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January Minutes 
 

Thursday, January 14, 2021; 7:00 p.m. 

A public meeting of the Historic Preservation Commission was held on Thursday, January 14, 2021. Due 
to the State of Emergency and to adhere to social distancing measures, the meeting was not held at 
3430 Court House Drive, Ellicott City, but was conducted as a virtual web meeting/conference call. 

Senator Katie Fry Hester, State Delegate Courtney Watson, Ms. Grace Kubofcik, Mr. Nicholas Johnson, 
Ms. Angela Tersiguel, Mr. Ron Peters, Mr. Joel Hurewitz, Mr. Randy Marriner, Ms. Lisa DeVries, Mr. 
Donald Reuwer, Mr. Victor Thomas, Ms. Julia Sanger, Ms. Tara Simpson, Mr. Doug Thomas, Ms. Kelly 
Secret, Mr. Bert Wilson, Ms. Lori Lilly, Mr. Barry Gibson, Ms. Pam Long, Mr. David Carney, Mr. Stephen 
McKenna, Ms. Gayle Killen and Ms. Liz Walsh were registered to testify on HPC-20-83 per the noon 
registration deadline on December 3, 2020. 

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

 
Staff present:  Beth Burgess, Samantha Holmes, Lewis Taylor, Kaitlyn Harvey   
 
 
PLANS FOR APPROVAL 
 
Regular Agenda 

1. HPC-20-83 – 8049, 8055, 8059, 8061 (Tiber Park) and 8069 Main Street; Vicinity of Maryland 
Avenue and Main Street; Vicinity of 3711 Maryland Avenue along Patapsco River, Ellicott City – 
continued from December 3, 2020. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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

 VOICE 410-313-2350  

FAX 410-313-3042 



 

2 
 

HPC-20-83 – 8049, 8055, 8059, 8061 (Tiber Park) and 8069 Main Street; Vicinity of Maryland Avenue 
and Main Street; Vicinity of 3711 Maryland Avenue along Patapsco River, Ellicott City – continued 
from December 3, 2020 
Applicant: Robert Z. Hollenbeck, Howard County Department of Public Works 
 
Request: The Applicant, Robert Z. Hollenbeck on behalf of the Howard County Department of Public 
Works, requests a Certificate of Approval for the demolition of buildings at 8049, 8055, 8059, and 8069 
Main Street, the demolition of a bridge at 8061 Main Street (Tiber Park); and alterations in the Vicinity 
of Maryland Avenue and Main Street, Vicinity of 3711 Maryland Avenue along Patapsco River, Ellicott 
City for construction of an enhanced floodplain and culvert. 
 
This report is divided into in six sections: 

1) HPC-20-83a – 8049 Main Street, Ellicott City (Phoenix building) 
2) HPC-20-83b – 8055 Main Street, Ellicott City (Discoveries building) 
3) HPC-20-83c – 8059 Main Street, Ellicott City (Easton and Sons/Bean Hollow Building) 
4) HPC-20-83d – 8061 Main Street, Ellicott City (Tiber Park bridge) 
5) HPC-20-83e – 8069 Main Street, Ellicott City (Great Panes building) 
6) HPC-20-83f – Vicinity of Maryland Avenue and Main Street, Vicinity of 3711 Maryland Avenue 

along Patapsco River, Ellicott City for the construction of expanded terraced floodplain/culvert 
and associated components. 

 
Background and Site Description: The December 3, 2020 agenda and staff report addendum for case 
HPC-20-83 are incorporated by reference.  
 
This report will reference various Addendums to the Staff Report. A full list of the Addendums will 
include:  
Addendum 1 – 8049 Main Street 2020 Updated Historical Information  
Addendum 2 – 8049 Main Street Inventory  
Addendum 3 – 8049 Main Street Photos 
Addendum 4 – 8055 Main Street Historical Information 
Addendum 5 – 8055 Main Street Photos 
Addendum 6 – 8059 Main Street Historical Information 
Addendum 7– 8059 Main Street Photos 
Addendum 8 – 8061 Main Street (Tiber Park bridge) Photos 
Addendum 9 – 8069 Main Street Historical Information 
Addendum 10 – 8069 Main Street Photos 
Addendum 11 – 3711 Maryland Avenue Inventory 
Addendum 12 – Minutes HPC-18-46, September 2018 Meeting 
Addendum 13 – Minutes HPC-19-48, October 2019 Meeting 
Addendum 14 – Minutes HPC-20-74, October 2020 Meeting 
 
These properties are all located in the Ellicott City Historic District. The buildings have the following 
dates of construction: 

1) 8049 Main Street (Phoenix) – Brick building circa 1851, frame building circa 1870s.  
a. Listed as HO-330 in the Howard County Inventory and the Maryland Inventory of 

Historic Properties.  
b. Updated 2020 Historical Information in Addendum 1 and Inventory in Addendum 2.  
c. Photos in Addendum 3. 

2) 8055 Main Street (Discoveries) – Block building circa 1920s-30s.  
a. Listed as HO-78-4, Valmas Restaurant, in the Maryland Inventory of Historic Properties  
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b. Additional historical information in Addendum 4.  
c. Photos in Addendum 5. 

3) 8059 Main Street (Easton and Sons/Bean Hollow) – Stone and frame building circa 1930s.  
a. Additional historical information in Addendum 6. 
b. Photos in Addendum 7. 

4) 8061 Main Street (Tiber Park bridge) – Previously existing historic building burned down in 1941, 
was demolished and converted to Tiber Park.  

a. Photos in Addendum 8. 
5) 8069 Main Street (Great Panes) – Stone building circa 1841, brick rebuilding potentially circa 

1885-1910. 
a. Listed as HO-78-2, Young-Buzby-Jones Store and Dwelling, in the Maryland Inventory of 

Historic Properties.  
b. Additional historical information in Addendum 9 
c. Photos in Addendum 10. 

6) 3711 Maryland Avenue (B&O Railroad Station) – Stone building circa 1830.  
a. Listed on the Howard County Historic Sites Inventory and the Maryland Inventory of 

Historic Properties as HO-71, Ellicott City B&O Railroad Station, Freight Building and 
Turntable. 

b. Individually listed as National Historic Landmark, November 1968. 
c. Contains a Maryland Historical Trust Easement.  
d. Inventory form in Addendum 11. 

 
The application provides a brief history of Ellicott City flooding and explains:  

“Throughout its history, Main Street and the Ellicott City Historic District have seen at least 15 
 significant flood events dating back to the 1700’s. Most recently, the community has seen two 
 major flash floods within the last four years. The most recent flash flood events have been 
 referred to as “top-down” flood events, whereas storm water runs from adjacent topography 
 through the Main Street area. “Top-down” flooding has occurred in Ellicott City throughout 
 history. These flood events cause significant damage, as the flood waters travel at a high 
 velocity, collecting anything in its path.” 
 
Scope of Work: The Department of Public Works is requesting a Certificate of Approval for demolition 
and other work related to the planned construction of the Maryland Avenue Culvert Project, to expand 
the Tiber River channel and install an underground culvert in the vicinity of Main Street and Maryland 
Avenue to increase capacity for stormwater flow to the Patapsco River. 
 
The application is for demolition and subsequent construction. The Applicant requests approval to 
demolish four buildings and a bridge located at: 
 

1) 8049 Main Street, Ellicott City (HPC-20-83a) – Phoenix building 
2) 8055 Main Street, Ellicott City (HPC-20-83b) – Discoveries building 
3) 8059 Main Street, Ellicott City (HPC-20-83c) – Easton and Son/Bean Hollow building 
4) 8061 Main Street, Ellicott City (HPC-20-83d) – Tiber Park bridge 
5) 8069 Main Street, Ellicott City (HPC-20-83e) – Great Panes building 

 
The Applicant also requests approval for the construction of the expanded terraced floodplain/culvert 
and associated components after the buildings are removed (HPC-20-83f), to include:  

6) Construct the expanded terraced floodplain/culvert. The expanded terraced floodplain/culvert 
will utilize the stone from the existing stream walls and stone salvaged from the building 
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demolition. The weir wall will be constructed using salvaged stone from Ellicott City. The 
imbricated stone spillway will also be constructed with stone. 

7) Install black metal fencing and black metal bollards along the expanded terraced 
floodplain/culvert. 

 
The application contains the following information:  
 “In order to facilitate the conveyance of water from the existing stream channel into the new 
 culvert, modifications to the stream channel walls and conveyance network are required, 
 referred to as the Terraced Floodplain. These modifications, along with the construction of the 
 culvert, necessitate the removal of four buildings. The removal of these four buildings will have 
 a significant positive impact on Lower Main Street. The remaining buildings along Main Street 
 will realize a significant impact in reduction of the risk of damage from flash floods. However, 
 the viewshed and streetscape at Lower Main Street will be altered from the way that most living 
 currently have experienced it. The decision to pursue demolition of these buildings was not 
 reached lightly. It is only through analysis of many projects and multiple plan iterations that the 
 request to remove these buildings is made.” 
 
A Certificate of Approval for any future streetscape work that is not part of Items 6 and 7 above will be 
required separate from this application. 
 
The application provides background information on the lower Main Street plan from the previous 
administration, which proposed the demolition of ten buildings along lower Main Street. The HPC 
provided Advisory Comments on this proposal in September 2018 in case HPC-18-46, found in 
Addendum 12. 
 
The application also explains that when County Executive Ball took office in late 2018, he announced the 
“EC Safe and Sound Plan” and by May 2019 selected the Option 3G7.0 to proceed with. This plan 
includes the preservation of six buildings previously proposed for demolition, the creation of the North 
Tunnel (not part of this application), the demolition of four buildings and the Maryland Avenue Culvert 
project. The application also contains information explaining how the flood mitigation projects work 
together to mitigate flash flooding. The application states that the Maryland Avenue Culvert project will 
provide significant additional storm water conveyance from the Tiber/Hudson Branch to the Patapsco 
River, while mitigating a significant constriction to flow. On October 3, 2019 the Applicant received 
Advisory Comments on the EC Safe and Sound Plan in case HPC-19-48. The minutes from this case are 
incorporated by reference and found in Addendum 13. 
 
On October 1, 2020, the Applicant received Advisory Comments on the Maryland Avenue Culvert Project 
and the demolition of the four lower Main Buildings at 8049, 8055, 8059 and 8069 Main Street in case 
HPC-20-74. The minutes from this case are incorporated by reference and found in Addendum 14. 
 
The application states that the Maryland Avenue Culvert project will provide significant additional storm 
water conveyance from the Tiber/Hudson Branch to the Patapsco River, while mitigating a significant 
constriction to flow. The application contains the following explanation:  
 “The Maryland Avenue Culvert project works by increasing the conveyance capacity for storm 
 water from the existing stream channel network out to the Patapsco River. Currently, the 
 capacity for storm water to drain from Main Street is limited by the capacity of the Oliver 
 Culvert, which parallels Main Street adjacent to its crossing underneath the railroad bridge. The 
 new culvert will consist of a reinforced concrete box culvert that will extend from the 
 approximate location of 8049 Main Street, below grade under Maryland Avenue, below the turn 
 table adjacent to the B&O Railroad Station and CSX Rail line, and out to the Patapsco River.” 
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The application also addresses how impacts to the B&O Station and Turntable will be monitored:  
 “To avoid impact to the B&O, turn table, or rail line, the section of culvert under this area will be 
 constructed using a ‘jack and bore’ construction technique. This is a process in which a jacking 
 pit will be excavated in Maryland Avenue, and the concrete structure will be hydraulically jacked 
 from the pit, below grade, out towards the river. To ensure the B&O, turn table, and rail line are 
 not impacted by this construction process, the design team has gathered subterranean data and 
 prescribed a series of engineering controls, including sensors, which will be monitored in real 
 time throughout the project.” 
 
Slide 16 from Attachment A in the Applicant’s submission shows the existing stream channel with the 
location of the proposed culvert: 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Slide 17 below from Attachment A in the Applicant’s submission shows the proposed stream channel 
with the proposed culvert and new terraced floodplain/new stream channel. The Applicant seeks 
approval for the construction of the expanded terraced floodplain/culvert/new stream channel as 
outlined in Items 6 and 7. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Figure 13 - Proposed terraced floodplain/culvert/expanded stream channel. 

Figure 12 - Existing conditions and proposed culvert. 
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HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations: 
 
The following Guidelines, Code provisions, and Rules of Procedure references below are excerpts, and 
are included for the Commission’s consideration in reviewing the application. Please refer to the actual 
documents for the full text.  
 
Ellicott City Historic District Design Guidelines; Chapter 12: Demolition and Relocation 

1) Chapter 12 states, “Demolition and relocation of any structure requires a Certificate of Approval 
from the Historic Preservation Commission. This requirement applies to structures such as 
retaining walls, sheds and garages as well as houses. Historic buildings are irreplaceable 
resources. Because their demolition will have a permanent detrimental effect on the historic 
district, the Commission will consider approving demolition only after all possible alternatives to 
preserve the structure are exhausted.” 

2) Chapter 12 states, “For any demolition or relocation, the treatment of the site after the removal 
of the structure and the new location and site design for a relocated building (if the location is 
within the historic district must also be approved by the Commission).” 

 
Rules of Procedure, Section 300, Demolition and Relocation of Structures in Historic Districts; General 

Section 300 states, “Demolition or relocation of any structure in an historic district requires a 
Certificate of Approval. The Certificate of Approval must include a plan for treatment of the site 
after the structure is removed. The Certificate of Approval must also include the new location for 
a relocated building if the location is within an historic district in Howard County.” 

 
Section 300 of the Commission’s Rules of Procedure provide information on the process for reviewing 
applications for demolitions in the historic district. The entire section is relevant to this Advisory 
application, and is incorporated by reference, rather than copying and pasting three pages of 
procedures. Please refer to the Rules of Procedure for full text.  
 
Rules of Procedure, Section 301, Demolition and Relocation of Structures in Historic Districts; Contents 
of Application 
Section 301 of the Rules of Procedure outlines the process and information needed in an application for 
demolition. Section 301 explains that documentary evidence must be submitted to support the 
demolition request and outlines the information that should be provided in an application. The Rules of 
Procedure also state that before the Commission acts on an application for demolition, they shall 
determine whether the building is a Structure of Unusual Importance, which is defined by Section 302. 

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

Section 302 states, “Before acting on an application for demolition or relocation, the Commission 
shall determine whether the structure is a Structure of Unusual Importance.” 
 
A. Structures of Unusual Importance are structures deemed by the Commission to be of unusual 

importance to the Nation, State or County, whose loss would cause great damage to the 
character and integrity of the historic district.  

B. Determination that a structure is a Structure of Unusual Importance shall be based on 
criteria in its adopted guidelines, the testimony of expert witnesses or other documentary 
evidence presented to the Commission.  

 
If the Commission determines the structure is a Structure of Unusual Importance, the process to be 
followed is described in Section 303 of the Rules, Demolition of Structures of Unusual Importance.  
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Rules of Procedure, Section 303, Demolition and Relocation of Structures in Historic Districts; 
Demolition of Structures of Unusual Importance [EXCERPT] 

... 
B. If the Commission determines the structure is a Structure of Unusual Importance, the following 
applies: 

 
1. The Commission may deny the application unless: 

a. The structure is a deterrent to a major improvement program which will 
be of substantial benefit to the County; or 

b. Retention of the structure would cause undue financial hardship to the 
owner; or 

c. Retention of the structure would not be in the interest of a majority of the 
persons in the community. 

 
2. The burden of proof is on the applicant to establish that one of the conditions cited 

in Rule 303.B.1 applies. 
 
3. If the applicant relies on Rule 303.B.1.b in order to meet the burden of establishing 

the need for demolition, the applicant must present documentary evidence of the 
cost of maintaining or relocating the structure, the estimated cost of the 
demolition, the estimated cost of restoring or stabilizing the building, all other 
financial information on which the applicant relies to establish financial hardship, 
and, if the applicant relies on evidence of the lack of structural integrity of the 
structure, a report on the structural integrity prepared by an engineer licensed in 
the State of Maryland, based on the engineer's in person observations of the 
interior and exterior of the structure. 

 
a. Costs that are estimated must be supported by written estimates by 

persons qualified to provide such estimates and in sufficient detail to 
permit the Commission to verify the reasonableness of the estimate. 
 

b. The Commission may find that retention of the structure would cause the 
applicant financial hardship if it determines that the building has been 
demolished by neglect or natural disaster and there is no feasible way to 
restore the building short of rebuilding. 

 
If the Commission determines the structure is not of Unusual Importance, the process to be followed is 
described in Section 304 of the Rules of Procedure, under Demolition of Other Structures. Section 304.A 
states that if the Commission determines the structure is not a Structure of Unusual Importance, they 
shall vote to approve or deny the application based on the standards in Section 16.607 of the Howard 
County Code and its adopted Guidelines. An excerpt from Section 16.607 is provided below. 
 
Section 16.607 – Standards for Review. 
(a) Elements for Consideration. In reviewing an application for a certificate of approval, the 
Commission shall give consideration to: 
 (1) The historic, architectural, or archeological value or significance of the structure and its 
 relationship to historic value of the surrounding area. 
 (2) The relationship of the exterior architectural features of such structure to the remainder 
 of the structure and to the surrounding area. 
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 (3) The general compatibility of exterior design, scale, proportion, arrangement, texture and 
 materials proposed to be used. 
 (4) Whether the requested action is necessary to protect against threats to public safety.  
 (5) Any other factors, including aesthetic factors, which the Commission deems to be 
 pertinent. 
 
Section 16.608 of the County Code contains information on Structures of Unusual Importance. An 
excerpt is provided below.  
 
Section 16.608(d), Structures of Unusual Importance 
(a)    Structure of Unusual Importance. In the case of an application for alteration affecting the exterior 

appearance of a structure or for the moving or demolition of a structure the preservation of which 
the Commission deems of unusual importance to the County, State or nation, the Commission shall 
endeavor to work out with the owner an economically feasible plan for the preservation of such 
structure. 

(b)    Deny Application. Unless the Commission is satisfied that proposed construction, alteration, or 
reconstruction will not materially impair the historic value of the structure, the Commission shall 
deny the application. 

(c)    Negotiation. If an application is submitted for alteration, moving or demolition of a structure that 
the Commission deems of unusual importance and no economically feasible plan can be formulated, 
the Commission shall have 90 days from the time it concludes that no economically feasible plan 
can be formulated to negotiate with the owner and other parties in an effort to find a means of 
preserving the building. 

(d)    Special Circumstances. The Commission may approve the proposed alteration, moving or demolition 
of a structure of unusual importance despite the fact that the changes come within the provisions of 
subsections (a) through (c) of this section, if: 

(1)    The structure is a deterrent to a major improvement program which will be of substantial 
benefit to the County; 

(2)    Retention of the structure would be a threat to public safety; 
(3)    Retention of the structure would cause undue financial hardship to the owner; or 
(4)    Retention of the structure would not be in the interest of a majority of the persons in the 

community. 
 
The following Chapter 9 Guidelines are relevant to the proposal to construct the expanded stream 
channel/culvert. 
 
Chapter 9.A: Landscape and Site Elements; Topography and Water Courses 

1) Chapter 9.A recommends:  
a. “Preserve the relationship of historic buildings to their sites.”  
b. “Minimize grading by siting new structure and other improvements to make use of the 

land’s natural contours. When necessary, use appropriately designed retaining walls or 
building walls to create the minimum level area needed for a new use in accordance 
with historic development patterns.” 

c. “Maintain and reinforce natural landscape elements, such as rock outcroppings, water 
courses and tree lines. Make views of natural elements, especially the Patapsco River 
and its tributaries, available to the public where possible. Provide walkways, sitting 
areas and casual spots in parks, plazas, and other areas open to the public. 
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Chapter 9.D: Landscape and Site Elements; Walls, Fences, Terraces, Walkways and Driveways 
1) Chapter 9.D recommends: 

a. “Identify and retain site features that are important to the historic character of a site.”  
b. “Preserve historic features, such as retaining walls, freestand ing walls, fences, 

terraces, walkways, driveways and steps. When possible, reuse the historic building 
materials to repair or restore these structures.” 

c. “Construct new site features using materials compatible with the setting and with 
nearby historic structures, particularly for features visible from a public way.”  

d. “Install open fencing, generally not more than five feet high, of wood or dark metal.”  
e. “Construct new terraces or patios visible from a public way from brick, stone or 

concrete pavers designed to look like indigenous stone.” 
2) Chapter 9.D recommends against: 

a. “New driveways, parking areas, walkways, terraces or other features that substantially 
alter the setting of a historic building.” 

b. “Poured concrete or concrete block walls in locations visible from a public way or 
neighboring property.” 

 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC:  
 
Staff recommends the HPC determine the following: 
 

1) For HPC-20-83a, Staff recommends the HPC determine if the structure located at 8049 Main 
Street is of Unusual Importance.  

a. If the Commission determines that the structure is not a Structure of Unusual 
Importance, it shall vote to approve or deny the application based on the standards set 
forth in §16.607 of the Howard County Code and its adopted Guidelines. 

b. If the Commission determines that the structure is a Structure of Unusual Importance, it 
should follow the procedure laid out in Rule 303.B in the Commission’s Rules of 
Procedures and determine whether proposed demolition and new construction comply 
with the Guidelines and s §16.607 and §16.608 of the County Code. 

c. If the Commission approves the application for demolition, Staff recommends the HPC 
confirm if the list of materials proposed to be salvaged is acceptable. 

 
2) For HPC-20-83b, Staff recommends the HPC determine if the structure located at 8055 Main 

Street is of Unusual Importance. 
a. If the Commission determines that the structure is not a Structure of Unusual 

Importance, it shall vote to approve or deny the application based on the standards set 
forth in §16.607 of the Howard County Code and its adopted Guidelines. 

b. If the Commission determines that the structure is a Structure of Unusual Importance, it 
should follow the procedure laid out in Rule 303.B in the Commission’s Rules of 
Procedures and determine whether proposed demolition and new construction comply 
with the Guidelines and §16.607 and §16.608 of the County Code. 

c. If the Commission approves the application for demolition, Staff recommends the HPC 
confirm if the list of materials proposed to be salvaged is acceptable. 

 
3) For HPC-20-83c, Staff recommends the HPC determine if the structure located at 8059 Main 

Street is of Unusual Importance. 
a. If the Commission determines that the structure is not a Structure of Unusual 

Importance, it shall vote to approve or deny the application based on the standards set 
forth in §16.607 of the Howard County Code and its adopted Guidelines. 
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b. If the Commission determines that the structure is a Structure of Unusual Importance, it 
should follow the procedure laid out in Rule 303.B in the Commission’s Rules of 
Procedures and determine whether proposed demolition and new construction comply 
with the Guidelines and §16.607 and §16.608 of the County Code. 

c. If the Commission approves the application for demolition, Staff recommends the HPC 
confirm if the list of materials proposed to be salvaged is acceptable. 
 

4) HPC-20-83d, Staff recommends the HPC determine if the Tiber Park bridge structure located at 
8061 Main Street is of Unusual Importance. 

a. If the Commission determines that the structure is not a Structure of Unusual 
Importance, it shall vote to approve or deny the application based on the standards set 
forth in §16.607 of the Howard County Code and its adopted Guidelines. 

b. If the Commission determines that the structure is a Structure of Unusual Importance, it 
should follow the procedure laid out in Rule 303.B in the Commission’s Rules of 
Procedures and determine whether proposed demolition and new construction comply 
with the Guidelines and §16.607 and §16.608 of the County Code. 

c. If the Commission approves the application for demolition, Staff recommends the HPC 
indicate if there are any elements within the bridge and park that should be salvaged. 
 

5) HPC-20-83e, Staff recommends the HPC determine if the structure located at 8069 Main Street 
is of Unusual Importance. 

a. If the Commission determines that the structure is not a Structure of Unusual 
Importance, it shall vote to approve or deny the application based on the standards set 
forth in §16.607 of the Howard County Code and its adopted Guidelines. 

b. If the Commission determines that the structure is a Structure of Unusual Importance, it 
should follow the procedure laid out in Rule 303.B in the Commission’s Rules of 
Procedures and determine whether proposed demolition and new construction comply 
with the Guidelines and §16.607 and §16.608 of the County Code. 

c. If the Commission approves the application for demolition, Staff recommends the HPC 
confirm if the list of materials proposed to be salvaged is acceptable. 
 

6) For HPC-20-83f, the construction of expanded terraced floodplain/culvert and associated 
components: 

a. Staff recommends the Commission determine if there is sufficient detail to approve at 
this time, and whether or not the application complies with the Guidelines and §16.607 
approve, deny or continue accordingly. Staff recommends that the Commission 
determine whether the proposed demolition and new construction comply with the 
Guidelines and §16.607 and §16.608 of the County Code. 

 
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Joel Hurewitz, a protestant to the case, and the Applicants, Robert 
Hollenbeck from the Department of Public Works and Shaina Hernandez from the County Executive’s 
Office. 
 
Cross Examination 
Mr. Hurewitz resumed his cross examination from the December 3, 2020 meeting. Mr. Hurewitz 
referenced various pages, such as 6, 17, 20 and 29 of the Applicant’s December presentation, 
Attachment A revised, and Attachments L & M in his cross examination. Mr. Hurewitz asked to enter his 
Exhibit 3, a contour map from County GIS showing changes in elevation to ask questions about water 
levels. There was an objection and it was not moved into evidence. 
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Mr. Hurewitz asked the Applicants a variety of questions regarding water depth changes on Main Street; 
the road elevation of Main Street; the Oliver Culvert; the possibility of relocation, rebuilding at a higher 
elevation and preserving all or portions of the former Phoenix Building. Mr. Hollenbeck answered the 
questions citing the presentation or modeling information that analyzed removing one, two, three or all 
four of the buildings on lower Main Street and the effect the buildings and debris had on water velocity 
and depth from 100-year flood events or the 2016 flood.  
 
Mr. Hurewitz asked a series of questions related to the Phoenix building and if any consideration was 
given to keeping parts of the building, such as the façade or corner part. Mr. Hollenbeck said they did 
not individually analyze keeping part of the Phoenix façade in situ, but did some analysis to see what the 
effect would be if part of the building remained in place.  The analysis showed water levels and 
velocities would increase. There was discussion regarding a PIA (Public Information Act) request 
submitted by Mr. Hurewitz. Mr. Hurewitz had several other questions for the Applicant regarding 
modeling scenarios for the Phoenix building. Mr. Hollenbeck explained various modeling scenarios that 
were done and those that were not done. Mr. Hurewitz asked additional questions regarding the 
modeling scenarios, the structural makeup of the building, floodgates, bollards and fences.  
 
Mr. Shad swore in Liz Walsh, County Council representative of District 1. Ms. Walsh had no questions for 
the Applicants. This concluded initial cross examination. 
 
Mr. Hollenbeck testified about a document requested through the PIA process, and various items 
associated with the document, such as modeling scenarios and bollards. Mr. Hollenbeck explained that 
after the County received the PIA request from Mr. Hurewitz, they created a document that specifically 
analyzed two portions of 8049 Main Street. Mr. Hollenbeck explained the findings of the new model, 
that showed leaving part or all of the Phoenix building increases water levels and velocities over the 
targeted levels. 
 
Re-Cross Examination 
Mr. Hurewitz was allowed re-cross to address the different scenarios and portions of the Phoenix that 
were studied, to understand if the modeling for the Phoenix met his original PIA request or included 
more of the building than he wanted. Mr. Hollenbeck explained that there were two scenarios reviewed: 
the corner portion of the building and the remainder of the entire building. Mr. Hurewitz asked 
additional questions related to subterranean portions of the building. 
 
Public Testimony 
Mr. Shad swore in Senator Katie Fry Hester. Senator Hester testified in support of the application. She 
explained that she is proponent of historic preservation and provided her professional background as 
applicable to historic preservation issues. Senator Hester emphasized the importance of public safety 
and resilience of the businesses associated with approving the application. 
 
Ms. Killen questioned Senator Hester on risks and impacts associated with Maryland Avenue culvert and 
with removing the four lower Main Street buildings.  
 
Mr. Simpson and Mr. McKenna had no questions for Senator Hester.  
 
Mr. Hurewitz questioned Senator Hester on the corner of the Phoenix building, safety issues and 
building relocation. Senator Hester said if the funding was available to move the building, she would not 
have an issue with moving the building. 
 
Ms. Walsh and Ms. Goldmeier did not have questions for Senator Hester.  
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Ms. Tennor asked Senator Hester to add to her comments about Preservation Maryland, in regard to the 
application before the Commission. Senator Hester explained she worked closely with Preservation 
Maryland on raising State Historic Tax Credits, lifting the per project cap on the funds and the possible 
transferability of the fund. She said Preservation Maryland has not weighed in on the project before the 
Commission.  
 
Mr. Shad swore in Maryland State Delegate Courtney Watson. Delegate Watson represents Ellicott City 
in the Maryland General Assembly House of Delegates and was in support of the application. Delegate 
Watson provided background on her history of working as a former County Council member and in 
supporting and assist the town following the previous floods. She provided background regarding the 
previous administration’s plans for lower Main Street. She said the current plan was imperfect from a 
preservation standpoint, but reduces the likelihood of future severe flooding and increases the safety of 
everyone visiting Ellicott City. She said the historic nature is important to protect, but that the people in 
town deserve to feel safe. She also provided information on an EPA loan.  
 
Ms. Killen had no questions for Delegate Watson.  
 
Ms. Simpson asked Delegate Watson about other parts of the Safe and Sound Project that still require 
approval by other agencies such as the United States Army Corps of Engineers or CSX. Delegate Watson 
said the best person to ask would be the Applicant. 
 
Mr. McKenna had no questions for Delegate Watson. 
 
Mr. Hurewitz questioned Delegate Watson on the Phoenix building, relocation of a portion of the 
building and safety concerns. 
 
Ms. Walsh and Ms. Goldmeier did not have questions for Delegate Watson.  
 
Ms. Tennor questioned Delegate Watson on the EPA loan available to the County and the timeframes 
for applying. Delegate Watson explained that her understanding that this project would count toward 
the required fiscal match and that she did not know the deadline.  
 
Mr. Roth, Mr. Reich, Ms. Zoren and Mr. Shad did not have questions for Delegate Watson. 
 
Mr. Shad swore in Randy Marriner. Mr. Marriner was in support of the application and gave background 
on his business interest within Howard County and Ellicott City, which includes Manor Hill Tavern in 
historic Ellicott City. He explained challenges he faced opening with his restaurant in Ellicott City during 
the 2016 floods, which experienced flooding from the hill behind the building. Mr. Marriner described 
the repairs needed to the building and explained the stormwater management system put in place to 
reduce future flooding. He explained that one of his employees lost his life in the 2018 flood and Mr. 
Marriner was concerned that when there is rain in Ellicott City, jobs and lives are threatened.  
 
Mr. Shad swore in Grace Kubofcik. Ms. Kubofcik was in support of the application, and said the buildings 
proposed to be demolished were of Unusual Importance. Ms. Kubofcik understood the importance of 
the historic streetscape on lower Main Street and has seen first hand the destructiveness of the flooding 
and climate change impact to the town. She said in order for Ellicott City to survive and flourish the 
Maryland Avenue culvert needs to be approved. Ms. Kubofcik appreciated the efforts of the contractors 
and the County to document and preserve building facades and said the Section 106 project needs to 
proceed so flood mitigation process can be utilized and reduce impacts to the Patapsco River. 
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Ms. Killen, Ms. Simpson and Mr. McKenna had no questions for Ms. Kubofcik. 
 
Mr. Hurewitz questioned Ms. Kubofcik on other areas of damage on the upper part of Main Street. Ms. 
Kubofcik said there was damage to the upper portion of the road and also pointed out the damage by 
the Oliver Culvert that leads into the Patapsco River. Mr. Hurewitz asked if she would support relocating 
the corner of the Phoenix due to its unusual importance. Ms. Kubofcik said there were other alternatives 
to explore to preserve the building, moving was one possibility, another was to replace the building with 
historical information about the structure using pictures.  
 
Ms. Walsh, the Commissioners and the Applicant’s Counsel did not have questions for Ms. Kubofcik. 
 
Commission’s Questions 
Ms. Tennor asked how the culvert will be affected by bottom up flooding. Mr. Hollenbeck explained the 
purpose of the project is to address flash flooding and not bottom up/riverine floods. He said if there is 
riverine flooding, the culvert would allow the water an additional place to drain. Ms. Tennor asked if 
there were mechanisms in the flood mitigation that would help with bottom up floods or if there was a 
way to close off the tunnel. Mr. Hollenbeck said there was no back-check valve or any other device to 
prevent back watering and provided an explanation of why based on how riverine floods function. 
 
Ms. Tennor explained it was important to get a good understanding of the physical impact of the 
channel area, in place of the park and four buildings scheduled for demolition. She asked about the size 
and depth of the culvert/channel area in order to visualize what it will look like. Mr. Hollenbeck said the 
County’s application is to take the first step, but is not intended to develop the streetscape. He said 
DPW is asking for approval to remove the four buildings, salvage components of this buildings and 
construct the culvert. He explained that DPW is setting aside funds to develop the streetscape in the 
future, in accordance with the Ellicott City Watershed Master Plan and the Commission Guidelines. Ms. 
Tennor summarized the Commission’s responsibility to approve the treatment of the site after the 
buildings are demolished, in addition to the approving the demolition.   
 
Ms. Tennor asked questions about the tunnel boring and jacking pit process and the timeframe of 
having the excavation area open. Mr. Hollenbeck provided answers, referring to Attachment B, sheet 14, 
for the technical process, and said the area would be open for about one year. He explained where the 
jacking pit would be located.  
 
Ms. Tennor asked questions about the monitoring process. She expressed concern for vibrations and 
adverse effects on the old stone buildings due to the jack and bore process. Mr. Hollenbeck explained 
the plan was created with a firm named McMillen Jacobs that worked with McCormick Taylor and that 
they are experts in the process. 
 
Ms. Tennor asked questions about the bollards around the channel and Mr. Hollenbeck explained the 
bollards are proposed to keep vehicles out of the culvert as the plan does not keep all water off the 
street.  
 
Mr. Hollenbeck clarified the term “retention area” that was being used and stated that the area is a 
culvert and would not functioning to retain water, but to allow the stream to flow through.  
 
Ms. Tennor asked about the possibility of future development at site of the four demolished buildings 
and Tiber Park after the channel and tunnel are completed. She asked if the County will retain 
development rights for that area. Mr. Hollenbeck said they would have difficulty obtaining a building 
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permit for a structure within the 100-year floodplain. Ms. Hernandez echoed Mr. Hollenbeck’s 
comments, that it would not be possible to obtain a building permit within the floodplain. She said the 
County would always own the channel. 
 
Mr. Roth explained that his questions were based on looking at the structures as ones of significance 
and that it needed to be shown that there were no alternatives to removing them. He referenced 
Attachment A, slide 9 from the December 1st revised version of the County’s presentation, and noted 
Safe and Sound considered plans 3A, 3B and 3C but the plans did not result in sufficient reduction of 
floodwater. Mr. Roth asked what the content of plans 3A, 3B and 3C was. Ms. Hernandez said the 
Maryland Avenue Culvert (which requires the removal of the buildings) was not in the plans for 3A, 3B 
and 3C. She summarized the conveyance projects and underground storage facilitates in each of those 
plans.  
 
Mr. Roth wanted to determine whether flooding can be mitigated by increasing the amount of “woods 
in good condition”/removing impervious surfaces in the floodplain. He said this topic was discussed in 
McCormick Taylor study, but he can’t correlate it with any information to this proposal for the Maryland 
Avenue Culvert. He said that if land could be restored to “woods in good condition,” perhaps there 
would be enough reduction in floodwater that the buildings wouldn’t need to be torn down. Assuming a 
100-year flood scenario, he asked what the flow would be through the culvert, in cubic feet per second. 
Mr. Roth said the flow through the Maryland Avenue Culvert is approximately 8 feet per second, as 
shown in Attachment M, Flow Velocity comparison document. Mr. Hollenbeck referred to the velocity 
mapping included in the County’s exhibits and said it indicates between 6 and 10 feet per second. Mr. 
Roth said in a 100-year flood the entrance to the culvert would be completely underwater. In the cross-
sectional area of the culvert, is 8.5 ft by 18.5 ft, equaling 157.25 square feet. Mr. Hollenbeck said that 
was correct. Mr. Roth said that would result in about 1200 cubic feet per second through the culvert, 
assuming 8 feet times 150 feet per second. Mr. Hollenbeck said in the hundred year storm the 
anticipated flow through the culvert is approximately 2,000 cubic feet per second. Mr. Roth said that 
was a good number and explained that the McCormick Taylor study showed there is a 22% reduction in 
the max amount of flooding in a “woods in good condition” scenario. Mr. Roth summarized his findings 
based on the McCormick Taylor study: assuming the north tunnel is built then the Hudson Branch 
flooding would go through that tunnel. If there is more flow through the MD Avenue Culvert, then the 
reduction from “woods in good condition” from the Tiber and New Cut branch for the 100-year flood, 
then the culvert does more than woods in good condition. He calculated 850 cubic feet per second on 
the Tiber and New Cut, which means that the Maryland Avenue Culvert does more to reduce flooding 
than fully restoring woods in good condition in the watershed. This removes the restoration of woods in 
good condition as a viable alternative to building the Maryland Avenue Culvert.   
 
Mr. Roth had a few additional questions about the jack and bore method and the risk to the B&O Train 
Station and Complex. He asked about the process of installing the culvert through the jack and bore 
method and getting the box culvert into the hole. Mr. Hollenbeck gave a brief overview of the 
installation process and making space for the culvert’s components. Mr. Roth and Mr. Hollenbeck 
discussed what would take place if vibrations are detected during the culvert installation. Mr. 
Hollenbeck said if there are vibrations beyond prescribed limits, that the work would stop and engineers 
will be contacted, but further solutions cannot be figured out until the problem happens.  
 
Mr. Roth asked if there were any impediments in the soil or bedrock where the culvert has to go. Mr. 
Hollenbeck explained that soil borings were done in various locations and no impediments were found.  
 
Mr. Reich referenced Attachment B, Sheet 4, and walked through the plan with Mr. Hollenbeck. Mr. 
Reich said that there is a 0.47% slope noted and asked if there would be enough positive flow in a storm 
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event for it to be effective. Mr. Hollenbeck explained the velocity of the water moving through the 
culvert during a storm event assisted flow. He explained various challenges in designing and building the 
culvert. 
 
Mr. Reich and Mr. Hollenbeck looked at the elevation of the culvert at the weir and wing walls. Mr. 
Reich summarized how the culvert and weir wall would function. Mr. Reich reviewed page 12 of 
Attachment B and said the water has to get about 5 feet high to get over the top of the weir wall before 
it goes down the imbricated cascade/spillway before it goes into the approximately 8 feet 6 inch tunnel 
by 18 feet. Mr. Reich asked about the safety aspect of the tunnel, such as the fencing and bollards 
around the channel. Mr. Reich asked if there would be a fence on top of, or around the wing walls and 
suggested the County look into it. 
 
Mr. Reich and Mr. Hollenbeck discussed what “65% design” meant. Mr. Hollenbeck explained that 
Attachment B, shows a 65% design submission, which is the level of development of the detailed 
engineering. Mr. Hollenbeck explained they have progressed to a point where items such as the 
geometry of the conveyance and other components for approval would not need to be altered.  
 
Mr. Reich expressed concern about the finishes, which will be the major impact on the building. He said 
they are big walls and it is a big open space. He said the drawings only reference wall finishes and 
Saratoga and Ashland granite. Mr. Hollenbeck explained that the end state envisioned would maintain 
the uniqueness and aesthetics of the existing stream channel walls. He explained that while they need 
to modify some of the stream channel walls to make the conveyance work, they will salvage all of those 
granite components, perform mortar testing  of the existing to make sure the new mortar is compatible. 
Mr. Hollenbeck said the stream channel walls change in their pattern, some are ashlar, some are rubble 
under the various buildings depending on when they were installed. He said the County will match the 
same rhythm with the installation of salvaged stone in the stream channel. DPW will use Saratoga and 
Ashland granite as cladding on the river portion, the river outfall, if there is not enough Ellicott City 
granite left over. DPW thought that between removal of the basements and modifications of the stream 
channel walls there would be enough Ellicott City granite to do the whole project and make the stream 
cannel walls consistent with other granite walls in Ellicott City. He said if they did not have enough, they 
would only address the river outfall wing walls separately with the Saratoga granite so that they looked 
cohesive. Mr. Reich said that information should be detailed in the application. Mr. Reich said it looked 
like all of the walls around the perimeter were going to be new concrete covered in natural stone veneer 
of about 6 inches.  Mr. Hollenbeck said the hope for the end state is that it won’t be distinguishable 
between what was built in 1850 and what was modified. They are trying to maintain as much of the 
existing walls as possible. Mr. Hollenbeck referenced Attachment A, slide 16, which shows the walls 
proposed to be modified and clad in salvaged granite in black so those elements would be concrete with 
new granite cladding. The walls shown in blue are existing granite walls. The weir wall would be clad in 
salvaged granite. Mr. Hollenbeck said the narrative written in the main application, page 4 explains this 
cladding as well and read that section out loud for the Commission. Mr. Hollenbeck offered to submit 
photographic evidence of the existing stream channel walls on both sides as part of the approval. 
 
Mr. Reich asked Mr. Hollenbeck what stage of completion the County was with CSX engineering and 
Section 106 and how it affects the progress. Mr. Hollenbeck said the County will need an easement 
under the CSX rail line, and the County has been working with CSX from the inception of the plan. For 
Section 106, they have received comments from the various consulting parties and incorporated the 
comments into the proposal. The comments will help the County with the streetscape engagement.  
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Mr. Reich and Mr. Hollenbeck discussed the vibration monitoring process. Mr. Hollenbeck explained a 
baseline would be established, the monitors would remain in place throughout construction and then a 
period after construction was complete.  
 
Mr. Reich and Mr. Hollenbeck discussed the various modeling created for scenarios, such as those for 
taking the buildings out and replacing them at a higher elevation for the 100-year flooding event and 
2016 flooding event. Mr. Reich asked if the flow into the street still takes place if you put the buildings 
back a little higher. Mr. Hollenbeck said that was correct and provided an explanation about why that 
would occur.  
 
