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July Minutes 
 

Thursday, July 1, 2021; 7:00 p.m. 
A public meeting of the Historic Preservation Commission was held on Thursday, July 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. Roth moved to approve the June 3, 2021 minutes. Ms. Zoren seconded. The motion was 
unanimously approved.  
 
 
Members present:  Allan Shad, Chair; Drew Roth, Secretary; 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. HPC-20-68c – 3749 Church Road, Ellicott City 
2. MA-19-31c – 7608 Murray Hill Road, Columbia 
3. MA-19-46c – 7608 Murray Hill Road, Columbia 
4. MA-20-25c – 3565 Church Road, Ellicott City  
5. HPC-21-22 – 950 and 898 Driver Road, Woodstock 

 
Regular Agenda 

6. HPC-21-23 – 8308 and 8312 Main Street, Ellicott City 
7. HPC-21-24 – 15685 Old Frederick Road, Woodbine, HO-980 
8. HPC-21-25 – 3788 Church Road, Ellicott City 
9. HPC-21-26 – 8508 Hill Street, Ellicott City 

 
OTHER BUSINESS 

1. Ellicott City Section 106 Consulting Parties Meeting #2 follow up discussion 
2. HPC Application Form Updates 
3. Administrative Discussion of logistics for future meetings 

 
 
 

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

 VOICE 410-313-2350  

FAX 410-313-3042 
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CONSENT AGENDA 
 
HPC-20-68c – 3749 Church Road, Ellicott City 
Applicant: Gregory Mason 
 
Request: The Applicant, Gregory Mason, requests Final Tax Credit approval for repairs made at 3749 
Church Road, 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 1830. The Applicant was pre-approved for tax credits to 
restore the cathedral windows on September 3, 2020 in case HPC-20-68.  
 
Scope of Work: The application states that $16,710.00 was spent on eligible, pre-approved work, 
repairing the cathedral windows. The Applicant seeks $4,177.50 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 tax credit as submitted, in 
the amount of $4,177.50.  
 
Testimony: Mr. Mason was in attendance, but no further information was given or discussed. 
 
Motion: Mr. Roth moved to approve. Ms. Zoren seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
 
MA-19-31c – 7608 Murray Hill Road, Columbia 
Applicant: Jessica Bellah 
 
Request: The Applicant, Jessica Bellah, requests Final Tax Credit approval for repairs made at 7608 
Murray Hill Road, Columbia. 
 
Background and Site Description: This property is not located in a historic district, but is listed on the 
Historic Sites Inventory as HO-188. According to SDAT, the house on the property dates to 1900. The 
Applicant was pre-approved for tax credits to rebuild the chimney through the Executive Secretary 
process on August 12, 2019 in case MA-19-31.  
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant has submitted documentation that $10,184.73 was spent on eligible, pre-
approved work. The Applicant seeks $2,546.18 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 $2,546.18.  
 
Testimony: Ms. Bellah was in attendance, but no further information was given or discussed. 
 
Motion: Mr. Roth moved to approve. Ms. Zoren seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
 
 
 
 



3 
 

MA-19-46c – 7608 Murray Hill Road, Columbia 
Applicant: Jessica Bellah 
 
Request: The Applicant, Jessica Bellah, requests Final Tax Credit approval for repairs made at 7608 
Murray Hill Road, Columbia. 
 
Background and Site Description: This property is not located in a historic district, but is listed on the 
Historic Sites Inventory as HO-188. According to SDAT, the house on the property dates to 1900. The 
Applicant was pre-approved for tax credits to investigate termite damage and make repairs as needed to 
beams and floor joists through the Executive Secretary process on November 12, 2019 in case MA-19-
46. 
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant has submitted documentation that $547.25 was spent on eligible, pre-
approved work. The Applicant seeks $136.80 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 $136.80.  
 
Testimony: Ms. Bellah was in attendance, but no further information was given or discussed. 
 
Motion: Mr. Roth moved to approve. Ms. Zoren seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
 
MA-20-25c – 3565 Church Road, Ellicott City 
Applicant: Jeffery Rasmussen 
 
Request: The Applicant, Jeffery Rasmussen, requests Final Tax Credit approval for work done at 3565 
Church Road, Ellicott City.  
 
Background and Site Description: This property is located in the Elliott City Historic District. According to 
SDAT the house on the property dates to 1880. The Applicant was pre-approved through the Executive 
Secretary process on May 15, 2020 in case MA-20-25 to prep and paint the exterior of the house and 
carriage house. 
 
Scope of Work: The application states that $28,018.09 was spent on prepping and painting the house 
and carriage house. The Applicant seeks $7,004.52 in final tax credits. Upon review of the application, 
Staff noticed one receipt that totaled $106.81, rather than $100.76. Staff recommends the total request 
be adjusted for a total of $28,024.14 spent on eligible work, for a tax credit of $7,006.04. 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 tax credit as revised, in the 
amount of $7,006.04. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Rasmussen was not in attendance, but no further information was discussed. 
 
Motion: Mr. Roth moved to approve. Ms. Zoren seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
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HPC-21-22 – 950 and 898 Driver Road, Woodstock 
Applicant: Benchmark Engineering, Inc., c/o John Carney 
 
Request: The Applicant seeks Advisory Comments for the subdivision process taking place at 950 and 
898 Driver Road, Woodstock. 
 
Background and Site Description: This property is not located in a local historic district or listed on the 
Historic Sites Inventory, but does contain historic structures.  
 
The property is subject to an Alternative Compliance request for waiving the Final Plat requirements and 
allowing a confirmatory deed to combine three parcels back into the one original parcel. 
According to SDAT the main house on the property dates to 1930. Based on the stone construction, the 
house most likely dates to the 19th century, with a 1930s era addition. 
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant proposes to combine three parcels back into the one original parcel by 
deed, in order to place the property in the County’s Agricultural Land Preservation Program in a 
perpetual easement. The total acreage of the site consists of 30 acres and will contain 1 buildable lot. 
The application identifies five structures on the property to be retained and states that no structures are 
proposed to be demolished. The photos and aerials show 6 outbuildings (one is a ruin and another one 
is attached to the main house) and one main principal dwelling, which is a historic building.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Figure 3 - Historic outbuilding 
Figure 4 - Historic ruin 

Figure 2 - Historic principal dwelling Figure 1 - Historic principal dwelling, front facade 
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HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations:  
 
Section 16.118. - Protection of Historic Resources 
The structure is not located in the 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. 
However, the Applicant is in compliance with this regulation regardless, because all structures on the 
property will be retained and not demolished. Additionally, the purpose of the subdivision, or merger of 
land, is to place the property into a perpetual preservation easement. While this easement does not 
prevent demolition of the structures, it does mean the land will not be developed and turned into a 
residential subdivision. For now, there are no plans to demolish any structures and this process is taking 
place simply to preserve the farmland.  
 
This property would be eligible for inclusion on the Howard County Historic Sites Inventory, which would 
make the historic main house and historic outbuildings eligible for the historic tax credit programs for 
repairing and maintaining the buildings. If the Applicant is interested in being listed on the Inventory, 
they can contact DPZ’s Resource Conservation Division for more information. The Applicant is 
commended for preserving the property and should look into having the property listed on the Historic 
Sites Inventory, to assist in the preservation of the historic structures.  

 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC adopt the following comment as their 
Advisory Comments: The Applicant is commended for preserving the property and should look into 
having the property listed on the Historic Sites Inventory, to assist in the preservation of the historic 
structures.  
 
Testimony: Mr. Carney was in attendance, but no further information was given or discussed. 
 
Motion: Mr. Roth moved to approve. Ms. Zoren seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
 

REGULAR AGENDA 
 
 
HPC-21-23 – 8308 and 8312 Main Street, Ellicott City 
Applicant: Mark Hemmis 
 
Request: The Applicant, Mark Hemmis, requests Advisory Comments on the subdivision of land at 8308 
Main and 8312 Main Street, Ellicott City. 
 
Background and Site Description: These properties are located in the Ellicott City Historic District. The 
property at 8308 Main Street is listed on the Historic Sites Inventory as HO-341, the Talbott Lumber 
Company. According to SDAT, the building on the property dates to 1920.  
 
The property at 8312 Main Street consists of Parking Lot E and the brick courtyard/alley between 8308 
Main Street and 8316 Main Street. There are no structures on this property. 
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant proposes to subdivide 1,985 square feet (consisting of the brick 
courtyard/alley) from 8312 Main Street (Lot 4) into 8308 Main Street (Lot 5). The alley runs from Main 
Street, between 8316 Main Street (Lot 3) and 8308 Main Street (Lot 5) into Parking Lot E. The building at 
8316 Main Street is also owned by the Applicant. 
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The application explains that the alley is currently being used for outdoor restaurant seating pursuant to 
a temporary permit issued by the Department of Inspections, Licenses and Permits.  
 
The application also explains that Howard County Government will retain a 44-inch easement through 
the length of the courtyard/alley from Main Street to Parking Lot E. The easement will provide access to 
the ADA parking in Lot E and egress to higher ground from Main Street during a flood emergency. 
 

Figure 5 - Proposed reconfiguration of Lot 5 (8308 Main Street), with the addition of 1,985 
square feet (shown in solid yellow with dashed lines) from 8312 Main Street/Parking Lot 
E. 

Figure 6 - Courtyard area to be subdivided from 8312 Main Street into 8308 
Main Street. 
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There are no alterations proposed for the courtyard/alley space, only the subdivision of land from 8312 
Main Street to 8308 Main Street. The application states that due to the limited size of the courtyard and 
the easement, future building construction is not possible. The area will continue to be used for outdoor 
dining.  
 
HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations:  
 
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) – Powers of the Commission 
(d)  Provide Advice on Historical Resources. 

(1)  The Commission shall perform the following advisory functions: 
(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.  

 
The above Code statutes are relevant to the proposed subdivision of land and are provided for the 
Commission’s review and consideration. 
 
Chapter 9.D: Landscape and Site Elements; Walls, Fences, Terraces, Walkways and Driveways 
1) Chapter 9.D recommends: 

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

b. “Install open fencing, generally not more than five feet high, of wood or dark metal.” 
 
The temporary fencing used for the liquor licensing will need to be made permanent, if the outdoor 
seating remains, which will require approval from the HPC. The above guidelines may be applicable to a 
future application. 
 
Chapter 10.C: Parking Lots, Public Streets and Street Furniture; Street Furniture 
2) 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 outdoor dining furniture will need to be approved by the HPC, if the outdoor dining remains on a 
permanent basis. The above guidelines may be applicable to a future application.  
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Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC provide Advisory Comments on the 
proposed subdivision of land. Staff recommends the HPC provide guidance on the future approvals 
needed if the outdoor dining becomes permanent, as intended by the subdivision of land. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in the Applicant, Mark Hemmis. Mr. Hemmis provided background on his 
purchase of the former Talbott Lumber/Ellicott Mills Brewery. He explained they have been using the 
alley for outdoor seating and that the County is proposing to sell the alley parcel to him. He said the 
existing tables and chairs are temporary. They will use it for outdoor seating on a permanent basis, 
seasonally. He explained the property has to be attached to the 8308 Main Street property in order for 
outdoor dining to take place. Mr. Hemmis said they will not attach anything to the ground or the 
building; for flood emergencies everything needs to be portable. Mr. Hemmis said the County will retain 
a 44-inch egress easement through the alley. 
 
Mr. Shad swore in George Goeller. Mr. Goeller said this parcel was bought by the County for emergency 
vehicles to have access to Lot 5, the parking lot and the staircase. He said it should remain accessible to 
residents and visitors as originally designed. He said that selling the parcel would create an unsafe 
situation, restricting pedestrian flow and emergency vehicle access. He is against the re-subdivision and 
sale of the property and said it should remain an open area where people can get in and out easily. Mr. 
Goeller said the bollards were designed to lift out of the ground for emergency vehicles to have access.  
 
Mr. Shad swore in Ms. Liz Walsh. Ms. Walsh said that $3.4 million was spent on the staircase and alley, 
connecting the former Courthouse to Main Street. She testified against the sale of the property, stating 
it was one of the town’s very few and most costly public spaces. She said that legislative fixes can be 
made to rules regarding where liquor can be served and consumed outside. She asked the Commission 
to provide advisory comments against the sale of the land.  
 
Mr. Roth asked Mr. Hemmis if it was correct that he did not currently own the land between the 
buildings and asked Mr. Hemmis how he was purchasing the land. Mr. Hemmis said that was correct 
that he did not own the land and explained the subdivision and County Council surplus process that had 
to take place for him to purchase the land. Mr. Hemmis said that he did not need to purchase the land 
and would be fine with an easement, but that was not a possibility with the County due the sale of 
alcohol. Mr. Roth asked how the value of the land was determined. Mr. Hemmis said he is working with 
DPW Real Estate Services and he has to obtain appraisals and then it goes to County Council for a 
surplus vote. Mr. Hemmis said the outdoor seating in the courtyard has saved their business through the 
Covid crisis. He said it is a benefit to town. He said he is trying to create a pedestrian friendly 
environment. He said the 44-inch easement number was told to him by the County, it was not a number 
he came out with.  
 
Mr. Roth asked how he was operating the outdoor seating right now. Mr. Hemmis explained it was 
through a permit issued by DILP due to Covid and it was expiring due to the State of Emergency ending.   
 
Mr. Taylor asked if the current furniture came before the HPC. Mr. Hemmis said it did not and was 
temporary. 
 
Ms. Zoren was concerned that a 44-inch easement was not going to be wide enough. She would like to 
see the easement wider so that people know it is still a public access point. Ms. Zoren asked if they 
intended to rope off the seating. Mr. Hemmis said the County does not want to see permanent fencing 
installed into the ground there. He said they need to find the right mix and find something that looks 
appropriate to fence off the seating. Mr. Hemmis said the 44-inch easement is wider than the sidewalks 
in Ellicott City. He explained the 44 inches is measured off of the benches that exist on that side of the 
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building, rather than the side of the building. They are trying to leave plenty of room for egress. Ms. 
Zoren said she would not be able to approve the barricade in the package. She suggested movable 
planters. Mr. Hemmis said that have rubberized kegs that say Ellicott Mills Brewery that could serve as 
fence bases. Ms. Zoren summarized her Advisory Comments and said that exposed aluminum frames 
were not appropriate and the materials should be in the realm of black metal, not silver. Ms. Zoren said 
60 inches is the ADA minimum if someone needed to turn around in a wheelchair, especially in a 
thoroughfare used for emergencies. She explained that 60 inches would allow someone to turn around 
in the walkway, rather than having to get through it in order to turn around.  
 
Mr. Roth said his advice was to remember that it is a public way. He said the application reads as the 
access being for ADA and emergencies and Mr. Roth said that if he is a wheelchair he should be able to 
get through and not feel stuck. Mr. Roth said he has concerns about 44 inches. Mr. Hemmis said it is 
wide open public way, not just for ADA and emergency. 
 
Mr. Shad asked if the liquor was being sold and consumed in the space. Mr. Hemmis said liquor was sold 
and consumed, but that would go away with the DILP permit expiring. Mr. Shad and Mr. Hemmis 
discussed that in the winter all furniture would be removed and the area would shut down. Mr. Hemmis 
said they did remove all the furniture for today for the flood watch and would not open seating and will 
remove all furniture in the event of a flood. 
 
Mr. Shad agreed with the other Commissioner’s comments on widening the access if possible and asked 
Mr. Hemmis to bring more options for furniture back to them to review at a later date if it goes forward.  
 
Motion: There was no motion as the case was for Advisory Comments. 
 
 
HPC-21-24 – 15685 Old Frederick Road, Woodbine, HO-980 
Applicant: Elisabeth Wynne 
 
Request: The Applicant, Elisabeth Wynne, requests Advisory Comments on the demolition and new 
construction at 15685 Old Frederick Road, Woodbine. 
 
Background and Site Description: This property is listed on the Maryland Inventory of Historic 
Properties as HO-980, the Knock-Franklin Farm. It was not adopted onto the Howard County Historic 
Sites Inventory. According to the Inventory form, the house dates circa 1859-1862. 
 
The inventory form contains the following description of the house:  

“The farm is located on the southwest side of the road and is set well back from the road, with a 
straight drive into it.  The house faces northeast toward the road, with fields on all sides, and is 
set on rolling ground that slopes off to the southwest and southeast, with a stream on the 
southeast side.  The complex consists of a frame house, frame summer kitchen, frame 
springhouse, frame banked barn, frame wagon shed, frame workshop, and frame chicken house.   
 
The house is a 2 1/2-story, three-bay by two-bay frame structure with a rubble stone foundation 
that has traces of whitewash, asbestos shingle siding, and a gable with an inverted-V-seam 
metal roof and a northwest-southeast ridge.  The house has a two-story ell that is two bays by 
one bay, has a CMU foundation, German siding, and a gable roof with asphalt shingles and a 
northeast-southwest ridge.  The main block has four-over-four sash and the ell has six-over-six 
sash.  The summer kitchen is located about five feet southwest of the ell.  It is a one-story, one-
bay square structure with a rubble stone foundation, German siding, and a gable roof with 
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inverted-V-seam metal and a northeast-southwest ridge.  There is a large exterior stone and 
brick chimney on the southwest end.” 

 
Scope of Work: The Applicant proposes to demolish the existing historic house and construct a new 
tenant house in its place. A new principal dwelling will also be constructed on the farm, in a different 
location, as shown in the application. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 7 - Structure to be demolished. Figure 8 - Front of historic house to be demolished. 

Figure 9 - Intact historic features. From left to right: exterior view of front doors; interior staircase, newel 
post, balusters and wood floor; interior view of front door, side lights and transom. 
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HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations:  
 
Section 16.118. - Protection of Historic Resources 
The structure is not located in the 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. 
However, this structure is a great example of  
 
Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation 
Standard 6 - Deteriorated historic features will be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity of 
deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature will match the old in design, 
color, texture and, where possible, materials. Replacement of missing features will be substantiated by 
documentary and physical evidence. 
 
The Secretary of the Interior Standards encourage the rehabilitation of the property, while maintaining 
integral historic features. In this case, the historic structure is not proposed to be retained, but many of 
the interior features do not appear severely deteriorated, as evident by the photos in Figure 9.  
 
Historic Property Tax Credit Programs – 20.112 and 20.113 

Figure 10 - Proposed location of new homes. 
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This property could be added to the Howard County Historic Sites Inventory through County Council 
resolution, which would make it eligible for the County’s historic tax credit programs. There are two 
possible tax credits that could be used to rehabilitate the house, and any historic outbuildings, in order 
to retain the setting and integrity of the historic property.  

 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC provide Advisory Comments on the 
demolition of the historic house and construction of two new homes. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Josh Wynne. Mr. Wynne said they are hoping to replace the existing 
tenant house with a new structure. He said the house is outdated, has termite damage and the dwelling 
in its current status is not suitable for young children. They are hoping to remove the existing structure 
and build a new home in that location. He said the second home will be in accordance with that 
approved by the Agricultural Land Preservation Board in November 2019.  
 
Mr. Roth said the house was a lovely old house and it was sad to see houses like this go. His Advisory 
Comments were to fix the house up and said feral cats and termite damage can be fixed. He said you 
cannot recreate the details, such as the arched windows, staircase and banister and encouraged them to 
preserve and keep the building.  
 
Ms. Zoren strongly agreed with Mr. Roth. She said the Commission often gets houses coming before 
them for demolition in poor condition that are falling apart, with caved in roofs. Ms. Zoren said that 
does not appear to be the case here and the house appears in reasonably good condition. She said it 
appears to be structurally sound from the photographs, the interior has a lot of original and valuable 
detail with the doors, the stairs, the interior woodwork. She said the L houses are configured to easily 
add additions to in order to support a growing family. She said they have seen an uptick in homes like 
this, the Commission has approved thousands of dollars in tax credits for a similar house in Western 
Howard County and explained the house was in much worse condition than this one. Ms. Zoren has no 
concerns with the second homesite, but advised against the demolition.  
 
Mr. Wynne said they will be reusing some of the materials in the new house but has concern for floor 
sag and mold.  
 
Mr. Shad echoed the same concerns of the previous Commissioners. Mr. Shad stated that he lives in a 
similar home type from 1867 and explained that these homes are built to last. He strongly 
recommended the Applicant preserve the house.  
 
Motion: There was no motion as the case was for Advisory Comments. 
 
 
HPC-21-25 – 3788 Church Road, Ellicott City, HO-57 
Applicant: Georgana Zezzo 
 
Request: The Applicant, Georgana Zezzo, requests a Certificate of Approval and Tax Credit Pre-Approval 
to make alterations and repairs at 3788 Church 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-57, the Manse. According to the Inventory form, the house was 
constructed in 1850. The house originally served as a home for the pastors of the First Presbyterian 
Church (now the location of the Historical Society Museum). 
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The application states that the enclosed rear screened porch is 50 years old. 
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant seeks approval for the following work: 

1) Enclose existing rear screened in porch (12 foot by 20 foot) to create a new living space, to 
consist of: 

a. Siding – New siding to be cedar shiplap with a 6-inch exposure. Cedar to remain 
unpainted and allowed to weather. 

b. Windows – Marvin aluminum clad wood windows, 6:6 pattern with an exterior 
simulated divided light, in the color Stone White. There will be two windows on each of 
side of the addition (three sides to the addition). 

c. French door – Reuse existing wood French doors, which are painted Navajo White.  
2) Construct a rear deck, porch/pergola and new exterior staircase 

a. Deck – Construct a 12’x20’ deck off new enclosed space. 
b. Staircase – Construct a pressure treated wood staircase/walkway to porch, wood, left 

natural.  
c. Porch/Pergola – Construct a rear porch, with exposed beams similar to a pergola. To be 

constructed of pressure treated wood, left in a natural finish. The porch roof will have 
black asphalt architectural shingles. The porch (shown in Figure 17) will have supporting 
posts, but the CAD software was unable to add them.  
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Figure 13 - Existing window trim. 
Same style to be used on addition. 

Figure 14 - Existing French doors 
to be reused on addition. 

Figure 15 - Masonry repairs 
needed when tubing is removed. 

Figure 11 - Screened in porch to be enclosed.  Figure 12 - Deck to be added to the rear of screened porch. 

Figure 16 - Side view (looking west) of enclosure and new deck. Figure 17 - Rear view of enclosure and deck 
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HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations:  
 
Chapter 7.A: New Construction: Additions, Porches and Outbuildings; Building Additions 

1) Chapter 7.A 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 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.” 

d. “Design an addition to be subordinate to the historic building in 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.” 

 
While the screened-in porch has existed on the house for about 50 years, there are no architectural 
features that distinguish it as a historic element that should not be altered. It is an existing addition and 
is ideal to be enclosed, rather than building another enclosed addition on to the rear of the house. The 
enclosure of the porch will not affect the primary view of the house, and will be minimally visible due to 
the topography change from Church Road to the rear of the property. The addition currently exists and 
is already offset from the original structure, which is stone on one side and wood German lap siding and 
stone on the other side. The existing porch rests on brick piers, which are to remain (the application 
does not reference any alterations to this feature). The proposed enclosure and rear deck/pergola 
addition comply with the above Guidelines. 

 

Figure 18- Floorplan of proposed porch 
enclosure and new wood deck and 
pergola. 

Figure 19 - Front view of the house. 
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Chapter 6.G and 6.H: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Entrances and Windows 
2) Chapter 6.G recommends, “Use doors and simple entrance designs that are compatible with 

those on the existing building or similar buildings nearby.” 
3) Chapter 6.H recommends, “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.” 

 
The existing wood French doors will be reused on the addition, which complies with the Guidelines, as it 
is an existing feature that is compatible with the building.  
 
The proposed addition will contain 6:6 windows, matching the pattern on the existing structure. The 
rendering submitted did not contain elevations showing the addition in conjunction with the existing 
structure, so it is unknown if the windows will be the same size and line up horizontally. The new 
windows should match the existing in spacing and placement, as well as window sash pattern. 
 
Chapter 6.D: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Wood Siding, Shingles and Logs 

4) Chapter 6.D 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.” 

b. “For frame construction, use wood siding or wood shingles similar in appearance to the 
siding or shingles on the existing building.” 

 
The proposal complies with the Guidelines as the proposed clapboard will be not be an exact replication 
of the existing German lap, but will still be a historically appropriate wood product, which is found in the 
district.  

 
Chapter 6.E: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Roofs, Dormers and Gutters 

5) Chapter 6.E recommends, “Roofing material may be similar to historic roofing materials on the 
existing building or may be an unobtrusive material such as asphalt shingles. Asphalt shingles 
should be flat and uniform in color and texture.” 

 
The proposed black asphalt shingle roof for the pergola will be similar to the existing roof on the house 
and complies with the Guidelines. 
 
Chapter 7.B: New Construction: Additions, Porches and Outbuildings; Construction of New Porches and 
Decks 

6) Chapter 7.B recommends:  
a. “Design new porches and decks to be simple, compatible in design with the existing 

building, and in scale with the existing building in size and roof height.” 
b. “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 details as much as possible to the style and character of the building.” 

c. “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 steps treads, or for simple decks (with railings but 
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no walls or roofs) on the rear of the building in a location not facing or highly visible from 
a public way.” 

 
The deck complies with the Guidelines as it will be subordinate to the existing historic house and located 
at the rear of the house. 
 
The proposed unstained pressure treated deck material also complies with the Guidelines, which 
recommend using stained or unpainted wood for simple decks on the rear of a building in a location not 
facing or highly visible from a public way. Due to the topography change from Church Road to the rear 
of the property where the deck is proposed to be constructed, the deck will not be highly visible from 
Church Road. The deck may not be visible at all from Emory Street. 
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC approve the application as submitted. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Ms. Georgana Zezzo. She explained that because the house backs up to 
trees, she wanted to leave the wood natural to age, so that it blends in with the environment. She said 
that she has really thought through the addition. She thought the exposed pergola beams on the rear 
porch roof would echo the dental molding on the front of the house. Ms. Zezzo explained that the 
existing roof on the screened porch will remain and it will only be enclosed in order to turn it into a 
bedroom. She said the new deck will come straight off the enclosed porch. 
 
Ms. Zoren referenced Figure 12 and 17 regarding the new roof and enclosed wall. She said the new wall 
appears to go up above the current roofline in Figure 17 and asked if that was an error in the rendering. 
Ms. Zezzo said it must be an error because she told the contractor they are not going any higher. Ms. 
Zoren asked the Applicant if the intention was for the new wall to not interfere with the existing roof 
and gutter layout. Ms. Zezzo said that was correct. Ms. Zoren asked if they planned to finish the area 
under the porch, with the brick piers. Ms. Zezzo said the brick piers will stay and it will remain open on 
the east and north side. She said on the west side, there is a lot of wind and the contractor said he will 
build a wall using brick and mortar to match the piers on the west side and the brick piers would stay. 
Ms. Zoren said if it is different from what is there now, to notify Staff.  Ms. Zoren asked if the HVAC unit 
will be shifted. Ms. Zezzo said it will just be shifted to the back.  Ms. Zoren expressed concern on the 
unfinished cedar and said that having two completely different siding types and colors under the same 
roof form will look strange. Her recommendation would be to paint the siding a complimentary color to 
the existing cream German lap. Ms. Zezzo explained that the other side of the addition is all stone and 
that the side shown in the staff report is the only side that has wood frame siding. Ms. Zezzo said the 
rear addition was put on in 1899 and she wondered if they ran out of stone because it is only place 
wood is used. Ms. Zezzo would like to build it and see how it looks and if it looks odd, then paint the one 
side only. Ms. Zezzo does not want to paint the entire addition and thought it would look strange to 
have white against the stone. Ms. Zoren said the painted cedar addition would look the same as the 
painted siding currently looks against the stone. Ms. Zezzo was not sure which color she would use if she 
painted it. Ms. Zoren said the current siding could also be painted, if approved, so it is all one color. Ms. 
Zezzo was open to painting one side of the new addition adjacent to the existing wood siding, but 
wanted to find a historic/earthy color. Ms. Zoren wanted to see the entire addition painted, not just one 
side. The Applicant would want to paint the one side next to the wood, but thought white paint next to 
granite would look odd. 
 
Mr. Shad asked where the brick enclosure was going and confirmed it would be on the west side and 
would be brick and mortar across the piers up to the floor and would match the piers. Mr. Shad asked if 
she had considered using German lap siding. She said she thought about it, but thought the Commission 
did not want to see siding that would make it look like it was from the 1800s.  
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Motion: Ms. Zoren moved to Approve the application as submitted, with the owner to paint the siding 
with a color to be determined at a later date by Staff or Minor Alterations. Mr. Roth seconded. The 
motion was unanimously approved.  
 
 
HPC-21-26 – 8508 Hill Street, Ellicott City 
Applicant: John Riegert 
 
Request: The Applicant, John Riegert, requests a Certificate of Approval, to construct an addition and 
make exterior alterations at 8508 Hill Street, 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 1926. 
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant proposes to construct an addition and make alterations and repairs to the 
house. The Applicant seeks tax credit pre-approval for most of the work, but the complete list is unclear 
as to where tax credits are sought. Additionally, not all of the work is eligible, so Staff has referenced the 
20.112 tax credit where it would most likely be eligible. Staff did not reference tax credit in situations 
where it would not apply. The Applicant can clarify as needed. The proposed alterations and repairs 
consist of the following:  
 
Alterations to Front and Sides of Existing House 

1) Remove and discard aluminum storm door on the front of house. For 20.112 tax credit pre-
approval. 

2) Remove front railing. For 20.112 tax credit pre-approval. 
3) Strip and repaint exterior doors in black to match existing color. For 20.112 tax credit pre-

approval. 
4) Remove roof shingles off dormer on front of house and install GAF Weatherside Purity 12”x24” 

fiber cement siding. The Applicant is also open to using a German lap on the dormer, to match 
the existing front façade (material needs to be determined for a German lap – wood or fiber 
cement/composite). For 20.112 tax credit pre-approval (tax credits would best apply for a wood 
German lap). 

5) Replace the window on the right-side gable with a Pella Reserve wood window to meet egress. 
The new window muntin style will match the existing window pattern and be 2:2. The existing 
window is approximately 36” wide by 49” high. The new window will be 36” wide by 61 ½” high. 

6) Remove window on the right side of house to allow for gas fireplace in family room. Cover 
opening with GAF Weatherside Purity fiber cement shingles. 

7) Replace wood 2:2 window on the left side of house in the kitchen with shorter wood 2:2 Pella 
Reserve window to allow the fascia on the laundry room to not have angle at house. The 
existing window is approximately 36” wide by 72” high and the new window will be 36” wide by  
48” high. The window currently is below the kitchen countertop and the fascia had to be angled 
back on the laundry room due to the existing height. 

8) Replace left side gable window with a new wood Pella window to match the existing. The 
existing window sash is rotted. 

9) Remove, strip and repaint existing shutters in black to match existing. Install new cedar louvered 
shutters to match existing shutters on new side windows. Paint shutters black. For 20.112 tax 
credit pre-approval. 

10) Replace fascia/trim on right side of exterior of house. For 20.112 tax credit pre-approval. 
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11) Scrape old blue paint off front siding, and white paint from soffits and fascia. All siding and trim 
to be painted Behr Ultra Pure White. For 20.112 tax credit pre-approval. 

12) Repair and replace picket fence and gates on front of house. 
13) Remove brick flue for existing boiler and hot water heater. 
14) Remove all window air conditioners and install new central heating and air conditioning in the 

house. For 20.112 tax credit pre-approval. 
15) Repair all other existing windows to remain on existing house. For 20.112 tax credit pre-

approval. 
 
Alterations to Rear of House 
16) Extend backwall of house to create a full shed dormer across the back of the house, so the new 

backwall of the house ends above the end of the porch. 
17) Install GAF Weatherside Purity 12” by 24” fiber cement siding on proposed addition, in Arctic 

White.  
18) Install new Pella Reserve windows on rear addition/new shed dormer on the rear of the house. 
19) Remove the shed on the side and rear of the house (rear shed is built into the ground floor). 

Repair the siding as needed after removal of the sheds with GAF Weatherside Purity 12”x24” 
fiber cement siding. For 20.112 tax credit pre-approval. 

20) Install new 6-inch aluminum gutters and 3”x4” downspouts in white on rear of house. Existing 
gutters and downspout of front of house to remain. 

21) Replace porch posts with new 6”x6” wood posts and railing on existing rear porch to meet Code. 
The existing railing is only 32” high and the new railing will be 36” high and will match the 
original railing in material (wood) and style. The railings will be painted Behr Ultra Pure White. 

 
Alterations to Existing Structure and New Addition 

22) Remove existing shingles on roof and install Timberline HDZ shingle on sloped roofing. Install 
EPDM .060 rubber roofing on low slope roof over addition. Pre-approval of the 20.112 tax credit 
would only apply to the existing structure, not the new addition. 

23) Paint entire exterior of house with Behr Ultra paint in Ultra Pure White. Pre-approval of the 
20.112 tax credit would only apply to the existing structure, not the new addition. 
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Figure 21 - Remove asphalt shingle from dormer and 
install GAF Weatherside Purity fiber cement shingle. 

Figure 20 - Front view of house from Hill Street. 

Figure 23 - Kitchen window to be shortened 

Figure 22 - Proposed alterations to kitchen window (left side of house). 
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Figure 24 - Proposed shed dormer with two new Pella Reserve 2:2 windows 

Figure 25 - Existing rear of house. Shed at ground level behind tree stump. 
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HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations:  
 
Chapter 6.G: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Entrances 

1) Chapter 6.G recommends, “on historic buildings, use narrow-framed wooden screen or storm 
doors. If the entrance is not highly visible from a public way, simple, narrow-framed screen or 
storms doors of painted or enameled metal may be used. The paint or enamel color should 
match that of the primary door it covers.” 

 
The proposed removal of the white aluminum storm door complies with the Guidelines. The entrance is 
highly visible and the storm door is a not a historic feature. The color does not match the door it covers, 
removal will allow the existing door to more visible.  
 
The removal of the front door walkway railing does not conflict with the Design Guidelines. It does not 
appear to be a historic feature, or a significant feature that needs to be retained.  
 
Chapter 6.E: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Roofs, Dormers and Gutters 

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

 
The current roof is asphalt shingles and it will be replaced with new asphalt shingles. The proposal 
complies with the Guidelines as the new shingle swill be uniform and neutral in color. 
 

2) Chapter 6.E recommends, “maintain and repair original doors, frames, sills, lintels, side lights 
and transoms; weatherstrip to reduce air infiltration.” 

 
The proposed door will be retained. It will be repaired and repainted to match the existing color. The 
work complies with the Guidelines.  
 
