the building.” The new brick pier will be substantial in appearance, as the existing ones are. 
 
The brick pier and brick retaining wall is consistent with Chapter 7.B recommendations, “use materials 
compatible with the existing building for the exposed masonry foundation or piers of a new porch.” The 
patio pavers, brick pier and brick retaining wall are consistent with Chapter 9.D recommendations, 
“construct new site features using materials compatible with the setting and with nearby historic 
structures, particularly for features visible from a public way.” 
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval as submitted. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Hauser swore in Steve Park. Mr. Hauser asked if there were any additions or corrections 
to the Staff comments. Mr. Park stated no, but would like to request two minor changes to the 
application. The first proposal is to make the patio area about 4 feet smaller than what was originally 
planned. The second proposal is regarding the brick wall. He explained that in the original plan, the 
curved wall came out from the side of the property and curved around. His current proposal is to make 
the brick wall straight off the rear of the house to match the other wall. The reason for the changes is to 
leave more of the lawn area. Mr. Hauser clarified that there is no encroachment on the side yard; the 
wall would come straight back. Mr. Park stated that was correct. Ms. Tennor asked how the landing for 
the stairs will be supported. Mr. Park stated there will be two 4x4 posts supporting the landing 
underneath it.  
 
Motion: Mr. Hauser moved to Approve the application as submitted with the noted changes. Ms. 
Tennor seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
 
13-30- 8085 Main Street, Ellicott City 
Construct rear deck. 
Applicant: Evan Brown 
 
Background & Scope of Work: The Applicant proposes to construct a rear outdoor two tier deck. The 
deck will be constructed with pressure treated lumber and will have white trex railings. The lumber will 
be treated with Rust-Oleum Restore in the color Redwood. Rust-Oleum Restore is a durable coating 
product formulated to resurface most wooden and composite decks, while providing protection against 
moisture and the sun. The product is also slightly textured with sand to make it non-slip. The lower deck 
will walk out on grade with the first floor of the restaurant, while the upper deck will be farther back in 
the yard, terraced into the hillside (closer to St. Paul Street). The lower deck will be 20 feet 10 inches 
deep by 17 feet 10 inches wide. There will be a staircase on the side that will lead to the upper deck. The 
upper deck will be 29 feet 7 inches deep by 21 feet 10 inches wide. The railings will be 42 inches high 
with 4 inch spacing between the posts. The existing backyard is terraced, but extremely overgrown with 
weeds and other invasive plants.  
 
Staff Comments: The proposed deck complies with Chapter 7.B (page 54) recommendations, which 
explain that “proposals to add decks of unpainted, pressure-treated wood to the rear of historic 
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buildings are not uncommon. Although these additions are obviously modern, they usually obscure little 
of the building façade and require little change to historic building features. Decks should not be added 
to a building’s primary façade or a façade highly visible from a public way.” The proposed deck will be 
added to the rear of the building. While the rear of the building does front St. Paul Street, it is a very 
steep slope and won’t be as visible as it would be on grade with St. Paul Street. The proposed deck will 
be more attractive than the current overgrown yard and will sit back 12 feet from St. Paul Street. 
 
The Guidelines also indicate that decks should be substantial in appearance, having more of the 
character of a porch (avoid decks that appear to stand on toothpicks), and should be related in details as 
much as possible to the style and character of the building.” The footings of the deck will not be visible, 
but the deck will be built into the terraced hillside, possibly giving more of the impression of a patio. 
  
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval as submitted.  
 
Testimony: Mr. Hauser swore in Alan Byers. Mr. Hauser asked if there were any additions or corrections 
to the Staff comments. Mr. Byers stated no. Ms. Hauser asked about the use of Rust-Oleum on the 
decking. Mr. Byers stated they were advised that the pine needed to dry between 3 to 6 months before 
the Rust-Oleum could be applied so they decided not to use it. Mr. Hauser asked if pressure-treated 
lumber would be used instead. Mr. Byers stated yes. Mr. Hauser asked if there was any protection plans 
for the lumber or would it just age naturally. Mr. Byers stated the lumber would remain natural at this 
time. Mr. Hauser commented that a portion of the lower deck would almost be at ground level and 
asked if there were any concerns about pest or rodent problems with food being served. Mr. Byers 
stated the restaurant is a more elegant, upscale restaurant that caters more to adults and less to 
children and the younger crowd. He said the area will be swept and cleaned every night to prevent any 
problems. There will be a pest control company monitoring the area.  
 
Mr. Hauser asked about the second deck and how close would it come to the property on St. Paul 
Street, and also how the deck would be accessed. Mr. Byers stated there is an existing stairway; the 
deck will meet at the stairway. The deck will come up right next to the building on St. Paul Street. Mr. 
Hauser asked if the owner of the building would have any problems with this. Mr. Byers stated not to his 
knowledge.  
 
Mr. Crozier asked if there was any preference for railings. Mr. Byers stated he had no preference, but 
Mr. Brown might. Ms. Tennor clarified that the vertical trex railing will be used and not horizontal. Mr. 
Byers stated yes. Mr. Crozier asked about lighting. Mr. Byers stated there is a floodlight currently on the 
back of the building. Mr. Crozier asked if any other lighting will be added. Mr. Byers stated there are 
currently no plans for additional lighting. Since the area is not built yet, it is difficult to know what kind 
of atmosphere there will be.  It is possible that small LED-type table lights may be used for each table. 
Ms. Tennor asked Staff if the Applicant would need to return with an application for lighting. Ms. Stoney 
stated if the lights are attached to the building then an application would need to be submitted, but if 
the lights are portable and can be picked up and moved then no application is necessary. Mr. Hauser 
swore in Jim Brumsted. Mr. Brumsted stated that the lighting may include tread lights on tracks. Mr. 
Hauser stated this could be approved with the stipulation that a sample of the lighting be brought to 
Staff for approval.  
 
Motion: Mr. Hauser moved to Approve the application as submitted. In addition, approval is given for 
attached tread lights, but a sample of the lighting must be brought to Staff to review. Ms. Tennor 
seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
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13-31 – Parking Lot B, Ellicott City 
Tree removal. 
Applicant: Howard County Department of Public Works 
 
Background & Scope of Work: In March 2013 the County was approved to rebuild the retaining wall 
that collapsed from the CSX train derailment in August of 2012. In order to properly rebuild the wall, it 
had to be built out several feet from the original wall. As a result, the narrow parking lot cannot properly 
accommodate vehicles and adjustments to the parking lot have to be made. The Applicant proposes to 
remove four large Sycamore trees in order to address several issues with the new lot layout. The current 
curbs around the trees will be pushed back toward the east fencing to allow the length needed for the 
parking lot, because the new CSX wall had to be built out several feet from the original wall. A consistent 
and continuous curb will allow for a trench to be dug a minimum of 3 feet deep along the curb where a 
drain collection will be installed. This drain will collect the run-off from the pervious paving that is to be 
installed as part of new storm water management mitigation before it reaches the river. The parking 
layout will remain the same, but two handicap parking spaces will be added where none currently exists. 
The Applicant also proposes to make repairs to existing curbs, sidewalks, light pole locations and 
pavement. The lower granite block wall supporting the parking spaces and current trees will also be 
repaired in-kind as needed.  
 
Staff Comments: Chapter 9.B recommends, “retain mature trees and shrubs. Provide for their 
replacement when necessary. While Staff would prefer the trees remain in place, Staff also understands 
why they must be removed. That parking lot is important to many of the merchants and residents on the 
lower part of Main Street, and must be useable for the community.  
  
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval as submitted, but would like to see an effort made 
to replant trees or shrubs (due to space constraints) elsewhere in the historic district.  
 
Testimony: Mr. Hauser swore in Mark DeLuca, Deputy Director of DPW. Mr. Hauser asked if there were 
any additions or corrections to the Staff comments. Mr. DeLuca stated he brought an exhibit which 
shows more details.  He said the construction process is very fluid and plans are being developed as the 
process goes along. Mr. DeLuca handed out a new drawing showing the general layout, parking spaces 
and the addition of handicapped spaces. Mr. Hauser asked if any spaces are being lost. Mr. DeLuca 
stated there were 24 spaces previously, but there were no handicapped spaces. There are now 23 
parking spaces. There is a reduction of one parking space, but a creation of two handicapped spaces. 
The community wanted to double the parking spaces, but the trade-off was to lose one parking space in 
order to have two handicapped spaces. This lot never had ADA parking in the past.  
 
Mr. Hauser asked if the work has caused any interruption for CSX. Mr. DeLuca stated the line was shut 
down for a while for the preliminary engineering work to be done to access the damage to the wall. 
Since that time, CSX has not lost any time, freight was being moved through at a reduced speed while 
the slope was being stabilized with stone. At this point, CSX is now back up to speed.  
 
Mr. Crozier asked what is between the curb and the wall. Mr. DeLuca stated there will be a very thin 
grass strip in that location. Prior to this incident, there was about a 3 to 4 foot strip, maybe a bit more. 
Due to having to push everything back toward the river about two feet, the area has been narrowed. 
The wall will extend out about two feet, and the curb line will extend out two feet. Mr. Crozier stated it 
may be better to pave the area since the grass area is so small. Ms. Burgess commented that the green 
area is not grass, it is currently mulch. Mr. DeLuca stated that a major goal is to not use asphalt where it 
is not needed. The stormwater facility will be against the wall at that point. Pervious concrete will be 
used. The existing parking lot has no stormwater controls. Storm water  runs down the center line, into 
the curb cut and then into the river. In the new design, the idea is to treat the water in order to give 
some water quality to it instead of picking up all the dirt and oil from the parking lot. The area will run 
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parallel to the curb. There will be a reservoir of stone under the pervious concrete to provide treatment 
for a majority of the parking lot. 
 
Mr. Hauser asked who controls the property and the area outside of the retaining wall to the bank of 
the river. Mr. DeLuca stated technically the land is owned by Howard County, but the river is owned by 
Baltimore County, as the property lines extend to the riverbank on our side. The control is held by the 
State. In regard to the removal of the four Sycamore trees, Mr. Hauser asked if there would be any kind 
of area on the other side of the retaining wall to install mature trees and keep them safe. Mr. DeLuca 
stated it is a possibility. There are plans for a feasibility of a riverwalk or some development with benign 
impact on the land for the bank.  
 
Mr. Hauser said that the area right now is very rough looking and perhaps trees could be placed and 
raised up the same height as the retaining wall. Mr. DeLuca stated this would take a lot of discussion. In 
order to access the waterway to do anything becomes a permit ordeal. The approval process is lengthy 
and would have to go through the State, MDE and the Corp. If the permit process is successful, the tree 
selection would have to be done very carefully. Recreation and Parks is also reviewing the area to see 
what can be done to make it a more usable space which also may help to accommodate some trees. Mr. 
DeLuca agrees that any trees would need to be raised as the area does flood a lot.  
 
Mr. Shad asked if the utility light pole will be affected by the removal of the trees and the curb. Mr. 
DeLuca stated because light poles were destroyed by the train derailment there are now two publicly 
owned lights and one privately owned light in the parking lot. The private light is owned by 8000 Main 
Street and is adjacent to their property. The public lights are temporary lights. One of the poles was 
knocked out and BGE made an emergency repair to install a pole and place a light on it. The other light is 
a ‘shoebox’ light which is not appropriate for a parking lot. There was a third light which was destroyed. 
New lights and poles will be installed by BGE for the parking lot, and will be consistent with the lighting 
in Ellicott City. Mr. Crozier asked if any consideration has been given to the realignment of the parking. 
Mr. DeLuca stated the space in between is 24 feet. The drive aisle is 24 feet which is the requirement 
used. The parking spaces are 9 feet wide and 18 feet deep. The main design issue was the cars backing 
out. The cars could pull in but not back out. The shape of the lot is a design problem. There is now an 
encroachment caused by the new wall. Ms. Tennor asked about parallel parking spots. Mr. DeLuca 
stated this was considered at one time but was not done because the spots would be too tight.  
 
Motion: Ms. Tennor moved to Approve the application as submitted. The Commission would encourage 
Staff to look into areas in the Historic District where it would be appropriate to replant trees to 
compensate for the removal of the Sycamore trees. Mr. Hauser seconded. The motion was unanimously 
approved. 
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Mr. Hauser moved to adjourn the meeting. Ms. Tennor seconded. The meeting was adjourned at 8:13 
p.m.  
 
 
*Chapter and page references are from the Ellicott City or Lawyers Hill Historic District Design 
Guidelines. 
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August Minutes 

 
The seventh regular meeting for the year 2013 of the Historic District Commission was held on Thursday, 
August 1, 2013 in the C. Vernon Gray Room located at 3430 Court House Drive, Ellicott City, Maryland. 
 
Members present:  Joseph Hauser, Chair; Sam Crozier, Vice-Chair; and Allan Shad 

Members absent: Lisa Badart; Eileen Tennor; and Mark Kimberling 

Staff present:  Beth Burgess, Dan Bennett, Lewis Taylor, and Carol Stirn 

 
Chairman Joseph Hauser opened the meeting at 7:00 p.m. with a statement explaining the process and 
rules of the meeting.Mr. Hauser moved to Approve the July 3, 2013 minutes. Sam Crozier seconded. The 
motion was unanimously approved. 
 
 
PLANS FOR APPROVAL 
 

1. 13-01c – 9315 Mellenbrook Road, Columbia, HO-156 
2. 11-40c – 10375 Cavey Lane, Woodstock, HO-770 
3. 13-32- 8345 Main Street, Ellicott City 
4. 13-33 – 8290 Main Street, 8267 Main Street, 3733 Old Columbia Pike, 3731 Hamilton Street, 

3732 Hamilton Street, 3735 Hamilton Street, 3752 Old Columbia Pike 
5. 13-34 - 3421 Martha Bush Drive, Ellicott City, HO-193 
6. 13-35 - 3421 Martha Bush Drive, Ellicott City, HO-193 
7. 13-36 - 3421 Martha Bush Drive, Ellicott City, HO-193 
 
 

CONSENT AGENDA 
 
13-01c – 9315 Mellenbrook Road, Columbia, HO-156 
Final tax credit approval. 
Applicant: Richard Voelker 
 
Background & Scope of Work: The Applicant seeks final tax credit approval for work that was pre-
approved in February 2013. The work includes the replacement of deteriorated slate on the first floor 
porch roof and gutters and downspouts of the first and second floor porch roofs. The application states 
that $17,378.00 was spent on eligible, pre-approved work. The Applicant seeks $1,738.00 in final tax 
credits.  
 
Staff Comments: The work complies with that pre-approved and the receipts add up to the requested 
amount. 
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval as submitted. 

HOWARD COUNTY HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION 
ELLICOTT CITY HISTORIC DISTRICT  LAWYERS HILL HISTORIC DISTRICT 
3430 Courthouse Drive  Ellicott City, Maryland 21043 
 
Administered by the Department of Planning and Zoning 
 www.howardcountymd.gov 

410-313-2350  
FAX 410-313-1655 
TDD 410-313-2323 
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Testimony:  There was no testimony. 
 
Motion:  Mr. Hauser moved to Approve as submitted.  Mr. Shad seconded.  The motion was 
unanimously approved. 
 
 
11-40c – 10375 Cavey Lane, Woodstock, HO-770 
Final tax credit approval. 
Applicant: Alice M. Bender 
 
Background & Scope of Work: The Applicant seeks tax final tax credit approval for work that was pre-
approved in October 2011. The work includes the replacement of rotten siding, repair of flashing, and 
replacement of French doors and framing. The application states that $4,878.44 was spent on eligible, 
pre-approved work. The Applicant seeks $487.84 in final tax credits.  
 
Staff Comments: The work complies with that pre-approved and the receipts add up to the requested 
amount. 
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval as submitted. 
 
Testimony:  There was no testimony. 
 
Motion:  Mr. Hauser moved to Approve as submitted.  Mr. Shad seconded.  The motion was 
unanimously approved. 
 
 
13-32 - 8345 Main Street, Ellicott City  
Install sign. Seeks Façade Improvement Program funds. 
Applicant: Wayne Zinn 
 
Background & Scope of Work: According to MDAT, the building dates to 1920. The Applicant proposes 
to replace both business signs with two new signs.  One is a flat mounted sign and the other is a hanging 
bracket sign. The new signs will be very similar to the old, as they are just updated versions of the State 
Farm sign. However, an attractive border has been added and the shape has changed slightly. Both signs 
will have a white background, gold trim and red text and logo and black text. The signs will be made out 
of high density foam, which is thick and appears similar to wood once painted. The gold, red and white 
striped border will be embossed, while the text will remain smooth. Finish plugs will conceal the lag 
bolts. The flat mounted sign will be 2 feet 6 inches high by 2 feet wide for a total of 5 square feet. The 
flat mounted sign will have a more attractive shape than the old square sign. The projecting sign will be 
double sided, 3 feet high by 2 feet wide for a total of 6 square feet and will hang from a new black semi-
gloss steel bracket. The signs will read on three lines: 

State Farm 
David J. Munson 

410-461-6005 
 

The hanging sign will have an additional line, with the street number of 8345 above the ‘State Farm’ 
text. Both signs will be 1 ½ inches thick.  
 
The Applicant also seeks funds from the Façade Improvement Program and the application is Façade 
Improvement Program case FIP-13-03. 
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Staff Comments: The application is consistent with Chapter 11.A (page 80) recommendations, “use 
simple, legible words and graphics” and “use a minimum number of colors, generally no more than 
three.” The signs will use minimal text and only have three colors consisting of black, gold and red, with 
a white background. While the proposed sign will not be made of the wood, the material is very 
comparable and equally durable. The bracket will be black coated steel, which complies with Chapter 
11.A (page 80) recommendations, “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.”  
 
In looking through the case file for this property, it does not appear the flat mounted sign was ever 
approved. Chapter 11.B recommends against, “two signs where one is sufficient to provide an easily 
visible identification of the business” and “more than two signs per business per façade.” However, the 
flat mounted sign is in a prime location at the front of the building and the hanging sign is on the 
western side of the building. The two signs do not overwhelm the building.  
 
The size of the flat mounted sign complies with Chapter 11.B recommendations, “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.” The size of the projecting sign complies with Chapter 
11.B recommendations for Projecting Signs, “limit the 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.” 
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval as submitted.  
 
Façade Improvement Program Recommendation: Staff will approve the application for the Façade 
Improvement Program. The Applicant has supplied all of the necessary project bids. Staff will issue a 
pre-approval letter explaining the amount approved, which is contingent above a final approval when 
the work is complete. Work cannot begin until a Certificate of Approval and Façade Improvement 
Program Approval have been received. The Maryland Historical Trust will also have to issue an approval 
before the County can issue their approvals. 
 
Testimony:  There was no testimony. 
 
Motion:  Mr. Hauser moved to Approve as submitted.  Mr. Shad seconded. The motion was 
unanimously approved. 
 
 
REGULAR AGENDA 
 
13-33 –  8290 Main Street, 8267 Main Street, 3733 Old Columbia Pike, 3731 Hamilton Street, 3732 
Hamilton Street, 3735 Hamilton Street, 3752 Old Columbia Pike 
Install rain barrels. 
Applicant: Lori Lilly, Center for Watershed Protection 
 
Background & Scope of Work: The buildings at 8290 and 8267 Main Street, 3733 and 3752 Old 
Columbia Pike and 3731, 3732 and 3735 Hamilton Street are all located in the Ellicott City Historic 
District and are historic buildings. The Applicant proposes to install rain barrels at certain downspout 
locations at each building. The Applicant proposes to use whiskey barrels for the rain collection 
containers. 
 