Ms. Zoren referenced Attachment B page 4 and asked if it was possible to have the culvert start at a 
higher elevation and run down at an angle along the backs of one or two buildings to Tiber Alley to get 
water off of Main Street faster. Mr. Hollenbeck explained that if the culvert was placed at a higher 
elevation it would not intercept enough water to reduce water depth and velocity. Mr. Hollenbeck and 
Ms. Zoren discussed a few different scenarios regarding the culvert location. 
 
Ms. Zoren referenced Attachment A, page 29 of the 3D view of the fence and bollards, and asked if Mr. 
Hollenbeck had considered eliminating the vertical picket fencing and extending up a stone wall, which 
would be more aesthetically pleasing. Ms. Zoren said the use of vertical picket and bollards is messy and 
jarring. Mr. Hollenbeck said the plan is to make sure water can sheet flow and drain out. He said the 
County is still developing engagement on the streetscape in conjunction with the Master Plan policies. 
Mr. Hollenbeck and Ms. Zoren discussed various bollard options.  
 
Mr. Hollenbeck offered an illustrative version of the area to be presented with the Master Plan. Mr. 
Hollenbeck explained that it was an artistic rendering added to the geometric conveyance shown in 
Attachment A, page 29 of the 3D view. Mr. Hollenbeck emailed the illustrations to Staff, the first seven 
pages of Attachment P. 
 
Ms. Burgess shared the renderings submitted by Mr. Hollenbeck. Mr. Hollenbeck explained the purpose 
of the renderings, to show an illustrative perspective of the proposal and potential activation of the 
space. As Ms. Burgess scrolled through the attachment, Mr. Hollenbeck said the remainder of the 
attachment is an excerpt from the Watershed Master Plan. The illustrative renderings were identified as 
Attachment P.  
 
Mr. Shad asked if a 95% or 100% submission would be presented to the HPC. Mr. Hollenbeck said their 
hope to was get approval with the documents submitted tonight as they did not envision any changes 
that would require resubmission to the Commission. Mr. Shad asked if the final design could be made 
available to the public even if it is not presented to the Commission for review. Mr. Hollenbeck said the 
plans could be presented to the public.  
 
Mr. Shad referenced Attachment A page 4, he said there is a note that the brown areas are temporary, 
and the final treatment will be determined by the Master Plan. Mr. Shad asked Mr. Hollenbeck to 
amend that note to say the final treatment is going to be determined partially by the Master Plan and 
Historic Preservation Commission Design Guidelines. Mr. Hollenbeck said he would update the note.  
 
The hearing was continued to February 11, 2021 at 6:00 pm. 
 
Mr. Shad moved to adjourn the meeting at 11:25pm. Mr. Reich seconded. The motion was unanimously 
approved. 
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*Chapter and page references are from the Ellicott City or Lawyers Hill Historic District Design 
Guidelines. 
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February Minutes 
 

Thursday, February 4, 2021; 7:00 p.m. 

The February meeting of the Historic Preservation Commission was held on Thursday, February 4, 2021. 
Due to the State of Emergency and to adhere to social distancing measures, the meeting was not held at 
3430 Court House Drive, Ellicott City, but was conducted as a virtual web meeting/conference call.  

No one registered or otherwise contacted the Commission about testifying for any of the following 
applications.  

Ms. Tennor moved to approve the December minutes. Mr. Reich seconded. The motion was 
unanimously approved.  

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

 
Staff present:  Beth Burgess, Samantha Holmes, Lewis Taylor, Kaitlyn Harvey   
 
 
PLANS FOR APPROVAL 
 
Consent Agenda 

1. MA-20-39c – 3715 Old Columbia Pike, Ellicott City 
2. MA-20-16c – 12050 Old Frederick Road, Marriottsville, HO-1149 
3. MA-20-08c – 12050 Old Frederick Road, Marriottsville, HO-1149 
4. HPC-19-31c – 3877 College Avenue, Ellicott City 

 
Regular Agenda 

5. HPC-21-01 – 8396 Park Drive, Ellicott City 
6. HPC-21-02 – 3749 Church Road, Ellicott City 
7. HPC-21-03 – 3691 Sarah’s Lane, Ellicott City 
8. HPC-21-04 – 3800 Mulligans Hill Lane, Ellicott City 
 

 
OTHER BUSINESS 

1. Section 106 Review - EBI Project #6121000270, 2179 Warwick Way, Marriottsville 
2. National Register Nomination to be considered by the Governor’s Consulting Committee – 

Guilford Quarry Pratt Truss Bridge, Howard County 
 

 
 
 

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

 VOICE 410-313-2350  

FAX 410-313-3042 
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CONSENT AGENDA 
 
 
MA-20-39c – 3715 Old Columbia Pike, Ellicott City 
Applicant: Michael Koplow 
 
Request: The Applicant, Michael Koplow, requests Final Tax Credit approval for repairs made at 3715 
Old Columbia Pike, Ellicott City. 
 
Background and Site Description: This property is located in the Ellicott City Historic District. According 
to SDAT, the building on the property dates to 1900. The Applicant was pre-approved through the 
Executive Secretary Tax Credit Pre-Approval process, in case MA-20-39, to replace the roof after a tree 
fell through it. 
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant submitted documentation that $28,828.00 was spent on eligible, pre-
approved repairs. The Applicant seeks $7,207.00 in final tax credits. The work complies with that pre-
approved and the cancelled checks and other documentation total the requested amount. 
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC approve the application as submitted for 
$7,207.00 in final tax credits.  
 
Testimony: Mr. Koplow was in attendance, but no further information was given or discussed. 
 
Motion: Mr. Roth moved to approve. Mr. Reich seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
 
MA-20-16c – 12050 Old Frederick Road, Marriottsville, HO-1149 
Applicant: Sally Hebner 

 
Request: The Applicant, Sally Hebner, requests Final Tax Credit approval for repairs made at 12050 Old 
Frederick Road, Marriottsville. 
 
Background and Site Description: This property is listed on the Historic Sites Inventory as HO-1149. 
According to SDAT, the building on the property dates to 1920. The Applicant was pre-approved through 
the Executive Secretary Tax Credit Pre-Approval process, in case MA-20-08, to pour a new basement 
floor, repoint the interior, strengthen the first floor supports in the basement and address structural 
issues in the second floor supports.  
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant submitted documentation that $13,350.00 was spent on eligible, pre-
approved repairs. The Applicant seeks $3,337.50 in final tax credits. The work complies with that pre-
approved and the cancelled checks and other documentation total the requested amount. 
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC approve the application as submitted for 
$3,337.50 in final tax credits.  
 
Testimony: Ms. Hebner was in attendance, but no further information was given or discussed. 
 
Motion: Mr. Roth moved to approve. Mr. Reich seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
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MA-20-08c – 12050 Old Frederick Road, Marriottsville, HO-1149 
Applicant: Sally Hebner 

 
Request: The Applicant, Sally Hebner, requests Final Tax Credit approval for repairs made at 12050 Old 
Frederick Road, Marriottsville. 
 
Background and Site Description: This property is listed on the Historic Sites Inventory as HO-1149. 
According to SDAT, the building on the property dates to 1920. The Applicant was pre-approved through 
the Executive Secretary Tax Credit Pre-Approval process, in case MA-20-08, to replace the roof and 
repair/replace the porch as needed. 
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant submitted documentation that $54,356.64 was spent on eligible, pre-
approved repairs. The Applicant seeks $13,589.16 in final tax credits. The work complies with that pre-
approved and the cancelled checks and other documentation total the requested amount. 
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC approve the application as submitted for 
$13,589.16 in final tax credits. 

  
Testimony: Ms. Hebner was in attendance, but no further information was given or discussed. 
 
Motion: Mr. Roth moved to approve. Mr. Reich seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
 
HPC-19-31c – 3877 College Avenue, Ellicott City 
Applicant: Michael J. Smith 

 
Request: The Applicant, Michael J. Smith, requests Final Tax Credit approval for repairs made at 3877 
College Avenue, Ellicott City.  
 
Background and Site Description: This property is located in the Ellicott City Historic District. According 
to SDAT, the building on the property dates to 1937. The Applicant was pre-approved in case HPC-19-31, 
to repoint the chimney, replace the crown and apply a waterproof coating to the chimney. 
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant submitted documentation that $5,635.00 was spent on eligible, pre-
approved repairs. The Applicant seeks $1,408.75 in final tax credits. The work complies with that pre-
approved and the cancelled checks and other documentation total the requested amount. 
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC approve the application as submitted for 
$1,408.75 in final tax credits.  

  
Testimony: Mr. Smith was not in attendance. No further information was given or discussed. 
 
Motion: Mr. Roth moved to approve. Mr. Reich seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
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REGULAR AGENDA 
 
HPC-21-01 – 8396 Park Drive, Ellicott City 
Applicant: Tarpley Long 
 
Request: The Applicant, Tarpley Long, requests a Certificate of Approval for demolition and new 
construction, at 8396 Park Drive, Ellicott City.  
 
Background and Site Description: This property is located in the Ellicott City Historic District. According 
the SDAT, the building on the property dates to 1899. SDAT dates are not always accurate and the 
building appears to look more like a 1940s Cape Cod, but the only way to determine the actual date 
would be to examine internal construction of the building. 
 
In October 2020, the Applicant received Advisory Comments in case HPC-20-72 for the demolition and 
new addition, in preparation for this application.  
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant proposes to make the following exterior alterations:  

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

 
The addition will consist of the following components:  

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

2) Windows – Jeld Wen wood double hung 6:1 windows. The windows will be painted white with 
tan trim.  

3) Siding – Cedar lap siding to match the existing, to be painted the same red/brown color. 
4) Trim – Fascia and other trim to be tan to match that on existing house. 
5) Roof – Architectural shingles to match existing, which was Landmark Certainteed Cobblestone 

Grey approved in 2014. 
6) Garage door – 16 light transom over 12 panels, to match previously approved door from 2014 

renovation. The garage door will be painted tan. 
7) Lighting – Kirkham Bronze outdoor wall light, to be installed at garage and rear deck. 

 
The rear deck will consist of the following: 

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

2) Balusters/Railing – To match the existing screened porch in material (wood), design and color 
(gray/green). 
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Figure 6 - Northeast side of house, proposed location of 
addition. 

Figure 5 - Garage door style to be replicated. Photo 
circa 2018. 

Figure 3 - Existing front elevation 

Figure 4 – Northeast side of house. Existing side 
elevation. 

Figure 2 - Existing rear balusters and Azek 
deck boards, proposed to be used on new 
rear deck. 

Figure 1 - Garage interior 



 

6 
 

 
HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations: 
 
Rules of Procedure, Section 302, Demolition and Relocation of Structures 
in Historic Districts; Classification of Structure 

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

 
As mentioned in the background section of this report, while SDAT dates 
the building to 1899, the house appears to look more like a 1940s Cape Cod, but the only way to 
determine the actual date would be to examine internal construction of the building. However, the 
subject garage does not have any features that distinguish it as a historic structure, or one of any 
significance. 
 
Rules of Procedure, Section 304, Demolition and Relocation of Structures in Historic Districts; 
Demolition of Other Structures 

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

§ 16.607. - Standards for Review. 
(a) Elements for Consideration. In reviewing an application for a certificate of approval, the 
Commission shall give consideration to: 
 (1) The historic, architectural, or archeological value or significance of the structure and its 
 relationship to historic value of the surrounding area. 
 (2) The relationship of the exterior architectural features of such structure to the remainder 
 of the structure and to the surrounding area. 
 (3) The general compatibility of exterior design, scale, proportion, arrangement, texture and 
 materials proposed to be used. 
 (4) Whether the requested action is necessary to protect against threats to public safety. 
 (5) Any other factors, including aesthetic factors, which the Commission deems to be 
 pertinent. 
 

The demolition of the garage will not negatively affect the exterior design of the house or the 
relationship of the structure to the surrounding area. The design for the new construction consists of 
a more appropriate enlarged garage with a sunroom above that better connects to the existing 
structure. The new addition appears compatible with the design, scale and proportion of the existing 
house, using materials that will match and be compatible with the existing structure.  
 
 
 

Figure 7 - Existing windows and 
siding - design and color of each to be 
used on new addition. 
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Chapter 7: New Construction: Additions, Porches and Outbuildings 
1) Chapter 7 recommends: 

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

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

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

 
The proposed addition will be attached to the side of the building and will be visible from the primary 
façade. However, the addition will be subordinate in size and set back off the front of the existing house. 
The addition will not detract from the integrity of the historic structure. The arrangement of the new 
windows on the side of the addition are now compatible with the existing structure and have been 
revised since they were first submitted for Advisory Comments. The roofline will be a gable roof, 
complimenting the existing roofline.  

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

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

Figure 8 - Proposed side elevation of new addition. 
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b. “On any building, use materials and colors (including roof, walls, and foundations) 
similar to or compatible with the texture and color of those on the existing building. 
Avoid exact replication that would make an addition appear to be an original part of a 
historic building.” 
 

The window design has been revised from that shown in October 2020. The inappropriate curved 
windows have been replaced with double hung 6:1 windows that are compatible with those on the 
historic structure.  
 
The materials and colors, such as the siding, rear decking, windows and roofing will match that on the 
existing structure (some of which were replaced in 2014 and are replacement items, not original historic 
features). 
 
Chapter 7.B: New Construction: Additions, Porches and Outbuildings; Construction of New Porches and 
Decks 

3) Chapter 7.B explains, “Decks should not be added to a historic building’s primary façade or a 
façade highly visible from a public way. They 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 detail as much as possible to the style and character of the building.” 

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

 
The proposed deck will be located on the rear of the building, which complies with Chapter 7.B 
recommendations. The deck will be constructed with materials, such as the wooden railing and baluster 
and the Azek decking, to match that used on the screened-in porch that was approved and constructed 
in 2014.  
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC find that the garage is not a Structure of 
Unusual Importance and approve the application to demolish the existing garage, construct the new 
garage, sunroom, elevator and rear deck addition as submitted. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Reich recused himself from the proceedings for this application. Mr. Shad swore in 
Tarpley Long and asked Ms. Long if she had any comments on the staff report. Ms. Long had no 
comments.  
 
The Commission liked the changes Ms. Long had made from her advisory case in November 2020 to this 
proposal specifically the changes to the windows, which now fit better with the rest of the house. The 
Commission agreed with Staff recommendations. 
 
Motion: Ms. Tennor moved to approve the application as submitted and the demolition per the staff 
report. Mr. Roth seconded. The motion was approved 4-0. 
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HPC-21-02 – 3749 Church Road, Ellicott City 
Applicant: Gregory D. Mason 
 
Request: The Applicant, Gregory D. Mason, requests a Certificate of Approval for exterior alterations at 
3749 Church Road. 
 
Background and Site Description: This property is located in the Ellicott City Historic District. According 
to SDAT, the building on the property dates to 1830. The property is also listed on the Howard County 
Historic Sites Inventory as HO-58, Angelo Castle. 
 
This property currently has a Zoning Violation, case number CE-20-012, for:  

1) 16.106.(a) & 16.123.(a)&(c) -  Grading/clearing over 5,000 square feet without an approved plan 
that addresses storm-water management and erosion & sediment control. 

2) 16.603 - Exterior alterations made without a Certificate of Approval from the Historic 
Preservation Commission (HPC), including but not limited to:  tree removal; installing gravel & 
timber framed walkways; installing the timber retaining wall; and placing fill dirt & cinderblocks 
around the site. 
 

The Applicant received Advisory Comments in September and November 2020 (HPC-20-67 and HPC-20-
80) from the Commission for the site alterations and proposed remediation of the site.  
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant seeks approval for: 

1) Planting of the following trees, shrubs and perennials: 
 

Quantity Species Type Drawing 

1 American Holly Tree C2.1 

1 Black Gum Tree C2.2 

2 Eastern Redbud Tree C2.1 

2 Flowering Dogwood Tree C2.1/C2.2 

1 Green Ash Tree C2.1 

2 Paw Paw Tree C2.1 

2 Red Maple Tree C2.1/C2.2 

1 Sugar Maple Tree C2.1 

2 Allegheny Serviceberry Shrub C2.1/C2.2 

2 Downy Serviceberry Shrub C2.1/C2.2 

29 Fragrant Sumac “Low-gro” Shrub C2.1/C2.2 

6 Northern Bayberry Shrub C2.2 

5 Red Osier Dogwood Shrub C2.1/C2.2 

2 Witch Hazel Shrub C2.2 

95 Christmas Fern Perennial C2.2 

81 Lady Fern Perennial C2.2 

14 Ostrich Fern Perennial C2.2 

9 Big Bluestem Perennial C2.1/C2.2 

9 Muhly Grass Perennial C2.1/C2.2 

11 Switchgrass Perennial C2.1/C2.2 
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2) Retroactive approval for the removal of the following trees (location shown on drawing C1.0):  

Tree Tag Diameter 

T1 16 in 

T2 18 in 

T3 14 in 

T4 17 in 

T5 18 in 

T6 17 in 

T7 14 in 

T8 14 in 

T9 16.5 in 

T10 16 in 

T11 18 in 

T12 19 in 

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

of the house. 
 

The application also contains a list of items the Applicant has labeled “List of items seeking tentative 
approval from the HPC but will require future submissions/permits from Howard County.” These include 
the following: 

1) The removal of the existing wooden retaining wall installed along the eastern slope of the 
property, just north of the house.  

2) The installation of a permanent stone retaining wall in the same location as the existing wood 
wall (see drawing C2.3 for layout). It is understood that the existing wooden wall is not an 
approved structure and that a permanent stone wall will require subsequent submissions and 
permit applications. Pending the approval of the planting items listed above, the owner will 
submit for a permit for the proposed retaining wall through the Development Engineering 
Division. 
 

The Commission cannot issue a tentative approval. The Applicant can request Advisory Comments or a 
Certificate of Approval for these items.  If a Certificate of Approval is requested by the Applicant and 
approved by the Commission, it would be valid for 18 months.  If approved work is not completed within 
that timeframe, the Applicant would be required to file another application for a Certificate of Approval 
from the Commission.    
 
HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations: 
 
Chapter 9.A: Landscape and Site Elements; Topography and Water Courses 

1) Chapter 9.A explains, “Ellicott City's natural setting is essential to its character. In projects that 
involve grading land, clearing vegetation or building new structures, care should be taken to 
protect and enhance natural features, views of important natural features, and the 
environmental setting of historic buildings. The Historic Preservation Commission will review the 
impact of such proposals on the historic setting of Ellicott City and particularly on the 
relationship of historic buildings to their sites.” 

2) Chapter 9.A recommends, “Maintain and reinforce natural landscape elements, such as rock 
outcroppings. water courses and tree lines.”  
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Chapter 9.B: Landscape and Site Elements; Trees and Other Vegetation 

3) Chapter 9.B recommends: 
a. “Retain mature trees and shrubs. Provide for their replacement when necessary.” 
b. “Include landscaping improvements as part of any construction project in locations 

visible from a public way. In most cases, use plant varieties native to the area.” 
c. “Retain landscaping patterns that reflect the historic development of the property. Use 

historic photographs or landscaping plans if these are available.” 
4) Chapter 9.B recommends against: 

a. “The removal of live, mature trees, unless it is necessary due to disease or to prevent 
damage to historic structures.” 

b. “Extensive clearing for new construction that can be accommodated by more limited 
removal of vegetation.” 

5) Chapter 9.B states the following requires approval: “Removing live trees with a diameter of 12 
inches or greater 4.5 feet above ground level.” 

 
The proposed planting plan complies with the Guideline recommendations. Mature trees were 
removed, but the Applicant has provided for their replacement with a variety of native trees, shrubs and 
perennials. The Applicant first presented a planting plan to the Commission in September 2020 
(Advisory case HPC-20-67) and further refined the plan due to Commission comments and resubmitted 
for additional Advisory Comments at the November 2020 meeting (case HPC-20-80). The proposed 
landscaping pattern will be more in-keeping with historical views of the property, which was shown in 
photographs provided by the Applicant, in which the house was once highly visible from Frederick 
Road/Main Street. In recent years, the growth of trees and other vegetation blocked this view.  
 
Chapter 9.D: Landscape and Site Elements; Walls, Fences, Terraces, Walkways and Driveways 

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

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

 
The removal of the wood retaining wall and proposed construction of a stone retaining wall generally 
complies with the Guideline recommendations as stone retaining walls are a common site feature in 
Ellicott City. However, more information is needed on the proposed wall, such as complete drawings, 
fencing (if required) and stone color and type. 
 
Regarding the gravel pathway added around the house, with the timber framing, the white gravel stands 
out highly visible against the house, brown mulch and vegetation, as shown in the image below 
(provided by the Applicant, dating to October 2020). The gravel does not comply with the guidelines, as 
it is not compatible with the setting and historic feature. A darker gravel that better blends into the 
landscape would be more appropriate. The timber framing does not appear highly visible from the 
public right of way and will change color as it ages, to a more appropriate darker color that will better 
blend with the setting.  
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Staff Recommendation to the HPC:  
 

1) Staff recommends the HPC approve the proposed planting plan and retroactive removal of the 
trees. 

2) Staff recommends the HPC determine if the gravel and timber framing comply with the 
Guidelines and approve, deny or modify accordingly. 

3) Staff recommends the HPC determine if enough information was presented for the approval of 
the retaining wall, and approve, deny or modify accordingly.  

 
 
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Greg Mason and Fred Petty. Mr. Shad asked the Applicants if they had 
any additional comments to the staff report. Mr. Petty said he and Mr. Mason were seeking approval for 
the planting plan. 
 
The Commission asked the Applicants to give more information on the stone retaining wall that is to 
replace the timber retaining wall. Mr. Mason explained his hope to have the planting plan approved and 
was willing to discuss the gravel and retaining wall further. Mr. Mason said he was aware of Staff’s 
comments and was willing to add a colored gravel of the Commission’s choosing over the current gravel 
on the property. Additionally, he said the retaining wall would be a gray Pennsylvania fieldstone with 
the vertical height of the wall shown on C2.3 in his application. Mr. Petty said his understanding of the 
process was to seek a permit for the stone wall which would address the wooden retaining wall in 
violation and what has been submitted to the Commission in terms of the retaining wall was not the 
final engineered plan for permit.  
 
The Commission said the planting plan could be approved as submitted agreed that the white gravel 
should be covered with another layer of stone, in a different color, not bright white. The Commission 
asked for more detail on the retaining wall and a better representation of the proposed wall. Mr. Mason 
referenced C2.3 of his application to provide height specifications to the Commission and asked if he 
should submit a sample of the stone. The stone intended for use will be a gray Pennsylvania stone to 
match the color of the house as much as possible.  

Figure 9 – Image (figure 8) from application, showing property 
in October 2020. Figure 10 - Historic image (figure 9) provided in application. 
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Ms. Tennor clarified the look of the retaining wall was to be dry stack. Mr. Mason confirmed it would be 
similar to what is shown on C2.3 which is a dry laid stone wall. Ms. Tennor asked if the wall would be 
tapered and Mr. Mason affirmed the wall would be tapered. Ms. Tennor asked about the color of the 
wall. Mr. Mason said the wall would be gray and as close to the stone that is on the house. Mr. Petty 
said the wall would be similar to in appearance to Figure 7b from the application, but would not be a 
mortared wall.  
 
Ms. Holmes asked the Applicants if the mustard color outline on phase 2 and 3 was the proposed shape 
of the retaining wall. Mr. Mason said the mustard outline was the proposed shape of the wall. Ms. 
Holmes said the wall detail looked like an outdoor fireplace. Mr. Mason said what Ms. Holmes was 
looking at was the sideview or section of the wall and the dimensions for the wall were 30 feet long by 
44 inches at the base and 34 inches at the top of the wall. Ms. Holmes asked if the tie stone would run 
the entire length of the wall. Mr. Mason said the tie stone would run the entire length of the wall. Mr. 
Mason said there would be 2-3 foot sections of stone.  
 
Ms. Zoren and the Applicants discussed if a fence would be needed on top of the wall. Mr. Mason said 
the wall would be 32 inches tall, he was unsure if a fence would be needed and would have to speak to 
Permitting. Ms. Zoren said Applicants would have to submit that request to the Commission if a fence 
was needed on the stone retaining wall. She recommended that a layer of a more neutral gravel color to 
be placed on top of the bright white gravel would help to fade the brightness of what was placed. Ms. 
Mason confirmed he would add 1 to 2 inches of a gray #57 stone. 
 
Mr. Shad asked if there was a difference in height of the walls or a step down. Mr. Petty said that the 
lower retaining wall will be 32 inches farther down the hill than the high retaining wall and it would be a 
stepped wall. Mr. Shad asked if the difference would be a 32-inch drop to the lower retaining wall. Mr. 
Petty said that was correct. Mr. Shad asked if the wood retaining walls would be completely removed 
and the stone walls were to replace the wooden retaining walls. Mr. Mason said the wood retaining 
walls would be removed. Mr. Shad said the phase 3 plan showed one wooden retaining wall and asked if 
the wood retaining wall would be eliminated. Mr. Mason said the wood retaining wall would be 
eliminated.  
 
Mr. Reich discussed the planting plan schedule with the Applicants and asked for clarification of the 
American Holly trees size as they are listed as planted 25-60 feet in height. Mr. Mason said the 60-foot 
American Holly referenced on the plan reflected the full growth height of the tree. Mr. Reich wanted the 
record to reflect clarification that the size of trees will be nursery trees approximately 6-8 feet in height 
at installation and not what is reflected in the planting schedule. Mr. Mason said the trees especially on 
the slope will be smaller and will need to grow to mature height. Mr. Reich asked the Applicants to 
provide a photograph of the actual retaining wall product that will be used to Staff.  
 
Mr. Roth suggested that Staff approve the particular stone used on the retaining walls and have more 
gravel placed over the white stones. 
 
Motion: Mr. Roth moved to approve the proposed planting plan and retroactive removal of trees. 
Approval of the timber framing bordering the gravel and require more subdued color of gravel be added 
to the current gravel with Staff approval of the gravel color. Approval of the retaining wall with Staff 
approval of the particular stone to be used. If the wall needs a fence on the wall, the Applicant will have 
to come back before the Commission. Ms. Tennor seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
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HPC-21-03 – 3691 Sarah’s Lane, Ellicott City 
Applicant: Kimberly Kepnes 
 
Request: The Applicant, Kimberly Kepnes, requests a Certificate of Approval to construct a 
porch/balcony and make other exterior alterations to the building and landscape at 3691 Sarah’s Lane, 
Ellicott City.  
 
Background and Site Description: This property is located in the Ellicott City Historic District and is listed 
on the Historic Sites Inventory as HO-59, Mt. Ida. The Inventory form explains: 
 The traditional date for the construction of "Mount Ida" is given as 1828, but documentary 
 research calls this into question, suggesting that construction likely began c. 1831-1833. "Mount 
 Ida" was certainly complete by 1836. The house was designed and the building of it supervised 
 by Baltimore architect R. C. Long, but whether it was the father or the son depends on when 
 construction commenced. The house is in the astylar idiom of neoclassicism, with a hint of 
 influence from the Greek Revival. It is built of rubble stone and was roughcast from the 
 beginning, which helped to give it monumentality. This monumentality is also reinforced by the 
 use of immense pilasters at the comers of the house. The ashlar stonework of the foundation is 
 exceptionally fine. 
 
The Inventory form provides the following description of the northwest elevation:  
 The northwest elevation center bay has steps down to a doorway to the basement. The paired 
 doors [basement] are new. The stairs have roughcast cheek walls topped with concrete 
 copings. There is a one-story portico with roughcast piers set on the cheek walls. There is no 
 porch deck to the portico, and the roof is a low hip. The first story has a doorway with a pair of 
 three-panel doors like those on the southeast, but with no fillet on the panel molds. 
 
In October 2020, the Applicant presented an application to the Commission in case HPC-20-70 for 
approval of certain exterior alterations and advice on the northwest porch.  
 
Scope of Work: The application consists of the following scope of work:  
 

1) Driveway Entrance Columns – The piers will be concrete block with smooth surface parging, 
painted Maryland Gold to match the building. The top cap will be a bluestone slate. The pillars 
will be approximately 22 feet from the road and will be on each side of the driveway. The pillars 
will be 60 inches high and 25 inches wide and deep. 

2) Drive Column Lights – The Applicant seeks approval for both lantern options submitted, to be 
installed on the proposed columns. The Bellagio is a hardwired light, and the Gama is a solar 
powered light. The preference is for hardware, but it is unknown if wiring will be possible.  

3) Construct first floor porch/balcony – The Applicant proposes to construct a new first floor 
porch/balcony as per the specifications provided int eh application. 

a. Flooring – The flooring will be 4” tongue and groove cedar flooring painted gray, to 
match the existing porch ceiling. 

b. Framing/Trim – The balcony will be framed with 2x10 trim board and painted white, to 
match existing door and window trim. 

c. Steps – Access to the balcony will be provided with four granite steps (the plan is in 
correct in showing wood stairs). 

d. Railings – Pickets will be 2” square pickets and made of cedar. They will be painted 
white, to match existing building trim. The height and design were not specified in this 
application, but most likely will match that approved for the second-floor porch on the 
other side of the building. This can be confirmed at the meeting. 
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e. Lower Portion of Columns – The lower portion of the columns will be painted dark gray, 
to match the existing entry doors (application notes this as a recommendation during 
the previous round of Advisory Comments, but staff cannot find the comment).  

f. Basement Porch Ceiling – The application states drywall, but this has been updated via 
email with the Applicant to be wood beadboard, painted white with two ultra-thin LED 
recessed light fixtures with white trim.   

4) Shutters – The Applicant proposes to replace all missing shutters, which have not existed on the 
building for many years. There will be 16 pairs of shutters installed, and they will be properly 
sized to fit each window, be wood and painted dark green to match existing door color. The 
shutters will be operable with hinges and holdbacks (black powder coated metal). The Applicant 
seeks tax credit pre-approval for the work. The shutters for the floor to ceiling windows 
overlooking Church Road will be nested, as they appear in the HABS/HAER documentation. 

5) Adding a sidewalk to left side porch entry and removal of lower concrete steps and railing 
from existing door (current service entry, to the right of proposed porch) – The Applicant 
proposes a slate sidewalk. For this area, the Applicant explained, “We want to be sure the 
approaches – left to right (the left side being the entry to the new balcony and the right side 
being the approach to the side door with what will become the ADA entry) is balanced and 
blends into the landscape.”  

6) Removal of concrete steps and walkway – Removal of the concrete steps and walkway to the 
right of the proposed porch, leading to the existing service entry door. New walkway will be 
subject to a future application, see below. 

7) Perimeter fencing – Installation of approximately 1,063 linear feet of four board fencing, to be 
48 inches high. The posts will be pressure treated wood, boards will be oak. The fence will be 
painted white. Post caps will be black. 

 
Items that are not part of the current application, but shown on the site plan include for discussion 
purposes: 

8) Parking Lot striping and 
corresponding signage. This will 
require approval at a later date, when 
more details are available in order to 
submit an application, but it is shown 
on the plan for a comprehensive look 
at the project.  

9) Construction of ADA ramp and path – 
See number 6 above. The Applicant 
will remove the existing concrete 
steps and walkway with plans to 
install an ADA access. Possibly to be 
paved in bluestone, or tinted poured 
concrete. This item will be deferred to 
a future application as the walkway 
design and materials have not been 
finalized.  
 

Figure 11 - Existing conditions. Concrete pad in front of porch to be 
removed. Concrete steps and landing to be removed and replaced with 
ADA ramp constructed with bluestone. 
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HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations: 
 
Chapter 6.F: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Porches and Balconies 

1) Chapter 6.F explains, “Porches and balconies are important to a building’s sense of scale. 
Removing, enclosing or altering a porch can dramatically alter the appearance of a building. If a 
porch must be replaced, the replacement porch, even if simplified in detail, should reflect the 
visual weight of the original. 

2) Chapter 6.F recommends, “replace deteriorated features with new materials as similar as 
possible to the original in material, design and finish.” 

3) Chapter 6.F recommends, “replace missing features, such as missing supports or railings, with 
materials that are appropriate in scale, proportion and style.” 

 
The exact design of the original porch is unknown, but the proposal is appropriate in scale, proportion 
and material. The design utilizes simple square pickets, a design feature found elsewhere on the 
building. The design very simply fills in the existing portico with flooring, a railing and steps. 
 
Chapter 7.B: New Construction: Additions, Porches and Outbuildings; Construction of New Porches and 
Decks 

1) Chapter 7.B recommends: 

Figure 12 - Proposed porch alterations. Figure 13 - Proposed site alterations (does 
not include proposed ADA ramp) 

Figure 14 - New 
shutters dogs to be 
installed. 

Figure 15 - Bluestone slate sidewalk 
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a. “On historic buildings, constructed porches of painted wood rather than poured 
concrete, metal or unpainted wood. Use stained or unpainted wood only for less visible 
features of a new porch, such as the decking and step treads, or for simple decks on the 
rear of a building in a location not facing or highly visible from a public way.” 

b. “Use materials compatible with the existing building for the exposed masonry 
foundation or piers of a new porch. Poured concrete or concrete block foundations or 
piers should be given a surface treatment compatible with historic building materials.” 

 
The proposed porch will utilize a durable, historically appropriate wood for the railings and flooring. The 
flooring will also be painted tongue and groove wood, which complies with the Guideline 
recommendations and is historically accurate. The steps will be granite, a material compatible with the 
existing building (and used as steps elsewhere on the building) and commonly used around Ellicott City 
for steps. 
 
Chapter 9.D: Landscape and Site Elements; Walls, Fences, Terraces, Walkways and Driveways 

2) Chapter 9.D recommends:  
a. “Identify and retain site features that are important to the historic character of the site.” 
b. “Construct new site features using materials compatible with the setting and with 

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

 
The proposal to remove the poured concrete steps and landing; and construct the new walkways with a 
bluestone slate complies with the Guidelines to use materials compatible with the setting. Bluestone  is 
a commonly found material in the historic district and is complimentary to the historic granite found in 
Ellicott City.  
 
The proposed four board fencing, to be painted white with black caps, complies with the Guideline 
recommendations to install open fencing of wood. The installation of the fencing will better demarcate 
the grounds of Mt. Ida, which otherwise blend into the Courthouse area. 
 
Chapter 9.D: Landscape and Site Elements; Walls, Fences, Terraces, Walkways and Driveways 

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

 
Chapter 9.E: Landscape and Site Elements; Outdoor Lighting Fixtures 

3) Chapter 9.E recommends:  
a. “Choose and locate lighting fixtures to be visually unobtrusive. Use dark metal or a 

similar material.” 
b. “Use freestanding lights that are no more than six feet high for individual residential 

properties and no more than 14 feet high for commercial or institutional properties or 
for groups of residences.” 

 
The proposal to install the driveway columns with attached light fixtures complies with the Guidelines. 
The columns and light fixtures will be less than 14 feet high. The design of the columns will match the 
exterior appearance of the building and will be compatible as a result.  
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC approve Items 1-6 and pre-approve tax 
credits for Items 3a-3f (the construction of the porch) and Item 4 (the installation of the wood shutters). 
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Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Kimberly Kepnes and asked if Ms. Kepnes had any comments or 
clarifications on the staff report. Ms. Kepnes explained the exterior 4-board perimeter fencing on the 
original application indicated 42 inches in height while the description of the work attachment indicated 
48 inches in height, Ms. Kepnes clarified the fence would be 48 inches in height. She had a modification 
to the application and explained that on the first-floor wood balcony, the architectural plans showed 
wooden steps that come from the balcony. The request had been updated to utilize granite steps that 
were on the property instead of the wooden steps, however she is no longer able to utilize the granite 
steps and would like to modify the request back to the original wood steps shown on the architectural 
plans for the balcony.   
 
Ms. Kepnes provided a brief overview of her application. She said they were guided by the Advisory 
Comments provided by the Commission. She explained that columns on the front and side of the 
building are long and to shorten the look of the columns she would like to paint the lower portion of the 
columns gray to match the foundation. She said the stair will come off one side.  
 
 
The Commission asked Ms. Kepnes about her request to remove the steps and landings on the right side 
of the building. Ms. Kepnes explained the steps to the right side were to the service entrance and she 
originally planned to remove the granite steps and repurpose them as the steps to the new balcony but 
is not sure that would work. Ms. Kepnes plans to return to the Commission to have ADA compliant 
access ramps installed in place of the removed steps to give balance to the building façade, once those 
plans have been developed. 
 
Ms. Tennor asked about the concrete pad and steps located at the right side service entry. Ms. Kepnes 
explained the concrete components they planned on removing. Ms. Tennor asked about the use of 
bluestone and tinted concrete. Ms. Kepnes clarified the use of materials and said the bluestone pathway 
would connect the entrance to the wood balcony to the existing walkway/stairway on the side of the 
building.  She said the future ADA ramp would be on the right side and hopefully provide visual balance 
to the building. Ms. Tennor said the drawings help bolster Ms. Kepnes suggestion to add shutters to the 
building.  
 
Ms. Zoren said she was concerned the wooden steps would not match the monumentality of the 
building, even if the steps are in the back of the building as the back is often perceived as the front of 
the building. Ms. Zoren suggested concrete stairs set with bluestone pavers, so the bluestone could 
blend with the proposed walkway and it would be a less expensive way of getting a granite look. Ms. 
Kepnes said it was an interesting suggestion. 
 
Mr. Reich asked Ms. Kepnes about the material for the exterior and interior face of the underside of the 
ceiling, the porch and trim. Ms. Kepnes explained the porch would be 4-inch tongue and grove cedar 
flooring painted gray to match the color of what is there now as the doors below are painted gray. The 
ceiling was originally going to be drywall but she worked with staff and changed the material to 
beadboard and trim board would be along the outside between the two columns. The balcony will be 
built like a deck between the two columns. Mr. Reich asked if the trim for the balcony would match the 
trim of the rest of the house. Ms. Kepnes explained that she would paint the trim gray to match the 
columns. Mr. Reich and Ms. Kepnes further discussed the material and appearance of the two main 
existing columns and the finish details necessitated by the new construction. They discussed painting 
the porch basement level trim board gray to blend in. Mr. Reich said the trim board should be finished 
trim, such as cedar or poplar.  
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Mr. Reich and Ms. Kepnes discussed the stair railing design and ADA requirements.  Mr. Reich said the 
railing should have balusters to match the design of the porch railing, and not be built as shown in the 
drawings without balusters and Ms. Kepnes agreed. 
 
Mr. Roth and Mr. Shad had no other questions. Mr. Reich said he had no problem with the driveway 
lights as they will be 100 feet away from the building and the choice of lights looked proportional with 
the size of the columns. The columns will be stucco appearance painted yellow like the house with a 
stone cap.  
 
The Commission discussed the fencing included in the application and how it complied with the 
Guidelines as an appropriate fencing type for a country house. Ms. Zoren noted the design of the fence 
matches the detail on the top of the house. The Commission noted the traditional black metal fencing 
used in other parts of the historic district would look out of place in this location. Ms. Tennor asked if 
the image submitted was the final design of the fence. Ms. Kepnes explained the fence would be 
painted white.  
 
Motion: Mr. Reich moved to approve the application including driveway columns and the two optional 
driveway column lights, the construction of the porch balcony and the stairs going up to the balcony 
with revision there is no side walls below the balcony, using a 10-inch piece of finished trim painted the 
same gray color and that the railing design on the stair continues the same as the design on the porch. 
Approval of the shutters as submitted. Option of relocating the granite steps that go to the service 
entrance to the side of the porch. Ms. Tennor seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
Mr. Reich moved to approve the fencing as submitted, painted white and 48 inches high and the option 
of using bluestone faced concrete stairs on the side of the porch or the re-use of the granite stairway 
material. Mr. Roth seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
Mr. Roth moved to preapprove tax credits as Staff recommended. Ms. Tennor seconded. The motion 
was unanimously approved. 
 
 
HPC-21-04 – 3800 Mulligans Hill Lane, Ellicott City 
Applicant: Design Build Remodeling Group of Maryland, Leah Arthur 
 
Request: The Applicant, the Design Build Remodeling Group of Maryland, requests a Certificate of 
Approval to make exterior alterations and construct an addition at 3800 Mulligans Hill Lane. 
 
Background and Site Description: This property is located in the Ellicott City Historic District. According 
to SDAT, the building on the property dates to 2014, but this date appears to be in error. Aerial 
photography places the building in its current location in 1984, earlier years are not clear enough to 
discern. However, the architecture of the house indicates a historic double wide building with an ell, 
sitting on a granite foundation with a rear addition off the ell, with a saltbox roof. 
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant proposes to construct a family room addition on slab to include a 
mudroom, bathroom with shower, and a laundry room.  A two-sided indoor/outdoor propane fireplace 
will also be installed and will open to a new porch area. The new addition will consist of the following 
elements:  

1) Side door – Andersen E-Series Aluminum to be white, matching the existing match existing side 
door style. The door will be tan. The new door will a single French door (to match that labeled 
03-A). 
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2) Rear door – Andersen E-Series Aluminum door, to match existing door color and style (6 light 
over 2 panel). The color will be tan. This door will be the same style as the front door labeled 03-
B. 

3) Windows – Aluminum windows to match existing window color, tan. (Note: they will not be 
aluminum clad wood, just plain aluminum). 

4) Siding – HardieBoard Select Cedarmill lap siding, to be green to match the existing wood lap 
siding on the main house. The siding on the main house has an exposure of 6-5/8” and the new 
HardiePlank will have an exposure of 7”.  

5) Roofing – 30-year architectural shingles to match existing roof color (which appears to be a 
brown roof, but due to its age, the exact color is not known. Staff has requested this information 
from the Applicant and they are working to determine a matching shingle). 

6) Exterior lighting – The application states it will be metal to match the existing, but an example 
of the existing lighting does not appear to be shown. The location for the new lights to be 
installed was not specified on the drawings or in the application. After emailing with the 
Applicant, the homeowner will return for this item in a future application once fixtures have 
been picked out. 

7) Gutters – 5” seamless black K-style gutters to match the existing. 
 
The following features were not referenced in the application and were provided to staff in a follow-up 
email:  

8) Side porch roof – The drawings show a standing steam metal roof. The Applicant proposes to 
use an Englert metal roof system, in a color to be determined (possibly black or metallic copper). 
The proposed seam type is A1300, with a 1 ½ inch seam height spaced 20 inches apart.  

9) Side Porch Floor – Concrete, slab on grade. 
10) Side Porch Ceiling – 12" solid vinyl soffit on underside of porch. 
11) Side Porch Posts – The drawings indicate a composite wrapped post, but no information was 

otherwise specified in the application. The applicant stated they will be wood 6x6 painted the 
same green color as the house. 