 
 

Figure 26 - Proposed expansion of right-side gable window. 
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Chapter 7.A.5: New Constructions: Additions, Porches and Outbuildings; Building Additions, Materials 
3) Chapter 7.A.5 states, “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 shed dormer addition will utilize an EPDM rubber roof on the low slope, which a common roofing 
product used on low slopes and flat roofs in Ellicott City. The EPDM roofing is an unobtrusive modern 
material and complies with the Guidelines.  
 
Chapter 6.D: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Wood Siding, Shingles and Logs 

4) Chapter 6.D recommends, “Remove asbestos shingles, aluminum siding or other coverings from 
historic buildings and repair ore restore the original wall material.” 

 
The application originally proposed to remove the asphalt shingle from the front dormer and add GAF 
Weatherside shingles (designed to mimic asbestos). But since the front of the building is sided in wood 
German lap siding, Staff inquired with the Applicant on the proposal for asbestos versus wood or a 
composite to match. The Applicant indicated he was not opposed to using German lap if preferred. Staff 
recommends the HPC discuss this item with the Applicant. Wood would be the most appropriate, to 
match the front of the house and would also qualify for the 20.112 tax credit. 
 
Chapter 6.H: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Windows 

5) Chapter 6.H recommends,  
a. “Maintain and repair original window openings, frames, sashes, sills, lintels and trim. 

Maintain glass, putty and paint in good condition. Install weatherstripping to reduce air 
infiltration.” 

b. “When repair is not possible, replace original windows, frames and related details with 
features that fit the openings and are of the same style, materials, finish and window 
pane configuration. If possible, reproduce frame size and profile and muntin detailing.” 

c. “Restore window openings that have been filled in, using physical, pictorial or 
documentary evidence to accurately restore the building’s historic character.” 

6) Chapter 6.H recommends against, “removing, adding or altering a window opening on a 
building’s primary façade or in any location where it affects historic features key to the building’s 
character.” 
 

The Applicant proposes to make alterations to four existing windows on the historic house and repair 
the other windows as detailed in the scope of work and shown below: 

a) Replace right side gable window and increase height by 12 ½ inches for egress. 
b) Remove window on the right side of the house (closest to Hill Street) and cover opening with 

GAF Weatherside Purity shingles to match the existing asbestos. Closure of window is to allow 
for a gas fireplace in family room. 

c) Replace window on the left side of the house with a shorter window, to be reduced in height by 
24 inches to fascia on the laundry room. 

d) Replace left side gable window with a new wood Pella window to match the existing. The 
existing window is rotted. 

e) The other existing windows will be restored, reglazed and repainted.  
 
The proposed expansion of the right-side gable window for egress is a safety issue. Typically, expansion 
is not recommended, but this will assist with emergency egress if needed. 
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The proposed removal of the right-side window in order to install a fireplace does not directly comply 
with the Guidelines, which recommend against removing windows and recommends restoring openings 
that have been enclosed. Staff recommends the Commission determine if this item complies with the 
Guidelines. 
 
The proposed reduction of the left side window that is in the kitchen, for the proper fitting of the fascia 
below it, also does not directly comply with the Guidelines. It is unclear if there are issues with the fascia 
below that would be resolved by shortening the window. 
 
The in-kind replacement of the rotted left side gable window and repair of all other existing windows on 
the house comply with the Guidelines are also eligible for 20.112 tax credits. 
 
Chapter 5: Routine Maintenance 

7) Chapter 5 states the following is Routine Maintenance: 
a. “Repair or replacement of roofs, gutters, siding, external doors and windows, trim, lights 

and other appurtenant fixtures using the same materials and design.” 
b. “Painting previously painted surfaces using the same color.” 

 
Chapter 6.I: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Shutters and Blinds 

8) Chapter 6.I recommends: 
a. “Maintain and repair original shutters, blinds and hardware.” 
b. “For replacements, install shutters or blinds that maintain the size, style and placement 

of the original.” 
c. “Install shutters or blinds of painted wood. Shutters or blinds should be correctly sized for 

the window and operable, or at least appear operable with hinges and hold backs 
appropriate to the period of initial construction.” 

 
The repair and repainting of the shutters (to match the existing color black) is Routine Maintenance. The 
installation of new wood louvered shutters, sized to fit the proposed altered window dimensions 
complies with the Guidelines for the shutters to be correctly sized for the window. 
 
Chapter 5: Routine Maintenance 

9) Chapter 5 states the following is Routine Maintenance: 
a. “Repair or replacement of roofs, gutters, siding, external doors and windows, trim, lights 

and other appurtenant fixtures using the same materials and design.” 
b. “Painting previously painted surfaces using the same color.” 

 
The repair and repainting of the fascia/trim/soffits and siding (German lap and asbestos) complies is 
considered Routine Maintenance and would also be eligible for 20.112 tax credits. The proposed GAF 
Weatherside Purity is an appropriate replacement for the asbestos siding, which is no longer available. 
The GAF product was designed to mimic the asbestos product. 
 
Chapter 9.D: Landscape and Site Elements; Walls, Fences, Terraces, Walkways and Driveways 

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

 
The in-kind repair and replacement of the front white picket fence is considered Routine Maintenance. 
This item is not eligible for tax credits because it is not a historic site feature, nor is it part of the 
structure. 
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Chapter 6.C: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Masonry 
11) Chapter 6.C states, “Brick buildings are not as common as stone or frame in Ellicott City, 

although brick chimneys are important features of many historic buildings.” 
 
The Guideline address the proper maintenance of masonry and mortar, but does not specifically discuss 
chimney features. Staff recommends the Commission determine if the proposed removal of the brick 
flue/chimney will adversely affect the structure. 
 
Chapter 6.M: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Equipment and Hardware 

12) 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 façade. Ensure that their condensation 
does not damage window sills, siding, masonry or foundations.” 

 
The proposed removal of the window air conditioners complies with the Guidelines as they are a 
modern feature that are obtrusive and not recommended to be highly visible on buildings. The 
Commission has approved air conditioning systems for tax credits in the past, but has typically reviewed 
interior plans and photographs to determine that the ductwork and vents will damage historic features. 
The location of the exterior condenser should be noted in order to be approved. 
 
Rules of Procedure, Section 302, Demolition and Relocation of Structures in Historic Districts; 
Classification of Structure 
 

13) 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.  

 
Section 304 of the Rules of Procedure provides a process and standards for review for the demolition of 
structures within the historic district. While the sheds may be older structures, they do not appear to of 
Unusual Importance, and are utilitarian structures with no distinguishing architectural features. Their 
removal complies with the Code and Guidelines. 
 
Chapter 7.A: New Construction: Additions, Porches and Outbuildings; Building Additions 

14) Chapter 7.A 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 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.” 

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 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. 
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The proposed addition complies with the Guidelines as it will be located on the rear of the structure and 
only consists of a full shed dormer, rather than a large bulky addition on the rear of the structure. The 
addition will not appear part of the original structure, through the use of modern siding materials and 
through the design as a full shed dormer. 
 
The addition will use GAF Weatherside Purity siding to match the existing asbestos siding (which is not 
proposed for removal). The siding will all be painted white, matching the color of the existing house. The 
new windows in the shed dormer will be 2:2 matching the pattern on the existing house. The new 
gutters will be white, half-round gutters, matching those on the existing house. 
 
Chapter 6.F: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Porches and Balconies 

15) Chapter 6.F recommends: 
a. “Maintain and repair porches and balconies, including flooring, ceilings, railings, 

columns, ornamentation and roofing, that are original or that reflect the building’s 
historic development.” 

b. “Replace deteriorated features new materials as similar as possible to the original in 
material, design and finish.” 

 
The porch railing will be replaced with a new railing, to match the existing in style, design and material, 
but it will be 36 inches high, rather than the existing 32 inches high, in order to meet building code 
requirements. The porch railings will remain white, to match the existing trim color. New 6”x6” posts 
will be installed, which complies with replace deteriorated features with new materials as similar as 
possible to the original. 
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC: 

1) Approve Items 1-5. Item 4 should be wood German lap to match the existing.  
2) Determine if Item 6, the proposed closing of the right-side window in order to install a gas 

fireplace, complies with the Guidelines and approve, deny or modify accordingly.  
3) Determine if Item 7, the replacement of the left side window with a shorter window in the 

kitchen, complies with the Guidelines and approve, deny or modify accordingly. 
4) Approve Item 8-12. 
5) Determine if Item 13, the removal of the brick flue complies with the Guidelines and approve, 

deny or modify accordingly.  
6) Approve Item 14, contingent that no historic interior features will be altered for the installation 

of vents and ductwork. The location of the exterior condenser unit will need to be approved. 
7) Approve Item 15. 
8) Approve Items 16-21 for the rear alterations. 
9) Approve Items 22-23 for the alterations to the existing structure and new addition.  

 
 
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in the Applicant, Mr. John Riegert. Mr. Riegert did not have any comments, 
but stated he wanted to improve the house and add the addition on the back. Mr. Roth asked if the 
Applicant was opposed to wood German lap on the dormer. Mr. Riegert said he was not opposed to it, 
but wanted to find someone who made it in cedar, rather than yellow pine. Mr. Roth asked about 
changing the window for Item 5, the egress window. Mr. Riegert said it is currently a bedroom and he 
would like to have an egress window. He said the second floor will contain three bedrooms. The 
Applicant explained it would be needed in the event of fire, if the fire department responded. 
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Mr. Roth discussed the proposed window to be removed on the left side and said it would affect the 
symmetry. Mr. Roth asked about the kitchen window and if it was proposed for counters/cabinets. Mr. 
Riegert explained the window is also affected by the exterior lower level addition and that he would he 
would also redo the exterior fascia board, which has been cut for the shutter to fit the window against 
the addition. 
 
Mr. Roth asked about item 13, removal of the brick flue and asked what it will be replaced with. Mr. 
Riegert said it will not be replaced with anything and explained that it currently services the oil heat and 
it will not be needed. Mr. Riegert said the flue sticks into the stairway. 
  
Mr. Roth was not in favor of removing the window for the gas fireplace. Mr. Riegert said he was fine 
removing that request and placing the fireplace in the corner.  
 
Ms. Zoren recommended Item 4 should be an option for wood German lap or the asphalt shingle to 
match the rest of the roof. She thought there will be a problem detailing it out of wood due to the small 
size of the dormer and that it may have always been asphalt roof shingle. Ms. Zoren said the window 
opening should remain for Item 6, the proposal to close in the right-side window. She said modern gas 
fireplaces create a box on the outside and that would look bad in that location. She explained that aside 
from the removal of the window, the addition on the box for the gas fireplace is not appropriate. Ms. 
Zoren said they would need to see where the vent would be on the corner as the Applicant mentioned. 
Mr. Riegert said it would vent high on the side, in the gable of the second floor (but below the second 
floor window). Ms. Zoren said she was fine with a gas fireplace elsewhere if the vent is unobtrusive.  
 
Ms. Zoren was open to discussion with the other Commissioners on the shortening of the window in the 
kitchen, Item 7. Mr. Roth said he does not like the change of symmetry, but found the change of the 
window size was fine in order to have better use of the kitchen. 
 
Mr. Shad did not have any other questions. He agreed with the other Commissioners on keeping the 
window and relocating the fireplace. Mr. Shad did not see problems with any of the other items listed 
and said the shortening of the window made sense.  
 
Motion: Mr. Roth moved to: 

1) Approve Items 1-5. Item 4 should be wood German lap or asphalt or wooden shingle to match 
the existing.  

2) Deny Item 6, the proposed closing of the right-side window in order to install a gas fireplace. 
Instead approve interior corner fireplace if the vent is unobtrusive per Staff approval.  

3) Approve Item 7, the replacement of the left side window with a shorter window in the kitchen. 
4) Approve Item 8-12. 
5) Approve Item 13, the removal of the brick flue. 
6) Approve Item 14, contingent that no historic interior features will be altered for the installation 

of vents and ductwork. The location of the exterior condenser unit will need to be approved. 
7) Approve Item 15. 
8) Approve Items 16-21 for the rear alterations. 
9) Approve Items 22-23 for the alterations to the existing structure and new addition.  

 
Ms. Zoren seconded. The motion was unanimously approved.  
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OTHER BUSINESS 
1) Ms. Holmes updated the Commission that the HPC’s 90-day deadline that was suspended was 

no longer in effect. Mr. Taylor explained that was based on the Governor’s Executive Order, 
amending his previous order giving the Commission the authority to suspend its rule.  

 
2) Administrative Discussion of logistics for future meetings – Staff and the Commission discussed 

resuming in-person meetings and trying to accommodate virtually as well. Staff stated the CVG 
room not ready to meet yet and the August meeting would remain virtual. September might be 
the first in-person meeting, if the meeting room can accommodate them. 

  

3) Ellicott City Section 106 Consulting Parties Meeting #2 follow up discussion –  Mr. Roth reported 
back to the other Commissioners on the meeting and said it was mostly about the extension of 
the tunnel in the West End. He said the original tunnel entrance that was proposed is still in the 
same location, and the extension makes another input point farther upstream. Mr. Roth said the 
modeling for Lower Main Street is not affected by this proposal for the extended tunnel. He 
explained that the tunnel will take in water in the channel farther up, but everything that was 
going to be diverted remains diverted and everything below is the same as before. Mr. Roth 
suggested sending a simple response that they support the extension of the north tunnel and 
said the deadline was July 12. Mr. Roth made a motion for the HPC to send a letter to the Army 
Corps of Engineers that states the HPC supports the north tunnel extension for Ellicott City flood 
mitigation. Ms. Zoren seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 

4) Updating HPC Application Forms  
a. Review Sign Application –  Ms. Holmes explained the updates to the sign application 

form. The Commission was fine with the new form. 
 
 
 
Mr. Shad moved to adjourn at 9:15 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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August Minutes 
 

Thursday, August 5, 2021; 7:00 p.m. 
A public meeting of the Historic Preservation Commission was held on Thursday, August 5, 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. Zoren moved to approve the July 1, 2021 minutes. Mr. Roth seconded. The motion was unanimously 
approved.  
 
 
Members present:  Allan Shad, 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-21-27 – 3691 Sarah’s Lane, Ellicott City  
2. HPC-21-28 – 8221 Main Street, Ellicott City 
3. HPC-21-29 – 8054 Main Street, Ellicott City 
4. HPC-21-30 – 8060 Main Street, Ellicott City 
5. HPC-21-31 – 8385 Main Street, Ellicott City 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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-21-27 – 3691 Sarah’s Lane, Ellicott City 
Applicant: Kimberly Kepnes 
 
Request: The Applicant, Kimberly Kepnes, requests Advisory Comments/Pre-Application Advice, for 
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 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 on the northwest side of the 
building. In June 2021, in HPC-21-18b, the parking lot expansion was approved. 
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant seeks Advisory Comments/Pre-Application Advice for two alternative ADA 
approaches on the northeast side of the building. The application explains that the alternative approach 
will reduce the length and number of ramps required and provide an easier access into the building. The 
application describes two alternative paths, Path A and Path B (below text copied directly from the 
application): 
 
Alternative Path A 

1. Applicant proposes to remove the existing flagstone steps at the NW corner of the front of the 
building and replace with approximately 30 feet of concrete and bluestone ramp. The bluestone 
will be similar to the bluestone tile recently approved for both front walkways. The ramp will be 
improved with the following: 

a. 7 Mountain Laurel shrubs (roughly 4’ feet apart) will be added along the ramp façade 
facing the parking area. 

b. The back-side of the ramp will be finished with dry-stacked Maryland stone which is 
similar to the existing Maryland stone along the retaining wall on this side of the 
building at this location. 

c. An ADA approved handrail will be added on two sides of the ramp. The handrail will be 
of steel or aluminum material. The color will be black. The style of the railing will be 
similar to the straight-rail previously approved and will feature an ADA compliant 
handrail. 

d. A 5-foot turn-around is required at the base of the ramp. The turn-around is proposed 
to be made from the flagstones of the existing flagstone path and stairs which are being 
removed and replaced by the ramp. 

2. The existing, on-grade, flagstone path will be leveled and improved to comply with ADA 
guidelines. 

3. A second, 28-foot concrete and bluestone ramp is proposed to be added at the South entrance 
of the building, which will lead from the existing flagstone path to the exiting South entrance 
porch. The ramp will be improved with the following: 

a. An ADA approved handrail to match the handrail of the 30-foot ramp. 
b. Existing serviceberry trees will be moved to be between the ramp and the window. 
c. The outside of the ramp will be improved with granite pavers to match the original 

foundation. 
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4. The 6-inch threshold into the building will be reduced to level by pouring a new concrete porch 
on top of the existing concrete porch. Raising the porch in this way will create an additional step 
at the top of the existing steps. A granite paver will face the new step to blend into the existing 
granite steps. 

5. A railing to match those along the ramps will be added on the side of the porch opposite the 28-
foot ramp. 

 
ADA Alternative Path B 

1. All of those improvements detailed in the ADA Alternative Plan A (above), with the exception of 
the 2nd, 28-foot concrete and bluestone ramp to the South entrance detailed in #4. 

2. Rather than installing the 2nd 28-foot concrete and bluestone ramp, the existing flagstone path 
to the front steps will be extended approximately 6-feet past the South entrance porch to an 
ADA complaint chairlift. The chairlift will be constructed on a 5-foot concrete pad. 

3. As detailed in ADA Alternative Plan A, the 6-inch threshold into the building will be reduced to 
level by pouring a new concrete porch on top of the existing concrete porch. Raising the porch 
in this way will create an additional step at the top of the existing steps. A granite paver will face 
the new step to blend into the existing granite steps. 

4. A railing to match those along the 30-foot concrete and bluestone ramp will be added on the 
side of the porch opposite the chairlift. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 1 - Alternative Path Plan A 
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Figure 2 - Alternative Plan Path B 

Figure 3 - Area in yellow highlight is where 6 inches of concrete is proposed to 
be poured. 
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Figure 4 - Rear concrete porch, proposed to be raised 6 inches. 
Figure 5 - Area of proposed ramp to rear porch. 

Figure 6 - View of rear porch. Lift proposed to be added on left side. 
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Figure 7 - Red arrows show general location of Alternative Paths A and B. Previous ramp 
approval (HPC-21-18a) was for the opposite side of the building. 

Figure 9 - View from top of stairs in Figure 8, looking to rear of 
building. 

Figure 8 - Staircase proposed to be converted into ramped walkway. 
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HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations: 
 
Chapter 9.B: Landscape and Site Elements; Trees and Other Vegetation 

1) 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.” 

Figure 10 - Proposed location of ramp looking at the side of the building. Rear 
of the building to the left, front of the building to the right. 

Figure 11 - Location of proposed ramp, looking from rear of building to the 
front/Court House Drive. 
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The Applicant proposes to relocate existing serviceberry trees, rather than remove them. The 
application also calls for planting Mountain Laurel and complies with the Guidelines to retain mature 
trees and shrubs, and to include landscaping in construction projects.  
 
Chapter 9.D: Landscape and Site Elements; Walls, Fences, Terraces, Walkways and Driveways 

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

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

 
The proposed concrete and bluestone pathways and dry-stacked stone ramp sides are compatible with 
the existing pathways on the property. The proposed ADA railings are also compatible with the recently 
approved black metal handrails on the property.  
 
Chapter 6.E: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Entrances 

3) Chapter 6.E recommends, “Maintain and repair original doors, frames, sills, lintels, side lights 
and transoms; weatherstrip doors to reduce air infiltration. 

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

4) Chapter 6.F recommends, “Maintain and repair porches and balconies, including flooring, 
ceilings, railings, columns, ornamentation and roofing, that are original or that reflect the 
building’s historic development.” 

5) Chapter 6.F states, “Adding or replacing porch feature 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 cast-iron porches 
described above).” 

 
In this case the existing porch flooring is poured concrete, surrounded by granite edging. The proposal 
to raise the floor of the porch 6 inches in height to be flush with the door is not a scenario anticipated by 
the Guidelines and is therefore not specifically addressed, other than the general recommendation to 
“maintain”, i.e, not alter. The proposal will retain the existing character of the porch and may not be 
highly noticeable. However, it is unclear if changing the height of the porch to be flush with the historic 
wood door would have an impact on water ingress/snow retention around the door, which could cause 
damage to the door, door sill and interior wood floors/framing.  Any potential water ingress/retention 
that could result from the changing of the height of the porch should be considered. 
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC provide pre-application advice on the 
proposal. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in the Applicant, Kimberly Kepnes. Ms. Kepnes provided a summary of the 
previous ADA approval, explaining it would include a new door be cut into the building and 130 feet of 
ramps. She said the northwest side where the previous ramp was to be located has a significant slope 
which required the 130-foot length and series of ramps in order to bring the ramp to the parking lot. She 
said they looked at the site again, at the northeast approach, which is a reduced elevation. This 
approach allows them to beautify an existing area and utilize the existing site elements in order to add 
the ADA approach. She said the result would be an initial ramp of 30 feet at the east side of the parking 
lot, which is opposite the previous side approved. She included an alternative with the lift. Ms. Kepnes 
explained the ramp would come from the corner of the parking lot and replace the existing walkway 
with two sets of steps and a landing. The existing stone path around the building will need to be reset 
and leveled to meet ADA. She said the path will turn right into a second ramp leading to the south 



9 
 

porch. The result would be 50% fewer ramps than the previous approval. Path A would consist of 58 feet 
of ramps. Ms. Kepnes explained the south entrance porch floor would need to be raised 6 inches to be 
flush with the door, since the porch cannot accommodate a ramp. An additional step on the porch will 
be added if the entire floor surface is raised 6 inches. 
 
Ms. Kepnes said the other approach would be the same 30-foot ramp at the parking lot, same pathway 
along the side of the building and instead of adding the second southern ramp, the path would go 
around to the western side of the southern porch and a chair lift would be added. The lift still requires 
raising the south entrance porch 6 inches to make the porch level with the door threshold. She 
explained they met on-site with ADA representatives and an architect and this approach is less 
impacting on the site and reduces the ramp needs on the building.  Ms. Kepnes said they would like to 
get advice before they make a submittal for approval.  
 
Mr. Reich asked if a retaining wall would be needed for Pathway A. He said in order to get the ramp to 
the level of the porch, there will need to be some type of retaining wall and said it will be a steep slope. 
He asked if they would just grade up to the site of the porch and put the ramp on the grade. Ms. Kepnes 
said the plan was to use concrete, and it is 18 inches from the current grade to the top of the concrete 
step. She said that will allow them to increase 1-inch per foot. 
 
Ms. Kepnes summarized the issues with the porch landing, which needs to be raised 6 inches to be level 
with the building, stating, there is not enough room to install a ramp at the door as it would impede the 
walkway from the existing stair. 
 
Mr. Reich asked what the visual portion of the proposed ramp on the east side of the southern porch 
would look like in order to get it up to the porch. Ms. Kepnes said they proposed to face it in granite 
pavers, similar to the granite foundation of the building.  
 
Mr. Reich said that either option is good, but found Pathway A would be less intrusive. He suggested 
making the grade work or facing the ramp with a compatible material to match the rest of the 
foundation. 
 
Mr. Roth said that either option is a great idea and a better approach than the earlier proposal. Mr. Roth 
said the lift would be unobtrusive because it is hidden behind the porch and the only way to get there is 
by walking around the path that is shown. He said there is no real visibility unless walking through the 
lawn. Mr. Roth said either option is fine.  
 
Mr. Roth referenced the Secretary of the Interior Standards, which state that changes should be 
reversible and he said the proposal to add 6 inches of concrete is not that reversible. He would like to 
hear the opinion of others if that is significant. Mr. Roth commended the Applicant on the new 
proposals. 
 
Ms. Zoren said that both options are improvements over the previous. Ms. Zoren prefers Pathway B 
with the lift. She said that the ramp in Pathway A would be harder to remove if the property sells and 
someone reverts it to a different use. Ms. Zoren said it is not the ramp that is intrusive, but the linear 
feet of vertical railing. She said the lift would be less intrusive than the railing.  
 
Ms. Zoren said the 6-inch raising of the porch will be permanent. Ms. Zoren said there is a product called 
pedestal pavers, pavers on a pedestal that can be adjusted, so they could in theory be removed. Ms. 
Zoren said she would be fine with either option since it is currently concrete, as long as it is faced with 
granite on the outside. 
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Mr. Shad agreed with Ms. Zoren’s comments on future removal and agreed that Pathway B would be 
easier to remove. Mr. Shad said the porch infill will require a slope away from the door to keep water 
from draining at the door, to keep water away from the door threshold. Mr. Shad recommended adding 
an expansion joint between the new concrete and perimeter for possible future removal.  
 
Ms. Kepnes said they need to add power for the lift. She explained they are also still looking into 
whether the lift needs to be braced against the building. She said there is a window in this location that 
the lift would be against and they would need to make sure it does not need to be braced against the 
building. She said that she would like to get the option to do both when she comes back for approval so 
they can determine what will work best. Ms. Zoren, Mr. Roth and Mr. Shad said they would be ok with 
either option. 
 
Motion: There was no motion as the case was for Advisory Comments. 
 
 
HPC-21-28 – 8221 Main Street, Ellicott City 
Applicant: Kim Egan for Art in Ellicott City 
 
Request: The Applicant, Kim Egan for Art in Ellicott City, requests Pre-Application Advice for the creation 
of a sculpture at 8221 Main Street, Ellicott City. 
 
Background and Site Description: This property is located in the Ellicott City Historic District. According 
to SDAT, the building on the property dates to 1930. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant seeks Pre-Application Advice for the creation of a sculpture on the side of 
the building. The application explains that there has been artwork on the side of the building, facing the 
Main Street/Old Columbia Pike intersection, since the 1960s. The Applicant proposes to introduce a new 
piece of art at this location. The application explains the art piece will reflect on Ellicott City’s beginnings 
as a mill town. The art will be three-dimensional. The “water” portion of the sculpture will be composed 
of a 2-inch pipe, powder coated with different blues and grays.  
 
The wheel will be approximately 8-feet in diameter and 16-inches deep. The application states that it 

Figure 12 - Existing mural on side of building. 
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will be welded and formed from corten steel, which develops a rusted appearance in a few months, 
giving it an older look. 
 
The sculpture will have lighting consisting of programable LED projectors, which will be located in the 
flower bed, the wall or behind the actual sculpture. The lighting will be controlled by a data enabler that 
will control sequencing and timing, including lights on and off. 
 
Stainless steel mounting hardware will be 
used to attach the sculpture to the brick. 
The Applicant will consult with their 
engineer to specify the mounting 
hardware and to keep it as discreet as 
possible. 
 
The sculpture will also contain a sign, 
which the application explains will be 
educational and explain the history of the 
water wheel-powered mills that once 
existed in Ellicott City. The application 
states the text and design of the signs will 
be submitted to the HPC for approval. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 13 - Proposed sculpture 

Figure 14 - Site plan showing proposed sculpture 
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HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations:  
 
Chapter 11.B.9: Signs, Commercial Buildings, Wall Murals 

1) Chapter 11.B.9 states, “Painting a sign directly on a wall or other structural part of a building is 
not permitted by the county Sign Code. However, the Board of Appeals may grant a variance for 
such signs if they are found to contribute significantly to the historic, architectural or aesthetic 
character of the area. A wall mural that does not advertise a business or identify an area is not a 
sign and is not regulated by the Sign Code. Well-executed artwork such as wall murals can make 
a positive contribution to the historic district. Any wall mural, whether or not it is a sign, requires 
approval by the Historic Preservation Commission.” 

 
The proposed sculpture is not a painted mural or a sign, but it will be located on the side of the building, 
in a manner that murals and painted signs are traditionally displayed. Aside from the Guideline 
referenced above in Chapter 11.B.9, the Guidelines do not otherwise reference public art. However, the 
guideline is relevant and provides guidance that well-executed artwork can make a positive contribution 
to the historic district.  
 
While the sculpture is not a painted sign, the recommendation that a painted sign should “contribute 
significantly to the historic, architectural or aesthetic character of the area” is relevant. As this sculpture 
will focus on Ellicott City’s origin as a mill town that utilized water to power the mills, the sculpture 
complies with the Guideline recommendation.  
 
Chapter 6.C: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Masonry 

2) Chapter 6.C recommends:  
a. “Maintain or restore original brick, stone, concrete block or stucco. Make repairs with 

materials that match the original as closely as possible.” 
b. “Carefully remove modern materials that have been applied over historic masonry.” 
c. “If a masonry wall or feature must be replaced, use materials as similar to the original as 

possible, particularly if the materials are visible from a public road or are key elements of 
the building’s style or character.” 

d. “Use mortar mixes that are compatible with early stone and brick.” 

Figure 15 - Rendering showing view of sculpture at night 



13 
 

e. “Repair rather than replace masonry walls, through repointing and limited replacement 
of masonry with units that match the size, color and texture of damaged or missing 
units.” 

 
The sculpture is proposed to be installed on the brick wall, but the application for advice does not yet 
detail how the sculpture will be adhered to the brick – whether it will be drilled and secured into the 
mortar, or the brick units. Typically, drilling into brick is advised against, as the brick cannot easily be 
repaired. Affixing to mortar, however, is generally preferred, as it is easily repaired through proper 
repointing. The next application, for Certificate of Approval, should detail the installation method and 
explain if the brick or mortar will be drilled into, and how many points will need to be drilled for the 
sculpture to be safely secured to the building and from causing undue stress to that side of the building. 
 
The existing painted mural will also need to be removed. In the next application, for Certificate of 
Approval, the Applicant should detail the method to be used to remove the paint. 
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC provide pre-application advice on the 
proposed water wheel sculpture.  
 
Testimony: Mr. Shad clarified the staff report, which incorrectly stated the diameter of the wheel to be 
8-inches, when it will be 8-feet in diameter. Mr. Shad swore in Ms. Egan. Ms. Egan explained the 
artwork, which will be a three-dimensional structure. She said they are combining the mill history of the 
town with the previous use of the theater. She said there is the water element for the mill and the 
lighting aspect is reminiscent of a theater marquee. She said it would be mounted in the mortar, not the 
brick. She said that to the extent possible they will install in the mortar. She said they would also like to 
add signage, such as a brass plaque, to explain to future visitors why there is a water wheel. 
 
Mr. Shad swore in David Hess, the artist. Mr. Hess said he has been a professional sculptor for 35 years. 
He showed examples of other work he has done around the area, such as sculpture outside the 
Baltimore Museum of Industry, a school in Baltimore and BWI airport. He said his works celebrated this 
idea of implied frozen motion. He showed examples with lighting in stainless steel and copper. He said 
he was interested pursuing the industrial imagery in Ellicott City. He thought the sculpture in the 
proposed location was also a placemaking opportunity. He explained the steel only rusts on a superficial 
level, it does not rust through the steel.  
 
Mr. Reich said it would be a great improvement over the existing mural. Mr. Reich asked about the 
pipes. Mr. Hess said they could be stainless and some powder coated aluminum, which makes the piece 
lighter. Mr. Reich said the powder coating would be good for 100 years, as would the corten. Mr. Reich 
said the building is parged, following the shape of the old gas station roof. He said the parging will need 
to be removed and the brick repointed in order to get the brick look shown in the application. Mr. Hess 
said there was also concrete block and there was a thought to have the parging painted to resemble 
brick. Mr. Reich said there could also be other ideas, as the wall is blank under the area where the water 
is shown. Mr. Reich also suggested improving the landscape beds. Ms. Egan said they do not own the 
landscape beds. Ms. Burgess said Recreation and Parks owns the park and the EC Partnership volunteers 
have been maintaining it. 
 
Mr. Roth said the location is very appropriate to put a work of art like this. He said it is a nice piece. His 
one concern is the lighting and a risk of the lighting being bright and garish, which would not be 
appropriate. Mr. Roth understood that the lighting will be controllable since it will be LED lighting. Mr. 
Roth asked if they knew when the lighting would be on/off and how bright it would be. Ms. Egan said Art 
in Ellicott City would own the piece and they could do whatever is desired. They would like the lights to 
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be on for events. Mr. Hess said that on a previous piece he did, the lighting came on about an hour after 
sunset and stayed on until 11 pm. He said with this piece it would be interesting to explore motion in 
the lighting. Mr. Roth liked that idea to get a sense of flowing water. Mr. Roth suggested they include in 
the next application what the rules will be – when the lights will be on and to make that part of the 
application, an understanding or agreement of the policy, when the lights will be on, who governs it, 
how bright they are (to avoid traffic hazards).  
 
Ms. Zoren agreed with Mr. Roth that setting light parameters is a good idea. She said the sculpture will 
contribute to the building. Ms. Zoren reiterated drilling into the mortar, rather than the brick. And Ms. 
Zoren suggested including how the existing mural will be removed. Ms. Egan asked if the application 
should detail how the art will be removed from the brick. Ms. Holmes said to include that since the 
removal of the existing mural is an alteration.  
 
Mr. Shad also liked the proposal and said it will be a nice addition to that corner.  
 
Mr. Shad swore in Mr. Ed Lilley. Mr. Lilley spoke in favor of the proposal on the behalf of the EC 250 Inc. 
Board of Directors.  
 
Motion: There was no motion as the case was for Advisory Comments. 
 
 
HPC-21-29 – 8054 Main Street, Ellicott City 
Applicant: Tim Riley 
 
Request: The Applicant, Tim Riley, requests a Certificate of Approval to make exterior repairs and 
alterations at 8054 Main Street, Ellicott City. 
 
Background and Site Description: This property is located in the Ellicott City Historic District. According 
to SDAT, the building on the property dates to 1890. This building is listed on the Historic Sites Inventory 
(along with the neighboring buildings, at 8048-8065 Main Street) as HO-577.  
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant proposes to make repairs and replacements to items on the back side of 
the building, which is a large addition off of the main rowhouse structure fronting Main Street. The work 
consists of the following: 

1) Item 1 – Replace existing white K-style gutters and downspouts with new white 6-inch K-style 
gutters and downspouts. Approximately 47 linear feet to be replaced of gutters and 10 linear 
feet of downspouts. 

2) Item 2 – Replace 47 linear feet of existing white vinyl soffits. The proposed new material is vinyl, 
in the color Colonial White. This is an in-kind replacement. 

3) Item 3 – Wrap 47 linear feet of the existing aluminum fascia. The proposed wrapping material is 
PVC in the color Colonial White.  
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HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations:  
 
Chapter 6.D: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Wood Siding, Shingles and Logs 
1) Chapter 6.D explains, “Many frame buildings have been covered with modern siding materials such 

as vinyl, aluminum, asphalt or asbestos. The treatments obscure the historic materials and details 
such as cornerboards and cornices, and can cause damage to the structure by sealing in 
moisture...New siding materials are becoming available that can be closer in appearance to wood 
siding than vinyl or aluminum. These materials, usually composites of wood fibers and binding 
ingredients, are varied in their appearance and maintenance qualities.” 