The Applicant has not received approval from the building owners and is still conducting outreach, so it 
is possible that not all of the identified locations will receive a rain barrel.  
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Staff Comments: The attachments for the rain barrels will need to be customized for each building, as 
each building may have a different style of downspout. In general, Staff’s main concerns are the rain 
barrels being placed within walkways, as Ellicott City already has narrow sidewalks and right-of-ways. 
Some of the locations identified are not the most appropriate and will impede walkways, which will be 
discussed in more detail below. Staff is also concerned about rain barrels being placed at buildings and 
not being used, in which case the water will become stagnant and create other problems, such as 
breeding mosquitoes.  
 
8290 Main Street – The location at Main Street Oriental Rugs only has one planter outside the building, 
which does not appear to be highly used. Staff has no objections to placing a rain barrel here, as the 
sidewalk is wider, but recommends the plantings be maintained. 
 
8267 Main Street- The location at the Visitor’s Center on the west side of the building may impede the 
ADA ramp to the front of the building, as well as the sidewalk to the ADA parking at the rear of the 
building. There is not a lot of vegetation on this side of the building. Staff recommends identifying a 
location on the east side of the building, where there is more vegetation, including the recently 
dedicated Blue Star Memorial Garden. 
 
3733 Old Columbia Pike – The location at Diamondback Tavern will not impede the walkway, but will be 
within an existing landscaped area. Staff finds this to be a good proposed location for a rain barrel. 
 
3731 Hamilton Street – The location at the Little French Market may impede the walkway. If a rain 
barrel is approved at this location, it needs to be placed in the landscaped/mulched area, not on the 
brick walkway. 
 
3732 Hamilton Street – The location between Hi Ho Silver and Journey from Junk will not impede any 
walkways and appears to be within a landscaped area. 
 
3735 Hamilton Street – The location outside of Scoop Ah Dee Do will impede the walkway and block 
utility meters. There does not appear to be appropriate space for a rain barrel in this location.  
 
3751 Hamilton Street (formerly 3752 Old Columbia Pike) – There is room for a rain barrel in this location, 
but in order to not block the steps, it should be moved around to the side of the building, where it can 
still connect to the downspout. 
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval of the whiskey barrel concept as rain collectors for 
Ellicott City. Staff recommends Approval for the locations at 8290 Main Street, 3733 Old Columbia Pike 
and 3732 Hamilton Street. Staff recommends Approval for 8267 Main Street, 3731 Hamilton Street, and 
3751 Hamilton Street if the locations are modified to not block walkways, accessibility or utilities. Staff 
recommends a new address be identified for the location of the rain barrel at 3735 Old Columbia Pike 
since walkways, doors or utilities would be blocked if it was to be installed in the proposed location. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Hauser swore in Lori Lilly.  Mr. Hauser asked if there were any additions or corrections 
to the Staff comments.  Ms. Lilly did not have any other comments, but did state her group has been 
working with the local community to try and do outreach regarding stormwater management and flood 
reduction efforts. She said that installing rain barrels in prominent locations as demonstration projects 
would be a good way to do some outreach and demonstrate to property owners what they are able to 
do.  None of the land owners / property owners have been approached yet; the owners will be 
contacted through a community process and also through the Green Committee established with Ellicott 
City Historic District Partnership.  Mr. Hauser asked at the first location, Oriental Rugs, if the current 
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downspouts for the building go underneath the sidewalk and out to the street.  Ms. Lilly believes so; all 
the locations chosen have drainage to the street, curb and gutter, or are directly connected to the storm 
drain.  The purpose of the demonstration is to disconnect the downspout and place it into the barrel, 
and reuse the water.  Mr. Hauser pointed out that any overflow from the barrel would need to go back 
into the pipe that goes under the sidewalk. If the water spills onto the sidewalk this could create ice 
problems.  Ms. Burgess commented that the Green Committee thought all barrels could be seasonally 
emptied before winter.  Ms. Lilly stated that a maintenance plan for the barrels would be created; the 
owners would be informed of the plan.  She explained that the Green Committee is proposing to inspect 
the rain barrels to make sure they are properly maintained.  Mr. Hauser reiterated that any rain barrel 
which would go into a pipe under the sidewalk would need to be connected to the pipe so there would 
be no spillover onto the sidewalk causing water or ice issues.  Ms. Lilly commented there are devices 
which can be installed on top of the barrel to redirect the water flow as needed.   
 
Mr. Hauser stated that Staff recommended the rain barrel not impede any ADA parking at the Visitor’s 
Center.  Mr. Hauser asked the Applicant if there was any problem in finding a different location for the 
rain barrel.  Ms. Lilly stated no.  She stated a rain garden is now being considered for the Visitor’s Center 
site.  If this plan goes forward, then an application for a rain garden would be coming back to HDC, and 
the rain barrel would not be done.  Mr. Hauser stated the Diamondback Tavern is fine for the rain barrel. 
For the Little French Market, the owner would need to be contacted to see if the rain barrel could be 
located in the vegetative area instead.  He said there is no problem placing a rain barrel at Hi Ho Silver.  
Mr. Hauser said that a rain barrel cannot be placed at 3735 Hamilton Street (Scoop Ah Dee Do).  At 3751 
Hamilton Street, the rain barrel is fine as long as it does not block any steps.   
 
Mr. Crozier asked about the use of the downspout in the barrel.  Ms. Lilly stated during a storm the 
downspout is closed in order to collect water in the barrel; the downspout is opened when water needs 
to be bypass the rain barrel if full or in winter season.  Mr. Crozier commented that someone needs to 
maintain the water to prevent the barrel from filling up too much.  Mr. Hauser pointed out that the 
property owners will need to decide if they want the responsibility of storing water and using it for 
watering. Mr. Shad asked if any other historic districts have been looked at that may use or have used 
rain barrels.  Ms. Lilly stated she has not looked into that.  Mr. Shad wondered after a period of time if 
the wood barrels may be impacted by weathering and turn grey over time.  The Commission does think 
the rain barrels are a great idea to try.  Ms. Lilly stated the idea is to try the barrels with a few 
businesses to see how it works, then possibly expand.  
 
Mr. Hauser asked if there was anyone in public who wished to comment on the case.  No public 
commented. 
 
Motion: Mr. Hauser moved to Approve the application as per Staff recommendations of modified sites.  
He said that communication with Staff must remain in regard to discussions with businessesfor the rain 
barrels.  Mr. Shad seconded.  The motion was unanimously approved.  
 
 
13-34 - 3421 Martha Bush Drive, Ellicott City, HO-193 
Install sign. 
Applicant: Anne McArthur, Linwood Center 
 
Background & Scope of Work: The historic building dates approximately to 1840 and the new building is 
currently being constructed. The Applicant proposes to install a 3 foot high by 5 foot wide freestanding 
sign on posts. The sign will be a total of 15 square feet. The background of the sign will be green with 
white text and a yellow border. The sign will read “Linwood Center” on two lines with a small white 
graphic above “Linwood”. The address will be located below the school name and will have green text 
on the yellow border/background. The sign posts will be 6 inch by 6 inch square aluminum posts with 
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pyramid decorative caps. The sign will be installed in a concrete foundation. The sign will be made of 1.5 
inch thick high density urethane and will be sandblasted with raised letters, logo and border. The 
freestanding sign will be placed on the north side of the entrance off of Martha Bush Drive and set back 
from that street so that it should not impede traffic. 
 
Staff Comments: The proposed sign complies with Chapter 11.A (page 80) recommendations for signs, 
“use legible words and graphics” and “keep letters to a minimum and the message brief and to the 
point.” The Guidelines (page 80) also recommend, “use a minimum number of colors, generally no more 
than three.” While the sign will use four total colors, the black and white are neutral and only the green 
and yellow will stand out. The sign also complies with the Chapter 11.A (page 80) recommendation, 
“emphasize the identification of the establishment rather than an advertising message on the face of 
the sign.” The sign also complies with Chapter 11.B (page 84) recommendations for freestanding signs, 
“where they are permitted, limit a freestanding sign to a height below the window sill of the second 
story of the building with which is it associated.” The sign is larger than recommended, as Chapter 11.B 
(page 84) states, “to respect the pedestrian scale, limit the size of a freestanding sign to four to six 
square feet in area.”  However, the location for the new sign is at the edge of the historic district, in a 
predominately vehicular area and borders non-historic housing. 
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval as submitted.  
 
Testimony: Mr. Hauser swore in Anne McArthur and William Moss.  Mr. Hauser asked if there were any 
additions or corrections to the Staff comments.  Neither Ms. McArthur nor Mr. Moss had any changes.  
Mr. Moss commented that the sign goes along with the building that is being constructed and it is their 
[the Linwood] logo.  Lewis Taylor asked the Applicant to clarify if the material presented is just of the 
sample colors and not the actual materials being used to construct the sign.  Ms. McArthur stated she 
had requested Shannon-Baum Signs for color samples to present and the example is what she was 
given.  Ms. McArthur does not believe the sample is also the actual material; it does not correspond to 
what is stated in the Staff comments about the material being used.  Mr. Shad asked if there will be any 
other signs on the buildings.  Mr. Moss stated no, there are no plans for any other signs.  Mr. Crozier 
asked how the sample colors were chosen.  Mr. Moss stated the property was once surrounded by all 
green, as it was originally in the middle of woods.  When the consultants were brought in, it was decided 
to retain the same green image which reflected back to the old building.  Mr. Crozier asked if the 
Linwood brochures and materials will be in the same color to tie everything together.  Mr. Moss stated 
yes.  Mr. Crozier asked the location of the sign.  Mr. Moss stated it will be near the road away from the 
building.  Mr. Crozier commented that the sign does not have the same character as the rest of the site 
does and feels there is disconnect with the sign.  Mr. Moss stated the logo was designed to reflect the 
surrounding colors and was designed with a treelike graphic.  Mr. Hauser commented that the site is not 
totally historic, it is also part modern; the colors in the sign are subdued and the sign should not be 
made to look historic.  Mr. Crozier asked if any plantings will be done around the sign.   
 
Mr. Hauser swore in John Boender.  Mr. Boender stated a plan will be developed for installing 
landscaping around the sign. Mr. Crozier commented that the picture of the sign and building makes the 
sign look too high or out of proportion.  Mr. Moss agreed that the sign looks out of proportion, but said 
the size of the sign and its placement on the property is minimal.  The sign is much further away from 
the building than is shown.  The green color of the sign also compliments the grass and will blend nicely.  
Mr. Boender stated the sign could be lowered, if necessary.   
 
Motion: Mr. Hauser moved to Approve the application as submitted.  Mr. Crozier seconded.  The motion 
was unanimously approved. 
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13-35 - 3421 Martha Bush Drive, Ellicott City, HO-193 
Install statue 
Applicant: Anne McArthur, Linwood Center 
 
Background & Scope of Work: The historic building dates approximately to 1840 and the new building is 
currently being constructed. The Applicant proposes to place a statue in the center of the island at the 
new circular drive. The statue will be 34 inches wide and 54 inches high and will be made of bronze.  
 
Staff Comments: The guidelines do not offer recommendations for statues. However, this item could fall 
under Chapter 10.C, Street Furniture, which is similar in nature. The proposed statue complies with 
Chapter 10.C recommendations, “use street furniture that is simple in design and constructed of 
traditional materials such as wood or dark metal.” The statue will be made of bronze, a traditional 
material. 
 
The original renderings for the approval of the new building show a tree in the middle of the island. Staff 
has no objection to the placement of the statue, but would like to see a landscape plan for the island. 
Staff has also asked for more information regarding the drain at the center of the island, and how that 
will be handled with the statue. 
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval as submitted, pending additional information 
regarding drainage and landscaping. 
 
Testimony: Ms. McArthur, Mr. Moss and Mr. Boender, the Applicants and witnesses for this case, had 
previously been sworn in.  Mr. Hauser asked if there were any additions or corrections to the Staff 
comments.  Mr. Boender stated no.  He said the attempt was being made to have the statue installed 
before the opening of the school, but there are complications with the storm drain as the designer was 
not aware of the statue.  The statue may need to be moved back near the school due to the stormwater 
management area. If the statue is moved, landscaping will be done in the circular drive as originally 
planned. Mr. Taylor asked the Applicant to clarify that the statue may potentially be relocated due to 
the drainage.  Mr. Boender stated yes.  Mr. Taylor suggested that this case could be continued.  Mr. 
Hauser asked if the statue would be moved totally out of the driveway island.  Mr. Boender stated the 
statue may be moved back toward the school and placed on the concrete in the courtyard.  Mr. Boender 
stated they need to figure out a new direction for the statue and the plantings and get back with Staff, 
and would submit a new application.  There might end up being a stone wall around the driveway island. 
Mr. Hauser suggested to Staff that the case could be withdrawn, but to allow temporary plantings, in 
lieu of a formal landscaping plan submitted, so there will be some sort of plantings for September’s 
opening of the school. Mr. Boender stated that area has been planted with grass seed 
 
Motion: The Applicants withdrew the application.  Mr. Taylor stated to let the record reflect that the 
applicants have withdrawn the application for case 13-35. 
 
 
13-36 - 3421 Martha Bush Drive, Ellicott City, HO-193 
Replace doors. 
Applicant: Anne McArthur, Linwood Center 
 
Background & Scope of Work: The historic building dates approximately to 1840. The Applicant 
proposes to remove the modern filled in windows and siding around the windows on the front of the 
building. The Applicant then proposes to add 10-lite French doors, with a transom window above. The 
new French doors, transom window and framing will be wood. The new doors and transom will be 
painted with white latex paint. The transom window will be one sash, with no divided lites.  The doors 
are slightly different sizes. One door will be 80 inches high, with a 24 inch high transom. The opening will 
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be 52 ¾ inches wide. The other door will be 82 inches high, with a 27 inch high transom. The opening 
will be 48 inches wide.   
 
Staff Comments: The product sheet that was submitted for the doors shows an interior wood door, 
instead of an exterior wood door, which Staff is concerned about. Additionally, the County Architectural 
historian believes that French doors are not the correct style of door for this building. He has found 
photographs that show there was never a transom above the door, but instead 6 lites above a doorway 
that is hidden by storm windows.  
 
In December 2010, Linwood Center and the Maryland Historical Trust signed an MOA that requires all 
work on the historic house conform to The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment 
ofHistoric Properties and be submitted to MHT for review. While Staff understands Linwood would like 
to complete this project before their groundbreaking on the new school, Staff would like to ensure the 
most historically appropriate doors are put back in place. Staff would like to ask the Commission if the 
Commission can approve the project tonight, subject to final Staff approval to find the most historically 
appropriate door. Based on the Maryland Historical Trust Maryland Inventory of Historic Properties 
Form that was updated in 2011, the windows are described as “Three Windows in East front Room 
Extending to the floor, 15 Lights Glass 16 by 18, frames Box, Sash Hung outside & Inside Shutters. 
Outside Shutters Venetian [,] Inside panel [sic] & folding Right & Left into a Box forming when Shut a 
flush panel [sic] Jamb.” Staff has provided a sketch of what this would look like. 
 
Additionally, Staff would like to ask Linwood to consider removing the plastic shutters around the 
building, some of which are broken or missing and replace them with wood shutters in the correct size 
for the window openings. The current plastic shutters are not appropriate for the building and for the 
Historic District. 
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval to replace the windows as noted in the 2011 
Historic Sites Inventory form, not the French doors that were proposed. The windows should be a 15 
light window, with lights approximately 16 inches wide by 18 inches high, with the bottom sash sitting 
behind the top sash. Staff also recommends Approval to remove the plastic shutters around the 
windows and replace with correctly sized wood shutters. 
 
Testimony: Ms. Burgess stated that since the comments were sent out, Linwood has submitted more 
accurate dimensions to what they are willing and proposing to work on.  In addition, with information 
from the County Architectural Historian, there is a good chance that the baseboard is still in place. If the 
window or door is deconstructed, there may be an existing baseboard to work with. Ken Short, the 
Architectural Historian, is concerned that the new proposal will be one panel glass over another panel 
glass with the mullions over top like a grid, instead of being each little window panel. 
 
Ms. McArthur, Mr. Moss and Mr. Boender, the Applicants and witnesses for this case, had previously 
been sworn in. Mr. Hauser asked if there were any additions or corrections to the Staff comments.  Mr. 
Boender stated the original design was done based on what information they had, which was a pair of 
French doors.  The Applicants indicated they have no problem with making the changes stated in the 
Staff comments.  Mr. Hauser asked if there will be applied grilles on the glass due to the large size of the 
window openings.  Ms. McArthur stated there will be individual panes which will be done to the exact 
specifications received from Ms. Stoney.  Mr. Hauser said he has no objection with the cottage style 
window; it will just be very large. He said consideration should be given to making the window operable.  
Mr. Boender stated it is preferable to have either doors or windows operable because the building does 
not have central air, just window units. Mr. Boender said the intention is to restore the entire building.  
In addition to the replacement items, Mr. Hauser asked what the remainder of the windows and doors 
on the building are like.  Mr. Boender stated over the years the other old windows were replaced with 
vinyl windows.  There are still some original hinges left; it is hoped eventually that these can be used to 
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install new shutters.  Mr. Boender stated most of the original items are gone and have been replaced.  
Mr. Hauser asked if there was any problem with approval of a 15-lite cottage style window.  Mr. 
Boender had no problem.   
 
Motion: Mr. Hauser moved to Approve the application per Staff recommendations.  The window will be 
made by the Applicant’s shop; the window will be a 6-lite over 9-lite configuration and painted. Approval 
is given for the window.  Approval is also given for removal of the plastic shutters to be replaced with 
correctly-sized wood shutters. Mr. Crozier seconded.  The motion was unanimously approved.  Dan 
Bennett asked for the record if a copy of the shop drawing could be obtained.  Mr. Hauser agreed. 
 
 
 
Mr. Hauser moved to adjourn the meeting.Mr. Crozier seconded. The meeting was adjourned at 8:12 
p.m.  
 
 
*Chapter and page references are from the Ellicott City or Lawyers Hill Historic District Design 
Guidelines. 
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September Minutes 

 
The eighth regular meeting for the year 2013 of the Historic District Commission was held on Thursday, 
September 12, 2013 in the C. Vernon Gray Room located at 3430 Court House Drive, Ellicott City, 
Maryland. 
 
Members present:  Sam Crozier, Vice-Chair; Lisa Badart; and Allan Shad 

Members absent: Joseph Hauser and Eileen Tennor 

Staff present:  Samantha Holmes, Beth Burgess, Dan Bennett, Lewis Taylor, and Carol Stirn 

 
Lisa Badart opened the meeting at 7:00 p.m. with a statement explaining the process and rules of the 
meeting. Voting to approve the August 1, 2013 minutes was deferred until October.  
 
 
PLANS FOR APPROVAL 
 

1. 13-37- 10375 Cavey Lane, Woodstock, HO-770 
2. 13-38 – 3896 Old Columbia Pike, Ellicott City, HO-328 
3. 13-39 – 8289 Main Street, Ellicott City 
4. 13-40 – 8289 Main Street, Ellicott City 
5. 13-41 – 6802 Norris Lane, Elkridge, HO-454 
6. 13-42 – 10111 Frederick Road, Ellicott City, HO-843 
7. 13-43 – 13015 Clarksville Pike, Highland, HO-465 
8. 13-44 – 11265 Old Frederick Road, Marriottsville 
9. 13-45 – 1805 Marriottsville Road, HO-191 
10. 13-46 – 9602 Old Frederick Road, Ellicott City 
11. 13-47 – 4472 Ilchester Road, Ellicott City, HO-456 

 
 
CONSENT AGENDA 
 
13-37-10375 Cavey Lane, Woodstock, HO-770 
Exterior alterations for tax credit pre-approval. 
Applicant: Alice M. Bender 
 
Background & Scope of Work: According to MDAT, the structure dates to 1910 and is not located in a 
historic district, but is listed on the Historic Sites Inventory as HO-770. The Applicant proposes to make 
several repairs and seeks tax credit pre-approval for the work. The Applicant proposes to replace the 
front porch roof, which is covered in asphalt shingles with a medium bronze standing seam metal roof. 
Additionally the Applicant also proposes to remove a black asphalt roll roof and replace it with the 
bronze standing seam metal roof. 
 