12) Side porch fireplace – Twilight II Outdoor gas fireplace. The drawings state it will be clad in El 
Dorado stone or equal. Staff requested additional information and the Applicant stated the 
proposal is for white-washed brick.  

13) New Addition Foundation – The drawings shown a visible CMU foundation line.  The Applicant 
stated it will be parged. 
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Figure 16 - Rear elevation 

Figure 18 - Left side elevation 
Figure 17 - Example of white washed brick 
for outdoor fireplace. 
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HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations: 
 
Chapter 7: New Construction: Additions, Porches and Outbuildings 

1) Chapter 7 recommends: 
a. “Attach additions to the side or rear of a historic building to avoid altering the primary 

façade. Consider the impact of the addition on side, rear and rooftop views of the 
building from public way.” 

b.  “Design additions in a manner that makes clear what is historic and what is new. 
Additions may be contemporary in design or may reference design motifs from the 
historic building, but should not directly imitate the historic building.” 

c. “Design an addition to be subordinate to the historic building is size, height, scale and 
detail and to allow the form of the original structure to be seen. Distinguish the addition 

Figure 19 - Englert metal roof systems types of seams. Applicant proposes A1300 seam. 

Figure 20 - Existing side exposure Figure 21 - Existing front porch 
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from the original structure by using a setback or offset or a line of vertical trim between 
the old section and the new.” 

 
The new addition will be attached on the rear of the house, which appears to already have an addition. 
The new addition will be subordinate in size to the existing house and complies with the Guidelines.  
 
Chapter 7.A: New Construction: Additions, Porches and Outbuildings; Building Additions 

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

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

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

 
The rear windows feature an arched design, reminiscent of 1990s sunrooms. Similar to advice provided 
in case HPC-20-72 for 8396 Park Drive, the windows would be more compatible in a double hung fashion 
with rectangular transoms as needed for additional light. 
 
The proposed siding is HardiePlank lap Cedarmill, which has a wood grain. The use of this material 
complies with the Guidelines as it is both similar to and compatible with the existing wood lap siding. 
Since it is a rear addition, it will not be highly visible.  
 
Chapter 7.B: New Construction: Additions, Porches and Outbuildings; Construction of New Porches and 
Decks 

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

 
The porch flooring is proposed to be concrete slab, but the Guidelines recommend against concrete 
slabs. A bluestone paver is more typically seen in circumstances where a porch is on slab and wood is 
not an option.  
 
The porch posts will be wood, which complies with the Guidelines to construct porches of wood. 
However, the ceiling is proposed to be vinyl, when a wood beadboard would be more typical and 
appropriate.  
 
Chapter 7.A.5: New Construction: Additions, Porches and Outbuildings; Building Additions, Materials 

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

foundation) similar to or compatible with the texture and color of those on the existing 
building. Avoid exact replication that would make an addition appear to be an original 
part of a historic building.” 
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b. “Roofing material may be similar to historic roofing material on the existing building or 
may be an unobtrusive modern material such as asphalt shingles. Asphalt shingles 
should be flat and uniform in color and texture.” 

 
The proposed metal roofing is proposed to be used on the new porch roof, a historically appropriate 
location for only using metal when the remainder of the house is asphalt. However, the seam type 
proposed, the A1300, is square and modern and is not historically appropriate. A more historically 
appropriate seam, better replicating a hand seam, would be the A1000 seam. 
 
The Applicant has not yet determined the color, but was looking at the metallic copper or black color. 
The metallic copper color is not appropriate, since it will not weather and age in the manner that real 
copper ages; and copper should be used instead if this color is desired (the building at 8329 Main Street 
used copper for the porch roof and it has aged to a dark patina). The Applicant also asked what color has 
been approved for historic use. There is not an approved color chart, but historically appropriate colors 
include gray, black and red. 
 
The proposed white-washed brick fireplace complies with the Guideline recommendations as brick is a 
historic building material and compatible with historic Ellicott City stone and wood buildings.  
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC: 

1) Determine if the proposed aluminum material for the windows and doors is appropriate and 
approve, deny or modify accordingly. 

2) Determine if the arched rear windows are appropriate and approve, deny or modify accordingly. 
3) Approve the overall shape and design of the addition. 
4) Approve the proposed Cedarmill Hardie lap siding, to be painted green to match the existing 

siding color. 
5) Approve the asphalt shingle roof, in a brown color to match the existing roof. 
6) Approve the new 5” k-style black gutters. 
7) Determine if there are enough details provided for the exterior lighting, and whether or 

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

Regarding the side porch, Staff recommends the HPC: 
1) Determine if the A1300 seam is appropriate, and approve, deny or modify accordingly. 
2) Determine if the concrete porch floor is appropriate, and approve, deny or modify accordingly. 
3) Determine if the 12" solid vinyl soffit/ceiling on underside of porch is appropriate, and approve, 

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

Approve the Twilight II Outdoor gas fireplace, clad in a white washed brick. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Todd Swanson, Leah Arthur and Jeffrey Fitchett. Mr. Shad asked if the 
Applicants had any comments or clarifications on the application. The Applicants had no clarifications.  
 
Ms. Zoren asked the Applicants to clarify the material facing the fireplace and chimney and asked if 
there was a photo of the El Dorado stone to be used. Mr. Swanson said the structure would be 
whitewashed brick and the fireplace will be ventless because it is outside. Ms. Zoren asked for 
clarification on the octagon window. Mr. Swanson said the window had been changed to a rectangular 
window. Ms. Zoren asked if the Applicant would continue the top part of the chimney up above the roof 
so the chimney looked like it was real. Mr. Swanson said that extending the chimney had not been 
discussed. Ms. Zoren asked for the other Commissioners to weigh in on the chimney length and design. 
Ms. Zoren said the shape and new window patterns were a big improvement.  
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Mr. Roth said he agreed with Ms. Zoren about the fireplace having a chimney stop unrealistically below 
the roof.  
 
Ms. Tennor agreed with the staff comments regarding the concrete slab porch floor and asked the 
Applicants to add a paver to the porch concrete slab as Staff suggested. Mr. Swanson said there is an 
existing concrete pad that currently leads to the front door. Ms. Tennor explained the paver would make 
the slab more historically appropriate and asked if the owner would consider it. Mr. Fitchett said it was 
something he considered doing after the project was completed. Ms. Holmes asked if the Applicant 
would modify their application to have a bluestone or slate paver on top of the concrete, since the 
Guidelines recommend against new slabs of concrete The Applicant, Staff and the Commission discussed 
Guideline requirements. The Applicant agreed to put stone pavers on top of the 4x2 concrete pad.  
 
Ms. Tennor suggested using wood beadboard for the ceiling of the porch instead of vinyl. Mr. Swanson 
agreed to utilize wood beadboard. Ms. Tennor asked if the color of the ceiling would be white like the 
other trim. Mr. Swanson said the ceiling would be white.  
 
Mr. Reich said the overall design of the addition fit and was compatible with the existing house. He 
asked for clarification on the dimensions of the HardiePlank siding, since the application states the siding 
will be in the same dimension and color of existing siding. Ms. Arthur clarified the HardiePlank siding 
was a half inch different than the existing siding. She noted there was a cedar shortage when the 
application was submitted and the closest siding was a HardiePlank with a 7-inch profile, while the 
original siding has a 6.5-inch profile. Ms. Arthur said she would make sure the HardiePlank siding would 
match the existing trim profile and color of the existing siding. If cedar siding could be found, it would be 
used instead. Ms. Holmes asked the Applicant if the proposal is still to use HardiePlank with the option 
to use cedar. Ms. Arthur said he would like to use cedar but there is a chance he would not be able to 
get it and would like HardiePlank as an option. 
 
Mr. Reich and Mr. Shad discussed the roof profiles with the porch being a straight standing seam roof 
with mention of the application stating asphalt shingles would be on the rest of the addition. Ms. Arthur 
said the metal roof would only be over the porch with A1000 profile. 
 
Motion: Ms. Tennor moved to approve the application as submitted, with: 

1) Items 1, the aluminum material for windows and doors since it is an addition to the rear and not 
visible from the street,  

2) Item 3 the overall shape and design of the addition, approving the proposed cedar siding, 
painted green to match the current siding.  

3) Asphalt shingle roof in the brown color and a shingle that matches the existing roof and 5 inch K-
style black gutters.  

4) The side porch, approve the revised metal standing seam roof profile to A1000 
5) The concrete porch floor, the Applicant has agreed to add bluestone or slate pavers on top of 

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

white like other trim. 
7) Approving 6x6 wood porch posts painted green to match the house and existing porch.  
8) Approving Twilight II outdoor gas fireplace and white washed brick. Modification of the chimney 

to extend above the roofline to be submitted to Staff for approval.  
 

Mr. Reich seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
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Second Motion: Ms. Tennor moved to approve the windows as submitted in the subsequent revision 
that show double hung verses the arched windows and the removal of the octagonal window will now 
be a small double hung window. The Applicant will use cedar siding with the option to use HardiePlank 
siding if cedar is not available.  
 
Mr. Reich seconded. The motion was unanimously approved.  
 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 

1. Section 106 Review – Invitation to Comment on EBI Project #6121000270, Turf Valley - 
Waverly Woods, 2179 Warwick Way (Lot A-1), Marriottsville, Howard County, Maryland. 
 
The Commission discussed the dimensions of other tree antennas in the state since additional 
plans for the review were requested by Ms. Holmes but were not received. Based on the 
dimensions of other tree antennas and other viable locations nearby that would not be in the 
viewshed of the historic mansion, the Commission found the request to have an adverse 
effect to the historic viewshed.  
 
Motion: Mr. Roth moved to send a letter stating the adverse impact based on the information 
provided and mitigation to reduce height of the structure or relocation.  
 

2) National Register Nomination – Guilford Quarry Pratt Truss Bridge, Howard County. 
 
To be considered by the Governor’s Consulting Committee on February 23, 20201. If the 
Commission has any comments on whether the property should be nominated, they can be sent 
to MHT, to the attention of Mr. Peter Kurtz. 
 
Mr. Roth said the bridge was the last remaining parts of the Guilford quarry industrial operation.  
 
Motion: Mr. Roth moved the Commission notify the National Historic Trust that the Commission 
supports the nomination of the Quarry Pratt Truss bridge. Mr. Reich seconded. The motion was 
unanimously approved.  

 
 
Mr. Shad moved to adjourn the meeting at 9:19 pm. Mr. Reich seconded. The motion was unanimously 
approved.  
 
*Chapter and page references are from the Ellicott City or Lawyers Hill Historic District Design 
Guidelines. 
 
 
 
  
Allan Shad, Chair 
 
  
Beth Burgess, Executive Secretary 
 

  
Samantha Holmes, Preservation Planner 
 
  
Kaitlyn Harvey, Recording Secretary 
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February Minutes 
 

Thursday, February 11, 2021; 6:00 p.m. 

A public meeting of the Historic Preservation Commission was held on Thursday, February 11, 2021. Due 
to the State of Emergency and to adhere to social distancing measures, the meeting was not held at 
3430 Court House Drive, Ellicott City, but was conducted as a virtual web meeting/conference call. 

Senator Katie Fry Hester, State Delegate Courtney Watson, Ms. Grace Kubofcik, Mr. Nicholas Johnson, 
Ms. Angela Tersiguel, Mr. Ron Peters, Mr. Joel Hurewitz, Mr. Randy Marriner, Ms. Lisa DeVries, Mr. 
Donald Reuwer, Mr. Victor Thomas, Ms. Julia Sanger, Ms. Tara Simpson, Mr. Doug Thomas, Ms. Kelly 
Secret, Mr. Bert Wilson, Ms. Lori Lilly, Mr. Barry Gibson, Ms. Pam Long, Mr. David Carney, Mr. Stephen 
McKenna, Ms. Gayle Killen and Ms. Liz Walsh were registered to testify on HPC-20-83 per the noon 
registration deadline on December 3, 2020. 

Mr. Roth moved to approve the amended January minutes with a correction to page 16 changing the 
word exhibit to attachment. Ms. Zoren seconded. The motion was unanimously approved.  

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

 
Staff present:  Beth Burgess, Samantha Holmes, Lewis Taylor, Kaitlyn Harvey   
 
 
PLANS FOR APPROVAL 
 
Regular Agenda 

1. HPC-20-83 – 8049, 8055, 8059, 8061 (Tiber Park) and 8069 Main Street; Vicinity of Maryland 
Avenue and Main Street; Vicinity of 3711 Maryland Avenue along Patapsco River, Ellicott City – 
continued from December 3, 2020. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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

 VOICE 410-313-2350  

FAX 410-313-3042 



 

2 
 

 
 
HPC-20-83 – 8049, 8055, 8059, 8061 (Tiber Park) and 8069 Main Street; Vicinity of Maryland Avenue 
and Main Street; Vicinity of 3711 Maryland Avenue along Patapsco River, Ellicott City – continued 
from December 3, 2020 and January 14, 2021 
Applicant: Robert Z. Hollenbeck, Howard County Department of Public Works 
 
Request: The Applicant, Robert Z. Hollenbeck on behalf of the Howard County Department of Public 
Works, requests a Certificate of Approval for the demolition of buildings at 8049, 8055, 8059, and 8069 
Main Street, the demolition of a bridge at 8061 Main Street (Tiber Park); and alterations in the Vicinity 
of Maryland Avenue and Main Street, Vicinity of 3711 Maryland Avenue along Patapsco River, Ellicott 
City for construction of an enhanced floodplain and culvert. 
 
This report is divided into in six sections: 

1) HPC-20-83a – 8049 Main Street, Ellicott City (Phoenix building) 
2) HPC-20-83b – 8055 Main Street, Ellicott City (Discoveries building) 
3) HPC-20-83c – 8059 Main Street, Ellicott City (Easton and Sons/Bean Hollow Building) 
4) HPC-20-83d – 8061 Main Street, Ellicott City (Tiber Park bridge) 
5) HPC-20-83e – 8069 Main Street, Ellicott City (Great Panes building) 
6) HPC-20-83f – Vicinity of Maryland Avenue and Main Street, Vicinity of 3711 Maryland Avenue 

along Patapsco River, Ellicott City for the construction of expanded terraced floodplain/culvert 
and associated components. 

 
Background and Site Description: The December 3, 2020 and January 14, 2021 agenda and staff report 
addendum for case HPC-20-83 are incorporated by reference.  
 
This report will reference various Addendums to the Staff Report. A full list of the Addendums will 
include:  
Addendum 1 – 8049 Main Street 2020 Updated Historical Information  
Addendum 2 – 8049 Main Street Inventory  
Addendum 3 – 8049 Main Street Photos 
Addendum 4 – 8055 Main Street Historical Information 
Addendum 5 – 8055 Main Street Photos 
Addendum 6 – 8059 Main Street Historical Information 
Addendum 7– 8059 Main Street Photos 
Addendum 8 – 8061 Main Street (Tiber Park bridge) Photos 
Addendum 9 – 8069 Main Street Historical Information 
Addendum 10 – 8069 Main Street Photos 
Addendum 11 – 3711 Maryland Avenue Inventory 
Addendum 12 – Minutes HPC-18-46, September 2018 Meeting 
Addendum 13 – Minutes HPC-19-48, October 2019 Meeting 
Addendum 14 – Minutes HPC-20-74, October 2020 Meeting 
 
These properties are all located in the Ellicott City Historic District. The buildings have the following 
dates of construction: 

1) 8049 Main Street (Phoenix) – Brick building circa 1851, frame building circa 1870s.  
a. Listed as HO-330 in the Howard County Inventory and the Maryland Inventory of 

Historic Properties.  
b. Updated 2020 Historical Information in Addendum 1 and Inventory in Addendum 2.  
c. Photos in Addendum 3. 
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2) 8055 Main Street (Discoveries) – Block building circa 1920s-30s.  
a. Listed as HO-78-4, Valmas Restaurant, in the Maryland Inventory of Historic Properties  
b. Additional historical information in Addendum 4.  
c. Photos in Addendum 5. 

3) 8059 Main Street (Easton and Sons/Bean Hollow) – Stone and frame building circa 1930s.  
a. Additional historical information in Addendum 6. 
b. Photos in Addendum 7. 

4) 8061 Main Street (Tiber Park bridge) – Previously existing historic building burned down in 1941, 
was demolished and converted to Tiber Park.  

a. Photos in Addendum 8. 
5) 8069 Main Street (Great Panes) – Stone building circa 1841, brick rebuilding potentially circa 

1885-1910. 
a. Listed as HO-78-2, Young-Buzby-Jones Store and Dwelling, in the Maryland Inventory of 

Historic Properties.  
b. Additional historical information in Addendum 9 
c. Photos in Addendum 10. 

6) 3711 Maryland Avenue (B&O Railroad Station) – Stone building circa 1830.  
a. Listed on the Howard County Historic Sites Inventory and the Maryland Inventory of 

Historic Properties as HO-71, Ellicott City B&O Railroad Station, Freight Building and 
Turntable. 

b. Individually listed as National Historic Landmark, November 1968. 
c. Contains a Maryland Historical Trust Easement.  
d. Inventory form in Addendum 11. 

 
The application provides a brief history of Ellicott City flooding and explains:  

“Throughout its history, Main Street and the Ellicott City Historic District have seen at least 15 
 significant flood events dating back to the 1700’s. Most recently, the community has seen two 
 major flash floods within the last four years. The most recent flash flood events have been 
 referred to as “top-down” flood events, whereas storm water runs from adjacent topography 
 through the Main Street area. “Top-down” flooding has occurred in Ellicott City throughout 
 history. These flood events cause significant damage, as the flood waters travel at a high 
 velocity, collecting anything in its path.” 
 
Scope of Work: The Department of Public Works is requesting a Certificate of Approval for demolition 
and other work related to the planned construction of the Maryland Avenue Culvert Project, to expand 
the Tiber River channel and install an underground culvert in the vicinity of Main Street and Maryland 
Avenue to increase capacity for stormwater flow to the Patapsco River. 
 
The application is for demolition and subsequent construction. The Applicant requests approval to 
demolish four buildings and a bridge located at: 
 

1) 8049 Main Street, Ellicott City (HPC-20-83a) – Phoenix building 
2) 8055 Main Street, Ellicott City (HPC-20-83b) – Discoveries building 
3) 8059 Main Street, Ellicott City (HPC-20-83c) – Easton and Son/Bean Hollow building 
4) 8061 Main Street, Ellicott City (HPC-20-83d) – Tiber Park bridge 
5) 8069 Main Street, Ellicott City (HPC-20-83e) – Great Panes building 

 
The Applicant also requests approval for the construction of the expanded terraced floodplain/culvert 
and associated components after the buildings are removed (HPC-20-83f), to include:  
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6) Construct the expanded terraced floodplain/culvert. The expanded terraced floodplain/culvert 
will utilize the stone from the existing stream walls and stone salvaged from the building 
demolition. The weir wall will be constructed using salvaged stone from Ellicott City. The 
imbricated stone spillway will also be constructed with stone. 

7) Install black metal fencing and black metal bollards along the expanded terraced 
floodplain/culvert. 

 
The application contains the following information:  
 “In order to facilitate the conveyance of water from the existing stream channel into the new 
 culvert, modifications to the stream channel walls and conveyance network are required, 
 referred to as the Terraced Floodplain. These modifications, along with the construction of the 
 culvert, necessitate the removal of four buildings. The removal of these four buildings will have 
 a significant positive impact on Lower Main Street. The remaining buildings along Main Street 
 will realize a significant impact in reduction of the risk of damage from flash floods. However, 
 the viewshed and streetscape at Lower Main Street will be altered from the way that most living 
 currently have experienced it. The decision to pursue demolition of these buildings was not 
 reached lightly. It is only through analysis of many projects and multiple plan iterations that the 
 request to remove these buildings is made.” 
 
A Certificate of Approval for any future streetscape work that is not part of Items 6 and 7 above will be 
required separate from this application. 
 
The application provides background information on the lower Main Street plan from the previous 
administration, which proposed the demolition of ten buildings along lower Main Street. The HPC 
provided Advisory Comments on this proposal in September 2018 in case HPC-18-46, found in 
Addendum 12. 
 
The application also explains that when County Executive Ball took office in late 2018, he announced the 
“EC Safe and Sound Plan” and by May 2019 selected the Option 3G7.0 to proceed with. This plan 
includes the preservation of six buildings previously proposed for demolition, the creation of the North 
Tunnel (not part of this application), the demolition of four buildings and the Maryland Avenue Culvert 
project. The application also contains information explaining how the flood mitigation projects work 
together to mitigate flash flooding. The application states that the Maryland Avenue Culvert project will 
provide significant additional storm water conveyance from the Tiber/Hudson Branch to the Patapsco 
River, while mitigating a significant constriction to flow. On October 3, 2019 the Applicant received 
Advisory Comments on the EC Safe and Sound Plan in case HPC-19-48. The minutes from this case are 
incorporated by reference and found in Addendum 13. 
 
On October 1, 2020, the Applicant received Advisory Comments on the Maryland Avenue Culvert Project 
and the demolition of the four lower Main Buildings at 8049, 8055, 8059 and 8069 Main Street in case 
HPC-20-74. The minutes from this case are incorporated by reference and found in Addendum 14. 
 
The application states that the Maryland Avenue Culvert project will provide significant additional storm 
water conveyance from the Tiber/Hudson Branch to the Patapsco River, while mitigating a significant 
constriction to flow. The application contains the following explanation:  
 “The Maryland Avenue Culvert project works by increasing the conveyance capacity for storm 
 water from the existing stream channel network out to the Patapsco River. Currently, the 
 capacity for storm water to drain from Main Street is limited by the capacity of the Oliver 
 Culvert, which parallels Main Street adjacent to its crossing underneath the railroad bridge. The 
 new culvert will consist of a reinforced concrete box culvert that will extend from the 
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 approximate location of 8049 Main Street, below grade under Maryland Avenue, below the turn 
 table adjacent to the B&O Railroad Station and CSX Rail line, and out to the Patapsco River.” 
 
The application also addresses how impacts to the B&O Station and Turntable will be monitored:  
 “To avoid impact to the B&O, turn table, or rail line, the section of culvert under this area will be 
 constructed using a ‘jack and bore’ construction technique. This is a process in which a jacking 
 pit will be excavated in Maryland Avenue, and the concrete structure will be hydraulically jacked 
 from the pit, below grade, out towards the river. To ensure the B&O, turn table, and rail line are 
 not impacted by this construction process, the design team has gathered subterranean data and 
 prescribed a series of engineering controls, including sensors, which will be monitored in real 
 time throughout the project.” 
 
Slide 16 from Attachment A in the Applicant’s submission shows the existing stream channel with the 
location of the proposed culvert: 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Slide 17 below from Attachment A in the Applicant’s submission shows the proposed stream channel 
with the proposed culvert and new terraced floodplain/new stream channel. The Applicant seeks 
approval for the construction of the expanded terraced floodplain/culvert/new stream channel as 
outlined in Items 6 and 7. 
 

Figure 12 - Existing conditions and proposed culvert. 
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HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations: 
 
The following Guidelines, Code provisions, and Rules of Procedure references below are excerpts, and 
are included for the Commission’s consideration in reviewing the application. Please refer to the actual 
documents for the full text.  
 
Ellicott City Historic District Design Guidelines; Chapter 12: Demolition and Relocation 

1) Chapter 12 states, “Demolition and relocation of any structure requires a Certificate of Approval 
from the Historic Preservation Commission. This requirement applies to structures such as 
retaining walls, sheds and garages as well as houses. Historic buildings are irreplaceable 
resources. Because their demolition will have a permanent detrimental effect on the historic 
district, the Commission will consider approving demolition only after all possible alternatives to 
preserve the structure are exhausted.” 

2) Chapter 12 states, “For any demolition or relocation, the treatment of the site after the removal 
of the structure and the new location and site design for a relocated building (if the location is 
within the historic district must also be approved by the Commission).” 

 
Rules of Procedure, Section 300, Demolition and Relocation of Structures in Historic Districts; General 

Section 300 states, “Demolition or relocation of any structure in an historic district requires a 
Certificate of Approval. The Certificate of Approval must include a plan for treatment of the site 
after the structure is removed. The Certificate of Approval must also include the new location for 
a relocated building if the location is within an historic district in Howard County.” 

 
Section 300 of the Commission’s Rules of Procedure provide information on the process for reviewing 
applications for demolitions in the historic district. The entire section is relevant to this Advisory 
application, and is incorporated by reference, rather than copying and pasting three pages of 
procedures. Please refer to the Rules of Procedure for full text.  
 
Rules of Procedure, Section 301, Demolition and Relocation of Structures in Historic Districts; Contents 
of Application 
Section 301 of the Rules of Procedure outlines the process and information needed in an application for 
demolition. Section 301 explains that documentary evidence must be submitted to support the 
demolition request and outlines the information that should be provided in an application. The Rules of 

Figure 13 - Proposed terraced floodplain/culvert/expanded stream channel. 
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Procedure also state that before the Commission acts on an application for demolition, they shall 
determine whether the building is a Structure of Unusual Importance, which is defined by Section 302. 

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

Section 302 states, “Before acting on an application for demolition or relocation, the Commission 
shall determine whether the structure is a Structure of Unusual Importance.” 
 
A. Structures of Unusual Importance are structures deemed by the Commission to be of unusual 

importance to the Nation, State or County, whose loss would cause great damage to the 
character and integrity of the historic district.  

B. Determination that a structure is a Structure of Unusual Importance shall be based on 
criteria in its adopted guidelines, the testimony of expert witnesses or other documentary 
evidence presented to the Commission.  

 
If the Commission determines the structure is a Structure of Unusual Importance, the process to be 
followed is described in Section 303 of the Rules, Demolition of Structures of Unusual Importance.  
 
Rules of Procedure, Section 303, Demolition and Relocation of Structures in Historic Districts; 
Demolition of Structures of Unusual Importance [EXCERPT] 

... 
B. If the Commission determines the structure is a Structure of Unusual Importance, the following 
applies: 

 
1. The Commission may deny the application unless: 

a. The structure is a deterrent to a major improvement program which will 
be of substantial benefit to the County; or 

b. Retention of the structure would cause undue financial hardship to the 
owner; or 

c. Retention of the structure would not be in the interest of a majority of the 
persons in the community. 

 
2. The burden of proof is on the applicant to establish that one of the conditions cited 

in Rule 303.B.1 applies. 
 
3. If the applicant relies on Rule 303.B.1.b in order to meet the burden of establishing 

the need for demolition, the applicant must present documentary evidence of the 
cost of maintaining or relocating the structure, the estimated cost of the 
demolition, the estimated cost of restoring or stabilizing the building, all other 
financial information on which the applicant relies to establish financial hardship, 
and, if the applicant relies on evidence of the lack of structural integrity of the 
structure, a report on the structural integrity prepared by an engineer licensed in 
the State of Maryland, based on the engineer's in person observations of the 
interior and exterior of the structure. 

 
a. Costs that are estimated must be supported by written estimates by 

persons qualified to provide such estimates and in sufficient detail to 
permit the Commission to verify the reasonableness of the estimate. 
 

b. The Commission may find that retention of the structure would cause the 
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applicant financial hardship if it determines that the building has been 
demolished by neglect or natural disaster and there is no feasible way to 
restore the building short of rebuilding. 

 
If the Commission determines the structure is not of Unusual Importance, the process to be followed is 
described in Section 304 of the Rules of Procedure, under Demolition of Other Structures. Section 304.A 
states that if the Commission determines the structure is not a Structure of Unusual Importance, they 
shall vote to approve or deny the application based on the standards in Section 16.607 of the Howard 
County Code and its adopted Guidelines. An excerpt from Section 16.607 is provided below. 
 
Section 16.607 – Standards for Review. 
(a) Elements for Consideration. In reviewing an application for a certificate of approval, the 
Commission shall give consideration to: 
 (1) The historic, architectural, or archeological value or significance of the structure and its 
 relationship to historic value of the surrounding area. 
 (2) The relationship of the exterior architectural features of such structure to the remainder 
 of the structure and to the surrounding area. 
 (3) The general compatibility of exterior design, scale, proportion, arrangement, texture and 
 materials proposed to be used. 
 (4) Whether the requested action is necessary to protect against threats to public safety. 
 (5) Any other factors, including aesthetic factors, which the Commission deems to be 
 pertinent. 
 
Section 16.608 of the County Code contains information on Structures of Unusual Importance. An 
excerpt is provided below.  
 
Section 16.608(d), Structures of Unusual Importance 
(a)    Structure of Unusual Importance. In the case of an application for alteration affecting the exterior 

appearance of a structure or for the moving or demolition of a structure the preservation of which 
the Commission deems of unusual importance to the County, State or nation, the Commission shall 
endeavor to work out with the owner an economically feasible plan for the preservation of such 
structure. 

(b)    Deny Application. Unless the Commission is satisfied that proposed construction, alteration, or 
reconstruction will not materially impair the historic value of the structure, the Commission shall 
deny the application. 

(c)    Negotiation. If an application is submitted for alteration, moving or demolition of a structure that 
the Commission deems of unusual importance and no economically feasible plan can be formulated, 
the Commission shall have 90 days from the time it concludes that no economically feasible plan 
can be formulated to negotiate with the owner and other parties in an effort to find a means of 
preserving the building. 

(d)    Special Circumstances. The Commission may approve the proposed alteration, moving or demolition 
of a structure of unusual importance despite the fact that the changes come within the provisions of 
subsections (a) through (c) of this section, if: 

(1)    The structure is a deterrent to a major improvement program which will be of substantial 
benefit to the County; 

(2)    Retention of the structure would be a threat to public safety; 
(3)    Retention of the structure would cause undue financial hardship to the owner; or 
(4)    Retention of the structure would not be in the interest of a majority of the persons in the 

community. 
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The following Chapter 9 Guidelines are relevant to the proposal to construct the expanded stream 
channel/culvert. 
 
Chapter 9.A: Landscape and Site Elements; Topography and Water Courses 

1) Chapter 9.A recommends:  
a. “Preserve the relationship of historic buildings to their sites.”  
b. “Minimize grading by siting new structure and other improvements to make use of the 

land’s natural contours. When necessary, use appropriately designed retaining walls or 
building walls to create the minimum level area needed for a new use in accordance 
with historic development patterns.” 

c. “Maintain and reinforce natural landscape elements, such as rock outcroppings, water 
courses and tree lines. Make views of natural elements, especially the Patapsco River 
and its tributaries, available to the public where possible. Provide walkways, sitting 
areas and casual spots in parks, plazas, and other areas open to the public. 

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

1) Chapter 9.D recommends: 
a. “Identify and retain site features that are important to the historic character of a site.” 
b. “Preserve historic features, such as retaining walls, freestanding walls, fences, 

terraces, walkways, driveways and steps. When possible, reuse the historic building 
materials to repair or restore these structures.” 

c. “Construct new site features using materials compatible with the setting and with 
nearby historic structures, particularly for features visible from a public way.”  

d. “Install open fencing, generally not more than five feet high, of wood or dark metal .” 
e. “Construct new terraces or patios visible from a public way from brick, stone or 

concrete pavers designed to look like indigenous stone.” 
2) Chapter 9.D recommends against: 

a. “New driveways, parking areas, walkways, terraces or other features that substantia lly 
alter the setting of a historic building.” 

b. “Poured concrete or concrete block walls in locations visible from a public way or 
neighboring property.” 

 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC:  
 
Staff recommends the HPC determine the following: 
 

1) For HPC-20-83a, Staff recommends the HPC determine if the structure located at 8049 Main 
Street is of Unusual Importance.  

a. If the Commission determines that the structure is not a Structure of Unusual 
Importance, it shall vote to approve or deny the application based on the standards set 
forth in §16.607 of the Howard County Code and its adopted Guidelines. 

b. If the Commission determines that the structure is a Structure of Unusual Importance, it 
should follow the procedure laid out in Rule 303.B in the Commission’s Rules of 
Procedures and determine whether proposed demolition and new construction comply 
with the Guidelines and s §16.607 and §16.608 of the County Code. 

c. If the Commission approves the application for demolition, Staff recommends the HPC 
confirm if the list of materials proposed to be salvaged is acceptable. 

 
2) For HPC-20-83b, Staff recommends the HPC determine if the structure located at 8055 Main 

Street is of Unusual Importance. 
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a. If the Commission determines that the structure is not a Structure of Unusual 
Importance, it shall vote to approve or deny the application based on the standards set 
forth in §16.607 of the Howard County Code and its adopted Guidelines. 

b. If the Commission determines that the structure is a Structure of Unusual Importance, it 
should follow the procedure laid out in Rule 303.B in the Commission’s Rules of 
Procedures and determine whether proposed demolition and new construction comply 
with the Guidelines and §16.607 and §16.608 of the County Code. 

c. If the Commission approves the application for demolition, Staff recommends the HPC 
confirm if the list of materials proposed to be salvaged is acceptable. 

 
3) For HPC-20-83c, Staff recommends the HPC determine if the structure located at 8059 Main 

Street is of Unusual Importance. 
a. If the Commission determines that the structure is not a Structure of Unusual 

Importance, it shall vote to approve or deny the application based on the standards set 
forth in §16.607 of the Howard County Code and its adopted Guidelines. 

b. If the Commission determines that the structure is a Structure of Unusual Importance, it 
should follow the procedure laid out in Rule 303.B in the Commission’s Rules of 
Procedures and determine whether proposed demolition and new construction comply 
with the Guidelines and §16.607 and §16.608 of the County Code. 

c. If the Commission approves the application for demolition, Staff recommends the HPC 
confirm if the list of materials proposed to be salvaged is acceptable. 
 

4) HPC-20-83d, Staff recommends the HPC determine if the Tiber Park bridge structure located at 
8061 Main Street is of Unusual Importance. 

a. If the Commission determines that the structure is not a Structure of Unusual 
Importance, it shall vote to approve or deny the application based on the standards set 
forth in §16.607 of the Howard County Code and its adopted Guidelines. 

b. If the Commission determines that the structure is a Structure of Unusual Importance, it 
should follow the procedure laid out in Rule 303.B in the Commission’s Rules of 
Procedures and determine whether proposed demolition and new construction comply 
with the Guidelines and §16.607 and §16.608 of the County Code. 

c. If the Commission approves the application for demolition, Staff recommends the HPC 
indicate if there are any elements within the bridge and park that should be salvaged. 
 

5) HPC-20-83e, Staff recommends the HPC determine if the structure located at 8069 Main Street 
is of Unusual Importance. 

a. If the Commission determines that the structure is not a Structure of Unusual 
Importance, it shall vote to approve or deny the application based on the standards set 
forth in §16.607 of the Howard County Code and its adopted Guidelines. 

b. If the Commission determines that the structure is a Structure of Unusual Importance, it 
should follow the procedure laid out in Rule 303.B in the Commission’s Rules of 
Procedures and determine whether proposed demolition and new construction comply 
with the Guidelines and §16.607 and §16.608 of the County Code. 

c. If the Commission approves the application for demolition, Staff recommends the HPC 
confirm if the list of materials proposed to be salvaged is acceptable. 
 

6) For HPC-20-83f, the construction of expanded terraced floodplain/culvert and associated 
components: 

a. Staff recommends the Commission determine if there is sufficient detail to approve at 
this time, and whether or not the application complies with the Guidelines and §16.607 
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approve, deny or continue accordingly. Staff recommends that the Commission 
determine whether the proposed demolition and new construction comply with the 
Guidelines and §16.607 and §16.608 of the County Code. 

 
Testimony:  
 
Protestants Testimony 
Mr. Shad swore in Tara Simpson, a protestant to the case. Ms. Simpson explained that she objected to 
the case because she thought more information was needed for the Commission to make their 
decisions. Her concern is what will remain when the buildings are gone and she said that without a final 
plan, the town will not recover and will not be revitalized.  Ms. Simpson explained she was in opposition 
to the timeline, due to the lack of final streetscape design plan, lack of impact studies on surrounding 
structures, and no approvals from CSX or the United States Army Corps of Engineers. Ms. Simpson asked 
that the Commission wait to make their decision until they can make a fully informed one once all the 
data is in. 
 
Ms. Goldmeier asked Ms. Simpson several questions about the demolitions and timelines, and whether 
Ms. Simpson was aware of the various approvals needed for the demolition, such as from the Army 
Corps and other County permits. Ms. Simpson said she was aware, but said this meeting was the only 
meeting about certificates for demolitions. 
 
Mr. Shad swore in Stephen McKenna, a protestant to the case. Mr. McKenna clarified that he was 
testifying on behalf of Preservation Howard County. Mr. McKenna explained that Preservation Howard 
County supports the Safe and Sound Plan, but did not want the Commission to grant the demolition 
approval. He stated that the buildings proposed for demolition were of unusual importance and that 
there were not enough alternatives reviewed for the Commission to make an informed decision on 
mitigation in place of the buildings. Mr. McKenna said the request for the demolition put the cart before 
the horse. 
 
Mr. McKenna moved to have the Preservation Howard County letter, Exhibit 9 – verbally amended to 
reflect that Mr. Shad was not involved -entered into evidence. Ms. Goldmeier did not object. Mr. Shad 
accepted it into evidence. 
 
Ms. Goldmeier asked Mr. McKenna a series of follow up questions, such as if there were other 
Structures of Unusual Importance on Main Street and if another flood could devastate those structures. 
Mr. McKenna said there were other Structures of Unusual Importance on Main Street and he did not 
know if another flood would devastate structures with all the mitigation projects going on. 
 
Ms. Goldmeier asked Mr. McKenna if there was anything in the Code provision about Structures of 
Unusual Importance that would require the applicants to provide a final culvert rendering. Mr. McKenna 
said he has an issue with what was not being provided.  
 
Mr. Shad swore in Gayle Killen, a protestant to the case. Ms. Killen is a resident of Historic Main Street 
and spoke about the lack of evidence presented by the applicants for the demolition of the buildings on 
Lower Main Street. Ms. Killen explained there are other ways to complete the Federal Section 106 
process, such as a programmatic agreement which is an alternative agreement that can fast track the 
process. Ms. Killen was fearful that this is the process the County is taking. Ms. Killen said there is 
enough information to model an array of storm events, but the County has only done modeling for the 
100-year and 2016 storms. Ms. Killen cautioned there is a greater consequence of the modeling being 
wrong and a greater importance to look at all alternative flood mitigation options. Ms. Killen asked the 
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Commission to require an independent third-party peer review of the County’s modeling and flood 
mitigation plan and said that each measure should be modeled separately. Ms. Killen’s Exhibit 1 was 
entered into evidence. Ms. Goldmeier did not object. Mr. Shad accepted it into evidence. 
 
Ms. Goldmeier asked Ms. Killen a series of questions relating to the testimony about the Section 106 
process.  
 
Ms. Goldmeier offered the first seven pages of Attachment P and all of Attachment Q into evidence. 
Attachment P shows illustrations of the site, discussed at the last meeting and Attachment Q shows 
photos of the existing stream walls, as requested by Mr. Reich. Mr. Hurewitz did not object with the 
understanding that he wanted to address them in cross. Mr. Shad accepted the documents into 
evidence.  
 
Mr. Shad swore in Joel Hurewitz, a protestant to the case. Mr. Hurewitz referenced a previous advisory 
case from the staff report addendum, when the Commission provided advice on the proposed 
demolition of the buildings and summarized the Commission’s comments. Mr. Hurewitz summarized his 
previous comments on each of the four buildings, from those meeting minutes. Mr. Hurewitz presented 
Hurewitz Exhibit 6, which was his written testimony written back in November/December, and said he 
would point out some modifications based on what the Applicant has presented. He summarized his 
written testimony for the Commission. Mr. Hurewitz discussed his concern for the B&O Station with 
debris. Mr. Hurewitz referenced Exhibit 6, Figure 150 from the Master Plan, and discussed a deck 
structure shown in the location of 8049 Main Street. Mr. Hurewitz moved Exhibit 6 into evidence. There 
were no objections and Mr. Shad accepted it into evidence.  
 
Mr. Hurewitz discussed sections 16.607 and 16.608 of the County Code, pertaining to the Commission, 
as well as the Commission’s Rules of Procedures. Mr. Hurewitz referenced the pictures of 8049 Main 
Street from the Applicant’s Attachment Q and discussed structural components of the building and 
relocation of the building.  
 
Mr. Hurewitz stated that in preparation for this hearing, he submitted a number of public information 
requests to the County. Mr. Hurewitz presented his Exhibit 11, a PIA response from Howard County. He 
explained the contents of the letter regarding his PIA request and stated the County had no documents 
responsive to his one request because the County had not looked into salvaging 8049 Main Street. Mr. 
Hurewitz asked to submit Exhibit 11 into evidence. There were no objections and Exhibit 11 was 
admitted.  
 
Mr. Hurewitz presented his Exhibit 10, which was another PIA response from Howard County, regarding 
the area of Main Street by the Tiber Wall as the CSX viaduct and the jersey barrier on the Patapsco 
Bridge. Mr. Hurewitz asked to move Exhibit 10 into evidence. There were no objections and Exhibit 10 
was admitted.   
 
Mr. Hurewitz presented his Exhibit 8, which contained Figures 8, 9 and 11 from the November 2020 HPC 
Agenda for case HPC-20-79. Mr. Hurewitz discussed Figure 8, a 2011 Google Streetview image of the 
Tiber wall near the CSX viaduct. Mr. Hurewitz asked to move Exhibit 8 into evidence. There were no 
objections and Exhibit 8 was admitted.   
 
Mr. Hurewitz presented his Exhibit 4, two photos from the internet showing flooding from the 2018 
event taken from the Patapsco Bridge. Mr. Hurewitz discussed the Tiber wall near the CSX viaduct, the 
Jersey wall along the Patapsco River bridge, the contour of the bridge and the water levels. Mr. Hurewitz 
asked to admit Exhibit 4. There were no objections and it was admitted into evidence. Mr. Hurewitz 
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discussed the Patapsco bridge, jersey wall barriers and the Tiber wall, and his concerns with them 
pertaining to flooding. 
 
Mr. Hurewitz presented his Exhibit 5, two photos from Google Streetview of the Patapsco Bridge. He 
said he was trying to illustrate how the bridge has a curve/arch to it and retains water. There were no 
objections and Exhibit 5 was admitted into evidence. 
 
Mr. Hurewitz presented his Exhibit 3, an image showing contours of the Patapsco River Bridge and B&O 
area from County GIS mapping. There were no objections and Exhibit 3 was admitted into evidence. 
 