2) Chapter 6.D recommends, “When necessary, replace deteriorated wood siding or shingles with 
siding or shingles that match the original as closely as possible in width, shape and profile. Maintain 
the original shape and width of details such as cornerboards, cornices and door and window trim.” 

 
The alterations are proposed to the rear of the structure, which is not visible from the street. The 
Guidelines state that vinyl is not an appropriate material, but indicates a composite material could be 
acceptable, especially given the lack of visibility from Main Street. The existing fascia should not be 
wrapped, because, as the Guidelines indicate, this can cause more damage to the structure by trapping 

Figure 16 - Aerial view of rear side of building showing 
location of work. 

Figure 17 - Aerial view 
showing rear side location 
of work. 

Figure 18 - Front facade of 
building. 

Figure 19 - Existing soffits, gutters and fascia Figure 20 - Existing soffits, gutters and fascia 
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moisture. It will also hide any damage taking place, so issues would not be known until they are far 
gone. 
 

Chapter 6.E: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Roofs, Dormers and Gutters 
3) Chapter 6.E states the following is Routine Maintenance – “Maintaining gutters and downspouts 

and installing replacements of a similar size, location and finish, in the same color as existing gutters 
and downspouts or a color consistent with the exterior building walls.” 

 
The proposed gutter and downspout replacement will be in-kind, to match the existing in color and style 
and is considered Routine Maintenance.  
 
Section 20.112 – 25% Historic Property Tax Credit 
Per Section 20.112 of the County Code, this work would be eligible for tax credits, as it is an exterior 
repair to the structure. The replacement gutters and downspouts would qualify. The fascia and soffit 
replacement could qualify if historically appropriate materials are used. The Applicant has not applied 
for tax credits, but the Commission could discuss this item with them.  
 

Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the Commission: 
1) Approve Item 1, the replacement gutters and downspouts. 
2) Approve Item 3, the wrapping of the fascia in PVC, contingent up removal of the existing 

aluminum wrapping. 
3) Item 2 is an in-kind replacement, not requiring approval. 

 
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Phil Sackett, the contractor. He said they do remove the old wrapping on 
the fascia, and then inspect the wood to make sure it is in good condition and cap it with the PVC coated 
aluminum fascia.  
 
Mr. Reich said the PVC coating is comparable to a paint on the aluminum, so he finds it to similar. Mr. 
Reich said that because it is old aluminum being replaced with newer PVC aluminum, it is acceptable, 
but typically aluminum is not a historic building material.  
 
Mr. Reich said that Items 1 and 3 were an in-kind replacement and Item 2 was being approved because 
it is out of the public view and not easily distinguishable. 
 
Motion: Mr. Roth moved to approve Item 1, 2 and Item 3 per staff recommendations. Mr. Reich 
seconded. The motion was unanimously approved.  
 
 
HPC-21-30 – 8060 Main Street, Ellicott City 
Applicant: Bert Wilson 
 
Request: The Applicant, Bert Wilson, requests a Certificate of Approval, to replace the front door at 
8060 Main Street, 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-98, the McLaughlin-Campbell-Laumann Building. The Inventory 
form dates the building circa 1831-1832. 
 
In May 2009, in case HPC-09-20, the property was significantly renovated and rehabilitated by the 
current owners. The front door was replaced at this time with a wood ½ light over 2 panel door, painted 
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black. The Applicant applied for a metal door, but the Commission approved wood only for the front 
door. The door that existed prior to the 2009 renovation also appeared to be a half light wood door. 
 
In May 2019, in case HPC-19-16, the Applicant was approved to install flood windows and doors on the 
lower level of the building. The front door was approved to be a Masterdor Craftsman manufactured 
flood door in the Arden style. It does not appear the flood windows or doors were installed.  
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant seeks approval to install a new door type to replace the temporary door 
installed after the 2018 flood. The proposed door is a Masonite Steel black 6-panel door, to be 36 inches 
wide by 80 inches high. The previously existing door was a wood door, as described in the background 
information above. The existing opening is 85 inches high by 59 inches wide. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 21 - Proposed 
replacement steel door Figure 22 - Existing front facade with temporary plywood 

door. 
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HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations:  
 
Chapter 6.G: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Entrances 

1) Chapter 6.G explains, “Historically, most Ellicott City doors were painted, paneled wood. Six-
panel and eight-panel doors were used during the early period…A building’s main entrance is a 
highly visible features when buildings are close to a street.” 

2) Chapter 6.G states, “When a new door is needed, it should reflect the character of the original 
door. Simple paneled doors of wood or wood and glass are usually best, but metal doors with an 
appropriate style and finish can convey a similar appearance. Painted or enameled metal doors 
are best, shiny or mill finish metal should be avoided.” 

3) Chapter 6.G recommends: 
a. “When repair is not possible, replace historic doors and entrance features with features 

of the same size, style and finish.” 
b. “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 too the period and style of the building.” 

 
The proposed metal replacement door is not a flood door. The metal door is not historically appropriate 
and does not reflect the character of the two previously existing doors. The solid 6-paneled design is an 
appropriate replacement for the missing half light door, and it is practical to remove windows from the 
door, given the flood prone location (both top down floods and Patapsco River rise). However, since the 
metal door is not a flood door, a wood door would be more historically appropriate to best comply with 
the Guidelines. A wood door would also be eligible for tax credits. 
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC determine if the proposed replacement 
door material complies with the Guidelines and approve, modify or deny accordingly. Staff recommends 
the Commission approve the proposed solid paneled door style/design. 
 

Figure 23 - Door prior to 2000-2010 renovation 
Figure 24 - View of door after 2009-2010 renovations 
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Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in the Applicant, Bert Wilson. Mr. Wilson said the material itself does not 
matter as long as it is durable. He wanted to wait for the construction on lower Main Street to be 
completed and then he will install the flood doors for which he was previously approved. He explained 
that he will install the door to swing outward and the door will be sealed, although not to the extent of 
flood doors. He thought a steel door might be more durable. Mr. Wilson said they salvaged the windows 
and will return the windows back in (which are currently not installed), until they can do the flood 
windows and doors. 
 
Mr. Reich said the proposed door does not fit with the historic face of the building. He said he could 
understand if it was a construction door for a few months, but not as a permanent door. Mr. Reich said 
the door is not appropriate. Mr. Reich said they should get a wood door to look similar to what was 
there before. 
 
Mr. Wilson said he wants to put a door there without the glass and is fine installing a wood door, just 
does not want the glass back. Mr. Wilson said a metal door can look just like a wood door and he would 
be fine using that as well. 
 
Mr. Roth asked Mr. Wilson when he was planning to replace the proposed metal door. Mr. Wilson said 
when the reconstruction on lower Main Street was complete, he would install the flood door he 
originally applied for. Mr. Roth asked why he wouldn’t put the flood door in now. Mr. Wilson said it was 
due to the cost of the flood door. Mr. Wilson said he is not rebuilding the interior of the first floor until 
the flood risk is reduced. Mr. Roth asked if he thought the flood door would reduce the flood risk. Mr. 
Wilson thought the flood door would reduce the flood risk.  
 
Mr. Roth asked the Applicant if he would install a historically appropriate wood door, instead of a flood 
door, once the lower Main Street flood mitigation is complete. He said he would consider it, but it needs 
to serve the purpose. Mr. Wilson said they had 6 feet of water inside the building in 2016 and 7.5 feet 
after 2018, which was 6 inches from the ceiling. Mr. Wilson summarized the flood resilient 
improvements they have made, but they need to prevent 8 feet of water in the building.  
 
Ms. Zoren agreed with Mr. Reich’s comments and said the proposed 6-panel door looks like a suburban 
door. She suggested using a more attractive door. She said the proposed door would not be considered 
temporary, because the lower Main Street construction could take 5 to 10 years. She said that a 
temporary door would only be there for a year or less. She suggested using a more attractive, 
historically appropriate door. She said the door does not have to have glass, but the proposed 6-panel 
door does not fit with the building architecture. She suggested using a door resembling the previously 
existing, with two panels on the bottom and one panel on the top in place of glass, similar to Figure 24.  
 
Mr. Taylor asked if Mr. Wilson was amending his application to a one panel over two panel wood door, 
without glass. Mr. Wilson confirmed he was amending his application.  
 
Mr. Shad did not have any additional comments.  
 
Mr. Reich said there is more around the door, such as the trim and panels that should all be matched as 
previously existed. Mr. Wilson said he planned on doing the panels the same way. 
 
Motion: Mr. Reich moved to approve the application per figure 24 with a wood door with 1 over 2 
panels; however instead of glass as shown on Figure 24, it is a solid wood door with side panels all 
painted black. Ms. Zoren seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
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HPC-21-31 – 8385 Main Street, Ellicott City, HO-573 
Applicant: Jane Johnson 
 
Request: The Applicant, Jane Johnson, requests a Certificate of Approval to construct a deck and make 
exterior alterations at 8385 Main Street, 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-573. According to SDAT, the building on the property dates to 
1920, however Martenet’s Map of Howard County show a building in this location in 1860. 
 
In September 2020, in case HPC-20-66, the Applicant was approved to expand the side patio and rebuild 
the brick retaining wall. In December 2020, in case HPC-20-82, the Applicant was approved to replace 
and enlarge the side awning in order to cover the expanded side patio. 
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant seeks approval to construct a second-floor deck on the west side of the 
building, above the new awning and expanded side patio. A new door opening and door is proposed to 
be installed on the second floor west side of the building to open onto the deck. A staircase will extend 
from the new deck to the ground. The deck and associated alterations will be consistent of the 
following: 

1) Item 1 – Door – 9-light 20-gauge smooth steel door, in the color Mountain Berry. 
2) Item 2 – Decking – Gray composite TimberTech Edge decking in the color Maritime Gray or Sea 

Salt Gray. 
3) Item 3 – Railing – The application form states the railing will be black composite, but the spec 

sheet (confirmed by the Applicant), states the railing will be the TimberTech Impression Rail, a 
pre-assembled, black aluminum panel rail system.  The railing will be 36-inches high. 

4) Item 4 – Posts – the deck posts/sutural supports will be pressure treated wood set in a 12-inch 
concrete pier. 

 

 
 

Figure 25 - Front and side of building, showing the location of 
the proposed deck. Figure 26 - Rendering of proposed side deck. 
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Figure 27 - Proposed second floor decking plan. 

Figure 28 - Impression Rail profile 
Figure 29 - Impression railing and picket railing system 
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HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations: 
 
Chapter 7.B: New Construction: Additions, Porches and 
Outbuildings; Construction of New Porches and Decks 

1) Chapter 7.B states, “Porches and decks added to historic building should be simple in design and 
not alter or hide the basic form of the building.” 

2) Chapter 7.B states, “Proposals to add decks (without walls or roofs) of unpainted, pressure 
treated wood to the rear of historic buildings are not uncommon. Although these additions are 
obviously modern, they usually obscure little of the building facade and require little change to 
historic building features. Decks should not be added to a historic building's primary facade or a 
facade 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.”  

3) Chapter 7.B recommends: 
a. “Design new porches and decks to be simple, compatible in design with the existing 

building and in scale with the existing building in size and roof height.” 
b. “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” 

4) Chapter 7.B states, “The guidelines for building additions also apply to new porches, decks, 
ramps and steps.” The following recommendations for building additions seem applicable to the 
proposal. 

a. “Design outbuildings visible from a public way to be compatible in scale, form and 
detailing with historic structures and outbuildings in the neighborhood.” 

b. “Design outbuildings to be subordinate in size and detail to principal buildings in the 
immediate vicinity.” 

 
The proposal does not comply with the Guidelines. The proposed deck will be highly visible, but will not 
be in a form or detailing that is compatible with the historic structure. Typically, decks are located on the 
rear of a historic building and anything attached to the side is designed as a porch. This proposal appears 
to show a new deck constructed above the new side awning. It would be more appropriate to remove 

Figure 31 - Rear of building look toward Main 
Street, location of proposed side deck. 

Figure 30 - Front of building. Deck to be located over 
existing side awning. 
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the side awning and construct the deck in the fashion of a porch, so that the outdoor side eating area is 
covered by a porch ceiling.  
 
The proposal to use pressure treated footings does not comply in this scenario, because it is a modern 
feature in a highly visible location. The piers should be clad with wood in a proper size and detailing to 
appear as porch posts, rather than deck posts. 
 
If the deck was limited to the area behind the side addition (shown below in Figure 33, circled in red), 
then the proposal to add a deck would comply as this would function as a rear area and would not be 
highly visible, due to the neighboring building. However, the portion of the proposal fronting Main 
Street does not comply as submitted. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Applicant proposes to use a gray composite decking and a black 
composite railing. In Ellicott City, most porch railings are wood, 
painted white. Black railings are more typically found as first floor 
wrought iron entry rails, or fencing. The Guidelines provide some 
leniency for the less visible features of a new porch or deck, such as 
the decking. The Commission should determine if the proposed 
composite products comply with the Guidelines. 
 
Chapter 6.G: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; 
Entrances 

1) Chapter 6.G explains, “Historically, most Ellicott City doors 
were painted, paneled wood. Six-panel and eight-panel doors 
were used during the early period…A building’s main 
entrance is a highly visible features when buildings are close 
to a street.” 

Figure 33 - Rendering of proposed side deck. 

Figure 34 - Proposed door style and color. 

Figure 32 - Expanded side patio and new side 
awning approved HPC-20-82. Proposed deck to be 
located above awning, with awning to remain in 
place. 
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2) Chapter 6.G states, “When a new door is needed, it should reflect the character of the original 
door. Simple paneled doors of wood or wood and glass are usually best, but metal doors with an 
appropriate style and finish can convey a similar appearance. Painted or enameled metal doors 
are best, shiny or mill finish metal should be avoided.” 

3) Chapter 6.G recommends against, “Cutting a new entrance into a primary façade or in any 
location where it destroys historic features important to the building’s character.” 

 
The proposal to add a door on the second-floor side addition, on the front/street side will not destroy 
any historic features important to the building’s character. The style of the proposed door is a historic 
style, although the material is a modern steel material. The Commission should determine if the 
proposal complies with the Guidelines. 
 
Per DPZ’s Division of Land Development, the Applicant will need an alternative compliance to the site 
development plan (SDP) to construct the deck. 
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC recommend the Applicant amend the 
application to a request for Advisory Comments and provide advice on the design of the deck and the 
materials. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Jane Johnson. Mr. Shad asked if the Applicant wanted to switch the 
application to one for Advisory Comments. Ms. Johnson said that would be fine, as she gathered it 
would not be approved as-is and she will resubmit for next month.  
 
Mr. Roth agreed with the staff comments and that the deck does not comply with the Guidelines and 
was not appropriate. Mr. Roth said it would be interesting to see how a porch would work, but they 
would need detailed plans on it. He said this is a highly visible location and would have a significant 
effect on the character of that streetscape. He said if they want to proceed with putting a door and 
walkway along the side of the building, he would hope to see a high-quality design, so that it looks 
appropriate. He said that a porch on the side of the building with visible composite materials would not 
be appropriate. 
 
Ms. Johnson asked what composes a porch and asked if the railings need to be solid or the floor needs 
to be impervious. Mr. Roth said that porches are discussed on page 33 of the Ellicott City Guidelines. Mr. 
Roth said one item that creates a porch is a roof. Mr. Johnson said that would not be feasible for them, 
if it needs to have a roof on it. She said the walkway at the top of the door is just to give access to the 
rear porch.  
 
Ms. Johnson said they could eliminate the side door and walkway and just have the rear deck. 
 
Mr. Roth referred to page 53 of the Guidelines and said the back deck sounded like it would be 
appropriate location if appropriately designed and might be something the Commission could approve.  
 
Ms. Johnson asked if they eliminated the side door and the walkway to the rear deck and just used the 
rear deck, if the materials they submitted would be approved. 
 
Ms. Zoren agreed with the comments already made. She would not be able to approve a deck visible 
from Main Street. Ms. Zoren said the rear deck should not extend past the current edge of the building 
in order to not be visible from Main Street. She said what is currently shown extends beyond the 
building. Ms. Burgess drew a line on the plan, showing the portion of the proposed deck that extends 
past the edge of the building, where the deck should not extend past.  
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Ms. Zoren explained that black metal railings are typically site furnishings for a fence or attached to a 
retaining wall. She recommended looking at a residential style railing for this deck.  
 
Mr. Reich said that if the deck stays behind the building and limited to that line, then the plastic 
materials could be used and the appearance from Main Street is not of concern. Mr. Reich said if the 
Applicant wanted the deck to come to Main Street, then the design and the materials needed to be 
appropriate. He said the porch could come out further, but it would need to be painted wood and 
comply with the Guidelines. He said that what is presented does not look appropriate, but she could still 
come up with something. He said on the back deck, it should stay behind the suggested line of Ms. 
Zoren, or if she wants to extend further from the building, then the Commission need details and 
materials that are appropriate for visibility from the front.  
 
Mr. Shad said even if the deck is extended out to what Ms. Johnson is proposing, most of it might be 
hidden by the awning and the tree. 
 
Ms. Johnson said the Guidelines say to make additions not appear to be an exact replication of the 
historic building. Mr. Reich said the Guidelines are stating that an addition needs to be compatible, it 
does not need to look original, but it needs to be compatible.  
 
Motion: There was no motion as the case was for Advisory Comments. 
 
 

OTHER BUSINESS 
Ms. Holmes told the Commissioners that the September meeting will most likely remain a virtual 
meeting as the meting space is not yet ready. 
 
 
Mr. Shad moved to adjourn at 9:15 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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September Minutes 
 

Thursday, September 2, 2021; 7:00 p.m. 
A public meeting of the Historic Preservation Commission was held on Thursday, September 2, 2021. 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. Zoren moved to approve the August 5, 2021 minutes. Mr. Reich seconded. The motion was 
unanimously approved.  
 
 
Members present:  Allan Shad, Chair; Drew Roth, Secretary; Bruno Reich; Erica Zoren 
 
Staff present:   Beth Burgess, Samantha Holmes, Lewis Taylor, Kristin Haskins 
 
 
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. HPC-21-32 – 8202 and 8049 Main Street, Ellicott City 
 
Regular Agenda 

2. HPC-21-33 – 8221 Main Street, Ellicott City 
3. HPC-21-34 – 13883 Triadelphia Road, Glenelg 
4. HPC-21-35 – 8202 Main Street, Ellicott City 
5. HPC-21-36 – 8385 Main Street, Ellicott City 
6. HPC-21-37 – 3709 Old Columbia Pike, Ellicott City (formerly 3713 Old Columbia Pike) 

 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 

1. Adoption of Howard County Historic Sites Inventory Updates 
a. Adding HO-1165, Treakle Farm 
b. Correcting address and historic names entries from existing properties listed on the 

Inventory. 
 
 
 
 
 

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

 VOICE 410-313-2350  

FAX 410-313-3042 
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CONSENT AGENDA 
 
HPC-21-32 – 8202 and 8049 Main Street, Ellicott City 
Applicant: EC 250 Inc. 
 
Request: The Applicant, EC 250 Inc., requests a Certificate of Approval to install banners at 8202 Main 
Street and 8049 Main Street, Ellicott City.  
 
Background and Site Description: The property at 8202 Main Street is located in the Ellicott City Historic 
District. According to SDAT, the building at 8202 Main Street dates to 1850 and the building at 8049 
Main Street dates to 1930. The building at 8202 Main Street is listed on the Howard County Historic 
Sites Inventory as HO-68, the Howard House. 
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant proposes to install two 2-foot-high, by 12-foot-wide banners for the 
upcoming Ellicott City 250th anniversary celebration. The banners will be a total of 24 square feet and 
will be a Tyvek material. The banners will have a white background, with gold, maroon and blue accent 
colors. 
 
The banners will be temporarily hung on the railing of the Howard House and from the second-floor 
porch facing Maryland Avenue at 8049 Main Street. The banners will be hung from October to 
December 2021. The banners will be hung with zip ties securing it in place.  
 
The banner will contain the EC 250 logo on the left side of the banner, and the remainder of the banner 
will read: 

Coming in 2022… 
Celebrate then and now!  

Ellicott City’s 250th anniversary 
 
The banner will also list the two sponsors, Howard County, Maryland and ClayGround Studio and 
Gallery.  
 
 

 
 
 

Figure 2 - Location of banner on 8049 Main Street. Figure 1 - Location of banner on 8202 Main Street. 
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HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations: 
 
Chapter 11.A.1: Signs, General Guidelines 

1) Chapter 11 recommends: 
a. “Use simple, legible words and graphics.” 
b. “Use a minimum of colors, generally no more than three. Coordinate sign colors with the 

colors used in the building façade.” 
 
The banner will contain four colors: white, maroon, blue and gold. There are hints of a 5th color, with 
gray in the EC 250 logo. The text is simple and uses fonts that are easily legible.  
 
Chapter 11.6: Signs, Banners and Flags 

2) Chapter 11 states, “The County Sign Code allows banners only on a temporary basis, to advertise 
the grand opening of an establishment or a public entertainment or event. Grand opening 
banners are allowed for no more than 14 days. Generally, large banners on the facade of a 
building, such as commonly seen in commercial areas, are geared toward vehicular traffic and 
are not appropriate for a pedestrian-scaled district. Street banners, which the Sign Code allows 
for no more than 14 days before and seven days after a public entertainment or event, have 
been appropriately used in Ellicott City to advertise public events in the historic district. The 
county executive's approval is required for such banners.” 

3) Chapter 11 recommends, “Limit the size of temporary banners (not including street banners) to 
no more than 12 square feet on two-story buildings and no more than 16 square feet on 
buildings of three or more stories.” 

 
While the guidelines distinguish between street banners and building banners, there are no locations to 
install a street banner that would not impact traffic. The proposed locations will serve as street banner 
locations, as the banners advertise a town wide celebration, rather than an individual business opening. 
Given that this event is a special, one-time event celebrating the town’s 250th anniversary, and the lack 
of places to install street banners, the proposed banners seem appropriate. The banners will only be up 
from October to December 2021 and will then be removed.  
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC approve the application as submitted for 
the banners at 8202 and 8049 Main Street. 
 
Testimony: There was no testimony.  
 
Motion: Mr. Reich moved to approve. Mr. Roth seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
 

REGULAR AGENDA 
 
 
HPC-21-33 – 8221 Main Street, Ellicott City 
Applicant: Kim Egan for Art in Ellicott City 
 
Request: The Applicant, Kim Egan for Art in Ellicott City, requests a Certificate of Approval to install a 
sculpture at 8221 Main Street, Ellicott City. 
 
Background and Site Description: This property is located in the Ellicott City Historic District. According 
to SDAT, the building on the property dates to 1930. The Applicant presented an application for Advisory 
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Comments at the August 5, 2021 HPC meeting in case HPC-21-28 for the installation of a three-
dimensional water wheel sculpture. The application for case HPC-21-28 explained that a mural has 
existed on the side of this building since the 1960s.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant proposes to install a three-dimensional water wheel sculpture on the side 
of the Ellicott Theater building. The wheel will be approximately 8-feet in diameter and 16-inches deep. 
The application explains that the sculpture will be welded and formed from corten steel which, when 
exposed to the elements, develops a rusted appearance in just a few months, giving it a timeworn look. 
The wave portion of the sculpture will consist of 2" aluminum pipes, powder-coated with blues and 
grays. The Applicant will submit the color swatches in a separate application.  
 
The Applicant has spoken with the Department of Recreation and Parks and will maintain the flower 
beds under the Adopt-a-Park program. The sculpture will be lit from below with programmable LED 
projectors in the flower boxes. The lights will be programmed to come on half an hour after sunset and 
to go off at 11:30 p.m., or half an hour after closing time, whichever is latest. 
 
The sculpture will be mounted into the 
mortar. The surface will be prepared by 
parging over the existing mural, which 
parging will be re-painted to mimic the 
brick. The artist who will paint the 
brickwork is Antonia Ramis Miguel, who 
painted the brick work on the side of 
the Reedy Electric building and on the 
bottom of the Times Building. 
 
The Applicant also proposes to mount a 
brass plaque on the wall to explain the 
sculpture and to educate pedestrians 
about the mill origins of the town. They 
will submit the language for the plaque 
to HPC for review before it is mounted. 
 

Figure 4 - Proposed sculpture 

Figure 3 - Existing mural on side of building. 
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HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations:  
 
Chapter 11.B.9: Signs, Commercial Buildings, Wall Murals 

1) Chapter 11.B.9 states, “Painting a sign directly on a wall or other structural part of a building is 
not permitted by the county Sign Code. However, the Board of Appeals may grant a variance for 
such signs if they are found to contribute significantly to the historic, architectural or aesthetic 
character of the area. A wall mural that does not advertise a business or identify an area is not a 
sign and is not regulated by the Sign Code. Well-executed artwork such as wall murals can make 

Figure 6 - Night rendering lighting plan. 

Figure 5 - Aerial plan view. Red circles indicate location of lights. 
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a positive contribution to the historic district. Any wall mural, whether or not it is a sign, requires 
approval by the Historic Preservation Commission.” 

 
The proposed sculpture is not a painted mural or a sign, but it will be located on the side of the building, 
in a manner that murals and painted signs are traditionally displayed. Aside from the Guideline 
referenced above in Chapter 11.B.9, the Guidelines do not otherwise reference public art. However, the 
guideline is relevant and provides guidance that well-executed artwork can make a positive contribution 
to the historic district.  
 
While the sculpture is not a painted sign, the recommendation that a painted sign should “contribute 
significantly to the historic, architectural or aesthetic character of the area” is relevant. As this sculpture 
will focus on Ellicott City’s origin as a mill town that utilized water to power the mills, the sculpture 
complies with the Guideline recommendation.  
 
Chapter 6.C: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Masonry 

2) Chapter 6.C recommends:  
a. “Maintain or restore original brick, stone, concrete block or stucco. Make repairs with 

materials that match the original as closely as possible.” 
b. “Carefully remove modern materials that have been applied over historic masonry.” 
c. “If a masonry wall or feature must be replaced, use materials as similar to the original as 

possible, particularly if the materials are visible from a public road or are key elements of 
the building’s style or character.” 

d. “Use mortar mixes that are compatible with early stone and brick.” 
e. “Repair rather than replace masonry walls, through repointing and limited replacement 

of masonry with units that match the size, color and texture of damaged or missing 
units.” 

 
The sculpture is proposed to be installed on the mortar of 
the brick wall, which is the appropriate place as mortar can 
easily be repointed.  
 
The existing painted mural will also need to be removed in 
order to create a fresh surface for the sculpture. The 
application details that the existing mural will be parged 
over, with brick painted on. The same technique has been 
previously approved, in Reedy Building Mural (HPC-19-32, 
June 2019), Times mural (HPC-20-53, July 2020). This will 
allow for a fresh surface, as the brick is damaged on this 
side of the building due to the removal of previously 
existing gas station. 
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the 
HPC approve the water wheel sculpture as submitted.  
 
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Kim Egan. Ms. Egan explained the application is similar to the previous 
application for Advisory Comments, but they have included additional information on the color palette, 
lighting and park information/flower boxes as requested. She said they have not made any changes to 
the design or any other aspect of the application. 
 

Figure 7 - Former gas station on left. 
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Mr. Reich asked if all of the blue colors on the tubes shown in the application were part of the color 
palette being utilized. Ms. Egan said those colors are all of the possible hues they would use and 
explained the artist wants to have the option to use all of the colors, but may not use all of them. Mr. 
Reich said they all look acceptable. 
 
Mr. Reich thanked them for including information about the electronics for the lighting. Ms. Egan said 
the lights will not shine across the street or into traffic.  
 
Mr. Reich asked about the anchoring of the sculpture into the mortar. Ms. Egan confirmed it will be 
installed into the mortar, not the brick. She said they will make any repairs to the mounting materials as 
needed.  
 
Ms. Zoren did not have questions. She said the parging with the faux brick makes sense and would need 
to be done regardless of the art piece, due to the deterioration of the current mural and wall. Mr. Roth 
did not have any questions. Mr. Shad said it looks good and he did not have any questions. 
 
Motion: Mr. Reich moved to approve. Ms. Zoren seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
 
HPC-21-34 – 13883 Triadelphia Road, Glenelg 
Applicant: Nasser Nasseri 
 
Request: The Applicant, Nasser Nasseri, requests 
Advisory Comments on the demolition and new 
construction at 13883 Triadelphia Road, Glenelg. 
 
Background and Site Description: This property is not 
listed on the Historic Sites Inventory and is not located 
in a local historic district. However, the building is 
historic. According to SDAT, the building on the 
property dates to 1900.  
 
The property consists of 6.95 acres and one buildable 
lot. 
 
The County Architectural Historian provided the 
following information: 
 
“This small farm was part of a 55-acre tract that Josephus Isaac purchased in 1833 for only $390, the low 
price suggesting that it had no significant improvements at that time. The house Isaac built for himself 
may still exist as part of 3866 Ivory Road (HO-895). The Isaacs parcel was subdivided a number of times 
for the children of Josephus, which complicates the understanding of each property, but this portion of 
the land was willed to his grandson George H. Isaac in 1875. The house has features that suggest it was 
built in the 1850s, but also has some conservative features that could put it back to the 1830s. It has a 
side-passage plan with only one room in the main block and must have had a kitchen ell that was taken 
down and replaced with the existing larger two-story ell. The Isaac family sold the 16-acre farm to John 
Akers for $1,750 in 1903. It is possible that the Isaacs enlarged the house in the late-nineteenth century 
but perhaps more likely that Akers was responsible for the existing rear ell. However, John and his wife 
Honor were in their 40s when they bought the farm and had no children and apparently no live-in help, 
so they did not need the space. The cross gable on the front is almost certainly from the twentieth 

Figure 8 - Building located at 13883 Triadelphia Road. 
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century and must have been added by Akers. In most cases the cross gable is added to the older roof, 
but in this instance the entire roof was replaced and suggests the possibility that the old roof was 
destroyed in a storm. A one-story addition was built onto the back of the ell in the 1920s or 1930s. The 
farm was purchased by Joseph and Mary Mullinex in 1937 so they are the ones most likely for these 

improvements.” 
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant proposes to demolish all existing structures, including the historic house 
and a barn and construct a new principle dwelling. In addition to the barn, there are ruins of a few 
outbuildings around the property. All of these structures will be demolished.  
 

 
 

 
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.  
 
The County Architectural Historian has documented and measured the building, in order to create 
measured drawings and inventory the building, which will be added to the Maryland Inventory of 
Historic Properties.  

Figure 9 - Vergeboard details and arched window. Figure 10 - Outbuilding to be demolished. 

Figure 11 - Outbuilding to be demolished. Figure 12 - Outbuilding to be demolished. 
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The exterior front gable components (vergeboard, shingles and arched window) and porch posts have 
retained their character and should be salvaged. 
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC provide Advisory Comments on the 
demolition and new construction.  
 
Testimony: The Applicant was not present and the Chair deferred the application to the October 7, 2021 
meeting. 
  
 
HPC-21-35 – 8202 Main Street, Ellicott City 
Applicant: Rob Brennan, brennan + company architects 
 
Request: The Applicant, Rob Brennan, requests a 
Certificate of Approval and Tax Credit Pre-Approval to 
make exterior alterations and repairs at 8202 Main 
Street, Ellicott City. 
 
Background and Site Description: The property at 8202 
Main Street is located in the Ellicott City Historic District. 
According to SDAT, the building on the property dates 
to 1850. This building is also listed on the Howard 
County Historic Sites Inventory as HO-68, the Howard 
House. 
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant proposes to reconstruct 
the missing second story porch and make other 
building repairs. The property owner seeks tax credit 
pre-approval for all work.  
 

1) Porch – Remove the existing first floor rubber porch roof and construct second story porch to 
match that which historically existed. The first-floor porch structure and ceiling will remain. The 
reconstruction of the second story porch will include the following: 

a. Railings and Screens – Install new fabricated or salvaged black cast iron railings, 
columns, panels and vertical screen components to match the existing on the first floor. 

b. Porch decking/flooring – Install new tongue and groove Ipe wood decking, to remain 
unpainted. 

c. Gutters – Install new round 5-inch Galvalume gutters and downspouts. 
d. Steel tube guard rail – Install new 1 ½ inch diameter steel tube guard rails at 42 inches, 

welded to new steel pipe columns. This will be located behind the cast iron panels and 
railings. 

e. Roofing – Install new Double Lock 1” standing seam metal roof by Riverside Sheet Metal, 
using Galvalume plus. The panels will be 18 inches wide. Color to remain Galvalume 
(silver). 

f. Lighting – Add three new pendants and three new spotlights to match the locations on 
the existing first floor porch. The new second floor lights will match the new lights to be 
installed on the first-floor porch (see Item 3.J below). Lights to be black metal and seedy 
glass; Dover 20-inch-tall 3 light Vivex outdoor pendant with clear seedy glass. 

Figure 13 - Existing front facade. 
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g. Porch ceiling – New wood beadboard to match the first floor existing, to be painted 
Benjamin Moore Sandy Hook Gray, HC-108. 