HOWARD COUNTY HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION 
ELLICOTT CITY HISTORIC DISTRICT  LAWYERS HILL HISTORIC DISTRICT 
3430 Courthouse Drive  Ellicott City, Maryland 21043 
 
Administered by the Department of Planning and Zoning 
 www.howardcountymd.gov 

410-313-2350  
FAX 410-313-1655 
TDD 410-313-2323 
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Staff Comments: The replacement of shingle roofing with metal roofing is consistent with the Secretary 
of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, Standard 2, “the historic character of a property shall be 
retained and preserved. The removal of distinctive materials…shall be avoided.” The metal roofing was 
most likely originally on the structure and removed at one point, with the current asphalt roof replacing 
the original material. Therefore, going back to a metal roof is appropriate. The application is also 
consistent with Section 20.112 of the County Code which defines eligible work for tax credits as “the 
repair or replacement of exterior features of the structure” and “work that is necessary to maintain the 
physical integrity of the structure with regard to safety, durability, or weatherproofing.” 
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval as submitted.  
 
Testimony: There was no testimony.  
 
Motion: Ms. Badart moved to Approve as submitted. Mr. Crozier seconded. The motion was 
unanimously approved. 
 
 
13-38 – 3896 Old Columbia Pike, Ellicott City, HO-328 
Tax credit pre-approval for exterior repairs. 
Applicant: Morris Vatz 
 
Background & Scope of Work: According to MDAT the structure dates to 1899. The Applicant proposes 
to paint the Victorian style farmhouse exterior and repair and replace the wood porch as necessary. The 
existing house has white siding with black trim and a red front door. The Applicant proposes to paint the 
siding and porch floor Behr Windy Seas, a muted gray blue. The accents, such as shutters, and the front 
and side door will be painted Behr Autumn River, a muted red/maroon color. The gingerbread trim, 
porch, windows sashes and door trim will be painted Behr Echo Mist, a light blue/gray. The house will be 
pressure washed, scraped, sanded and caulked where needed prior to painting. The applicant seeks tax 
credit pre-approval for the work. The gutters will also be removed for painting and re-installed after the 
work is complete. 
 
Staff Comments: The application is consistent with Section 20.112 of the County Code, which states that 
work eligible for tax credits includes, “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.” 
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval as submitted.  
 
Testimony: There was no testimony.  
 
Motion: Mr. Crozier moved to Approve as submitted. Ms. Badart seconded. The motion was 
unanimously approved. 
 
 
13-39 – 8289 Main Street, Ellicott City 
Replace and install exterior lights. Tax credit pre-approval. Façade Improvement funds. 
Applicant: Hilary Brich 
 
Background & Scope of Work: According to MDAT the building dates to 1920. The Applicant proposes to 
replace two existing exterior lights on the center of the building and add two additional lights on the 
ends of the building. The proposed lights are made of aluminum with a regency bronze finish with clear 
seedy glass. 
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The Applicant also seeks funds from the Façade Improvement Program.  
 
Staff Comments: The application complies with Chapter 9.E (page 71) recommendations, “choose and 
locate lighting fixtures to be visually unobtrusive. Use dark metal of a similar material” and “place 
lighting fixtures in traditional locations next to or over a door.” The placement of the two additional 
lights will frame the building and keep the symmetry intact. 
 
There is evidence of a light fixture having existed in the location of the light on the right side of the 
building. The replacement and new light may be eligible for the historic tax credit under Section 20.112 
of the County Code which states that eligible work includes, “the repair or replacement of exterior 
features of the structure.” Staff is unsure if there is evidence of a light on the left side of the building, 
but a fourth light is needed for the building façade to be balanced.  
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval as submitted. Staff recommends tax credit pre-
approval for the work. 
 
Façade Improvement Program Recommendation: Staff will approve the application for the Façade 
Improvement Program based on the approval from the Historic District Commission and the Maryland 
Historical Trust, availability of funds and a determination of whether the Applicant has maxed out their 
available portion of funds. 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. Work cannot begin until a Certificate of Approval and Façade Improvement Program 
Approval have been received.  
 
Testimony: There was no testimony.  
 
Motion: Mr. Shad moved to Approve as submitted. Mr. Crozier seconded. The motion was unanimously 
approved. 
 
 
REGULAR AGENDA 
 
13-40 – 8289 Main Street, Ellicott City 
Install sign. Façade Improvement Funds. 
Applicant: Hilary Brich 
 
Background & Scope of Work: According to MDAT the building dates to 1920. The Applicant proposes to 
install a hanging sign from the second-story of the building. The sign will be made of DiBond with a clear 
laminate coating. The sign will be 60 inches high by 18.5 inches wide, for a total of 7.7 square feet. The 
sign will read vertically, “Yoga” with www.gogoguru.net horizontally below. The sign will be hung from a 
black metal bracket. The “O” in Yoga will be a colorful graphic, with blue, purple, and gray accents on a 
white background. The rest of the text in “Yoga” will be purple and the border and website will be blue. 
The sign will be the same as the one approved for the rear of the building in February 2013. The sign will 
be double sided and will have two flood lights installed on each side to illuminate the sign. 
 
Staff Comments: The proposed sign generally complies with Chapter 11 recommendations (page 80), 
such as “use simple, legible words and graphics” and “keep letters to a minimum and the message brief 
and to the point.” Chapter 11.A of the Guidelines (page 80) recommends, “use a minimum number of 
colors, generally no more than three.” The sign will have four colors and a white background, which is 
slightly more than recommended. However, several of the colors, such as the gray and white, are very 
neutral and will not be visually overwhelming. 
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The sign generally complies with Chapter 11.B (page 82) recommendations, “if more than one sign is 
used to identify a building’s tenants, use signs that are similar in scale, harmonious in style and color, 
and located symmetrically or uniformly on the building.” The proposed Yoga sign and existing GoGo 
Guru sign are very similar in style. The Guidelines recommend against, “two signs where one is sufficient 
to provide an easily visible identification of the business” and “more than two signs per business per 
façade.” If this application is approved, the Applicant will have three total signs, with one sign per 
façade, which does comply with the Guidelines. However, in the future Staff would not recommend in 
favor of any further business signs for this Applicant on the Reedy building, which would then result in 
“two signs where one is sufficient to provide an easily visible identification of the business.” 
 
The projecting sign is proposed to be hung from the second floor. The Guidelines (page 84) recommend 
against “extending the sign vertically above the window sill of the second-story of the structure.” The 
Guidelines (page 82) explain that “limiting signs to the first floor helps in maintaining a visual boundary 
between the store and upper story facades. A defined boundary between storefronts and upper facades 
helps to create a well ordered, attractive commercial streetscape.” However, by placing the sign on the 
second-story of the Reedy Electric building, the new sign will not interfere with the existing Reedy 
Electric sign that is displayed between the two floors on the front facade. Staff recommends the total 
height and width of the sign, including the bracket, fit within the rectangular brick detail on the building. 
The sign should not exceed or be hung within those bricks, but fit completely inside the rectangle detail. 
 
The black metal bracket complies with Chapter 11.A (page 80) recommendations, “use historically 
appropriate materials such as wood or iron for signs or supporting hardware.” A picture of the proposed 
lighting was not included, but there was a drawing of the fixture shown in the sign mock-up. Staff 
recommends the fixture be made of a dark metal, as recommended by the Guidelines. Staff also 
recommends a picture of the actual fixture be submitted to Staff for approval.  
 
The Applicant also seeks funds from the Façade Improvement Program.  
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends: 

1) Approval of the sign graphic and bracket as submitted.  
2) Approval of the sign dimensions only if the total height and width of the sign and bracket fit 

within the rectangular detail on the brick building (not to overlap or sit within that detailed 
border) but fit completely within the brick boundary on the upper left hand corner of the 
building. 

3) Approval of the lighting, contingent upon Staff being presented with an appropriate fixture. 
 
Façade Improvement Program Recommendation: Staff will approve the application for the Façade 
Improvement Program based on the approval from the Historic District Commission and the Maryland 
Historical Trust, availability of funds and a determination of whether the Applicant has maxed out their 
available portion of funds. If approved, Staff will issue a pre-approval letter explaining the amount 
approved, which is contingent upon a final approval when the work is complete. Work cannot begin 
until a Certificate of Approval and Façade Improvement Program Approval have been received.  
 
Testimony: Ms. Badart swore in Hilary Brich. Ms. Badart asked if there were any additions or corrections 
to the Staff comments. Ms. Brich stated she would comply with the Staff comments. A picture of the 
lighting will be given to Staff, and the sign will be placed within the brick boundary. Mr. Crozier asked if 
the sign was still proposed to be 60 inches high. Ms. Brich stated the size may be reduced from 60 inches 
high, as the window height is around 72 inches. Mr. Crozier asked if the building had any other signs 
which are lit up at night. Ms. Holmes stated there is one other sign on the side of the building that is lit. 
Mr. Crozier is concerned about the type of light being used and how far the light will shine. Mr. Taylor 
reiterated that approval is recommended contingent on the lighting fixture being presented to Staff. Mr. 
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Shad asked about the location of the entrance to the business. Ms. Brich stated she currently has two 
units in the building but will be renting a third unit soon. Two of the units are located at the front of the 
building; the other unit is in the back of the building. There is one entrance door to the building which 
accesses all the businesses.  
 
Motion: Ms. Badart moved to Approve as per Staff recommendations. Approval is contingent upon 
Staff’s approval of the lighting fixture and the size of the bracket. Mr. Crozier seconded. The motion was 
unanimously approved. 
 
 
13-41 – 6802 Norris Lane, Elkridge, HO-454 
Exterior repairs and alterations for tax credit pre-approval. 
Applicant: Marisa McCurdy 
 
Background & Scope of Work: According to the Historic Sites Inventory, the house dates to 1890. The 
property is listed on the Historic Sites Inventory as HO-454, The Knoll. The Applicant proposes to make 
several repairs and alterations to the house and seeks tax credit pre-approval for the work. The 
Applicant proposes to repair and paint the wood windows. The windows will only be replaced in-kind as 
determined during construction, but the intent is to save the original windows when possible. The 
windows are currently a mix of white and maroon paint, but will be painted a consistent color. The color 
is to be determined. 
 
The Applicant also proposes to repair and paint the existing wood shutters, which will also only be 
replaced in-kind as needed. The shutters are currently red and will be painted either Benjamin Moore 
Newburg Green or Yorktown Green (both of which appear to be a muted blue with a green/gray tone). 
There will be new windows and shutters in the area where the sunroom is being replaced. 
 
The Applicant also proposes to retain the historic doors, but may need to replace some as needed. The 
doors would be replaced in-kind to match the existing. The Applicant will also replace the cedar shake 
shingles, which are currently deteriorating and rotting. The shingles will be replaced in-kind to match the 
existing. 
 
The roof will be changed from a 3 tab shingle to GAF Timberline Architectural shingle and the color will 
match the existing. There is a second-story enclosed sunroom that was constructed at least over 40 
years ago, possibly longer, that has water seepage issues in the roof and ceiling. The Applicant proposes 
to combine the sunroom with the room behind it (the old maid’s quarters). The new room will be larger 
and have a gambrel shaped roof complimenting the existing side gambrel roof. The Applicant seeks tax 
credit pre-approval for this work, which is intended to correct the leaking. 
 
The front porch will also need to be replaced in order to support the changes to the second floor. The 
Applicant proposes to replace the porch to match the existing porch design, but new footings and a new 
foundation will be constructed. The Applicant proposes to replace the wood porch floor, brick porch 
steps and existing pathway with bluestone pavers and stair treads. 
 
Staff Comments: The application is generally eligible for tax credits as stated in Section 20.112 of the 
County Code, which states that eligible work includes, “the repair or replacement of exterior features of 
the structure” and “work that is necessary to maintain the physical integrity of the structure with regard 
to safety, durability, or weatherproofing.” While the reconfiguration of the sunroom and maids quarters 
is being undertaken as an attempt to solve the water problem, it does not preserve the historic features 
of the house. Therefore it is considered new construction and is not eligible for the tax credit. Staff 
recommends partial approval for the roof tax credit as part of the roof does cover the historic structure. 
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The replacement of the wood porch floor and brick steps with bluestone pavers will not be eligible for 
the tax credits because it is not an in-kind replacement of exterior features of the house. Otherwise, the 
rebuilding of the porch may be eligible for tax credits if it designed to look like the existing, using wood 
for the columns and railings. 
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends: 

1) Tax credit pre-approval for in-kind repairs, replacement and painting for the shutters, windows 
(color to be sent to Staff for approval), door and cedar shake shingles, and porch (excluding 
flooring). 

2) Partial tax credit pre-approval for the portion of roof that is part of the historic house. 
 

Testimony: Ms. Badart swore in Marisa McCurdy. Ms. Badart asked if there were any additions or 
corrections to the Staff comments. Ms. McCurdy had none. She explained the main construction being 
done is to remedy the water problems and the damage. Ms. McCurdy explained that the previous owner 
said the sunroom was an add-on and not original to the rest of the house, so the idea is to combine the 
sunroom with another room. Mr. Crozier asked if central air will be installed. Ms. McCurdy stated all the 
window air conditioners will be removed and their goal is to use geo-thermal. 
 
Ms. Holmes asked if there was any further information about the color of the windows. Ms. McCurdy 
stated the horizontal wood will be replaced with HardiPlank. She said the shingles will be painted the 
same color as the originals. The shutters will be painted Newburg Green or Yorktown Green. On the 
windows, some of the sashes are paint red and some are white. They will be cleaned down and painted 
a neutral color. Ms. Holmes said approval could be given for painting the sashes either white or the 
matching color. Mr. Shad asked about replacing the siding. Ms. McCurdy stated all siding will be 
replaced. The goal is to try and retain as many of the original windows and shutters as possible, but 
hopefully all of them. Staff and the Commission discussed whether to allow tax credits for the entire 
roof, instead of just the historic portion, since entire replacement of roof is needed. 
 
Motion: Ms. Badart moved to Approve the submission as per Staff recommendations. Tax credits are 
approved for the entire roof, which will include all aspects of construction; the outside siding; shutters 
and windows. If new gutters are installed, tax credit pre-approval will be given. Mr. Crozier seconded. 
The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
 
13-42 – 10111 Frederick Road, Ellicott City, HO-843 
Subdivision/Site development plan with demolition. 
Applicant: Robert Vogel Engineering, Inc. 
 
Background & Scope of Work: This property is listed on the Historic Sites Inventory as HO-843 and dates 
to the 1920s. The total acreage of the site is 1.10 acres. The Applicant proposes to demolish the existing 
building and construct low impact office and residential in its place. The inventory form for the building 
explains the house “fits into the Mission Revival style because of its flat, parapeted roof, but it is in no 
way typical of that style.” 
 
Staff Comments: The house is unique for its architecture, which is not commonly seen in Howard 
County. This section of Frederick Road has become predominately commercial in recent years. Staff has 
no objection to the demolition. 
 
Testimony: Ms. Badart swore in Rob Vogel. Mr. Vogel does endorse the Staff comments. He said the 
house has no architectural value or any style left, and approval is being requested to demolish the 
house. Mr. Shad asked about the two other homes on the plan which are also being removed. Mr. Vogel 
stated these homes are more recent, newer homes and are being removed. Mr. Crozier questioned if 
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anything is salvageable from the house which could be recycled. Mr. Vogel stated there are several 
tenants living in the house, which has been cut up into apartment-style units. There is nothing inside or 
outside which is salvageable. Mr. Crozier asked the date of the home. Mr. Vogel believes it dates from 
the 1920s. Mr. Crozier commented with many old structures being lost, emphasis should be given to 
salvaging and recycling as much as possible. Mr. Crozier asked if a structural analysis was done of the 
house. Mr. Vogel was not aware of any being done.  
 
Motion: Ms. Badart moved to Approve as per Staff recommendations. Mr. Shad seconded. The motion 
was  unanimously approved. 
 
 
13-43 – 13015 Clarksville Pike, Highland, HO-465 
Subdivision/site development plan with demolition. 
Applicant: Terri Westerlund 
 
Background & Scope of Work: According to the Historic Sites Inventory form, the house dates to the 
mid to late 1800s. The property is listed on the Historic Sites Inventory as HO-465, the John T. Swann 
House. The Historic Sites Inventory form describes the house as, “a center-passage, single-pile plan that 
faces southwest and has a cross-gable on the front façade. This cross-gable was popularized by A. J. 
Downing and others beginning in the late 1840s, but is rarely found in Howard County architecture until 
the last quarter of the nineteenth century.” The house is located on a 30-acre parcel. The Applicant 
proposes to purchase the property and demolish the existing house to construct a new one in its place. 
The Applicant does not propose to subdivide the property at this time; however, the property could 
yield seven 3-acre lots or fifteen 1-acre cluster lots.  
 
Staff Comments: The County Architectural Historian has documented the property and found that the 
house does not have much left in the interior that is historic. The stairway and front door are original. 
He has also not been able to substantiate whether this structure is a log frame building, due to the 
renovations and alterations in the 20th century. Staff would prefer to see this house retained. It would 
be possible to retain the house and subdivide the lot. While the house does not contain a lot of historic 
interior features at this point, it is a perfectly habitable house and the farmhouse style is in keeping with 
the setting. Staff recommends against demolition. However if the Applicant chooses to demolish the 
house, Staff recommends any salvageable building materials, regardless of being historic, be donated to 
the Loading Dock, Second Chance or similar organizations. 
 
Testimony: Ms. Badart swore in Kara Williams. Ms. Badart asked if there were any additions or 
corrections to the Staff comments. Ms. Williams is the broker representing Terri Westerlund. Ms. 
Westerlund represents the buyer; she is not the purchaser of the property. Ms. Williams stated the 
contract for the buyer is contingent upon the ability to demolish the current house and build a new 
house in the same location. Ms. Badart wanted to clarify if Ms. Westerlund is the current owner and if 
she has the legal ability to answer questions for the purpose of the sale. Ms. Williams explained that Ms. 
Westerlund is the listing agent, who was hired by the current owners to sell the property. Ms. Williams 
said the buyer will only purchase the property if the current house can be demolished and a new house 
built. Mr. Taylor addressed the Commission and said that it is unclear whether the current owners are 
seeking permission to demolish the current house. He asked the Commission if they wanted to seek 
legal advice before continuing with the application. The current witness may be able to give 
representations about the owners’ wishes. Mr. Taylor, Staff and the Commission went off the record 
and left the room to discuss legal advice for the case.  
 
The meeting was resumed by Ms. Badart. Ms. Holmes asked if the purchaser would be willing to keep 
the house and build the new house somewhere else on the property. Ms. Williams stated she only 
knows that the contract was made contingent on the current house being demolished so the new home 
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can be built in the same place. Ms. Williams does not have any information about what type of house 
will be built. Mr. Crozier said they did not have enough information to determine the value of the house, 
which was making the case more difficult. There is no information on the history of the house, no 
survey, nor any information regarding demolition. Mr. Crozier stated a report is needed describing the 
structural condition and architecture of the house, including its historical significance. Ms. Holmes 
commented that the County Architectural Historian Ken Short already looked at the house and is 
working on the report. Ms. Holmes explained the information in the current staff report on this property 
came from Mr. Short, who indicated there are no major historic features remaining inside the house. 
 