Mr. Hurewitz presented his Exhibit 2, the Water Street Bridge grate in Upper Marlboro, Maryland from 
Google Streetview. This illustrates what a bridge grate could look like as used elsewhere in Maryland. 
There were no objections and Exhibit 2 was admitted into evidence. 
 
Mr. Hurewitz presented his Exhibit 12, which was a PIA response from Howard County related to the 
testimony at the previous meeting where the County announced that analysis was done based on his 
PIA request. There were no objections and Exhibit 12 was admitted into evidence. 
 
Mr. Hurewitz presented his Exhibit 13, which shows new modeling done based on Mr. Hurewitz’s inquiry 
about maintaining the corner portion of 8049 Main Street (3.G.7.0 with portion of 8049 Main Street 
remaining). This was received from his PIA request and was attached to Exhibit 12. There were no 
objections and Exhibit 13 was admitted into evidence. 
 
Mr. Hurewitz presented his Exhibit 7, a photo found online from Cairo, IL near the Mississippi River that 
appears to be a similar bridge to Ellicott City with a railroad bridge, but also containing a flood wall. Mr. 
Hurewitz discussed the 1868 Ellicott City flood and Patapsco flood events. There were no objections and 
Exhibit 7 was admitted into evidence. 
 
Ms. Goldmeier asked Mr. Hurewitz a series of questions, regarding the building demolitions and the 
Phoenix (8049 Main Street). Mr. Hurewitz discussed the various components on the lower Main Street 
buildings that he found significant. He said he would like to preserve the gable portion of the Phoenix as 
well. Ms. Goldmeier asked questions regarding the retention of the corner portion of 8049 Main Street 
and flooding.  Ms. Goldmeier asked why Mr. Hurewitz said the County’s did not take into account 
topography and whether he had a degree in engineering and hydrology.  
 
Mr. Roth referenced Hurewitz Exhibit 4, the photo of the 2018 flood by the Tiber wall and Patapsco 
Bridge. Mr. Roth asked how high the water level was relative to the peak water level. Mr. Hurewitz said 
the water topped over the Jersey barrier and his point was not to show the peak but the fact that the 
water in the Tiber and Patapsco is lower than Main Street because water is overtopping the viaduct. Mr. 
Roth discussed the water levels and that it was unknown how high the water was at peak. The 
Commission had no other questions or comments for Mr. Hurewitz.  
 
Mr. Shad swore in Ms. Liz Walsh, a protestant to the case. Ms. Walsh is the Councilperson for District 1, 
which includes Historic Ellicott City and is also a resident of the Historic District. Ms. Walsh said that, 
while the proposal is a better version than the former plan, it does not mean it is a good request. Ms. 
Walsh reminded the Commission they can only grant demolition when all other alternatives to preserve 
the structures have been exhausted, as part of County law. Ms. Walsh suggested the Commission 
request additional analysis such as widening and deepening the channel and a sediment plan DPW was 
supposed to finalize at the beginning of the year. Ms. Walsh spoke of façade preservation, which has not 
been fully analyzed, and providing more storage upstream on the New Cut. Ms. Walsh noted the United 
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States Army Corps also recommended alternatives that have not been done by DPW. Ms. Walsh wanted 
more information about other alternatives and suggested that the Commission wait until there have 
been concrete commitments from CSX before demolition approvals occur.  
 
Ms. Goldmeier had no questions for Ms. Walsh. 
 
Mr. Roth asked Ms. Walsh if she had any material or data on deepening the channel and asked how 
much additional flow could be realized by deepening. Ms. Walsh said she did not have the information 
but it was in the report produced by United States Army Corps of Engineers and part of the presentation 
to the public on the County’s Safe and Sound website. Ms. Walsh said she heard the sediment study 
referenced in DPW’s analysis during the Section 106 consulting parties meeting, but requested it and it 
was not yet available. 
 
Mr. Reich referenced discussion of alternatives in the application and said the County has presented the 
Commission with a list of other plans the County has gone through and analyzed and their 
determination that the chosen plan is the only viable one. Mr. Reich asked if it was her contention that 
the County hasn’t studied the situation enough.  Ms. Walsh agreed.  
 
Mr. Reich asked what her recommendation was on how much information is necessary; at what point 
would she find the Commission had enough information to make a decision. Ms. Walsh discussed the 
Army Corps report that identified two concrete alternatives and suggested the Commission watch what 
happens in the Section 106 process. The Commission had no other questions for Ms. Walsh. 
 
Cross Examination on Attachment P & Q 
Mr. Shad swore in Robert Hollenbeck from Howard County’s Department of Public Works. 
 
Mr. Hurewitz asked Mr. Hollenbeck when the photographs for Attachment Q were taken. Mr. 
Hollenbeck said the photos were generated from scans that were done of the stream channel at the end 
of 2019 and the beginning of 2020. Mr. Hurewitz asked questions related to his PIA request. 
 
Mr. Hurewitz said he asked about the beams at 8049 Main Street previously. Mr. Hollenbeck 
summarized their previous discussion. Mr. Hurewitz asked about the illustration of the dining tables on 
the sidewalk next to the park area and asked if this was anticipated. Mr. Taylor asked Mr. Hollenbeck if 
there are any elements of the illustrations other than the fencing and bollards being proposed by the 
County for approval by the Commission in this case. Mr. Hollenbeck said the stone wall treatment 
depicted in the stream channel was proposed in the application, but said the tables, chairs and 
umbrellas depicted are not part of the application and they are not requesting approval for it. Mr. 
Hurewitz thinks the location of the bollards should reconsidered in the event of any future outdoor 
dining because prior County guidance indicated bollards should be placed near the curb.  
 
Mr. Hurewitz asked Mr. Hollenbeck about Attachment Q, which Mr. Hurewitz said depicts all the 
different stone on the channel walls. Mr. Hollenbeck said they were going to replicate the stone 
patterns that are currently within the stream channel on reconstructed portions of the wall where they 
are coplanar with their current location and Attachment Q contains imagery of those stone patterns. 
Mr. Hurewitz asked questions about the stone basement walls. Mr. Hollenbeck said they will use stone 
from the stream channel walls to recreate stream channel walls. Mr. Hollenbeck referenced Image 2, 
from Attachment Q, which depicts the south wall of 8049 Main Street. He explained the image is from 
the stream channel side of the south wall and said the opposite side of the south wall is the basement of 
8049 Main Street. Mr. Hurewitz asked if there would be interpretation to explain why the wall differs in 
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the various location. Mr. Hollenbeck said they have noted the final streetscape plan will include 
interpretation or kiosks that will explain the relationship that these buildings previously had to the site.  
 
Commission Questions   
Ms. Tennor said was trying to visualize what the area would look like with the buildings gone and the 
large channel area opened up. She said she had overestimated the size of the large area, and that it 
would be about 1/3 of a football field. She said this includes proposed asphalt paving which is temporary 
paving to stabilize the area and asked Mr. Hollenbeck if she was correct. Mr. Hollenbeck said she was 
correct.  
 
Ms. Tennor asked about the timeframe for the channel widening and building removal. Mr. Hollenbeck 
said Attachment A included milestones and how DPW envisioned the process playing out with Section 
106 and construction of the culvert. Ms. Tennor said Ms. Walsh estimated the construction of the 
Maryland Avenue culvert would take about a year and asked if Mr. Hollenbeck agreed. Mr. Hollenbeck 
said DPW is working to minimize the effect the construction of the culvert would have on traffic and 
business, he cannot say how long traffic would be affected, but the project overall could take about a 
year.  
 
Ms. Tennor said the Guidelines state that unless the Commission is satisfied that the proposed 
construction, alteration or reconstruction will not materially impair the historic value of the structure, 
the Commission shall deny the application. She expressed her concern for the lack of detail for what will 
occur at street level. She asked about the necessity of this part of the project as affected by the timing 
of the North Tunnel coming after the destruction of the bottom of Main Street. She asked if the timing 
were different, whether the construction of the North Tunnel would allow reconsideration of the project 
at the bottom of Main Street. Mr. Hollenbeck provided background information of the North Tunnel, 
explaining that it will collect storm water from the Ellicott Mills Culvert and discharge to the Patapsco 
River. He explained that the two mitigation projects have different goals and explained the North Tunnel 
will not preclude the need for the culvert as it only can capture all of the water that is west of Ellicott 
Mills Drive. 
 
Mr. Reich asked about the current status of the Section 106 and CSX reviews and approvals. Mr. 
Hollenbeck explained they have received preliminary comments from CSX. He said that process is on-
going. Mr. Hollenbeck stated the County would not move forward with the demolition and culvert 
construction process without having an agreement with CSX. Mr. Hollenbeck provided updates on the 
Section 106 process and said they had the consulting parties meeting and that the next step was for the 
County to respond to consulting party comments and provide a draft programmatic agreement to Army 
Corps for review. 
 
Mr. Reich asked about the alternatives Ms. Walsh spoke about from the Army Corps. Mr. Hollenbeck 
said the Corps peer review said they evaluated a number of alternatives and the plan proposed before 
the Commission is sound. There were 60 alternatives and the Army Corps may have proposed one or 
two additional alternatives. Mr. Reich asked if the process had been documented that was used to make 
decisions about filtering down to the option before the Commission. Mr. Hollenbeck explained the goal 
and process that was followed. He said the goal was to reduce street level flooding to less than 3 feet on 
average on Main Street and reduce flood velocities to 5 feet or less. He explained that was beneficial to 
public safety that is the threshold needed to implement nonstructural flood proofing techniques for the 
remaining buildings on Main Street. Mr. Reich said there were 55 combinations that were rejected and 
asked if the County had a flow chart to show how they got to their decision. Mr. Hollenbeck said there 
was a spreadsheet that identifies the various scenarios and modeling of how 3G7.0 was determined.  
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Mr. Roth explained he is working from the framework that Mr. Hollenbeck laid out, to establish no other 
alternatives exist as the Maryland Avenue culvert provides for 2000 cubic feet per second based on the 
conditions of the 2016 flood. He summarized that the Maryland Avenue Culvert is critical to getting 
Main Street safe and if the culvert is not put in, or an alternative conveyance method or reduction of 
2000 cubic feet per second provided, then the public safety issue has not been resolved. Mr. Roth said 
the alternatives can be quantified to be valid alternatives if they meet the 2000 cubic feet per second to 
match the culvert mitigation. Mr. Roth said Ms. Walsh’s testimony offered alternatives could be 
deepening or expanding the channel or providing storage ponds on New Cut. Mr. Roth asked if DPW had 
any data on how much conveyance could be increased by deepening, expanding or widening the 
channel.  
 
Mr. Hollenbeck addressed the sediment study referenced and explained the amount of sediment varies 
from almost nothing to 3 feet deep, but the section that is 3 feet deep is only under the Maryland 
Avenue bridge. He said the sediment is only between 1 and 2 feet in the remainder of the channel. Mr. 
Roth asked if the channel could be widened or deepened to get 2000 cubic feet per second without 
building another culvert. Mr. Hollenbeck said the elevation is very flat by the Tiber channel and the 
Patapsco in the existing location. Mr. Roth said it does not seem that 2000 cubic feet per second is 
possible through channel deepening, expansion or sediment clearing.  
 
Mr. Roth asked if there were other retention projects on New Cut that did not make it into the Safe and 
Sound Plan. Mr. Hollenbeck referenced the storage project on New Cut that was conceptually discussed 
by the Army Corps. He said it would include a large dam at the intersection of New Cut and College 
Avenue and close New Cut to traffic and dam the New Cut upstream of that. He said the County did not 
think that was viable and would have precluded New Cut Road from ever being reopened. Mr. Roth 
asked how much that would have assisted conveyance. Mr. Hollenbeck did not know the exact answer 
as the Army Corps did not run number. Mr. Hollenbeck explained it would have been a 60-foot-high dam 
that they didn’t think would be approved by the Maryland Department of the Environment, and did not 
run numbers. Mr. Roth said the natural stream banks are a historic element, so there is a downside to 
building a 60-foot-high dam. Mr. Reich asked Mr. Hollenbeck additional questions about the 60-foot 
dam and the North Tunnel.  Mr. Hollenbeck explained the concerns if the dam structure failed and the 
water came rushing down to Main Street. 
 
Ms. Zoren asked what happened to the Lot D expansion that was originally proposed.  Mr. Hollenbeck 
said the Lot D project was originally intended to slow the conveyance of water, but once the North 
Tunnel project was included, the water that would have been captured by Lot D would instead be 
directed into the tunnel, so the project was not needed anymore. Ms. Zoren asked if the County has 
explored any structural underground stormwater vaults, such as under the Lot D parking lot or 
elsewhere in the area. Mr. Hollenbeck said there were a number looked at in the West End, but the 
amount of storage needed is equivalent to an 80-story building placed on Lot F. He explained the 
amount of underground storage needed to reduce water levels and velocity is so large there is nowhere 
to put it.  
 
Mr. Shad asked if there was any better sense of timelines for completion of the Section 106 and CSX 
processes. Mr. Hollenbeck explained the remaining steps in Section 106 process and said it could be 
completed in the range of 3 months. Mr. Hollenbeck said that for CSX, that agreement is a work in 
progress and the County has received comments from them and DPW is working on responses to send 
back. The CSX agreement is out of the County’s control and DPW will have to provide final engineering 
designs to resolve CSX comments.  
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Mr. Shad asked about the status of the streetscape design. Mr. Hollenbeck said that DPW has allocated 
funding to the final streetscape designs and there will be an internal meeting next week to brainstorm 
public engagement. The design process will start with the selection of a consultant over the summer and 
fall. Mr. Shad said it would be about 6 months at the earliest and Mr. Hollenbeck agreed. 
 
Closing Arguments  
Mr. Hollenbeck provided a background on the 2016 and 2018 floods. He said this past year has included 
14 flash flood watches and 2 flash flood warnings. He explained that Ellicott Mills was founded in this 
area to utilize the water for power. He said the County cannot ignore the increased weather or 
uniqueness of Ellicott City, which makes it susceptible to flash flooding. Mr. Hollenbeck said the 
development of the open space will be driven by the Ellicott City Watershed Master Plan and the Ellicott 
City Design Guidelines. He asked the Commission to allow the buildings of unusual importance to be 
removed as it will be a substantial benefit to the County as there has been an economic impact in the 
past due to the flash flooding. He said the retention of the four structures is a threat to public safety in 
the event of a comparable or worse storm event. This application is a preservation project to preserve 
the long-term viability of Ellicott City. 
 
Mr. McKenna said the application before the Commission was premature and was putting the cart in 
front of the horse. He said the Section 106 and CSX status are non-answer answers, and that the County 
can only tell the Commission it is a work in progress. He explained the national historic preservation 
community is watching and the community that elected Ms. Walsh is watching. Mr. McKenna said they 
would like to rebut the line of argument that nothing in the code requires the Commission to wait until 
the Section 106 process is over. He explained that just as the Code does not require the Commission to 
wait, it does not prohibit the Commission from waiting until these processes are concluded and a better 
inventory of information is before the Commission. He said the loss of the buildings would cause great 
damage to the character and integrity of the historic district. 
 
Mr. Hurewitz discussed the amount of possible sediment in the Patapsco, the removal of which he 
found would lower the level of the Tiber. He echoed Mr. McKenna’s sentiment about the application 
being premature as there are things that have not been considered. Mr. Hurewitz referenced sections of 
the Guidelines regarding demolitions. He said he is trying to preserve a portion of the Phoenix building. 
He referenced the Commission’s Rules of Procedures and relocating the structure and alternatives to 
demolition. Mr. Hurewitz stated the County has not given any thought to keeping a portion of 8049 
Main Street or relocating it. Mr. Hurewitz reviewed parts of the Code with the Commission.  
 
The hearing was continued to March 11, 2021 at 7:00 pm. 
 
 
Mr. Shad moved to adjourn the meeting at 11:25 pm. Mr. Roth seconded. The motion was unanimously 
approved. 
 
*Chapter and page references are from the Ellicott City or Lawyers Hill Historic District Design 
Guidelines. 
 
 
  
Allan Shad, Chair 
 
  
Beth Burgess, Executive Secretary 

  
Samantha Holmes, Preservation Planner 
 
  
Kaitlyn Harvey, Recording Secretary 
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March Minutes 

Thursday, March 4, 2021; 7:00 p.m. 

The March meeting of the Historic Preservation Commission was held on Thursday, March 4, 2021. Due 
to the State of Emergency and to adhere to social distancing measures, the meeting was not held at 
3430 Court House Drive, Ellicott City, but was conducted as a virtual web meeting/conference call.  

No one registered or otherwise contacted the Commission about testifying for any of the following 
applications.  

Ms. Holmes made a few technical corrections to the minutes. Ms. Zoren moved to approve the February 
4, 2021 minutes. Mr. Roth seconded. The motion was unanimously approved.  

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

Staff present: Beth Burgess, Samantha Holmes, Lewis Taylor 

PLAN FOR APPROVAL 

Regular Agenda 
1. HPC-19-21c, MA-19-33c, MA-19-48c – 8472 Hill Street, Ellicott City
2. HPC-21-05 – 3774 Old Columbia Pike, Ellicott City
3. HPC-21-06 - 8328 Court Avenue, Ellicott City
4. HPC-21-07 - 3725 Park Avenue/8324 Court Avenue, Ellicott City
5. HPC-21-08 – 9140 Washington Street, Savage, HO-219

OTHER BUSINESS 
1. Section 106 Review - EBI Project #6121000270, 2179 Warwick Way, Marriottsville

HOWARD COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 
ELLICOTT CITY HISTORIC DISTRICT  LAWYERS HILL HISTORIC DISTRICT 
3430 Court House Drive  Ellicott City, Maryland 21043 

Administered by the Department of Planning and Zoning 
VOICE 410-313-2350 

FAX 410-313-3042 
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REGULAR AGENDA 
 
 
HPC-19-21c, MA-19-33c, MA-19-48c – 8472 Hill Street, Ellicott City 
Applicant: Greg Busch 
 
Request: The Applicant, Greg Busch, requests Final Tax Credit approval for repairs made at 8472 Hill 
Street, Ellicott City. 
 
Background and Site Description: This property is located in the Ellicott City Historic District. According 
to SDAT, the building on the property dates to 1872. The Applicant was pre-approved for tax credits in 
the following cases:  

1) HPC-19-21c – Renovation of the front brick stoop and knee walls, replacement with gray granite 
steps and repairing damaged stucco. 

2) MA-19-33c – Replace rotten wood on the porch. 
3) MA-19-48c – Repaint stucco on house to match existing color. 

 
Scope of Work: The application states that $19,616.43 was spent on repairs to the house. The Applicant 
seeks $4,904.11 in final tax credits. The documentation provided shows that checks in the amount of 
$17,150 were written to Straight Forward Home Improvement, but the estimates provided only show 
work proposed to cost $12,050. The Applicant indicated via email to staff that there were change orders 
required, which increased the cost of the work and the contractor was unable to access those invoices 
to provide to the Applicant. The Applicant has instead provided a signed statement from the 
homeowner and contractor verifying the cost of the work and all payments made. 
 
The work complies with that pre-approved and the cancelled checks and other documentation total the 
requested amount. 
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC approve the final tax credit as submitted 
for $4,904.11 in final tax credits.  
 
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Greg Busch. Mr. Shad asked if Mr. Busch had any comments on the staff 
report. Mr. Busch had no additional comments. Ms. Tennor stated the documentation supported the tax 
credit application. The other Commission members agreed and had no questions. 
 
Motion: Ms. Tennor moved to approve the application as submitted for a final tax credit in the amount 
of $4,904.11. Mr. Reich seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
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HPC-21-05 – 3774 Old Columbia Pike, Ellicott City 
Applicant: Jason Manelli  
 
Request: The Applicant, Jason Manelli, request a 
Certificate of Approval to install a fence at 3774 Old 
Columbia Pike, Ellicott City. 
 
Background and Site Description: This property is 
located in the Ellicott City Historic District. According to 
SDAT, the building on the property dates to 1899.  
 
The property is located on Old Columbia Pike, but also 
backs up to Parking Lot D. 
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant proposes to construct a 
4-foot tall wooden picket fence, painted white, along 
the rear and sides of the property facing Parking Lot D.  
 
The fence would have the dog-eared profile and be 
constructed of pressure treated lumber. There would 
be two single gates at two different locations in the 
fence line, as shown in the plan in Figure 2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Figure 1 - Property location. 

Figure 2 - Dotted line shows fence location and solid line shows 
gate locations. 

Figure 3 - White dotted line shows approximate fence location. 
Figure 4 - Proposed dog-eared fence style, fence to be painted 
white. 
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HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations: 
 
Chapter 9.D: Landscape and Site Elements; Walls, Fences, Terraces, Walkways and Driveways 

1) Chapter 9.D recommends, “Install open fencing, generally not more than five feet high, of wood 
or dark metal. Use closed wood fences only for side and rear yards in areas where a precedent 
exists. Construct closed wood fences of painted vertical boards, with straight or angled rather 
than scalloped tops.” 

 
The proposed fence style, consisting of a painted picket fence, complies with the Guideline 
recommendations. There is also a precedent for picket fences in the direct vicinity. There is a white 
picket fence at the rear of 3748 Old Columbia Pike facing Parking Lot D (across the Roussey Lane Parking 
Lot D exit). 
 
Hardwood is typically better suited for painting, rather than pressure treated wood. In October 2020, 
the Commission approved the construction of a pressure treated fence to be stained and last month 
approved the construction of an oak fence to be painted white.  
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC approve the fence design and location as 
submitted, but determine if the pressure treated wood is appropriate for painting. If determined to be 
appropriate, staff recommends the HPC approve the use of pressure treated wood to be painted white.  
 
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Jason Manelli. Mr. Shad asked if Mr. Manelli had any comments on the 
staff report. Mr. Manelli explained they were proposing the wood type recommended by the contractor. 
The Commission did not have any questions and found the picket fence was appropriate in this location. 
Mr. Reich recommend using a treated wood, which would last the longest. He said that using a solid 
white stain is the most appropriate treatment for the pressure treated wood. Ms. Zoren said the white 
color compliments the white wood trim on the house. Mr. Shad asked if the posts were square top. Mr. 
Manelli said the tops will be crowned.  
 
Motion: Ms. Tennor moved to approve as submitted with the use of a solid white stain on the pressure 
treated wood. Mr. Roth seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
 
HPC-21-06 – 8328 Court Avenue, Ellicott City 
Applicant: Shawn Gladden, Howard County Historical Society 
 
Request: The Applicant, Shawn Gladden, requests a Certificate of Approval to install a sign at 8328 Court 
Avenue, Ellicott City. 
 
Background and Site Description: This property is located in the Ellicott City Historic District. According 
to SDAT the building on the property dates to 1899. The building is also listed on the Howard County 
Historic Sites Inventory as HO-50, the First Presbyterian Church, now the Howard County Historical 
Society. The Inventory form notes the church “was begun in Ellicott City in 1842 and finished in 1844. A 
need for space once again forced the church to make changes in 1893, but this time they decided to 
renovate and enlarge their sanctuary. During excavations in the basement in April the front of the 
building collapsed. Architect George Archer of Baltimore was called upon for a consultation and it was 
decided to pull down the walls and rebuild from scratch…The church was essentially complete for its 
dedication on the 23rd of December 1893.” 
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The sign shown in Figure 5 below appears to have been replaced by the sign shown in Figure 6.  The sign 
in Figure 6 was not approved by the HPC and will require retroactive approval. This application is not for 
the retroactive approval of this sign; however, the Commission has typically required outstanding issues 
be resolved prior to approving new alterations.  

Scope of Work: The Applicant proposes to install one freestanding sign, to be 18 inches high, by 32 inches 
wide for a total of 4 square feet. The background of the sign will be off-white and there will be lavender 
text and border. The sign will be a cast aluminum sign on a 7-foot aluminum pole. The sign will be located 
in front of the solid portion of wall, shown in Figures 7 and 8, and will not be in front of the window.  The 
sign is a historical marker commemorating the leading Ellicott City suffragist who lived on Main Street.  
 
The sign will read on 7 lines: 
VOTES FOR WOMEN 
LAURA BYRNE 1855-1938 
ELLICOTT CITY SUFFRAGIST 
LED LOCAL CAMPAIGN AS 
PRESIDENT OF HOWARD COUNTY 
JUST GOVERNMENT LEAGUE. 
WILLIAM G. POMEROY FOUNDATION 2020 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 5 - Google Streetview August 2018 Figure 6 - Image from current 
application showing existing sign. 

Figure 7 - Location of proposed sign on right side. 
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HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations: 
 
Chapter 11.D: Signs; Traffic, Directional and Other Public Signage 

1) Chapter 11.D recommends: 
a. “Use directional and informational signs conservatively, in locations that will maximize 

their effectiveness. Limit the number of freestanding poles to minimize streetscape 
clutter.” 

b. “Design signs of a particular type (e.g., all street name signs or all signs directing visitors 
to parking areas or public buildings) with a consistent style, lettering, size, color and 
logo.” 

c. “When possible, mount signs on existing poles, or poles of a traditional design and 
material.” 
 

The proposed information/historical sign will be similar to the historic building plaques in design, but 
will not match in material and color as the historic building plaques are bronze. This appears to be the 
only sign of this design and style in the District. While the purple/lavender tones are unusual for signs in 
the district, the colors will be complimentary to the blue tones in the granite stone on the museum 
building.  
 
The sign will not utilize an existing pole, but will be installed on its own 7 foot pole, which will match the 
sign in color and material. The area proposed for the signage does not contain any other signs. 
 

Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC determine if the application complies 
with the Guidelines, and approve, modify or deny accordingly. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Shawn Gladden. Mr. Shad asked if Mr. Gladden had any comments on the 
staff report. Mr. Gladden clarified he was representing the Howard County Historical Society. Ms. Zoren 
asked why the sign pole was 7 feet tall and whether it was intended for pedestrian or vehicular traffic. 
Mr. Gladden did not know why the pole was 7 feet tall, but explained they were awarded the sign from 
the Pomeroy Foundation and the specs are from the Pomeroy Foundation so all of their historical 
marker signs have the same format throughout the country.  

Figure 9 - Example of Pomeroy Foundation 
Women's Suffrage marker. Please note this text 
does not represent the proposed sign, just the 
style, design and color. 

Figure 8 - Sign to be located in front of 
solid portion of wall, not window. 
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Mr. Gladden explained that they originally wanted this sign to be installed on Main Street where Ms. 
Byrne lived, but the location will work well outside the Museum of History, next to the new Children’s 
Museum, as part of their interpretative programming. Mr. Roth expressed concern with the location of 
the sign, which was not directly tied to this location and the potential for future unrelated signs at this 
location. He did not find the location complied with the Guidelines. Mr. Reich thought adjacent to the 
courthouse with the suffrage movement is an appropriate location. 
 
The Commission discussed the existing Historical Society sign and Mr. Gladden said he would submit a 
retroactive application for that sign.  
 
Ms. Tennor said the Pomeroy Foundation website has a lot of historic figures and signs. She said the 
color of the cast plaques for suffragists are designated by the Pomeroy Foundation to be the lilac color, 
but asked if the pole color could be modified. Mr. Gladden did not think the pole had to be lilac and the 
Commission discussed options, such as a black pole which is commonly used in Ellicott City. 
 
Motion: Mr. Reich moved to approve as submitted with a black pole instead of lilac. The Commission 
will approve conditional on the approval of the other Historic Society Museum sign. Ms. Tennor 
seconded. Mr. Roth opposed based on the Guidelines because of the proposed location of the sign. The 
motion was approved 4 to 1. 
 
 
HPC-21-07 – 3725 Park Avenue/8324 Court Avenue, Ellicott City 
Applicant: Shawn Gladden, Howard County Historical Society 
 
Request: The Applicant, Shawn Gladden, requests a Certificate of Approval to install a sign at 3725 Park 
Avenue (aka 8324 Court Avenue as the building fronts both streets), Ellicott City. 
 
Background and Site Description: This property is located in the Ellicott City Historic District. This 
building is listed in the Howard County Historic Sites Inventory as HO-285, the Weir House/Ellicott’s 
Second School Building and is dated to circa 1812.   
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant proposes to install one freestanding post and panel style sign, to be 
located in the front yard between the two museums. The sign was designed to replicate the sign in front 
of the Museum of Howard County History next door at 8328 Court Avenue (as noted in HPC-21-06, the 
museum sign at 8328 Court Avenue has not been approved). The sign will stand approximately 8 feet 
back in the grass from the roadway. The color scheme is designed to match the logo designed for the 
upcoming EC 250 commemoration.  
 
The sign maker summarized the construction for the sign to include: “The sign material is 3mm Dibond 
with a digitally printed graphic. That panel will be mounted to a 3/4” wood panel that stands between 
two wooden posts.  The posts are 3.5” x 3.5” and the posts are 6 foot high.  The sign itself is 48 inches 
wide by 60 inches high.”  
 
The Applicant indicated via email that the sign will be temporary until the museum opens in April 2022, 
and they are designing a permanent sign that will replace this one, next year. 
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HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations: 
 
Chapter 11.A: Signs; General Guidelines 

1) Chapter 11.A recommends: 
a. “Use simple, legible words and graphics.” 
b. “Keep letters to a minimum and the message brief and to the point.” 
c. “Emphasize the identification of the establishment, rather than an advertising message 

on the face of the sign.” 
 

The proposed sign does not comply with the above recommendations. The sign is divided into three 
horizonal sections and each has a significant amount of text.  
 
The middle panel announces the name of the building, with a tagline, two graphics and an additional 
description below it. The graphics appear to be a photo of the front of the building and possible a floor 
plan, but it is not discernable. 
 
The bottom panel contains two logos, one of the Historical Society and the other for EC 250 and then 
contains text advertising sponsorship opportunities. 
 

2) Chapter 11.A recommends: 
a. “Use a minimum number of colors, generally no more than three. Coordinate sign colors 

with the colors used in the building façade.” 
b.  “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 not 
excessively bulky.” 

 

Figure 10 - Proposed sign. 
Figure 11 - Proposed sign location between 
buildings. 
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The application generally complies with the recommendation to use a minimum number of colors, 
generally no more than three as the main sign colors are red, blue and white. Additional sign colors are 
visible in the logos found in the third panel. 
 
The sign posts will be wood, which complies with the Guidelines, but the primary sign material is wood, 
covered by Dibond graphic.  
 
Chapter 11.B.5: Signs; Commercial Buildings, Freestanding Signs 

3) Chapter 11.B.5 recommends, “to respect the pedestrian scale, limit the size of a freestanding 
sign to four to six square feet in area.” 

 
The proposed sign exceeds the recommended limit, as it will be 22 square feet. 
 

Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC determine if the application complies 
with the Guidelines and approve, modify or deny accordingly. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Gladden was already sworn in. Ms. Zoren said she was concerned with the overall 
square footage being so large and not adhering to the Guidelines, even though the sign would be 
temporary. She explained the sign has a lot of words, more than the Guidelines recommend. Ms. Zoren 
discussed the Guideline recommendation for freestanding signs to be 4 to 6 square feet.  Mr. Taylor 
cited page 85 from the Guidelines, about freestanding signs required to have at least 40 linear feet of 
frontage and said a permit was also needed from the Department of Inspections, Licenses and Permits. 
 
Ms. Tennor said it was more of a project sign, promoting something from a commercial standpoint. She 
said the sign would benefit from eliminating some of the subtext and keeping the important information 
like the opening date, the Children’s Museum name and the sponsors. She suggested removing the 
architectural building plan because it was difficult to see.   
 
Mr. Gladden explained there is a lot of verbiage on the sign because it was supposed to advertise the 
opening of the school museum and the EC250 event. He explained there is a lot of pedestrian traffic that 
will see the sign. He explained the EC250 celebration was going to kick-off from this building. Mr. 
Gladden said the permanent sign will be scaled back, in keeping to the time period with just the 
Children’s Museum name.  
 
Mr. Roth said the sign should be reworked to follow the Guidelines and currently has too much 
information and is an advertising message.  
 
Mr. Taylor asked the Applicant if he wanted to amend the application to Advisory and Mr. Gladden 
agreed. He asked for advice on redesigning the size of the sign. Mr. Taylor said staff can assist with the 
Guideline recommendations that would apply to the sign. Ms. Holmes asked for additional feedback 
from the Commission. 
 
Mr. Gladden said he is also on the EC250 committee and they are trying to figure out how to market 
that event as well and though they could combine it with this sign. He understands the EC250 
advertising might not work on this sign and he would work with staff on the redesign.  
 
The Commission discussed temporary signs, the relevance and size. Mr. Roth referenced the Guidelines 
regarding banners for a grand opening of an establishment or event, which he found pertinent to the 
opening of the Children’s Museum. The Commission suggested Mr. Gladden work with Staff to scale the 
sign down and scale back the content to meet more of the requirements. Ms. Burgess asked for the 
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Commission’s feedback on the size of the sign. Mr. Taylor provided relevant background from previous 
approvals referenced some of the storefront murals that have been mounted on Main Street, which 
were contingent on being permanent. He said there has been flexibility when the signs are temporary in 
nature, and not mounted to a historic building that might cause damage.   
 
Motion: There was no motion, as the case was amended to Advisory Comments. 
 
 
HPC-21-08 – 9140 Washington Street, Savage, HO-219 
Applicant: Karen Pitsley 
 
Request: The Applicant, Karen Pitsley, requests Advisory Comments for the site development plan 
triggered by the building alterations at 9140 Washington Street, Savage. 
 
Background and Site Description: This building is listed on the Howard County Historic Sites Inventory as 
HO-219, Masonic Hall/Solomon’s Lodge. The building is also located in the Savage National Register 
District (HO-42), although it is not a local historic district. The Inventory form indicates the building dates 
to 1897.  
 
The original windows, as described and shown in the Inventory form, were double hung 4:4 lights. The 
Inventory form provides the following summary on the building and its history:  
 
 “The Masonic Hall stands at the northwest corner of Washington and Fair Streets facing west. It 
 is a three-bay wide, five bay deep, two story high, gabled roof (running east-west) brick 
 structure with square brick exterior chimneys, whose tops are decorated with corbeled brick 
 belt courses set into each side of its north and south elevations. 
 
 The building is Italianate in style with its scrolled, coupled brackets along the overhanging 
 eaves, its round-headed windows with elaborate arched brick hood moldings and decorative 
 horizontal brick belt courses. Entrances are located in the north bay of the west wall and the 
 second east bay of the south wall. Circular windows are inset into the "A" of the gabled roof 
 decorated with lintels similar to those decorating windows and entrances.  
 
 Constructed in 1897 by the Savage Manufacturing Company to serve the social needs of the 
 Savage Mill Village, it served as a community hall, hosting various dinners and gatherings of 
 various kinds. For years Solomon's Lodge No. 12 rented the second floor as a Masonic Temple 
 Room and circa 1950, after the sale of the Savage Mill to Mr. Winer, bought the property. In 
 1971 a general renovation of the Temple Room was undertaken in memory of the late State 
 Senator, Dr. Frank Shipley, who served for many years as company doctor for the Savage Mill.” 
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Figure 12 - Existing conditions on the corner of Washington and 
Fair Street. Photo from application form. 

Figure 13 – Photo circa 1977 from HO-219 Inventory form. 
View from Washington Street Figure 14 - Existing conditions, front facade at Fair 

Street. Photo from application form. 

Figure 15 - Proposed addition on Washington Street, 
changing the front orientation of the building. 
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Figure 16 - West elevation, Fair Street 

Figure 17 - South Elevation, Washington Street 
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Scope of Work: The Applicant proposes exterior alterations/additions that have triggered a site 
development plan, thus requiring Advisory Comments from the Commission. The proposed alterations 
include reorienting the front of the building from Fair Street to Washington Street through the addition 
of a large gabled portico on Washington Street. The portico will contain a ramp, two sets of stairs, Ionic 
capitol on the columns, ornate entablature and a set of double doors. The pediment above the 
entablature will be smaller and less bulky than the entablature and will utilize the same bracket detail  
on the existing building. The portico will sit within the area between chimney stacks. The windows, 
which have been filled in or altered to 1:1, will be replaced with a 9:9 pattern.  
 
HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations:  
 
Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation 
 
Standard 2 – “The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of 
distinctive materials or alteration of features, spaces and spatial relationships that characterize a 
property shall be avoided.” 
 
Standard 3 – “Each property shall be recognized as a physical record of its time, place and use. Changes 
that create a false sense of historical development, such as adding conjectural features or elements from 
other historic properties, shall not be undertaken.” 
 
Standard 6 – “Deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity of 
deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature shall match the old in design, 
color, texture and, where possible, materials. Replacement of missing features shall be substantiated by 
documentary and physical evidence.” 
 
Standard 9 – “New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy historic 
materials, features and spatial relationships that characterize the property. The new work shall be 
differentiated from the old and shall be compatible with the historic materials, features, size, scale and 
proportion, and massing to protect the integrity of the property and its environment.” 
 
This application is before the Commission for Advisory Comments. Overall, the proposed addition and 
alterations, specifically the addition of the large portico and the changes on the windows from a historic 
4:4 light pattern to a 9:9 pattern, do not comply with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for 
Rehabilitation. The alterations change the overall orientation, aesthetic and character of the building. 
The application references a platform on the Washington Street side of the building that was visible in a 
1977 Inventory photo. This platform leads to the current front door. However, there does not appear to 
be any other information on this platform or potential former porch. The proposed addition (portico, 
pediment, columns and capitals) is not based on historical evidence, other than the knowledge of the 
platform that exists on the Washington Street side of the building. The County Architectural Historian 
would be interested to further document the building and update the Inventory form prior to 
construction taking place. 
 
The addition of the ramps will support ADA accessibility. While the portico does not appear historically 
appropriate, it does nicely integrate the ramps into the design of the building. 
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC provide advice on the proposed addition 
and recommends the HPC encourage the applicant to allow the County Architectural Historian an 
opportunity to document the building prior to construction.  
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Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Karen Pitsley, Nicole Butcher and Anthony Peake. Ms. Butcher presented 
the project and said they were creating an addition and renovation to the building for ADA accessibility 
and wanted to integrate a ramp into the front of the building on Washington Street. She explained that 
they took into consideration the window recommendation and will be doing the 4 over 4 light windows.  
 
Mr. Reich discussed the historical orientation of the building. Ms. Pitsley said in 1897 Washington Street 
was the main entrance when it was a schoolhouse and it had a front porch, but she was not aware of 
the date when the porch was abandoned. Mr. Reich said the difference between the addition and the 
historic part of the building should be clear, and the addition should not overpower the historic part, but 
at the same time they should look compatible. Mr. Reich asked if it was all meant to look historic. Ms. 
Butcher said the project will reuse the brackets from the Washington Street side, which are being 
removed because of the addition. They are using painted brick for the addition, which will be similar to 
the historic brick, but not an exact match. 
 
Mr. Reich discussed the ionic capitals and columns. Mr. Peake said that the ionic capitals and columns 
are a representation of Kings Solomon’s temple so it was related to the Masonics. He said the columns 
also support the roof to accommodate a covered porch for the ADA ramp. He explained the progression 
of the design of the ramps as they researched ADA compliance and the clearances needed. Mr. Peake 
said he was not able to find a picture prior to 1977 to see what the porch would have looked like. The 
picture from 1977 shows the remnants of a porch foundation.  
 
Mr. Reich said that overall it was a good solution by matching the slope of the roof, trying to match the 
details by reusing the corbels, and incorporating the ADA ramp. Mr. Reich stated the columns look like 
they should be doubled up because the porch span looks wide. Mr. Reich said the ionic columns should 
be made out of wood or a composite material and have true entasis and not just the standard straight 
and tapered. Mr. Peake said the columns may be a larger diameter to improve the scale. 
 
Mr. Roth said the building is an intact Italianate building from the late 1800s and recommended against 
adding the portico with columns, which are not of the same architectural style as the historic building. 
He agreed with moving the main front to Washington Street, but suggested they add a porch for the 
ramp in the same scale as the original porch and Italianate in style, instead of the overwhelmingly large 
gable and portico. He recommended they work with the current style of the building. Mr. Roth noted 
that the mass of the addition was nearly as big as the original building. 
 
Ms. Zoren agreed with the previous comments and approved of the change to use 4 over 4 light 
windows. Ms. Zoren referenced the Secretary of the Interior Standards and said that an addition 
shouldn’t overpower the existing structure and should look like an addition. She said the scale of the 
new front porch is going to overpower this building. She said the Commission does not like to see 
original historic features masked; in looking at Washington Street there are two brick chimneys that are 
symmetrical on that façade, but the addition and portico hide those original features. She suggested 
considering a one-story porch, which would fit better and allow the original features to show and 
maintain the simple lines of the building. Ms. Zoren said the gable is out of place. She encouraged the 
Applicant to research columns on Italianate buildings, which are typically square with brackets holding 
up a single-story porch. She suggested making the addition and the porch smaller. She said that where 
the portico ridge line hits the main roof ridge line should be smaller and more subservient to the main 
roof form. Even a small reduction in size would help the chimneys be seen and help the main 
architecture of the building be respected. She agreed that reorienting the building entrance makes 
sense. 
 
 



15 
 

Ms. Tennor agreed with the other Commissioners, noting the Greek revival portico on the Italianate 
style building changes the historic character of the building. She suggested making the portico a smaller 
Italianate style, showcasing the chimney and the brackets to be more in keeping with the historic 
character of the building. 
 
Mr. Shad recommended scaling the addition down a third in size and to consider a one or one and half 
story porch addition, so it does not take away from the rest of the building and look like an original 
historic design. He agreed the chimneys were lost with this size of addition.  
 
The Applicants agreed that the County’s architectural historian could inventory the building in advance 
of the alterations.  
 
Motion: There was no motion as the application was for Advisory Comments.  
 
 

OTHER BUSINESS 
1. Section 106 Review – Additional Information on EBI Project #6121000270, Turf Valley - Waverly 

Woods, 2179 Warwick Way (Lot A-1), Marriottsville, Howard County, Maryland. 
 
The Commission considered the response letter and discussed the new information provided. The 
Commission determined the images in the response were misleading because of the height of a mature 
hardwood compared to a 135-foot tower. The photos provided were inaccurate and not realistic for the 
existing setting. The Commission noted all of the photos provided were taken in the season where all 
the leaves were still on the trees and not in the winter where the lack of evergreen or buffers would 
make that tower visible. The Commission determined their original comment that the tower would have 
an adverse effect on Waverly Mansion was still accurate and they request further mitigation be 
considered, such as relocating the tower further away from the historic setting, a reduction in height or 
some other mitigation take place to preserve the historic setting and viewshed of the Waverly Mansion. 
 