2) The repairs to the overall building and existing first floor porch will include:  
a. Second floor Gothic arched wood door and sidelights – Refurbish the existing door as 

needed; repaint the door and sidelights green to match the existing.  
b. First floor green wood full light retail doors – Refurbish doors and transoms as needed; 

paint green to match the existing. 
c. First floor solid wood paneled door, transom and sidelights – Door to refurbished as 

needed and stained to match the existing wood stain color. Transom and sidelights to be 
refurbished as needed and painted green to match the existing. 

d. Wood windows – The existing windows consist of white upper level windows and green 
first floor windows. The Applicant proposes to repair and paint all window sashes and 
trim Sandy Hook Gray. All windows (frames, sashes, sills and trim) to be repaired and 
weather stripped as needed.  

e. Stone building walls – Repoint existing stone building walls as needed. Remove loose 
mortar and infill mortar to match the existing in materials, consistency, color and 
tooling. 

f. Chimney – Repoint and repair as needed to match existing. 
g. Painting, existing colors green, crème and black. Proposed green to match existing, gray 

windows and black porch cast iron railing components. Areas to painted include: metal 
railings, screen and columns, window sashes and trim, woodwork including cornice, 
fascia, dormers, porch skirt and shutters. 

i. All woodwork except for doors and shutters to be Benjamin Moore Sandy Hook 
Gray, a beige/tan color. 

ii. Shutters to be Sherwin Williams Rookwood Shutter Green, SW-2809, appears a 
dark green-black shade (similar to a Charleston Green). 

iii. Doors – Repaint the existing first floor full lights doors to match the existing 
color. Main front solid wood doors to remain stained/unpainted wood. 

iv. Metalwork on porches – to be black painted cast iron. 
v. Gutters, downspouts and metal porch roof – silver Galvalume. 

h. Roof – The existing building roof is slate, to be cleaned. 
i. Shutters – Photographic evidence shows the historic shutters are missing. The Applicant 

proposes to install new 1-3/8-inch wood louvered shutters and hardware by Vixen Hill. 
Shutters to be painted Rookwood Shutter Green by Sherwin Williams, SW-2809. The 
shutters be operable with black powder coated carbon steel galvanized hinges and 
Beacon Hill style black powder coated forged carbon steel shutter dogs.  

j. Gutters and downspouts – The existing gutters are existing are half round, white painted 
aluminum. The existing gutters will be repaired as needed. 

k. Metalwork – Repair existing first floor porch metal work railings, panels, vertical 
screens, etc) and repaint black. 

l. Lighting – Existing first floor porch contains three pendants and three spotlights, brown 
metal and glass. Replace the existing pendant and spotlights with black metal and seedy 
glass; Dover 20-inch-tall 3 light Vivex outdoor pendant with clear seedy glass.  

m. Decking and Steps – Existing first floor decking is 1x4 deck boards, ¾ pressure treated 
treads, painted brown. First floor decking to be repaired as needed and painted Sherwin 
Williams 2855, Sycamore Tan, a medium light brown. 

n. Porch skirting and trim – To be painted Sandy Hook Gray. Cast iron components to be 
refurbished and black to match existing.   

o. Porch ceiling – To be repaired as needed and painted Sandy Hook Gray. 
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Figure 14 - Front facade 

Figure 15 - Existing cast iron porch detail. 

Figure 16 - Existing front wood paneled 
door. Door to remain stained wood, 
sidelights to be painted existing green. 

Figure 17 - Existing first floor retail doors. 
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Figure 20 - Existing and proposed perspectives. 

Figure 19 - Historic photo. 
Figure 18 - Porch detail. 
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Review Criteria and Recommendations:  
 
Chapter 5: Routine Maintenance 

1) Chapter 5 states the following is Routine Maintenance, “Repair or replacement of roofs, gutters, 
siding, external doors and windows, trim, lights and other appurtenant fixtures using the same 
materials and design.” 

 
The repairs to the existing structure are Routine Maintenance, such as the cleaning of the slate roof, 
repainting of wood trim and the repair of the first-floor porch components, gutters and downspouts. 
 
Chapter 6.C: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Structures; Masonry 

2) Chapter 6.C recommends:  
a. “Maintain or restore original brick, stone, concrete block or stucco. Make repairs with 

materials that match the original as closely as possible.” 
b. “Repair rather than replace masonry walls, through repointing and limited replacement 

of masonry with units that match the size, color and texture of damaged or missing 
units.” 
 

The proposal to repoint the stone walls and brick chimney, to match the existing in type, color, 
consistency and tooling, complies with the Guideline recommendations.  
 
Chapter 6.F: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Structures; Porches and Balconies 

3) 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. If a porch must be replaced, 
the replacement porch, even if simplified in detail, should reflect the size and visual weight of the 
original…Ornate cast iron porches and balconies were used on a number of buildings during the 
second half of the 19th century. Although few of these additions have survived, those that 
remain should be retained and restored whenever possible.” 

4) Chapter 6.F recommends: 
a. “Maintain and repair porches and balconies, including flooring, ceilings, railings, 

columns, ornamentation and roofing, that are original or that reflect the building's 
historic development.” 

b. “Replace deteriorated features with new materials as similar as possible to the original 
in material, design and finish.” 

c. “Replace missing features, such as missing supports or railings, with materials that are 
appropriate in scale, proportion and style.” 

 
Chapter 6.E: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Structures; Roofs, Dormers and Gutters 

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

6) Chapter 6.E recommends, “Use gutters and downspouts of painted metal or prefinished 
aluminum in a color consistent with the building’s exterior walls or trim. Locate downspouts 
along natural vertical lines and corners of the building.” 

 
Chapter 7.B: New Construction: Additions, Porches and Outbuildings; Construction of New Porches and 
Decks 

7) Chapter 7.B recommends: 
a. “Design new porches and decks to be simple, compatible in design with the existing 

building and in scale with the existing building in size and roof height.” 
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b. “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.” 

c. “Use materials compatible with the main building on the lot or with historic outbuildings 
in the immediate neighborhood.” 

 
The proposal to reconstruct the second-floor cast iron porch complies with the Guidelines. The 
reconstructed porch will utilize salvaged or new cast iron components to match the existing cast iron. 
The porch roof will be standing seam metal, a historic building material to match that previously 
existing. The new materials will be historically appropriate, to match those previously existing and will 
consist of wood and iron. The porch will be compatible in design and scale with the existing building and 
existing porch.  
 
The second story porch decking will be tongue and groove Ipe and will be left unpainted. While most 
historic porches would have consisted of painted wood tongue and groove (such as the subject first floor 
porch), this flooring will be located on the second floor and will not be visible public right-of-way. The 
Ipe is an ideal wood to use for the new second story porch decking as it is a very durable hardwood, and 
is highly resistant to rot and decay and is not an appropriate wood to be painted. The proposal to leave 
the wood flooring unpainted complies for the second-floor porch.  
 
The reconstructed porch will utilize historically appropriate materials. The only modern feature on the 
porch will be the steel tube guard rail, behind the cast iron railings and panels and is a safety feature. 
 
The use of Galvalume gutters and downspouts complies with the Guidelines as the gutters and 
downspouts will blend with the proposed Galvalume standing seam metal roof and the granite building 
façade. 
 
Chapter 6.H: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Structures; Windows 

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

Chapter 6.N: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Structures; Colors and Painting 
9) 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 int 

eh 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 painting of the windows and trim, and proposed color change for the windows complies with the 
Guidelines. The Guidelines recommended maintaining windows and paint in good condition. The new 
color will be calm and subdued, and will create on cohesive color for the windows on the building 
façade, as the windows are currently two different colors. The doors will be repainted in-kind, to match 
the existing green, which is Routine Maintenance.  
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Chapter 6.I: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Structures; Shutters and Blinds 
10) Chapter 6.I recommends, “Install shutters or blinds of painted wood. Shutters or blinds should be 

correctly sized for the window and operable, or at least appear operable with hinges and hold 
backs (shutter dogs) appropriate to the period of initial construction.” 

11) Chapter 6.I recommends against: 
a. “Unnecessarily removing original shutters.” 
b. “Installing shutters or blinds on a historic building if there is no evidence of their use 

during the historic period.” 
 
Chapter 6.N: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Structures; Colors and Painting 

12) 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 add shutters back onto the building complies with the Guidelines as there is 
photographic evidence of louvered shutters existing on the building during its historic period. The 
previously existing shutters were operable. The proposed shutters will be operable with black metal 
hinges and shutters dogs, complying with the Guidelines.  
 
The proposed Rookwood Shutter Green color is a historically appropriate color for shutters. The use of a 
darker color on the shutters will make them stand out against the granite building façade and is 
compatible with the style of the building. 
 
Chapter 9: Landscape and Site Elements; Lighting 

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

similar material. 
b. Place attached lighting fixtures in traditional locations next to or over a door.” 

 
The proposed lighting fixtures and location in the porch ceilings complies with the Guidelines. The new 
fixtures, to be black metal and seedy glass, are historically appropriate. The installation into the porch 
ceiling is also a traditional location to have lighting located on a porch. 
 
Section 20.112 – Historically valuable, architecturally valuable, or architecturally compatible 
structures. 

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

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

in section 16.601 of the County Code.” 
 

Sec. 20.113 – Restorations and rehabilitations of historic or heritage properties. 
15) Section 20.113 states that qualified expenses “means the amount of money paid by the owner of 

an eligible property to a licensed contractor for improvements, restoration or the rehabilitation 
of the property of for materials used to improve, restore or rehabilitate the property.” 
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The property is eligible per both Code provisions, as it is a historic structure located in the Ellicott City 
Historic District and is also listed on the Howard County Historic Sites Inventory. The proposed work is 
eligible for both tax credits as the project will repair or replacement exterior features of the structure, 
including the reconstruction and restoration of the historic second story porch. 
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC approve the application as submitted 
and pre-approve tax credits (20.112 and 20.113) for all work. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Mr. Rob Brennan and Mr. Ryan Eubanks from brennan + company 
architects. Mr. Brennan commended the property owner for his long-time maintenance of the Howard 
House and for the reconstruction of the second story porch.  
 
Mr. Roth said the current building has ornamentation under the top window/mansard, but the future 
drawing does not show that, and asked if that was an omission on the drawing. Mr. Brennan confirmed 
that was an omission on the drawing and the ornamentation will not be removed, but will be painted.  
 
Mr. Reich asked about the need for the tubular steel rails. Mr. Brennan said there is a 42-inch height 
requirement for Code. Mr. Brennan said their hope is that it will be standoff, single, tubular rail, with 
vertical pieces at the existing cast iron locations, and will be 1.5 inch in diameter. Mr. Brennan explained 
the existing cast iron railing is about 30 inches in height, so they want to close the gap of about 12 
inches, using horizontal rails. Mr. Reich asked if it will be two or three rails above and behind the cast 
iron and Mr. Brennan said that was correct. Ms. Zoren referenced sheet A4, and asked if they could 
increase the height of the second story cast iron railing from 30 inches to 42 inches since they are doing 
a custom cast iron order. Mr. Brennan said they thought about that, but decided to replicate the original 
to match the first floor porch. Mr. Brennan said the tubular rails will be steel painted black to match the 
cast iron.  
 
Mr. Reich asked about the roofing, which is listed as galvalume in the staff report. Mr. Reich asked if the 
roof will be visible. Mr. Brennan said the roof will be relatively flat. Mr. Reich and Mr. Brennan discussed 
the roof color. Ms. Holmes asked for clarification on the roof color. Mr. Eubanks said they had 
considered real copper and tried to meet the client’s budget, so they chose galvalume with galvalume 
downspouts and gutters, allowed to weather to a dark gray over time.    
 
Mr. Reich asked about the new light fixtures on the porch ceilings and inquired if there were existing 
fixtures that looked like the new ones. Mr. Brennan said they were trying to source lighting fixtures to 
look like the existing fixtures. Mr. Eubanks explained there are three existing hanging pendants and 
three spotlights on the existing first floor porch, so they were going to mimic the same thing on the new 
second floor porch. Mr. Reich said the lights were small, look nice and would not obstruct the 
appearance of the porches. Mr. Reich said the proposal looked great and was a wonderful undertaking 
and would be great to have the porches reconstructed. 
 
Mr. Shad asked if any colors for the woodwork, door and shutters were new or matching the existing. 
Mr. Eubanks said the paint color selected for the trim, the gray color, Sandy Hook Gray, is a new color 
being introduced. He said the building next door has all white window frames and they wanted to 
distinguish this building from it. He said the shutter color and shutters are also a new introduction, but 
the doors will remain the same green as the existing. He said the ironwork will remain black. 
 
Motion: Mr. Reich moved to approve the application as submitted, with tax credit pre-approval. Mr. 
Roth seconded. The motion was unanimously approved.  
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HPC-21-36 – 8385 Main Street, Ellicott City 
Applicant: Jane Johnson 
 
Request: The Applicant, Jane Johnson, requests a Certificate of Approval to install a deck at 8385 Main 
Street, 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-573. According to SDAT, the building on the property dates to 
1920, however Martenet’s Map of Howard County show a building in this location in 1860. 
 
In September 2020, in case HPC-20-66, the Applicant was approved to expand the side patio and rebuild 
the brick retaining wall. In December 2020, in case HPC-20-82, the Applicant was approved to replace 
and enlarge the side awning in order to cover the expanded side patio. In August 2021, in case HPC-21-
31, the Applicant submitted for a Certificate of Approval to construct a side deck and amended the 
application to Advisory Comments. The Commission recommended the deck be limited to the rear side 
of the structure so that it would not be visible from the street.  
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant proposes to build a deck on the west rear side of the building. The deck 
will consist of the following components: 

1) Deck boards – TimberTech composite gray boards. 
2) Railings – Powder coated black aluminum railings (Key Link Fencing and Railing). Arabian series 

with square balusters.  
3) Steps – Three new steps will be constructed to connect to the existing decks. The drawings show 

the steps will be wood. 
4) Structural supports – Four pressure treated wood posts secured in concrete footers. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 21 - Current proposal for approval. 
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Figure 23 - August 2021 Advisory Comments, HPC recommended deck not protrude beyond red line (end of building). 

Figure 22 - Perspective of proposed deck. 
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HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations:  
 
Chapter 7.B: New Construction: Additions, Porches and Outbuildings; Construction of New Porches and 
Decks 

16) Chapter 7.B states, “Porches and decks added to historic building should be simple in design and 
not alter or hide the basic form of the building.” 

17) Chapter 7.B states, “Proposals to add decks (without walls or roofs) of unpainted, pressure 
treated wood to the rear of historic buildings are not uncommon. Although these additions are 
obviously modern, they usually obscure little of the building facade and require little change to 
historic building features. Decks should not be added to a historic building's primary facade or a 
facade 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.”  

18) Chapter 7.B recommends: 
a. “Design new porches and decks to be simple, compatible in design with the existing 

building and in scale with the existing building in size and roof height.” 
b. “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” 

19) Chapter 7.B states, “The guidelines for building additions also apply to new porches, decks, 
ramps and steps.” The following recommendations for building additions seem applicable to the 
proposal. 

a. “Design outbuildings visible from a public way to be compatible in scale, form and 
detailing with historic structures and outbuildings in the neighborhood.” 

b. “Design outbuildings to be subordinate in size and detail to principal buildings in the 
immediate vicinity.” 

 
The Applicant proposes to construct a second story rear side deck, using gray composite decking and a 
black aluminum railing. In Ellicott City, most porch railings are wood, painted white. Black railings are 
more typically found as first floor wrought iron entry rails, or fencing. The Guidelines provide some 
leniency for the less visible features of a new porch or deck, such as the decking. The Commission should 
determine if the proposed composite products comply with the Guidelines. 
 

Figure 24 - Key Link powder coasted black aluminum railing; Arabian series with square 
balusters. 
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Otherwise, the location and design of the deck appears to comply with the Guidelines, as the deck will 
be compatible in size with the existing building. The deck protrudes further out from the building than 
recommended by the Commission at the August meeting. The deck appears to protrude to the middle of 
the existing awning. The Commission should determine if this size is appropriate.  
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC determine if the application complies 
with the Guidelines and with their August Advisory Comments and approve, deny or modify accordingly. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Jane Johnson. Ms. Johnson said that she submitted various pictures of 
railings found around town, including black metal railings. Regarding the size of the deck, which was 
recommended to align with the original structure, Ms. Johnson referenced page A101 of the plan. She 
explained that the outdoor walk in refrigerator and mechanicals stick out beyond the main wall and they 
were proposing to completely cover and obstruct the view of those items from Main Street. Ms. 
Johnson said they are proposing to extend the deck to the middle of the awning and the deck will hide 
the mechanical/refrigeration equipment. 
 
Mr. Reich said there are details for wood railings on sheet S200, but said the application states black 
powder coated aluminum railings are proposed. Ms. Johnson said they wanted to use the square black 
powder coated aluminum railings and described the information contained in the packet. 
 
Mr. Reich said they will be able to see the columns from the street, the corner of the deck, some of the 
railing and the trim on the edge of the deck. He confirmed that the deck framing will be pressure treated 
wood and Ms. Johnson said it will be pressure treated wood. He asked if that will be trimmed out on the 
outer edge. Ms. Johnson said they could paint it or trim it out using the same composite material as the 
decking, the stone gray. Mr. Reich said it would look better to trim it out to be compatible with the 
building. She said they tried to match the TimberTech decking color to the color of the building. Mr. 
Reich said the part of the deck they can see should look like stained wood.  
 
Ms. Zoren agreed with Mr. Reich’s comments. She was concerned that the deck was protruding from 
the face of the building as previously discussed, but found it acceptable to protrude if it was screening 
the refrigeration unit. She agreed with Mr. Reich on the horizontal trim piece and materials. 
 
Mr. Roth said the awning will obstruct most of the view of the deck itself and the railing will be the most 
visible from someone at street level looking up toward the deck. Mr. Roth found the deck was fine as 
proposed, because the awning will minimize the visual impact of the deck. 
 
Mr. Shad agreed with the other Commissioners that the colors were appropriate and the black railing 
was acceptable. He said the deck protruding out some was fine, and the gap between the building is 
small, so it would not be overly visible. 
 
Mr. Reich asked the Applicant if she would be willing to use a wood fascia on the outside edge framing 
of the deck, painted to match the building. Ms. Johnson agreed. 
 
Motion: Mr. Reich moved to approve the application as submitted, with the change that the Applicant 
will use a wood fascia on the outside edge framing of the deck, painted to match the colors on the 
existing building, and with aluminum rails as submitted, not wood rails shown on construction drawings. 
Mr. Roth seconded. The motion was unanimously   
 
 
 



21 
 

 
 
HPC-21-37 – 3709 Old Columbia Pike, Ellicott City (formerly 3713 Old Columbia Pike) 
Applicant: Lisa A. Reuwer 
 
Request: The Applicant, Lisa A. Reuwer, requests a retroactive Certificate of Approval for exterior 
alterations at 3709 Old Columbia Pike. 
 
Background and Site Description: This building is located in the Ellicott City Historic District. According 
to SDAT, the building on the property dates to 1890. However, this date is likely incorrect and the exact 
date of construction of this building is unknown, but it shows up on the 1959 Sanborn maps. The 
building is concrete block construction and historic photographs show it was once a gas station. 
 
In July 2015, the building was approved to be covered in DryVit and painted Midnight Blue in case HPC-
15-21 (the building address at this time was 3713 Old Columbia Pike). The building was not painted at 
this time and the owner later sought approval for Benjamin Moore Newburyport Blue (HC-155) in 
August 2016 in case HPC-16-47 (the building at this time still had an address of 3713 Old Columbia Pike).  
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant seeks retroactive approval for painting the parking lot “tennis court 
green.”  
 
 

 
HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations:  
 
Chapter 6.N: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Colors and Painting 

1) Chapter 6.N states, “Color choice derives from personal taste, but can have a significant effect on 
the character of buildings and streetscapes.” 

2) Chapter 6.N recommends: 
a. “Use colors that were historically used on the building.”  
b. “Use colors appropriate to the period and style of the building.” 

Figure 25 - Photo from 2017; prior to current tenant. Figure 26 - Photo from 2017. View from Main Street and Old 
Columbia Pike. 
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c. “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 door or 
trim.” 

3) Chapter 6.N recommends against: 
a.  “Using primary colors, bright orange, 

bright purple and grass green. These are 
not historically appropriate and generally 
will not blend with the district’s 
architecture.” 

b. “Using too many colors. This may detract 
from the architectural design of the 
building.” 
 

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

1) Chapter 9.D states the following is Routine 
Maintenance (work that does not require a 
Certificate of Approval), “Recoating an existing 
asphalt area or blacktopping an existing gravel 
driveway without increasing the length or width of the driveway.” 

 
The Guidelines discussion of colors was written for buildings, as it is not typical to paint asphalt parking 
areas. Exceptions for painting asphalt areas exist only in relation to adding cross walks, ADA spaces, and 
electric vehicle charging stations. In general, painting of spaces should be reserved for transportation 
needs and roadway design.  
 
The Guidelines specifically recommend against bright colors except for small details. The use on the 
parking lot represents a large area, not a small detail. The tennis court green color that was used is 
comparable to a grass green and as stated in the guideline 6.N.3, is not a historically appropriate color. 
There are no other painted parking areas in the historic district.     
 
Historically, asphalt parking areas are black, and fade to a gray, until the time when they are recoated 
again. The Guidelines allow for the recoating or blacktopping of an asphalt area or existing gravel 
driveway to be Routine Maintenance, as it is the expected treatment of such an area.  
 

Figure 27 - Existing green paint on parking lot. 
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Chapter 9.D: Landscape and Site Elements; Walls, Fences, Terraces, Walkways and Driveways 

2) Chapter 9.D states, “New driveways and off-street parking should be located to avoid major 
changes to topography, disturbance of mature trees, or other changes that alter the setting of 
historic buildings or streetscapes.” 

3) 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 area that was painted is referred to in the application as a parking area; however, the image 
provided in the application makes it appear to be a space utilized for outdoor seating.  Altering the use 
of this space for outdoor seating and painting the asphalt grass green changes the setting of the building 
and streetscape of the parking area as it is visible from the sidewalk and the street.  Additionally, if a 
patio space is desired it would be considered a new site feature.  Patios are typically constructed of 
brick, granite cobble or bluestone pavers which are used to create a pedestrian space that is not 
accessible by vehicles. The use of natural stone and masonry materials such as these enrich the historic 
environment of Ellicott City and blend with the town’s granite and other masonry buildings. 

 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC determine if the green parking lot 
complies with the Guidelines and approve, deny or modify accordingly. If the Commission determines 
that the green parking lot does not comply, Staff recommends the HPC recommend the Applicant 
consider amending the application to a scope of work that would comply with the Guidelines.   
 
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Lisa Reuwer. She said the alterations to the property were made without 
landlord approval and she was happy to abide by whatever the committee said. Ms. Burgess explained 
that Mr. Reuwer had submitted an additional photo to include the planters and novelty car in the 
application for approval. Mr. Taylor asked the Applicant if they were seeking approval of the planters 

Figure 28 - Parking area painted green. 
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and car. Ms. Reuwer said they were. Mr. Taylor asked if the parking spots would go away and Ms. 
Reuwer said they would go away. 
 
Mr. Reich expressed concern over the color of the parking lot. He agreed with the staff report that 
painting is typically for crosswalks, etc. He said it looks like the tenants are trying to create a sitting area. 
Mr. Reich said the green does not fit in with the historic context. He said it might be appropriate to paint 
the paving if it was light gray. He asked if the goal was to have a sitting area.  
 
Mr. Shad swore in Don Reuwer. Mr. Reuwer said the problem with parking is that it is not safe to pull 
out into the street and the shop cannot control who parks there and they do not want to use the area as 
parking. Mr. Reuwer liked the idea of a light gray. Mr. Reuwer said the planters and car are brought 
inside each night. 
 
Mr. Reich asked if they were also being asked to approve the planters. Ms. Burgess explained she 
received an email from Mr. Reuwer asking to add planters and the car to the application, because it is 
part of the area being discussed. Mr. Taylor said the Commission needs to determine if they can accept 
the amendment to the application. Mr. Reich suggested the Applicant submit a new application for 
everything they want to do and withdraw this application tonight. Mr. Taylor explained the 
Commission’s precedent on planters, citing the Main Street Ballroom case, where the planters are put 
out every day and considered permanent because they are there every day. Ms. Reuwer said the 
purpose of the planters is to keep people from leaving cars there all day. 
 
Mr. Roth said the green color is not appropriate and does not comply with the Guidelines. He said the 
color is also used to delineate bike lanes and using it for other purposes can lessen the effectiveness 
when needed for bike lanes. He does not think they should consider any street furniture or planters in 
this meeting without sufficient public notice. Mr. Roth thinks those items should be submitted for 
approval with the intent to leave out every night. 
 
Ms. Zoren agreed that the green painted asphalt does not meet the Guidelines and is not appropriate 
for the Historic District. She said it was possible that returning to an asphalt color or another gray color 
could be appropriate. She said that if they are trying to make a better curb appeal, then suggested 
changing the material entirely to something that would enhance the building.  
 
Mr. Shad said the color is green and before that was rainbow colors. He asked if the tenant was aware of 
the requirement for pre-approval. Ms. Reuwer said they are now aware. Mr. Taylor said there has 
already been retroactive applications from this business for planters at another location on Main Street. 
 
Mr. Shad said the Commission is in consensus that the color is not appropriate. Mr. Roth asked what 
would happen if the asphalt was damaged and needed to be replaced. Ms. Holmes said the Guidelines 
allow for recoating as Routine Maintenance. Ms. Reuwer asked if they could return it to the original 
color, which was a soft black. Mr. Reich suggested putting an asphalt coating on it. 
 
Mr. Taylor pointed out to the Commissions that painting the parking lot a gray color, as suggested by 
Mr. Reich, would set a precedent for other parking areas being painted. Ms. Zoren said she was not fine 
with that precedent and said the applicant should recoat the asphalt as quickly as possible. If they are 
interested in pursuing a patio, then she recommended they file an application. 
 
Mr. Roth said in that case, the Applicant should withdraw their application and recoat the driveway 
without any approvals needed. 
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Ms. Reuwer said that sounded reasonable and she would let the tenants know.  
 
Mr. Taylor clarified for the record and asked the Applicants if they were withdrawing their application 
and, in the future, will submit a new application. Ms. Reuwer said that was correct.  
 
Motion: There was no motion as the application was withdrawn.  
 
 
 

OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 

1. Adoption of Howard County Historic Sites Inventory Updates 
a. Adding HO-1165, Treakle Farm and HO-1177 Duvall Farm 
b. Correcting address and historic names entries from existing properties listed on the 

Inventory. 
 
Ms. Holmes introduced to the Commission the proposed Council Resolution for a 2021 amendment to 
adopt two new sites, HO-1165 and HO-1177, and correct 13 existing Historic Sites that need address 
changes. Mr. Reich said he was impressed with the historic details Mr. Short put together for the 
inventories. There was no objection to the resolution. Mr. Roth moved to approve that the Commission 
recommend the Council adopt the proposed changes and additional inventory sites. Mr. Reich 
seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
 
Mr. Shad moved to adjourn at 8:30 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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October Minutes 
 

Thursday, October 7, 2021; 7:00 p.m. 
A public meeting of the Historic Preservation Commission was held on Thursday, October 7, 2021. 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. Zoren moved to approve the September 2, 2021 minutes. Mr. Reich seconded. The motion was 
unanimously approved.  
 
 
Members present:  Allan Shad, Chair; Bruno Reich; Erica Zoren; Julianne Danna, Ellen Flynn Giles, 

Dustin Thacker 
 
Staff present:   Beth Burgess, Samantha Holmes, Kristen Haskins 
 
 
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-21-34 – 13883 Triadelphia Road, Glenelg 
2. HPC-21-38 – 8085 Main Street, 8095 Main Street, 8109-8111 Main Street, 8113 Main Street, 

Ellicott City 
3. HPC-21-39 – 8081 Main Street, 8085 Main Street, 8095 Main Street, 8109-8111 Main Street, 

8113 Main Street and 8125 Main Street, 3760 St. Paul Street, Ellicott City 
 

 
OTHER BUSINESS 

1. New Commission members introduction 
2. Commission officer voting 
3. Administrative updates and information 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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-21-34 – 13883 Triadelphia Road, Glenelg 
Applicant: Nasser Nasseri 
 
Request: The Applicant, Nasser Nasseri, requests 
Advisory Comments on the demolition and new 
construction at 13883 Triadelphia Road, Glenelg. 
 
Background and Site Description: This property is not 
listed on the Historic Sites Inventory and is not located 
in a local historic district. However, the building is 
historic. According to SDAT, the building on the 
property dates to 1900.  
 
The property consists of 6.95 acres and one buildable 
lot. 
 
The County Architectural Historian provided the 
following information: 
 
“This small farm was part of a 55-acre tract that Josephus Isaac purchased in 1833 for only $390, the low 
price suggesting that it had no significant improvements at that time. The house Isaac built for himself 
may still exist as part of 3866 Ivory Road (HO-895). The Isaacs parcel was subdivided a number of times 
for the children of Josephus, which complicates the understanding of each property, but this portion of 
the land was willed to his grandson George H. Isaac in 1875. The house has features that suggest it was 
built in the 1850s, but also has some conservative features that could put it back to the 1830s. It has a 
side-passage plan with only one room in the main block and must have had a kitchen ell that was taken 
down and replaced with the existing larger two-story ell. The Isaac family sold the 16-acre farm to John 
Akers for $1,750 in 1903. It is possible that the Isaacs enlarged the house in the late-nineteenth century 
but perhaps more likely that Akers was responsible for the existing rear ell. However, John and his wife 
Honor were in their 40s when they bought the farm and had no children and apparently no live-in help, 
so they did not need the space. The cross gable on the front is almost certainly from the twentieth 
century and must have been added by Akers. In most cases the cross gable is added to the older roof, 
but in this instance the entire roof was replaced and suggests the possibility that the old roof was 
destroyed in a storm. A one-story addition was built onto the back of the ell in the 1920s or 1930s. The 
farm was purchased by Joseph and Mary Mullinex in 1937 so they are the ones most likely for these 

improvements.” 
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant proposes to demolish all existing structures, including the historic house 
and a barn and construct a new principle dwelling. In addition to the barn, there are ruins of a few 
outbuildings around the property. All of these structures will be demolished.  

Figure 1 - Building located at 13883 Triadelphia Road. 
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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.  
 
The County Architectural Historian has documented and measured the building, in order to create 
measured drawings and inventory the building, which will be added to the Maryland Inventory of 
Historic Properties.  
 
The exterior front gable components (vergeboard, shingles and arched window) and porch posts have 
retained their character and should be salvaged. 
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC provide Advisory Comments on the 
demolition and new construction.  
 
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Nasser Nasseri, the Applicant and Lisa Jensen Wingate, who spoke against 
the application. Mr. Nasseri had no further information to provide. Ms. Wingate was glad to hear the 

Figure 2 - Vergeboard details and arched window. Figure 3 - Outbuilding to be demolished. 

Figure 4 - Outbuilding to be demolished. Figure 5 - Outbuilding to be demolished. 
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buildings were documented, but was not happy to hear that the building and outbuildings were going to 
be demolished. Ms. Wingate offered recommendations for preserving the façade and adding onto the 
rear in order to preserve the structure.  
 
Mr. Reich agreed with Ms. Wingate’s comments. He said there was an opportunity to incorporate the 
house into the new structure, as the structure looked in good condition, could be resided and the 
interiors redone. He said an addition could be added to complement the historic building, and still 
provide more space. He said the house is a standard Howard County farmhouse that could be adapted 
to many other things. He said in building a new house, they will have to do sediment and erosion 
control, landscaping, many things adding a lot money in new construction, but many of those 
requirements go away when renovating and adding on to the existing house. He said that solution would 
save an important part of Howard County history.  
 
Ms. Zoren agreed with Mr. Reich and Ms. Wingate’s comments. She said it would be a great opportunity 
to retain the rural characteristic of Howard County, particularly the older farmhouses. She said that as 
an architect, she knows the farmhouse look is in demand right now, with more modern elements added. 
She recalled a recent project in Clarksville, where the owners added an additional 3,000 square feet and 
new garage and explained there is the opportunity to get permits for an addition and make it a unique 
house. She asked the Applicant to consider keeping and renovating the house.  
 
Ms. Danna agreed with the previous statements. She said after doing a site visit, the house appeared to 
be in good condition and that it would be a shame to lose something with a lot of detail and 
architectural characteristics. She agreed that the farmhouse look was in fashion right now and could be 
updated. She hoped the Applicant would consider saving it. 
 
Ms. Flynn Giles echoed the sentiments of the previous Commission members. She said the architectural 
element should also be salvaged and incorporated into the new structure as well. 
 
Mr. Thacker did not have any comments. 
 
Mr. Shad agreed with the previous comments made and asked the Applicant to consider other options. 
He said the Applicant should salvage materials, and if they will not use them, they could donate them to 
Second Chance or similar places. 
 
Mr. Nasseri said he bought the house and fell in love with it and wanted to incorporate it into the new 
house. He said the new house will be 14,000 to 16,000 square feet and he is unable to add an addition 
of that size to the house. He said they will incorporate items into the new house as much as possible.  
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HPC-21-38 – 8085 Main Street, 8095 Main Street, 8109-8111 Main Street, 8113 Main Street, Ellicott 
City 
Applicant: Robert Z. Hollenbeck, Howard County Department of Public Works 
 
Request: The Applicant, Robert Z. Hollenbeck, AIA, on behalf of the Howard County Department of 
Public Works, requests a Certificate of Approval for the partial demolition of the portions of the building 
located over the stream channel at 8085 Main Street, 8095 Main Street, 8109-8111 Main Street and 
8113 Main Street. 
 
While the Applicant has submitted one application for all four buildings (and 8109-8111 and 8113 Main 
Street are treated as one building as they are the same tax account ID/map and parcel), this report will 
address each building separately, under different case numbers: 

1) HPC-21-38a – 8085 Main Street (commonly known as Portalli’s building) 
2) HPC-21-38b – 8095 Main Street (commonly known as Shoemaker’s/historically known as the 

Rosenstock building) 
3) HPC-21-38c – 8109-8111 (commonly known as the Johnson’s three-story building) 
4) HPC-21-38d – 8113 Main Street (commonly known as the Johnson’s two-story building) 

 
Background and Site Description: The Applicant previously came before the Commission with 
applications for Advisory Comments and Certificates of Approval, as related to the Ellicott City Safe and 
Sound Plan and the removal of the rear of buildings over the stream and/or restoration of the portions 
of the buildings to remain. This report will reference various Addendums to the Staff Report as related 
to those previous meetings, historical information or other related HPC cases. A full list of the 
Addendums, incorporated into the record by reference, includes:  
 
Addendum 1 - Minutes HPC-18-46, September 2018 

• Howard County Government, under a previous administration received Advisory Comments for 
the proposed demolition of 10 buildings on lower Main Street. 

 
Addendum 2 – Minutes HDC-00-04; 8085 Main Street, Ellicott City; February 2000 

• The application was for the repair of the building after the November 1999 fire caused 
significant damage. The minutes state that HPC staff said, “Mr. Bockmiller stated that the 
November fire essentially gutted this building. He said the roof is missing and the second floor of 
the rear addition was condemned and had to be removed. He stated that the building itself is 
essentially sound but in need of restoration from the fire damage. The roof would be 
reconstructed and the second-floor rear addition would be replaced, constructed in-kind, with 
siding to match existing. Mr. Bockmiller said that window and door arrangements on the 
reconstructed addition would be somewhat altered from the previous arrangement. A new 
wooden stairway would be constructed on the rear and two existing stoops in the rear yard area 
would be repaired.” 