Mr. Shad asked if the property is 30 acres why a determination has been made that this is the only 
location to build the house. Ms. Badart asked if the buyer plans to just build the one house or subdivide 
the property. Ms. Williams stated the plan at this time is to build a new house in the same location as 
the existing house. A preliminary review was done by Rob Vogel on what can be done with the property. 
The property could be subdivided into 7 three-acre lots or 15 one-acre cluster lots. The contract with the 
buyer was contingent on the ability to demolish and rebuild the house, not to subdivide.  
 
Motion: Mr. Shad moved to Deny demolition of the structure as per Staff comments. Mr. Crozier 
seconded. Ms. Badart opposed. Mr. Taylor stated that the record should reflect that Mr. Shad and Mr. 
Crozier approved the denial and Ms. Badart opposed. The motion does pass. 
 
 
13-44 – 11265 Old Frederick Road, Marriottsville 
Site development plan with demolition. 
Applicant: Chris White 
 
Background & Scope of Work: According to MDAT the existing house dates to 1950. The house is a nice 
example of a Cape Cod and has interesting stone work around the arched front door. The Applicant 
proposes to demolish the existing house and construct a new one in its place. The Applicant has 
indicated that the building will be deconstructed by The Loading Dock, where the materials will be 
resold. 
 
The property consists of four lots, which were subdivided in 1946. However, the property has only 
contained one house in that time. The Applicant will construct four new houses, all of a similar style, on 
each lot. The new houses will be set back equally from the road.  
 
Staff Comments: The existing house could remain on Lot 8 if desired by the Applicant. There is a mixture 
of older and newer housing along this part of the road. The new construction will stand out against 
some of the older, smaller housing. It is possible that the deeper setback for the new construction will 
help to disguise the larger scale of the new development as compared to the existing houses. Staff 
commends the Applicant for having the Loading Dock deconstruct the house, but would prefer to see 
the house remain. 
 
Testimony: Ms. Badart swore in Dave Lunden of Timberlake Building and Renovations. The owner of the 
property is Timberlake Marriottsville LLC. Ms. Badart asked if there were any additions or corrections to 
the Staff comments. Mr. Lunden said that the comments state the property was subdivided in 1946 but 
he believes the property was subdivided in 1926. He said there has only been one house on the property 
since being built. The only other structure is the garage behind it.  
 
Mr. Lunden explained that there will be a new house placed on each lot. The houses will be a consistent 
style based on other houses in the area, which are two-story colonial homes. The new houses will be 
placed farther back so they will not look so tall and looming from the road. He saidt he arched doorway 
from the existing house will be removed and given to the owner for use, but the remainder of the house 
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will be deconstructed by the Loading Dock. Mr. Crozier stated the proposed houses look too much like a 
cookie-cutter design and asked if modifications can be made to place the garage on the side or rear of 
the house. Mr. Lunden stated one of the lots can support a side loaded garage and that it may be 
possible to place a shared driveway between two lots. Mr. Crozier encouraged building shared 
driveways in order to limit the number of driveways accessing the main road. Mr. Crozier said the 
setback on the houses was good, but would favor having the houses closer to the road if they were not 
the same cookie-cutter design, but more uniquely-styled homes. Mr. Lunden stated the style of homes is 
more market-driven and that these styles would not do well in other areas. Mr. Shad had no additional 
comments, he agreed with Mr. Crozier’s comments. 
 
Motion: Ms. Badart moved to Approve as per Staff comments. Reconsideration should be given to 
keeping the house, but if not, the house should be deconstructed by the Loading Dock. Mr. Shad 
seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
 
13-45 – 1805 Marriottsville Road, HO-191 
Subdivision with demolition. 
Applicant: Joseph Rutter 
 
Background & Scope of Work: According to MDAT the house dates to 1850. The house is also listed on 
the Historic Sites Inventory as HO-191. The Applicant proposes to subdivide the 16.2 acre property into 
5 new lots, with 8.36 acres in preservation parcels. The historic house will be on a 3.10 acre buildable 
preservation parcel. There are two barn structures/sheds on Lot 5 that will be demolished, and one 
small house on Lot 4 that will be demolished. The house does not have any utilities connected to it and 
no bathroom, an outhouse was always used. The house has been open to the elements for many years 
and is in poor condition. The large barn on Lot 2 is to remain and the new house will be built adjacent to 
the barn.  
 
The Applicant has indicated that the flagged trees are specimen trees marked by the environmental 
consultant. No trees are proposed to be removed at this time near the historic house. Specimen trees 
will be removed for the bio retention area. 
 
Staff Comments: The proposed subdivision will not negatively impact the existence of the historic 
house. Lot 2 is fairly close to the historic house, but the barn will help shield the view of the new 
construction. Lots 4 and 5 are also close to the historic house, although there is a good buffer between 
them. The new construction will be visible, so Staff recommends planting a native evergreen landscape 
buffer. Lot 3 will sit behind the historic house. Staff recommends the driveway to the homes be 
constructed to avoid all specimen trees with special care given to avoid compacting or damaging the 
trees roots. Construction fencing should be placed around the drip edge of these trees to prohibit 
parking or grading around the specimens. Additionally, a landscape buffer should also be planted 
between Lot 3 and Buildable Preservation Parcel A to shield the historic house. The County Architectural 
Historian will document all of the structures to be removed. While Staff would prefer all of the existing 
buildings remain as-is, Staff recommends the barn structures be deconstructed to salvage the wood and 
be donated to a restoration store. 
 
Testimony: Ms. Badart swore in Joseph Rutter. Ms. Badart asked if there were any additions or 
corrections to the Staff comments. Mr. Rutter showed a drawing and described where the historic house 
is located, the existing driveway, a shed building and historic trees. He explained that there is one area 
of wooded trees and a septic area which will stay wooded. He said that some trees will need to be 
removed on site for storm water management. Mr. Rutter stated the owner of the property passed 
away, and her son is now handling the estate as personal representative. Her son is in the process of 
subdividing the property which must be done this year because of the tier legislation mandated by the 
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State. Mr. Rutter said the lots must be recorded or the value of the land will be lost. Mr. Rutter 
explained that the tenant house out back has been open to the elements and has become run down. He 
said there has never been any utilities and no bathroom. Mr. Rutter said the two sheds, which Staff 
recommended to be deconstructed and donated to a restoration store, are just wood and the wood is 
not historic.  
 
Mr. Taylor wanted to clarify for the record that the Staff report did not recommend retaining the old 
tenant house on the property, the house with no plumbing. Ms. Holmes concurred. Mr. Taylor stated 
Staff did not recommend against demolition of the house. Staff is recommending the barns be 
deconstructed. Mr. Taylor clarified the nicer house with indoor plumbing is not being requested for 
demolition. Mr. Taylor wanted to clarify for the Commission that there are two houses on the property. 
The newer, maintained house is not proposed for demolition; the older, dilapidated structure with the 
associated outbuilding is to be demolished, and Staff has no objection to this.  Mr. Rutter concurred; the 
house (HO-191) is not being touched. Mr. Rutter clarified that the back house will be removed and the 
outbuilding. The two sheds will need to be removed because the driveway has to be widened to 16 feet; 
the current driveway is already close to the structures. If the sheds are salvageable, they will be salvaged 
and deconstructed. Beth Burgess stated that Ken Short noticed there were railroad stringers from the 
1820s being used as foundation and/or footers and has requested they be salvaged and not destroyed. 
Mr. Rutter agreed. Mr. Taylor asked if there are any additional structures on the property. Mr. Rutter 
stated there is a large barn which will remain. The barn is not subject to this application.  
 
Motion: Mr. Crozier moved to Approve as per the Staff comments. Ms. Badart seconded. The motion 
was unanimously approved. 
 
 
13-46 – 9602 Old Frederick Road, Ellicott City 
Subdivision with demolition. 
Applicant: Stephanie Tuite 
 
Background & Scope of Work: According to MDAT the house dates to 1920. The Applicant proposes to 
demolish the existing house and garage and subdivide the property into two lots. The new lots would 
have access from the side street, McKenzie Road and would have a good setback from Old Frederick 
Road. The Applicant has indicated the house has been renovated in recent years and that there are no 
1920s features remaining.  
 
Staff Comments: The County Architectural Historian will document the site prior to demolition. Staff 
recommends any salvageable building materials, regardless of being historic, be donated to the Loading 
Dock, Second Chance or similar organizations. Staff also recommends a native evergreen buffer be 
planted along Old Frederick Road behind the new construction for screening and privacy. Staff 
recommends the removal of invasive vegetation along the fence of the Historic Cemetery adjacent to 
the site.  
 
Mr. Taylor asked if Staff had any opinion regarding the demolition. Ms. Holmes stated no. Mr. Taylor 
clarified that Staff was not opposed to the demolition. Ms. Holmes said that was correct. 
 
Testimony: Ms. Badart swore in Stephanie Tuite. Ms. Badart asked if there were any additions or 
corrections to the Staff comments. Ms. Tuite stated no. She said that a majority of the house has been 
rebuilt and the historic features have been removed. The owner previously grew up in the house and 
now wants to subdivide the property into two lots to sell. The property was part of a previous 
subdivision. Ms. Holmes asked if there is any information on who owns the historic cemetery. Ms. Tuite 
stated the owner’s name was brought up in a community meeting, but she does not recall. The owner of 
the property has been maintaining the cemetery to keep it from going into disrepair, but will not 
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continue to maintain it once the property is subdivided. Ms. Holmes asked if the owner would be 
amenable to installing fencing. Ms. Tuite stated the owner had been maintaining the fence that was in 
place, but over time the fence came down. Mr. Shad asked where the cemetery is located. Ms. Tuite 
stated it is located in front of the property along Old Frederick Road. Mr. Crozier asked what year the 
house was built. Ms. Tuite stated around 1920. Mr. Shad has concerns about how the cemetery will be 
protected. Ms. Holmes stated the cemetery will be addressed through comments during the plan 
review. Ms. Burgess commented the Cemetery Preservation Advisory Board is considering asking the 
local fire station across from the property to take ownership of the cemetery if the owner cannot be 
located.  
 
Motion: Ms. Badart moved to Approve the application as per Staff comments. Mr. Crozier seconded. 
The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
 
13-47 – 4472 Ilchester Road, Ellicott City, HO-456 
Subdivision with demolition. 
Applicant: Stephanie Tuite 
 
Background & Scope of Work: According to MDAT the house dates to 1866. The house is listed on the 
Historic Sites Inventory as HO-456, the Fislage-Cavey House. The Applicant proposes to subdivide the 
8.19 acre property into 7 buildable lots. The main historic house will remain, but the barn is proposed to 
be demolished. 
 
Staff Comments: Lots 1, 2, 3 and 5 will be visible to the existing historic house. Staff recommends a 
native evergreen landscape buffer be planted to screen the view of the new construction from the close 
proximity to the historic house. The Applicant has indicated that the majority of the barn has been 
replaced in the past 30 years. However the barn is still a very attractive building that contributes to the 
historic setting. Staff recommends the Applicant consider retaining the barn on Lot 2 and converting it 
into a new house or part of a new house. Staff finds the barn should be retained and reused. If that is 
not desired by the Applicant, Staff recommends the barn be donated or deconstructed for its material to 
a salvage store. 
 
Testimony: Ms. Tuite has already been sworn in. Ms. Badart asked if there were any additions or 
corrections to the Staff comments. Ms. Tuite stated the owner has essentially replaced almost the entire 
barn. There is only one side and pieces of the foundation which exists from the original structure. She 
explained that even after all the replacements, there are still problems with the barn. Ms. Badart asked 
if the stone foundation could be incorporated into any new structure. Ms. Tuite is not sure; it is 
unknown how structurally sound the foundation is with all the replacements. Mr. Shad asked if the main 
structural framing is still intact. Ms. Tuite stated around three-quarters of the framing has been 
replaced. The roof was replaced; a portion of the foundation had to be rebuilt; and three sides of the 
building were replaced with salvaged wood. Ms. Holmes asked about the stone retaining walls on the 
property. Ms. Tuite stated the intention is to retain them. Mr. Crozier asked if the development lots 
have owners yet. Ms. Tuite stated no. Mr. Crozier asked why the decision has been made to remove the 
barn when there are no current buyers as the buyer could decide whether to keep the barn. Ms. Tuite 
stated the owner is retaining the existing house, but is not able to maintain the entire property. The 
decision was made to subdivide the property, but to retain a large lot around the existing house. The 
barn has had numerous repairs and the owner does not want to keep repairing it. Mr. Crozier asked if 
the barn could become part of Lot 2. Ms. Tuite stated the only concern is that the barn would violate the 
zoning setback from the property boundary. She said that a variance would be needed because of the 30 
foot setback. Mr. Shad feels it would be better to remove Lot 2 and retain the barn with the historic 
house lot which would make a larger piece of property to later sell. There would still be five other lots 
for sale. Mr. Crozier stated that Lot 2 could also be reconfigured to include the barn. Ms. Holmes 
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commented that a recommendation can be made for the Planning Board that the HDC would prefer to 
see the barn retained. Ms. Badart would prefer that the barn be retained or incorporated. Ms. Tuite 
pointed out that steep slopes cannot exist on buildable lots, and larger lot sizes are being maintained 
than what is required so a larger house can be built on the lots.   
 
Mr. Crozier moved that the barn remain and be reconfigured to become part of a lot. Mr. Taylor asked if 
the motion is to deny the application for demolition. Mr. Crozier stated correct. Mr. Crozier said the 
barn should be looked at historically to see if it is worth saving; if not, then the barn can be removed.  
 
Mr. Taylor clarified that the motion is to deny the application to demolish the barn pending an 
assessment by the County Architectural Historian. If it is determined the barn is not of historical value, 
then approval will be given for demolition of the barn. Mr. Taylor asked for a ‘second’. No one 
seconded, so the motion died. 
 
Ms. Tuite asked what Ken Short’s opinion of the barn was. Ms. Burgess said that Ken looked at it, that it 
was newer material and that he though it should remain. She explained that he thought it should remain 
because there was nothing structurally wrong with the barn, not so much that is was very historic. Mr. 
Shad asked if the barn was the same age as the house. Ms. Burgess said that she did not know. 
 
A second motion was made. Ms. Badart motioned to Approve the demolition, but would recommend 
that consideration be given to keep the barn and incorporate the foundation into new construction.  
No one seconded, so the second motion died. 
 
Motion: A third motion was made. Mr. Shad motioned to deny demolition of the barn and to have the 
Planning Board review the site layout to see if the barn can be retained. Mr. Crozier seconded. Ms. 
Badart opposed. The motion passed.  
 
 
 
 
Ms. Badart moved to adjourn the meeting. Mr. Shad seconded. The meeting was adjourned at 9:26 p.m.  
 
 
 
*Chapter and page references are from the Ellicott City or Lawyers Hill Historic District Design 
Guidelines. 
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October Minutes 

 
The ninth regular meeting for the year 2013 of the Historic District Commission was held on Thursday, 
October 3, 2013 in the C. Vernon Gray Room located at 3430 Court House Drive, Ellicott City, Maryland. 
 
Members present:  Joseph Hauser, Chair; Sam Crozier, Vice-Chair; Eileen Tennor, and Allan Shad 

Members absent: Lisa Badart 

Staff present:  Samantha Holmes, Beth Burgess, Dan Bennett, Lewis Taylor, and Carol Stirn 

 
Chairman Joseph Hauser opened the meeting at 7:00 p.m. with a statement explaining the process and 
rules of the meeting. Mr. Hauser moved to shelve the vote on the August and September minutes until 
the November meeting.  
 
 
PLANS FOR APPROVAL 
 

1. 13-48 – 8448 Main Street, Ellicott City 
 

 
13-48 - 8448 Main Street, Ellicott City 
Exterior alterations. Tax credit pre-approval. 
Applicant: Lisa Wingate 
 
Background & Scope of Work: According to MDAT the house dates to 1800. The Applicant seeks 
approval for the following work: 
 
Main House and Adjacent Site Work  

1) Remove the concrete front porch steps and replace them with wooden steps and railings. The 
proposed railings on the steps will match the railings on the second floor porch. The stair treads 
will be stained a natural oak color and the risers and railings will be painted white to match the 
trim on the rest of the house. The Applicant seeks tax credit pre-approval for the work. 

2) Excavate along the SW corner of the main house and porch, and repair porch joists as needed. 
The grading has changed over the years and there is soil built up on this side of the house. The 
Applicant proposes to grade the area to allow air to circulate under the porch and keep 
moisture away from the porch joists. The Applicant also proposes to repair the porch floor joists 
if they are found to be deteriorated. The Applicant seeks tax credit pre-approval for the work. 

3) Grade the land on the west side of the main house when the new addition is constructed, 
creating terraced gardens. A curved stone path will lead from the west end of the driveway 
parking area to a rectangular shaped stone patio surrounded by a dry stacked stone retaining 
wall. There will be three sets of slightly curved dry stacked stone retaining walls above the lower 
patio with approximately four single large slab stone steps at each level. The steps will lead up 
the hillside to a wooden arbor that will be west of the new addition. When large boulders are 
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uncovered during construction they will be incorporated into the dry stack retaining walls. There 
are no major trees in this area to be affected by the grading. The plants used in the gardens will 
incorporate perennial flowers and deer resistant evergreen and deciduous shrubs. 

4) Install a wooden arbor, constructed of pressure treated wood for the posts and recycled 
flooring from the barn for the arched section. The Applicant proposes to stain the wood the 
same natural oak color as the steps or paint the entire arbor white, to avoid color discrepancies 
between the different types of wood.  

5) Install a four-foot wide gray CR-6 gravel walking path for the lower hillside leading to the 
stream. The path will be installed in a meandering, serpentine switch-back pattern to minimize 
run-off and erosion. This path will replace the set of steps that was approved in a previous 
application. The steps were not feasible because of an existing utility pole.  The Applicant 
proposes to install low level LED lighting to the pathways, patio and steps for safety. There is no 
additional lighting proposed for the barn patio/parking area, as the previously approved door 
lights are sufficient.  Install two or three low-level spotlights to up-light the retaining wall behind 
the parking area east of the kitchen. The lighting fixture will be a dark metal. 

6) Remove the wood lattice on the east side of the kitchen porch and install a stone retaining 
wall to match the adjacent wall (behind the parking area). The lattice around the kitchen porch 
is deteriorating at the base. 

7) Install rain barrels. The barrels will be weathered wood barrels, set up 16” inches on concrete 
blocks for appropriate drainage, at the SW corner of the house and SE corner of the barn. 
 

Barn and Adjacent Site Work 
8) Create a level parking/patio area on the east side of the barn using concrete cobblestone 

pavers. The paved area will be 15 feet 5 inches wide by 30 to 38 feet long. The pavers will be 
installed in a random pattern. 

9) Grade along north side of barn to ensure water run-off and silt erosion does not reach barn. 
The NW corner of the barn will be graded so that the soil is at least 8 inches below the top of the 
stone foundation. The Applicant proposes to create a swale in front of the barn to direct water 
away from the barn foundation and the parking area/patio. If needed, a low curb of asphalt or 
cobblestone will be constructed to direct the flow of water. The driveway is currently asphalt. 