Ms. Tennor requested adding the Pratt Bridge to the next monthly meeting so that the Commission can 
discuss the project. It will be added to the April 1, 2021 meeting agenda. 
 
 

Mr. Shad moved to adjourn the meeting at 8:58 pm. Mr. Reich seconded. The motion was unanimously 
approved.  
 
*Chapter and page references are from the Ellicott City or Lawyers Hill Historic District Design 
Guidelines. 
 
 
  
Allan Shad, Chair 
 
  
Beth Burgess, Executive Secretary 
 
  
Samantha Holmes, Preservation Planner 



1 
 

 
 
 
 
 

March Minutes 
 

Thursday, March 11, 2021; 7:00 p.m. 
A public meeting of the Historic Preservation Commission was held on Thursday, March 11, 2021. Due to 
the State of Emergency and to adhere to social distancing measures, the meeting was not held at 3430 
Court House Drive, Ellicott City, but was conducted as a virtual web meeting/conference call. 
 
Ms. Tennor moved to approve the February 11, 2021 minutes. Mr. Roth seconded. The motion was 
unanimously approved.  
 
Members present:  Allan Shad, Chair; Eileen Tennor, Vice-Chair; Drew Roth, Secretary; Bruno Reich; 

Erica Zoren 
 
Staff present:   Beth Burgess, Samantha Holmes, Lewis Taylor   
 
 

 
 
PLAN FOR APPROVAL 
 
Regular Agenda 

1. HPC-20-83 – 8049, 8055, 8059, 8061 (Tiber Park) and 8069 Main Street; Vicinity of Maryland 
Avenue and Main Street; Vicinity of 3711 Maryland Avenue along Patapsco River, Ellicott City – 
continued from December 3, 2020; January 14, 2021 and February 11, 2021. 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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

 VOICE 410-313-2350  

FAX 410-313-3042 
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HPC-20-83 – 8049, 8055, 8059, 8061 (Tiber Park) and 8069 Main Street; Vicinity of Maryland Avenue 
and Main Street; Vicinity of 3711 Maryland Avenue along Patapsco River, Ellicott City – continued 
from December 3, 2020; January 14, 2021 and February 11, 2021 
Applicant: Robert Z. Hollenbeck, Howard County Department of Public Works 
 
Request: The Applicant, Robert Z. Hollenbeck on behalf of the Howard County Department of Public 
Works, requests a Certificate of Approval for the demolition of buildings at 8049, 8055, 8059, and 8069 
Main Street, the demolition of a bridge at 8061 Main Street (Tiber Park); and alterations in the Vicinity 
of Maryland Avenue and Main Street, Vicinity of 3711 Maryland Avenue along Patapsco River, Ellicott 
City for construction of an enhanced floodplain and culvert. 
 
This report is divided into in six sections: 

1) HPC-20-83a – 8049 Main Street, Ellicott City (Phoenix building) 
2) HPC-20-83b – 8055 Main Street, Ellicott City (Discoveries building) 
3) HPC-20-83c – 8059 Main Street, Ellicott City (Easton and Sons/Bean Hollow Building) 
4) HPC-20-83d – 8061 Main Street, Ellicott City (Tiber Park bridge) 
5) HPC-20-83e – 8069 Main Street, Ellicott City (Great Panes building) 
6) HPC-20-83f – Vicinity of Maryland Avenue and Main Street, Vicinity of 3711 Maryland Avenue 

along Patapsco River, Ellicott City for the construction of expanded terraced floodplain/culvert 
and associated components. 

 
Background and Site Description: The December 3, 2020; January 14, 2021 and February 11, 2021 
agenda and staff report addendum for case HPC-20-83 are incorporated by reference.  
 
This report will reference various Addendums to the Staff Report. A full list of the Addendums will 
include:  
Addendum 1 – 8049 Main Street 2020 Updated Historical Information  
Addendum 2 – 8049 Main Street Inventory  
Addendum 3 – 8049 Main Street Photos 
Addendum 4 – 8055 Main Street Historical Information 
Addendum 5 – 8055 Main Street Photos 
Addendum 6 – 8059 Main Street Historical Information 
Addendum 7– 8059 Main Street Photos 
Addendum 8 – 8061 Main Street (Tiber Park bridge) Photos 
Addendum 9 – 8069 Main Street Historical Information 
Addendum 10 – 8069 Main Street Photos 
Addendum 11 – 3711 Maryland Avenue Inventory 
Addendum 12 – Minutes HPC-18-46, September 2018 Meeting 
Addendum 13 – Minutes HPC-19-48, October 2019 Meeting 
Addendum 14 – Minutes HPC-20-74, October 2020 Meeting 
 
These properties are all located in the Ellicott City Historic District. The buildings have the following 
dates of construction: 

1) 8049 Main Street (Phoenix) – Brick building circa 1851, frame building circa 1870s.  
a. Listed as HO-330 in the Howard County Inventory and the Maryland Inventory of 

Historic Properties.  
b. Updated 2020 Historical Information in Addendum 1 and Inventory in Addendum 2.  
c. Photos in Addendum 3. 

2) 8055 Main Street (Discoveries) – Block building circa 1920s-30s.  
a. Listed as HO-78-4, Valmas Restaurant, in the Maryland Inventory of Historic Properties  
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b. Additional historical information in Addendum 4.  
c. Photos in Addendum 5. 

3) 8059 Main Street (Easton and Sons/Bean Hollow) – Stone and frame building circa 1930s.  
a. Additional historical information in Addendum 6. 
b. Photos in Addendum 7. 

4) 8061 Main Street (Tiber Park bridge) – Previously existing historic building burned down in 1941, 
was demolished and converted to Tiber Park.  

a. Photos in Addendum 8. 
5) 8069 Main Street (Great Panes) – Stone building circa 1841, brick rebuilding potentially circa 

1885-1910. 
a. Listed as HO-78-2, Young-Buzby-Jones Store and Dwelling, in the Maryland Inventory of 

Historic Properties.  
b. Additional historical information in Addendum 9 
c. Photos in Addendum 10. 

6) 3711 Maryland Avenue (B&O Railroad Station) – Stone building circa 1830.  
a. Listed on the Howard County Historic Sites Inventory and the Maryland Inventory of 

Historic Properties as HO-71, Ellicott City B&O Railroad Station, Freight Building and 
Turntable. 

b. Individually listed as National Historic Landmark, November 1968. 
c. Contains a Maryland Historical Trust Easement.  
d. Inventory form in Addendum 11. 

 
The application provides a brief history of Ellicott City flooding and explains:  

“Throughout its history, Main Street and the Ellicott City Historic District have seen at least 15 
 significant flood events dating back to the 1700’s. Most recently, the community has seen two 
 major flash floods within the last four years. The most recent flash flood events have been 
 referred to as “top-down” flood events, whereas storm water runs from adjacent topography 
 through the Main Street area. “Top-down” flooding has occurred in Ellicott City throughout 
 history. These flood events cause significant damage, as the flood waters travel at a high 
 velocity, collecting anything in its path.” 
 
Scope of Work: The Department of Public Works is requesting a Certificate of Approval for demolition 
and other work related to the planned construction of the Maryland Avenue Culvert Project, to expand 
the Tiber River channel and install an underground culvert in the vicinity of Main Street and Maryland 
Avenue to increase capacity for stormwater flow to the Patapsco River. 
 
The application is for demolition and subsequent construction. The Applicant requests approval to 
demolish four buildings and a bridge located at: 
 

1) 8049 Main Street, Ellicott City (HPC-20-83a) – Phoenix building 
2) 8055 Main Street, Ellicott City (HPC-20-83b) – Discoveries building 
3) 8059 Main Street, Ellicott City (HPC-20-83c) – Easton and Son/Bean Hollow building 
4) 8061 Main Street, Ellicott City (HPC-20-83d) – Tiber Park bridge 
5) 8069 Main Street, Ellicott City (HPC-20-83e) – Great Panes building 

 
The Applicant also requests approval for the construction of the expanded terraced floodplain/culvert 
and associated components after the buildings are removed (HPC-20-83f), to include:  

6) Construct the expanded terraced floodplain/culvert. The expanded terraced floodplain/culvert 
will utilize the stone from the existing stream walls and stone salvaged from the building 
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demolition. The weir wall will be constructed using salvaged stone from Ellicott City. The 
imbricated stone spillway will also be constructed with stone. 

7) Install black metal fencing and black metal bollards along the expanded terraced 
floodplain/culvert. 

 
The application contains the following information:  
 “In order to facilitate the conveyance of water from the existing stream channel into the new 
 culvert, modifications to the stream channel walls and conveyance network are required, 
 referred to as the Terraced Floodplain. These modifications, along with the construction of the 
 culvert, necessitate the removal of four buildings. The removal of these four buildings will have 
 a significant positive impact on Lower Main Street. The remaining buildings along Main Street 
 will realize a significant impact in reduction of the risk of damage from flash floods. However, 
 the viewshed and streetscape at Lower Main Street will be altered from the way that most living 
 currently have experienced it. The decision to pursue demolition of these buildings was not 
 reached lightly. It is only through analysis of many projects and multiple plan iterations that the 
 request to remove these buildings is made.” 
 
A Certificate of Approval for any future streetscape work that is not part of Items 6 and 7 above will be 
required separate from this application. 
 
The application provides background information on the lower Main Street plan from the previous 
administration, which proposed the demolition of ten buildings along lower Main Street. The HPC 
provided Advisory Comments on this proposal in September 2018 in case HPC-18-46, found in 
Addendum 12. 
 
The application also explains that when County Executive Ball took office in late 2018, he announced the 
“EC Safe and Sound Plan” and by May 2019 selected the Option 3G7.0 to proceed with. This plan 
includes the preservation of six buildings previously proposed for demolition, the creation of the North 
Tunnel (not part of this application), the demolition of four buildings and the Maryland Avenue Culvert 
project. The application also contains information explaining how the flood mitigation projects work 
together to mitigate flash flooding. The application states that the Maryland Avenue Culvert project will 
provide significant additional storm water conveyance from the Tiber/Hudson Branch to the Patapsco 
River, while mitigating a significant constriction to flow. On October 3, 2019 the Applicant received 
Advisory Comments on the EC Safe and Sound Plan in case HPC-19-48. The minutes from this case are 
incorporated by reference and found in Addendum 13. 
 
On October 1, 2020, the Applicant received Advisory Comments on the Maryland Avenue Culvert Project 
and the demolition of the four lower Main Buildings at 8049, 8055, 8059 and 8069 Main Street in case 
HPC-20-74. The minutes from this case are incorporated by reference and found in Addendum 14. 
 
The application states that the Maryland Avenue Culvert project will provide significant additional storm 
water conveyance from the Tiber/Hudson Branch to the Patapsco River, while mitigating a significant 
constriction to flow. The application contains the following explanation:  
 “The Maryland Avenue Culvert project works by increasing the conveyance capacity for storm 
 water from the existing stream channel network out to the Patapsco River. Currently, the 
 capacity for storm water to drain from Main Street is limited by the capacity of the Oliver 
 Culvert, which parallels Main Street adjacent to its crossing underneath the railroad bridge. The 
 new culvert will consist of a reinforced concrete box culvert that will extend from the 
 approximate location of 8049 Main Street, below grade under Maryland Avenue, below the turn 
 table adjacent to the B&O Railroad Station and CSX Rail line, and out to the Patapsco River.” 
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The application also addresses how impacts to the B&O Station and Turntable will be monitored:  
 “To avoid impact to the B&O, turn table, or rail line, the section of culvert under this area will be 
 constructed using a ‘jack and bore’ construction technique. This is a process in which a jacking 
 pit will be excavated in Maryland Avenue, and the concrete structure will be hydraulically jacked 
 from the pit, below grade, out towards the river. To ensure the B&O, turn table, and rail line are 
 not impacted by this construction process, the design team has gathered subterranean data and 
 prescribed a series of engineering controls, including sensors, which will be monitored in real 
 time throughout the project.” 
 
Slide 16 from Attachment A in the Applicant’s submission shows the existing stream channel with the 
location of the proposed culvert: 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Slide 17 below from Attachment A in the Applicant’s submission shows the proposed stream channel 
with the proposed culvert and new terraced floodplain/new stream channel. The Applicant seeks 
approval for the construction of the expanded terraced floodplain/culvert/new stream channel as 
outlined in Items 6 and 7. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Figure 13 - Proposed terraced floodplain/culvert/expanded stream channel. 

Figure 12 - Existing conditions and proposed culvert. 
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HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations: 
 
The following Guidelines, Code provisions, and Rules of Procedure references below are excerpts, and 
are included for the Commission’s consideration in reviewing the application. Please refer to the actual 
documents for the full text.  
 
Ellicott City Historic District Design Guidelines; Chapter 12: Demolition and Relocation 

1) Chapter 12 states, “Demolition and relocation of any structure requires a Certificate of Approval 
from the Historic Preservation Commission. This requirement applies to structures such as 
retaining walls, sheds and garages as well as houses. Historic buildings are irreplaceable 
resources. Because their demolition will have a permanent detrimental effect on the historic 
district, the Commission will consider approving demolition only after all possible alternatives to 
preserve the structure are exhausted.” 

2) Chapter 12 states, “For any demolition or relocation, the treatment of the site after the removal 
of the structure and the new location and site design for a relocated building (if the location is 
within the historic district must also be approved by the Commission).” 

 
Rules of Procedure, Section 300, Demolition and Relocation of Structures in Historic Districts; General 

Section 300 states, “Demolition or relocation of any structure in an historic district requires a 
Certificate of Approval. The Certificate of Approval must include a plan for treatment of the site 
after the structure is removed. The Certificate of Approval must also include the new location for 
a relocated building if the location is within an historic district in Howard County.” 

 
Section 300 of the Commission’s Rules of Procedure provide information on the process for reviewing 
applications for demolitions in the historic district. The entire section is relevant to this Advisory 
application, and is incorporated by reference, rather than copying and pasting three pages of 
procedures. Please refer to the Rules of Procedure for full text.  
 
Rules of Procedure, Section 301, Demolition and Relocation of Structures in Historic Districts; Contents 
of Application 
Section 301 of the Rules of Procedure outlines the process and information needed in an application for 
demolition. Section 301 explains that documentary evidence must be submitted to support the 
demolition request and outlines the information that should be provided in an application. The Rules of 
Procedure also state that before the Commission acts on an application for demolition, they shall 
determine whether the building is a Structure of Unusual Importance, which is defined by Section 302. 

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

Section 302 states, “Before acting on an application for demolition or relocation, the Commission 
shall determine whether the structure is a Structure of Unusual Importance.” 
 
A. Structures of Unusual Importance are structures deemed by the Commission to be of unusual 

importance to the Nation, State or County, whose loss would cause great damage to the 
character and integrity of the historic district.  

B. Determination that a structure is a Structure of Unusual Importance shall be based on 
criteria in its adopted guidelines, the testimony of expert witnesses or other documentary 
evidence presented to the Commission.  

 
If the Commission determines the structure is a Structure of Unusual Importance, the process to be 
followed is described in Section 303 of the Rules, Demolition of Structures of Unusual Importance.  
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Rules of Procedure, Section 303, Demolition and Relocation of Structures in Historic Districts; 
Demolition of Structures of Unusual Importance [EXCERPT] 

... 
B. If the Commission determines the structure is a Structure of Unusual Importance, the 
following applies: 

 
1. The Commission may deny the application unless: 

a. The structure is a deterrent to a major improvement program which will 
be of substantial benefit to the County; or 

b. Retention of the structure would cause undue financial hardship to the 
owner; or 

c. Retention of the structure would not be in the interest of a majority of 
the persons in the community. 

 
2. The burden of proof is on the applicant to establish that one of the conditions 

cited in Rule 303.B.1 applies. 
 
3. If the applicant relies on Rule 303.B.1.b in order to meet the burden of 

establishing the need for demolition, the applicant must present documentary 
evidence of the cost of maintaining or relocating the structure, the estimated 
cost of the demolition, the estimated cost of restoring or stabilizing the building, 
all other financial information on which the applicant relies to establish financial 
hardship, and, if the applicant relies on evidence of the lack of structural 
integrity of the structure, a report on the structural integrity prepared by an 
engineer licensed in the State of Maryland, based on the engineer's in person 
observations of the interior and exterior of the structure. 

 
a. Costs that are estimated must be supported by written estimates by 

persons qualified to provide such estimates and in sufficient detail to 
permit the Commission to verify the reasonableness of the estimate. 
 

b. The Commission may find that retention of the structure would cause 
the applicant financial hardship if it determines that the building has 
been demolished by neglect or natural disaster and there is no feasible 
way to restore the building short of rebuilding. 

 
If the Commission determines the structure is not of Unusual Importance, the process to be followed is 
described in Section 304 of the Rules of Procedure, under Demolition of Other Structures. Section 304.A 
states that if the Commission determines the structure is not a Structure of Unusual Importance, they 
shall vote to approve or deny the application based on the standards in Section 16.607 of the Howard 
County Code and its adopted Guidelines. An excerpt from Section 16.607 is provided below. 
 
Section 16.607 – Standards for Review. 
(a) Elements for Consideration. In reviewing an application for a certificate of approval, the 
Commission shall give consideration to: 
 (1) The historic, architectural, or archeological value or significance of the structure and its 
 relationship to historic value of the surrounding area. 
 (2) The relationship of the exterior architectural features of such structure to the remainder 
 of the structure and to the surrounding area. 
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 (3) The general compatibility of exterior design, scale, proportion, arrangement, texture and 
 materials proposed to be used. 
 (4) Whether the requested action is necessary to protect against threats to public safety. 
 (5) Any other factors, including aesthetic factors, which the Commission deems to be 
 pertinent. 
 
Section 16.608 of the County Code contains information on Structures of Unusual Importance. An 
excerpt is provided below.  
 
Section 16.608(d), Structures of Unusual Importance 
(a)    Structure of Unusual Importance. In the case of an application for alteration affecting the exterior 

appearance of a structure or for the moving or demolition of a structure the preservation of which 
the Commission deems of unusual importance to the County, State or nation, the Commission shall 
endeavor to work out with the owner an economically feasible plan for the preservation of such 
structure. 

(b)    Deny Application. Unless the Commission is satisfied that proposed construction, alteration, or 
reconstruction will not materially impair the historic value of the structure, the Commission shall 
deny the application. 

(c)    Negotiation. If an application is submitted for alteration, moving or demolition of a structure that 
the Commission deems of unusual importance and no economically feasible plan can be formulated, 
the Commission shall have 90 days from the time it concludes that no economically feasible plan 
can be formulated to negotiate with the owner and other parties in an effort to find a means of 
preserving the building. 

(d)    Special Circumstances. The Commission may approve the proposed alteration, moving or demolition 
of a structure of unusual importance despite the fact that the changes come within the provisions of 
subsections (a) through (c) of this section, if: 

(1)    The structure is a deterrent to a major improvement program which will be of substantial 
benefit to the County; 

(2)    Retention of the structure would be a threat to public safety; 
(3)    Retention of the structure would cause undue financial hardship to the owner; or 
(4)    Retention of the structure would not be in the interest of a majority of the persons in the 

community. 
 
The following Chapter 9 Guidelines are relevant to the proposal to construct the expanded stream 
channel/culvert. 
 
Chapter 9.A: Landscape and Site Elements; Topography and Water Courses 

1) Chapter 9.A recommends:  
a. “Preserve the relationship of historic buildings to their sites.” 
b. “Minimize grading by siting new structure and other improvements to make use of the 

land’s natural contours. When necessary, use appropriately designed retaining walls or 
building walls to create the minimum level area needed for a new use in accordance 
with historic development patterns.” 

c. “Maintain and reinforce natural landscape elements, such as rock outcroppings, water 
courses and tree lines. Make views of natural elements, especially the Patapsco River 
and its tributaries, available to the public where possible. Provide walkways, sitting 
areas and casual spots in parks, plazas, and other areas open to the public. 
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Chapter 9.D: Landscape and Site Elements; Walls, Fences, Terraces, Walkways and Driveways 
1) Chapter 9.D recommends: 

a. “Identify and retain site features that are important to the historic character of a site.” 
b. “Preserve historic features, such as retaining walls, freestanding walls, fences, 

terraces, walkways, driveways and steps. When possible, reuse the historic building 
materials to repair or restore these structures.” 

c. “Construct new site features using materials compatible with the setting and with 
nearby historic structures, particularly for features visible from a public way.” 

d. “Install open fencing, generally not more than five feet high, of wood or dark metal.”  
e. “Construct new terraces or patios visible from a public way from brick, stone or 

concrete pavers designed to look like indigenous stone.” 
2) Chapter 9.D recommends against: 

a. “New driveways, parking areas, walkways, terraces or other features that substantially 
alter the setting of a historic building.” 

b. “Poured concrete or concrete block walls in locations visible from a public way or 
neighboring property.” 

 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC:  
 
Staff recommends the HPC determine the following: 
 

1) For HPC-20-83a, Staff recommends the HPC determine if the structure located at 8049 Main 
Street is of Unusual Importance.  

a. If the Commission determines that the structure is not a Structure of Unusual 
Importance, it shall vote to approve or deny the application based on the standards set 
forth in §16.607 of the Howard County Code and its adopted Guidelines. 

b. If the Commission determines that the structure is a Structure of Unusual Importance, it 
should follow the procedure laid out in Rule 303.B in the Commission’s Rules of 
Procedures and determine whether proposed demolition and new construction comply 
with the Guidelines and s §16.607 and §16.608 of the County Code. 

c. If the Commission approves the application for demolition, Staff recommends the HPC 
confirm if the list of materials proposed to be salvaged is acceptable. 

 
2) For HPC-20-83b, Staff recommends the HPC determine if the structure located at 8055 Main 

Street is of Unusual Importance. 
a. If the Commission determines that the structure is not a Structure of Unusual 

Importance, it shall vote to approve or deny the application based on the standards set 
forth in §16.607 of the Howard County Code and its adopted Guidelines. 

b. If the Commission determines that the structure is a Structure of Unusual Importance, it 
should follow the procedure laid out in Rule 303.B in the Commission’s Rules of 
Procedures and determine whether proposed demolition and new construction comply 
with the Guidelines and §16.607 and §16.608 of the County Code. 

c. If the Commission approves the application for demolition, Staff recommends the HPC 
confirm if the list of materials proposed to be salvaged is acceptable. 

 
3) For HPC-20-83c, Staff recommends the HPC determine if the structure located at 8059 Main 

Street is of Unusual Importance. 
a. If the Commission determines that the structure is not a Structure of Unusual 

Importance, it shall vote to approve or deny the application based on the standards set 
forth in §16.607 of the Howard County Code and its adopted Guidelines. 
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b. If the Commission determines that the structure is a Structure of Unusual Importance, it 
should follow the procedure laid out in Rule 303.B in the Commission’s Rules of 
Procedures and determine whether proposed demolition and new construction comply 
with the Guidelines and §16.607 and §16.608 of the County Code. 

c. If the Commission approves the application for demolition, Staff recommends the HPC 
confirm if the list of materials proposed to be salvaged is acceptable. 
 

4) HPC-20-83d, Staff recommends the HPC determine if the Tiber Park bridge structure located at 
8061 Main Street is of Unusual Importance. 

a. If the Commission determines that the structure is not a Structure of Unusual 
Importance, it shall vote to approve or deny the application based on the standards set 
forth in §16.607 of the Howard County Code and its adopted Guidelines. 

b. If the Commission determines that the structure is a Structure of Unusual Importance, it 
should follow the procedure laid out in Rule 303.B in the Commission’s Rules of 
Procedures and determine whether proposed demolition and new construction comply 
with the Guidelines and §16.607 and §16.608 of the County Code. 

c. If the Commission approves the application for demolition, Staff recommends the HPC 
indicate if there are any elements within the bridge and park that should be salvaged. 
 

5) HPC-20-83e, Staff recommends the HPC determine if the structure located at 8069 Main Street 
is of Unusual Importance. 

a. If the Commission determines that the structure is not a Structure of Unusual 
Importance, it shall vote to approve or deny the application based on the standards set 
forth in §16.607 of the Howard County Code and its adopted Guidelines. 

b. If the Commission determines that the structure is a Structure of Unusual Importance, it 
should follow the procedure laid out in Rule 303.B in the Commission’s Rules of 
Procedures and determine whether proposed demolition and new construction comply 
with the Guidelines and §16.607 and §16.608 of the County Code. 

c. If the Commission approves the application for demolition, Staff recommends the HPC 
confirm if the list of materials proposed to be salvaged is acceptable. 
 

6) For HPC-20-83f, the construction of expanded terraced floodplain/culvert and associated 
components: 

a. Staff recommends the Commission determine if there is sufficient detail to approve at 
this time, and whether or not the application complies with the Guidelines and §16.607 
approve, deny or continue accordingly. Staff recommends that the Commission 
determine whether the proposed demolition and new construction comply with the 
Guidelines and §16.607 and §16.608 of the County Code. 

 
Deliberation: The Commission deliberated on the application.  The Commission briefly went into closed 
session to obtain legal advice about whether the end of the culvert/discharge point of the tunnel was 
proposed to be constructed within the Ellicott City Historic District. The Commission was concerned 
about approving the demolition without certainty that the culvert project would be constructed and 
discussed the funding for the culvert project. The Commission requested that Mr. Hollenbeck confirm 
the project was fully funded. Mr. Hollenbeck said all funding has been appropriated.  
 
Mr. Roth suggested a motion conditioning approval of the demolition until after the culvert has no 
obstacles to proceeding, meaning approvals have been granted, governmental and CSX approvals and 
funds have been appropriated. 
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Mr. Roth suggested the Applicant withdraw the black fencing, black bollards and asphalt paving that was 
proposed and return with a fuller streetscape proposal at a future date. The Applicant was asked 
whether he would like to withdraw the request for approval of the streetscape elements. Mr. 
Hollenbeck said he would withdraw the request. The application was amended to withdraw the request 
for approval of the streetscape elements, fencing, bollards and asphalt paving. 
 
The Commission made the following motions:  
 

1) All Four Buildings – 8049 Main Street, 8055 Main Street, 8059 Main Street and 8069 Main 
Street 
Unusual Importance 
Motion: Mr. Roth moved to find the four buildings under consideration for demolition (8049 
Main Street, 8055 Main Street, 8059 Main Street and 8069 Main Street), when considered as a 
group in their original context, constituting the historic streetscape of Lower Main Street, are 
Structures of Unusual Importance. Ms. Tennor seconded. The motion was unanimously 
approved.  
 

2) HPC-20-83a – 8049 Main Street, Ellicott City (Phoenix building) 
Unusual Importance 
Motion: Mr. Reich moved to find that 8049 Main Street is a Structure of Unusual Importance. 
Ms. Tennor seconded. Ms. Zoren, Ms. Tennor, Mr. Reich and Mr. Shad voted yes. Mr. Roth voted 
no. The motion passed 4 to 1.  
 

3) HPC-20-83b – 8055 Main Street, Ellicott City (Discoveries building) 
Unusual Importance 
Motion: Mr. Reich moved to find that the building at 8055 Main Street, Discoveries, is not a 
Structure of Unusual Importance. Mr. Roth seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 

4) HPC-20-83c – 8059 Main Street, Ellicott City (Easton & Sons/Bean Hollow Building) 
Unusual Importance 
Motion: Mr. Reich moved to find that 8059 Main Street is a Structure of Unusual. Ms. Tennor 
seconded. Ms. Zoren, Mr. Shad, Ms. Tennor and Mr. Reich voted yes. Mr. Roth voted no. The 
motion passed 4 to 1. 
 

5) HPC-20-83d – 8061 Main Street, Ellicott City (Tiber Park bridge) 
Unusual Importance 
Motion: Mr. Reich move to find that the Tiber Park Bridge is not a Structure of Unusual 
Importance. Ms. Tennor seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 

 
6) HPC-20-83e – 8069 Main Street, Ellicott City (Great Panes building) 

Unusual Importance 
Motion: Mr. Roth moved to find the Great Panes building at 8069 Main Street was not of 
Unusual Importance. Mr. Reich seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 

7) Demolition of Buildings 
Motion: Mr. Roth moved to approve the demolition of the four buildings (8049 Main Street, 
8055 Main Street, 8059 Main Street and 8069 Main Street) and the bridge (8061 Main Street) 
based on 16.608(a) and (b): necessity for a public works project and for public safety, with 
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conditions on the approval to be added later. Ms. Tennor seconded. The motion was 
unanimously approved. 
 
Motion: Mr. Roth moved to find the demolition is in the interest of the majority of the public, 
based on 16.608 (d)(4). Ms. Tennor seconded.  Mr. Reich, Ms. Tennor and Mr. Shad approved 
the motion. Mr. Roth and Ms. Zoren did not approve the motion. The motion passed 3 to 2. 
 

 
8) Conditions for demolition approval: 

• Condition 1: Mr. Roth moved that no demolition of the buildings approved shall occur 
until all necessary approvals from the government, CSX and any other party with a 
required approval have been received and until necessary funding has been 
appropriated to build the culvert. Ms. Tennor seconded. The motion was unanimously 
approved. 

• Condition 2: Mr. Roth moved that the County take all reasonable actions and 
precautions to ensure that no part of the historic B&O Railroad Station Complex be 
damaged in the course of construction of the culvert. Ms. Zoren seconded. The motion 
was unanimously approved. 

• Condition 3: Mr. Roth moved that demolition be contingent upon preservation of all 
items in the Applicant’s Attachment C and Mr. Short’s letter dated March 2, 2021. Ms. 
Zoren seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 

9) HPC-20-83f, the construction of expanded terraced floodplain/culvert and associated 
components: 
Motion: Mr. Reich moved to approve the County’s application for the Maryland Avenue bypass 
culvert project as amended and per the conditions spelled out. Mr. Roth seconded. The motion 
was unanimously approved. 

• Condition 1 – Mr. Reich moved that approval was contingent on the County making a 
further submission on the final appearance of the channel walls, weir wall, river base 
and culvert headwall. Mr. Roth seconded. The motion was unanimously approved.  

• Condition 2 – Mr. Reich moved that condition of the approval that the Applicant provide 
architectural surface treatment of natural stone matching the existing stone walls as 
shown on slide 32 (Attachment A revised) showing the stone covering the face and top 
of the concrete walls. Mr. Roth seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 

• Condition 3 – Mr. Reich moved to make condition of the approval that the County 
provide ongoing development of drawings and 100% completion of the drawings, so the 
Commission had opportunity to review them. Ms. Tennor seconded. The motion was 
unanimously approved. 

 
10) Advisory Comments 

The Commission made the following suggestions/advisory comments:  
1) Use a 4 to 6-inch stone veneer on the walls, with a stone veneer cap. No concrete should be 

visible. 
2) Regarding the streetscape items, the Commission is looking for creative, permanent looking 

solution. They do not want to see hundreds of linear feet of black metal fencing, but rather 
something that will integrate better, such as bollards or stone piers.  

3) Utilize brick sidewalks as per the Guidelines, instead of temporary measures. If the Applicant 
proposes to use something other than brick as the guidelines recommend, justify why the 
flood risk has not been mitigated yet. 
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4) Create a sense of place. A big part of Ellicott City is being lost and the Applicant should 
create a nice sense of place, not something generic. 

5) Utilize granite curbs and incorporate Belgian blocks. Belgian blocks are used in front of the 
B&O and would coordinate the spaces. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
*Chapter and page references are from the Ellicott City or Lawyers Hill Historic District Design 
Guidelines. 
 
 
Mr. Shad moved to adjourn the meeting at 11:57 pm. Mr. Roth seconded. The motion was unanimously 
approved.  
 
 
 

 
________________________________  
S. Allan Shad, Chair 
 
 
________________________________  

  Beth Burgess, Executive Secretary 
 
_________________________________ 
Samantha Holmes 
Staff, Historic Preservation Commission/Acting 
Recording Secretary 

 



TEMPLATE FOR CLOSED-SESSION SUMMARY 
TO BE INCLUDED IN THE MINUTES IN THE NEXT OPEN MEETING  

(General Provisions Article § 3-306(c))  
 

Instructions: When a public body meets in a session closed under § 3-305 of the Open Meetings Act, it 
must disclose the following four sets of information in the minutes either of its next open session or in 
the minutes of the open session that it held that day, so long as the public knows to look there. This 
template provides a checklist for the required information. The worksheet at the bottom of the model 
closing statement contains a shorter form of the same checklist. Use of these forms is optional; the 
formatting of the summary is up to the public body so long as the public body includes the required 
information in its minutes at the required time.  

The four sets of information required by § 3-306(c) are: 

1. A statement of the time, place, and purpose of the closed session. 

2. A record of the vote of each member as to closing the session. 

3. Statutory authority to close session.  

4. A listing of the actual topics of discussion, persons present, and each action taken in the session.  

 
SUMMARY OF CLOSED SESSION HELD ON March 11, 2021 

1. Statement of the time, place, and purpose of the closed session: 

Time of closed session:  9:26 PM   

Place (location) of closed session:  Virtual WebEx meeting  

Purpose of the closed session: To obtain legal advice regarding the boundaries of the Ellicott City 
Historic District relative to the end of the culvert/discharge point to the Patapsco River. 

2. Record of the vote of each member as to closing the session:  

Names of members voting aye: Erica Zoren, Bruno Reich, Drew Roth, Eileen Tennor, Allan Shad 

Members opposed: none_________________    Abstaining: none___________________ 

3. Statutory authority to close session: 
This meeting was closed under the following provisions of General Provisions Art. § 3-305(b): 

➔ Topic #1: § 3-305(b) (7  )   → Topic #2:  § 3-305(b) (    )  → Topic #3:  § 3-305(b) (    )  
(add others as needed) 

4. Listing of each topic actually discussed, persons present, and each action taken in the session: 

Topic description  Persons present for discussion Action Taken/Each 
Recorded Vote 

#1: Boundaries of the Historic   
      District 

Lewis Taylor, Eileen Tennor, 
Drew Roth, Bruno Reich, Erica 
Zoren 

General discussion. 

#2:   

#3:   

 

September 24, 2018 
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April Minutes 
 

Thursday, April 1, 2021; 7:00 p.m. 
A public meeting of the Historic Preservation Commission was held on Thursday, April 1, 2021. Due to 
the State of Emergency and to adhere to social distancing measures, the meeting was not held at 3430 
Court House Drive, Ellicott City, but was conducted as a virtual web meeting/conference call. 
 
Mr. Reich moved to approve the March 4, 2021 minutes. Mr. Roth seconded. The motion was 
unanimously approved.  
 
Members present:  Allan Shad, Chair; Eileen Tennor, Vice-Chair; Drew Roth, Secretary; Bruno Reich; 

Erica Zoren 
 
Staff present:   Beth Burgess, Samantha Holmes, Lewis Taylor   
 

 
 
PLAN FOR APPROVAL 
 
Consent Agenda 

1. MA-20-37c – 12301 Howard Lodge Drive, HO-13 
2. HPC-19-38c and HPC-20-05c – 1485 Underwood Road, HO-1173 

 
Regular Agenda 

3. MA-20-17c – 1805 Marriottsville Road, Marriottsville, HO-191 
4. HPC-21-09 – 3880 Ellicott Mills Drive, Ellicott City, HO-319 
5. HPC-21-10 – 8360 Court Avenue, 3716 Court Place, 1 Park Avenue, Ellicott City, HO-51, HO-54 

and HO-284 
6. HPC-21-11 – 8472 Hill Street, Ellicott City 
7. HPC-21-12 – 8328 Court Avenue, Ellicott City 
8. HPC-21-13 – 3725 Park Drive/8324 Court Avenue, Ellicott City 

 
 

OTHER BUSINESS 
 

- Guilford Quarry Pratt Through Truss Bridge National Register nomination update 
- Section 106 Review - EBI Project #6121000270, 2179 Warwick Way, Marriottsville 

 
 
 
 
 
 

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

 VOICE 410-313-2350  

FAX 410-313-3042 
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CONSENT AGENDA 
 
MA-20-37c – 12301 Howard Lodge Drive, Sykesville, HO-13 
Applicant: Bernard J. Rauscher 
 
Request: The Applicant, Bernard J. Rauscher, requests Final Tax Credit approval for repairs made at 
12301 Howard Lodge Drive, Sykesville. 
 
Background and Site Description: This property is not located in a local historic district, but is listed on 
the Historic Sites Inventory as HO-13, Howard Lodge. This property was added to the National Register 
of Historic Places in October 2012. According to the Inventory form, the house on the property dates to 
the 1750s - 1760s. The Applicant was pre-approved for tax credits on August 17, 2020 in case MA-20-37. 
The pre-approved work included exterior repairs, window restoration and painting. 
 
Scope of Work: The application states that $33,525.00 was spent on repairs to the house. The Applicant 
seeks $8,381.25 in final tax credits. The work complies with that pre-approved and the cancelled checks 
and other documentation total the requested amount.  
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC approve the final tax credit as 
submitted, in the amount of $8,381.25. 

 
Testimony: There was no discussion. 
 
Motion: Ms. Tennor moved to approve the application as submitted for a final tax credit in the amount 
of $8,381.25. Mr. Roth seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 

 
 
HPC-19-38c and HPC-20-05c – 1485 Underwood Road, Sykesville, HO-1173 
Applicant: Ann Jones, Indian Cave Farm LLC 
 
Request: The Applicant, Ann Jones, Indian Cave Farm LLC, requests Final Tax Credit approval for repairs 
made at 1485 Underwood Road, Sykesville. 
 
Background and Site Description: This property is not located in a local historic district, but is listed on 
the Historic Sites Inventory as HO-1173, Bowling Green. According to the Inventory form, the house on 
the property dates to the 1880s. The Applicant was pre-approved for tax credits on July 11, 2019 in case 
HPC-19-38 to repair window frames, sills, make other exterior trim repairs and replace the metal roof in-
kind. The Applicant was also pre-approved on March 5, 2020 in case HPC-20-05 to replace the existing 
windows and make structural improvements.  
 
Scope of Work: The application states that $74,032.50 was spent on repairs to the house. The Applicant 
seeks $18,508.13 in final tax credits. The work complies with that pre-approved and the cancelled 
checks and other documentation total the requested amount.  
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC approve the final tax credit as 
submitted, in the amount of $18,508.13. 

 
Testimony: Ms. Jones was in attendance but no further information was given or discussed. 
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Motion: Ms. Tennor moved to approve the application as submitted for a final tax credit in the amount 
of $18,508.135. Mr. Roth seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 

 
 
REGULAR AGENDA 
 
 
MA-20-17c – 1805 Marriottsville Road, Marriottsville, HO-191 
Applicant: Shelly Levey 
 
Request: The Applicant, Shelly Levey, requests Final Tax Credit approval for repairs made at 1805 
Marriottsville Road, Marriottsville. 
 
Background and Site Description: This property is not located in a local historic district, but is listed on 
the Historic Sites Inventory as HO-191. This property was added to the National Register of Historic 
Places in December 2017. According to the Inventory form, the house on the property dates to 1860-
1861. The Applicant was pre-approved for tax credits on March 23, 2020 in case MA-20-17. The pre-
approved work included:  

1) Remove remains of old stairwell in kitchen ceiling and replace with proper joisting on the 2 joists 
in the northwest corner of the kitchen ceiling. Extend the 2 original joists the length of the wall 
to provide proper support. 

2) Add structural supports to old log joists in the basement.  
3) Repointing brick chimney in kitchen and replacing deteriorated bricks as needed. 

 
Scope of Work: The application states that $19,616.43 was spent on repairs to the house. The Applicant 
seeks $4,904.11 in final tax credits. The work generally complies with that pre-approved and the 
cancelled checks and other documentation total the requested amount.  
 
There was other work included in this application that was not found to be eligible and was not part of 
the pre-approved paperwork as it appeared to be finish work, which is not eligible. This includes the 
installation of plasterboard in the kitchen ceiling and kitchen, hallways and powder room walls and the 
installation of Hardie board on the fireplace chimney. The ineligible work represents $7,190 of the total 
expenses. The amount eligible for the tax credit, based on the work pre-approved, is $12,426.43, for a 
tax credit of $3,106.61. 
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC determine if the additional expenses 
were in accord with the work pre-approved and with that allowed under the Code and approve 
accordingly. Otherwise, Staff recommends the HPC approve the final tax credit in the amount of 
$3,106.61. 
 
Testimony: Ms. Levey was sworn in. She explained the cost of work required to put an item back 

together had been approved on previous tax credit applications she submitted, which is why she 

included the plasterboard and Hardieboard expense on this application. She thought expenses for 

demolition to repairs have always been eligible. The Commissioners concurred with the staff report that 

the costs for the plasterboard and Hardieboard were not eligible.  

Motion: Ms. Tennor moved to approve the tax credits as recommended by Staff for a final tax credit of 

$3,106.61. Mr. Roth seconded. The motion was unanimously approved.  
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HPC-21-09 – 3880 Ellicott Mills Drive, Ellicott City 
Applicant: Lisa Jensen Wingate 
 
Request: The Applicant, Lisa Jensen Wingate, requests a Certificate of Approval to make exterior 
alterations at 3880 Ellicott Mills Drive, Ellicott City. 
 
Background and Site Description: This property is located in the Ellicott City Historic District and is listed 
on the Historic Sites Inventory as HO-319, the George Burgess House. According to SDAT, the building on 
the property dates to 1800.  
 
In March 2020, in cases HPC-20-08a and 20-08b, the Applicant was before the Commission for the 
construction of a pool and the addition of other site features. The Applicant later returned in June 2020, 
in case HPC-20-39, to make new alterations the house, site and changes to the previously approved 
HPC-20-08 plans.  
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant now seeks approval for the following work: 

1) Item 1 – Porch Heaters – Install flush mounted heaters in first floor ceiling of the front porch on 
the main historic house. 

2) Item 2 – Pergola Heaters and Fans - Install three heaters inside the pergola roof frame and two 
corners fans inside the pergola corners. The pergola was approved in the recent construction and 
is located in the rear yard. The heaters will be bronze and the ceiling fans will be rubbed bronze 
colored aluminum. There will be one 39-inch heater mounted on the east beam across from the 
fireplace and two 33-inch heaters mounted on each inner north/south beam. 