 
Addendum 3 – Minutes HPC-16-101; 8085 Main Street, Ellicott City; November 2016 

• The work applied for and approved in this application was for repairs after the 2016 flood and 
consisted of:  

o Removing the existing steel beam supporting the wood joist floor framing system that 
spans the Tiber River and replacing it with a structural poured in place concrete 
beam/floor decking system. The original floor joist system was compromised by two 
fires and the flood and was no longer safe. 
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o Replacing wood framed walls on the sides of the building, which are located over the 
river, with structural concrete block walls to support the second floor and to assist with 
flood control. 

o Repair and alterations to the damage front façade. 
 

Addendum 4 – Minutes HPC-19-28; 8085 Main Street, Ellicott City; June 2019 

• Upon acquiring the building, Howard County DPW made repairs to the front façade, making 
needed façade repairs due to the 2018 flood, and fixing incorrectly made repairs from the 2016 
flood.  

 
Addendum 5 – Minutes HDC-00-11 – 8095 Main Street, Ellicott City; March 2000 

• This case was for the construction of a new building to replace the demolished historic 
Rosenstock Department Store, which was destroyed in the November 1999 fire. The minutes 
state, “that the applicant proposed to construct a new retail building in the footprint of the 
structure that was destroyed in the November 1999 fire. He said the building would be 3 stories 
tall, and eight bays wide. The first floor would contain a central double entry door and a 
continuous bank of display windows with square pattern grilles in the top 40 percent of the 
windows.” 

 
Addendum 6 – Minutes, HPC-17-23, 8109-8113 Main Street, April 2017 (repairs from 2016 flood) 

• This application was to make repairs to the buildings (8109-8111 and 8113) as result of the 2016 
flood. The staff report noted that there was no evidence of historic elements in the apartment 
units (which were located upstairs and across the river). The first-floor retail space, which 
spanned the stream, was destroyed and no features remained except for the historic trusses.  

 
Addendum 7 – Minutes HPC-19-18; 8125 Main Street, Ellicott City; May 2, 2019 

• While this property is not part of the current application, the Applicant received a Certificate of 
Approval for the partial demolition of damaged portions of the rear of the building, and the 
temporary stabilization of the remaining portion. The scope of work included removal of the 
portion of the building directly over the stream channel and four possible scenarios for 
stabilization of the remaining structure. The Commission unanimously voted to approve the 
proposal as submitted on the basis that this was a Structure of Unusual Importance due to its 
contribution to the Main Street façade and the work proposed preserved the value of the 
structure by removing damaged elements in danger of collapse and by removing damaged parts 
of the structure that threatened the structure as a whole. 

 
Addendum 8 – Minutes HPC-19-48; Ellicott City Safe and Sound Plan; October 3, 2019 

• The Applicant presented a detailed overview of the Ellicott City Safe and Sound Plan, flood 
mitigation projects, Section 106 process, Ellicott City Watershed Master Plan involvement and 
received Advisory Comments from the Commission. The Applicant explained the County 
Executive selected Option 3G.7.0 for flood mitigation, which included the removal of four 
buildings (8049 Main Street, 8055 Main Street, 8059 Main Street and 8069 Main Street) and the 
stabilization of six buildings, to include the removal of the portions of those buildings located 
over the stream channel (8081 Main Street, 8085 Main Street, 8059 Main Street, 8111 Main 
Street, 8113 Main Street and 8125 Main Street).  
 

Addendum 9 – Minutes HPC-20-15; 8125 Main Street, Ellicott City, May 7, 2020 

• While this property is not part of the current application, the Applicant presented six possible 
restoration and flood proofing options for the front façade of the building, in order to protect 
the portion of the building remaining along Main Street and preserve the character of the 
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building. The Commission provided Advisory Comments/Pre-Application Advice on the 
proposals.  

 
Addendum 10 – Minutes HPC-20-74; 8049 Main Street, 8055 Main Street, 8059 Main Street, 8061 Main 
Street, 8069 Main Street, vicinity of 3711 Maryland Avenue, Ellicott City, October 1, 2020 

• The Applicant received Advisory Comments/Pre-Application Advice on the Maryland Avenue 
Culvert Project (including the removal of four buildings), at 8049, 8055, 8059, 8061 and 8069 
Main Street, Vicinity/East of 3711 Maryland Avenue, Ellicott City, associated with the Ellicott 
City Safe and Sound plan. The application explained “that the flood mitigation projects work 
together as a system to collectively mitigate flash flooding, and that “in order to be most 
effectively implemented, significant constrictions in the conveyance system need to be 
alleviated. The Maryland Avenue Culvert project will provide significant additional stormwater 
conveyance from the Tiber/Hudson Branch to the Patapsco River, while mitigating a significant 
constriction to water flow.” 

 
Addendum 11 – Decision and Order, HPC-20-83 

• The Applicant submitted an application for Certificate of Approval to demolish the buildings and 
bridge at 8049 Main Street, 8055 Main Street, 8059 Main Street, 8061 Main Street and 8069 
Main Street, and 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. The application was 
approved, with amendments and conditions. 

 
Addendum 12 – 8085 Main Street Photos 
Addendum 13 – 8095 Main Street Photos 
Addendum 14 – 8109-8111, 8113 Main Street Photos  
Addendum 15 – 8109-8111, 8113 Main Street Draft Inventory Updates 
Addendum 16 – 8109-8111 Main Street, HO-586 Inventory Form 
Addendum 17 – 8113 Main Street, HO-359 Inventory Form 
 
These properties are all located in the Ellicott City Historic District (HO-78). The buildings have the 
following dates of construction and alteration: 

1) 8085 Main Street (Portalli’s) – SDAT dates the building to 1920. 
a. The building was significantly damaged in the 1999 fire, 2016 flood and 2018 flood. 

2) 8095 Main Street – The historic building was destroyed in the 1999 fire and demolished, the 
current building constructed in 2000. 

3) 8109-8111 Main Street – The building at 8109-8111 Main Street dates circa 1860 and is shown 
on the Sanborn maps by 1887. The property is listed as HO-586, Katydid, in the Howard County 
Historic Sites Inventory and the Maryland Inventory of Historic Properties. 

a. Photographic evidence shows the front façade has been altered significantly over time. 
b. The building was damaged in the 1999 fire and sustained significant interior and exterior 

damage in the 2016 and 2018 floods. 
4) 8113 Main Street – The building dates circa 1830s. The property is listed as HO-359, 

Crosscurrents/Caplan’s Frame Shop, in the Howard County Historic Sites Inventory and the 
Maryland Inventory of Historic Properties. 

a. Photographic evidence shows the front façade has been altered significantly over time. 
b. The building was damaged in the 1999 fire and sustained significant interior and exterior 

damage in the 2016 and 2018 floods. 
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Scope of Work: The Department of Public Works requests a Certificate of Approval for the partial 
demolition of the portions of the building located over the stream channel at: 

1) 8085 Main Street, Ellicott City (HPC-21-38a) – Portalli’s building 
2) 8095 Main Street, Ellicott City (HPC-21-38b) – Shoemaker’s/Rosenstock building 
3) 8109-8111 Main Street, Ellicott City (HPC-21-38c) – the Johnson’s three-story building 
4) 8113 Main Street, Ellicott City (HPC-21-38d) – the Johnson’s two-story building 

 
The Applicant proposes to salvage the following elements from the buildings: 

1) 8085 Main Street – salvage remaining wood truss 
2) 8109-8111, 8113 Main Street – salvage remaining wood truss 

 
The application explains that this project, the proposed partial removal of the above buildings, is 
referred to as the “Channel Constriction Project.” The application states: 

“The Channel Constriction Project is located in historic Ellicott City, along the south side of Main 
 Street, between Tiber Alley and Old Columbia Pike. The project includes removing constrictions 
 over the existing stream channel to restore conveyance capacity of the channel; specifically, the 
 back of 8081 8085-8089 Main Street, 8095-8101 Main Street (first floor only), 8109-8111-8113 

Main Street, four buildings located over the existing stream channel located in from the 100-
year floodplain.” 
 

The application further states the following: 
“Generally, the flood mitigation projects work as a system to collectively mitigate flash flooding, 

 incorporating both storm water retention facilities and conveyance system improvements. To be 
 most effectively implemented, significant constrictions in the conveyance system need to be 
 alleviated. The portions of the buildings proposed for removal under this application represent 
 constrictions to the flow of water within the stream channel. Each portion of building proposed 
 for removal currently spans the stream channel – in essence acting as a capacity limit to the flow 
 of water from upstream and out to the Patapsco River. The project seeks to restore conveyance 
 capacity of the stream channels by removing portions of the building from the 100-year 
 floodplain. 
 
 The effort to partially remove the buildings, as well as reconstruct new rear facades and return 
 the buildings to service, is fully funded. Construction is slated to start upon receipt of all local, 
 state and federal approvals.” 
 
The Applicant has also submitted an Application for Advisory Comments/Pre-Application Advice for the 
rear facades that would remain after the partial demolition. The application states: 

“For the Channel Construction Removal project, the County intends to preserve the facades and 
 front portions of several buildings, while removing their rear portions. It is important to note 
 that this application does not propose any alteration to the façade of the buildings that parallels 
 Main Street. The sections proposed for removal are rear portions span the stream channel, and 
 thus represent a significant constriction to the flow of water. The detrimental effects of this 
 constriction were evident during the July 2016 and May 2018 flood events. The County’s 
 approach maintains portions of these buildings, including their facades, and will convert them to 
 future useable space. 
 
 Prior to removal, Howard County will complete recordation and salvage efforts.” 
 
The portions of each building proposed for removal is shown in the LIDAR scans below, in Figures 6, 7 
and 8. 
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Figure 7 – Proposed area of demolition at 8095 Main Street 

Figure 6 - Proposed area of demolition at 8085 Main Street 
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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 application, and 
is incorporated by reference. Please refer to the Rules of Procedure for full text.  
 

Figure 8 - Proposed area of demolition at 8109-8111 and 8113 Main Street 
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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.  
 
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 
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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. 
 (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 
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(4)    Retention of the structure would not be in the interest of a majority of the persons in the 
community. 

 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: 
 

1) For HPC-21-38a, Staff recommends the HPC determine if the structure located at 8085 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 partial demolition complies with the 
Guidelines and §16.607 and §16.608 of the County Code. 

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

2) For HPC-21-38b, Staff recommends the HPC determine if the structure located at 8095 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 partial demolition complies with the 
Guidelines and §16.607 and §16.608 of the County Code. 
 

3) For HPC-21-38c, Staff recommends the HPC determine if the structure located at 8109-8113 
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 partial demolition complies with the 
Guidelines and §16.607 and §16.608 of the County Code. 

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

4) For HPC-21-38d, Staff recommends the HPC determine if the structure located at 8113 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 partial demolition complies with the 
Guidelines and §16.607 and §16.608 of the County Code. 

c. If the Commission approves the application for partial demolition, Staff recommends 
the HPC confirm if the material proposed to be salvaged is acceptable. 
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Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Robert Hollenbeck and Sameer Sidh, the Applicant and County 
Administration representative. Mr. Sidh said he was there tonight in support of the County 
Administration’s application for the rear removal of the buildings. He said this project was a major 
component of the EC Safe and Sound Plan and that the plan provides a substantial benefit to Howard 
County as whole, and that the plan advances those interests through seven flood mitigation projects to 
reduce flood risk. He said the rear removal of the buildings was a critical project for EC Safe and Sound.  
 
Mr. Hollenbeck explained there were two parts to the project they were presenting. The first part of the 
project was approval for the rear removal of the buildings and the second part was for Advisory 
Comments on what to put back, as well as the construction of the park. 
 
Mr. Hollenbeck provided an overview of the channel constriction project through a PowerPoint 
presentation. He said the removal of the portion of the buildings will not have any impact on the Main 
Street facades, which will remain exactly the same and will not be altered by this request for Certificate 
of Approval. He showed an aerial map view of the buildings and explained that the maroon portion of 
the shading represented the rear portions of the buildings they needed to remove. He said they 
conducted a sediment study in the stream channel and explained the process used to determine if 
removal of the rear portions was necessary.  They wanted to make sure there was no other way to 
increase capacity without removal of the buildings. He said there was 1 to 3 feet of sediment in the 
channel, and they determined the slope of the bottom of the stream channel was relatively shallow and 
that excavating the loose material out did not gain capacity and they could not guarantee how long the 
excavation would last.  As a result, the County proposes to remove the rear portion of the buildings that 
span the stream channel in order to provide capacity in the stream channel for storm water to safely 
flow to the Patapsco River.  
 
Mr. Hollenbeck showed an image of the rear of 8125 Main Street when the County acquired the 
building, where the side of the building was destroyed by the flood and the building was in danger of 
collapse.  
 
Mr. Hollenbeck said the rear removal will allow the County to restore capacity in the conveyance 
network and have the room for storm water to remain in the stream channel and improve efficiency in 
the flow in the network. With Caplan’s, water got to a point where it could not rise anymore because 
there was an obstruction and water backed up and spilled on to the street and increased the peak water 
surface elevation on the street. Mr. Hollenbeck explained that by keeping water in the stream channel 
behind the buildings and removing the obstruction, the County can reduce the peak water surface 
elevation and hydrostatic water force on neighboring buildings.  
 
Mr. Hollenbeck showed a map of the seven EC Safe and Sound Plan, Option 3.G7.0 projects. Mr. 
Hollenbeck explained the projects are a mix of conveyance, retention and detention projects. He 
testified that the Channel Constriction Projects is required to allow the safe flow of water to the 
Maryland Avenue Culvert Project, case HPC-20-83, where it can discharge to the Patapsco River. 
 
Mr. Hollenbeck explained the EC Safe and Sound Plan is a major improvement project of substantial 
benefit to Ellicott City. Mr. Hollenbeck explained the status of each of the 7 EC Safe and Sound projects.  
 
Mr. Hollenbeck explained the plan development process, which included looking at the previous 
Administration’s plan that included the full removal of the buildings presented in this application. He 
explained that over 60 scenarios were analyzed before choosing this plan. Mr. Hollenbeck said this plan 
was reviewed by the Army Corps of Engineers and Army Corps team found the selected plan, the 3G7.0 
plan, significantly reduced the flood risk to Ellicott City.  
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He explained the 3G.7.0 plan seeks to reduce water depths and water velocities to levels where the 
other buildings can support non-structural floodproofing. He explained how the projects all work 
together.  He said that this project, the Channel Restriction Project, will keep water in the stream 
channel and convey it through the Maryland Avenue Culvert and out to the Patapsco River.  With this 
project and the other projects in the EC Safe and Sound Plan, they are able to reduce water level to 
three feet or less and water velocities to 5 feet per second or less in a 2016 flood scenario. He said these 
are the baselines necessary to support non-structural flood proofing. 
 
He explained the County has been before the Commission several times over the past few years 
presenting cases for Certificate of Approval or Advisory Comments. Mr. Hollenbeck said the County 
recently completed a Federal Section 106 process, which involved finding measures to mitigate adverse 
effects for the demolition of the four lower Main Street buildings, and the HPC participated in that 
process.  
 
Mr. Hollenbeck gave an overview of each of the buildings, showing current and historical photographs of 
each. He said they thought 8085 Main Street was constructed circa 1920s/1930s and said it has 
terracotta construction on the front. He said the 8095 Main Street building was constructed in the late 
1990s/early 2000s after the 1999 fire. Mr. Hollenbeck showed a photo of the building at 8109-8113 
Main Street which showed how the front façade has change over time.  
 
Mr. Hollenbeck explained the history of 8125 Main Street after the rear structure was removed and 
explained what was kept on the structure and showed the portion constraining the stream channel that 
was removed.  
 
Mr. Hollenbeck discussed 8085 Main Street, a 3-story building with a former basement that was infilled 
with flowable fill so that it no longer contains the basement space. He explained the County proposes to 
remove the rear two-story portion, which was an addition to the original terra cotta portion (which they 
propose to retain). Mr. Hollenbeck explained the prior property owner retained the land with the deck 
across the stream and the County does not own that. Mr. Hollenbeck said the rear section proposed for 
removal was heavily damaged in 2016 flood. The County believed it was originally supported with three 
trusses, one was destroyed in 1999 fire, the previous owner said one was destroyed in 2016 flood and 
the third retained for aesthetics. The portion they propose to remove was constructed from platform 
framing, which limits their ability to maintain any portion above the stream channel. He explained they 
have the opportunity to expose views of the former grist mill race, which is not visible right now, but it 
was a feature they found which they could expose and restore. 
 
Mr. Hollenbeck said that 8095 Main Street was constructed in the late 1990s/early 2000s when the 
former building destroyed by fire in 1999. He explained they propose only to remove a portion of 1st 
floor and the 2nd and 3rd floors will remain. Mr. Hollenbeck said the first floor will be usable. Mr. 
Hollenbeck explained the contemporary construction method of this building, which allows them to 
retain the upper floors, while removing the rear of the first floor. He said the building was designed for 
the 100-year floodplain. He said this building was designed for the 100-year floodplain and is a good 
example of the problem with active floodproofing methods. He explained that the building has a flood 
door and during the first flood no one knew where it was and during the second flood, it was so heavy 
that the sole occupant of the building could not move it, so the building took on water. He stressed the 
importance of getting the water level to the point where active flood proofing is not needed, because it 
cannot be implemented in the amount of time these types of flood allow.  
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Mr. Hollenbeck discussed 8109-8113 Main Street. He said DPW proposes to remove rear portion and 
fully maintain the portion on Main Street. He showed pictures of the rear of the building and explained 
the building will be retained at the white siding/red roof and the deck and tan board siding/red roof 
portion would be removed. In 2018 the new highly reinforced structural floor was seriously damaged 
and the building is compromised. This building has an older wood truss, and they propose to salvage 
those truss materials for use elsewhere.  
 
Mr. Hollenbeck summarized that each of these buildings will have usable space where people can go in 
and experience the buildings. Each floorplate will be 20 to 25-feet deep, which is comparable to existing 
buildings along Main Street.  
 
Mr. Hollenbeck discussed the Section 106 programmatic agreement, which he said was recently 
executed. He said it prescribes measures the County is required to follow, such as measure to minimize 
and mitigate adverse effects. He mentioned the project has performance standards like recordation, and 
DPW has done complete laser scans of the buildings, developed full architectural drawings and had the 
County Architectural Historian through the buildings They will also be updating historic nomination 
forms. The County will salvage components and has engaged a qualified historic preservation architect. 
He said the Section 106 Programmatic Agreement prescribes that the County needs to reuse salvaged 
materials, first on these 6 buildings, then elsewhere in the district or within the greater County.  
 
Mr. Hollenbeck offered that the building at 8095 is not historic and they do not find it has any unusual 
importance. He said they are maintaining its unique typology over the channel.  
 
Mr. Hollenbeck discussed the project timeline and said they are currently working through design 
process for rear removals. The rear facades are to be discussed on the Advisory application, and then 
they will come back for a Certificate of Approval. He said they have concepts for St. Paul Street Park, 
which will be shown later tonight and said they have funding from an FY 2022 bond bill that would be 
available in 2023. 
 
Mr. Hollenbeck asked the Commission if they wanted him to proceed with Advisory portion of the 
application or discuss the rear demolitions. 
 
Public Testimony 
Mr. Shad opened up the meeting for testimony and said they wait for the Advisory Comments. He swore 
in Ms. Liz Walsh, who registered in opposition to the project. She said that she did not want to cross 
examine, only make a statement. Ms. Walsh said the demolition reflects on decades of failure.  Ms. 
Walsh asked the Commission to consider imposing the same conditions that were imposed on the prior 
request for demolition, which is the Applicant does not destroy anything that is not explicitly the subject 
of this application and that the Applicant comply with and obtain all other government agency approvals 
and conditions before demolition is allowed. Ms. Walsh also requested a new condition, which she 
previously asked the Army Corps of engineers to apply after the first consulting parties meeting. She 
asks that in any location where demolition must proceed and is approved to place the land and space 
above it into perpetual conservation easement so that no new habitable structure would be permitted 
again in those locations to impose upon the floodplains or span the waterways. They should remain in 
perpetuity in the public domain. 
 
Mr. Shad swore in Grace Kubofcik. Ms. Kubofcik thanked DPW, Mr. Hollenbeck and his staff for the 
detailed write up of the properties and photos. She agreed that DPW will have to take off the back of 
the buildings off, but it is for a public purpose for water to flow through the stream channel. Ms. 
Kubofcik was excited that Mr. Hollenbeck found the mill race, which no one knew existed. She 
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appreciated the clear connections to the EC Safe and Sound project and that Mr. Hollenbeck was 
following the guidelines of the Section 106 process. Ms. Kubofcik urged the Commission to proceed with 
the recommendation of the demolitions of the backs of the buildings.  
 
Mr. Shad swore in Kathy Younkin, Chair of the Heritage Committee of Patapsco Heritage Greenway 
(PHG). Ms. Younkin read a statement in favor of approval. She said that a long term prominent goal of 
PHG is historic preservation, they support the effort to remove less visible parts of the Main Street 
buildings, to allow water to flow without constriction.  
 
Commission’s Questions 
 
Mr. Reich asked about the possibility of the easements that Ms. Walsh mentioned, so that if the land is 
sold in the future there is no construction across the stream channel 100 years from now. He asked if 
there has been any discussion on easements. 
 
Mr. Hollenbeck said they received Ms. Walsh’s comment through the Section 106 process and explained 
that the Section 106 agreement says they must develop in accord with Ellicott City Watershed Master 
Plan and there are no policies that prescribe building structures, so they did not find it necessary to look 
into easements. Mr. Hollenbeck said the Master Plan was adopted by County Council and set a clear 
policy. Mr. Hollenbeck said the County does not allow new construction within the 100-year floodplain, 
so someone could not get building permits. 
 
Mr. Reich asked the status of the Section 106 approvals. Mr. Hollenbeck said the agreement was 
recently executed by all signatory parties. The Army Corps and Maryland Department of the 
Environment were reviewing final documentation for issuing permitting. Mr. Reich asked if those 
approvals were all that were necessary aside from County approvals. Mr. Hollenbeck said they needed 
approval from Maryland Historical Trust as well and said they have received this same packet. 
 
Mr. Reich asked about funding. Mr. Hollenbeck said they have received a $5 million Strategic Demolition 
Fund grant from the Maryland Department of Housing and Community Development. Mr. Reich asked if 
that was enough to complete the project and Mr. Hollenbeck said it was enough to complete the 
demolition and new rear facades.  
 
Mr. Reich said the rear channel was a concern the last time. Mr. Hollenbeck explained that as demolition 
proceeds, it will be done in manner that does not deposit material into the channel. He explained how 
the stonework was done at the rear of Caplan’s and said they would take the same approach. He 
showed photo of rear that showed infilled beam pockets. Mr. Reich asked if it was the same plan for the 
other buildings. Mr. Hollenbeck said they would use the same approach, and rebuild in-kind using 
salvaged or new stone.  
 
Mr. Reich and Mr. Hollenbeck discussed the proposed park on the other side of the stream and the 
project timeline for completion. Mr. Hollenbeck they would start rear removals in the early part of 2022, 
which would take approximately 6 months and then put rear facades in concurrently with rear removal.  
 
Ms. Zoren asked Mr. Hollenbeck to explain relationship of the Commission giving approval for 
demolition, Advisory Comments and the subsequent approval of rear façades. She wanted to know how 
the timeline ties together. Mr. Hollenbeck explained that DPW would propose, if there was a time lag, 
that the demolition drawings include provisions for a temporary weathertight enclosure at the rear of 
the buildings to bridge the gap between that and final façade treatment. 
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Ms. Danna asked what protections will be in place to ensure the stream will not be built over again. She 
asked if the lot lines will be redrawn. Mr. Hollenbeck explained that the lot lines have not been firmly 
surveyed or documented since the 1800s. He explained that currently each property has some land on 
the other side of the channel and DPW has not thought about how to combine it in a future 
arrangement. 
 
Ms. Danna asked if the rear facades will be structurally reinforced like Caplan’s if the water rises above 
the channel wall height. Mr. Hollenbeck said yes, the rear facades will be designed to keep water in 
stream channel so it can flow to the Maryland Avenue Culvert Project and said they are looking at 
resilient materials for the rear facades of the building.  
 
Ms. Danna asked if there will be a monitor during the removal of the rear of the buildings. Mr. 
Hollenbeck said the interior of the building at 8085 has been gutted and the only thing on the inside of 
any significance is the truss element. He said that 8111-81113 is in a similar state, is only down to studs 
and there is nothing notable inside. He said they will have construction oversight, someone there daily, 
overseen by him or a colleague to ensure contactor is proceeding in accordance with the construction 
documents. 
 
Ms. Danna inquired about the plans that show the interior walls of 8111-8113 being demolished. Mr. 
Hollenbeck said the current interior is built out for apartments and the County does not intend to 
restore the building to residential occupancy. He explained that per the EC Safe and Sound Plan, they 
want to control occupancy so that in a flood watch/warning, they can force buildings to be vacated, 
which they cannot do in a residential setting. 
 
Ms. Flynn Giles said that many of her questions had been answered. She was concerned about 
protection of stream and buildings, and the Section 106 process. She expressed concern about 
reconstruction in places where the buildings have been removed. Mr. Hollenbeck said there were no 
plans for new construction and that the project would be done in accordance with the policies in the 
Watershed Master Plan, as adopted by the Council. He said they are working through the lot lines to 
make sure they fully understand them before they progress the plans on the south side of the stream to 
the next level. He said they are doing archival research back to the 1800s. 
 
Mr. Thacker thanked the Applicant for the thorough study and information made available to him. He 
said he tried to bring himself up to speed with the Watershed Master Plan and understand the 
mitigation. His said understanding was that this area is being turned into a culvert to allow for additional 
flow in the event of another flood similar to 2016 and 2018. Mr. Thacker asked if there was a back-up 
system since channel is not being made wider or deeper, in the case of another flood event. Mr. 
Hollenbeck explained they are not proposing to excavate or widen channel and are keeping the existing 
channel walls. He explained that removing the rear of the buildings allows for water to rise in height 
within the channel, rather than spill out into Main Street. Mr. Hollenbeck said that reinforcing the rear 
of the buildings, like Caplan’s, will help to keep water in the stream channel. Mr. Hollenbeck said the EC 
Safe and Sound projects are a system of a whole and all work together; all projects are required to be in 
place to function and achieve the end goals of a reduction of less than 3 feet of flood water and 5 feet 
per second or less velocities.  
 
Mr. Shad did not have any questions, but requested a copy of the Section 106 Programmatic Agreement 
that was just signed. Mr. Hollenbeck agreed. 
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Deliberation 
The Commission began deliberation to determine if the buildings at 8085, 8095, 8109-8111 and 8113 
Main Street were of Unusual Importance, the partial rear demolitions and various conditions to be 
added on for approval. 
 
Testimony 
Ms. Zoren requested a contingency that demolition not begin until they have approved rear elevations 
so they have a guarantee that the rear will be constructed appropriately. Ms. Shad also found that 
request reasonable and thought they would see actual approvals before the end of the year. Mr. Shad 
asked Mr. Hollenbeck when they would see the applications for approval. Mr. Hollenbeck said their 
request would be to move forward with the rear demolition prior to having those Certificate of 
Approvals in place. Mr. Hollenbeck explained they will have a lot of hand demolition work that will need 
to take place, which will take an extended period of time. Mr. Reich asked that the temporary rears 
would look like and Mr. Hollenbeck stated that the rear first floor façade of 8125 Main Street is an 
example, but it could also be painted plywood to be weather tight. Mr. Reich and Mr. Hollenbeck 
discussed the rear of 8125 Main Street and the details of the white block white. Mr. Hollenbeck said the 
Advisory Application will show two alternate treatments to be put over the structural block wall. Mr. 
Hollenbeck explained they are requesting to put a temporary plywood façade on the rear of the 
buildings, but are hoping not to have to do that. 
 
Ms. Flynn Giles and Mr. Hollenbeck discussed the proposed timeline and Mr. Hollenbeck said they 
hoped to put the permanent rear façade back on concurrently with the demolition, but it depends on 
the timing with the final design documents and approvals. Ms. Flynn Giles confirmed that the idea is 
that the back walls would be a short term, temporary, solution and there is always the intention to put 
back on permanent walls that comply with the Advisory recommendations. Mr. Hollenbeck said the 
temporary wall does not achieve the goal of keeping water in the stream channel and they intend to put 
a reinforced wall that keeps the water in the channel and then clad it. 
 
Ms. Danna asked if the rear facades were intended to be CMU blocks long term or a variety of materials. 
Mr. Hollenbeck said the first floor structures would be some form of concrete blocks. He explained that 
a concern with the concurrent rear façade construction is the strain on material supply chain due to the 
pandemic. He said that if he ordered materials tonight, it might be 4 months before he received a 
delivery date and the siding and windows have 12-16 week lead times. He said their goal is to put the 
rear facades back as quickly as possible and there was no benefit to delaying as they have the funding in 
place right now. 
 
Ms. Danna asked if the Section 106 process called for a monitor in the deconstruction. She said that she 
would like to see a historic preservation trained monitor on the site for a significant portion of the day 
while the demolition goes on. Mr. Shad agreed that could be a condition. Mr. Hollenbeck said the 
Section 106 does not have a clause to allow continual monitoring during the work, but requires other 
types of reporting.  Mr. Hollenbeck suggested allowing DPW to hire a trained or independent 
construction contractor. Mr. Holleneck said that have qualified preservationist on their design team and 
he could have them do weekly site visits or confer with inspector on a regular basis. Mr. Reich asked if 
County personnel would be on the construction site. Mr. Hollenbeck explained how DPW’s large scale 
construction projects operated with once a week site visits, at times daily, depending upon the project. 
Mr. Hollenbeck said the cost of bringing a preservation architect to the site would be onerous, but they 
accept a condition to have a County employee or construction inspector contracted directly to the 
County. The Commissions thought that was reasonable. Ms. Zoren recommend a preservation mark 
items that are off  limits/do not touch so that it is clear what should remain. 



20 
 

  
Mr. Thacker asked if periodic inspections through the project timeline could be established. Mr. 
Hollenbeck said they could engage the preservation architect to provide period site visits. Mr. 
Hollenbeck said that a pre-demolition walk through is also something would be ordinarily do. Ms. Flynn 
Giles recommended the preservation consultant have pre-demolition review and regular reviews in 
accordance with the construction schedule, so that it is documented, and in the schedule.  
 
The Commission made the following motions: 
 

1) HPC-21-38a – 8085 Main Street (Portalli’s) 
Unusual Importance  
Motion: Mr. Reich moved to find the building at 8085 Main Street was a Structure of Unusual 
Importance. Ms. Zoren seconded. The motion was unanimously approved.  

 
2) HPC-21-38b – 8095 Main Street (Shoemaker)  

Unusual Importance  
Motion: Mr. Reich moved to find the building at 8095 Main Street was not a Structure of 
Unusual Importance. Ms. Zoren seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 

 
3) HPC-21-38c – 8109-8111 Main Street (Johnsons Buildings) 

Unusual Importance  
Motion: Mr. Reich moved to find the building at 8109-8111 Main Street was a Structure of 
Unusual Importance. Mr. Thacker seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 

4) HPC-21-38d – 8113 Main Street (Johnsons buildings) 
Unusual Importance  
Motion: Mr. Reich moved to find the building at 8113 Main Street was a structure of Unusual 
Importance. Ms. Danna seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 

 
5) Demolition – 8085 Main Street 

Motion: Based on 16.608(d)(1) and (2), Ms. Zoren moved that the demolition proposed on the 
rear portions of the building spanning the river channel is going to be beneficial because that 
portion of the structure is a deterrent to a major improvement program; it would benefit the 
County and Ellicott City historic district and retention of that portion of the structure could be 
considered  a threat to public safety because it constricts the stream channel and further 
damage could make the building unsound and unretainable. Mr. Reich seconded the motion. 
The motion was unanimously approved 
 

6) Demolition – 8109-8111 Main Street 
Motion: Ms. Flynn Giles moved to apply to same rational to 8109-8111 Main Street and approve 
the partial demolition, in accord with Section 16.608(d)(1) and (2), with conditions to be added. 
Mr. Reich seconded. The motion was unanimously approved.  
 

7) Demolition – 8113 Main Street 
Motion: Ms. Flynn Giles moved to approve the partial demolition of the rear of 8113 Main 
Street, in accordance with Section 16.608(d)(1) and (2) with conditions to be added. Ms. Danna 
seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
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8) Demolition – 8095 Main Street 
Motion: Ms. Flynn Giles moved to approve the partial demolition of the rear of 8095 Main Street 
in accordance with Section 16.607(a)(4) and (5), with conditions to be added. Ms. Danna 
seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 

 
9) Conditions for Demolition Approvals 

Motion: Mr. Reich moved that conditions be added on the demolition approvals.  The conditions 
are as follows: 
1) No demolition proceed without all of the necessary approvals being in place first. 
2) The channel walls be repaired or reconstructed to match the adjacent stone in the channel. 
3) Historic artifacts involved in the demolition, such as the mill race and historic trusses be 

preserved. 
4) The County provide a preservationist from DPW to preview the demolition work and 

provide regularly scheduled reports during the work. 
5) That the County take all reasonable precautions that no part of the historic buildings that 

are part of the demolition, or adjacent to, are damaged in the course of demolition.  
 
Ms. Danna seconded. The motion was unanimously approved.  
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HPC-21-39 – 8081 Main Street, 8085 Main Street, 8095 Main Street, 8109-8111 Main Street, 8113 
Main Street and 8125 Main Street, 3760 St. Paul Street, Ellicott City 
Applicant: Robert Z. Hollenbeck, Howard County Department of Public Works 
 
Request: The Applicant, Robert Z. Hollenbeck, AIA, on behalf of the Howard County Department of 
Public Works, requests Advisory Comments on the rear façade reconstruction and improvements at 
8081 Main Street, 8085 Main Street, 8109-8111 Main Street, 8113 Main Street and 8125 Main Street.  
 
Background and Site Description: These properties are all located in the Ellicott City Historic District 
(HO-78). The buildings have the following dates of construction and alteration: 

1. 8081 Main Street – The building dates circa 1834-38. The property is listed as HO-360, Boone 
House, in the Howard County Historic Sites Inventory and the Maryland Inventory of Historic 
Properties. 

a. The previously existing addition had smoke and water damage from the 1999 fire and 
demolished. In September 2000, in case HPC-00-47, the HPC approved the construction 
of new two-story rear addition with a cantilevered deck. 

2. 8085 Main Street  – According to SDAT the building on the property dates the building to 1920. 
a. The building was significantly damaged in the 1999 fire, 2016 flood and 2018 flood. 