10) Build a footbridge across swale to barn door. When the swale is installed in front of the 
building, a footbridge will be needed to access the house.  The footbridge may serve as a partial 
ramp depending upon the design, which will need to be determined in the field.  

11) Install a gas powered back-up generator, not to exceed 48’’x25”x29” near the SE corner of the 
barn at the lowest level. This will replace the previously approved AC condenser, which is no 
longer needed because the HVAC is geothermal.  

12) Remove an existing retaining wall at the NE corner of the barn and install a mortared stone 
retaining wall. The proposed retaining wall will be less than 3 feet in height, to match the 
material and style of the stone retaining wall by the kitchen. 

 
Staff Comments: The application complies with the Ellicott City Design Guidelines. Removing the 
concrete porch steps and reconstructing the wood steps is consistent with Chapter 6.F 
recommendations (page 34), “replace missing features, such as missing supports or railings, with 
materials that are appropriate in scale, proportion and style.” The railings are not original to the 
building. In a previous application for this property, HDC-11-42, the Applicant proposed to install a 
railing on the entire lower porch due to the porch height. The Commission objected to the lower railing 
because it was not historically accurate and offered other solutions to change the grade so that a railing 
was not required by building code. At that time the Commission stated that a handrail could be added 
for the steps, just not around the first floor porch. Therefore, Staff has no objection to the handrail for 
the porch steps, which is consistent in material in design with the other railings on the house. The 
change of material for the steps is eligible for tax credits as it is replacing a missing feature on the house. 
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The excavation around the house where soil has built up over years will help preserve the wood porch 
joists from deterioration, which complies with Chapter 6.F (page34) recommendations, “maintain and 
repair porches and balconies, including flooring, ceilings…and roofing that are original or that reflect the 
building’s historic development.” The excavation and possible joist replacement comply with Section 
20.112 of the County Code, which states that eligible work includes, “work that is necessary to maintain 
the physical integrity of the structure with regard to safety, durability, or weatherproofing.” 
 
The proposed terraced garden complies with Chapter 9.A recommendations (page 63), “minimize 
grading by siting new structures and other improvements to make use of the land’s natural contours. 
When necessary, use appropriately designed retaining walls… to create the minimum level area needed 
for a new use in accordance with historic preservation development patterns” and “maintain and 
reinforce natural landscape elements such as rock outcroppings, water courses and tree lines.” The 
terraced garden will maximize use of the hillside, while also improving erosion control. The proposed 
paving materials for the terraced gardens, patio, retaining walls, walkway, barn patio/driveway and 
retaining wall are all consistent with Chapter 9.D recommendations, “construct new site features using 
materials compatible with the setting and with nearby historic structures” and “construct new terraces 
or patios visible from a public way from brick, stone or concrete pavers designed to look like indigenous 
stone.” The site work will not be visible from a public way, but complies with the Guidelines. The 
proposed wood arbor, regardless of being stained a natural color or painted white, will also be a nice 
landscape feature which complies with Chapter 9.D recommendations, “construct new site features 
using materials compatible with the setting and with nearby historic structures.” The removal of the 
deteriorating lattice under the kitchen porch and installation of the stone wall also complies with this 
recommendation. 
 
The Applicant proposes to construct a footbridge across the swale, for access to the barn, in place of the 
steps that were originally approved. The Applicant currently does not have any designs for this 
footbridge. Staff requests the Commission give Staff permission to approve a design once the Applicant 
is able to determine the best solution. The grading around the barn and the creation of the swale are 
needed to help keep water away from the barn. The Guidelines do not offer recommendations for this 
work, however, Chapter 9.B states, “locate, drain and maintain landscape planters to minimize moisture 
retention that could damage siding and foundations of adjacent buildings.” While there are no 
landscape planters proposed, the intent of the grading and the creation of the swale is to minimize 
water retention that could damage the barn. 
 
The rain barrels comply with Chapter 10.C recommendations, “use street furniture that is simple in 
design and constructed of traditional materials such as wood and dark metal.” While this is a private 
residence, the proposed rain barrels will be similar to others that were recently approved for use along 
Main Street. The proposed back-up gas generator will be placed in the same location as a prior approved 
air conditioning compressor was to be installed. The location complies with Chapter 6.M of the 
Guidelines (page 49), “whenever possible, install equipment out of sight of public ways or other 
properties.”  The generator will not be visible from the public right of way or other properties.  
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends: 

1) Tax credit pre-approval for Items 1 (the stairs only) and Item 2. 
2) Approval of Item 10, the footbridge for the barn, subject to final staff approval of the materials 

and design. 
3) Approval of all other items as submitted. 

 
Testimony: Ms. Stoney explained that she was going to summarize the lengthy staff report and Mr. 
Taylor stated that the written document was being incorporated into the record by reference. Mr. 
Hauser swore in Lisa Wingate.  Mr. Hauser asked if there were any additions or corrections to the Staff 
comments.  Ms. Wingate stated the Staff comments are fairly complete, but wanted to clarify the main 
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reason for doing the grading on the side is to pull the dirt away from the porch and to make sure that 
wood joists and supports underneath the porch are not rotted.  She explained that for the trellis, the 
owner had wanted to use a natural oak color, but because of the wood being half pressure-treated and 
half recycled wood it may not match, so the owner would like the option of using a white stain or white 
paint, whichever one will cover appropriately and last the longest. Ms. Wingate had a minor correction 
on page 2, item 6 of the comments regarding the removal of the old wood lattice. The problem is not 
really the lattice, but the horizontal wood timbers that are rotted.  
 
Mr. Crozier commented he does not object to using the CR 6 stone but states it is not very attractive and 
hard to walk on. Ms. Wingate stated the idea was to use a paving material not laid by hand; something 
the owner’s young child could not pick up and throw; and once the stone settles it is less likely to be 
kicked up by a lawnmower. She said the CR 6 comes in different colors and the owners are more likely to 
use a dark grey stone so it looks like the natural stone that will disappear into the landscaping. Mr. 
Crozier pointed out that the CR 6 will help with drainage. Ms. Wingate stated the path is long and 
serpentine to minimize the slope so run-off is minimized down the hill.  
 
Mr. Shad asked if recycled cedar flooring from the barn is definitely being used for the wood arbor. Ms. 
Wingate stated the owners want to try and reuse it. Mr. Shad asked if the cedar will be stripped and 
finished. Ms. Wingate does not believe the flooring has anything on it; it is a raw barn floor. Mr. Shad 
suggested that cedar posts would be better to use. Ms. Wingate stated the concern was that the 
longevity of the cedar would be compromised after it is placed in the ground. Mr. Shad commented 
cedar will last a long time. Ms. Wingate would like to give the owners the option on what to use. Mr. 
Shad said he has no objections to the pressure treated lumber, but would prefer cedar if it was his 
project. 
 
Ms. Tennor clarified that the bridge will be submitted when there is a better understanding of the 
design. Ms. Wingate stated it is not known how deep the swale will be. She explained that grading has 
to be done to direct the water away from the house and barn to the west toward the main stream of the 
watershed. Some of the water coming off the house will go across the driveway.  She said the bridge will 
not be seen from Main Street or from Ellicott Mills Road.  
 
Mr. Hauser asked about the rain barrels being raised on blocks and expressed concern that cinder blocks 
will be used. Ms. Wingate said that landscaping may be used to conceal the blocks. Mr. Hauser said that 
16 inch blocks are made which match the stone color and suggested they be used. Mr. Hauser brought 
up tax credits for the grading. Ms. Holmes stated there are no tax credits for grading; only for the steps, 
railing, and porch joists and some repairs. Mr. Hauser said that part of the costs for the soil excavation 
would be in relation to protecting the house structure. A small part of the grading could be given credits, 
but would need to be broken down in a square footage percentage for the porch and barn swale.  Mr. 
Hauser also suggested giving credit for some of the excavation from the barn to the swale; this 
excavation will keep the water from the barn foundation.  Ms. Holmes clarified that the staff report 
recommends tax credits for the grading away from the porch, just not the entire grading that includes 
the side yard. Ms. Holmes also stated that the barn was new construction and not eligible for tax credits. 
Mr. Hauser said the stone foundation appeared historic and the grading/swale costs should be eligible 
to keep water away from the foundation. 
 
Lewis Taylor wanted to clarify a couple of minor changes made by the applicant. Mr. Taylor asked about 
the stain. Ms. Wingate stated the stain could be natural oak or white. Mr. Taylor asked about the lattice. 
Ms. Wingate said there will be possible joist replacement and the infill material is different. Mr. Taylor 
wanted to clarify the applicant is not opposed to submitting the design and materials for the bridge to 
Staff for approval. Ms. Wingate stated there is no objection. 
 
Motion:  Mr. Hauser moved to Approve the application as submitted with the following changes. The 
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tax credits will be approved and will include a small percentage of grading around the house which will 
be done in a square footage manner. This information will be presented by the Applicant to Staff for 
approval. The Applicant will submit a design for the ramp steps going to the barn to Staff for approval. 
Tentative approval is given by the Commission, but Staff will approve the final design. The wood stain 
will now be Sikkins natural on the steps and railings. The arbors can be Sikkins natural, a white paint, or 
a white solid stain. The lattice underneath the kitchen can be removed with the landscape ties and 
replaced in stone. This can be done entirely, or it can be done in sections. Ms. Tennor seconded. The 
motion was approved unanimously. 
 
 
Mr. Hauser moved to go into closed session for the work session. Mr. Crozier seconded. The motion was 
unanimously approved. 
 
 
 
Additional Items - Work session for Commission 
 
Mr. Hauser moved to go into closed session for the work session to obtain legal advice. Mr. Crozier 
seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
In closed session the Commission discussed proposals from community preservation advocates, 
personnel issues, Mr. Taylor provided legal advice and clarified the Rules of Procedure. At 8:48pm the 
Commission went back into open session. Mr. Hauser said that the Guidelines need to be reviewed in 
the upcoming years. He mentioned that he had been looking at old photographs of Ellicott City and 
some things are changing, such as awnings being added to buildings that historically did not have them. 
Ms. Holmes and Ms. Burgess both agreed that updating the Guidelines was important. 
*Chapter and page references are from the Ellicott City or Lawyers Hill Historic District Design 
Guidelines. 
 
 
         
 Beth Burgess, Executive Secretary 
 
 
      
Joseph Hauser, Chairperson 
 
        
 Carol Stirn, Recording Secretary 
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November Minutes 
 
The tenth regular meeting for the year 2013 of the Historic District Commission was held on Thursday, 
November 7, 2013 in the C. Vernon Gray Room located at 3430 Court House Drive, Ellicott City, 
Maryland. 
 
Members present:  Joseph Hauser, Chair; Sam Crozier, Vice-Chair; Eileen Tennor, Lisa Badart, and 

Allan Shad 
 
Members absent: None 
 
Staff present:  Samantha Holmes, Dan Bennett, Lewis Taylor, and Carol Stirn 
 
Chairman Joseph Hauser opened the meeting at 7:00 p.m. with a statement explaining the process and 
rules of the meeting. Mr. Crozier moved to Approve the August 1, 2013 minutes. Mr. Shad seconded. 
The motion was unanimously approved. Mr. Hauser moved to Approve the September 5, 2013 minutes. 
Ms. Badart seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. Mr. Hauser moved to Approve the 
October 3, 2013 minutes. Ms. Tennor seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
PLANS FOR APPROVAL 
 

1. 13-06c – 3723 Old Columbia Pike, Ellicott City 
2. 12-14c – 8448 Main Street, Ellicott City 
3. 12-44c – 8448 Main Street, Ellicott City 
4. 13-49 – 8448 Main Street, Ellicott City 
5. 13-27c – 6195 Lawyers Hill Road, Elkridge 
6. 13-50 – 8267 Main Street, Ellicott City 
7. 13-51 – 8267 Main Street, Ellicott City 
8. 13-52 – 3739 Church Road, Ellicott City 
9. 13-53 – 6090 Lawyers Hill Road, Elkridge, HO-381 

 
 
CONSENT AGENDA 
 
13-06c – 3723 Old Columbia Pike, Ellicott City 
Final tax credit approval. 
Applicant: David Ennis 
 
Background & Scope of Work: The Applicant has submitted documentation that $11,167.00 was spent 
on eligible, pre-approved work to replace the shutters on the building. The Applicant seeks $1,167.00 in 
final tax credits. 
 
Staff Comments: The works complies with that pre-approved and the receipts add up to the requested 
amount.  
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Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval of $1,167.00 in final tax credits.  
 
Testimony: There was no testimony.  
 
Motion: Mr. Hauser moved to Approve as submitted. Ms. Tennor seconded. The motion was 
unanimously approved. 
 
 
12-14c – 8448 Main Street, Ellicott City 
Final tax credit approval. 
Applicant: Erik and Laura Steensen 
 
Background & Scope of Work: The Applicants have submitted documentation that $21,620.00 was 
spent on eligible, pre-approved work to make repairs to the exterior of the house. The Applicant seeks 
$2,162.00 on final tax credits. 
 
Staff Comments: The works complies with that pre-approved and the invoices add up to the requested 
amount.  
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval of $2,162.00 in final tax credits. 
 
Testimony: There was no testimony.  
 
Motion: Mr. Hauser moved to Approve as submitted. Ms. Tennor seconded. The motion was 
unanimously approved. 
 
 
12-44c – 8448 Main Street, Ellicott City 
Final tax credit approval. 
Applicant: Erik and Laura Steensen 
 
Background & Scope of Work: The Applicants have submitted documentation that $12,035.00 was 
spent on eligible, pre-approved work to make repairs to the exterior of the house. The Applicant seeks 
$1,203.50 in final tax credits. 
 
Staff Comments: The works complies with that pre-approved and the invoices add up to the requested 
amount.  
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval of $1,203.50 in final tax credits. 
 
Testimony: There was no testimony.  
 
Motion: Mr. Hauser moved to Approve as submitted. Ms. Tennor seconded. The motion was 
unanimously approved. 
 
 
13-49 – 8448 Main Street, Ellicott City 
Change previously approved light fixtures. 
Applicant: Laura and Erik Steensen 
 
Background & Scope of Work: According to MDAT, the historic house dates to 1800. The Applicant 
proposes to change the style of two previously approved light fixtures. In October 2013 (application 13-
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48), the Applicant was approved to install a pagoda style light along the garden path and steps. The 
Applicant proposes to replace this fixture with the ‘Casa Sorrento’ light, a low voltage bronze LED 
landscape light. The Applicant was also approved in October to install a Progress LED spotlight to up light 
the parking lot retaining wall, but now seeks approval to use an in-ground flush metal light to avoid 
tripping hazards.  
 
Staff Comments: The change of light fixture style is still consistent with Chapter 9 recommendations. 
The Sorrento light fixture is more traditional than the pagoda fixture it is replacing and complies with 
Chapter 9.E (page 71) recommendations, “use dark metal or a similar material” and “use freestanding 
lights that are no more than six feet high for individual residential properties.” The proposed Casa 
Sorrento lights will be bronze and 26.5 inches high, complying with the Guidelines. The in-ground flush 
lights also comply with Chapter 9.E, which states, “choose and locate lighting fixtures to be visually 
unobtrusive.” The flush in-ground fixtures will be stainless steel, not a dark metal, but will be flush with 
the ground and will not be highly visible. 
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval as submitted.  
 
Testimony: There was no testimony.  
 
Motion: Mr. Hauser moved to Approve as submitted. Ms. Tennor seconded. The motion was 
unanimously approved. 
 
 
REGULAR AGENDA 
 
13-27c – 6195 Lawyers Hill Road, Elkridge 
Final tax credit approval. 
Applicant: David Errera 
 
Background & Scope of Work: The Applicant has submitted documentation that $15,443.00 was spent 
on work to make repairs to the house and seeks $1,544.30 in final tax credits. The Applicant has also 
submitted a receipt for $475.00 for a temporary repair to stop leaking in the roof, prior to the Historic 
District Commission approval.  
 
Staff Comments: Staff does not find the expense of $475.00 can be eligible, based on the County Code, 
which states that eligible work means, “after the owner receives initial approval of an application for a 
certificate of eligibility” whereas this work was done prior to receiving approval and cannot be 
considered part of the eligible work. If approved, this could set a precedent with unknown 
consequences for other properties seeking tax credit pre-approval in terms of work done prior to 
receiving approval. 
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends approval of $1,496.80 in final tax credits, which subtracts the 
$475.00 (10% is $47.50) expense from the total. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Hauser swore in David Errera. Mr. Hauser asked if there were any additions or 
corrections to the Staff comments. Mr. Errera stated the temporary repair was necessary as water was 
coming into the house. The repair could not wait in order to prevent additional damage. Mr. Errera said 
that he is fine with not receiving the credit as the work was not pre-approved. Mr. Hauser stated that a 
precedent cannot be set for work to be done before approval is given. Ms. Holmes commented this type 
of situation could be taken into account for future code changes.  
 
Motion: Mr. Hauser moved to Approve as per Staff recommendations, without the $475.00. Mr. Shad 
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seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
 
13-50 – 8267 Main Street, Ellicott City 
Install security cameras 
Applicant: Captain Daniel Coon 
 
Background & Scope of Work: The building dates to approximately 1940. The Applicant proposes to 
install four security cameras on the exterior of the building, one at each of the corners. There will be two 
gooseneck cameras and two of the smaller fixed cameras placed on the building. The cameras will be 
white. All wiring will be on the roof and will not be visible.  
 
Staff Comments: The white gooseneck cameras are located on many County buildings and are not highly 
noticeable. Due to their safety purpose the cameras cannot be installed out of sight of public ways, per 
Chapter 6.M (page 49) of the Guidelines, which states,” whenever possible, install equipment out of 
sight of public ways or other properties.” Chapter 9.E (page 71) of the Guidelines recommends that 
exterior light fixtures should be a dark metal. While the cameras are not light fixtures, they are similar in 
shape and size. Staff recommends a dark or black metal be used, if possible. 
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval as submitted, but recommends the cameras be a 
dark or black metal if possible. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Hauser swore in Captain Daniel Coon from the Howard County Police Department. Mr. 
Hauser asked if there were any additions or corrections to the Staff comments. Captain Coon stated the 
housing for the cameras have some limitations in using a dark color because there are electronic 
components inside. He explained that the cameras need to be a light color as they contain a fan which 
keeps them from overheating. Mr. Hauser asked if the company only makes the one color white. Captain 
Coon stated yes, but they did ask if other colors were available. The only color available is white because 
it keeps the temperature issue down. Ms. Tennor asked if any cameras are located in the historic 
district. Mr. Coon stated there are no cameras located directly in the historic district at this time.  
 
Motion: Mr. Hauser moved to Approve as submitted. Ms. Badart seconded. The motion was 
unanimously approved. 
 
 
13-51 – 8267 Main Street, Ellicott City 
Install signs, replace exterior light. 
Applicant: M. Dean Fairbend 
 
Background & Scope of Work: The building dates to approximately 1940. The Applicant proposes to 
install three signs on the building and one new light fixture. The signs will also be located on the lower 
level of the building, along Hamilton Street (the entrance to the parking lot). Two of the signs will be 2 
feet 8 inches wide by 2 feet 10 inches high for a total of 7.5 square feet each. The first of these signs will 
be for the new Howard County Police Museum. It will read on four lines and contain a Howard County 
police logo: 

Howard County 
Police Museum 

Honoring Our History 
www.HCPD.org 

 
The second sign will read on five lines:  

Howard County Maryland 
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Tourism and Promotion 
Marketing 

Offices 
www.visithowardcounty.com 

 
Both signs will have a black background. The Police Museum sign will have yellow text and the police 
logo will contain white, yellow, red and blue. The Tourism sign will have white text with red and yellow 
accents.  
 