3) Item 3 – Equipment Screening – Install 3 to 4 golden euonymus shrubs to screen equipment from 
view from house and patio in the rear yard. The shrubs would be installed along the south side of 
the pool equipment to screen the machinery and piping from the pool, patio and house. The 
shrubs will be maintained as a trimmed hedge on the north side adjacent to the pool equipment 
but allow to grow untrimmed on the south side. 

 
HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations: 
 
Chapter 6.F: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Porches and Balconies 

1) Chapter 6.F states, “Porches are important to a building’s sense of scale. Removing, enclosing or 
altering a porch can dramatically alter the appearance of a building.” 

2) Chapter 6.F 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 (other than 
the cast iron porches described above). Examples of inappropriate alterations include replacing 
painted, tongue-and-groove flooring with pressure-treated decking or poured concrete, or 
replacing wood steps with concrete or brick.” 

 
Chapter 6.M: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Equipment and Hardware 

3) Chapter 6.M recommends, “If possible, install through-the-wall or window air conditioners on 
side or rear facades rather than on the building's primary facade. Ensure that their condensation 
does not damage window sills, siding, masonry or foundations.” 

 
The proposal to add four ceiling space heaters to the porch is not historically appropriate. This 
technology did not exist when the existing Guidelines were written, so they are not specifically 
referenced. However, the Guidelines recommend against adding materials and features not appropriate 
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to the building’s style. The previously existing vinyl ceiling was replaced with wood beadboard in case 
HDC-11-42 and received County tax credits for the work.  
 
The Guideline addresses wall and window air conditioners, which is a close comparison to the exterior 
heater issue. For equipment that is considered more necessary (i.e. interior air conditioning units), the 
Guideline recommends units be installed on the side or rear facades, not the primary building façade. 
The proposal to add the heaters in the ceiling of the first floor front porch does not comply, but the 
proposal to install the heaters on rear pergola (new construction) would comply as it they would not be 
installed on the historic building and would be on the rear of the building and not the primary façade. 
 
Ceiling fans were previously approved for the pergola; the current request is to install a different type of 
fan from the corner, rather than the ceiling, which will not adversely impact the historic structure since 
the pergola is new construction located behind the house in the rear yard. 
 
Chapter 6.M: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Equipment and Hardware 

4) Chapter 6.M recommends, “use landscaping or low fencing to screen ground level equipment 
placed in a location visible from a public way or neighboring property.” 

 
In HPC-20-08b, the Applicant proposed to install a 5-foot-high wood board and batten fence. Staff 
recommended landscaping would be more appropriate than another vertical structure in the yard. The 
proposal now includes the euonymus shrubs in place of the wooden fence, which complies with 
previous recommendations and the Guidelines. 
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC approve Items 2 and 3. Staff 
recommends the HPC determine if Item 1 complies with the Guidelines and approve, modify or deny 
accordingly. 
 
Testimony: Ms. Wingate was sworn in. Ms. Wingate pointed out the photos that were included in the 
staff report and said she thought the heaters would not be appropriate if the building was closer to the 
street, but due to the distance, they would not be visible from the public way. Ms. Wingate discussed 
the various viewsheds of the house from Main Street or Ellicott Mills Drive and said the heaters would 
most likely only be visible when used at night. She explained safety concerns with using freestanding 
heaters with residents of the house.  
 
Ms. Zoren agreed with Ms. Wingate’s assessment that the front porch is not highly visible from Main 
Street, but found the heaters would be altering an intact historic porch. Ms. Zoren said the heaters are 
very modern looking. Ms. Zoren had no concerns with the heaters or ceiling fans installed on the pergola 
or the shrubs for equipment screening. 
 
The other Commissioners agreed with Ms. Zoren that the use of heaters on the front porch does not 
comply with the Guidelines. Mr. Roth questioned the installation method and said the heaters look like 
fluorescent strip lights, which is not appropriate. The Commissioners found the rear heater and 
alterations to be acceptable.  
 
Ms. Wingate said her understanding is the heaters would be flush mounted and she further clarified the 
board and batten porch ceiling is not historic wood. 
 
Mr. Erik Steensen, the property owner, was sworn in. He explained they currently have infrared heaters 
on the porch that are on stands and hang from the ceilings and it does not look good. He thought the 
flush mounted heaters would look better and more historically consistent.  
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Ms. Wingate withdrew the request for ceiling mounted heaters on the front porch. 
 
Motion: Mr. Roth moved to approve Item 2 and Item 3, the pergola heaters, fans and the landscape 
screening per staff recommendation. Ms. Tennor seconded. The motion as unanimously approved. 
 
 
HPC-21-10 – 8360 Court Avenue, 3716 Court Place, 1 Park Avenue, Ellicott City, HO-51, 54 and 284 
Applicant: Peter Conrad, Department of Planning and Zoning 
 
Request: The Applicant, the Department of Planning and Zoning, requests Advisory Comments on the 
proposed Zoning Map Amendment for the Courthouse Complex at 8360 Court Avenue, 3716 Court Place 
and 1 Park Avenue, Ellicott City. 
 
Background and Site Description: The buildings 
at 8360 Court Avenue, 3716 Court Place, 1 Park 
Avenue are located in the Ellicott City Historic 
District. The Courthouse building at 8360 Court 
Avenue is listed on the Historic Sites Inventory 
as HO-51. Oaklawn, HO-284, is incorporated 
into the Courthouse building through an 
addition. The original Courthouse building 
dates to 1840 with additions dating to the 
1950s and 1986. Oaklawn, HO-284 dates to 
around 1842, with an addition dating to 1846. 
The building at 1 Park Avenue is listed on the 
Historic Sites Inventory as HO-54, the Howard 
County Jail. The stone portion of the jail dates 
to 1878, which was an addition to an earlier 
frame structure, which previously served as the 
jail and was converted to the warden’s house. 
Additional histories and architectural 
information can be found in each Inventory 
form (HO-51, 54 and 284) and are incorporated 
into the report by reference.  
 
The building located at 3716 Court Place dates to 1961. The site also consists of a large parking lot area, 
which does not contain any structures. The total acreage of the site consists of 6.188 acres and is 
currently zoned Historic Office (HO). 
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant seeks Advisory Comments on the proposed Zoning Map Amendment for 
the Courthouse Complex. The application explains that Howard County is planning to vacate the Ellicott 
City Circuit Courthouse in order to relocate to newly developed state-of-the-art Circuit Courthouse in 
the summer of 2021. The application explains: 

“The County’s vacating of this historic property presents a unique re-use opportunity of the 
 County-owned Courthouse and the adjacent properties that have supported the Courthouse 
 functions for more than 175 years. The Ellicott Watershed Master Plan advocates mixed use 
 development for the Courthouse complex with an emphasis on pedestrian and open space 
 connections. The plan recommends reuse of these properties that complement rather than 
 compete with businesses that currently exist along Main Street.” 

Figure 1 - Aerial map from Howard County RFI for the 
Howard County Circuit Courthouse Campus 
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The County will be pursuing a Zoning Map Amendment to change the zoning from Historic Office (HO) to 
Historic Commercial (HC) in order to provide more potential uses for these buildings.  
 
The application explains that the “Zoning Map Amendment petition will be reviewed by the Planning 
Board at a public meeting on May 6, 2021. The Planning Board will make a recommendation on the 
petition which will be forward to the Zoning Board. The Zoning Board will conduct a public hearing and 
issue a decision on the petition.”  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations: The Zoning regulations for Historic Office (HO) can be 
found here: 
https://library.municode.com/md/howard_county/codes/zoning?nodeId=HOWARD_CO_ZONING_REGU
LATIONS_S114.2HOHIOFDI 
  
The regulation for Historic Commercial (HC) can be found here: 
https://library.municode.com/md/howard_county/codes/zoning?nodeId=HOWARD_CO_ZONING_REGU
LATIONS_S114.3HCHICODI.  
 
These sections of the Zoning Regulations show the allowed uses for each the HO and HC Zoning districts.  
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC provide Advisory Comments on the 
proposed zoning map amendment. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Peter Conrad and Brian Shepter from the Department of Planning and 
Zoning and Mark Stromdahl from the Department of Public Works.  
 
Mr. Shepter explained there was a public meeting the previous evening and wanted to share the 
County’s thought process and the County’s goal to identify the best re-use that aligns with the Ellicott 
City Watershed Master Plan. He said the County wants to invite as many re-use options for the site, and 
rezoning will allow for more proposals, while enhancing the value of the property. This is the first step of 

Figure 2 - Zoning map showing Main Street and the Courthouse complex from the 
County Interactive Map. 

https://library.municode.com/md/howard_county/codes/zoning?nodeId=HOWARD_CO_ZONING_REGULATIONS_S114.2HOHIOFDI
https://library.municode.com/md/howard_county/codes/zoning?nodeId=HOWARD_CO_ZONING_REGULATIONS_S114.2HOHIOFDI
https://library.municode.com/md/howard_county/codes/zoning?nodeId=HOWARD_CO_ZONING_REGULATIONS_S114.3HCHICODI
https://library.municode.com/md/howard_county/codes/zoning?nodeId=HOWARD_CO_ZONING_REGULATIONS_S114.3HCHICODI
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a long and inclusive process to include the neighbors, design experts, existing businesses and potential 
partners from the private sector. 
 
Mr. Conrad said this project was seeking advisory comments voluntarily. Mr. Conrad reviewed the four 
properties, each zoned HO- Historic Office and proposed to be rezoned HC- Historic Commercial. The 
former jail has been vacant for about 8 years. The area included at 3716 Court Place has been 
unoccupied since 2015, and the courthouse parking lot. The total area is 6.19 acres with approximately 
80,000 square feet of building space. 
 
Mr. Conrad provided a brief background on the Ellicott City Watershed Master Plan, which was 
presented to the HPC by Mr. Conrad and Ms. Bolinger in 2020. The Courthouse Chapter recommended a 
mixed-use development on site with an emphasis on pedestrian and open space connection that 
compliments Main Street. 
 
Mr. Conrad stated the County is proceeding with a Request for Information (RFI) to identify market 
interest and opportunities due April 13, 2021. This will help explore ownership structures – considering 
an outright sale, retaining some interest or leasing the properties. This should help determine how the 
County will proceed, moving forward as one project or as individual RFPs. 
 
Mr. Conrad explained the next logical zoning category from Historic Office is to become Historic 
Commercial, since the commercial zoning category was established to permit and encourage a diverse 
but compatible and complementary mix of commercial, office, cultural and residential activities. He 
reviewed a chart showing the proposed uses that the current HO category allows compared to the uses 
the HC category allows. The proposed HC would allow additional uses such as antique and art shops, 
bakeries, catering and banquet, food and home improvements stores and restaurants, which is the same 
zoning as Main Street. 
 
Mr. Conrad explained the overall approval process which consists of having the advice from the HPC 
with a DPZ technical staff report due April 22, to be presented to the Planning Board on May 6, with all 
recommendations being heard at a Zoning Board hearing (date TBD).  
 
Mr. Reich asked if the scope included the slope parcel adjacent to the courthouse between Park Avenue 
and Court Avenue.  He stated the change in use would allow a new walkable downtown that has a mix 
of residential and commercial development that he would envision being in the parking lot and vacant 
land, with the courthouse and jail remaining.  
 
Mr. Shad swore in Geoff Goins. Mr. Goins said HO has a density of 15 units per acre. He explained that 
HC does not specifically state a dwelling unit per acre, but there is a 2000 square foot per dwelling unit 
for new construction which equates to 21 units per acre. With conversion or alterations of existing 
structures for dwelling units, there is no lot area requirement. Mr. Reich and Mr. Goins discussed the 
differences in the bulk regulations that allow a different density from HO at 15 units per acre to HC.  HO 
zoning restricts density and there is no restriction under HC. Mr. Goins said HC allows more commercial 
uses as seen on Main Street. 
 
Mr. Reich said in the character of the development, he does not see a lot of difference between the two, 
other than diversity in mixed uses. HC allows more commercial uses, which will allow mixed-use 
development like restaurants, retails, etc. Mr. Reich thinks this change is overall good news. He 
explained the Commission would be concerned with preserving context of the historic structures, like 
the courthouse and the jail. The 1961 office building does not currently fit into the historic character in 
the area. 
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Mr. Reich said the Commission will be more concerned when actual proposals come in, addressing the 
preservation of the historic structures and less with the uses. He does not see anything at this point that 
causes concern to the Commission. 
 
Mr. Goins said bulk regulations in massing and height are the same in HC and HO. Mr. Conrad reminded 
everyone that the images from Ellicott City Watershed Master Plan are for illustrative purposes only and 
not suggestions from the County.  
 
Mr. Roth had no concerns with the proposal. He said that having more residences in the walkable 
downtown area would help Ellicott City to recover and be a vibrant community as it allows more people 
to walk and conduct business in town. He said that Ellicott City is lacking in hotels and motels; there is 
no walkable lodging for a weekend getaway. Mr. Roth understands the benefits of this proposal. He likes 
the height restriction so views like Patapsco Female Institute (PFI) are not impacted. He noted the 
courthouse area is within the Historic District, so the Guidelines with massing, scale, and design will still 
stay in effect whether it is HO or HC. He would like to see more than wrapped parking garages in the 
plans or proposals. 
 
Ms. Tennor asked what the process would be for reviewing and approving development and tenancy in 
the newly developed area around the courthouse. For example, if a potential tenant wanted to develop 
a space, what would the process be to that would ensure proper tenants and businesses will survive and 
thrive.  
 
Mr. Conrad said this process is still at a very preliminary stage and explained that the interested the 
County receives will help them explore the ownership structure. 
 
Mr. Stromdahl confirmed Mr. Conrad’s point in that the County currently does not know what the 
market will say is appropriate. He does not know what uses will make viable businesses which is why 
they are seeking the RFI to receive that feedback. If sold, the developers would determine what was 
being used within the buildings. Ms. Tennor noted this is a different type of project than most of what 
the Commission has had to consider in the past, but knowing the Guidelines would still be in effect for 
this project is helpful. 
 
Ms. Zoren said most of her questions have already been answered. She thought the Commission’s 
biggest concern would be the massing and bulk regulations, which do seem consistent with HO and HC. 
She said there is a concern for the increase in density, but she recognizes it is all within the current bulk 
regulations. She stated her concern is for new construction and new development as the Commission 
will be making sure the viewsheds and historic environment is not negatively impacted surrounding 
historic buildings like PFI and Mt. Ida. 
 
Mr. Shad said his concern was with the preservation of the historic structures. He said it was very 
important that there would be no question that the removal or demolition of any of the historic 
structures, such as the courthouse or jail, would be considered or discussed in any shape or form. He 
said the ownership structure will be interesting to see the process, especially if individual sites are 
separated. Mr. Shad said the development should not be developed in a way that competes and draws 
opportunities from Main Street, but they should link together with all possibilities like effective signage. 
 
Mr. Shepter said the community and Commission will be invited to pre-RFP meeting to keep all parties in 
the loop. 
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Mr. Roth stated the approach might be more effect to change the zoning after the RFP responses 
because the County may want to put restrictions in the zoning to keep the RFP responses accurate to 
what is being proposed. 
 
Motion: There was no motion as the case was for Advisory Comments. 
 
 
HPC-21-11 – 8472 Hill Street, Ellicott City 
Applicant: Gregory Busch 
 
Request: The Applicant, Gregory Busch, requests a Certificate of Approval and Tax Credit Pre-Approval 
to make exterior alterations at 8472 Hill Street, Ellicott City. 
 
Background and Site Description: This property is located in the Ellicott City Historic District. According 
to SDAT, the building on the property dates to 1872. 
 
In March 2018, case HPC-18-26, the Applicant was approved to make alterations to the roof on the back 
of the house, but the work was not done as the plan was not feasible. 
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant proposes to make 
alterations to the roof on the rear of the house in order 
to replace and raise a leaking flat roof. The application 
explains that current roof is a torchdown roof that is built 
in two sections and the seam between the sections is 
leaking. The application further explains the roof covers 
three rooms and will only accommodate a 6-foot-high 
ceiling in one of those rooms. This project will raise the 
roof by 1.5 to 2 feet to create a higher ceiling. A higher 
hipped roof will replace the existing hipped roof on the 
southwest elevation. All exterior walls will be finished in 
stucco to match the rest of the house and the new roof 
will be rubber. The Applicant seeks tax credit pre-
approval for the stucco work.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 3 - Photo 4 from application showing flat roof to be 
raised. 

Figure 4 - Section showing proposed higher roof attached to existing 
gable and existing roof attachment. 
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HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations: 
 
Chapter 7: New Constructions: Additions, Porches and Outbuildings 

1) Chapter 7.A recommends, “Attach additions to the side or rear of a historic buildings to avoid 
altering the primary façade. Consider the impact of the addition on side, rear and rooftop views 
of the building from public ways.” 

 
Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation 

2) Standard 2 – The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of 
distinctive materials or alteration of features, spaces and spatial relationships that characterize 
a property shall be avoided.  

 
The proposed alterations to the roof and surrounding wall will not impact the overall historic structure 
and are intended to fix a repair in the leaking roof, and raise the ceiling height in a room with low ceiling 
height. The work complies with the Guidelines and Secretary of the Interior Standards as the changes 
will be minimal and will not affect the integrity of the structure.  
 
Section 20.112 (4)(ii) and (iii) – Historically valuable, architecturally valuable or architecturally 
compatible structures 
(ii)Eligible work includes: 

a. The repair or replacement of exterior features of the structure; 
b. Work that is necessary to maintain the physical integrity of the structure with regard to 

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

in section 16.601 of the County Code; 
 

Figure 5 - Proposed rear elevation 

https://library.municode.com/md/howard_county/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=HOCOCO_TIT16PLZOSULADERE_SUBTITLE_6HIPRCO_S16.601DE
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(iii) Eligible work does not include: 

a. New construction; 
b. Interior finish work that is not necessary to maintain the structural integrity of the building. 

 
The Commission should determine if the stucco repairs and alterations (which include increasing the 
wall height to accommodate a higher ceiling height) are eligible for tax credits. 
 
The Applicant did not check the box to apply for tax credits for the roof, however, this repair appears to 
be the most applicable as the roof is actively leaking. But since the roof is also being altered in order to 
increase the ceiling height, the Commission should determine if this item is eligible for tax credits.  
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC approve the application as submitted for 
the alterations. Regarding tax credits, Staff recommends the HPC determine if the stucco work and roof 
replacement would be considered eligible work and approve or deny accordingly. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Greg Busch, who had no additional comments to the staff report. 
 
Mr. Reich found the proposal did not alter the character of the building. Mr. Reich said the alterations 
were very minor and found tax credits could be approved for the work. 
 
Ms. Zoren agreed that the alterations were eligible for tax credits base on the definition of eligible work, 
since it was a replacement of exterior features and was necessary to maintain physical integrity since 
the roof is leaking and the stucco is associated with that. The other Commission members concurred 
with Ms. Zoren and Mr. Reich and agreed that tax credits were eligible since all work was related to the 
roof. 
 
Motion: Mr. Reich moved to approve the application as submitted with the roof and the stucco finish, 
including tax credits for the work Mr. Roth second. The motion as unanimously approved. 
 
 
HPC-21-12 – 8328 Court Avenue, Ellicott City 
Applicant: Shawn Gladden 
 
Request: The Applicant, Shawn Gladden, requests a Certificate of 
Approval for retroactive sign approval, at 8328 Court Avenue, Ellicott 
City. 
 
Background and Site Description: This property is located in the 
Ellicott City Historic District. According to SDAT the building on the 
property dates to 1899. The building is also listed on the Howard 
County Historic Sites Inventory as HO-50, the First Presbyterian 
Church, now the Howard County Historical Society. The Inventory form 
notes the church construction “ begun in Ellicott City in 1842 and 
finished in 1844. A need for space once again forced the church to 
make changes in 1893, but this time they decided to renovate and 
enlarge their sanctuary. During excavations in the basement in April 
the front of the building collapsed. Architect George Archer of 
Baltimore was called upon for a consultation and it was decided to pull Figure 6 - Sign exhibit from HDC-04-

54 application 
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down the walls and rebuild from scratch…The church was essentially complete for its dedication on the 
23rd of December 1893.” 
 
The original sign for the Museum was approved by the Commission in November 2004 in case HDC-04-
54. This approval included various signs for the building, and the neighboring buildings at 8324 Court 
Avenue/3725 Park Avenue, and all signs matched in design, color and material. The front sign was 
approved at 4 feet by 5 feet. 
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant seeks retroactive approval for the installation of a 60-inch-high by 47-
inch-high freestanding sign, for a total of 19.5 square feet. The sign has a dark gray, light green and off-
white background, with off-white text. The sign posts are wood, painted a red-brown. The sign face is 
made of di-bond, an aluminum composite material. The sign contains a large logo of the Howard County 
Historical Society in the top part of the sign and then reads “Museum of Howard County History” on two 
lines. In the lower left portion of the sign, the hours and days of operation are listed, along with the 
website. Under the website link the sign reads “Rentals & Walking Tours Available.” On the lower right 
side is a green square that currently reads “Closed for Maintenance.” When this language is not on the 
sign, the language rotates between the following: 

• Museum Open  

• Museum Closed for Renovations 

• Museum Closed for a Private Event 

• Museum Concert Event Tonight 
  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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

1) Chapter 11.A recommends: 
a. “Use simple, legible words and graphics.” 
b. “Keep letters to a minimum and the message brief and to the point.” 
c.  “Emphasize the identification of the establishment, rather than an advertising message 

on the face of the sign.”  

Figure 7 - Current sign for retroactive approval Figure 8 - Google Streetview August 2018 
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d. “Use a minimum of colors, generally no more than three. Coordinate sign colors with the 
colors used in the building façade.” 

 
The sign generally complies with the Guidelines. The sign utilizes simple words and graphics, and has 
organized the text in the various background color blocks on the sign face. While there is a small 
advertising message, it is similar in scope to many of those on nearby businesses, with two short lines 
stating “Rentals & Walking Tours Available.” The additional text such as the hours/days of operating, 
website url and language for being open or closed complies with that approved in HDC-04-54.  
 
The sign posts, which are wood painted red-brown, do not coordinate with the existing sign face or the 
building as recommended by the Guidelines. The sign posts were previously approved with the original 
sign from case HDC-04-54 and match the coloring of the previous sign. The sign posts would better 
blend with the new sign (if approved), if they were painted dark gray. This color would also blend with 
the granite on the building. This would also reduce four different colors to three, to comply with the 
Guideline recommendations. 
 
Chapter 11.B.5: Signs; General Guidelines 

2) Chapter 11.B.5 states, “The Howard County 
Sign Code permits freestanding signs on 
property with at least 40 lineal feet of lot 
frontage. The allowed size is based on the 
sign’s setback from the public right-of-way…On 
property with sufficient frontage and setback, 
permanent freestanding signs that are scaled 
to be viewed by pedestrians may be 
appropriate.” 

3) Chapter 11.B.5 recommends, “To respect the 
pedestrian scale, limit the size of a freestanding 
sign to four to six square feet in area.” 

 
The size of the sign is consistent with that previously 
approved in HDC-04-54. The sign is currently set back 
approximately 22 feet from the street and the building 
has over 200 lineal feet of street frontage 
due its location on the corner. Due to this 
distance from the street, the size of the sign 
seems appropriate in order to be legible 
from the road, as well as for pedestrians 
walking along the sidewalk on the opposite 
side of the street. The front door to the 
museum is obstructed from view from the 
street, and the hours of operation would not 
be visible if posted at the door. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 9 - Location of existing sign and approximate 
distance from street. 

Figure 10 - Google Streetview 2018 
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Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC approve the sign as submitted and 
recommends the HPC request the sign posts be painted dark gray. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in George Tolen and Ellen Flynn Giles. Mr. Reich and Ms. Tennor did not 

have any questions. Mr. Roth agreed with Staff that the posts should be painted gray and suggested the 

rotating signs be a more compatible color, rather than the green shown on the “closed for maintenance” 

sign. 

Ms. Zoren agreed with the previous comments and said the sign posts should be painted a dark gray to 

match the sign. 

Mr. Shad said he was disappointed the sign was put up without notice to the Commission ahead of time 

and said that he hoped any new work or signs would receive preapproval.  

Motion: Ms. Tennor moved to approve the application as submitted with the posts painted dark gray 

per the staff recommendations. Mr. Roth seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 

 
 
HPC-21-13 – 3725 Park Avenue/8324 Court Avenue, Ellicott City, HO-285 
Applicant: Shawn Gladden, Howard County Historical Society 
 
Request: The Applicant, Shawn Gladden from the Howard County Historical Society, requests a 
Certificate of Approval to make exterior alterations/partial demolition at 3725 Park Avenue/8324 Court 
Avenue, Ellicott City. 
 
Background and Site Description: This building is located in the Ellicott City Historic District and is listed 
in the Howard County Historic Sites Inventory as HO-285, the Weir House/Ellicott’s Second School 
Building. The building dates circa 1812.   
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant proposes to remove the addition of a roof extension over the rear porch 
(facing Court Avenue), the cedar shingle exterior walls and corresponding windows. The goal is to 
expose the original façade, which contains a mansard roof and windows and is currently hidden behind 
this addition. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 11 – Photo from application - enclosed area and roof extension proposed to be 
removed. 
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HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations: 
 
Chapter 6.F: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing 
Buildings; Porches and Balconies 

1) Chapter 6.F states, “Porches are important to a 
building’s sense of scale. Removing, enclosing or 
altering a porch can dramatically alter the 
appearance of a building.” 

2) Chapter 6.F recommends against, “enclosing a 
historic porch, especially on a building’s primary 
façade.” 

 
The general idea of removing the 1950s era porch 
enclosure to expose the existing mansard roof complies 
with the Guidelines, which recommends against 
enclosing porches, although in this case, the entire 
existing mansard roof was encapsulated within this 
addition. The windows are in place as well as the shingle 
siding (Figure 12 and 13). The standing seam roof from 
the first floor porch is still in place and has been built 
with floor joists and a tongue and groove floor above, 
which are to be removed and will expose the metal roof.  
 
The lack of architectural drawings makes it difficult to 
determine exactly how the building was altered by the enclosure, and how it will look if the enclosure is 
removed. It is also not clear how the mansard roof is connected to the cast iron porch below, as it 
appears the mansard roof would be recessed back since it is behind an enclosure, and the cast iron 
porch would extend out beyond the second floor mansard roof. This would then require the porch to 

Figure 13 – Photo from application - Side wall to be removed where attached to 
shingle roof. End windows showing how the porch enclosure was added. 

Figure 12 – Photo from application - Mansard 
roof and window currently covered by second 
floor porch enclosure. 

Figure 14 – Section of porch – Highlight showing the 
enclosure to be removed to expose mansard roof. 
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have a finished roof, which it currently does not have. Because the cast iron porch ceiling is serving as 
the second floor porch floor, it most likely is flat and has been altered to serve this purpose as a floor, 
and would most likely need to be reconstructed, have the proper pitch, roofing materials, etc.  
 
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC determine if the materials submitted are 
sufficient, or if further drawings are needed. If the HPC determines the information is sufficient, Staff 
recommends Approval as submitted.  
 
Testimony: Mr. Tolen and Ms. Giles were already sworn in. Mr. Tolen provided a background on the 
historic alterations and construction of the building. He explained the building originally had a gable roof 
that was altered with a saltbox roof and then later changed back to a gable roof. Mr. Tolen said it was 
unclear when the second-floor porch was added, but that it was their intention to remove it and expose 
the three windows and mansard roof. He explained the center window was cut in order to make it into a 
door and that the porch roof is intact under the floor of the second-floor porch. He explained a section 
of the floor was cut out to review and there is a nailer down to level it out. 
 
Mr. Reich thought it was a great plan to remove the enclosure and said that the details will need to be 
worked out once the enclosure is removed, in terms of what happens with the trim such as the cornice 
and entablature. Mr. Tolen explained they are not completely sure what is underneath part of the 
building where it turns on the side. Mr. Reich asked how the mansard meets the roof. Mr. Tolen said 
there is one area where a 2x10 board sticks out 18 inches and they will have to notch it in for the fascia 
and soffit. He does not want to have 10-inch-high fascia board. Mr. Tolen and Mr. Reich further 
discussed the trim and siding.  
 
Mr. Tolen clarified the mansard roof shingles were painted cedar wood and not slate. He said he would 
return to the Commission once they have more details figured out after they remove the porch if there 
are more alterations that need to be made.  
 
Ms. Zoren stated concern at the unknown items. She liked the idea of removing the porch, but said that 
historically it would not be normal to see a gable above the mansard, or the pitched roof hitting a 
mansard, and that having another dormer over the mansard dormers will be visually jarring. She said 
more details were needed. Ms. Zoren suggested the Applicant obtain a 3D model. Mr. Tolen thought the 
dormer was dead center about the center window so that it was symmetrical. 
 
Mr. Roth thought the proposed removal of the porch was a good idea, but said the Applicants should 
return with a plan after the porch is removed. 
 
Ms. Tennor asked if the Applicant anticipated installing a new gutter system with half round gutters and 
round downspouts to match the existing. Mr. Tolen said they anticipated repairing and adding with the 
half round gutters. Ms. Tennor understood the concern Ms. Zoren had with the pediment roof of the 
gable with the windows of the mansard roof but she also agreed that moving forward was the best plan 
with returning with any new approvals. 
 
Motion: Mr. Reich moved to approve the application to remove the upper porch, with the provision the 
Applicant come back for approval for any further details the Commission cannot see. Mr. Roth 
seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
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OTHER BUSINESS 
 

1) Section 106 Review - EBI Project #6121000270, 2179 Warwick Way, Marriottsville 
 

Mr. Shad swore in Tara Cubie and Chris Harold. Mr. Roth referenced the report and the National 
Agreement FCC document and specifically the part about an undertaking having a visual adverse effect 
on the historic property. If the visual effect from the facility will noticeably diminish the integrity of one 
or more of the characteristics qualifying the property for inclusion in or eligibility for the National 
Register. Construction of a facility will not cause a visual adverse effect, except where visual settings or 
visual elements are character defining features of eligibility of a historic property located within the APE. 
Mr. Roth asked the Applicant what the qualifying characteristics of Waverly that put it on the National 
Register were. 
 
Ms. Cubie stated the qualifications for Waverly setting is not discussed, rather the association with an 
important figure as well, as the architecture itself.  
 
Mr. Roth noted the National Register application and the architecture check box was not checked, but 
other local history is checked. Mr. Roth asked if the architecture is an important contributing feature 
since the National Register form did not check it. Ms. Cubie said despite the architecture not being 
checked on the nomination, both architecture and the setting is significant, but the setting was 
diminished after the nomination was approved. 
 
Mr. Roth said that according to the National Register nomination, if it is all about the history of the 
building then there is not an adverse effect. But one could say that going by the National Register 
nomination and considering the discussion of architecture and the discussed vistas, then it may have 
adverse effects. 
 
Ms. Cubie stated the vista has been significantly altered and diminished since the nomination was 
written. Mr. Roth stated the write-up starts out describing the significance of the setting and nothing 
about it says it is only the vista to the east.  
 
Ms. Cubie stated they wanted to follow up with the Commission’s comments as there was a reduction of 
the tower height and increased vegetation proposed between the properties. Ms. Cubie highlighted the 
improved changes: the antenna height was reduced by 10 feet from 142 to 132 feet, which still meets 
their coverage objective and additional vegetation is proposed for the Waverly Mansion site. It was 
noted the Applicant would need to work with Howard County to develop additional vegetation plan or 
contribute funds to Howard County to plant a screen on the Waverly property. 

 
Mr. Harold said they are trying to mitigate the visual impact and find a solution acceptable to all. 

 
Ms. Tennor asked if out of all the other towers in the vicinity, if this one was the tallest. She asked if the 
tower could be at the landfill. Mr. Harold said there is a 127’ tall flagpole tower with internal wires to 
the pole fitting 3 antennas verse the proposed 6 to 7 antenna for this tree tower.  Mr. Harold discussed 
the range of tower heights from 127’-260’ and the constraints with having the tower in another location. 

 
Ms. Zoren said reducing the height by 10 feet is less than 8% and is not a huge offering for mitigation. It 
continues to offer an adverse impact on the setting and it continues to be 60 to 70 feet higher than 
anything else in the area including buildings and trees. 
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Mr. Shad agreed with Ms. Zoren, stating the tower is twice as high as the existing tree line. It will stand 
out during winter and year-round and will be highly visible. He appreciated the effort to mitigate some 
of the concerns, but the mitigation is not enough. 

 
Mr. Reich said a tower 132 feet high will have an effect on the viewshed of the historic property. 
 
Mr. Roth thinks the tower has an effect on the viewshed and is inclined to see what the Section 106 
reviewers have to say.  

 
The Commission stated they all agreed the plan still has adverse effects on the historic resource, that 
additional landscaping should be pursued, the vista should be preserved and the tower should be 
reduced as much as possible, if not relocated further away from Waverly. 
 
Mr. Harold said the landfill staff was contacted about leasing the space for an additional antenna but 
they are not interested. Mr. Harold explained the location choice cannot be too close to an existing site, 
but you can place towers on the same parcel if the zoning allows for it and the parcel owner is willing. 
The wetlands on the proposed side prohibit the tower from going on the southern side of the property.  
 
 

2) Guilford Quarry Pratt Through Truss Bridge National Register nomination update. 
 
Ms. Tennor provided an update on the nomination meeting she observed. 

 
 
 
Mr. Shad moved to adjourn at 10:01 pm. Mr. Reich seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
 
*Chapter and page references are from the Ellicott City or Lawyers Hill Historic District Design Guidelines. 
 
 
 

________________________________  
S. Allan Shad 
Chair 
 
 
________________________________  
Beth Burgess 
Executive Secretary 
 
 
_________________________________ 
Samantha Holmes 
Staff, Historic Preservation Commission 
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May Minutes 
 

Thursday, May 6, 2021; 7:00 p.m. 
A public meeting of the Historic Preservation Commission was held on Thursday, May 6, 2021. Due to 
the State of Emergency and to adhere to social distancing measures, the meeting was not held at 3430 
Court House Drive, Ellicott City, but was conducted as a virtual web meeting/conference call. 
 
Mr. Roth moved to approve the March 11, 2021 minutes. Ms. Tennor seconded. The motion was 
unanimously approved.  
 
MS. Tennor moved to approve the April 1, 2021 minutes. Mr. Roth seconded. The motion was 
unanimously approved.  
 
Members present:  Allan Shad, Chair; Eileen Tennor, Vice-Chair; Drew Roth, Secretary; Bruno Reich; 

Erica Zoren 
 
Staff present:   Beth Burgess, Samantha Holmes, Lewis Taylor   
 
 
This Agenda identifies the work proposed and includes comments and recommendations from DPZ Staff. The 
recommendations included here do not constitute a decision of the Commission.  

 
 
PLAN FOR APPROVAL 
 
Consent Agenda 

1. MA-21-05c – 3420 Sylvan Lane, Ellicott City 
2. HPC-19-52c – 1805 Marriottsville Road, Marriottsville, HO-191 
3. HPC-19-03c – 8156 Main Street, Ellicott City 
4. HPC-20-38c – 7912 Savage Guilford Road, Jessup 

 
 
Regular Agenda 

1. HPC-19-31c – 3877 College Avenue, Ellicott City 
2. HPC-21-14 – 13355 Clarksville Pike, Highland 
3. HPC-21-15 – 6044 Trotter Road, Clarksville  
4. HPC-21-16 – 8454 Frederick Road, Ellicott City  
5. HPC-21-17 – 8329-8333 Main Street, Ellicott City  
6. HPC-21-18 – 3691 Sarah’s Lane, Ellicott City 

 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 

1. Ellicott City Design Guidelines Update – discussion of next steps 
2. HPC Application Form Updates 
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CONSENT AGENDA 
 
MA-21-05c – 3420 Sylvan Lane, Ellicott City 
Applicant: Robert Z. Hollenbeck 
 
Request: The Applicant, Robert Z. Hollenbeck, requests Final Tax Credit approval for a roof replacement 
made at 3420 Sylvan Lane, Ellicott City. 
 
Background and Site Description: This property is located in the Ellicott City Historic District. According 
to SDAT, the house on the property dates to 1920. The Applicant was pre-approved for tax credits to 
replace the roof through the Executive Secretary pre-approval process on February 18, 2021 in case MA-
21-05.  
 
Scope of Work: The application states that $9,467.20 was spent on repairs to the house. The Applicant 
seeks $2,366.80 in final tax credits. The work complies with that pre-approved and the cancelled check 
and other documentation total the requested amount.  
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC approve the final tax credit as 
submitted, in the amount of $2,366.80. 
 
Testimony: Mrs. Kellie Hollenbeck was in attendance, but no further information was given or discussed. 
 
Motion: Mr. Roth moved to approve the application as submitted for a final tax credit in the amount of 
$2,366.80. Ms. Tennor seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
 
HPC-19-52c – 1805 Marriottsville Road, Marriottsville, HO-191 
Applicant: Shelly Levey 
 
Request: The Applicant, Shelly Levey, requests Final Tax Credit approval for repairs made at 1805 
Marriottsville Road, Marriottsville. 
 
Background and Site Description: This property is not located in a local historic district, but is listed on 
the Historic Sites Inventory as HO-191. This property was added to the National Register of Historic 
Places in December 2017. According to the Inventory form, the house on the property dates to 1860-
1861. The Applicant was pre-approved for tax credits in November 2019 in case HPC-19-52 to repair the 
historic stone retaining wall. 
  
Scope of Work: The application states that $14,000.00 was spent on repairs to the house. The Applicant 
seeks $3,500.00 in final tax credits. The work complies with that pre-approved and the cancelled checks 
and other documentation total the requested amount.  
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC approve the final tax credit as 
submitted, in the amount of $3,500.00 
 
Testimony: Ms. Levey was in attendance, but no further information was given or discussed. 
 
Motion: Mr. Roth moved to approve the application as submitted for a final tax credit in the amount of 
$3,500.00. Ms. Tennor seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
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HPC-19-03c – 8156 Main Street, Ellicott City 
Applicant: Donald R. Reuwer Jr. 
 
Request: The Applicant, Donald R. Reuwer Jr., requests Final Tax Credit approval for repairs made at 
8156 Main Street, Ellicott City. 
 
Background and Site Description: This property is located in the Ellicott City Historic District. The 
Applicant was pre-approved for tax credits in February 2019 in case HPC-19-03 to remove the shingles 
from the front of the building and restore the storefront through the replacement of the existing front 
door and installation of storefront windows. 
  
Scope of Work: The application states that $39,330.00 was spent on repairs to the building. The 
Applicant seeks $9,832.50 in final tax credits. The work complies with that pre-approved and the 
cancelled checks and other documentation total the requested amount.  
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC approve the final tax credit as 
submitted, in the amount of $9,832.50. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Reuwer was in attendance, but no further information was given or discussed. 
 
Motion: Mr. Roth moved to approve the application as submitted for a final tax credit in the amount of 
$9,832.50. Ms. Tennor seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
 
HPC-20-38c – 7912 Savage Guilford Road, Jessup 
Applicant: Kevin Favorite 
 
Request: The Applicant, Kevin Favorite, requests Final Tax Credit approval for repairs made at 7912 
Savage Guilford Road, Jessup. 
 
Background and Site Description: This property is not located in a historic district, but is listed on the 
Historic Sites Inventory as HO-41, the Commodore Joshua Barney House. It is also listed on the National 
Register of Historic Places (1978) and contains a Maryland Historical Trust Easement. The Applicant was 
pre-approved for tax credits in June 2020 in case HPC-20-38 for various repairs related to the HVAC 
systems and electrical panel upgrades. 
  
Scope of Work: The application states that $100,654.10 was spent on repairs. The Applicant seeks 
$25,163.53 in final tax credits. The work complies with that pre-approved and the cancelled checks and 
other documentation total the requested amount.  
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC approve the final tax credit as 
submitted, in the amount of $25,163.53. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Favorite was in attendance, but no further information was given or discussed. 
 
Motion: Mr. Roth moved to approve the application as submitted for a final tax credit in the amount of 
$25,163.53. Ms. Tennor seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
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HPC-19-31c – 3877 College Avenue, Ellicott City 
Applicant: Michael J. Smith 
 
Request: The Applicant, Michael J. Smith, requests Final Tax Credit approval for repairs made at 3877 
College Avenue, Ellicott City. 
 
Background and Site Description: This property is located in the Ellicott City Historic District. According 
to SDAT, the building on the property dates to 1937. The Applicant was pre-approved in case HPC-19-31, 
to make various repairs to the building. On February 4, 2021 the Applicant submitted for final tax credit 
approval for a portion of the work, which consisted of repointing the chimney, replacing the crown and 
applying a waterproof coating to the chimney. 
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant now seeks Final Tax Credit approval in the amount of $19,628.26 for the 
remainder of the pre-approved work for the roof replacement, which included: 

1) Remove all existing, original slate and flashing from house. 
2) Install 36” PSU 30 ice and water shield throughout eaves, valleys and penetrations.  
3) Repair or replace any damaged sub-roofing.  
4) Install titanium synthetic roofing underlayment.  
5) Fabricate C-4, 5-inch drip edge with 16 oz. copper and install along roof perimeter.  
6) Install 16x random Vermont Gray/black slates with 7.5-inch exposure.  
7) Fabricate and install new 16 oz. copper flashing. Seal all flashing.  
8) Install copper ridge cap and 2-inch bronze snow guards. 

 
The Applicant replaced the entire gutter guard system on the gutters when the roof was replaced, when 
it was discovered that some guards were deformed or missing. This work totaled the amount of $566.02 
(which would be a tax credit of $141.51) and was included as an expense in this application, however 
the work was not pre-approved and is not eligible as a result. The amount eligible for tax credits from 
the pre-approved work for the roof replacement would be $77,947.00 for a tax credit of $19,486.75. The 
roof replacement complies with the pre-approved scope of work and the cancelled checks and other 
documentation total $77,947.00 for a tax credit of $19,486.75. 
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC approve the final tax credit in the 
amount of $19,486.75. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Michael Smith was in attendance, but no testimony was given or discussed.  
 
Motion: Mr. Roth moved to approve the application as submitted for a final tax credit in the amount of 
$19,486.75. Ms. Tennor seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
 
REGULAR AGENDA 
 
 
HPC-21-14- 13355 Route 108/Clarksville Pike, Highland 
Applicant: Ed Rudden 
 
Request: The Applicant, Ed Rudden, seeks Advisory Comments for a site development plan with 
demolition at 13355 Clarksville Pike, Highland. 
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Background and Site Description: This property is not located in a historic district or listed on the 
Historic Sites Inventory. However, it does contain a historic structure and is located in close proximity to 
the historic Highland crossroads. According to SDAT, the building on the property dates to 1922. The site 
is 2.24 acres and is zoned B-1. 
 