3. 8095 Main Street – The historic building was destroyed in the 1999 fire and demolished, the 
current building constructed in 2000. 

4. 8109-8111 Main Street – The building at 8109-8111 Main Street dates circa 1860 and is shown 
on the Sanborn maps by 1887. The property is listed as HO-586, Katydid, in the Howard County 
Historic Sites Inventory and the Maryland Inventory of Historic Properties. 

a. Photographic evidence shows the front façade has been altered significantly over time. 
b. The building was damaged in the 1999 fire and sustained significant interior and exterior 

damage in the 2016 and 2018 floods. 
5. 8113 Main Street – The building dates circa 1830s. The property is listed as HO-359, 

Crosscurrents/Caplan’s Frame Shop, in the Howard County Historic Sites Inventory and the 
Maryland Inventory of Historic Properties. 

a. Photographic evidence shows the front façade has been altered significantly over time. 
b. The building was damaged in the 1999 fire and sustained significant interior and exterior 

damage in the 2016 and 2018 floods. 
6. 8125 Main Street – According to articles from the Ellicott City Times, the building was 

constructed in 1926 and was designed by architect Stanislaus Russell of Baltimore. 
a. The building was significantly damaged in the 2016 and 2018 floods. In May 2019, in 

case HPC-19-18, the rear portion of the building over the stream was demolished and 
the building was stabilized.  

7. 3760 St. Paul Street – Two garages were approved for demolition in August 2016 in case HPC-
16-52, following the 2016 flood in order to obtain access to the rear of 8125 Main Street. The 
sloped space remaining is now known at 3760 St. Paul Street.  

 
The Staff Report Addendums for the previous case, HPC-21-38 is incorporated by reference. 
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant seeks Advisory Comments on the rear façade treatments of the buildings 
at 8081 Main Street, 8085 Main Street, 8095 Main Street, 8109-8111 Main Street, 8113 Main Street and 
8125 Main Street, as well as the creation of a park at 3760 St. Paul Street, Ellicott City. The application 
provides an excerpt from the Section 106 Programmatic Agreement and states, “The proposed rear 
removals are not intended to alter the existing stream channel walls. Where the channel walls require 
repair, this will be executed as part of the project. 

a) Stone will be selected to match existing to the greatest extent possible. 
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b) Stone will be laid in a pattern consistent with adjacent materials. 
c) Mortar samples will be collected and examined to determine a mix compatible with the 

adjacent material.” 
 

The application explains the proposed rear façade treatment specific to each building: 
 

1) 8081 Main Street – The application states, “The rear façade of the building visible was 

constructed c. 1990s and is clad with German-lap wood siding, a material common and 
highly prevalent in the Historic District. As flood proofing approaches are considered, the 
first floor fenestration must be altered to alleviate potential water infiltration points. The rear 
addition that was constructed in the 1990s is appropriately scaled to the original structure. The 
addition also allows the original structure to read independently. The approach for this structure 
is to maintain the shape and form of the c. 1990s addition, to restructure the rear addition using 
flood resilient materials with no visible change to the exterior siding or shape / form of the 
building. Alternative fenestration is planned for the face of the building paralleling the stream 
channel, on the First Floor only. Windows will be located at a higher elevation, and will be 
awning or casement function, single light design. Since the German lap siding may be exposed to 
rising water, replacing it with a composite material, such as fiber cement, would maintain the 
look but provide additional flood resilience.” 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Figure 9 - Rear 8081 Main Street 
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2) 8085 Main Street – The application states, 
“The portion of the building being preserved 
was constructed from terra cotta masonry, 
which was prevalent during the time period. 
While the Main Street façade appears to be 
larger scale brick masonry units, it is actually 
terra cotta. To emulate this approach, 
cladding the rear façade with larger scale 
brick masonry units is proposed. The design 
team is considering a Utility size brick, 
nominally 4 inches by 12 inches, as the 
closest readily-available option; however 
additional material research is ongoing. The 
use of punched window openings, scaled 
slightly smaller than the front façade, is 
proposed for the new rear façade. The 
windows will be wood, or aluminum-clad 
wood should the Commission consider it (for 
ease of long-term maintenance).” 

 
3) 8095 Main Street – The application states, “8095 presents a unique opportunity to improve a 

relatively contemporary structure into a focal point spanning the stream channel, visible from 
new expanded park space along Lower Main Street and St. Paul Street. This structure will 
become one that will be experienced from all facades. Given that the building is only 
approximately 20 years old, and that the side and rear facades have no distinguishing features, 
two approaches have been developed for this structure. 
 
The first approach is generally responsive to the illustrative vision of the Master Plan, and 
consistent with other masonry structures throughout the Historic District. This approach 
proposes a series of punched window openings, and considers the logic of similar ‘side’ facades, 
most notably the side of 8059 Main Street. In order to improve the energy efficiency, and 
provide additional visual interest, a new cladding for the side and rear facades is proposed. This 
cladding respects and channels the prevalence of horizontal siding present throughout the 
District, but augments that by proposing a larger scale and slightly more contemporary detailing. 
This approach could utilize fiber composite panels that are painted, or potentially include the 
use of a rain-screen system, utilizing aluminum composite panels.  
 
The second approach includes developing more contemporary window openings, elongated and 
responsive to the building shape and form. Along the east side of the building, a glass curtain 
wall system is proposed on the portion of the building spanning the stream channel. This affords 
a unique opportunity to view and experience the stream channel from inside the structure – a 
concept harmonious with the Commission’s guidelines. It also potentially allows for salvaged 
truss components to potentially be displayed interior to the building, but be visible through the 
curtain wall system. With the contemporary approach, considerations for alternative cladding 
approaches are contained within Appendix A.” 

 
 
 
 
 

Figure 10 - Rear of 8085/Portalli's in 2012, prior to 
construction of rear deck and bar. 
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4) 8109-8111, 8113 Main Street – The application states, “The portion of the building being 
removed is an addition to the original structure. On the second and third floors of the building, 
German-lap wood siding is visible, as are several sliding doors and windows that do not appear 
to relate to the Main Street façade of the building. Building upon the materials already present, 
the new rear façade is 
proposed to be clad in similar 
German-lap wood siding. New 
windows are proposed, 
following the logic of the Main 
Street façade. It is envisioned 
that with the reduced floor 
plate, most, if not all interior 
walls will be removed, hence 
one would be able to 
experience both facades while 
inside the building. The new 
windows would be either 
wood double-hung or 
aluminum-clad wood, should 
the Commission allow it, for 
ease of maintenance.” 

 
 

Figure 11 - Aerial view of 8095 Main Street 

Figure 12 - Rear of 8109-8111, 8113 Main Street 
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5) 8125 Main Street – The application states, “Recently, DPW completed removal of the rear 

portion of the building that was in danger of collapse. During this process, DPW was able to 
maintain the far south brick wall, on the south side of the stream channel, as well as 
components of the original building structure which span the stream channel. Given that the 
new construction on the First Floor was not originally the rear of the building, which differs from 
8085 or 8111-8113, two approaches are presented. The first approach is to install a composite 
‘board and baton’ type siding, generally with a 12” exposure and nominally 3” batons. The siding 
would extend from the top of the existing stream channel wall, to the underside of the 2nd 
story, above; and be painted in a color complementary to the existing brick above. The board 
and baton look was selected to 
provide a visual break from the 
prevalence of horizontal siding on 
either side of the building; and also 
since the length of the building is 
longer than buildings typically 
present in the area. 
 
A second approach would be to 
install brick masonry, 
complementary to the existing brick 
visible on the 2nd floor, on the 
lower level as well. With either 
option, clerestory windows are 
proposed for installation. The 
placement was developed in 
response to the 3-bay rhythm of 
the front façade.” 
 

6) 3760 St. Paul Street – The Applicant proposes to create a pocket park at 3760 St. Paul Street 
(former rear of 8125 Main Street).  The parcel is located along St. Paul Street, across the stream 
from Main Street. The Applicant proposes to incorporate flood egress to this parcel from the 
Main Street buildings. There is currently a pressure treated wood boardwalk/walkway from the 
rear of 8125 Main Street to St. Paul Street (which is not ADA accessible). In creating a pocket 
park, the Applicant proposes to demolish the existing wood boardwalk/walkway and construct 
an ADA accessible ramp within the proposed park area.  
 
The application shows two options for the park, Option A and Option B (please note the 
application correction: Page 52 and 53 in the ‘Channel Constriction Project Rear Removals’ 
states Options 1 and 2 but will be referenced as Options A and B throughout this staff report. On 
page 47, the designs are noted as Approach A and Approach B, also referencing Options A and 
B.)  Both options provide ADA ramp accessibility, seating areas and green space. Option A 
incorporates a seating area parallel to the stream channel. Option B utilizes the footprint of the 
former carriage house at the entry point of the ramp. Option B includes a lawn space and larger 
seating area by the stream channel.  
 
 

Figure 13 - Rear of 8125 Main Street. 
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Figure 14 - Previously existing garages. 

Figure 15 - Looking at park area from St. Paul Street 
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Figure 16 - Pressure treated walkway and view of proposed park area. 

Figure 17 - View looking toward foundation ruins and St. Paul Street 
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HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations: The following Guidelines and Code provision referenced 
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. 
 
Chapter 6.C: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Masonry 

1) Chapter 6.C recommends: 
a. “Maintain or restore original brick, stone, concrete block or stucco. Make repairs with 

materials that match the original as closely as possible.” 
b. “If a masonry wall or feature must be replaced, use material as similar to the original as 

possible, particularly if the materials are visible from a public road or are key elements of 
the building's style or character.” 

2) Chapter 6.C states the following is a possible exception: “When historic masonry must be 
replaced, it may be necessary to use modern materials if historically accurate materials cannot 
reasonably be used for economic or other reasons. The materials chosen should be as compatible 
as possible with the original.”  

 
Chapter 6.D: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Wood Siding, Shingles and Logs 

3) Chapter 6.D states, “Wood is the most common building material in Ellicott City. German siding 
and wood shingles are found on many buildings; clapboard siding is also found but is less 
common.” 

4) Chapter 6.D recommends, “When necessary, replace deteriorated wood siding or shingles with 
wood siding or shingles that match the original as closely as possible in width, shape, and profile. 
Maintain the original shape and width of details such as cornerboards, cornices, and door and 
window trim.” 

5) Chapter 6.D states the following are possible exceptions: 
a. “If wood siding must be replaced on a historic building, a composite siding material may 

be considered, if wood is not a viable option, the composite siding conveys the 
appearance of the historic material. and application of the substitute material does not 
damage or obscure historic features. The texture, width, shape, profile and finish of the 
substitute siding material should be similar to the wood siding it replaces.” 

b. “Especially on non historic buildings, vinyl or aluminum siding may be replaced with a 
similar material, preferably one that is an improvement over the existing material in 
appearance. (Replacement with a matching material is routine maintenance).” 

 
The rears of these buildings are not highly visible from St. Paul Street due to the topography, and are not 
visible from Main Street.  
 
In HPC-17-52, the Commission approved the use of Boral TruExterior siding (a composite poly ash 
product) in a German lap profile, to be used on the side of 8085 Main Street, (the side of the building 
located directly over the stream). The Boral TruExterior website states that the siding “installs with 
standard woodwork tools and methods, accepts paint of any color, resists rot and termite attacks, 
maintains a high level of dimensional stability and does not crack or split from moisture.” There are also 
other composite/fiber cement products available in a German lap siding, whereas in years past the 
siding profiles offered were mostly a plain lap siding. 
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Chapter 6.H: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Windows 

6) Chapter 6.H provides background information on the common types of windows found in Ellicott 
City. 

7) Chapter 6.H states, “Vinyl or metal replacement windows do not have the same detailing as 
wood windows and should be avoided on historic buildings. Although they are usually 
appropriate on modern buildings, vinyl windows can be detrimental to a historic streetscape if 
used on a prominent, highly visible façade of a nonhistoric building close to historic buildings. 
Wood widows clad with a permanent finish are a good, low maintenance alternative.” 

8) Chapter 6.H states the following is a possible exception, “Vinyl windows may be acceptable for 
modern additions to historic buildings if the addition is to the rear of the building with little 
visibility from public ways or neighboring properties.” 

 
While primarily recommending the repair of historic windows, the Guidelines offer recommendations 
for other scenarios. The new rear facades will not be historic and all proposed window openings will be 
new. The Commission has previously approved aluminum clad wood windows on historic properties, 
and the Guidelines indicate the use of aluminum clad wood windows on the new rear facades would be 
acceptable.  
 
Chapter 7: New Construction: Additions, Porches and Outbuildings 

9) Chapter 7 states: 
a. “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.” 

b. “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.” 

c. “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.” 

d. “For frame construction, use wood siding or wood shingles similar in appearance to the 
siding or shingles on the existing building. Aluminum, vinyl or another substitute siding 
may be acceptable if already used on the existing building. A substitute siding material 
that is compatible in width, profile, shape, texture and finish to the wood siding on the 

Figure 18 – Older wood siding (left) compared to Boral siding (right) 
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existing building may be used for additions to nonhistoric buildings, or for additions to 
historic buildings if wood siding is not a viable option.” 

 
While the Applicant is not proposing to construct an addition, the proposed construction of a new rear 
façade is comparable, and the Guidelines offer recommendations to distinguish the historic structure 
from the new construction.  
 
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. 
 
Chapter 9.A: Landscape and Site Elements; Topography and Water Courses 

10) Chapter 9.A states: 
a. “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.” 

b. “Steep, rocky slopes form the backdrop for much of the historic district. Ellicott City's 
buildings and streets were fitted into the steep hillsides without major changes to the 
natural land forms. Retaining walls or the outer walls of buildings have been used to 
terrace the land to create the narrow, level areas needed for buildings, roads, gardens 
and other improvements.” 
 

11) Chapter 9.A recommends: 
a. “Minimize grading by siting new structures and other improvements to make use of the 

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

b. 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 stopping spots in parks, plazas, and other areas open to the public.” 

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

12) 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.” 
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d. “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.” 

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

 
The proposal to construct a pocket park complies with the Guideline recommendations. Other 
applicable Guideline recommendations related to the construction of a park are referenced above for 
the Commission’s consideration.  
 
Newspaper articles about the 1999 fire indicated that the lack of rear access to the buildings along Main 
Street was a significant impediment to containing the fire. If possible, any incorporation of hydrants and 
emergency access (such as level surfaces where possible) would be beneficial.  
 
Alternate arrangement of the ramp switchbacks and terracing could allow for more usable parkland, 
which could include incorporation of picnic tables, terracing, benches and usable lawn. This would allow 
more gathering space during emergency events and more space for passive recreational opportunities. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC provide Advisory Comments on the rear 
treatments of the building and the creation of a pocket park based on the standards set forth in §16.607 
of the Howard County Code and its adopted Guidelines. 
 
Testimony: There was no testimony as this case was continued to the November 4, 2021 HPC meeting. 
 
 
*Chapter and page references are from the Ellicott City or Lawyers Hill Historic District Design Guidelines. 

 

Figure 19 – Example of terracing and stonework at Falls Park on the Reedy, 
Greenville, SC, Google Streetview 2014 
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OTHER BUSINESS 
 

1. Commission Administrative Business 
a. Welcoming new members 

The existing Commission and new members introduced themselves.  
 

b. Voting for officers 
Mr. Shad said he was willing to serve as the Chair for the remainder of his term, which ends in July. Mr. 
Reich moved to make Mr. Shad the Chair. Ms. Zoren seconded. The motion was unanimously approved.  
 
Mr. Reich nominated Ms. Zoren to serve as Vice-Chair. Mr. Shad seconded. The motion was unanimously 
approved. 
 
Ms. Zoren nominated Mr. Reich to serve as Secretary. Ms. Flynn Giles seconded. The motion was 
unanimously approved. 
 

c. Training session information 
Staff said they will be setting up a training opportunity in January and were looking at January 13, 2022. 
 
 
 

 
 
Mr. Shad moved to adjourn the meeting at 10:39 pm. Ms. Flynn Giles 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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November Minutes 
 

Thursday, November 4, 2021; 7:00 p.m. 
A public meeting of the Historic Preservation Commission was held on Thursday, November 4, 2021. 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 October 7, 2021 minutes, with grammatical edits noted by Mr. Shad. 
Ms. Zoren seconded. The motion was unanimously approved.  
 
 
Members present:  Allan Shad, Chair; Bruno Reich; Erica Zoren; Julianne Danna, Ellen Flynn Giles 
 
Staff present:   Beth Burgess, Samantha Holmes, Kristen Haskins 
 
 
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-21-06c – 3872 Old Columbia Pike, Ellicott City 
 
Regular Agenda 

1. HPC-21-40– 3783 Old Columbia Pike, Ellicott City 
2. HPC-21-39 – 8081 Main Street, 8085 Main Street, 8095 Main Street, 8109-8111 Main Street, 

8113 Main Street and 8125 Main Street, 3760 St. Paul Street, Ellicott City 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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-21-06c – 3872 Old Columbia Pike, Ellicott City, HO-635 
Applicant: Georgianna Kay Harrison 
 
Request: The Applicant, Georgianna Kay Harrison, request Final Tax Credit Approval for repairs made at 
3872 Old Columbia Pike, Ellicott City.  
 
Background and Site Description: This property is not located in a local historic district, but is listed on 
the Historic Sites Inventory as HO-635, the Harrison House. According to SDAT, the primary building on 
the property dates to 1899. The Applicant was pre-approved for tax credits to replace and paint the 
wood windows on the historic outbuilding with salvaged matching wood windows through the Executive 
Secretary process on March 31, 2021. 
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant has submitted documentation that $2448.96 was spent on eligible, pre-
approved work. The Applicant seeks $612.24 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 $612.24.  
 
 

REGULAR AGENDA 
 
 
HPC-21-40 – 3783 Old Columbia Pike, Ellicott City, HO-635 
Applicant: Kathleen Y. Feeney 
 
Request: The Applicant, Kathleen Y. Feeney, requests a Certificate of Approval to make exterior 
alterations and Tax Credit Pre-Approval at 3783 Old Columbia Pike, Ellicott City. 
 
Background and Site Description: The property is located in the Ellicott City Historic District. According 
to SDAT, the building on the property dates to 1930.  
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant proposes to make the following alterations and seeks tax credit pre-
approval for the work: 

1) Replace all existing wood windows on the house (a total of 18 windows) with Andersen 400 
series vinyl clad wood windows with a simulated divided light with a permanent exterior and 
removable interior. The existing windows are 6:1 double hung windows, painted white. The 
replacement windows will match the 6:1 pattern and are proposed to be black, vinyl clad wood 
windows. 

2) Change the size of the casement windows in the dining room, located on the east side of the 
house. The existing windows measure 47 inches wide by 20 inches high and replace them with 
56-inch-high by 25-5/8-inch wide windows, using the same proposed Andersen 400 series vinyl 
clad wood. The new dimensions would be similar to the existing double hung windows on the 
outside of the bay on the east side of the structure. 

3) Remove the existing wood shutters. The application notes the shutters are nonfunctioning 
shutters, nailed into the siding and hung upside down. The shutters would be removed and not 
replaced. 
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Figure 1 - Front facade 

Figure 2 - Front facade 
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HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations:  
 
Chapter 6.H: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Windows 

1) Chapter 6.H states, “Vinyl or metal replacement windows do not have the same profile and 
detailing as wood windows and should be avoided on historic buildings. Although they are 
usually appropriate on modern buildings, vinyl windows can be detrimental to a historic 
streetscape if used on a prominent, highly visible façade of a nonhistoric building close to historic 
buildings. Wood windows clad with a permanent finish are a good, low maintenance 
alternative.” 

2) Chapter 6.H recommends:  
a. “Maintain and repair original window openings, frames, sashes, sills, lintels and trim. 

Maintain glass, putty and paint in good condition. Install weatherstripping to reduce air 
infiltration.” 

b. “When repair is not possible, replace original windows, frames and related details with 
features that fit the original openings and are of the same style, material, finish and 
window pane configuration. If possible, reproduce frame size and profile and muntin 
detailing.” 

c. Replace inappropriate modern windows with windows of appropriate style. If 
documentary evidence of the original windows is available, choose new windows similar 
to the original. Otherwise, select windows appropriate toe the period and style of the 
building.” 

3) Chapter 6.H recommends against:  
a. “Replacing sound wood windows and frames, even if paint, putty and glazing need 

repair or replacement.” 
b. “Removing, adding or altering a window opening on a building’s primary façade or in 

any location where is affects historic features keys to the building’s character.” 
c. “Replacing wood windows with metal or vinyl. Using metal or vinyl windows on historic 

buildings or in highly visible locations, except for appropriate, metal-framed storefront 
windows.” 

4) Chapter 6.H states the following is a Possible Exception, “Vinyl windows may be acceptable for 
modern additions to historic buildings if the addition is to the rear of the building with little 
visibility from public ways or neighboring properties.” 

 
The 6:1 wood windows are a character-defining element on this house which is otherwise quite plain. 
The Guidelines recommend that when repair is not possible, windows be replaced in the same style, 
material, finish and window pane configuration. The proposed vinyl clad wood windows would be a 
change in material and finish. 
 
The Guidelines state that “Wood windows clad with a permanent finish are a good, low maintenance 
alternative” in relation to nonhistoric buildings when vinyl windows are ordinally proposed. A clad 
window, either clad in vinyl or aluminum, still has a wood surface underneath and typically has 
simulated divided lights on the exterior, of an appropriate raised profile. Staff has inquired with the 
Applicant what the muntins will look like of the proposed vinyl clad wood windows. While the use of the 
vinyl clad wood windows does not comply with the Guideline recommendations in relation to the front 
façade, the rear of the building is not readily visible from the public right of way or neighboring 
properties, and the use of a more modern window may be more appropriate on the rear only. 
 
The proposal to remove the casement windows and change them to 6:1 double hung window complies 
with the recommendations to replace inappropriate modern windows with windows of an appropriate 
style and similar to the original.  
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Chapter 6.I: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Shutters and Blinds 

5) Chapter 6.I recommends, “Maintain and repair original shutters, blinds and hardware.” 
6) Chapter 6.I recommends against: 

a. “Unnecessarily removing original shutters.” 
b. “Installing shutters or blinds on a historic building if it here is no evidence of their use 

during the historic period.” 
 
Although the application indicates the shutters are currently nailed to the building, there does appear to 
hinges on the existing shutters, indicating that they were once operational. It is not clear if the shutters 
are historic, but photographs from the case file show shutters existed in 1979. 
 
Architecturally, the house is a bungalow, in a vernacular style. The most character defining elements of 
the house are the 6:1 wood windows and the eyebrow/shed style dormer. The shutters do not appear 
to be a character defining element and could be removed without affecting the integrity of the 
structure, as it is common to see this building style with and without shutters.  
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC determine if the proposed vinyl clad 
wood windows comply with the Guidelines and approve, deny or modify accordingly. Staff recommends 
the HPC approve the removal of the wood shutters and change of window size. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Kathy Feeney, the Applicant and Marcy Feeney, her sister and designer. 
Ms. Kathy Feeney said the replacement window they proposed are the most efficient and similar 
window to put on the house. Ms. Marcy Feeney said they were trying to go with a more authentic 
window with a black vinyl cladding on the exterior and white wood on the interior.  
 
Mr. Reich said that generally the Commission discourages using vinyl on the outside when replacing a 
window that was wood. Mr. Reich said that Andersen makes a wood window with a factory paint finish 
on the outside. Mr. Marcy Feeney discussed the Andersen windows, the 400 series versus the A-series, 
with Mr. Reich. Mr. Reich did not find that black would have been an original color on this house and 
that the windows would have been white. The Applicant pointed out that the windows are currently 
brown and Mr. Reich explained the goal is to get as close as possible to what should be there 
historically.  
 
Ms. Zoren agreed with Mr. Reich about the vinyl clad wood windows not meeting the Guidelines on the 
front of the house. She agreed that a fully wood window that is powder coated would be more 
appropriate. She said the vinyl clad would be more appropriate on the rear of the house. She said 
enlarging the windows on the bay would be appropriate and more in keeping with the original design 
intent. Ms. Zoren agreed that black would not have been the original color, but thinks it could look good 
on the house and fit in with the district. She said the color is not bright or garish, just a dark plain color 
that could be tied into other elements of the house. For the shutters, Ms. Zoren agreed that those 
specific shutters were not original, but explained that without shutters the house will be extremely 
plain. She said if those shutters did not work, the Applicant should consider replacing them with 
historically accurate, operable wood shutters. Ms. Marcy Feeney agreed shutters would look good on 
windows that should have shutters and did not find they would look good on the wide rectangular 
casement window on the front of the house.  
 
Ms. Kathy Feeney said the plan was to paint the house white with black windows and she thought it 
would look fine without the shutters.  
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Ms. Danna agreed with the previous Commissioners. Ms. Danna agreed with Mr. Reich’s suggestion to 
use an all wood window. She said the black vinyl clad was too modern and it should be white. She 
pointed out the vinyl could not be painted in the future if needed. Ms. Danna said the front window and 
dormer window should not lose the shutters, but agreed the wide casement window should not have 
shutters. 
 
Ms. Flynn Giles said the black windows were fine and that if the shutters were removed, there would be 
no definition for the house with white windows, on a white wall. She said this style of house, with or 
without shutters was not uncommon. 
 
Mr. Shad said wood windows, even the powder coated, would be more appropriate for the front and 
found it acceptable to give them option on the back for vinyl clad wood windows. Mr. Shad said it would 
look better to have a contrasting color for the windows. He agreed with previous comments on the 
shutters and does not find they are necessary. He had no objections to the reminder of the application. 
Mr. Shad asked if they were willing to use a wood window on the front. Ms. Feeney said she was fine 
with the wood window on the front if they could find them in a reasonable time. Mr. Reich said Jeld-
Wen also has a wood window series with a factory finish on the outside. Ms. Marcy Feeney said that 
right now they know the 400 series has the windows in the pattern that matches and they would do 
their best to have wood on the front and vinyl clad on the side.  
 
The Applicants and Mr. Reich further discussed the shutters, which he noted have hinges on the side. 
The Applicant said the shutters touch on the dormer. 
 
Ms. Holmes pointed out that the Commission still needed to determine if tax credits applied to any of 
the items requested for approval.  
 
The Commission discussed the proposed size change on the bay and Mr. Reich said the small windows 
would not have been the originally intended sized windows. Ms. Zoren confirmed with the other 
Commissioners that tax credits would not apply if the vinyl windows were approved. Mr. Reich and Mr. 
Shad agreed. The Applicant and the Commission further discussed window material and tax credits.  
 
Ms. Holmes clarified that the tax credit depends on what the Commission approves, since they did not 
appear to unanimous. Ms. Holmes explained the tax credit was intended for the in-kind repair or 
replacement of historic features.  
 
Ms. Kathy Feeney asked if they needed to go through this process to get the tax credit if they replace 
the existing wood siding with wood siding. Ms. Holmes said yes, that the County Code require pre-
approval by the Commission and they do not have the authority to retroactively approve tax credits.  
 
Ms. Kathy Feeney asked if they would get tax credits to use the black windows. Ms. Holmes said the 
Commissioners need to make a motion, but it did not appear they were unanimous to know the answer 
yet. 
 
The Commissioners polled themselves regarding the windows. Mr. Reich suggested giving the 
homeowner the option to use black or white windows. Ms. Flynn Giles said that the homeowner has 
requested black windows, requested shutter removal and agreed to powder coated wood on the front. 
Ms. Haskins said the owner has not yet amended the application to install wood front windows. Mr. 
Reich asked if they were willing to modify their application to painted wood windows. Ms. Feeney said 
they would intend to do that on the front windows, if they could locate them and they would try their 
best. Ms. Holmes explained that a decision needed to be made on the windows, and that if the 
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Commission denied the proposed vinyl clad windows, then the Applicant could not return for a year for 
the same, or similar work. The Commission and the Applicant discussed withdrawing the application in 
order to do more research. Ms. Holmes asked the Applicant if they were open to use wood painted 
windows on the front, with vinyl clad wood on the sides, if tax credits applied to the front windows and 
not the side and rear vinyl clad wood. The Applicant agreed to amend the application to use wood 
windows on the front of the house. Mr. Reich said the Applicant should have the option to use wood 
windows on the entire house. 
 
Motion: Mr. Reich moved to approve as follows: 

1) Approve wood windows on the front of the house, and wood or vinyl clad wood Andersen 400 
series windows on the sides and rear of the house. 

2) Approve the change of size of the windows on the bay, on the side of the house.  
3) Approve windows to be white or black in color.  
4) Approve the removal of the shutters. 
5) Pre-approve tax credits for the wood window portion of the project, which would include the 

enlarged size of the bay window if wood is used. 
 
Ms. Flynn Giles seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
 
HPC-21-39 – 8081 Main Street, 8085 Main Street, 8095 Main Street, 8109-8111 Main Street, 8113 
Main Street and 8125 Main Street, 3760 St. Paul Street, Ellicott City 
Applicant: Robert Z. Hollenbeck, Howard County Department of Public Works 
 
Request: The Applicant, Robert Z. Hollenbeck, AIA, on behalf of the Howard County Department of 
Public Works, requests Advisory Comments on the rear façade reconstruction and improvements at 
8081 Main Street, 8085 Main Street, 8109-8111 Main Street, 8113 Main Street and 8125 Main Street.  
 
Background and Site Description: These properties are all located in the Ellicott City Historic District 
(HO-78). The buildings have the following dates of construction and alteration: 

1. 8081 Main Street – The building dates circa 1834-38. The property is listed as HO-360, Boone 
House, in the Howard County Historic Sites Inventory and the Maryland Inventory of Historic 
Properties. 

a. The previously existing addition had smoke and water damage from the 1999 fire and 
demolished. In September 2000, in case HPC-00-47, the HPC approved the construction 
of new two-story rear addition with a cantilevered deck. 

2. 8085 Main Street – According to SDAT the building on the property dates the building to 1920. 
a. The building was significantly damaged in the 1999 fire, 2016 flood and 2018 flood. 

3. 8095 Main Street – The historic building was destroyed in the 1999 fire and demolished, the 
current building constructed in 2000. 

4. 8109-8111 Main Street – The building at 8109-8111 Main Street dates circa 1860 and is shown 
on the Sanborn maps by 1887. The property is listed as HO-586, Katydid, in the Howard County 
Historic Sites Inventory and the Maryland Inventory of Historic Properties. 

a. Photographic evidence shows the front façade has been altered significantly over time. 
b. The building was damaged in the 1999 fire and sustained significant interior and exterior 

damage in the 2016 and 2018 floods. 
5. 8113 Main Street – The building dates circa 1830s. The property is listed as HO-359, 

Crosscurrents/Caplan’s Frame Shop, in the Howard County Historic Sites Inventory and the 
Maryland Inventory of Historic Properties. 

a. Photographic evidence shows the front façade has been altered significantly over time. 



8 
 

b. The building was damaged in the 1999 fire and sustained significant interior and exterior 
damage in the 2016 and 2018 floods. 

6. 8125 Main Street – According to articles from the Ellicott City Times, the building was 
constructed in 1926 and was designed by architect Stanislaus Russell of Baltimore. 

a. The building was significantly damaged in the 2016 and 2018 floods. In May 2019, in 
case HPC-19-18, the rear portion of the building over the stream was demolished and 
the building was stabilized.  

7. 3760 St. Paul Street – Two garages were approved for demolition in August 2016 in case HPC-
16-52, following the 2016 flood in order to obtain access to the rear of 8125 Main Street. The 
sloped space remaining is now known at 3760 St. Paul Street.  

 
The Staff Report Addendums for the previous case, HPC-21-38 is incorporated by reference. 
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant seeks Advisory Comments on the rear façade treatments of the buildings 
at 8081 Main Street, 8085 Main Street, 8095 Main Street, 8109-8111 Main Street, 8113 Main Street and 
8125 Main Street, as well as the creation of a park at 3760 St. Paul Street, Ellicott City. The application 
provides an excerpt from the Section 106 Programmatic Agreement and states, “The proposed rear 
removals are not intended to alter the existing stream channel walls. Where the channel walls require 
repair, this will be executed as part of the project. 

a) Stone will be selected to match existing to the greatest extent possible. 
b) Stone will be laid in a pattern consistent with adjacent materials. 
c) Mortar samples will be collected and examined to determine a mix compatible with the 

adjacent material.” 
 

The application explains the proposed rear façade treatment specific to each building: 
 

1) 8081 Main Street – The application states, “The rear façade of the building visible was 

constructed c. 1990s and is clad with German-lap wood siding, a material common and 
highly prevalent in the Historic District. As flood proofing approaches are considered, the 
first floor fenestration must be altered to alleviate potential water infiltration points. The rear 
addition that was constructed in the 1990s is appropriately scaled to the original structure. The 
addition also allows the original structure to read independently. The approach for this structure 
is to maintain the shape and form of the c. 1990s addition, to restructure the rear addition using 
flood resilient materials with no visible change to the exterior siding or shape / form of the 
building. Alternative fenestration is planned for the face of the building paralleling the stream 
channel, on the First Floor only. Windows will be located at a higher elevation, and will be 
awning or casement function, single light design. Since the German lap siding may be exposed to 
rising water, replacing it with a composite material, such as fiber cement, would maintain the 
look but provide additional flood resilience.” 
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2) 8085 Main Street – The application states, “The portion of the building being preserved was 
constructed from terra cotta masonry, which was prevalent during the time period. While the 
Main Street façade appears to be larger scale brick masonry units, it is actually terra cotta. To 
emulate this approach, cladding the rear façade with larger scale brick masonry units is 
proposed. The design team is considering a Utility size brick, nominally 4 inches by 12 inches, as 
the closest readily-available option; however additional material research is ongoing. The use of 
punched window openings, scaled slightly smaller than the front façade, is proposed for the new 
rear façade. The windows will be wood, or aluminum-clad wood should the Commission 
consider it (for ease of long-term maintenance).” 

 
3) 8095 Main Street – The application states, “8095 presents a unique opportunity to improve a 

relatively contemporary structure into a focal point spanning the stream channel, visible from 
new expanded park space along Lower Main Street and St. Paul Street. This structure will 
become one that will be experienced from all facades. Given that the building is only 
approximately 20 years old, and that the side and rear facades have no distinguishing features, 
two approaches have been developed for this structure. 
 