The third sign will be a small sign, 8 inches wide by 8 inches high, indicating there are public restrooms 
and will be placed on the door. The sign will have a blue background with white text stating 
“Restrooms”, as well as the typical restroom graphic.  
 
The Applicant also proposes to replace the existing light fixture that is located above the door with an 
upright white glass globe and black metal light fixture that says “Police” across the glass in black 
lettering.  
 
Staff Comments: The Application generally complies with Chapter 11 recommendations. The signs 
comply with Chapter 11.A (page 80) recommendations, “use simple, legible words and graphics” and 
“keep letters to a minimum and the message brief and to the point.” While the Guidelines (page 80) also 
recommend, “use a minimum of colors, generally no more than three,” the additional colors are only 
found in the logos and are minimally used.  
 
Staff has no objection to the restroom sign, which is a standard sign that also complies with the above 
mentioned guidelines. 
 
The proposed light complies with Chapter 9.E (page 71) recommendations, “choose and locate lighting 
fixtures to be visually unobtrusive. Use dark metal or a similar material” and “place attached lighting 
fixtures in traditional locations next to or over a door.” The existing light fixture is higher above the door 
than would be preferred, especially for the proposed light, as it will only up-light the area. Additionally, 
the proportions will be off, as the light is too far away from the top of the door. Staff recommends either 
moving the light fixture down, or if that work is prohibitive, turning the light upside down to make it a 
downward facing ball. The ‘Police’ lettering can then be applied. 
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends: 

1) Approval of all signs as submitted. 
2) Approval of light if lowered or if flipped around so the light shines down in closer proximity to 

the door. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Hauser swore in Dean Fairbend. Mr. Hauser asked if there were any additions or 
corrections to the Staff comments. Mr. Fairbend explained that the new light is proposed to be replaced 
back in its original location. There are three street lamps outside on Hamilton Street which illuminate 
the entire area, even without the current light on. He said that the area will be illuminated even more 
once the light fixture is in place. He stated that changing the position of the light, either lowering it or 
turning the globe downward, would not be historically accurate for the Police style fixture. The power 
conduit is buried within the concrete walls, so trying to relocate the conduit would be difficult. The 
Commission discussed placing a junction box on the outside and painting it the same wall color. Mr. 
Hauser agreed that the police light needs to be upright as this is the way the old lights were. 
 
 Ms. Holmes asked if the conduit to add the card swiper could be added in this location or is it in a 
different location. Mr. Fairbend said the electrical for the card swiper was not buried in the wall; it came 
through the wall from the back side. The existing conduit for the light fixture that feeds the light switch 
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and fixture is buried within the wall, and right behind this at the same elevation is the stair tower.  
 
Ms. Badart stated she is not familiar with the old up turned police lights and asked why the light could 
not be turned down. Mr. Fairbend stated the light is typically installed upright, but could possibly be 
turned down. Mr. Fairbend showed several photos of old light which are installed upright. Mr. Fairbend 
said that understands the Commission’s concerns for proportion, but the light fixture was originally in 
that position and the idea is to place the new fixture back in the same position. Ms. Badart asked if a 
new hole could be drilled about six inches lower to place the fixture. Mr. Fairbend stated this is a cost 
issue which was not accounted for in the project. Captain Coon stated the main concern with lowering 
the light closer to street level would be vandalism. The light would be more accessible for people 
walking by to swipe it. Mr. Hauser made a suggestion for using a decorative paint above the door to tie 
the light in, so there is not a wide expanse of light paint. He suggested a header above the door could be 
painted the same color as the jamb. Ms. Tennor stated this would minimize the space between the 
fixture and the top of the door. Mr. Crozier stated he likes the design the way it is. Ms. Tennor asked if 
the signs are aligned with the top of the door opening. Mr. Fairbend stated yes.  
 
Dan Bennett asked about the blue sign for the restrooms and if it meets handicapped 2010. Mr. 
Fairbend stated yes.  
 
Motion: Ms. Badart moved to Approve the application as submitted, giving the Applicant the option to 
re-drill a lower hole six inches down, or leave to Staff to determine the location and keep the above 
door light lower. The signs are fine. Ms. Tennor seconded. The motion was unanimously approved.  
 
 
13-52 – 3739 Church Road, Ellicott City 
Applicant: Susanne and Larry Schroeder 
Exterior repairs to carriage house, tax credit pre-approval.  
 
Background & Scope of Work: According to MDAT the historic main house dates to 1893 and the 
carriage house probably dates to a similar time. The Applicant proposes to make repairs to the historic 
carriage house and seeks tax credit pre-approval for the work. The Applicant proposes to make the 
following repairs: 

1) Remove the existing roof, which consists of layered metal and asphalt and replace with metal 
sheeting, to be black or gray. 

2) Repair, and replace as needed, support trusses and beams, which have been damaged by 
termites. 

3) Repair broken windows and casements. The existing windows on the front of the house are 6:6. 
4) Paint exterior wood shingle siding in a light yellow to match the existing color. 
5) Repair or replace existing wood doors as needed. The doors at street level are large sliding doors 

and the door on the lower level is a 4 panel wood door. 
 
The Applicant has included the following work in the application, although it is not eligible work and 
does not require HDC approval because it is interior work. The work is not eligible, per Section 20.112 of 
the County Code, which states that eligible work does not include, “interior finish work that is not 
necessary to maintain the structural integrity of the building.” The ineligible work includes: 

6) Rip out flooring to uncover the full extent of the damage and replace as necessary. 
7) Repair/replace non-functioning electrical panel, outlets and fixtures.  

 
It is possible that when removing the flooring, the Applicant could discover additional beams that 
require repair or replacement and that the work would help maintain the physical integrity of the 
structure, which would then be eligible for tax credits. However, the replacement of flooring is not 
eligible because it is interior finish work. Additionally, any bracing that has been done to this point is not 
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eligible for tax credits because it was work done prior to approval.  
 
Staff Comments: The replacement of the metal and asphalt roof with metal is consistent with Chapter 
6.E (page 31) recommendations, “retain and repair historic roofing material. If necessary, replace small 
areas of roofing using material matching the original in size, shape, color and texture” and “Replace 
historic roof materials only when necessary due to extensive deterioration; use replacement material 
that matches or is similar to the original.” The repair or replacement of the support trusses and beams 
are necessary to replace the roof and are a structural component of the building. 
 
The repair of the broken windows is consistent with Chapter 6.H recommendations (page 40), “maintain 
and repair original window openings, frames, sashes, sills, lintels and trim. Maintain glass, putty and 
paint in good condition.” Staff also recommends the Commission approve the replacement of any 
windows, if it is later determined that repair is not possible for all. Staff recommends any replacement 
windows match the existing in size, material and color, which complies with Chapter 6.H 
recommendations, “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.” The rear windows 
have a makeshift metal “awning” or extended “flashing”, which should not be reproduced with the 
window repair. 
 
The Applicant also proposes to repair, or rebuild as needed, the sliding front door and paneled lower 
level door. This work complies with Chapter 6.G recommendations, “maintain and repair original doors, 
frames, sills, lintels, side light and transoms” and “when repair is not possible, replace historic doors and 
entrance features with features of the same size, style and finish.” 
 
Items 1-5 are eligible for tax credits, per Section 20.112 of the County Code, which states that eligible 
work includes, “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.” Items 6-7 are not eligible, per 
Section 20.112 of the County Code, which states that eligible work does not include, “interior finish work 
that is not necessary to maintain the structural integrity of the building.”  
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval of items 1-5 and tax credit pre-approval for the 
work. Staff also recommends Approval for the in-kind replacement of any windows that are beyond 
repair, and recommends tax credit pre-approval for the work.  
 
Testimony: Mr. Hauser swore in Larry Schroeder. Mr. Hauser asked if there were any additions or 
corrections to the Staff comments. Mr. Schroeder said that he did not have any corrections or additions. 
Mr. Hauser asked the Applicant if he had any questions for the Commission. Mr. Schroeder stated the 
one piece of the building which does not look original is the casement windows on the back on the 
lower level. He asked what the process would be to replace the window if he could find a more 
appropriate looking historic window. He explained that the current windows have awnings and are too 
modern looking for the structure, as the windows are rectangular and horizontal. Ms. Tennor asked if 
the opening is for a double-hung window. Mr. Schroeder stated no, the opening is for casement 
windows. Mr. Hauser suggested that the pattern that is chosen for the double-hung replacements at the 
top, make a slider on the ones that have two sashes in order to make them operable. The sashes would 
be made of wood. The glass size on the top should come as close as possible to make it work in sashes 
down below. When the windows are closed, they will give the look of having the proper muntins and 
glass size. Ms. Badart asked if the windows are left open. Mr. Schroeder stated yes because of the bad 
roof; the interior has been wet and needs more air circulation. Normally the windows would not be left 
open. Mr. Schroeder stated there is no intention to change anything on the exterior of the structure. 
There is the caveat that once the interior wood is removed, it may be discovered that some piece 
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behind the shingles is too rotted and needs to be replaced. The replacement would be done with the 
same material.  
 
Motion: Ms. Tennor moved to Approve the application Staff recommendations. Approval is given for 
items 1-5 and tax credit pre-approval for the work. Replacement windows should be submitted to Staff 
for review. Ms. Badart seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
 
13-53 – 6090 Lawyers Hill Road, Elkridge, HO-381 
Applicant: Lisa Badart 
Exterior repairs. 
 
Background & Scope of Work: The building dates to around 1871, as explained in the Historic Sites 
Inventory form. The Applicant seeks approval to enclose the open foundation on the sides and back of 
the building with a sturdy material in a color and finish that will blend with the building and its 
surroundings. The intent is to keep animals out from under the building. The Applicant does not know 
what material would be best to use and seeks the Commission’s advice on the material to be approved.  
 
Staff Comments: The open foundation on the east side of the building is a couple of feet high, but is 
currently hidden due to the landscaping. The back open foundation is much lower, and is only about 1-
1.5 feet high. The landscaping does appear to be overgrown and the foundation and walls could benefit 
from having the excess vegetation removed away from the building. There is currently a chicken wire 
running around the rear foundation, but it appears to have been propped up, rather than tightly 
secured. 
 
Staff discussed several solutions for the building, but is also open to other ideas. Staff suggests the 
following enclosures for the foundation: 

1) A heavy gauge chicken wire or mesh, adhered to the building walls and secured into the ground 
with framing. The wire would not be visible from a distance and would not be highly visible close 
to the building. 

2) A painted wood or pvc lattice, in a brown or green color, which would blend in with the building 
and surroundings. The lattice could be installed a few inches back to blend in with the shadows.  

These are just a few suggestions that Staff came up with. The only important thing to keep in mind is 
ventilation for the building, as it is a wood structure, and keeping crawl space access. Staff is not 
concerned about using historic materials, as the durability of the materials used is more important as it 
will be in close contact with the ground and in a shady, damp area. Additionally, any enclosure can be 
set back and does not have to be flush with the building’s wall, so it will not be highly visible. Staff 
recommends having a trench where the wire or lattice would be buried so an animal could not just 
burrow under the ground level barrier. 
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval of the two options suggested by Staff, or an 
alternate option as determined by the Commission to be appropriate for the historic building. 
 
Ms. Badart recused herself from this case. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Hauser swore in Lisa Badart and Patrick Larkin. Mr. Hauser asked if there were any 
additions or corrections to the Staff comments. Mr. Larkin stated the building is currently undergoing 
some renovations. The building was constructed about 1871 and piers will be placed under the building 
in the rear to keep the building supported. He explained that engineers have said the rear of the 
building will need a lot of work. They are proposing to construct a block wall on the back to hold the 
building up. Historic materials will be used where possible, but on the wall it is requested to be able to 
paint it.  
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Ms. Badart stated the animals are a big issue. Ms. Tennor asked about what size animals. Ms. Badart 
stated there are mostly squirrels and raccoons. Ms. Badart said the back of the building needs to be 
fixed, but the way to fix it is uncertain. Ms. Tennor wanted to clarify that the pier in the corner may 
become a solid structural wall and said this may cause an issue with circulation. Mr. Larkin stated the 
engineer has provided circulation spots in the wall. Lewis Taylor asked about the pamphlet being viewed 
and if it is on file. Ms. Holmes stated yes. Mr. Taylor stated all documents in this case and all other cases 
are incorporated in the record by reference.  
 
Mr. Hauser confirmed that the block is needed on the back because the building is settling on the back 
wall. Mr. Larkin stated yes. Mr. Hauser does not see any issues with the back wall being blocked across 
and painted black. He said there may not be a need for foundation vents if the sides are open since 
there will be cross-ventilation. The side piers will be replaced so the spaces between the piers and back 
walls need to be filled in. Mr. Hauser stated lattice should not be used as the rodents will eat through 
the wood. Mr. Hauser recommends using a heavy treated 2x6 frame with a metal mesh painted all black 
so it disappears. Mr. Hauser swore in Roland Anders. Mr. Anders stated the highest part above ground is 
in the back. The ground slopes off when moving toward the front. The enclosure will end up being 
underground, so there may be some space between the ground level and lower edge of the siding that 
may be exposed. Mr. Hauser stated all sides need to be enclosed to protect the underneath of the 
building from rodents. Mr. Anders stated the intention is to enclose the whole box on the back end and 
install ventilation. Mr. Hauser suggested that the foundation vents be installed now so they are in place 
in the future if concrete blocks are installed.  
 
Motion: Mr. Hauser moved to Approve the application with the block foundation wall along the back of 
the building with foundation vents placed in it, any block necessary to come up the sides if needed, and 
on any of the side openings which need closing should be done with a treated lumber frame with metal 
mesh painted in a dark color so it disappears under the building. Mr. Shad seconded. The motion was 
unanimously approved. 
 
 
Other Business 
 
Ms. Holmes explained the County is closing for the holidays in December right when Staff reports are 
prepared for the January meeting. She said a vote needs to be taken to see if the January meeting can 
be canceled. Mr. Hauser asked about the hardship imposed on someone wanting to submit an 
application. Ms. Holmes stated if it is an emergency another date could be found. Mr. Hauser asked 
about finding an alternate date to have a meeting. Ms. Holmes stated this would not be possible due to 
the time limitations for preparing reports. If the time goes too far into the month, the deadline for the 
next month has passed. Mr. Shad asked if a notification is placed on the web site about the cancellation. 
Ms. Holmes stated yes. Applicants calling in have been told that January may be canceled. Mr. Hauser 
asked if this will be a precedent every year. Ms. Holmes said it would most likely be the case as long as 
the County closes.   
 
Motion: Mr. Hauser moved to cancel the HDC meeting for January 2014. Ms. Badart seconded. The 
motion was unanimously approved. 
 
 
Ms. Holmes also explained that a State law recently passed that requires a Staff member or Board 
member to take a course online regarding the Open Meetings Act. Ms. Holmes took the course and 
passed. Ms. Holmes can email the link to anyone else wishing to take the course. Ms. Holmes stated the 
test was informative. The test takes about 3 ½ hours, but it is at a person’s own pace. There is no time 
limit on it.  
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Mr. Hauser moved to adjourn the meeting. Ms. Badart seconded. The meeting was adjourned at 8:05 
p.m.  The motion was unanimously approved.  
 
 
*Chapter and page references are from the Ellicott City or Lawyers Hill Historic District Design 
Guidelines. 
 
 
 
 
         
 Beth Burgess, Executive Secretary 
 
 
      
Joseph Hauser, Chairperson 
 
        
 Carol Stirn, Recording Secretary 
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December Minutes 

 
The eleventh regular meeting for the year 2013 of the Historic District Commission was held on 
Thursday, December 5, 2013 in the C. Vernon Gray Room located at 3430 Court House Drive, Ellicott 
City, Maryland. 
 
Members present:  Joseph Hauser, Chair; Sam Crozier, Vice-Chair; Lisa Badart; Eileen Tennor; and 

Allan Shad 
Members absent: None 

Staff present:  Beth Burgess, Samantha Holmes, Dan Bennett, Lewis Taylor, and Carol Stirn 

 
Chairman Joseph Hauser opened the meeting at 7:00 p.m. with a statement explaining the process and 
rules of the meeting. Mr. Hauser moved to Approve the November 7, 2013 minutes. Mr. Crozier 
seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
 
PLANS FOR APPROVAL 
1. 13-54 – 3640 Fels Lane, Ellicott City 
2. 13-55 – 3627 Hamilton Street and 2711 Maryland Avenue (vicinity), Ellicott City 
3. 13-56 –  6040 Old Washington Road, Elkridge 
4. 13-57 –  15320 and 15250 Old Frederick Road, Woodbine 
5. 13-58 –  8289 Main Street, Ellicott City 
6. 13-59 –  3740 Old Columbia Pike, Ellicott City 
7. 13-60 –  6117 Lawyers Hill Road, Elkridge 
8. 13-61 –  6117 Lawyers Hill Road, Elkridge 
9. 13-62 –  3676 Fels Lane, Ellicott City 

 
 
13-54 – 3640 Fels Lane, Ellicott City 
Paint exterior, exterior repairs/alterations. 
Applicant: Howard County Housing Commission 
 
Background & Scope of Work: According to MDAT, the house dates to 1900. The Applicant proposes the 
following work: 

1) Paint the siding gray; the shutters, doors, and other accents paint navy blue and the trim white. 
The siding is currently white, with blue-gray shutters and white trim. 

2) Remove the one section of existing gingerbread trim from the left side gable of the house. A 
new, but similar style will be installed as the original is no longer available. The gingerbread trim 
will be installed on the side and front gables and well as porch posts. 

3) Replace the asbestos siding as needed with a fiber cement product that matches asbestos siding 
(for repairs only – the siding will not be replaced in entirety).  

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

 
www.howardcountymd.gov 

410-313-2350  

FAX 410-313-1655 

TDD 410-313-2323 
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4) Replace broken porch railing in-kind to match existing. 
 

Staff Comments: The Application is consistent with Chapter 6 recommendations. The new paint colors 
comply with Chapter 6.N recommendations (page 50), “use colors appropriate to the period and style of 
the building” and “use colors that are generally compatible with (and do not clash with) the colors used 
in the district, particularly on neighboring buildings…In general, use calm or subdued colors, reserving 
bright colors for small, important details, such as doors or trim.”  
 
The Guidelines do not specifically address the replacement of asbestos siding with a like material; 
however an in-kind replacement would be considered routine maintenance. Due to the fact that 
asbestos siding is no longer produced and cannot be replaced in-kind, the fiber cement product is the 
most appropriate replacement for the damaged asbestos siding.  The application complies with Chapter 
6.D 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.” As mentioned above, the fiber cement product is only 
replacing an asbestos shingle, but will be similar to it in texture, width, shape, profile and finish.  
 
The existing gingerbread detail only exists on one side of the house. The removal and replacement with 
a new wood gingerbread detail on the side and front gables and porch posts is consistent with Chapter 
6.J recommendations, “replace deteriorated features with materials as similar to the original as 
possible.” 
 
The repair of the broken porch railing is consistent with Chapter 6.F recommendations, “replace 
deteriorated features with new materials as similar as possible to the original in materials, design and 
finish” and “replace missing features such as missing supports or railings, with materials that are 
appropriate in scale, proportion and style.” 
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval as submitted.  
 
Testimony:  This case was originally on the consent agenda, but was removed in order to question the 
Applicant. Mr. Hauser swore in Garrett Mapp. Mr. Hauser asked there were any additions or corrections 
to the Staff comments.  Mr. Mapp had none. Mr. Shad asked if this house was still under contract. Mr. 
Mapp said the house is no longer under contract; it was canceled. He explained that work is being done 
on the house to increase the curb appeal so it can be put back on the market and sold.  
 