 
 
The County Architectural Historian has evaluated the 
house and provided the following historical information:  

“In 1923 Hardey Cissel purchased 33 acres in 
Highland that he subdivided into building lots and, at least 
in this instance, constructed a house on the lot.  He sold 
the property to William and Evelyn Johnson in December 
1926, and though the full price is not disclosed in the deed, 
on the same day the Johnsons mortgaged their property of 
just over two acres to the Highland Bank for $3,000.  The 
large sum indicates that the house must have been 
standing.  Less than two years later the Johnsons sold the 
property back to Cissel and immediately resold it to Annie 
Parlette, widow of local farmer Winfield S. Parlette, and 
her daughter Winifred Parlette.  They ran a boarding house 
here in 1930, but not by 1940.  After Annie’s death 
Winifred continued to live here, later marrying late in life.  
The house passed out of the family in 1985.” 
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant proposes to demolish the existing bungalow and construct a new 2-story 
office building and parking lot. The new building will be located closer to the street, with the parking 
behind the building. The proposed new building is shown below in Figure 6. The existing house and 
interior are shown in Figures 4 and 5.  
 

Figure 2 - Aerial photo from 1975 of Highland. Figure 1 - Aerial photo from 1952 of Highland. 

Figure 3 - Aerial photo from 2020 of Highland. 
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HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations:  
 
Section 16.118. - Protection of Historic Resources 
The structure is not located in a historic district and is not listed on the Historic Sites Inventory, so 
Section 16.118 of the subdivision regulations for the Protection of Historic Resources does not apply.  
 
Section 16.603A. - Review of development plans. 
Prior to the initial submittal of an application for subdivision or site development plan approval on a site 
located in a historic district established under this subtitle, adjoining a multi-site historic district, or that 
contains a historic structure, the applicant shall request review by the Commission to identify all historic 
resources on the site and obtain advice from the Commission regarding the design of development. 
 
Section 16.606 (d)(II)(III): 
(II)Advise and assist the Department of Planning and Zoning in identifying historic resources on property 
that requires subdivision or site development plan approval and is located in a historic district 
established under this subtitle or contains an historic structure. Such advice shall be given prior to the 
initial plan submittal for either subdivision or site development plans. 
 
(III) Advise an applicant for subdivision or site development plan approval for a site located in a historic 
district established under this subtitle, Adjoining a Multi-Site Historic District or that contains a historic 
structure. Such advice shall be provided prior to the initial submittal for a subdivision or site development 
plan… 
 

Figure 6 - Proposed office building. 

Figure 4 - Front of building. 
Figure 5 - Interior of house 
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While the building has had additions, they have been attached to the side and the rear, leaving the main 
bungalow building intact. While the application references damage to the building, it is damage and 
disrepair common to buildings of this age that have been neglected. Historic tax credits could be utilized 
for the rehabilitation of the building. Demolition of this building will further erode the historic center of 
Highland. 
 
If the new building is to be constructed, the materials and fenestration on the façade should be 
simplified. For example, on historic buildings in the vicinity, the use of brick is typically limited to a 
foundation line, and not incorporated as shown on the drawing on the first floor. It would be more 
typical to see one material used for siding, and this would allow the new construction to better blend 
into the historic vernacular of the Highland community.  
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC provide advice on the demolition of the 
historic structure and design of the development. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Rob Vogel and Kirk Guillory. Mr. Shad asked if Mr. Vogel had any 
comments on the staff report. Mr. Vogel provided a brief introduction and noted the structure dates to 
1922. He stated that Ken Short has been out to document the property. Mr. Vogel said they have 
presented the project to the Greater Highland Crossroads Association (GHCA) and they were in favor of 
this project. Mr. Vogel said there are zoning regulations specific to the Highland community regarding 
parking, structures and location to the road. The plan will match the setback on the other side of Route 
108. Parking will be provided behind the building and the new building will be about 10 feet from the 
right of way. This project has also been through the Health Department reviews regarding well and 
septic.  
 
Kirk Guillory is the project architect. He provided a few comments in support of the development, the 
building height, the close proximity to Route 108 and rear parking, explaining they are consistent with 
the written and verbal wishes of the GHCA, and adjacent business and property owners. The setback to 
108 is desirable to reduce traffic speeds on 108 and visually reinforces a walkable environment. The 
building will be clad with a naturally quarried stone. Mr. Guillory spoke about the architectural features 
of the building, such as gables and dormers, and how they relate to the neighboring structures. Mr. 
Guillory spoke on the condition of the existing home, indicating it was old and in poor shape and had 
been altered with modern building materials.  
 
Mr. Vogel said that if there was any interior woodwork of value, the property owner would have those 
items salvaged prior to demolition of the building.  
 
Ms. Zoren said the site plan did not contain the existing building, so it was difficult to understand the 
location of the existing building in relation to the new building. She asked if the same setback was being 
maintained. Mr. Guillory said the proposed office building was closer to Route 108 than the existing 
home, and he estimated it was 15-20 feet closer. He said the existing home has parking in close 
proximity to 108 and the new building would not have parking along the road. Mr. Vogel provided 
additional information on the site plan, street trees, sidewalks, powerlines, etc. Ms. Zoren said it would 
be important to keep the existing setback. She said there is a rural feel to the road in the Highland area 
and the new site design for the office building is crowding that. She said to keep the setback of the front 
porch of the existing building for the proposed building.  
 
Ms. Zoren said the scale and design of the office building, seems taller than everything that surrounds it. 
She said the Highland area tends to be traditional in nature, but the proposed building, with two gables 
and variation of window types, and the stepping up and down of the materials, is more modern in 
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nature. She recommended the proposed building be simplified to fit better in scale and architectural 
style with the surrounding area.  
 
Mr. Reich also questioned the location of the existing structure on the site plan. Mr. Reich agreed with 
Ms. Zoren’s comments. He said that while the zoning allows the development, it is not in character with 
the area. He does not agree that the bungalow is in poor enough shape to be demolished. He thought it 
would have been interesting to incorporate the bungalow into the new development. While it is a 
typical bungalow with additions, the basic character is there and there is an interesting front porch with 
Tuscan columns. Mr. Reich said the bungalow style is more of the original Highland style than the new 
development and the bungalow should be moved to a nearby lot for preservation or incorporated into 
the design. He does like that the new architecture is broken up on the facade with dormers, although 
the scale is too large. 
 
Mr. Reich asked about the materials on the front façade. Mr. Guillory said the natural stone proposed is 
a field stone throughout all four facades. He said there is a subtle change in joint pattern between the 
base and the predominant upper two thirds area. There is an ashlar pattern at the base and a natural 
pattern above. Mr. Guillory said the new building will mimic the commercial scale of the building on the 
other side of 108, although noting it is not exemplary in terms of the character of the vicinity. Mr. Reich 
said the zoning is allowing Highland to change to a retro new town center style rather than something 
that respects the original rural character of Highland, but noted it was not part of a historic district.  
Mr. Roth said the Greater Highland Crossroads Association should testify in support or send the 
Commission a letter in support, rather than the Commission hearing third hand testimony, and 
disregarded the support. Mr. Roth agreed with the other Commissioners that the proposal is not in-
keeping with the rural crossroads.  
 
Ms. Tennor agreed with the comments from Ms. Zoren and Mr. Reich regarding the character of the 
proposed building. Ms. Tennor appreciated the materials proposed by the architect. She said it is a 
common theme for the existing structure to be discounted. She said the existing structure represents 
what the buildings in Highland once were and the modern additions are not valid reasons to discount 
the value of the structure.  
 
Mr. Shad concurred with the previous comments and requested full sized drawings in the future. He 
would also like to see a plan showing existing conditions and the new proposed layout to allow for more 
appropriate comments.  
 
Motion: There was no motion as this was an Advisory Comments application. 
 
 
HPC-21-15 – 6044 Trotter Road, Clarksville 
Applicant: Leah Penza 
 
Request: The Applicant, Leah Penza, requests Advisory Comments on the changes to the site 
development plan/previous Advisory Comments, at 6044 Trotter Road. 
 
Background and Site Description: This property is not located in a Historic District, but is listed on the 
Historic Sites Inventory as HO-161, the Henry Warfield/John L. Due House. The property consists of 
33.69 acres and is zoned R-ED, Residential: Environmental Development. The property is encumbered 
with a Maryland Environmental Trust Easement.  
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The buildings on the property consist of the main historic house, historic smokehouse, historic cottage 
(historically a summer kitchen), historic spring house, historic corn crib and a modern barn.  
 
The Commission provided Advisory Comments on this plan in case HPC-19-53 in November 2019. 
 

Scope of Work: The Applicant seeks Advisory Comments as the original plans presented to the 
Commission have changed, and they are now seeking a zoning variance to demolish the historic 
smokehouse and rebuild and increase the building footprint by 100 square feet. Originally the Applicant 
planned to reinforce and re-use the stone smokehouse, remove the frame addition and build a new 
frame addition. The Applicant has since determined there is no existing foundation below the building 
and plans to demolish the existing stone and frame structure and salvage the stone for re-use. A new 
foundation will be constructed and then the Applicant will reconstruct the stone building with the same 
materials, shape and size. A new frame addition will be constructed, to be larger in height and length to 
create more usable space. 
 
HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations:   
 
Section 16.118 – Protection of Historic Resources 
 
Section 16.118(b)(1) and (2) of the subdivision regulations on the Protection of Historic Resources states: 
The following guidelines suggests ways to improve project design and do not prohibit either demolition 
of the historic structure or relocation of burial grounds in accordance with State law.  

1) Historic buildings, structures and landscape features which are integral to the historic setting 
should be located on a single lot of suitable size to ensure protection of the historic structure and 
setting. If demolition is proposed, information explaining this decision shall be provided 
(structural condition, cost to retain, etc.). 

2) Whenever possible, historic resources should be integrated into the design of the subdivision or 
site plan. If compatible, new and historic structures may be juxtaposed. Alternately, open space 
may be used to buffer the historic resources from new development. 

 
The building will be demolished and rebuilt, and the Guidelines do not prohibit demolition. The 
structure will be rebuilt and will therefore be retained on the property; however, the form could be 
different due to rebuilding and expansion. 
 

Figure 7 - Smokehouse Figure 8 - Existing addition on smokehouse 
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Utilitarian historic structures such as this one typically would not have a foundation. In consultation with 
a structural engineer, other mechanisms to construct a foundation could be looked into that would be 
less invasive than deconstruction of the building.    
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC provide advice on the demolition and 
reconstruction of the stone structure, which is a change to previously reviewed plans. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Leah Penza, the architect, and James Foster, the property owner. Ms. 
Penza said they intended to keep the stone smokehouse structure and build a new frame structure, but 
found the stone walls were sitting directly on dirt. She said the mortar holding the stone is crumbling 
and it is in need of repointing. She also said there are frame headers in poor condition. As a result, they 
are proposing to remove the stone structure and reconstruct it using modern construction techniques. 
The redesign of the frame addition will still have a shed roof and frame siding. The building will be 
brought up to current structural standards.  
 
Ms. Zoren said the proposal seemed reasonable if the structure was deemed to be unsound, with no 
foundation, and if they intend to rebuild in place with the same materials and only raise the eave of the 
frame addition. She recommended they keep in mind that part of the charm and beauty of the 
smokehouse is the older construction techniques that give it a rusticated look, and advised them to keep 
that look intact. 
 
Mr. Reich said he has renovated several buildings of the same era and he questioned the deconstruction 
of the stone. He said the stone can be repointed from either side and the stone walls can be 
underpinned. He said the building has lasted for 100-150 years without falling apart. He said it was 
common for the walls to go just down under the dirt. He had a similar house, dug out the walls, poured 
concrete and the walls are stronger than ever. He said it is far better to build additions rather than 
rebuild with the same stone, for the history of the building. He said there do not appear to be any major 
cracks in the walls, and the corners have large quoins. He said the historic character will be obliterated 
and a mason will not be able to build it the same way. The 20-inch walls will be a challenge for anyone to 
rebuild and maintain the character. He said if it is made larger, there will not be enough stone, so a 
veneer will be needed and it will not have the same appearance. He said it will also cost more money 
the way it is proposed, than restoration with a new addition.  
 
Mr. Roth appreciated the Applicant getting use and value out of the older outbuildings. He asked if they 
had considered alternatives or talked to anyone about putting a proper foundation on it, rather than 
tearing it down. Mr. Roth said he has two frame barns he has lifted up in order to put a foundation on. 
He found it hard to believe that the most cost-effective way is to tear down and rebuild it. Mr. Foster 
said the intention was to improve all of the buildings where they can. In the original manor house, they 
did repoint all stone walls on the interior and exterior. For the addition, they brought in stone that 
would match the current house in size and scale. He said they intended to leverage the foundation, but 
it was not there. He said if they could underpin in areas they would. He said keeping the historical 
nature and stone in place and keeping the design for every building has been important throughout the 
entire project.  
 
Ms. Tennor said they were not going to attempt an architecturally reassembled salvage where stone 
buildings are numbered and stored, to go back into place for when the building is reconstructed. She 
said this stone structure is in much better shape than most other structures she has seen that go 
through a similar process. It is her understanding that they will reuse the stones, but not re-assemble 
the walls as they stand now, and asked if that was correct. 
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Ms. Penza said that was correct. The plan for rebuilding is to have a wood frame wall on the interior, 
and add insulation. The stone mason would document and guillotine the stones, so there would be a 6-
inch stone veneer on the exterior and a stone veneer on the interior, but there would not be full depth 
stones. 
 
Ms. Tennor said adding windows to the stone building was a big material change to the historic building 
and suggested a wood addition where the windows could be accommodated. Ms. Tennor agreed with 
the other Commission comments. 
 
Mr. Shad echoed Mr. Reich’s comments, that before this approach is taken, they consider the 
underpinning and saving the structure in its place and repair it as needed. Although it will be an 
attractive building, it will no longer retain the look of the smokehouse. Mr. Foster said they would 
consider the options presented.  
 
Motion: There was no motion as this was an Advisory Comments application. 
 
 
HPC-21-16 – 8454 Frederick Road, Ellicott City, HO-338 
Applicant: Tim Ebel 
 
Request: The Applicant, Tim Ebel, requests a Certificate of Approval and Tax Credit Pre-Approval to 
make exterior alterations/additions and repairs to 8454 Frederick Road, Ellicott City. 
 
Background and Site Description: This property is located in the Ellicott City Historic District and is listed 
on the Historic Sites Inventory as HO-338, Sam Caplan House/Burgess Tenant House. According to SDAT 
the building on the property dates to 1899. 
 
The Maryland Historical Trust Inventory information for this property contains a 1987 National Park 
Service tax credit application. This application shows that a 1970s era mudroom/porch enclosure was 
removed around 1987-1988 and converted to an open side porch.  
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant proposes to make several exterior alterations and additions and seeks tax 
credit pre-approval for eligible work. The proposed work is:  

1) Enclose side porch (the porch that was previously a 1970s era mudroom/enclosed porch and 
later removed in 1987-1988). The porch is 16 feet deep by 6 feet 6 inches wide. The roof height 
will remain the same as the existing. 

a. Windows – Install Marvin double hung 2:2 wood windows with a 1 1/8” external muntin 
to match the existing windows. Window trim to be Boral TruExterior painted black. 

b. Siding – Install Boral TruExterior German lap siding, painted Benjamin Moore Van 
Deusen Blue. The siding reveal will be 4.969” inches, to match historic house. Trim will 
be TruExterior black trim. 

c. Door and Screen Door – Install wood door, to be one light over 2 panels, painted black. 
Install wood storm door, painted black, to match the existing screen doors on the house. 

d. Roof – Install Western States metal roofing, in a standing seam style. The roof will be 
black and the panels will be 18 inches wide. The seam style is shown below in Figure 12. 

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

a. Roof – Remove existing asphalt roof and install Western States metal roofing, in a 
standing seam style. The roof will be black and the panels will be 18 inches wide. The 
seam style is shown below in Figure 12. 
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b. Siding – Paint all siding Benjamin Moore Van Deusen Blue and repair/replace rotten 
wood German lap siding in-kind as needed. The siding is currently a light tan color. 
 

3) Driveway gate – Install black steel gate on driveway, before bridge. The gate design will match 
the existing steel railing. The gates will be mounted on 6-inch by 6-inch metal posts.  

 
HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations:  
 
Chapter 6.F: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Porches and Balconies 

1) Chapter 6.F recommends against “enclosing a historic porch, especially on a building’s primary 
façade.” 

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

 
The side porch to be enclosed was either restored or constructed in 1987-1988; it is unclear what 
construction the removal of the 1970s mudroom consisted of. Regardless, the side porch proposed to be 
enclosed is located on the side of the building, not the primary façade, and serves more as a covered 
stoop than an actual porch (especially when compared to the porches on the front façade of the historic 
building). The enclosure will be lined with windows, keeping the room visibly open. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Side porch 

Figure 9 - Front facade of house and location of side porch. 

Figure 10 - View of side porch. 
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Chapter 7: New Constructions: Additions, Porches and Outbuildings 

3) Chapter 7.A.1 recommends:   
a. Design and fit additions to avoid damaging or obscuring key architectural features of a 

historic building. 
b. Attach additions to the side or rear of a historic building to avoid altering the primary 

façade. Consider the impact of the addition on side, rear and rooftop views of the 
building from public ways. 

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

The enclosure of the side porch will avoid damaging or obscuring key architectural features, as it will be 
a small enclosure attached directly to the side porch and not the main historic structure or front 
porches. The historic nature of the side porch is questionable due to the construction done in the late 
1980s. While the enclosed porch will be visible from the street, it will minimally alter the historic 
structure since the porch structure already exists. 
 

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

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

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

The proposed windows will be 2:2 wood, matching the muntin pattern on the historic house. Likewise, 
the door will be a one light over two panel wood door painted black, matching those on the historic 
house. 
 

5) Chapter 7.A.5 recommends:  
f. “On any building, use exterior materials and colors (including roof, walls and 

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

Figure 11 - Side view of existing conditions and proposed alterations. 



14 
 

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

 
The siding will be Boral TruExterior in a German lap profile. The TruExterior is a poly-ash composite, but 
looks very similar to wood in texture, density and thickness. TruExterior siding can also be installed using 
wood-working tools, similar to wood siding. The TruExterior siding complies with the Guidelines, as it is 
compatible with the historic wood siding, but is not an exact replication, as the material is different. 
 
The proposed roofing on the porch enclosure will be black standing seam metal, which is also proposed 
to be installed on the main historic house. In both cases asphalt shingles will be removed for the 
installation of the metal roofing, which is a more historically appropriate roofing type than asphalt. 
While it is unknown if a metal roof ever existed on this structure, it is reasonable that the roof would 
have originally been wood shingle and could have been converted to metal and later, asphalt. The 
Western States standing seam metal roofing appears to only come in one profile, unlike other metal 
roofs the Commission has reviewed. The seam is slightly wider and more square than previous roofs the 
Commission has approved, with the goal to have a machine-made standing seam look more like a hand 
seam. Figure 12 below shows the proposed seam type, while Figure 13 shows the seam type the 
Commission has reviewed in past applications. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Chapter 6.E: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Roofs, Dormers and Gutters 

6) Chapter 6.E explains, “historic roofing materials include wood shingles, metal and slate. Wood 
shingles were used on the earliest buildings. Metal (including copper, terne metal and later, 
galvanized steel) and slate become common roofing materials in the mid 19th century.” 

7) Chapter 6.E recommends, “Replace historic roof materials only when necessary due to extensive 
deterioration; use replacement material that matches or is similar to the original. If this is not 
possible, a different material characteristic of the building's style, construction methods and 
period may be used. (For example, replacing wood shingles with standing seam metal may be 
appropriate for some early 1800s buildings.)”  

 
In this instance the roof is currently asphalt shingles and is not a historic roofing material. The Applicant 
proposes to replace the modern asphalt with a historically appropriate metal roofing. This change from 
a modern material to a historically appropriate material is consist with the Guideline recommendations 

Figure 12 - Proposed Western States seam type 
Figure 13 - Standing seam profile 
approved in other projects, to best 
replicate a hand seamed 
appearance. 
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to use historic building materials. The only potential issue with the proposed roofing is the seam type, as 
mentioned above. The Commission should determine if the proposed seam is appropriate in replicating 
a hand seamed look, which is what would have existed on a historic building of this age. 
 
Chapter 6.N: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Colors and Painting 

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

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

The proposed paint color, Benjamin Moore Van Deusen Blue, will be compatible with the style of the 
building, which is primarily a granite structure with a frame addition. The blue will be compatible with 
the blue and gray colors found in the Ellicott City granite on the historic house.   

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

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

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

 
The Guidelines do not specifically address gates. However, the proposed gate will be constructed to 
match the existing railing, which was approved by the Commission. The gate will be compatible with the 
setting and will be constructed of black steel, which complies with the Guideline recommendations. 

 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC: 

1) Approve Items 1a, 1b and 1c for the new porch enclosure.  
2) Determine if Item 1d and 2a, the standing seam metal roof has an appropriate seam and 

approve, deny or modify accordingly.  
3) Approve Item 2b, the painting and repair of the siding on the existing house.  
4) Approve Item 3, the driveway gate. 

 
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Tim Ebel. Mr. Ebel said that he was open to using a different type of 
standing seam roof and was not seeking tax credits for the work. 
 
Ms. Zoren said the design fits with the historic house. She said enclosing the side porch, since it is not 
historic, will not devalue the historic character of the structure. Ms. Zoren asked for clarification on the 
material used on the existing house siding for the repair work. Mr. Ebel said he would be using wood. 
Ms. Zoren would prefer to see a more hand seamed look on the standing seam roof. Mr. Ebel agreed. 
Ms. Zoren said that otherwise it was a very nice design. 
 
Mr. Reich said that everything looked carefully considered. The windows are appropriate and enclosing 
a side porch made sense. The gate looked appropriate for the metal railing design on the bridge. Mr. 
Reich agreed with the comments on the standing seam, he said the vertical seam was good and 
something better would be hand seamed. He suggested they might want to consider 16 inches on 
center, which would look more original.  
 
Mr. Roth liked the design of the gate and concurred with Ms. Zoren and Mr. Reich regarding the roof. 
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Ms. Tennor said the height of the porch roof will remain the same as the existing, but she said the 
drawings indicate a steeper pitch. She asked if that was just the drawing appearing different and Mr. 
Ebel said that was just the drawing. Ms. Tennor asked if the elevation of the wall that will no longer be 
visible will remain the same behind the new porch. Mr. Ebel agreed it would remain the same.  
Mr. Shad said it was a great design and was considerate of the original intentions of the house. 
 
Motion: Mr. Roth moved to approve the proposal as submitted, with the exception of the standing 
seam metal roof. A standing seam roof of a more traditional style will be approved, subject to staff 
approval, and can go through the Minor Adjustment process if appropriate. Mr. Reich seconded. The 
motion was unanimously approved.  
 
 
HPC-21-17 – 8329-8333 Main Street, Ellicott City, HO-325 
Applicant: Paula Dwyer 
 
Request: The Applicant, Paula Dwyer, requests a Certificate of Approval to make exterior alterations and 
repairs at 8329-8333 Main Street.  
 
Background and Site Description: This property is located in the Ellicott City Historic District and is listed 
on the Historic Sites Inventory as HO-325, Caleb Merryman’s Two Frame Buildings. According to the 
Inventory form, the buildings date circa 1830-1835. 
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant proposes to make the following alterations to the building and rear yard:  
Rear Yard 

1) Clearing and removal of brush and grass, removal of trees that are less than 12 inches in 
diameter located at the rear of the property. Existing shrubs and plantings on the fence shared 
with La Palapa will be removed. 

2) Install a perimeter of new native plantings along the same area, including Mountain laurel, 
Inkberry (female) evergreen, viburnum, hydrangea, Black Eyed Susan, Purple Sage, Lavender, 
Iris, Milkweed, Daises and Zinnias. An existing dogwood will remain and one more dogwood will 
be planted. 

3) Remove existing brick pavers. 
4) Level rear area where brick and lawn were located and install bluestone pavers. 
5) Remove existing fence on Merryman Street side of property. 
6) Install new black aluminum fence on Merryman Street side of property and around parking area, 

using a fence style found throughout the historic district.  
7) Add an elevated composite deck to the rear of the property, located adjacent to the existing 

park slab. The proposed product is Cali Bamboo, a composite deck material that is moisture 
resistant. 

8) Repair and paint retaining wall, which is visible from the rear yard and retains the street. Repair 
retaining wall with quickset concrete and paint Sherwin Williams On the Rocks 7671, a tan color. 

9) Use black metal tables and chair for outdoor seating. 
10) The Applicant seeks tax credit pre-approval for these items, but they are not eligible per Section 

20.112 of the County Code. 
 
House 

11) Paint shutters Sherwin Williams Tricorn Black 6258. The shutters are currently a brown color. 
The Applicant seeks tax credit pre-approval for the work.  

12) Replace three existing historic wood front doors with three new wood doors (African 
Mahogany) in a ¾ light over one panel and remove existing transoms. The new doors will be 
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painted Sherwin Williams Rapture Blue. The Applicant seeks tax credit pre-approval for this 
work. Currently there are three doors on the front façade of the building, consisting of: 

a. 8329 Main Street – Unpainted wood paneled door. One light transom above door. Full 
light wood storm door over main door. This door is not as easy to see in the 1977 photo. 
In the 1977 photo, there is an AC unit in the transom over the door, so the current one 
light transom may not be original.  

b. Middle door between duplex units – This is a sallyport (alley between duplex building 
leading to rear yard) with a door. The door is a half light (filled in and painted) over 
three horizontal panels. This door is evident in a 1977 photo from the Inventory form. 

c. 8333 Main Street – Half light over two vertical panels door. This door has a four-light 
transom over the door. This door is evident in a 1977 photo from the Inventory form.  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 14 - Photo from HO-325 form, September 1977 

Figure 15 - Google Streetview of existing front facade, July 2019 
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HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations:   
 
Rear Yard 
Chapter 9.B: Landscape and Site Elements; Trees and Other Vegetation 

1) Chapter 9.B states the following is Routine Maintenance: 
a. “Removing shrubs or other low vegetation.” 
b. “Planting trees, shrubs or other vegetation, except as listed above under “Work that 

Requires a Certificate of Approval” 
2) Chapter 9.B states the following work requires a Certificate of Approval, “Removing live trees 

with a diameter of 12 inches or greater 4.5 feet above ground level.” 
3) Chapter 9.B recommends, “Retain mature trees and shrubs. Provide for their replacement when 

necessary.” 
 
The proposal to clear the existing vegetation does not require approval and would be considered routine 
maintenance, as does the proposal to install new native plantings.  
 
The proposed tree to be removed has three trunks and may require approval if all three trunks total 12” 
inches or greater (for multi-stemmed trees, the size is determined by measuring all the trunks, and then 
adding the total diameter of the largest trunk to one-half the diameter of each additional trunk). The 
Applicant proposes to utilize the area for seating and the tree is currently blocking that area. The 
Applicant proposes to plant a new dogwood tree. 
 
Chapter 9.D: Landscape and Site Elements; Walls, Fences, Terraces, Walkways and Driveways 

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

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

Figure 16 - Proposed retaining wall color. 

Figure 17 - Paint sample board. Blue color is 
proposed for door, black for shutters, siding to 
remain as-is. 

Figure 18 - Proposed outdoor tables and chairs. 
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b. “Construct new terraces or patios visible from a public way from brick, stone or concrete 
pavers designed to look like indigenous stone.” 

c. “Install open fencing, generally not more than five feet high, of wood or dark metal.” 
 
The proposed black aluminum railing will be the same type as one found throughout the historic district 
and complies with the Guideline recommendations. 
 
The proposal to remove the existing brick pavers and install bluestone pavers also complies with the 
Guidelines. Bluestone is a typical material used in the district and complies with the Guideline 
recommendations.  
 
The proposed Cali Bamboo product is made from 60% wood and 40% plastic. The appearance and 
texture is compatible with actual wood products when compared side by side, although the product 
does not feel like wood. The platform deck will not be located adjacent to the historic structure, but will 
be detached in the rear yard, next to a bluestone patio and the current elevated driveway pad 
(proposed eating area). This product may be an improvement over pressure treated wood, which tends 
to crack, warp and splinter over time. 
 
Chapter 10.C: Parking Lots, Public Streets and Street Furniture 

5) Chapter 10.C recommends: 
a. “Use street furniture that is simple in design and constructed of traditional materials 

such as wood and dark metal.” 
b. “Select street furniture that reinforces Ellicott City’s identity as a historic district.” 

 
The proposed outdoor tables and chairs, which will be located in the rear yard, rear parking pad, front 
porch and front yard comply with the Guideline recommendations. 
 
House 
Chapter 6.N: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Colors and Painting 

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

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

 
The proposal to paint the shutters black complies with the Guidelines. Black is a common color for 
shutters and will also be compatible with the tan siding on the building. 
 
The proposal to paint the doors Sherwin Williams Rapture Blue also complies with the Guidelines 
recommendation to reserve bright colors for small important details such as doors or trim. It is unclear if 
the bright blue will be compatible with the tan siding and Staff has requested a sample paint board for 
the Commission’s review. 
 
The proposal to paint the retaining wall complies with the Guidelines, as it will be a neutral color. The 
retaining wall is currently in poor condition and the repair and painting will improve the aesthetic 
appearance of the wall. 
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Chapter 6.G: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Entrances 
2) Chapter 6.G recommends: 

a. “Maintain and repair original doors, frames, sills, lintels, side lights and transoms. 
Weatherstrip doors to reduce air infiltration.” 

b. “When repair is not possible, replace historic doors and entrance features with features 
of the same size, style and finish.” 

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

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

 
The existing one light over 2-panel door at 8333 Main Street is a historic door, probably circa 1890-1915. 
The door at 8329 Main Street does not appear to be historic. The Guidelines recommend replacing 
historic doors with doors of the same size, style and finish, and replacing inappropriate modern doors 
with new doors of an appropriate style, based on documentary evidence. It would be most appropriate 
to replace the door at 8329 Main Street with a door matching that at 8333 Main Street, since it is an 
existing historic door. If the existing door at 8333 Main Street cannot be repaired, it should be replaced 
in-kind, matching the existing in size, style and finish. 
 
The proposal to remove the transoms does not comply with the Guidelines, as they are historic building 
features. The 4-light transom should remain in-place and not be removed, as it is a historic building 
feature. The one light transom at 8329 Main Street was most likely originally a 4-light transom, but 
appears to have been altered when the AC unit was installed and later removed (see Figure 14, 1977 
photo above). The one light transom should be replaced with a 4-light transom, matching that at 8333 
Main Street, but should not be removed. 
 
The middle door between the two duplexes is actually a sallyport door (although it resembles a front 
door leading to an interior space), which leads through an alley between the buildings to the rear yard.  
There are several examples of sallyport doors in Ellicott City, but they are most commonly seen in 
Baltimore City. The existing sallyport door could be 50 years old or more, which would make it a historic 
door. Typically, sallyport doors are open iron or wood doors and do not look like a front door (as this 
one does).  
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC: 

1) Approve Items 1-9, the alterations to the rear yard. 
2) Verify the diameter of the tree to be removed with the Applicant and determine if it can be 

removed. 
3) Deny Item 10, tax credit pre-approval, which the rear yard items are not eligible for. 
4) Approve Item 11, painting the shutters black. Pre-approve tax credits for this item. 
5) Determine if the front doors, Items 12 a, b and c require replacement. 

a. If the doors require replacement, Staff recommends the HPC recommend against the 
proposed replacement doors, which do not comply with the Guidelines. The door at 
8333 Main Street is historic and should be replicated for use at 8329 and 8333. 

b. Provide advice on a replacement sallyport door, which will no longer lead to a rear alley. 
c. Deny removal of the four-light transom at 8333 Main Street, as it does not comply with 

the Guidelines.  
d. Recommend replacement of the one-light transom at 8329 Main Street with a four-light 

transom to match the historic transom at 8333 Main Street. 
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Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Paula Dwyer, the Applicant and Lucas Browning, the contractor. Ms. 
Dwyer explained that she is applying for a change of use, and that is why she is requesting to make 
alterations for the back of the building. She said now that she is aware that the door at 8333 Main Street 
is historic, she would like to agree and move forward with the staff’s recommendation, either keeping 
the door if she can fix it, or replace in-kind and keep the transoms. At 8329 Main Street she will match 
the historic door at 8333 and keep the transoms, if possible.  
 
Mr. Reich summarized the rear alterations, bluestone pavers, and new fencing, and said it all looks 
appropriate. He asked the Commission to determine if the blue paint for the front doors was too bright. 
Ms. Dwyer said she found another door down the street of a similar color. He said if she will make the 
doors compatible, as Staff recommended, that is fine and everything else seems reasonable. 
 
Mr. Roth said the application looks fine. He said the river birch is a native species, but well under the size 
limit, so he is fine with removal. He said everything else looks fine, and the Applicant’s willingness to 
preserve the historic door and transoms is commendable. He found the door color acceptable and had 
no questions. 
 
Ms. Tennor asked about the deck in the rear and how many steps it would have. Mr. Browning said the 
deck will be approximately two to three steps up, as they are trying to only have about two steps to 
reach the rear parking pad, so it will be relatively low. Ms. Tennor said the decks they have approved in 
the past have all been pine or wood. She asked staff about materials typically approved for decks. Ms. 
Holmes clarified that other materials have been approved for use on rear decks versus front porches. 
Ms. Tennor asked what material would be used for the deck structure and vertical members. Mr. 
Browning said the structural supports will be pressure treated pine wood. Ms. Tennor confirmed a 
railing would not be needed, because the deck is sitting lower than one that requires a railing.  
 
Ms. Tennor expressed concern about the proposed door color. She said that given it was set back and 
shaded by the porch, it might be muted by its surroundings a bit. Ms. Tennor asked if the doors will be 
equally used as entrances. Ms. Dwyer said they both will be used. Ms. Tennor said the sallyport door 
would be easier to retain if it was painted the same color as the siding.  
 
Ms. Zoren agreed with previous comments and the staff recommendations on retaining the doors and 
transoms. Ms. Zoren expressed some concern on the bright door color, but as Ms. Tennor mentioned, it 
is set back in shadow. Ms. Zoren recommended a shade more muted on the blue would also be 
acceptable. Regarding the composite decking, she said that in this situation it is appropriate due to the 
distance from the house, it is not physically connected to the structure and not visible from Main Street. 
This composite has a less plastic texture that other composites presented in the past.  
 
Mr. Shad did not have any comments to add.  
 
Ms. Holmes asked the Applicant if all three doors would be painted the blue. Ms. Dwyer said that only 
the entrance doors would be painted blue and the sallyport door would remain the color of the siding. 
 
Ms. Tennor said the request for tax credit pre-approval on the rear yard items has been withdrawn. 
 
Motion: Ms. Tennor moved to approve: 

1) Items 1-9, the alterations to the rear yard and removal of the plant material. 
2) Item 11 for painting shutters and tax credit pre-approval. 
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3) For the front doors the Applicant will restore the doors to the historic condition of the door 
at 8333 Main Street, and if the doors cannot be restored, the Applicant will replicate the 
door for 8329 to resemble the historic door at 8333. The 8329 transoms will be reinstated to 
the 4 light transom, as at 8333. The two entrance doors will be painted blue with the center 
door to match the siding. Tax credit pre-approval for the restoration/replication of doors 
and transoms. 

 
Mr. Reich seconded the motion. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
 
HPC-21-18 – 3691 Sarah’s Lane, Ellicott City 
Applicant: Kimberly Kepnes 
 
Request: The Applicant, Kimberly Kepnes, requests a Certificate of Approval to make exterior alterations 
at 3691 Sarah’s Lane, Ellicott City.  
 
Background and Site Description: This property is located in the Ellicott City Historic District and is listed 
on the Historic Sites Inventory as HO-59, Mt. Ida. The Inventory form explains that the traditional date 
for the construction of "Mount Ida" is given as 1828, but documentary research calls this into question, 
suggesting that construction likely began c. 1831-1833. 
 
In October 2020, the Applicant presented an application to the Commission in case HPC-20-70 for 
approval of certain exterior alterations and advice on the northwest porch. In February 2021, the 
Applicant presented another application to the Commission in case HPC-21-03 for approval of exterior 
alterations, such as constructing driveway entrance columns and lights, constructing a first-floor porch, 
adding shutters to the structure, installing fencing and adding a sidewalk to the new porch. 
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant seeks approval for the following 
items:  

1) Bluestone path – Install a bluestone path leading to the 
northwest/service entry door. The path will contain 6 
granite steps (the granite is approximately 4 feet long). 
There will be two landings along the path that will be 
constructed of bluestone tile. Landing #1 will be 
approximately 4 feet by 5 feet and the second landing 
will be approximately 4 feet by 6 feet. The path will be 
approximately 6 feet wide by 16 feet long and will be 
constructed of bluestone tiles to match the recently 
approved northeast path. 
 

2) Metal Railings – Remove existing aluminum railings 
(3/4” x 3/4” square with 3.5” between balusters) along 
northwest steps to building. Install new black metal 
(powder coated wrought iron or fabricated steel) square picket hand railings along the 
northwest/northeast pathways and stairways. The railings will be located along the new 
pathway and granite steps as detailed in the application, to include: 

a. One railing installed on the outside edge of each landing area, for a total of five railings. 
b. One railing installed on the outside edge of each path, for a total of 2 railings. 
c. One stairwell handrail will be installed on both sides of the granite service entry steps. 

Figure 19 - Install bluestone path and granite steps on 
northwest side to service entry, mirroring path on 
northeast (left) side of new porch. 
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d. One stairway handrail will be installed at the new granite steps to the building in place 
of a previous approval for a wood handrail, so all handrails will match. 

  
3) Parking Lot –  

a. Existing portion of asphalt parking area to be coated with two layers of gray granite tar 
and chip gravel surface, size #7-8. 

b. Install new triangular parking area, to square off overall parking lot with sub-base gravel 
RC6 with two layers of gray granite tar and chip gravel surface, size #7-8. 

c. Install a 4-foot by 65-foot landscape island. Install four crape myrtle trees in island. 
d. Install concrete parking bumpers to identify parking spaces. 
e. Install a cobblestone perimeter edging along north and northeast section of parking 

area. 
f. Stripe the ADA space and install ADA sign. 

 

 
4) ADA Door and Ramp –  

a. Install a wood ADA entry door on the side building addition. The new door will match 
the green color on the existing doors. 

b. Install a fabricated metal ramp or a wood ramp at the building addition. The ramp is to 
be installed on the far-right side of the parking lot (if facing the building) and will lead to 
a side door on the addition. The ramp will consist of three section of approximately 30 
feet and one section of approximately 15 feet, for a total of 105 feet ADA compliant 
ramp, with compliant platforms every 30 feet. The aluminum ramp would be silver and 
the wood ramp would be pressure treated wood stained Behr Harbor Gray. 

 
 
 

Figure 21 - Proposed ADA parking space and location of ramp. Figure 20 - Proposed parking expansion. 
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Figure 23 - Location of proposed ADA ramp. 

Figure 25 - Existing and proposed site plan. 

Figure 24 - Proposed gravel color for parking lot. 

Figure 22 - Proposed new ADA door on side of building. 
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HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations:  
 
Chapter 9.D: Landscape and Site Elements; Walls, Fences, Terraces, Walkways and Driveways 

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

nearby historic structures, particularly for features visible from a public way.” 
e. “Construct new terraces or patios visible from a public way from brick, stone or concrete 

pavers designed to look like indigenous stone.” 
f. “Install open fencing, generally not more than five feet high, of wood or dark metal.” 

 
The proposed removal of the existing aluminum railings and installation of the new black powder coated 
wrought iron or fabricated steel railings will make all railings on the property one consistent type and 
will be of a sturdier material than the current aluminum. The proposed railings will be similar to others 
found in the historic district. The railing complies with the Guideline recommendations. 
 
The proposal to install the bluestone path is consistent with a different path approved in HPC-21-03, so 
there will be consistent use of stone materials for new paths on the property. The proposed bluestone 
path complies with the Guideline recommendations. 
 
Chapter 10.A: Parking Lots, Public Streets and Street Furniture; Paving Materials and Street Design 

7) Chapter 10.A recommends: 
a. “Where historic materials such as cobblestone surfaces and granite curbs exist, maintain 

and preserve these materials in place.” 
b. “For plazas, driveways, parking lots, walkways and other paved area, used stone or 

stone-like materials as alternatives to asphalt or concrete where practical.” 
 

The parking lot does not currently contain cobblestone that can be preserved in place, however the 
Applicant proposes to add cobblestone edging to the parking area, introducing a historic material to the 
parking lot, which is consistent with Guideline recommendations. The cobblestone is not sited on the 
plan so the design should be in compliance with all ADA requirements to accommodate walkways and 
openings and not create trip hazards. 

 
The proposed tar and chip parking lot surface complies with the Guidelines to use stone-like materials as 
alternatives to asphalt.  

Figure 26 - Example of proposed aluminum ramp. 
Figure 27 - Proposed stain color 
(Behr Harbor Gray) if wood ramp is 
constructed. 
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Chapter 10.B: Parking Lots, Public Streets and Street Furniture; Off-Street Parking 

8) Chapter 10.B recommends, “use landscaped area, including trees, around the border of and 
within parking area to provide shade and visual interest and to break up large expanses of 
paving.” 

 
The proposal to add crape myrtles into the landscaped island in the parking lot complies with the 
Guidelines but may be a buffer to the viewshed of the structure, since the existing parking lot is already 
in the viewshed. The tree variety was not identified in the application, so the size of the crape myrtles is 
not known. Trees and landscaping could also be planted and clustered in a manner that will not further 
detract from the historic viewshed, such as by adding it to the perimeter of the parking lot to buffer cars 
from the structure or clustering within the island. Any future expansion of the parking lot, if needed, 
should be considered further away from the building’s historic viewshed. 
 
Chapter 10.B: Parking Lots, Public Streets and Street Furniture; Off-Street Parking 

9) Chapter 10.B recommends, “locate new parking facilities to minimize the impact on historic 
buildings and streetscapes. Design parking area, curb cuts and driveways to be no larger or 
wider than necessary to accomplish their function. Minimize disturbance of existing topography 
and mature trees.” 