The first approach is generally responsive to the illustrative vision of the Master Plan, and 
consistent with other masonry structures throughout the Historic District. This approach 
proposes a series of punched window openings, and considers the logic of similar ‘side’ facades, 
most notably the side of 8059 Main Street. In order to improve the energy efficiency, and 
provide additional visual interest, a new cladding for the side and rear facades is proposed. This 
cladding respects and channels the prevalence of horizontal siding present throughout the 
District, but augments that by proposing a larger scale and slightly more contemporary detailing. 
This approach could utilize fiber composite panels that are painted, or potentially include the 
use of a rain-screen system, utilizing aluminum composite panels.  

Figure 10 - Rear of 8085/Portalli's in 2012, prior to 
construction of rear deck and bar. 

Figure 9 - Rear 8081 Main Street 
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The second approach includes developing more contemporary window openings, elongated and 
responsive to the building shape and form. Along the east side of the building, a glass curtain 
wall system is proposed on the portion of the building spanning the stream channel. This affords 
a unique opportunity to view and experience the stream channel from inside the structure – a 
concept harmonious with the Commission’s guidelines. It also potentially allows for salvaged 
truss components to potentially be displayed interior to the building, but be visible through the 
curtain wall system. With the contemporary approach, considerations for alternative cladding 
approaches are contained within Appendix A.” 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Figure 11 - Aerial view of 8095 Main Street 
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4) 8109-8111, 8113 Main Street – 
The application states, “The 
portion of the building being 
removed is an addition to the 
original structure. On the 
second and third floors of the 
building, German-lap wood 
siding is visible, as are several 
sliding doors and windows that 
do not appear to relate to the 
Main Street façade of the 
building. Building upon the 
materials already present, the 
new rear façade is proposed to 
be clad in similar German-lap 
wood siding. New windows are 
proposed, following the logic of 
the Main Street façade. It is 
envisioned that with the 
reduced floor plate, most, if not all interior walls will be removed, hence one would be able to 
experience both facades while inside the building. The new windows would be either wood 
double-hung or aluminum-clad wood, should the Commission allow it, for ease of 
maintenance.” 

 
 

5) 8125 Main Street – The application 
states, “Recently, DPW completed 
removal of the rear portion of the 
building that was in danger of 
collapse. During this process, DPW 
was able to maintain the far south 
brick wall, on the south side of the 
stream channel, as well as 
components of the original building 
structure which span the stream 
channel. Given that the new 
construction on the First Floor was 
not originally the rear of the 
building, which differs from 8085 
or 8111-8113, two approaches are 
presented. The first approach is to 
install a composite ‘board and 
batten’ type siding, generally with 
a 12” exposure and nominally 3” batons. The siding would extend from the top of the existing 
stream channel wall, to the underside of the 2nd story, above; and be painted in a color 
complementary to the existing brick above. The board and baton look was selected to provide a 
visual break from the prevalence of horizontal siding on either side of the building; and also 
since the length of the building is longer than buildings typically present in the area. 
 

Figure 13 - Rear of 8125 Main Street. 

Figure 12 - Rear of 8109-8111, 8113 Main Street 
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A second approach would be to install brick masonry, complementary to the existing brick 
visible on the 2nd floor, on the lower level as well. With either option, clerestory windows are 
proposed for installation. The placement was developed in response to the 3-bay rhythm of the 
front façade.” 
 

6) 3760 St. Paul Street – The Applicant proposes to create a pocket park at 3760 St. Paul Street 
(former rear of 8125 Main Street).  The parcel is located along St. Paul Street, across the stream 
from Main Street. The Applicant proposes to incorporate flood egress to this parcel from the 
Main Street buildings. There is currently a pressure treated wood boardwalk/walkway from the 
rear of 8125 Main Street to St. Paul Street (which is not ADA accessible). In creating a pocket 
park, the Applicant proposes to demolish the existing wood boardwalk/walkway and construct 
an ADA accessible ramp within the proposed park area.  
 
The application shows two options for the park, Option A and Option B (please note the 
application correction: Page 52 and 53 in the ‘Channel Constriction Project Rear Removals’ 
states Options 1 and 2 but will be referenced as Options A and B throughout this staff report. On 
page 47, the designs are noted as Approach A and Approach B, also referencing Options A and 
B.)  Both options provide ADA ramp accessibility, seating areas and green space. Option A 
incorporates a seating area parallel to the stream channel. Option B utilizes the footprint of the 
former carriage house at the entry point of the ramp. Option B includes a lawn space and larger 
seating area by the stream channel.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Figure 14 - Previously existing garages. 
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Figure 15 - Looking at park area from St. Paul Street 

Figure 16 - Pressure treated walkway and view of proposed park area. 
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HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations: The following Guidelines and Code provision referenced 
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. 
 
Chapter 6.C: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Masonry 

1) Chapter 6.C recommends: 
a. “Maintain or restore original brick, stone, concrete block or stucco. Make repairs with 

materials that match the original as closely as possible.” 
b. “If a masonry wall or feature must be replaced, use material as similar to the original as 

possible, particularly if the materials are visible from a public road or are key elements of 
the building's style or character.” 

2) Chapter 6.C states the following is a possible exception: “When historic masonry must be 
replaced, it may be necessary to use modern materials if historically accurate materials cannot 
reasonably be used for economic or other reasons. The materials chosen should be as compatible 
as possible with the original.”  

 
Chapter 6.D: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Wood Siding, Shingles and Logs 

3) Chapter 6.D states, “Wood is the most common building material in Ellicott City. German siding 
and wood shingles are found on many buildings; clapboard siding is also found but is less 
common.” 

4) Chapter 6.D recommends, “When necessary, replace deteriorated wood siding or shingles with 
wood siding or shingles that match the original as closely as possible in width, shape, and profile. 
Maintain the original shape and width of details such as cornerboards, cornices, and door and 
window trim.” 

Figure 17 - View looking toward foundation ruins and St. Paul Street 
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5) Chapter 6.D states the following are possible exceptions: 
a. “If wood siding must be replaced on a historic building, a composite siding material may 

be considered, if wood is not a viable option, the composite siding conveys the 
appearance of the historic material. and application of the substitute material does not 
damage or obscure historic features. The texture, width, shape, profile and finish of the 
substitute siding material should be similar to the wood siding it replaces.” 

b. “Especially on non historic buildings, vinyl or aluminum siding may be replaced with a 
similar material, preferably one that is an improvement over the existing material in 
appearance. (Replacement with a matching material is routine maintenance).” 

 
The rears of these buildings are not highly visible from St. Paul Street due to the topography, and are not 
visible from Main Street.  
 
In HPC-17-52, the Commission approved the use of Boral TruExterior siding (a composite poly ash 
product) in a German lap profile, to be used on the side of 8085 Main Street, (the side of the building 
located directly over the stream). The Boral TruExterior website states that the siding “installs with 
standard woodwork tools and methods, accepts paint of any color, resists rot and termite attacks, 
maintains a high level of dimensional stability and does not crack or split from moisture.” There are also 
other composite/fiber cement products available in a German lap siding, whereas in years past the 
siding profiles offered were mostly a plain lap siding. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Chapter 6.H: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Windows 

6) Chapter 6.H provides background information on the common types of windows found in Ellicott 
City. 

7) Chapter 6.H states, “Vinyl or metal replacement windows do not have the same detailing as 
wood windows and should be avoided on historic buildings. Although they are usually 
appropriate on modern buildings, vinyl windows can be detrimental to a historic streetscape if 
used on a prominent, highly visible façade of a nonhistoric building close to historic buildings. 
Wood widows clad with a permanent finish are a good, low maintenance alternative.” 

8) Chapter 6.H states the following is a possible exception, “Vinyl windows may be acceptable for 
modern additions to historic buildings if the addition is to the rear of the building with little 
visibility from public ways or neighboring properties.” 

 
While primarily recommending the repair of historic windows, the Guidelines offer recommendations 
for other scenarios. The new rear facades will not be historic and all proposed window openings will be 
new. The Commission has previously approved aluminum clad wood windows on historic properties, 

Figure 18 – Older wood siding (left) compared to Boral siding (right) 
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and the Guidelines indicate the use of aluminum clad wood windows on the new rear facades would be 
acceptable.  
 
Chapter 7: New Construction: Additions, Porches and Outbuildings 

9) Chapter 7 states: 
a. “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.” 

b. “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.” 

c. “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.” 

d. “For frame construction, use wood siding or wood shingles similar in appearance to the 
siding or shingles on the existing building. Aluminum, vinyl or another substitute siding 
may be acceptable if already used 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.” 

 
While the Applicant is not proposing to construct an addition, the proposed construction of a new rear 
façade is comparable, and the Guidelines offer recommendations to distinguish the historic structure 
from the new construction.  
 
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. 
 
Chapter 9.A: Landscape and Site Elements; Topography and Water Courses 

10) Chapter 9.A states: 
a. “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.” 

b. “Steep, rocky slopes form the backdrop for much of the historic district. Ellicott City's 
buildings and streets were fitted into the steep hillsides without major changes to the 
natural land forms. Retaining walls or the outer walls of buildings have been used to 
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terrace the land to create the narrow, level areas needed for buildings, roads, gardens 
and other improvements.” 
 

11) Chapter 9.A recommends: 
a. “Minimize grading by siting new structures and other improvements to make use of the 

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

b. 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 stopping spots in parks, plazas, and other areas open to the public.” 

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

12) 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. 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.” 

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

 
The proposal to construct a pocket park complies with the Guideline recommendations. Other 
applicable Guideline recommendations related to the construction of a park are referenced above for 
the Commission’s consideration.  
 
Newspaper articles about the 1999 fire 
indicated that the lack of rear access to the 
buildings along Main Street was a significant 
impediment to containing the fire. If possible, 
any incorporation of hydrants and emergency 
access (such as level surfaces where possible) 
would be beneficial.  
 
Alternate arrangement of the ramp 
switchbacks and terracing could allow for 
more usable parkland, which could include 
incorporation of picnic tables, terracing, 
benches and usable lawn. This would allow 
more gathering space during emergency 
events and more space for passive recreational 
opportunities. 
 
 

Figure 19 – Example of terracing and stonework at Falls Park on the 
Reedy, Greenville, SC, Google Streetview 2014 
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Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC provide Advisory Comments on the rear 
treatments of the building and the creation of a pocket park based on the standards set forth in §16.607 
of the Howard County Code and its adopted Guidelines. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Robert Hollenbeck, the Applicant and Mark Holmes, a consultant. Mr. 
Hollenbeck gave a PowerPoint presentation explaining the request for Advisory Comments on the rear 
façade treatments of the building that would need to take place after the partial demolition. He said the 
Ellicott City Watershed Master Plan outlines three policies for this area, Policy 8.5, 8.6 and 8.7 and 
summarized each policy. Mr. Hollenbeck explained the Code and Use Study, where they wanted to look 
at the best usability of the building and the different egress needs for flood and fire. Once scenario 
looked at grouping the buildings together as three buildings, but allowing 8081 Main Street to stand on 
its own. They also looked to see if they could combine the six existing buildings into two buildings and 
the building on the east becomes one large building. He explained they needed to cross over the stream 
channel to have a second means of egress out of the flood zone. DPW and their consultants looked at a 
third option to combine the six buildings as one building, which provides the most flexibility, but limits 
the ability to consider multiple or diverse uses, or sell the buildings at a later date. He said they do not 
want to pursue the one building scenario.  
 
Mr. Mark Holmes, the consultant, an architect with RRMM Architects, explained the design 
considerations for the rear facades. He said there are dual missions, fire and flood egress which have 
different requirements. He explained the different design approaches, which show Approach B as a 
contemporary approach on 8095 Main Street, which was rebuilt in 1999 after the fire. He showed a 
traditional rear façade storyboard for the historic buildings which would use materials that looked like 
the historic materials, but were fiber cement materials such as Hardie board, rather than wood siding, 
for floodproofing. The glazed windows would be double paned versus single paned windows. He showed 
a rear façade view of the traditional approach which consisted of board and batten siding for 8125 Main 
Street, horizontal lap siding for 8109-8113 Main Street and a gray fiber cement siding to fill in the 
staircase that led to the second floor of 8113 Main Street. For 8095 Main Street a wet floodproofing 
approach would contain louvered vents, allowing water to infiltrate in the event of a flood. For 8085 the 
rear is currently all CMU block wall and they would propose a treatment of punched windows on the 
east and west side of the building.  
 
Mr. Holmes showed another contemporary storyboard for the rear facades, with examples from Duke 
University showing a gothic building with a modern glass building next door as an example for 8095 
Main Street. He showed a variety of materials for 8095 Main Street surface treatments, such as a terra 
cotta veneer, beige brick, etc. Approach B.1 would introduce a terra cotta treatment on the sides of the 
building spanning the stream with narrow windows punched int the side. Approach B.2 shows a glass 
façade overlooking the stream. Approach B shows a front façade approach, which introduces a larger 
glass treatment along the front of the building to tie into the side and rear glass treatments.   
 
Mr. Holmes explained the St. Paul space, which would be a flood egress location for the six buildings. It 
would also serve as a passive park space and an amenity space for local residents. He said there is a 20-
foot grade change to St. Paul Street.  
 
Mr. Hollenbeck said they looked at the historic buildings that used to exist on the site. He said part of 
that foundation remains and could be something that is incorporated into the park. He showed a 
Sanborn map that showed a mill race on what is now Tiber Alley, which used to run thought their site at 
St. Paul Street. He said it would be interested to research the archeology of the site and incorporate it 
into the park. 



19 
 

 
Mr. Holmes provided an overview of the site, noting the existing features, such as a mulberry volunteer 
tree and stone/concrete and timber framing foundation elements. Mr. Holmes showed a view from St. 
Paul Street. He explained Approach A and said the ramp acts as a terrace wall going down the site and 
there are also seating areas. He said the materials proposed would be brick pavers and similar stone 
patterns prevalent through the Main Street area.  Approach B provides an open lawn space, about 20-25 
feet in diameter, but would allow for use beyond an egress route. He showed a section of the park 
which showed the grade change from the street to the stream. 
  
Mr. Hollenbeck concluded their presentation and welcomed any feedback the Commission had. He said 
they have funds for the rear facades and are pursuing funding for the park space.  
 
Mr. Shad swore in Grace Kubofcik. Ms. Kubofcik reviewed the proposal and was excited about the park 
opportunity. She said given the difficulty of all decision making, DPW has been very careful about what 
they propose, and she supports it and hopes the HPC does as well. 
 
Mr. Reich asked if there was a way to connect this St. Paul Street to the Tiber Park area. Mr. Hollenbeck 
was not sure that would be possible because there are some privately owned buildings between the 
park spaces. Mr. Hollenbeck said they are looking at public interior uses for the building, such as 
restrooms, so that people can move through the building to get to the park area. Mr. Reich suggested 
making comments about the park first and then the buildings. Mr. Reich said the brick walkways were in 
compliance with the design guidelines. He said the Commission would want to see a fully developed 
landscape plan, more information on the appearance of the stone walls. He said that overall it was a 
good concept, but still needed to be developed more. 
 
Ms. Zoren liked how the park was starting to take shape, but said it needs more work. She said the 
zigzagging ramps creates hundreds of linear feet of black vertical picket railing with two handrails on 
each side and multiple ramps up the hill. She recommended finding ways to minimize the appearance of 
the vertical railing, such as buffering with landscaping. She suggested including a staircase, in addition to 
the ramp, when needed as egress or for daily usability. She said the ability to fit both would be 
important.  
 
Ms. Danna had a few concerns with the park from a safety perspective, and said the area will be dark at 
night and is not a well traversed area. She asked how people would be able to use this egress option and 
if they needed to be in the buildings. Ms. Danna asked if people would need to move through the 
buildings to access this egress option, in regards to the proposed enclosure of the stairway between 
Caplans and 8109-8113 Main Street.  
 
Mr. Hollenbeck provided background about the private egress gates that were installed and can be 
unlocked remotely. He said in normal use they would provide a way to experience the park and traverse 
between the park and Main Street, but also want the quick emergency egress if someone is on the 
street through the buildings. Ms. Danna expressed concerns with the archeology in the park and asked 
how they plan to construct the ramp. She referenced the water channel shown on the Sanborn maps. 
She said it was probably an area not touched by water due to the elevation, and she is concerned with 
trash pits and other items that might be found there and would like to see archeological research done 
beforehand.  
 
Mr. Hollenbeck said they have a programmatic agreement for the Safe and Sound Project with includes 
an archeology component. He said their archeologist mentioned the same things, he hypothesized 
where the trash pits, outbuildings, etc would have been located and are looking more at the next stage. 
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She asked if the work would require cut or fill. Mr. Hollenbeck said they are trying to work with the 
grade and trying to disturb the minimum around the granite walls. They are not far along yet to know 
how much is cut or fill. She asked if the property goes all the way to the house on the west side. Mr. 
Hollenbeck said the property lines are questionable in this area and they are tracing back the deeds. He 
said to the best of their knowledge, the property line is 10 feet off the neighboring building.  
 
Ms. Flynn Giles liked the zigzag and the use of the natural terrain. She said she assumed permeable 
materials would be used to make everything work. She expressed concern about the access to the park 
and appreciate the discussion to make it more accessible for general public use without needing to 
enter a building. She said safe access to the park will be needed so it can be utilized. She liked being able 
to see the mill race and the retention of the stone walls. 
 
Mr. Shad said he would be more in favor of the Approach B layout with the open lawn space. He said the 
Commission prefers brick for the surfaces, and for the railings to be in compliance with the Guidelines. 
He said the walls shown on page 53 of the presentation look good and in compliance with the 
Guidelines. He agreed that lighting will need to be looked at for security.  
 
Mr. Shad said they had one other person to comment, Ms. Lisa Wingate, before the buildings are 
discussed. Mr. Shad swore in Ms. Wingate. She spoke on behalf of the Heritage Committee for Patapsco 
Heritage Greenway (PHG) and they are responding in favor of this Safe and Sound project. She said the 
long-term prominent goal of PHG was historic preservation and they support removal of the rears and 
rebuilding the rear facades to save Ellicott City from future storms. They are in favor of making each 
building useful and occupied. PHG supports the overall reconstruction project.  
 
Buildings 
Mr. Reich said that generally the approach is to use materials that match those materials found on the 
buildings. He suggested mimicking the front, or making it as close as possible. For 8081 he asked what 
they were redoing. Mr. Hollenbeck responded that they need to change the fenestration and if that 
building remains a single building it might be wet floodproofed on the first floor. If it is joined together 
with the other buildings, then it will need to be dry floodproofed as its interconnected. He said they 
want it to look similar as it is now, clad in German lap siding.  
 
For 8085 Mr. Reich asked if they will try to use a brick that matches the front of the building. Mr. 
Hollenbeck said the front is a large-scale terra cotta and they would use a larger scale masonry brick of 
similar scale, color and texture. They are waiting for samples to come back. Mr. Reich agreed that was 
the right approach, identifies it as part of the front and creates a durable wall. 
 
Mr. Reich asked what the front material was on 8095. Mr. Hollenbeck said it was a faux limestone. Mr. 
Reich thought the correct approach would be to use a faux limestone all the way back. He said the 
contemporary approaches looked like a modern courthouse building and said the traditional approaches 
should be considered. He suggested keeping to traditional forms. He said that none of the forms looked 
like a traditional form that would be found in Ellicott City. He said if they were not going with a 
traditional approach then it would be better to use an all glass piece so that it is obviously very different. 
He referenced the scheme Approach B and said the building form should be compatible with the rest of 
the architecture in scale, material and size. He explained that the long vertical windows do not relate to 
the building. He suggested doing something obviously different or something that looks like it belongs 
with the form, scale, texture and fenestration patterns of the rest of Ellicott City. He was not sure how 
usable the space would be with the glass. He suggested a masonry gable form with punched windows to 
match the other double hung windows. 
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Mr. Reich supported the idea of infill piece between 8125 Main Street and 8109-8113 Main Street. Mr. 
Reich said the rear of Caplan’s looked incompatible with the other buildings. He suggested using the 
same brick from the front on the back. He said the window patterns shown on the back are changing 
and DPW should use windows that match the existing. 
 
Ms. Zoren agreed with Mr. Reich on the rear window shown on the traditional approach for the 
buildings. She said on 8111 and 8113 there are too many different window types and they should be 
simplified to be more consistent. She said if the top row has shutters, then the middle row should as 
well.  
 
Ms. Zoren said the board and batten on Caplan’s was not appropriate. She said the material signifies 
outbuildings and said it would not feel right on a Main Street building. On 8085 Main Street, Ms. Zoren 
expressed concern with the oversize brick. She understands they are trying to match the terra cotta, but 
said it always looks very modern and would look wrong in this situation. She recommended using 
regular brick.  
 
Ms. Zoren expressed concern for the 8095 Main Street views and said they may not be the right 
approach. She likes the idea of opening up the wall, but recommend a more historically appropriate 
way, by mimicking the set of four windows on the front façade, to get the big opening that is desired. 
She said what is proposed now does not match the front of the building. She said the glass bridge will 
also hurt the budget.  
 
Ms. Danna expressed concern on the staircase infill next to Caplan’s, which she found took away an 
egress. Regarding the grouping buildings she didn’t find an issue grouping 8085-8095 Main Street, but 
said there is a problem with making spaces too big or too small and it is hard to determine without 
knowing uses. She did not want small business owners to be priced out by making the spaces too big. 
She thought the three-building grouping was better for functionality. She agreed with the traditional 
approach, but said the board and batten looked out of place. She agreed with the window comments 
made by the other Commissioners and said they need to look more standard. Ms. Danna said that 8085 
Main Street will be very visible and it needs to look traditional and consistent. Ms. Danna said if the glass 
will be on a west elevation it will be very hot, and if it is an artist space they will not want their art 
heating up. She agreed with Ms. Zoren’s comments on the windows.  
 
Ms. Flynn Giles said earlier comments addressed some of her concerns. She said the traditional 
approach to mimic the front of the building on the back does not work as well as flat facade on the back 
and there should not be so many patterns. She liked the glass and does not think it will be as big as it 
looks as the channel is not really that wide. She is worried about keeping some of the building so small 
that they are unusable or not rentable, but said being too big does not work either. She thought the 
grouping of two buildings worked. She agreed with Mr. Reich’s comments on the glass piece where the 
Main Street and St. Paul street building portions of 8095 Main Street did did not match.  
 
Mr. Shad agreed with the Caplan’s comments regarding the lower portion. He is more in favor of the 
traditional approach for all of the rears of the buildings. He is not in favor of the contemporary look of 
8095 Main Street and the alterations to the front of the building as it will not fit in with the historic 
buildings. Ms. Shad referenced page 43 from the Ellicott City Watershed Master Plan and said that 
rendering of 8095 Main Street looked more consistent with the front of the building.  
 
Ms. Wingate provided comments on the building and agreed with all Commissioner comments. She 
thought the traditional window style is the way to go since this is the rear and they should be 
subservient to the fronts of the buildings. She asked if the awning windows could be turned and become 
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casement windows. For 8085 Main Street, she asked for the rear to have two sets of tripartite windows. 
She explained the front windows were only painted black as a result of the fire and were white or a pale 
color from at least 1940 through the 20th century. She would like to encourage the use on the back of 
light color window, to contrast with the building material. She hoped that some day the front of the 
building would be returned to a lighter color. She asked if the door could be installed in the second bay 
of the tripartite she suggested for the rear of 8085 Main Street. On 8081 Main Street, she recommended 
the fiber cement siding not be the flat wood grain shown on the contemporary storyboard and smooth 
to look like painted wood. She agreed the narrow windows shown on 8095 Main Street did not fit in 
with Main Street and the historic district. She said the all glass reminded her of a student union or 
library, she though it drew too much attention to the rear of the building and something more like that 
shown in the Ellicott City Watershed Master Plan would work better. She did not think the small 
staircase should stand out in a different color, but agreed people need to be able to find it. She said the 
rear of Caplan’s could be a light stucco to help provide light in the park space.  
 
*Chapter and page references are from the Ellicott City or Lawyers Hill Historic District Design Guidelines. 

 

 
 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 

 
Ms. Burgess confirmed they will be setting up an in-person training opportunity in January and were 
looking at January 13, 2022. The meeting will be scheduled around 6:00 pm to 6:30 pm, with the goal to 
be finished by 8:00 pm to 8:30 pm. 
 

Ms. Burgess said the next meeting was December 2 and then in February 2022.  
 
 
Mr. Shad moved to adjourn the meeting at 9:27 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, Preservation Planner 
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December Minutes 
 

Thursday, December 2, 2021; 7:00 p.m. 
A public meeting of the Historic Preservation Commission was held on Thursday, December 2, 2021. 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. Zoren moved to approve the November 4, 2021 minutes. Mr. Reich seconded. The motion was 
unanimously approved.  
 
 
Members present:  Allan Shad, Chair; Erica Zoren, Vice-Chair; Bruno Reich, Secretary; Julianne 

Danna; Ellen Flynn Giles; Dustin Thacker 
 
Staff present:   Beth Burgess, Samantha Holmes, Kristen Haskins 
 
 
This report and any recommendations are based on the Guidelines adopted by the Commission. The 
report is prepared by Commission staff and does not represent the views of the Commission or of the 
Department of Planning and Zoning.     

 
 
PLAN FOR APPROVAL 
 
 
Regular Agenda 

1. HPC-21-41 – 3691 Sarah’s Lane, Ellicott City, HO-59 
2. HPC-21-42 – 10097 Century Drive, Ellicott City, HO-403 
3. HPC-21-43 – 3783 Old Columbia Pike, Ellicott City, HO-635 
4. HPC-21-44 – Proposed legislation: Demolition by Neglect 
5. HPC-21-45 – 8474-8484 and 8482 Frederick Road, Ellicott City 
6. HPC-21-46 – 3713 Fels Lane, Ellicott City, HO-581 
 

 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 

1. Administrative 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-21-41 – 3691 Sarah’s Lane, Ellicott City, HO-59 
Applicant: Kimberly Kepnes 
 
Request: The Applicant, Kimberly Kepnes, requests a Certificate of Approval to make modifications to a 
previously approved plan, 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 (with the option to be silver metal of 
wood stained Behr Harbor Gray) on the northwest side of the building. The ramp approval was contingent 
on the use of a hedgerow or similar landscaping to screen the ramp. In June 2021, in HPC-21-18b, the 
parking lot expansion was approved. 
 
In August 2021, in case HPC-21-27, the Applicant received Advisory Comments for two alternative ADA 
approaches on the northeast side of the building, in order to reduce the length and number of ramps 
required and provide an easier access into the building. These two approaches would have utilized 
existing masonry pathways, with ramps and a lift proposed for access to the porch into the building. An 
application for Certificate of Approval was not submitted for approval for these scenarios, although the 
Commission found they were a better solution than that originally proposed and approved in HPC-21-
18a.  
 
The Applicant recently applied for a building permit to construct the option approved in case HPC-21-
18a. However, the site plan showed an 8’x12’ wood deck attached to the house where the ramp would 
access the new ADA door. This 8’x12’ wood deck was not referenced in the Decision and Order for HPC-
21-18a as it was not included staff report or discussed in the testimony.  In review of the case file, it 
appears that the applicant submitted three revisions to this scope of work prior to the HPC meeting at 
which HPC-21-18a was heard. The original submission showed a smaller platform where the house and 
ramp met; however, the 8x12 deck was included in one of the revised scopes and was not discussed as 
an option with the Commission.  The Applicant then submitted this application for a deck and other 
slight modifications to the ramp plan, which was initially sent through the Minor Alteration process, but 
an objection was received, and the application was scheduled to be heard at the December 2021 
hearing. 
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant seeks approval for slight changes to the ramp plan from that approved in 
HPC-21-18a and the construction of an 8’x12’ deck at the northwest side of the house for entry from the 
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ADA ramp. The ramp will contain white pvc grabrails/handrails, which were also not part of the original 
application or approval. The ramp switches back at the parking, which was not part of the original 
proposal and approval. 
 
The current configurations submitted for building permit 
approval is shown in Figure 1 (the ramp is highlighted in 
yellow): 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The configuration approved in May 2021, HPC-21-18a, is shown in Figure 2: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 1 - Current building permit submittal 

Figure 2 - Revised site plan submitted April 2021 
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Figure 3 - Revision submitted April 2021 HPC meeting, showing 8'x12' deck. It does not appear the Commission noted this revision. 

Figure 4 - Elevation showing revising/addition of 8'x12' deck 
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HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations:  
 
Chapter 7.B: New Construction: Additions, Porches and Outbuildings; Construction of New Porches and 
Decks 

1) Chapter 7.B recommends, “Design new porches and decks to be simple, compatible in design 
with the existing building, and in scale with the existing building in size and roof height.” 

 
The testimony at the May meeting mostly focused on the ramp to be metal, as the cost of wood was 
said to be too expensive. As a result, there was no real discussion of a wood ramp. As mentioned in the 
Background and Scope of Work, the revision showing the deck was submitted in a third application 
revision and it does not appear the Commission was aware of the change. The wood deck and ramp 
appear to have posts and pickets that extend past the decking, onto the fascia board, which is most 
commonly seen on residential decks, whereas decks added to historic properties should have posts and 
pickets mounted in the decking, to be compatible in design with the existing building.  
 
Since the proposed deck is intended to assist with the ADA ramp and not otherwise function as a deck, 
the size should be the minimum size needed to serve the ADA accessibility function. 
 
The application states the grabrail/handrail will be white PVC, which was also not referenced in the 
original application. Since the wood deck will be stained Behr Harbor Gray, a railing painted a similar 
gray might be most appropriate for compatibility in design. A steel handrail would be a more historically 
appropriate material to use over PVC, which is a plastic.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC determine if the proposed deck and 
handrail complies with the Guidelines and approve, modify or deny accordingly. If approved, Staff 
recommends the HPC include a contingency that the deck can only exist in conjunction with the ADA 
ramp and that if the ramp is ever removed in the future, the deck must also be removed.  
 
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Kimberly Kepnes. Ms. Kepnes explained they had an earlier submission in 
May for the ramp, and then looked at other concepts for alternative locations, but are now back on the 
original ramp location. She explained the contractor realized that the end of the ramp was not long 

Figure 5 - Example of a 12" minimum handrail return 
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enough to meet the pitch coming out of the building along the hillside. The switchback was added in 
order to end the ramp at the approved parking area and is a revision to the original plan. The original 
ramp extension would have run another 18 feet in length. They did not realize the deck addition to the 
building was not in the original application. She explained that the door into the building is in the middle 
of the 12-foot-wide addition and having the platform deck on part of it would throw off the balance of 
the building, which is very symmetrical. She explained the door is in the middle, which is about 3 feet 
wide and it gives them about 4 ½ feet on either side and coming into the building someone would enter 
the hallway. She said that having the extra space would be more practical and allow room for someone 
assisting another person. They kept the 8 foot in depth, which gives them a foot and a half on each side. 
The ramp was approved for Behr’s Harbor gray paint and the foundation of building is gray. She thinks 
white for the railings will blend better with the building. 
 
Mr. Shad asked why the grab bar was PVC and not a metal, such as steel. She said the contractor 
recommended it for Code compliance as it is a smooth surface without ridges.  
 
Ms. Zoren said the color white on the handrail was not an issue, but rather the material. She said a more 
appropriate handrail material would be wood or steel. Ms. Zoren said the switchback made sense. She 
asked for an explanation of the 8-foot depth, versus the platform being flush with the edge of the ramp. 
Ms. Zoren said she agreed with the symmetry in the width but did not understand the depth.  
 
Ms. Kepnes said the five-foot turnaround is the minimum size for a platform every 30 feet. She said 
coming up the ramp they need at least 5 feet, which is larger than the ramp itself. She explained the 8-
foot depth will allow for 1 ½ foot on either side for turning around and space for an additional person. 
She explained it may be an area where people are just moving in the building, but resting and gathering 
their things, so the extra space was recommended by the contractor for practical needs. Ms. Zoren 
asked if they would look at a more appropriate handrail material. Ms. Kepnes said it needed to be a 
smooth surface for ADA and did not think that wood is approvable. Ms. Kepnes said she would look into 
it, if they can have the option to use the PVC if needed.  
 
Mr. Reich said the railing should be able to be made out of steel, which is done at most commercial 
buildings.  
 
Mr. Reich understood the 5-foot turnaround landing areas and that it was the whole purpose of this 
design and made sense. Mr. Reich asked if the ramp interfered with the trees. Ms. Kepnes said it did not 
interfere. He said they are only required to have the 5-foot turnaround at the entry, but understood 
they were trying to make a gathering area. He agreed with the staff report that the deck is only needed 
for ADA compliance and should otherwise be removed if not needed. She thought the condition could 
be addressed differently. 
 
Ms. Kepnes said the PVC handrail would be inside the wood pickets was at a lower height than the wood 
railing. 
 
Ms. Danna agreed with using a material other than PVC. She said that metal would be a better option 
and have a cleaner finish, as PVC might not wear well. Ms. Danna referenced the staff report on the 
posts supporting the bottom half of the deck, rather than overlapping and agreed that having the posts 
inside the wood base would be more in-keeping. She agreed the deck should be removed if the ADA 
ramp is ever removed. 
 
Ms. Flynn Giles agreed with the placement of the pickets on the interior and agreed that the handrail 
should be metal in a color that blends with the pickets. She said there will be a door on the side of the 
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building where the deck is located and to remove the ramp and have no way to access the door would 
not make sense. She pointed out that a new application would need to be filed if any alterations were 
made to the ramp.  
 
Mr. Thacker asked if the railing was continuous. Ms. Kepnes said it is a continuous ADA grabrail.  
 
Ms. Zoren said the width of the ramp would need to increase if the railing is moved to the inside. Ms. 
Kepnes asked if the grabrail could be metal or wood to modify and maintain the pickets as they are. The 
Commission discussed the visibility of the exterior pickets on the ramp. Ms. Holmes pointed out the 
original approval requires landscape buffering in front of the ramp. 
 
Ms. Kepnes said they could add a piece of wrapping on the outside. Mr. Reich said it would not make 
that big of a difference either way, he said that with the landscaping and vegetation, only a few posts 
would be visible. Ms. Kepnes stated the ramp will not be a prominent feature on the site and will not 
attract attention. Ms. Kepnes said they would do a metal or wood handrail. Ms. Holmes confirmed the 
railings will be painted with Behr’s Harbor Gray. 
 
Motion: Mr. Reich moved to approve the application as submitted, with the change that the ADA 
handrailing be wood or metal, in a color to match the wood or a black metal. Ms. Danna seconded. The 
motion was unanimously approved.  
 
 
HPC-21-42 – 10097 Century Drive, Ellicott City, HO-403 
Applicant: Laura Thomas 
 
Request: The Applicant, Laura Thomas, seeks tax credit pre-approval to make repairs at 10097 Century 
Drive, Ellicott City.  
 