Mr. Shad stated there is a boarded-up broken window and asked if the window will be replaced. Mr. 
Mapp stated the window is not being replaced; it would be left for the new owner to fix. Mr. Mapp said 
the repairs being done are minimal. Mr. Shad feels the window should be replaced, and asked why 
repairs were not done before the house was originally put on the market. Mr. Mapp stated the home 
was going to be left ‘as is’ to let the new owners handle the repairs. A decision was made to go back 
through and make repairs to some of the items. Mr. Hauser clarified that the new siding would match 
the bottom edge.  Mr. Mapp stated yes. Mr. Hauser asked about the handrails. Mr. Mapp said some 
existing handrails will remain. Other handrails will be replaced to match the existing.  
 
Mr. Hauser stated the current split rail fence is deteriorated. Mr. Hauser proposed to the Commission 
that the application be amended to allow for the fence replacement. The Commission agreed.  The 
Applicant also agreed.  
 
Motion:  Mr. Hauser moved to Approve the application as submitted, with an amendment to allow for 
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the inclusion of a new split rail fence to match the original split rail fence and the basement window to 
be replaced in-kind. Mr. Shad seconded.  The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
 
REGULAR AGENDA 
 
13-55 – 3627 Hamilton Street and 2711 Maryland Avenue (vicinity), Ellicott City 
Install bike racks. 
Applicant: Ed Lilley, Ellicott City Historic District Partnership 
 
Background & Scope of Work: The Applicant proposes to install two bike racks in the Ellicott City 
Historic District. The first rack will be installed on the sidewalk along Hamilton Street, which is the 
entrance to Parking Lot D. There is a bend in the sidewalk where the sidewalk is deepest, which is where 
the Applicant proposes to install the first rack. The rack should not impede pedestrian traffic. The 
second rack will be installed in the B&O Plaza, next to the B&O Museum. There is an existing rack, which 
is proposed to be removed and the new rack installed in its place.  
 
The racks will be made with old metal fencing and will have legs that will be secured into the ground 
with concrete. Bricks will be placed back around the bike rack on Hamilton Street and cobblestone will 
be placed back around the one at the B&O Museum.  
 
Staff Comments: The Application generally complies with Chapter 10.C recommendations which state, 
“use street furniture that is simple in design and constructed of traditional materials such as wood and 
dark metal” and “select street furniture that reinforces Ellicott City’s identity as a historic district.” The 
reclaimed metal fencing looks similar to other metal fences in Ellicott City. The application does not 
specify color, but Staff recommends the bike racks be painted black to comply with the Guidelines. The 
installation shall not impede pedestrian walkways allowing a minimum of 3 feet of remaining sidewalk. 
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval as submitted.  
 
Testimony:  Mr. Hauser swore in Ed Lilley.  Mr. Hauser asked if there were any additions or corrections 
to the Staff comments. Mr. Lilley had none. Mr. Hauser asked how the new iron bike racks would look in 
front of the black aluminum fence along the railroad station. Mr. Lilley said he is concerned that the 
fence may blend in with the other one and not be seen. Mr. Hauser asked if the sharp finials on the top 
are a concern. Mr. Lilley stated the fence has not been purchased yet. If the sharp points on top are an 
issue, this can be changed. Mr. Hauser asked Staff if they had concerns about the fence placement. Ms. 
Holmes stated in both areas where the bike racks are to be installed there is a section with and without 
fencing. She said the new bike racks should be placed in the area where there is not fencing. Ms. 
Burgess stated the finials should not be a problem, nor a danger or nuisance. Mr. Hauser said there will 
be two locations, and asked what would be the preferred location on Hamilton Street. Ms. Holmes said 
just to the left of the metal fencing along the brick wall. Mr. Lilley stated he could inquire if the B&O 
would be agreeable to an alternate location, if necessary.  
 
Motion: Ms. Tennor moved to Approve the application per Staff recommendations. Mr. Crozier 
seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
 
13-56– 6040 Old Washington Road, Elkridge 
Advisory Comments for subdivision without demolition. 
Applicant: Fisher, Collins and Carter, Inc. 
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Background & Scope of Work: According to the Historic Sites Inventory form, the historic house dates to 
1880. The historic house is not located in a local historic district; the application is for Advisory 
Comments for the subdivision. The Applicant proposes to subdivide the property into five total lots. The 
historic house will remain on Lot 4 and the large front yard will become Open Space Lot 5. There will be 
three buildable lots created behind the historic house. There will be no new development in front of the 
historic house.  The garage that is shown in pictures in the application has completely collapsed and will 
be removed from the property.  
 
Staff Comments: The proposed subdivision plan preserves the historic view shed of the historic house 
from the road. However, Lot 3 is located very close to the rear of the historic house. The new house will 
only be 26 feet from the historic house, from wall to wall. Staff recommends staggering the location of 
the new house on the lots, such as moving the house on Lot 3 toward the northeast edge of the lot, so 
that it is no longer directly behind the historic house. This will result in a greater setback for the historic 
house and for the future owners of the new house, so that they are not built on top of one another.  
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends staggering the new houses, so that the house on Lot 3 is not 
directly behind the historic house, as the current plans show the new development too close to the 
historic house. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Hauser swore in Stephanie Tuite. Mr. Hauser asked if there were any additions or 
corrections to the Staff comments. Ms. Tuite added this project was actually approved by DPZ in 2006, 
but due to its location in the Elkridge district, the project was in the housing allocation pool for many 
years and eventually passed both testing for allocations and schools. The project was released from the 
bin in 2012. Ms. Tuite said even though the proposed house is shown 26 feet from the historic house, 
there is an existing driveway which runs behind the house that takes up a majority of the backyard of 
the structure. A site development plan for the proposed house will need to be submitted at a later date. 
This plan is just a conceptual drawing; the houses will need to be sited on the lots once a site 
development plan is needed. Mr. Hauser commented if the back two houses were turned to face 
forward toward the lot, this should provide plenty of lot space for the other house to be slid back away 
from the historic house. The driveway will need to be placed so that it does not make the houses seem 
too close together.  
 
 
13-57– 15320 and 15250 Old Frederick Road, Woodbine  
Advisory Comments. 
Applicant: Land Design & Development, Inc. 
 

Background & Scope of Work: According to MDAT, the house at 15320 Old Frederick Road dates to 
1800 and the house at 15250 Old Frederick Road does not have any information listed. These houses are 
not listed on the Historic Sites Inventory or located in a local historic district. However,  the structures 
are historic and the Applicant seeks Advisory Comments for the subdivision of the property. Some 
structures are proposed to be demolished for the subdivision.  
 
The site is 138 acres and will consist of 43 buildable lots. There will be 82 acres in preservation parcels, 
which includes 1 buildable and 9 non-buildable parcels.  The buildable preservation parcel will contain 6 
structures, the existing house and outbuildings at 15320 Old Frederick Road and will consist of 39 acres. 
One structure, a cinder block barn, at 15320 Old Frederick Road is proposed to be demolished. The 
house and shed at 15250 Old Frederick Road are also proposed to be demolished. The house at 15250 
does not appear to be architecturally significant. 
 
The proposed structures to remain at 15320 Old Frederick Road include: 
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1. Existing historic house, which the owners states dates to 1930 (although MDAT says 1800).  
2. Existing wood shed 
3. Existing horse paddock 
4. Existing two story barn 
5. Existing cinder block garage 
6. Existing cinder block garage/barn 

 
Staff Comments: Lots 1, 14 and 18 are the closest to the historic house. While the historic house and its 
associated outbuilding will be in a 39-acre parcel, they are not buffered from the development. Lots 1, 
14 and 18 will be in the direct view shed of the historic house and its outbuildings. Staff recommends Lot 
1 be removed and relocated within the development and recommends planting a native evergreen 
landscape buffer to shield the historic house from Lots 2, 14 and 18.  
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Lot 1 be removed and relocated within the development and 
recommends planting a native evergreen landscape buffer to shield the historic house from Lots 2, 14 
and 18. 
 
Testimony:  Mr. Hauser swore in Joseph Rutter.  Mr. Hauser asked if there were any additions or 
corrections to the Staff comments. Mr. Rutter stated the historic house is completely concrete block 
from the foundation up to the roof line with painted stucco on it. The owners have passed away and 
their daughter is the Trustee. He explained that the will contained instructions that the property is to be 
subdivided. Every attempt has been made to position the roads to have adequate site distance. Mr. 
Rutter said that the location of the proposed road is the best site. The new house faces the proposed 
new road. Existing screening will remain from the trees located between the front of the house and the 
public road and supplemental screening could be added. Mr. Rutter said that in regard to Lot 1 being 
removed and relocated, the property is being subdivided due to being part of Tier 4, and the estate 
value is part of the property subdivision. If it is not subdivided now, the plan cannot move forward.  
Perks needed to be done before July 2012, which were completed. Under the Tier legislation, this 
cannot be amended. Mr. Rutter said the elimination of Lot 1 would be a problem. The Commission had a 
couple of additional questions on the plan where Mr. Rutter answered referring to the full-size drawing. 
Mr. Hauser stated that he likes the overall design of the plan and said that Lot 1 would be fine as long as 
a buffer is installed. 
 
 
13-58– 8289 Main Street, Ellicott City 
Install sign. 
Applicant: Hilary Brich 
 
Background & Scope of Work: According to MDAT the building dates to 1920. The Applicant was 
approved in September 2013 to install a hanging DiBond sign and bracket on the front of the building. 
The Applicant was told by the sign company that a hanging sign may blow around and now proposes to 
install a 60 inch high by 18 inch wide wood sign (exact dimensions to fit within the rectangular brick 
detail on the building). The wood will be ½ inch thick. The sign will still look the same, but the method of 
installation has changed. Instead of a sign hanging from a bracket, the sign will now be bolted into the 
building with metal U brackets. 
 
The Applicant still seeks Façade Improvement Program funds for the project.  
 
Staff Comments: The proposed sign generally complies with Chapter 11 recommendations (page 80), 
such as “use simple, legible words and graphics” and “keep letters to a minimum and the message brief 
and to the point.” Chapter 11.A of the Guidelines (page 80) recommends, “use a minimum number of 
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colors, generally no more than three.” The sign will have four colors and a white background, which is 
slightly more than recommended. However, several of the colors, such as the gray and white, are very 
neutral and will not be visually overwhelming. The new MDO wood sign is more appropriate than the 
previously approved DiBond sign. 
 
The projecting sign is proposed to be hung from the second floor. The Guidelines (page 84) recommend 
against “extending the sign vertically above the window sill of the second-story of the structure.” The 
Guidelines (page 82) explain that “limiting signs to the first floor helps in maintaining a visual boundary 
between the store and upper story facades. A defined boundary between storefronts and upper facades 
helps to create a well ordered, attractive commercial streetscape.” However, by placing the sign on the 
second-story of the Reedy Electric building, the new sign will not interfere with the existing Reedy 
Electric sign that is displayed between the two floors on the front facade. Staff recommends the total 
height and width of the sign, including the bracket, fit within the rectangular brick detail on the building. 
The sign should not exceed or be hung within those bricks, but fit completely inside the rectangle detail.  
 
This style of installation is slightly more intrusive on the building that one hanging bracket. Therefore it 
is important that the U-brackets only be drilled into the mortar and not the brick, which cannot be as 
easily repaired if the sign was to be removed in the future. This style of bracket is not commonly seen in 
the historic district, hanging signs are the most common style of projecting sign. The Applicant has not 
indicated the color of the brackets. Staff recommends the brackets be black to better comply with the 
Guidelines. The proposed U-brackets may not be the best choice for a projecting sign because the sign 
will be closer to the building, limiting its visibility, whereas a sign on a hanging bracket can be placed 
slightly away from the building and projecting more in alignment of the road.  
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval as determined by the Commission, but 
recommends the sign fit within the rectangular detail on the building, even if it results in a slightly 
smaller sign. 
 
Façade Improvement Program Recommendation: Staff will approve the application for the Façade 
Improvement Program based on the approval from the Historic District Commission and the Maryland 
Historical Trust, availability of funds and a determination of whether the Applicant has maxed out their 
available portion of funds. 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. Work cannot begin until a Certificate of Approval and Façade Improvement Program 
Approval have been received.  
 
Testimony:  The applicant was not present. Ms. Holmes pointed out that approval was already given and 
now the bracket has changed. Ms. Badart stated the bracket should be black, but that it would stand out 
against the sign as it holds it. Ms. Badart wondered if the sign could be hung like normal on a hanging 
bracket with a bracket attached at the bottom to help keep the wind from blowing it.  
 
Mr. Hauser suggested informing the Applicant the brackets must be hidden. Ms. Tennor suggested 
placing two sign pieces back-to-back. Instead of having the bracket sandwich the signs, the signs could 
sandwich the bracket. It is uncertain what the gauge of the bracket is, and there are no pictures showing 
it. Ms. Badart clarified that the sign is the same. Staff said yes. Ms. Tennor suggested that Staff could 
obtain more clarification from the applicant about the bracket.  
 
Motion:  Mr. Hauser moved to Approve contingent upon Staff’s review of the bracket. Ms. Tennor 
seconded. The motion was unanimously approved.  
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13-59–3740 Old Columbia Pike, Ellicott City 
Install signs. Façade Improvement Funds. 
Applicant: James Pallikal 
 

Background & Scope of Work: According to MDAT the building dates to 1890. The Applicant proposes to 
install two signs on the building. One sign will be located on the back of the building, facing Hamilton 
Street and the parking lot and the other sign will be on the front of the building facing Old Columbia 
Pike.  The signs will be made of aluminum and flat mounted on the building.  
 
Both signs will be 3 feet high by 9 feet wide, for a total of 27 square feet. The signs will have a black and 
red background with white text and graphics. The text will read on three lines: 

 
Ghost Lounge 
Hookah Bar 

3740 Old Columbia Pike  410.465.6055 
 
The Applicant also seeks funds from the Façade Improvement Program for this project and has also 
submitted bids for smaller signs, to be 2 feet high by 6 feet wide. 
 
Staff Comments: The 3 feet high by 9 feet wide signs are too large for the building. Staff explained to 
the Applicant that the sign should fit within the window details on the building, on the side facing 
Hamilton Street. For the front of the building facing Old Columbia Pike, Staff recommended the sign fit 
between the windows or be projected on a bracket.  The 3 foot high by 9 foot wide sign is not 
proportionate to the building and does not comply with the Guidelines, which explain (page 81), “Signs 
need to be in scale with the particular building and therefore are not uniform in size throughout the 
historic district. For example, the small shops of Tongue Row require smaller signs than a more massive 
structure such as the former Talbott Lumber Company building.”  
 
The size of the3 foot wide by 9 foot high sign does not comply with Chapter 11.B (page 83), which states, 
“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.” While this is a small building, it does have a large setback 
from Hamilton Street/the parking lot, which could justify a slightly larger sign, similar to the neighboring 
sign at the Little French Market. The sign at the Little French Market is approximately 22 inches by 68 
inches. The size and placement of the proposed 27 square foot sign does not comply with Chapter 11.B 
(page 83), which recommends against, “placing a sign in a location where it hides or crowds 
architectural details and features.” The Guidelines also recommend ( page 83), “on most buildings, place 
signs no higher than the window sill of the second story” and “apply the sign to the storefront lintel, if 
available.” 
 
Staff has requested, but not yet received, a mock up to show how the2 foot high by 6 foot wide sign will 
fit on the rear of the building facing Hamilton Street/the parking lot. Staff has also requested a lternative 
dimensions and mock up for the sign on the front of the building facing Old Columbia Pike. The 
proposed 3 foot high by 9 foot wide sign and the 2 foot high by 6 foot wide is not appropriate for the 
front of the building, which is significantly smaller.  
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval of an amended application for: 

1) A smaller sign on the rear of the building facing Hamilton Street/the parking lot if the sign fits 
between the windows, in the center of the building and is placed in the space between the first 
and second floor windows, but no higher.  
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1) A sign on the front of the building that fits within the space between the front door and 
window, located above the mailbox, but not higher than the top of the front door.  

 
Façade Improvement Program Recommendation: Staff will not approve the application for the Façade 
Improvement Program for the 3 foot high by 9 foot wide sign. Likewise, Staff will not approve the 
application for the Façade Improvement Program without receiving proper documentation on the size 
of the building and how the smaller 2 foot high by 6 foot wide sign fits on it. Staff will approve Façade 
Improvement program funds for two signs that meet the following criteria: 

2) The sign on the back of the building, facing Hamilton Street and the parking lot, must fit 
between the windows, in the center of the building and be placed in the space between the first 
and second floor windows. The location as proposed above the second floor windows will not be 
approved. 

3) The sign on the front of the building must fit within the space between the front door and 
window and must be located above the mailbox, but not higher than the top of the front door.  

 
Contingent upon these criteria being met, Staff will approve the application for the Façade Improvement 
Program based on the approval from the Historic District Commission and the Maryland Historical Trust, 
and availability of funds.  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, any variation may void pre-approval. Work cannot begin until a Certificate of Approval 
and Façade Improvement Program Approval have been received.  
 
Testimony:  Ms. Holmes stated at the time the Staff reports were written, they forgot to add that a 
border needs to be added to the signs. Mr. Hauser swore in James Pallikal. Mr. Hauser asked if there 
were any additions or corrections to the Staff comments. Mr. Pallikal said that he was requesting a 
larger sign due to the building being off-set in the distance, and the building is more recessed into the 
ground so a sign placed higher would be more visible. Mr. Pallikal said that he was fine with the 
recommendation regarding the sign in the front, but is also considering using a bracket sign.  
 
Mr. Hauser stated there is an issue with the building. It is in violation of a zoning code for improperly 
installed windows. Mr. Pallikal found out about the violation after he purchased the building; the owner, 
who was also acting as the realtor, did not inform Mr. Pallikal of the violation. Mr. Hauser stated the 
previous owner was told to replace the windows back to wood, and does not feel there is any statute of 
limitations on the zoning violation. Mr. Pallikal said he does not feel the windows look bad. Mr. Hauser 
suggested that no approval for any new work would be given until the violation is fixed. Mr. Hauser said 
the Commission could hear the case on the signs and find some accommodation to approve them, but 
continue the case until a plan is brought in to correct the code violation.   
 
Mr. Taylor stated, broadly, zoning violations are not necessarily subject to statute of limitations. If there 
is a zoning code violation, which is still on-going, the violation still exists, that there is no statute of 
limitations from this. Mr. Taylor said the circumstances of the violation should be made clear to the 
Applicant. Mr. Taylor said that holding back the vote for approval of an application for a Certificate of 
Approval on a property with a zoning violation is certainly legal. Mr. Pallikal said he is not familiar with 
the window situation. Mr. Taylor requested the details be clarified.  
 