 
Creating a parking lot directly in front of a historic building would not be recommended, as typically a 
drop off or circular driveway is most appropriate. However, this parking lot currently exists adjacent to 
the entrance. Aerial photography dating to the 1970s/1980s shows the lot has been triangular in shape. 
The proposal to make the parking lot more rectangular is practical for the design of a parking lot, but the 
lot should not be larger than necessary in order to comply with the Guidelines. The proposed expansion 
of parking is 4,483 square feet and the site plan does not provide overall measurements of the parking 
lot, but it appears the final proposed lot would be close to 10,000 square feet of finished parking. The 
existing linear parking is approximately 120 feet, accommodating a row of an estimated 12-13 spaces, 
pending ADA parking (using the standard 9x18 foot size of a parking space).  
 
Chapter 7.A.1: New Construction: Additions, Porches and Outbuildings; Building Additions; Preserving 
Historic Building Features 

10) Chapter 7 recommends: 
a. “Design and fit additions to avoid damaging or obscuring key architectural features of a 

historic building.” 
b. “Design additions so that the form and integrity of the historic structure would be 

unimpaired if the addition were to be removed in the future.” 
 
The location of the ramp complies with the Guideline recommendations. The ramp will not damage or 
obscure key architectural features of the building. The Applicant originally wanted to install the ramp at 
the existing service entrance on the front/northwest side of the building (historically the rear), but the 
grade change did not work. 
 
Chapter 7.A.5: New Construction: Additions, Porches and Outbuildings; Building Additions; Materials 

11) Chapter 7 recommends: 
a. “On any building, use exterior materials and colors (including roof, walls and 

foundations) similar to or compatible with the texture and color of those on the existing 
building. Avoid exact replication that would make an addition appear to be an original 
part of a historic building.” 
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The proposal to construct the ramp out of silver/unpainted aluminum does not comply with the 
Guideline recommendations, as it is not common to see silver aluminum materials in the district. One 
alternative type that would better comply is a black metal ramp; an example is shown below in Figure 
28. A black metal ramp would better blend with the new black metal railings proposed for use on the 
property and black metal is a common fencing/railing type found in the district. Adding ADA accessibility 
to the structure is appropriate but should fully comply with the ADA requirements, including slope, 
railings, landings and parking layout. The other proposal to construct a wood ramp out of stained wood 
complies with the Guidelines, but a metal ADA railing may still need to be added for compliance, as 
shown in Figure 29. A ramp is for wheelchair accessibility, but ADA requirements also are intended to 
accommodate all disabilities such as blindness or walking disabilities beyond the wheelchair, so all 
factors for accommodations should be considered. 
 

Chapter 6.G: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Entrances 
12) Chapter 6.G recommends against, “cutting a new entrance into a primary façade or any location 

where it destroys historic features important to the building’s character.” 
 
The proposed installation of the ADA door on the framed addition side of the building (west side) will 
not destroy any historic features important to the building’s character. The side of the building is wood 
siding, with no other features where the door is proposed.  
 

Figure 28 - Example of black metal ramp. Figure 29 - Example of wood ramp with metal 
railing. 

Figure 30 - Proposed location of ADA door, to be accessed from 
proposed ramp. Figure 31 - Close up view of proposed door location. 
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Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC: 

1) Approve Item 1, the proposed blue stone path. 
2) Approve Item 2, the proposed removal of the existing aluminum railings and approve the 

installation of the black metal (powder coated wrought iron or fabricated steel) square picket 
hand railings. 

3) Determine if Item 3, the proposed alterations to the parking lot, complies with the Guidelines, 
which recommend “to be no larger or wider than necessary to accomplish their function” and 
“use landscaped area, including trees, around the border of and within parking area to provide 
shade and visual interest and to break up large expanses of paving.” 

4) Approve Item 4.A, the installation of the wood ADA door on the side of the building. 
5) Determine if the proposed aluminum or wood ADA ramp, Item 4.B, complies with the Guidelines 

and approve, deny or modify accordingly. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Kimberly Kepnes, the Applicant. Mr. Shad asked Ms. Kepnes if she had 
any comments on the staff report. Ms. Kepnes said the intent of the parking was to improve the 
viewshed. By bringing the triangular area into a rectangle, she believed it created more visual interest. 
She explained the code was requiring a backup space of 24 feet, and that is larger than originally 
intended, but was required by code. She said it was the minimum requirement. Regarding the ADA 
ramp, she said the entire building sits on a slope and they have spent considerable time looking for 
opportunities to have a ramp that is the least intrusive to the site and doesn’t cut into the hillside. She 
said the building site is about 8 feet higher on all sides. She said the ramp will not interfere with the 
existing trees, although the canopy may need to be raised. She said the ramp has a slight turn to get 
around the hillside and they will be able to landscape around it. 
 
Mr. Reich said he understood the requirement for the parking area.  
 
Ms. Kepnes said they asked for the option on the fabricated ramp due to the cost and availability of 
lumber for the wood ramp. Mr. Reich asked if there was any way to grade in order to turn the ramp into 
a walkway. She said they considered concrete, but it didn’t seem feasible. Ms. Kepnes discussed the 
visibility of the ramp in its proposed location. Mr. Reich asked about installing a lift at the door. Ms. 
Kepnes explained that adding a lift doesn’t make sense, because they still need the ramp to get 
someone to that door. 
 
Mr. Reich asked about the crape myrtles and asked if they could be put in two separate islands, leaving 
the view of the building elevation exposed. Ms. Kepnes said a mature crape myrtle will sit below the 
porch elevation. She said the viewshed they are looking at is that coming in from the driveway and 
explained why they do not find the crape myrtles will block the viewshed. She thought the crape myrtles 
would be nice because they blossom at a different time than the cherry blossoms along the fence line. 
Mr. Reich stated they do not get very dense. 
 
Mr. Roth discussed the parking lot and said he was trying to imagine what it would look like when the lot 
is full of cars and blocked by crape myrtles. He asked if it would be possible to move the parking off to 
the side of the building, with a circular drive with a garden in the center, in order to avoid cluttering the 
view of the building. Ms. Kepnes said she found her proposal accomplishes that. She said that at some 
point it was a crushed stone parking area. She explained the various materials found in the parking area 
and said they are not proposing to improve it with asphalt, but rather tar and chip to take it back to a 
more appropriate surface. She said the lawn at the triangular part is already crushed stone and broken 
asphalt. Mr. Roth asked where the parking spaces are located. Ms. Kepnes said the site plan shows the 
parking spaces around the island. Mr. Roth asked how many parking spaces there were. Ms. Kepnes said 
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there were 7 spaces on each side of the island. Mr. Roth expressed concern with parked cars in front of 
the building and Ms. Kepnes said there has always been cars in front of the building and they are pulling 
them away from the building. Mr. Roth asked if the 14 parking spaces could be pulled away to the left 
side of the building. Mr. Roth thought the setting was being destroyed.  
 
Mr. Taylor asked if there were a certain number of parking spots the building had to have for the 
proposed use. Ms. Kepnes said there is a minimum, but no maximum. Ms. Kepnes said they gained two 
spaces when they reduced the size of the island, so it went from 6 per side to 7 per side. She said the 
architect advised on the 24-foot back up requirement and the island was reduced. She said she was 
required to have 13 spaces. Mr. Taylor asked if they discussed variances with DPZ on the back up 
distance. She said they have not received any variances. Ms. Zoren asked if the architect looked at one-
way traffic, which typically allows a reduction in back up space. Ms. Kepnes said they did not discuss 
that, but will ask for opportunities to reduce the 24-foot requirement.  
 
Ms. Zoren said the parking is an inefficient layout. She said in the same space, more spaces could be 
achieved by double loading the island and shifting the island and adding a drop off zone. Ms. Zoren 
displayed a sketch showing an alternate parking scenario that achieves more spaces and reduces the lot 
width. Ms. Kepnes explained that while this is the view of the building from the road, it is the back of the 
building. She is trying to pull the spaces away from the building and does not want to create parking in 
the grass area, as recommend by Mr. Roth, which she finds to be part of the viewscape. She said the 
property looking to the left is an important aspect. She said pulling the parking back from the building 
achieves that viewshed. 
 
Ms. Tennor said the house sits up on a knoll and is above the parking area. She asked if Mr. Roth’s 
concerns could be mitigated if there was some landscaping on the far edge of the parking lot, that would 
not obstruct the view of the house, but would buffer the cars upon entrance to the lot. Ms. Tennor 
offered a few suggestions to improve the parking and landscaping scenario with screening on the edge. 
Ms. Kepnes and the Commissioners continued to discuss the viewshed and ways to mitigate impacts. 
Mr. Roth said the area in the front of the island on the opposite side of the building means you see cars. 
He said Ms. Tennor has a good notion 
to put landscaping at the edge of the 
parking lot, so cars are not visible with 
the backdrop of the building. Ms. 
Kepnes explained they wanted a bigger 
island for a greater buffer, but the 
code required the 24-foot back up. The 
Applicant and Commission discussed 
creating a T on the island for 
landscaping. Ms. Zoren presented a 
sketch displaying the discussion. Ms. 
Kepnes said they could slide the island 
over more, so that it is the minimum 
distance to make the turn and pull it 
away from the viewshed. Mr. Roth 
asked the Applicant to return next 
month with renderings of the 
viewshed. Ms. Kepnes agreed to 
continue the parking to next month 
and return with other renderings.  
 

Figure 32 - Ms. Zoren's sketch during the meeting, showing the double loaded 
parking and a T-landscape island. 
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Ms. Zoren requested a hedgerow to shield the metal ramp. She recommended leveling the existing 
grade of the ADA space, cutting 12-20 feet off the ramp, by bringing up the corner where the ramp 
starts. Ms. Zoren said part of it would be sidewalk as well, leading to the ramp. 
 
Mr. Shad had no questions. 
 

Motion: Mr. Roth moved to approve items 1, 2 and 4 as submitted. Mr. Reich seconded. The motion was 
unanimously approved.  
 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 

1) Design Guidelines Updates – discussion of next steps 
 
Ms. Holmes gave an update on the editing process and asked the Commission to consider how Staff can 
provide drafts, whether by holding a separate meeting or adding to the end of a regular meeting. Mr. 
Roth suggested seeing a table of contents. Staff will work with Office of Law on setting up meetings. 

 
2) Updating HPC Application Form 

 
Ms. Holmes updated the Commission on the new County website and the HPC forms that will be 
updated in this process. 
 

 
Mr. Shad moved to adjourn at 10:09 pm. Mr. Roth seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 

*Chapter and page references are from the Ellicott City or Lawyers Hill Historic District Design 
Guidelines. 
 
 
  
S. Allan Shad, Chair 
 
  
Beth Burgess, Executive Secretary 
 
  
Samantha Holmes, Preservation Planner 
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June Minutes 
 

Thursday, June 3, 2021; 7:00 p.m. 
A public meeting of the Historic Preservation Commission was held on Thursday, June 3, 2021. Due to 
the State of Emergency and to adhere to social distancing measures, the meeting was not held at 3430 
Court House Drive, Ellicott City, but was conducted as a virtual web meeting/conference call. 
 
Ms. Tennor moved to approve the May 6, 2021 minutes. Ms. Roth seconded. The motion was 
unanimously approved.  
 
 
Members present:  Allan Shad, Chair; Eileen Tennor, Vice-Chair; Drew Roth, Secretary; Bruno Reich; 

Erica Zoren 
 
Staff present:   Beth Burgess, Samantha Holmes, Lewis Taylor   
 
 
This Agenda identifies the work proposed and includes comments and recommendations from DPZ Staff. The 
recommendations included here do not constitute a decision of the Commission.  

 
 
PLAN FOR APPROVAL 
 
Regular Agenda 

1. HPC-21-18b – 3691 Sarah’s Lane, Ellicott City (continued from May) 
2. HPC-21-19 – 3790 Old Columbia Pike, Ellicott City 
3. HPC-21-20 – 5073 Ten Oaks Road, Clarksville, HO-839 
4. HPC-21-21 – 2796 Rogers Avenue, Ellicott City, HO-613 

 
OTHER BUSINESS 

1. Ellicott City Section 106 Consulting Parties Meeting #2 on June 11, 2021 
2. Ellicott City Design Guideline Update – discussion of next steps 
3. HPC Application Form Updates 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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

 VOICE 410-313-2350  

FAX 410-313-3042 
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REGULAR AGENDA 
 
HPC-21-18b – 3691 Sarah’s Lane, Ellicott City 
Applicant: Kimberly Kepnes 
 
Request: The Applicant, Kimberly Kepnes, requests a Certificate of Approval to make exterior alterations 
at 3691 Sarah’s Lane, Ellicott City.  
 
Background and Site Description: This property is located in the Ellicott City Historic District and is listed 
on the Historic Sites Inventory as HO-59, Mt. Ida. The Inventory form explains that the traditional date 
for the construction of "Mount Ida" is given as 1828, but documentary research calls this into question, 
suggesting that construction likely began c. 1831-1833. 
 
In October 2020, the Applicant presented an application to the Commission in case HPC-20-70 for 
approval of certain exterior alterations and advice on the northwest porch.  
 
In February 2021, the Applicant presented another application to the Commission in case HPC-21-03 for 
approval of exterior alterations, such as constructing driveway entrance columns and lights, constructing 
a first-floor porch, adding shutters to the structure, installing fencing and adding a sidewalk to the new 
porch. 
 
In May 2021, the Applicant was approved in case HPC-21-18a for several items of work, consisting of the 
construction of a bluestone path with granite steps to the northwest service entry door, installation of 
black metal railings and the construction of an ADA door and ramp. The request for the parking lot 
expansion was continued. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 1 - Proposed revision to parking lot. 
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Scope of Work:  
 
The original proposal for the parking lot expansion consisted of:  
 

1) Parking Lot –  
a. Existing portion of asphalt parking area to be coated with two layers of gray granite tar 

and chip gravel surface, size #7-8. 
b. Install new triangular parking area, to square off overall parking lot with sub-base gravel 

RC6 with two layers of gray granite tar and chip gravel surface, size #7-8. 
c. Install a 4-foot by 65-foot landscape island. Install four crape myrtle trees in island. 
d. Install concrete parking bumpers to identify parking spaces. 
e. Install a cobblestone perimeter edging along north and northeast section of parking 

area. 
f. Stripe the ADA space and install ADA sign. 

 
The Applicant revised the following items in the application: 
 

2) Parking Lot 
a. Install new triangular parking area to square off the overall parking lot – a 4,227 square 

foot gravel base with tar and chip top coat. 
b. Install a 4-foot wide by 40-foot long landscape island. Install four crape myrtle trees in 

island. The island has been reduced by 25 feet in length. 
 
HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations: The following Guidelines and write up are carried over 
from the original application and has not been updated to reflect the revised submission. 
 
Chapter 10.A: Parking Lots, Public Streets and Street Furniture; Paving Materials and Street Design 

1) Chapter 10.A recommends: 
a. “Where historic materials such as cobblestone surfaces and granite curbs exist, maintain 

and preserve these materials in place.” 

Figure 2 - View from driveway 
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b. “For plazas, driveways, parking lots, walkways and other paved area, used stone or 
stone-like materials as alternatives to asphalt or concrete where practical.” 
 

The parking lot does not currently contain cobblestone that can be preserved in place, however the 
Applicant proposes to add cobblestone edging to the parking area, introducing a historic material to the 
parking lot, which is consistent with Guideline recommendations. The cobblestone is not sited on the 
plan so the design should be in compliance with all ADA requirements to accommodate walkways and 
openings and not create trip hazards. 

 
The proposed tar and chip parking lot surface complies with the Guidelines to use stone-like materials as 
alternatives to asphalt.  
 
Chapter 10.B: Parking Lots, Public Streets and Street Furniture; Off-Street Parking 

1) Chapter 10.B recommends, “use landscaped area, including trees, around the border of and 
within parking area to provide shade and visual interest and to break up large expanses of 
paving.” 

 
The proposal to add crape myrtles into the landscaped island in the parking lot complies with the 
Guidelines but may be a buffer to the viewshed of the structure, since the existing parking lot is already 
in the viewshed. The tree variety was not identified in the application so the size of the crape myrtles is 
not known. Trees and landscaping could also be planted and clustered in a manner that will not further 
detract from the historic viewshed, such as by adding it to the perimeter of the parking lot to buffer cars 
from the structure or clustering within the island. Any future expansion, if needed, should be considered 
further away from the building’s historic viewshed. 
 
Chapter 10.B: Parking Lots, Public Streets and Street Furniture; Off-Street Parking 

1) Chapter 10.B recommends, “locate new parking facilities to minimize the impact on historic 
buildings and streetscapes. Design parking area, curb cuts and driveways to be no larger or 
wider than necessary to accomplish their function. Minimize disturbance of existing topography 
and mature trees.” 

 
Creating a parking lot directly in front of a historic building would not be recommended, as typically a 
drop off or circular driveway is most appropriate. However, this parking lot currently exists adjacent to 
the entrance. Aerial photography dating to the 1970s/1980s shows the lot has been triangular in shape. 
The proposal to make the parking lot more rectangular is practical for the design of a parking lot, but the 
lot should not be larger than necessary in order to comply with the Guidelines. The proposed expansion 
of parking is 4,227 square feet and the site plan does not provide overall measurements of the parking 
lot, but it appears the final proposed lot would be close to 10,000 square feet of finished parking. The 
existing linear parking is approximately 120 feet, accommodating a row of an estimated 12-13 spaces 
pending ADA parking (using the standard 9x18 foot size of a parking space).  

 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC determine if Item 3, the proposed 
alterations to the parking lot, complies with the Guidelines, which recommend “to be no larger or wider 
than necessary to accomplish their function” and “use landscaped area, including trees, around the 
border of and within parking area to provide shade and visual interest and to break up large expanses of 
paving.” 

 
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Ms. Kepnes. Ms. Kepnes explained the updates made to the application. 
The island was reduced in in length, and gave them the ability to have enough room for a drop off loop 
in the front and room for a car to move around the stopped car behind. They did not add the shrubs 
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along the backside where cars are proposed to park. Ms. Kepnes said crape myrtles can be 10 to 12 feet 
plus in height and they are s open to using a semi-dwarf and would cluster them in the island.  
 
Mr. Reich said the Applicant has done a really good job with the parking lot and said the crape myrtle is 
a good choice because it is not a dense tree and it can be seen through year round, even in full bloom. 
He said the colors will look nice against the house and the tree will help break up the gravel surface in 
front of the house.  
 
Ms. Kepnes said they are willing to add additional plantings if needed. Mr.  Reich said that might be a 
good idea, but wasn’t sure if they needed to make that a requirement. 
 
Mr. Roth thought the plan was much improved. He liked the idea of plantings along the edge, but 
agreed it may not need to be required. Mr. Roth said that crape myrtles can get tall, such as 20 feet tall, 
and he thought the semi-dwarf versions would be a good idea. Mr. Roth said the historic vista is 
preserved and he thought the plan looked good. 
 
Ms. Zoren thought the plan looked better as well. She thought the south side of the island still had too 
much pavement, since it read at 40 feet and only 24 to 26 feet was needed to get traffic past the drop 
off zone. She wanted to see that area reduced in size.  
 
Ms. Kepnes said that as the island came in, there was concern it was in the viewshed, and they wanted 
to accommodate drop off vehicles with doors open as cars came around the island. Ms. Zoren said she 
was talking about removing the surplus surface by the house to make it a more reasonable width for the 
traffic that will actually be there. Ms. Zoren said that islands are typically 10 feet wide and that 4 feet 
wide may not be enough room for the crape myrtles to grow. 
 
Ms. Kepnes said they could make the width of the island larger and she was happy to increase the size of 
the island to 10 feet by 40 feet (instead of 4 feet by 40 feet), which would give them additional room for 
the plantings. Ms. Tennor agreed a wider island would help the plantings and would soften the parking 
lot more. Ms. Tennor said the exhibits submitted demonstrate how the components will work to keep 
the viewshed intact. 
 
Ms. Kepnes said they would agree to the hedgerow and the opportunity to increase the island.  
Mr. Shad did not have any additional comments.  
 
Mr. Taylor asked Ms. Kepnes if she had amended the application to put in the hedgerow and to increase 
the width of the island from 4 to 10 feet. Ms. Kepnes agreed. 
 
Motion: Ms. Tennor moved to approve the application as amended. Mr. Roth seconded. The motion was 
unanimously approved.  
 

 
HPC-21-19 – 3790 Old Columbia Pike, Ellicott City 
Applicant: Kelly McMillan 
 
Request: The Applicant, Kelly McMillan, requests a Certificate of Approval to make exterior alterations 
at 3790 Old Columbia Pike, Ellicott City.  
 
Background and Site Description: This property is located in the Ellicott City Historic District. According 
to SDAT the building on the property dates to 1899. 
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The property was previously before the Commission in 2017 in case HPC-17-78, when the previous 
owner submitted for approval to fix a zoning violation due to alterations with HPC approval, consisting 
of painting various surfaces bright red color, using caulk to repoint historic mortar between granite 
units, applying spray insulation foam to gutters and other parts of the structure and applying tar to 
various exterior surfaces such as siding and doors. 
 
The Applicant recently submitted an application for various exterior repairs/cleanup, which was 
processed through the Minor Alteration process in case MA-21-16. 
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant now seeks approval for the following work: 

1) Remove deteriorated deck around shed. 
2) Install a fence at the end of the shed, once the deck is removed, due to a change in grade. The 

fence will be black metal fencing, matching that on the neighboring property. 
3) Remove asphalt on upper patio area behind house (see Figures 8 and 9) and level out. 

Replacement material not yet determined, possibly flagstone and gravel. 
4) Install stone pavers and pea gravel in place of the deck around the shed, and in place of the 

decking on the lower rear patio area (see Figure 7).  
a. The flagstone will be a dark gray.  
b. The gravel fill (or comparable material) still needs to be determined. 

5) Remove wooden stairs on rear hillside leading from Parking Lot D to the rear of the house. The 
stairs are rotting and in poor condition. Install flagstone pavers in place of wood steps. 

6) Demolish the outhouse. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 3 - Rear wooden steps proposed to 
be removed. 

Figure 4 - Outhouse proposed to be 
demolished. 
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HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations:  
 
Rules of Procedure, Section 302, Demolition and Relocation of Structures in Historic Districts; 
Classification of Structure 
 

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

Figure 5 - Deck proposed to be removed. Figure 6 - Deck proposed to be removed 

Figure 8 - Upper patio area to be leveled and asphalt removed. Figure 7 - Remove decking from lower patio and install flagstone 
and gravel. 
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2. Section 304 of the Rules of Procedure provide a process and standards for review for the 
demolition of structures within the historic district. While the outhouse may be an old structure, 
it does not appear to of Unusual Importance, is a utilitarian structure with no distinguishing 
architectural features and is in poor condition, presenting a hazard on the property. Similarly, 
the rear deck is a modern structure, and does not appear to have been approved when 
constructed by the previous owner. It is in disrepair and its removal will improve the appearance 
of the historic property and setting. 

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

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

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

b. “Install open fencing, generally not more 
than five feet high, of wood or dark metal.” 

 
The proposed fencing, to be located at the edge of the shed 
where the grade changes (which will be visible once the 
deck is removed), complies with the Guideline 
recommendations as the style, color and material will 
match a neighboring black metal fence. 
 
Chapter 9.D: Landscape and Site Features; Walls, Fences, 
Terraces, Walkways and Driveways 

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

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

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

 
The proposed installation of the dark gray pea gravel and flagstone in place of the deck and existing 
asphalt patio complies with the Guidelines. While, the patio will be minimally visible due to the grade 
change from Parking Lot D to the rear yard, or from Old Columbia Pike to the rear yard, the stone 
material will be compatible with the granite on the historic house. 
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC approve the application as submitted, to 
consist of: 

1) Item 1- Remove deteriorated deck around shed. 
2) Item 2- Install a fence at the end of the shed. The fence will be black metal fencing, matching 

that on the neighboring property. 
3) Item 3 - Remove asphalt on upper patio area behind house and level out. Recommend approval 

if the same flagstone and gravel is used, otherwise Staff recommends the HPC discuss Minor 
Alteration processing once the information is known. 

4) Item 4a - Install stone pavers and gravel in place of the deck around the shed, and in place of 
the decking on the lower rear patio area. The flagstone will be a dark gray.  

Figure 9 - View looking at side of house from front of house 
along Old Columbia Pike. 
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5) Item 4b - The gravel fill (or comparable material) still needs to be determined. Staff 
recommends the HPC discuss Minor Alteration processing once the information is known. 

6) Item 5 - Remove wooden stairs on rear hillside leading from Parking Lot D to the rear of the 
house. The stairs are rotting and in poor condition. Install flagstone pavers in place of wood 
steps. 

7) Item 6 - Demolish the outhouse. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Ms. McMillan. Ms. McMillan did not have any comments on the staff 
report.  
 
Mr. Reich said it all looked straight forward and they just needed to discuss the type of gravel. Ms. 
McMillan does not have a preference and is open to anything for gravel. Mr. Reich said pea gravel would 
look appropriate. Ms. McMillan asked what color pea gravel they would want. Mr. Reich said most pea 
gravel is a sand color and would look appropriate with any flagstone.  
The Commissioners thanked the Applicant for taking on this project. Ms. McMillan for taking on the 
property and project8.  
 
Mr. Roth thanked the Applicant for taking on the project. He said the proposal looks good and said doing 
the gravel in a complimentary color to the pavers and submitting through Minor Alterations is fine. Ms. 
Holmes said that the Commission could also approve the gravel, if they didn’t feel it needed to go 
through Minor Alterations.  
 
Ms. Zoren said the application looked good and agreed with Mr. Reich’s recommendation on the gravel.  
 
Motion: Mr. Roth moved to find that the outhouse was not a Structure of Unusual Importance. Mr. 
Reich seconded. The motion was unanimously approved.  
 
Mr. Roth moved to approve the application as submitted, that Item 4b the gravel fill, can be sand 
colored pea gravel. Ms. Tennor seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 

 
HPC-21-20 – 5073 Ten Oaks Road, Clarksville, HO-839 
Applicant: Jean-Adrien Abrams 
 
Request: The Applicant, Jean-Adrien Abrams, requests Advisory Comments on the building plans for 
conditional use at 5073 Ten Oaks Road, Clarksville.  
 
Background and Site Description: This property is listed on the Historic Sites Inventory as HO-839, 
Downs Log House. The Historic Sites Inventory form explains that the log house was built post-1830 and 
the original portion of the house dates circa 1840. The Inventory form was first written in 2004, and 
later updated in 2009 as part of a State Highway Administration study. The 2004 Inventory notes the 
house has bene “much altered” and provides the following description of the house:  
 “The original structure was a two-story log house with a side gabled roof and stone and brick 
 exterior end chimneys on the gable ends. A two-story frame addition with a cross gabled roof 
 was added to the ear of the original structure some time in the mid-late 19th century and 
 another large two-story frame addition was added to the rear of that addition in the mid-20th 
 century. An interior brick chimney pierces the ridge of the roof between the two additions on 
 the exterior, the historic nature of the house is undermined by the aluminum siding that covers 
 the whole house, the replacement windows, and the fact that the original front façade no longer 
 contains a door.” 
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The updated 2009 form explains that “since 2004, the current owners have removed a porch on the 
west elevation, faced a portion of the west elevation with stone veneer, and repointed chimneys on the 
house’s original core. On the rear addition, an attached two-car garage has been converted to a doctor’s 
office.” 
 
The application for Advisory Comments is before the Commission as a result of plans to add an addition 
to the house and receive a conditional use for a two-family dwelling. This plan will go before the Board 
of Appeals and DPZ has required the Applicant receive HPC Advisory comments prior to the Board of 
Appeals hearing. 
 
The property consists of 12 acres, contains one buildable lot and is zoned RR – Rural Residential. There 
are two structures on the property that will be retained, a house and barn. No structures are proposed 
to be demolished. 
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant proposes to construct a side/rear addition on the house, consisting of 
2,720 square feet. The application explains the project will create a 5,126 square foot main house with a 
1,448 square foot connected apartment. Elevations of the proposed addition are shown below. The 
application explains that the portion of the house known as Down Log Cabin, or Downs Log House, is on 
the south side of the house and the addition will be placed on the north side of the house. The north 
side of the house consists of a 1950s addition/renovated in 2000.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 10 - Aerial view of property. 

Figure 11 - Front facade showing proposed addition 
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Figure 12 - Front façade of house. The portion known as Downs Log House is 
on the far right. 

Figure 14 - Proposed rear addition 

Figure 13 - Rear of house. Downs Log House on the far left. Proposed addition to be located 
where the red circle is shown. 
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HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations:  
 
Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation 

1) Standard 2 – The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of 
distinctive materials or alteration of features, spaces and spatial relationships that characterize 
a property shall be avoided.  

2) Standard 4 – Changes to a property that have acquired historic significance in their own right 
shall be retained and preserved.  

3) Standard 9 – New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy 
historic materials, features and spatial relationships that characterize the property. The new 
work shall be differentiated from the old and shall be compatible with the historic materials, 
features, size, scale and proportion, and massing to protect the integrity of the property and its 
environment.  

4) Standard 10 – New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be undertaken in 
such as manner that, if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic 
property and its environment would be unimpaired. 

 

Figure 15 - View of Downs Log House with addition behind it. 

Figure 16 - Downs Log House Figure 17 - View of the side of Downs Log House and rear of the 
remainder of the house. 
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The addition complies with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation. The addition 
will be located on portion of the home dating to the 1950s, which was then altered in 2000. The 
original historic house has already been altered with 19th and 20th century additions, as noted in the 
Inventory form. 
 
On the rear addition, the form of the windows differ from those on the remainder of the house, 
with the triangular windows on the central gable bay. While this complies in terms of differentiating 
the addition, it is a very contemporary design that could age quickly, whereas the remainder of the 
addition and historic house has simple, complimentary design and fenestration. 

 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC provide advice on the design of the new 
addition.  
 
Testimony: Jean-Adrien Abrams and Ha Abrams were sworn in. Mr. Abrams said the description was 
accurate and they are creating an aging in place plan for his parents, as well as to raise their family. 
there. Mr. Reich said he was trying to understand the extent of the addition, as there was no overall 
plan, just the elevations. Mr. Reich asked a series of questions to clarify the location of the addition. Mr. 
Reich asked if the siding was being matched and Mr. Abrams said it would be matched. Mr. Reich asked 
if the roofing would match and Mr. Abrams said that was not determined yet. Mr. Abrams said the 
roofing was not determined yet, as his mother wanted a standing seam metal roof. He explained that 
the current roof is a mix of asphalt and standing seam. Mr. Reich said that a hand seamed roof would 
have most likely been there in 1840. Mr. Reich complimented the design and said the Applicant did a 
good job with the massing of the addition.  Mr. Reich discussed the new windows. He said the new 
triangular windows did not look appropriate with the house, and looked out of place. He said a bank of 
windows would look more appropriate, but said the triangular ones look like ones from the 1970s.  
 
Mr. Reich said the porch fits with the era, and it needs to be detailed to look compatible and not like 
new construction. He explained the correct trims and mouldings should be used. Mr. Reich 
recommended making the triangular windows flat. He said the overall massing fits with everything. He 
said the location of the addition was a good decision, behind the main façade and away from the log 
house. 
 
Ms. Zoren said they have done a good job with the massing and location of the addition. She 
commended the Applicant for the time spent on maintaining the property and designing the addition. 
She said the architect has done a good job maintaining a calm and consistent roofline. She said the 
window patterns could be calmed down a little bit, as there is a variety of shapes, sizes and sill heights. 
She said when the sill heights are consistent horizontally across an elevation, then another feature can 
focused on and made special. She said if the elevations were cleaned up a bit, it would calm down the 
design. She suggested scaling the new windows to match the historical size and leave the large windows 
as a special feature. From a historic perspective, when looking at the front of the log house, she said that 
would be the most important place to do that calming down she is talking about. She suggested 
matching the windows in scale to the historic windows, leaving the link piece as something special in 
between, since it will be visible from the front view of the cabin. She likes the double height porch. She 
said the triangular windows will date a bit and not end up fitting with the historic portion of the house. 
She likes the vertical siding and suggested playing on the historic barn on the property in order to 
replicate an element on the property for the bay with the triangular window, which would be more 
historically appropriate way to highlight the construction. 
 
Mr. Roth agreed with Mr. Reich and Ms. Zoren’s comments. He said the side elevation has the existing 
house in the foreground, and the new addition will be visible. He agreed with Ms. Zoren that more 



14 
 

attention to that view would be helpful. Mr. Roth said he understand the property is entered at an angle 
and that the addition will not be easily seen. He also agreed the triangular windows appear dated.  
 
Ms. Tennor also concurred with Mr. Reich and Ms. Zoren. Ms. Tennor liked the addition of the standing 
seam roof over the porch. She thought bringing some stone into the rear elevation was a nice touch in 
uniting two different structures. Ms. Tennor agreed with Ms. Zoren on bringing more unity to the 
structure in the fenestration of the windows on the addition, to reference the historic windows. She also 
suggested removing the triangular windows.  
 
Mr. Shad also concurred with the other Commissioners. He recommended using the standing seam roof, 
which can add 20 years or more to the life of a roof. He said the Applicant has done a good job in 
combining the two structures, but maintaining a visual separation.  
 
Motion: There was no motion as the case was for Advisory Comments. 
 
 
HPC-21-21 – 2796 Rogers Avenue, Ellicott City, HO-613 
Applicant: Tim Burkard 
 
Request: The Applicant, Tim Burkard, requests Advisory Comments for the subdivision and site 
development plan at 2796 Rogers Avenue, Ellicott City, HO-613. 
 
Background and Site Description: This property is listed on the Historic Sites Inventory as HO-613, the 
Jacques House. The property is not located in a historic district. According to the Inventory form, the 
house dates to 1877. The Inventory form explains that the house “reflects a popular type of Maryland 
rural vernacular late Victorian architecture with its gable front and wing plan and prominent arched 
gable window surrounded by imbricated shingles. Although the building was moved a few hundred feet 
south during the construction of Interstate 70, the property still retains integrity in design and setting.” 
 
The Inventory provides the following architectural description:  
 The clapboard house is two bays wide and three bays long with a one-bay wing on the north 
 side. It has a gable front orientation, with a round-arched louvered window surrounded by an 
 elaborate shingle pattern alternating coursed rows of fishscale, sawtooth and chiseled designs in 
 a shallow gable. There is a bay window in the southwest corner of the first floor and narrow 
 corbelled chimneys are located in the ridge of each gable end. There is a one-bay gabled ell on 
 the northwest corner of the house, which has a small brick chimney, and a one-bay shed roof 
 addition in the south west corner of the house. Because it was moved in the 1950's, the house 
 rests on a concrete foundation. The porch, which has a concrete floor, wraps around the east 
 and north and is supported by six chamfered wood posts. The roof of the house and porch is 
 covered with rolled asphalt. The house has a six-paneled wood front door framed by a transom 
 and sidelights. The windows are double-hung 2/2 sash with simple wood lintels and sills flush 
 with the walls. There are no shutters. Two historic outbuildings are located east of the main 
 house: a hipped roof frame cold cellar/storage shed, a hipped-roof frame spring house. There is  
 also a gable-roofed frame garage/shop built during the mid-20th century north east of the main 
 house. A badly deteriorated gable-roofed frame summer house that appears to have been 
 constructed in the late 19th century is located north west of the main house. 
 
The Inventory form (date unknown, possibly 2004 or prior) notes the house was abandoned and 
boarded up for about four years at the time of the Inventory and that a fire had damaged the interior of 
the building.  
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The property consists of 6.3 acres and is zoned R-20. The Applicant must submit a conditional use 
application to the Howard County Hearing Examiner to build an age restricted adult housing 
development on this property. 
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant proposes to demolish the house and two outbuildings in order to build an 
age restricted 55 and over adult housing development. The application notes “The existing house has 
fallen into disrepair. In addition, the existing house has been altered over time significantly enough that 
the original character has diminished: The arched gabled window has been removed, vinyl siding has 
replaced the original siding, the original windows have been removed and replaced with contemporary 
windows, the covered porch has been removed, the original doors have been removed and replaced 
with contemporary doors, contemporary building additions have been added to the original house.” 
 
The development will consist of the construction of 16 duplex units, 6 townhouse units and a 
community building.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 18 - Proposed site plan. 

Figure 19 - Photo of house from Inventory form. Figure 20 - Current condition of house. 



16 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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

1) Historic buildings, structures and landscape features which are integral to the historic setting 
should be located on a single lot of suitable size to ensure protection of the historic structure 
and setting. If demolition is proposed, information explaining this decision shall be provided 
(structural condition, cost to retain, etc.). 

The historic structure, noted for reflecting “a popular type of Maryland rural vernacular late Victorian 
architecture with its gable front and wing plan and prominent arched gable window surrounded by 
imbricated shingles,” no longer retains those characteristics. The house has been heavily altered and 
damaged over the years, as noted, by fire, removal and enclosure of historic features and spaces and the 
construction of building additions and new materials. The historic house does not appear integral to the 
historic setting.  
 
There are a few outbuildings, in addition to the historic house, on the property. Prior to any demolition 
permits being issued, the County Architectural Historian will have an opportunity to document the 
structures through the demolition permit review process. 
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC provide advice regarding the demolition 
and site development plan. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Tim Burkard and Sam Alomer. The Applicants did not have any additional 
information to add. Mr. Shad said there were two people would who like to testify. Mr. Shad swore in 
John Hoolachan and Siju Sebastian.  
 
Mr. Hoolachan said he owns the property adjacent to this development. He said that without looking at 
the exhibit, it does not do justice to the historic resources on the property. He explained that are about 
15 other historic resources in the vicinity on Rogers Avenue. He mentioned the Good Shepard Cemetery 
and Chapel, HO-890, and then his house, is HO-614 and another house on North Ridge Road, which is 
not on the Howard County Historic Sites Inventory, but is similar to the Rogers House, HO-615, which 
was originally a log house. He said that while it is not a historic district, it contains many historic sites 
that speak to Howard County history. He said neighboring developments have retained and 
incorporated historic houses into the subdivision. He suggested that similar consideration should be 
given to this house in the subdivision of the property. He said that he submitted photographs of the 
Jacks House to Staff, that appears to be a foundation wall of cut stone, that may have some historic 

Figure 21 - Current front facade of house. 

Figure 22 - Outbuilding to be 
demolished. 
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merit. He said that when they attended the community meeting, there appeared to be no historic 
recognition of the historic value of the property.  
 
Mr. Sebastian agreed with Mr. Hoolachan. He is also adjacent to the subject property and is against the 
demolition of the structures on the property.  
 
Mr. Hoolachan added that his house is circa 1845, in the description of HO-614, it describes a one mile 
driveway, which he has maintained, so the setting of his house now looks at a wooded area and will now 
look at the end of a cul-de-sac. He said there are also specimen trees on the property, which have not 
been mentioned. He asked if that has any weight in the discussion.  
 
Mr. Alomer wanted to emphasize that they agree with the report that the house no longer retains its 
historic character. 
 
Mr. Reich did not agree that he historic character of the property is gone, he said Figure 20 showed that 
the historic pieces are still there, but is just covered up by multiple additions. He said that removal of 
those additions and alterations would probably show the historic house is still there. He said the 
developer is missing an opportunity to retain the house at the front of the subdivision. He said the plan 
could be reorganized and the house could be retained and recommended saving the historic house, 
which is part of a greater setting. He said the house could be renovated within a month or two, versus 
the subdivision process which takes years. He suggested the house be used as a townhouse, a single 
family house with an addition, or even the sales office for the development. Mr. Reich discussed various 
aspects of the subdivision and site development. He suggested some exploratory work take place to see 
what exists on the historic structure.  
 
Mr. Roth said being that close to an interstate is a big disincentive to putting money into a home. He 
said the house here is probably not so economically viable, even if it does have good bones. He said the 
issue is not about the house, but the proposal is disrespectful to the surrounding community and 
surrounding historic structures. He said the neighbors are living next to an R-20 parcel, with an 
understanding of what that could be for the setting and future development and then the conditional 
use allows a much denser development than the base zoning would allow. Mr. Roth’s advice would be 
to abandon the project, conditional use and build in the R-20.  
 
Ms. Zoren agreed with Mr. Reich and Mr. Roth. She said the site plan is incongruous with the 
surrounding community, has a negative impact along the historic context of Rogers Avenue. She said 
there is an opportunity to keep the house, the house could be renovated, something could be built in 
the same shape, style and massing to keep the historic house and its relation to Rogers Avenue as the 
entry feature to the community. She said the siting would allow the road to stay the same and they 
would probably get the same yield. She said that no matter what happens with the house, it should be 
documented and anything in it with historic value should be salvaged if it is demolished. She said the 
historic house could make this development stand out from other similar developments.  
 
Ms. Tennor agreed with the other Commissioners. She said that she has lost count on the number of 
historic properties that have come before her, that because the historic structures have been altered, 
the houses are proposed for demolition. She said that alterations are not a reason for demolition. The 
additions can be removed and the structure in Figure 19 can be seen. She does not understand why the 
existing house cannot be rehabbed and serve as a community center. She agreed the density is not 
appropriate and that there must be a way to develop the property to fit with its surroundings.  
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Mr. Shad concurred with the comments by the other Commissioners. He recommended saving the 
historic house and restoring it to its original condition. He suggested adding 3 to 4 houses of similar size, 
which would be more appropriate to the setting and neighboring houses.  
 
Mr. Burkard summarized that due to the alterations to the house is why they went that route with the 
denser zoning. He said this property abuts another 55 plus plan and that’s why they came up with this 
plan.  
 
Motion: There was no motion as the case was for Advisory Comments. 
 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 

1) Ellicott City Section 106 Consulting Parties Meeting #2 on June 11, 2021 
a. The Commission discussed attendance at the meeting. Mr. Shad requested the topic be 

added to the July 1 agenda for discussion. 
2) Ellicott City Design Guideline Update – discussion of next steps 

a. There were no updates for this item. 
3) HPC Application Form Updates 

a. There were no updates for this item. 
 
 
Mr. Shad moved to adjourn at 8:59 pm. Mr. Roth seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
 

*Chapter and page references are from the Ellicott City or Lawyers Hill Historic District Design 
Guidelines. 
 
 
  
S. Allan Shad, Chair 
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Samantha Holmes, Preservation Planner 