Mr. Hauser said there were windows in the front and back, which were originally wood, that were 
replaced with vinyl windows. The owner removed all the windows without a permit and replaced them. 
The owner was told to remove the vinyl windows and install wood windows, but would not comply so 
violations were issued. Instead of correcting the problem, the owner sold the building. Mr. Pallikal said 
he is not prepared to discuss the window issue at this time. He would like to have the signs up to HDC 
standards to be compliant and obtain approval to move forward. 
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Mr. Hauser asked the Applicant what will be done about the windows. Mr. Pallikal said he does not 
know at this time. Mr. Hauser reiterated that the violation will remain on the building until the windows 
are fixed. Mr. Taylor advised the Commission that denial of an application due to the property’s exterior 
alteration being in violation is reasonable. Mr. Taylor also advised a decision could be made on the size 
for the signs with a continuation for discussion before the Certification of Approval is issued. Mr. Taylor 
said it is also possible for the Commission to issue an approval which would be contingent upon the 
building being brought up to code. Ms. Holmes added that the banners are also in violation, so a sign on 
the building would be beneficial to remedy this. Mr. Hauser explained to the Applicant that the 
Commission could give approval for the signs and Mr. Pallikal would need to submit a plan for the 
windows. Mr. Taylor clarified the Commission would approve the signs contingent upon a plan 
submitted to Staff to remedy the window issues. Once Staff receives the plan and approves it, the 
Certificate of Approval will be issued. Mr. Pallikal said he would need to research the costs of the 
windows before a plan could be done. Mr. Shad pointed out that if the banner is still in place it needs to 
be removed immediately as it is also in violation. Mr. Pallikal understands the banner is in violation, but 
it was put up to be more cost effective. He said the banner has helped increase sales; taking the banner 
down right now would cause difficulties.  
 
Mr. Hauser said the front sign does not look bold enough. Ms. Tennor commented that the layout is the 
problem. She said the sign needs to be a different proportion of height to width. She suggested that the 
third line of the sign with the address and phone number is too small and does not need to be included. 
The sign space could be used more efficiently without repeating the address and phone number. Ms. 
Holmes suggested using the simple layout of the sandwich board sign as a template for a hanging 
bracket. The Commission agreed. Mr. Pallikal says this could work and the sign could be scaled down. 
Ms. Tennor suggested painting a white border on the sign to fit in with the façade.  
 
The Commission discussed the dimensions of a flat mounted sign and its placement on the building. Mr. 
Pallikal asked about installing a projecting sign instead. Ms. Burgess explained that a projecting sign 
would work better for visibility because of the slope of the road and sidewalk. Ms. Holmes stated the 
sign could be hung higher to comply with DILP’s requirement for the height above the sidewalk. Mr. 
Pallikal asked how high the projecting sign could be. Ms. Holmes stated it had to be at least ten foot off 
the ground per the County sign code.  
 
Mr. Hauser recommended the sign be flat-mounted between the door and the window at eye level. The 
Commission discussed if an option could be given between a flat-mounted and projecting sign. Ms. 
Holmes suggested the option of approving a flat-mounted sign with the option to do a projecting sign 
and would discuss with DILP if the 10 foot clearance would not apply to the historic district. The 
Commission agreed and then discussed the size for the sign. Mr. Hauser stated the front sign would be 
approximately 2 feet by 3 feet but would be determined after designs are submitted to Staff. The border 
on the sign would be painted white. Ms. Tennor asked if the third line text could be removed. Mr. 
Pallikal replied he needs to see what can be done. Mr. Taylor clarified that a sandwich board sign would 
be used, approximately 2 foot by 3 foot, and placed in the area between the door and the window to be 
mounted above the mailbox or below the top of the sill; is the applicant agreeable to this. Mr. Pallikal 
would like to make an adjustment to the symbol so that the address and phone number could be 
included. Mr. Hauser is fine with this.   
 
Mr. Hauser stated the sign on the back side is still too high, even though the building sits low. The signs 
on the neighboring buildings are placed low. A suggestion is to place a sign between the second floor 
windows and the top of the door. Ms. Burgess stated if the lettering is kept the same size but the excess 
detail from the graphics the sign is cropped, it would read much clearer. Ms. Tennor agreed the layout 
of the sign in the back is also not working; there is too much detail. Another suggestion is to use the 
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same format of the sandwich sign on the rear sign. Mr. Hauser commented the rear sign could match 
the size of the sign on the Little French Market and place it between the windows. Mr. Pallikal wants to 
make sure the sign fits in the space so it looks appropriate for the proportions between the door and 
window. Ms. Badart stated the sign also needs the white border to stand out. The Commission and Staff 
discussed the placement of the rear sign and the size. Ms. Holmes showed a picture to both the 
Commission and the Applicant on the placement and size of the size. Mr. Pallikal will change the graphic 
on the sign so it will fit better in the space. Mr. Taylor stated the picture which was shown with the back 
sign is marked Exhibit A and asked if the Applicant was agreeable to the dimensions depicted. Mr. 
Pallikal said yes.  
 
Motion:  Mr. Hauser moved to Approve the application with the amended signage. The rear sign will 
show as Exhibit A, which was viewed by the Commission and the Applicant, and approved. The Applicant 
will need to come in and verify the size of the sign with Staff. The front sign will resemble the design on 
the sandwich board sign. The sign size will also need to be verified with Staff. The sign will be placed 
between the window and door on the first floor; no higher than the first floor window. The graphics for 
the sign are at the Applicant’s discretion with the information to be put on the sign. The signs need to 
have a white border, which must be approved by Staff. The Applicant must submit a full sketch of the 
sign for Staff review. The Certificate of Approval will be issued once a plan for replacing the windows is 
submitted to Staff and approved. Ms. Badart seconded. The motion was unanimously approved.  
 
 
13-60– 6117 Lawyers Hill Road, Elkridge 
Exterior repairs, tax credit pre-approval. 
Applicant: Drew Roth 
 

Background & Scope of Work: The Applicant proposes to make exterior repairs to the historic barn and 
seeks tax credit pre-approval for the work. The Applicant proposes the following work: 

1) Repair/repoint stone foundation. 
2) Replace window sills with wood to match existing. 
3) Replace wood siding with wood, painted blue-gray to match existing color. The siding will be 

milled to match the existing. 
4) Repair/replace windows with wood to match the existing window pane configuration.  
5) Repair/replace doors to match the existing, re-use hardware if possible. 
6) Replace shutters in-kind to match the existing. 

 
The Applicant has included the following work in the application, although it is not eligible work and 
does not require HDC approval because it is interior work. The work is not eligible, per Section 20.112 of 
the County Code, which states that eligible work does not include, “interior finish work that is not 
necessary to maintain the structural integrity of the building.”  The ineligible work includes:  

7) Replace floor joists and flooring. 
 
Staff Comments: The repairs to the barn fall under Routine Maintenance, according to Chapter 6.C 
(page 21) which states that Routine Maintenance includes, “maintaining and repair existing features of 
outbuildings. Replacing outbuilding features (such as doors, windows, siding, roofing, foundations, 
exterior steps, entryways and trim) with new materials that exactly match the existing features and 
retain existing details and trim.” The work also complies with the other standards for Routine 
Maintenance in Chapter 6.C.  
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends tax credit pre-approval for the work except for ineligible 
Item #7, as the work does not require a Certificate of Approval because all of the work is considered 
Routine Maintenance.  
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Testimony:  Mr. Hauser swore in Drew Roth. Mr. Hauser asked if there were any additions or corrections 
to the Staff comments. Mr. Roth had no comments, but explained that he was also not aware of the 
HDC restrictions, as his property has several other restrictions. Ms. Badart stated that all the work has 
been done in conformance with the exception of the barn foundation. Mr. Hauser asked if the Applicant 
would be open to facing the foundation at some point in the future. Mr. Roth indicated that he could, 
but at the moment would prefer to work on making the barn stable and usable before getting into 
cosmetic work. Mr. Hauser asked if the Applicant had any problem with the elimination of tax credits for 
replacing the floor joists and flooring. Mr. Roth stated no. Mr. Crozier asked about the cleared holly 
trees and what replacement was used. Mr. Roth stated the holly trees were replaced with 48 heirloom 
fruit trees which are about 3 to 4 feet high right now. There is still a large amount of holly trees left 
within the forest conservation area. Mr. Roth was not aware permission was needed to remove trees in 
the historic area.  
 
Motion:  Ms. Badart moved to Approve the application as recommended by Staff. Ms. Tennor seconded.  
The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
 
13-61– 6117 Lawyers Hill Road, Elkridge 
Retroactive approval for exterior alterations. 
Applicant: Drew Roth 
 

Background & Scope of Work: According to MDAT the historic house dates to 1932. The Applicant seeks 
retroactive approval for work done prior to the owner’s knowledge of the historic district and its 
requirements. The Applicant seeks retroactive approval for the following work: 

1) Cleared approximately 1 acre of holly plantation (some over 12 inch in diameter), replaced with 
an orchard of 48 heirloom fruit trees and built an 8 foot high deer fence around the area. 

2) Removed the old chain link/wire pool fence and constructed a new faux wrought iron fence 
around the pool. 

3) Added stone retaining walls around pool. 
4) Replaced the roof on non-historic pool shed with a vegetated green roof. 
5) Replaced stone foundation on historic barn with modern cement block foundation.  

 
Staff Comments: The removal of the trees should have been approved by the Historic District 
Commission, as provided by Chapter 9.B of the Guidelines (page 44), “removing live trees that are not 
located in a forest and have a diameter of 12 inches or greater 4.5 feet above ground level.”  The 
replacement of those trees with an orchard is relatively consistent with Chapter 9.B recommendations 
(page 44), “minimize removal of mature trees and shrubs and provide for their replacement whenever 
possible.” 
 
The replacement of the chain link/wire pool fence is necessary by Howard County Code to have a barrier 
of at least 48 inches above grade measured on the side of the barrier which faces away from the 
swimming pool with a vertical barrier spacing maximum of 4 inches. The new faux wrought iron fence 
around the pool is consistent with Chapter 9.C recommendations (page 45), which recommends against 
“installing stockade…or wrought iron fencing in a location visible from a public road or neighboring 
property.” The fence is not visible from the road or neighboring properties. The stone retaining walls 
comply with Chapter 9.E recommendations, “design new retaining walls to be low and constructed or 
faced with brick or stone.”  
 
Staff has no objection to the replacement of the roof on the non-historic pool shed. The building is not 
historic and is not visible from the road or neighboring properties. The new roof does not conflict with 
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the recommendations in Chapter 6.D, which explains that it is Routine Maintenance to replace the roof 
on an outbuilding and that the replacement material does not need to match the existing on a building 
less than 50 years old. 
 
The replacement of the stone foundation with a modern cement block foundation does not comply with 
the Guidelines (page 20), which explain, “changing the material of exterior walls is not routine 
maintenance, regardless of the structures age or visibility.” Staff would have recommended facing the 
cement block foundation with stone to better match the previously existing foundation. 
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends Approval of all work, but suggests facing the cement block 
foundation with stone. 
 
Testimony:  Mr. Roth’s testimony is included in the testimony for case HDC-13-60. 
 
Motion: Ms. Badart moved to Approve the application as recommended by Staff. Ms. Tennor seconded. 
The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
 
13-62– 3676 Fels Lane, Ellicott City 
Advisory Comments. 
Applicant: The Stavrou Companies 
 

Background & Scope of Work: The Applicant seeks Advisory Comments for the proposed demolition of 
the former Roger Carter Center and the construction of four quadriplex apartment buildings. This plan 
has been previously presented to the Commission, but the architecture and layout have been modified. 
There is a new architecture firm engaged in this phase of the project.  
 
The current drawings show a very simple building with lap siding. The windows are 4:1 and the doors 
have 1 large lite with a panel underneath. The porch columns are square, with square pickets for the 
railing. The drawings also show a brick fireplace on either side of the building. The drawings do not take 
into account the hillside. Staff would like to see grading drawings that depict the steep topography on 
Fels Lane, because these buildings will most likely end up with a walk out basement scenario. Currently, 
the drawings show the buildings on a flat grade which does not represent the approximate 30 foot drop 
from the North side of the property. Staff has requested the current and proposed grading plan. The site 
plan still shows four buildings located along Fels Lane. A lawn area is proposed at the base of Fels Lane, 
where the basketball courts are currently located.  
 
Staff Comments: Prior to this submittal, Staff was given the opportunity to see some proposed drawings 
for the buildings on Fels Lane. At that time, Staff advised the architecture was not the most compatible, 
as the buildings were in the craftsman style. Since then, the drawings have been revised to be in the 
Colonial style and are simpler, which will better blend with Ellicott City.  
 
The site plan has not drastically changed from the last time this plan was presented in December 2012. 
However, the new building placement next to 3640 Fels Lane (The Miles House) is closer than before. 
Staff recommends this building be moved farther down Fels Lane, at least 15 feet, to give the historic 
buildings at 3640 and 3637 Fels Lane a larger setback.  
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends a larger side setback between the new building unit next to 
3640 Fels Lane.  
 
Mr. Hauser recused himself from this case. Ms. Tennor will fill in as Chair.  
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Testimony:  Ms. Tennor swore in Scott Link of Stavrou Companies and Chip Keener of Montgomery Park 
Architects. Ms. Tennor asked if there were any additions or corrections to the Staff comments. Mr. Link 
stated no and explained the intent of the presentation was to obtain initial preliminary comments from 
Staff and the Commission. Mr. Link said that the project was presented about a year ago and some 
issues have come up regarding pricing and interest rates, so some of the design needed to be reworked. 
He said that most of the layout is similar, but the housing styles have slightly changed.  
 
Ms. Holmes asked if the buildings will all be painted the same color. Mr. Link stated not necessarily and 
said that more muted colors will be used for the houses. Ms. Tennor asked about grading drawings. Mr. 
Link stated the grading issues are being addressed. Mr. Link spoke about some of the issues and showed 
the proposed buildings on the rendering. Ms. Tennor asked the total number of parking spaces.  Rob 
Vogel was sworn in by Ms. Tennor. Mr. Vogel stated the parking is to be from 1.8 to 2.0 spaces per unit. 
Mr. Vogel said the County parking lot is close and would be available for visitor parking. Ms. Holmes 
asked about shifting the house farther away. Mr. Vogel said the proposed building is about 30 feet from 
the Miles Property. He said they feel the spacing on the plan is appropriate as it is even distributed 
between units and there are no excess gaps. The plan can be reviewed to see if any small movement can 
be made, but 15 feet more is not feasible. Ms. Holmes asked if there was a roof height elevation for the 
new unit compared to the Miles House. Mr. Vogel stated the elevation will be provided later.  
 
Mr. Crozier clarified this plan is basically the same as presented before. Mr. Link stated it is very similar.  
One item that has changed from the previous plan is the garages have been removed and the parking 
spaces have been placed against the buildings for easier access. Ms. Tennor commented a concern with 
the previous plan was the building scale and height compared to other buildings on the street. Mr. Link 
said the roof line will be lower than the Miles house. Mr. Vogel stated the height of the buildings will be 
consistent with the elevations in the area. Ms. Holmes asked the Commission if they had any 
suggestions about the architecture. Ms. Tennor recommended a variation in colors. Mr. Link suggested 
eliminating the porch from some houses, although some Commission members indicated they would 
prefer the porches remain. Mr. Shad said he was not satisfied with the look of the houses and said the 
first design was better as there was a mixture of different textures, a mix of setbacks of the face, and 
colors. Ms. Burgess said that Staff had made suggestions for a simpler design and real materials to fit the 
area and this current plan is the result. Ms. Burgess said that Stavrou listened and revised the plan based 
on those comments. Ms. Badart suggested doing a variation to the windows, not making them all the 
same.  
 
Public Comment 
 
Ms. Tennor swore in Bill Withers. Mr. Withers said as a development group there is a lot of 
responsiveness to comments from the Commission, Staff and community. Mr. Withers said there is a 
gathering space at the foot of the construction and asked if this space is a public space or does it belong 
to the new community. He asked if it is public space, how will it be used and maintained and will it be lit 
and policed. Mr. Withers suggested the Commission may want to inquire and discuss.  
 
Ms. Tennor swore in Ann Eustis. Ms. Eustis also asked about any open space, and if there is any seating 
planned. She said that any type of theatre or amphitheater is still a concern for the residents. Ms. Eustis 
said that parking is an issue and that the overflow of parking into Parking Lot F does fill up. She said that 
parking along the street could become an issue if the garages are being removed from the units. Ms. 
Eustis also mentioned that a porch would be nice to have on some of the units.  
 
Ms. Tennor swore in Joseph Hauser. Mr. Hauser submitted full written comments into the record, but 
gave a short summary. Mr. Hauser stated Stavrou was requested by the County to prepare the design. 
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The lower heights are great, but the problem is the view residents will see of Hilltop. Compared to the 
original design, Hilltop is huge and hangs on the cliff of Ellicott Mills Road. The proposed four houses 
look nice but they are big, even though the height is not. Mr. Hauser commented that more detailed 
questions should be asked about the length of each building. Mr. Hauser feels that having rental units is 
a big mistake and asked if they are they going to be market value or subsidized. He said that the 
Department of Housing should not be so involved in the Historic District and said the mission of Housing 
is to locate diverse housing in the County, but it should not be concentrated in the Historic District.  
 
The Commission and Staff had several more questions about the project. Both Mr. Vogel and Stavrou 
answered the questions and referred to the drawing. Ms. Holmes commented that she, Mr. Vogel and 
other staff from highways and engineering walked the street. Ms. Holmes said there are a few gaps in 
the granite curbing that need to be consolidated into a continuous strip and she recommended 
removing the granite where driveways will be placed and reuse it where needed, but that the granite 
curbing needs to remain. The Commission had no more comments. 
 
 
Other Business 
 
A draft of the historic preservation plan was handed out to the Commission. Ms. Burgess stated there is 
a historic preservation advocate group meeting with the County to have more details placed into the 
General Plan – Plan Howard 2030 about historic preservation in the County. There is a list of several 
community organizations who also received the draft in order to submit comments.  Ms. Burgess 
explained the purpose of the plan to the Commission.   Staff and the Commission went through the 
draft, and the Commission gave their input and made suggestions to the document. Mr. Hauser asked if 
other groups would be helping implement the plan. Ms. Holmes explained that other volunteers would 
be needed to implement the plan. Ms. Holmes said that a lot of the items in the plan are already being 
done by the Commission and other County staff. Mr. Crozier said that implementing the plan would 
require a staff the size of Public Works to implement. Mr. Crozier said the plan was well done. Mr. Taylor 
explained that it is a planning document. Mr. Hauser said he really liked the plan and doesn’t have that 
many comments. Mr. Hauser mentioned that he did not see oral histories referenced. Ms. Burgess said 
that it was in there, but it may have been cut because the plan was getting too specific. Mr. Hauser 
mentioned that there are some oral history projects coming up. Mr. Hauser brought up single site 
historic districts, and said that it’s a good idea, but may be a lot of work. He suggested that the single 
sites be linked to a district. Ms. Holmes explained that the Secretary of the Interior Standards will be 
used for single site districts, as it would be too difficult to create individual guidelines for each property. 
Mr. Taylor clarified that single site districts would only be added if the owner of the property requested 
it.  Mr. Hauser recommended creating a standard nomination form. 
 
The Commission discussed minimum lot size for new development. Mr. Hauser recommended using a 
proportion of the site instead of a minimum lot size. The proportion would be referenced to the 
surrounding density and scale.  Ms. Tennor asked if there was examples in other counties and if the 
group looked at them. Staff said that the advocate group did look at other counties plans, but wasn’t 
sure if they looked into code and talked to their Staff to understand how they work.  
 
Ms. Burgess stated a meeting was being held the next week with the Historic Preservation Advocate 
group and all comments and suggestions would be passed along to them and from there, support from 
the HDC  
 
 
Mr. Hauser moved to adjourn the meeting. Ms. Badart seconded.  The meeting was adjourned at 10:41 
p.m.  
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*Chapter and page references are from the Ellicott City or Lawyers Hill Historic District Design 
Guidelines. 
 

 
         
 Beth Burgess, Executive Secretary 
 
 
      
Joseph Hauser, Chairperson 
 
 
        
 Carol Stirn, Recording Secretary 
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