Background and Site Description: This property is listed on the Historic Sites Inventory as HO-403, the 
Meyer-Manner Log House. According to SDAT the building 
on the property dates to 1899.  
 
A portion of the work included in this application was pre-
approved through the Executive Secretary Tax Credit Pre-
Approval process in case MA-21-32.  
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant seeks tax credit pre-approval 
for the remainder of the work listed in this application, 
which was not pre-approved in case MA-21-32. The work 
consists of: 

1) Replace plumbing in Section D. The existing 
plumbing was not to Code; the water and sewer 
PVC/CPVC lines were not glued together, which 
caused a sewage leak. The application notes that 
this work has begun out of necessity, but is not yet 
complete. The Applicant stated via email that most 
of the plumbing was roughed in, but needed the 
final connections to the outside spigots, sink and 
dishwasher.  

Figure 6 - Kitchen cabinet proposed for lead paint 
removal. 
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2) Lead paint removal in various areas of the house. The Applicant noted via email that four 
windows frames and some interior doors have been remediated. Items left for lead paint 
removal include a large hutch in the kitchen, shown in Figure 6. 

 
HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations:  
 
Section 20.112, 25% Historic Property Tax Credit Program 
 
(4) Eligible work means: 

(i)  Work done on an eligible property: 
a.  In compliance with the rules adopted by the Commission under subsection 16.606(e) of the 

County Code; 
b.  After the owner receives initial approval of an application for a certificate of eligibility; and 
c.  In conformity with the application for which initial approval was given. 

(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; 
d. Repair or replacement of historic landscape features such as masonry walls, fences, or other 

site features, if determined to be of historic or architectural significance by the Commission; 
and 

e.  Repair or maintenance of existing gravestones, walls, fencing, or other site features of an 
eligible property that is a historic cemetery. 

(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; 

or 
c.  Landscape maintenance or new landscape plantings, except as defined above for historic 

landscape features. 
 

The County Code requires the pre-approval for the tax credit and the Commission does not have the 
authority to retroactively approve. Any work already completed at the time of this application/hearing, 
would not be eligible for the tax credit.   
 
Additionally, the proposed plumbing work and lead paint removal of an interior cabinet are outside that 
typically seen by the Commission and the Commission needs to determine if the request would be 
deemed eligible work as defined by Section 20.112(b)(4)(ii) and (iii) of the County Code. While lead paint 
is hazardous, the Code states that “eligible work does not include interior finish work that is not 
necessary to maintain the structural integrity of the building” and lead paint removal on interior 
cabinetry are not items the Commission has previously pre-approved tax credits for. 
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC determine if the proposed scope of work 
not yet complete would be eligible work as defined by Section 20.112(b)(4)(ii) and (iii) of the County 
Code and approve or deny accordingly.  
 
Testimony: Mr. Curtin said the plumbing had been completed since they put in the application, so that 
could be removed from the current request. He said they were not sure if some of the lead paint 
removal items would be eligible for the work. Ms. Zoren said that the kitchen hutch would be interior 
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finish work, not maintaining structural integrity of the building. She asked if there were other areas in 
the house they were looking at. He said there were windows and door frames, but explained the hutch -
was a built-in piece. Ms. Zoren said that door and window frames would be covered. Mr. Reich agreed 
that anything on the exterior would qualify. Mr. Reich suggested approving them for any eligible exterior 
lead paint removal and interior structural issues.  
 
Ms. Flynn Giles said that the current request was for interior issues and that the exterior issues were 
already addressed through the Minor Alteration. She said the interior issues were not eligible.  
 
Mr. Thacker did not have any comment. 
 
Mr. Curtin said there was some exterior lead removal to be done, but they did not plan on doing 
anything with it right now.  
 
Motion: Ms. Flynn Giles moved to deny the application as the projects were not eligible. Ms. Danna 
seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
 
HPC-21-43 – 3783 Old Columbia Pike, Ellicott City, HO-635 
Applicant: Kathleen Y. Feeney 
 
Request: The Applicant, Kathleen Y. Feeney, requests a Certificate of Approval to make exterior 
alterations and Tax Credit Pre-Approval at 3783 Old Columbia Pike, Ellicott City. 
 
Background and Site Description: The property is located in the Ellicott City Historic District. According 
to SDAT, the building on the property dates to 1930.  
 
The Applicant previously came before the 
Commission in November 2021, in case HPC-
21-40 to replace windows and remove the 
shutters. The Applicant was approved to 
replace the windows with black muntins and to 
remove the existing wood shutters. 
 
Staff conducted a site visit on November 17, 
2021 and found a rear, multi-level, new 
retaining wall was constructed.  
 
 
 Figure 7 - Newly constructed retaining wall 
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In May and June 2021 Staff and the Applicant discussed a retaining wall that needed to be repaired. The 
Applicant sent staff a rough draft of an application to replace the wall in August 2021 and staff provided 
a list of items and questions that needed to be addressed in the application. The Applicant said they 
would get more details and be back in touch. However, a final application was not received. An 
application for retroactive approval of the wall will need to be submitted. The Commission should 
determine if they will review the following application submitted for approval, while there are 
outstanding alterations not yet approved by HPC.    
 
Scope of Work:  The Applicant proposes to make the following alterations and repairs: 

1) Replace existing beige vertical board wooden hinged, swinging garage doors with new 
motorized Clopay Bridgeport Steel garage doors to have an ultra-grain oak medium finish, in the 
REC 12 design, as shown in Figure 12.  

2) Replace existing front and side wood doors with new doors. The Applicant seeks tax credit pre-
approval for the work.  

a. Side door - Replace the existing wood side door, 3 horizontal lights over 3 horizontal 
panels, with a new wood door to have 3 horizontal lights over 3 horizontal panels, 
painted Benjamin Moore Kokopelli Teal. The existing door has peeling paint with a blue 
tinge, but it is not clear that the paint was ever as bright as the proposed Kokopelli Teal. 

b. Front door - Replace existing wood front door, which appears to have 12 lights, but the 
number of panels, if any, are unknown. The photo provided was taken from the interior 
looking and there is no access to the porch. This door will be replaced with a new wood 
12 light over 1 panel door, to be painted Benjamin Moore Kokopelli Teal. 

3) Replace existing beige wood German lap siding as needed with new German lap wood siding. 
Paint all siding and trim white. The Applicant seeks tax credit pre-approval for the work. 

4) Replace the windows on the second floor on each side of the house (for a total of two windows) 
to be Code compliant for egress per the Department of Inspections, Licenses and Permits. The 
double hung window will be replaced with a casement window to fit the existing open and have 
a 6:1 muntin pattern. The casement windows will swing open and provide the needed larger 
opening that a double hung sash does not provide. Window shown in Figure 15.  

 

Figure 8 - New rear retaining wall. Figure 9 - New rear retaining wall. 
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Figure 11- Front facade 

Figure 10 - Front facade of house. 
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HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations: 
 
Chapter 6.D: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Existing Buildings; Wood Siding, Shingles and Logs 

1) Chapter 6 does not specifically discuss garages on historic structures as it is not common in the 
district, but states “This Chapter provides guidelines for the treatment of existing buildings. 
Section A and B give general recommendations for historic buildings and no-historic buildings. 
The remaining sections address specific building components. This chapter applies to all existing 
buildings, including garages and other outbuildings.” 

2) Chapter 6.D recommends, “when necessary, replace deteriorated wood siding or shingles with 
wood siding or shingles that match the original as closely as possible in width, shape and profile. 
Maintain the original shape and width of details such as cornerboards, cornices and door and 
window trim.” 

 

Figure 12 - Proposed garage design and color. 

Figure 14 - Proposed teal door 
color 

Figure 13 - Existing side door, to be replaced 
in-kind. There are hints of color on this door, 
which prompted for the proposed teal. 

Figure 15 - Proposed second floor side 
egress wood casement windows. 
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An analysis of existing historic outbuildings/carriage houses turned garages in the historic district show 
that most have swinging carriage style doors like this house currently has, with slight modifications on 
the design. The motorized modern garage doors seem to exist on more modern garage structures. The 
proposed Bridgeport Steel doors are a panel-based design. The change from a vertical board swinging 
wooden door painted beige to match the siding, to a steel with a faux oak treatment will be a large 
visual change to the house. Currently the garage doors read as a foundation, as they are the same color 
as the house, blending with the design of the house. By adding the faux wooden steel paneled doors, 
the garage will become a very noticeable feature. In addition to the design of the garage door, the most 
appropriate color would be one to match the siding, so that the garage reads as the foundation of the 
house and does not become the focal point at street level. 
 
There are other garage door designs available that appear more historically appropriate for a motorized 
modern garage door (if the Commission finds it is acceptable to replace the existing doors not in-kind 
with new swinging wood doors). Some examples include the images shown in Figures 16 and 17 below, 
which are designed to resemble a swinging carriage house door (similar to the existing swinging doors).   
 

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

3) Chapter 6.N recommends: 
a. “Use colors that were historically used on the building.” 
b. “Use colors appropriate to the period and style of the building.” 
c. “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.” 

 
Changing the paint color from beige to white, as submitted, would make the house consistent and 
compatible with the color of neighboring houses, although earth tones would also be appropriate for 
the architectural style of the house. 
 
The proposed door color was likely not used during the building’s historic period and therefore; does not 
appear to be a historically appropriate color; however, according to the guidelines, doors or trim can be 
painted with bright colors so long as the color is compatible with other colors used in the district, 
particularly on neighboring buildings.   
 
 

Figure 16 - Carriage house style garage example  Figure 17 - Carriage house style garage door 



14 
 

Chapter 6.H: Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Exiting Buildings; Windows 
4) Chapter 6.H recommends, “When repair is not possible, replace original windows, frames and 

related details with features that fit the original openings and are of the same style, material, 
finish and window pane configuration. If possible, reproduce frame size and profile and muntin 
detailing.” 

 
The second-floor side windows must be replaced to comply with the building code, but the proposed 
windows comply with the Guidelines as they cannot be repaired to meet Code requirements, but will 
match the existing in material (wood) and muntin pattern to be 6:1. 
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC determine if they will hear the 
application, given the unapproved construction of the retaining wall. If the Commission will hear the 
application, Staff recommends the HPC: 

1) Approve the replacement doors and pre-approve for tax credits. 
2) Determine if the proposed door color complies with the Guidelines and approve, deny or modify 

accordingly. 
3) Approve the repair and replacement of German lap siding with new wood German lap siding as 

needed to match the existing in material, dimension and finish, and pre-approve for tax credits. 
4) Approve the painting of the siding and trim to be white, and pre-approve for tax credits. 
5) Determine if the proposed garage doors comply with the Guidelines and approve, deny or 

modify accordingly.  
6) Tax credit pre-approval is only recommended for the garage doors if they are replaced in-kind to 

match the existing vertical board, hinged, swinging doors. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Kathleen Feeney and Marcy Feeney. Mr. Shad asked if they had any 
comments on the staff report. Ms. Kathleen Feeney said there was a wall behind the house that was 
concave and falling into the house and they could not do anything to the house until they got that fixed. 
Ms. Marcy Feeney said it bowed the foundation walls of the house and caused structural damage to the 
exterior backside of the house. Ms. Kathleen Feeney said that although she had discussions with Staff, 
the wall needed to be addressed and they moved ahead. The Commissioners questioned the work done 
without approval and discussed whether they could hear an application for new work. Mr. Shad told the 
Applicant that an application for retroactive approval of the wall needed to be submitted and that in the 
future, all work needs to have approval, because if the Commission does not approve it, the work could 
need to be removed. 
  
Mr. Shad suggested they discuss the garage doors first. Ms. Marcy Feeney said the current garage doors 
are barn doors that open out to the driveway and that is a concern at this location on Old Columbia Pike. 
She said that automated garage doors are the only option and they selected some they found were 
appropriate for the home. Ms. Marcy Feeney said the existing wooden doors are not weatherproof and 
the house would be affected by the elements and it would be detrimental to the integrity of the home. 
Ms. Kathy Feeney said they want an insulated door.  
 
Mr. Shad asked if the doors were steel doors to look like wood. The Applicants said that was correct.  
Ms. Zoren asked if they have the clearance to accommodate an overhead garage door with a track. Ms. 
Marcy Feeney said the contractor has looked at it and that there is clearance. Ms. Zoren asked if it 
would be three single separate doors and Ms. Marcy Feeney said that was correct. Ms. Zoren agreed 
there was a necessity to convert to an overhead door, but did not find the steel wood look would be 
appropriate. She said white to match the siding, the style shown in Figure 16 of the staff report, would 
be more appropriate on this house. She said the white color to blend with the siding would be more 
appropriate, a dark color would change the entire look of the building.  
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Ms. Zoren said the teal is brighter than they have seen in the historic district in the past, although it 
appears to be limited to the doors. Ms. Marcy Feeney said they go use a lighter hue, but would not want 
to use a pastel. Ms. Zoren said it wouldn’t need to be lightened, and could be darker. Ms. Marcy Feeney 
said they were trying to match what appeared to have been there originally.  
 
Mr. Reich said he found all items except the doors acceptable. He said the garage doors are a big part of 
the street façade of the house and getting that item right is important. He said a wood door, with a 
vertical pattern would be appropriate, and they could get a factory finished paint.  
  
Mr. Thacker said the wood doors could be insulated. The Applicants said the cost of wood doors was 
very high. Ms. Kathleen Feeney said that Staff came up with a good compromise.  
 
Ms. Danna agreed that the faux wood finish was not the right look. She agreed the swing out doors are 
not feasible and said a synthetic non-wood overhead garage door would be fine. She asked what will be 
between the three doors. Ms. Marcy Feeney said there is a structural support between the doors. Ms. 
Marcy Feeney said the posts will be painted white and may need to be increased in size for the doors to 
fit. Ms. Danna agreed with the garage door options shown in the Staff Report. Ms. Danna said the color 
under the teal was white, or a very light color. She said the Kokopeali Teal paint would stand out in the 
neighborhood. 
 
Ms. Flynn Giles agreed that using the carriage house doors, either Figure 16 or 17, would be fine. She 
agreed it needed to recede and look like the foundation. She said the Guidelines in Chapter 6.N 
referenced reserving bright colors for small, important details, and did not find the teal to be a problem. 
Regarding the garage door, she said if it was a metal door, then no tax credit would apply, but if it was a 
wood door, then they might be able to receive a tax credit.  
 
Mr. Thacker agreed with Ms. Flynn Giles regarding the tax credit. He suggested using a wood sliding 
garage door as an alternative consideration to keep the wood intact. He did not have an objection to the 
proposed paint color for the house doors.  
 
Mr. Shad concurred with Mr. Thacker. He found the garage door options shown in Figure 16 or 17 to be 
appropriate. He was not opposed to the teal color for the two doors. He agreed with Ms. Flynn Giles 
that some color against the white would be appropriate.  
 
Mr. Reich asked if three overhead doors were proposed for the front. He asked if they plant to approve 
metal or wood. Mr. Reich suggested the garage doors be put through the Minor Alteration process. Ms. 
Kathleen Feeney asked if they agreed to use a door style shown in Figure 16 or 17 if they could proceed 
without the Minor Alterations process. Ms. Marcy Feeney said the Coachmen door looked like a barn 
door, lights at the top and if the cost was not way over then they could consider or go with that. Ms. 
Kathleen Feeney said she was amending the application to use the doors shown in Figure 16 or 17 and 
the color would be white.  
 
Motion: Mr. Reich moved to approve Items 2, 3, 4 as submitted.  

• Item 2 - Replace existing front and side wood doors with new doors. The Applicant seeks tax 
credit pre-approval for the work.  

• Item 3 - Replace existing beige wood German lap siding as needed with new German lap wood 
siding. Paint all siding and trim white. The Applicant seeks tax credit pre-approval for the work. 
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• Item 4 - Replace the windows on the second floor on each side of the house (for a total of two 
windows) to be Code compliant for egress per the Department of Inspections, Licenses and 
Permits. The double hung window will be replaced with a casement window to fit the existing 
open and have a 6:1 muntin pattern. The casement windows will swing open and provide the 
needed larger opening that a double hung sash does not provide. Window shown in Figure 15.  

 
Item 1, the overhead garage doors to be approved with the amendment the owner will choose a style 
such as those shown in Figure 16 or 17 of the staff report, and with the color to be approved by Staff. 
Mr. Thacker seconded. Mr. Reich added that tax credits would apply to all items, except the overhead 
doors if they all metal. Mr. Thacker seconded. The motion was unanimously approved.  
 

 
HPC-21-44 – Proposed legislation: Demolition by Neglect 
Applicant: Liz Walsh, District 1 County Councilmember 
 
Request: The Applicant, Liz Walsh, requests Advisory Comments from the Commission on proposed 
Demolition by Neglect legislation.  
 
Background and Site Description: The Applicant, Liz Walsh, requests Advisory Comments/Pre-
Application Advice on proposed legislation for Demolition by Neglect. 
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant has introduced legislation CB88-2021 to create a County Code provision 
addressing Demolition by Neglect. The Bill will be considered by the County Council, sponsored by 
Councilmember Liz Walsh, and if passed, will go to the County Executive to be signed in to law. The 
application contains a few examples of demolition by neglect definitions and ordinances from 
neighboring jurisdictions. A copy of the proposed legislation was not included in the application, but has 
been provided to the Commission members. The application materials provide the following explanation 
and definition of demolition by neglect: 
 “Simply put, intentionally allowing a property to deteriorate to the point that it cannot be saved 
 is ‘demolition by neglect.’ The assumption is that the owner is capable of maintaining the 
 building, but choose not to do so. 
 
 Article 66B provides a legal definition of demolition by neglect as: 
 ‘…any willful neglect in maintenance and repair of a structure, not including any appurtenances 
 and environmental settings, that does not result from financial inability to maintain and repair 
 the structure and that threatens to result in any substantial deterioration of the exterior 
 features of the structure.’” 
 
HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations: The current County Code, Design Guidelines and Rules of 
Procedures do not address demolition by neglect, and therefore, do not currently specify a role for the 
HPC in this process. However, the existing Code and Rules of Procedure establish standard procedures 
for certain processes, such as receiving and scheduling applications, as well as providing legal notice. The 
County Code currently provides the HPC the following role and powers. Below is an excerpt from Section 
16.606 and 16.605 of the County Code (please refer to the Code for the full text):  
 
Section 16.606 Powers of the Commission 

16.606(a) Review of Applications. The Commission shall review all applications for certificates 
of approval. The Commission shall also review applications for alterations to historic structures 
outside the historic district and make any other determination when required by the zoning 
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regulations. The Commission shall approve, approve with modifications, or deny the 
applications. 
 
16.606(d) Provide Advice on Historical Resources. The Code states that the Commission shall 
perform a variety of advisory functions, such as: 

• “Advise and assist in developing plans for the preservation of historic resources within 
Howard County upon the request of an Agency, Board or Commission of Howard 
County Government.” 

• “Upon the request of the applicant, provide pre-application advice on the design of 
proposed work to persons seeking a certificate of approval.” 

• “Review applications for zoning text amendments, map amendments, conditional use, 
or variance approvals and make recommendations to the Zoning Board, Planning 
Board, County Council, or Hearing Examiner for (A) areas within a historic district or (B) 
a historic structure listed on the historic sites inventory.” 

• “Review and provide advice to the Planning Board and County Council on other 
proposals affecting historic preservation, including County general plans and area 
master plans.” 

• “Advise in developing plans for the preservation of historic resources within Howard 
County upon the request of the owner of the historic resource.” 

 
16.605 – Procedures of the Commission. Section 16.605 of the County Code provides a process for 
receiving applications, scheduling applications and providing legal notice of applications before the 
Commission. Below is an excerpt from Section 16.605 of the County Code (please refer to the Code for 
full text):  
 
Section 16.605(b)(3) – Procedures of the Commission, Applications: 

• “Provided that the application was filed with the Department of Planning and Zoning at least 
22 calendar days before the Commission's next scheduled meeting, the Department shall 
place the application on the agenda for the next schedule Commission meeting. The 
Commission shall hear only those applications which staff from the Department of Planning 
and Zoning determines are complete. Applications filed less than 22 calendar days before the 
Commission's next scheduled meeting shall be placed on the agenda for the following 
meeting.” 

 
Section 16.605(e) Notice.  
Section 16.605(e) states, “Notice of Commission meetings shall appear in a newspaper of general 
circulation in Howard County at least seven days prior to such meeting. Each application to be 
heard at a Commission meeting shall be advertised in the manner provided for in the rules of the 
Commission.” 
 

The Commission’s Rules of Procedure (Rule 101.E) states that “Notice of any regular of special meetings 
shall be advertised in the one newspaper of general circulation in Howard County at least (7) days 
preceding the meeting. The advertisement shall include notice of the date, time, and place of the 
meeting, and the address and applicant's name for each case to be considered at the meeting. Detailed 
application descriptions shall be posted on the Historic Preservation Commission webpage of the Howard 
County Government website at least five (5) days preceding the meeting.” 
 
The proposed legislation appears to have the greatest impact to the HPC as follows; however, the 
legislation will also have an impact on historic resources, county resources and historic property owners.  
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1. All historic structures in the County will be subject to this legislation. This will include structures 
listed on the Historic Sites Inventory and structures that are historic not listed (Section 
16.601(f)). Structures that are not listed on the Inventory are eligible to be pre-approved for tax 
credits for repairs, per 20.112 of the County Code, but may not receive the credit until they are 
adopted on to the Inventory through Council Resolution.  

2. The person who is the subject of the notice may request an HPC hearing on the items requiring 
corrective action in the notice sent by DPZ within 10 days after receipt of the notice.  This could 
require that the HPC convene special meeting to accommodate these requests.  

3. The Commission shall hold that hearing within 30 days after sending written to the owner of the 
property and notice be conspicuously posted on the Commission’s website.  

4. After the hearing, the Commission may affirm, modify or cancel the actions required in the 
notice. 

5. The “opportunity to cure” provision is not aligned to Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) 
procedures. It requires a staff member to make judgments of appropriate remedies that may 
not be acceptable to the HPC before the HPC hears the case.  

 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC provide Advisory Comments on the 
proposed legislation overall and in relation to the Commission’s existing Code, Subtitle 6, and its Rules of 
Procedure, and existing application deadline and meeting schedules.  
 
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Liz Walsh. Ms. Walsh said that it was at the suggestion of DPZ and Ms. 
Burgess to submit the Advisory application to the Commission. Ms. Walsh said that she has frequently 
seen requests for Advisory Comments for demolition requests before the Commission and that 
frequently the comments do not mean anything and are not acted upon. She said she hears the 
applicants tell the Commission that it is not economically feasible for them to invest in the property 
despite the opportunity for County and State tax credits. Ms. Walsh provided definitions of demolition 
by neglect and said that the damage has happened by owners who let the damage happen. She said that 
demolition by neglect is something her office wanted to take on during her first term. She said her 
staffers have been working with the Maryland Historical Trust and created a draft, which they compared 
to neighboring jurisdictions. She said it is a short Bill, to be added into the Historic Preservation 
Commission section of the land regulations. Ms. Walsh said they want to make sure they align their 
hearing and notice requirements with the Commission’s calendar. She would like to hear the 
Commission’s opinions if this should apply only to the two historic districts. She said demolition by 
neglect seems to happen outside the districts more so than inside. She asked if they would be interested 
in legislation here, or elsewhere that would allow them to approve demolition outside the districts. Ms. 
Walsh said she has heard from others that they do not think the Commission should do demo by neglect 
outside the districts because the HPC does not approve demolition outside the district.  Ms. Walsh 
referenced two examples of demolition by neglect inside the historic district. Ms. Walsh said one 
recommendation from DPZ was to put together a focus group and they have reached out to former 
Historic Preservation Commission members for their input, as well as developers identified by DPZ and 
some builders who operate with historic preservation and involved community members.  
 
Mr. Shad swore in Fred Dorsey. Mr. Dorsey said the Bill has oversights and he testified in opposition to 
County Council and he attached his concerns to this testimony. He said the Bill must be stronger and 
more definitive to resolve this occurrence to historic properties. He said the HPC’s advisory comments 
tonight would be very critical to the Bill and the Commission’s ability to administer it. Mr. Dorsey said he 
was caught by surprise about the comment going outside the districts. He said he worked with a group 
of advocates and DPZ in 2014 to come up with demo by neglect legislation. He said the group originally 
looked county wide, but the advice of Office of Law, recommended starting with the districts where the 
Commission had authority, but to go outside would be very involved.  
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Mr. Thacker thought the legislation should be applied outside of the historic district and be County-
wide, but explained that as he was new to this process he would not know how that would proceed.  
 
Mr. Dorsey explained the testimony he wanted to offer into evidence, which was the list of oversights 
he submitted to County Council. Mr. Shad reviewed a copy of the testimony. Mr. include it in the record, 
but wanted it passed along to other Commissioners for review. 
 
Ms. Flynn Giles said she has not had an opportunity to review Mr. Dorsey’s testimony, but shared the 
concern that the proposed legislation is very general. She said it leaves questions unanswered in terms 
of the Commission’s authority and what would need to change to make it work, and advice from Office 
of Law on going outside of the districts and what restructuring would be. She agreed that it is an 
important principle to be established, but said that is easier to enforce in a historic district than 
somewhere else. She wanted more detail on how the Bill crosses over existing authority. She was 
interested in the Bill, thought it had merit, but also had work left to be done. 
 
Ms. Danna had a few questions on the logistics of the Bill and would like to see what the board can 
enforce at this point. She would like to see the Bill applied outside the districts since they are a County-
wide commission. Ms. Danna had the following comments and questions on the Bill: 

• The Bill does not have any penalties.  

• Who enforces the Bill, is it DPZ or another County department. 

• Who will be identifying that a building is in neglect and what state of neglect. 

• Who will be the one to say that a building’s condition is starting to become demolition by 
neglect. 

• Who will verify the remediation. 

• Will it be DPZ or another department going back in to say which items have been completed. 

• Will there be any sort of penalty. 
 
Ms. Danna said there needs to be more teeth to the Bill. 
 
Ms. Zoren said the intention behind the Bill was great. As she mentioned, the Advisory Comments on 
demolitions are not listened to. She liked the idea of it extending throughout the County. She said most 
cases are not in the historic district and most are isolated properties with land surrounding them and 
important for a future developer. She said the farmhouses are being demolished by neglect. She said the 
wording might need to be different for structures outside versus inside the district. She said the 
language is not strong enough yet. She questioned that if there is no enforcement, what is the point of 
the Bill. She said the financial hardship term is very vague and asked who determines it and how it is 
determined. She said the intention is great and it is a good step toward solving a huge problem, but 
needs to be more enforceable.  
 
Mr. Reich said the Bill was fantastic and a long time coming. He said demolition by neglect is the biggest 
problem the Commission faces around the County. He said each month someone comes in to demolish a 
building and the HPC cannot prevent it. He could not think of one building saved because of advisory 
comments the Commission gave. He said that inside the historic districts demolition by neglect it was 
not as big of a problem. He said that outside the historic districts that is rampant. He said right now 
someone does not have to come for Advisory Comments for demolition if it is not in a subdivision. He 
suggested that if the demolition permit for any building on the Historic Sites Inventory had to come 
before the Commission for approval, that the Commission could have some percentage say as to 
whether that permit should be approved. He said without something like that, the Bill is only doing 1% 
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of what it should do. He read through the Montgomery County language, discussed fines that could be 
imposed with stop work order permits, but said the goal to gain compliance.  
 
Mr. Shad concurred with everything said. He thought it was a good first step in the right direction and 
that the plans are to go deeper and farther into additional legislation inside and outside the historic 
districts. He said it was important to look outside the historic districts and include site in the Historic 
Sites Inventory as a starting point. How would enforcement be handled; who would handle it. He looks 
forward to seeing the Bill as it evolves.  
 
Mr. Reich said this Bill should be equally applicable to buildings owned by the County. Mr. Thacker said 
that it looks like Raleigh, NC has a long history of demolition by neglect, going back to 1989.  
 
Mr. Reich suggested the HPC can determine the degree of importance based on its history, location, 
context, historical background. A demolition permit should not be hard to get for a farm building of little 
importance. He suggested that maybe there is a way to write the law, file for demo permit, HPC reviews 
the application and then the HPC makes determinations. He said at least it puts a stopping point where 
they can encourage all of those important structures stay in place.  
 
Mr. Dorsey said that inside the district there was already a mechanism to respond to demo by neglect. 
He said elsewhere in the County people feel they are just buying a home. He said going outside the 
districts will be cumbersome and will drag out establishing demo by neglect in the districts. He said once 
established in the districts, then it can be determined how the HPC can go outside the districts. Mr. 
Dorsey said the Commission really needs to look at the effect of the Bill on the Commission 
administering it. Mr. Dorsey thought two Bills would be needed – one in the district and then expanding 
outside. 
  
Ms. Walsh said strategically they were trying to figure out what to bundle in the initial legislation. She 
said the draft has cleared hurdles on legal sufficiency and they could operate outside the districts now. 
Ms. Walsh asked how they should continue working with the group. Mr. Shad suggested providing 
information to Staff. Ms. Walsh explained that they pulled County wide demo permits and that type of 
review would be a burden on the Commission to review and they do not want to create a burden on the 
Commission and Staff.  
 
 
HPC-21-45 – 8482, 8474, 8476, 8478 and 8480 Frederick Road, Ellicott City, HO-1135 and 1136 
Applicant: Kate McCullough, Symmetry First Architects 
 
Request: The Applicant, Kate McCullough, requests Advisory Comments on the site development plan, 
proposed demolition and new construction at 8474-8484 and 8482 Frederick Road, Ellicott City. 
 
Background and Site Description: The properties at 8482, 8474, 8476, 8478 and 8480 Frederick Road 
are located in the Ellicott City Historic District. The rowhouse structures at 8474, 8476, 8478 and 8480 
are listed on the Maryland Inventory of Historic Properties as HO-1136, the Yates Apartments and the 
structure at 8482 Frederick Road is listed on the Maryland Inventory of Historic Properties as HO-1335, 
the Burgess House/Yates Grocery. 
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Figure 18 - Historic photo of structures 

Figure 19 - Historic Sites Inventory photo circa 2014 
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Figure 20 - Historic photo of 8480 Frederick Road, with former greenhouses to the right. 

Figure 21 - Historic photo of 8480 Frederick Road, with former greenhouses to the right. 
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The HO-1136 Inventory form provides the following description of the buildings, but the Inventory form 
is also incorporated into the record: 
 “The Yates Apartments are a group of four virtually identical 2 ½ story, two-bay by two-bay 
 connected frame buildings making a unified eight-bay front. It has a rubble stone foundation 
 that is banked into a hill on the south, with the north elevation of the foundation exposed. The 
 walls have German siding and there is a gable roof with an east-west ridge and asphalt shingles. 
 The south elevation, on the first story, has paired one-over-one sash. There is a one-story porch 
 across all eight bays, and it has been rebuilt. The second story has eight one-over-one sash, set 
 in a rhythmic pattern to read as four individual units. There is a wood box cornice and four 
 gabled wall dormers, each with a one-over-one sash. In the center of each unit, on the ridge, is a 
 brick chimney. The first story is two rooms, one behind the other. In the south room there is a 
 fireplace centered on the north wall. The north room has an enclosed stair with a winder at the 
 bottom. The second story has a landing at the top of the stairs with a chamber to the south and 
 a chamber to the north. The attic is finished as one large room with the chimney coming up 
 through the center of it.” 
 
The existing historic homes have sat vacant for many years prior the flood. There have not been any HPC 
applications filed since 1998 for the rowhouses and since 1995 for 8482 Frederick Road.  
 
The existing vernacular rowhouses are an important part of Ellicott City’s history, and should be retained 
and preserved.  
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant seeks Advisory Comments on the proposed demolition of the four historic 
Yates Apartments rowhouse structures at 8474, 8476, 8478 and 8480 and the neighboring historic 
Burgess House/Yates Grocery building at 8482 Frederick Road and new construction in its place. The lots 
for the two properties are proposed to be combined for the new construction. This proposal will require 
a site development plan to be processed through the Department of Planning and Zoning, which triggers 
the requirement for Advisory Comments.  
 
The new construction will consist of four new townhouse units, replacing the five historic structures. The 
new structures will sit back farther from the street than the existing historic structures (those to be 
demolished) and the neighboring historic structures owned by other entities, as shown in Figure 22.  
 
The application states:  
 

“During the second recent flashflood, in May of 2018, the existing structures at 8482 and 8474-
 8480 Frederick Road experienced a flood level approximately 4’ above street level and 2’ above 
 the first floor level of the buildings. Both the structure and interior finishes of the basements 
 and first floor levels were significantly damaged. (The buildings were vacant at the time of the 
 flood and have remained vacant since then.) Subsequent evaluation of the structures by 
 structural engineer Steve Brown of Skarda & Associates, Inc., noted damage to the foundations 
 and floor structure and recommended demolition of the buildings. While the loss of any 
 structure in a historic district is regrettable, these particular examples of vernacular frame 
 housing, dating from the early 1900s, were already in poor condition prior to the flood, largely 
 due to settling of stone foundations and sagging wood framing. To rehabilitate them would only 
 bring them to a stable, freshly painted condition. It would do nothing to improve their safety in 
 the flood conditions Ellicott City must now expect.” 
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The application provides the following information regarding the design of the proposed new 
townhomes:  
 “Critical to Dr. Taylor’s requirements for the new construction is flood safety. Consequently, the 
 design of the townhomes incorporates several design decisions aimed at improving flood safety 
 for the townhomes, as well as the immediate surrounding area. These decisions are as follows: 
 
 1. The setback from the street for the townhomes will be greater than for the historic 
 demolished structures. 
 
 2. Significant drainage channels will be created on either side of the townhome structure, to 
 facilitate water flow to the stream behind the townhomes. 
 
 3. The ground-level of the townhomes will not be used for living spaces. There will be a ground 
 level two-car garage, which will reduce the number of cars on the street during a flood event. 
 
 4. The ground floor exterior of the townhomes will be constructed from materials capable of 
 withstanding inundation without requiring replacement. 
 
 5. To some degree, the street-facing exterior of the townhomes will be capable of surviving 
 debris impact. (Surviving debris impact is a function of the weight and speed of debris – the 
 structural engineer will consider reasonable weight and speed values in designing exterior walls 
 and columns.) 
 

       6. The ground floor of the townhomes will allow “wet” floodproofing, which is to say that flood 
 water will enter the ground floor and exit it through flood vents, and interior materials will be 
 capable of withstanding inundation without requiring replacement. 

Figure 22 - Proposed site plan for new construction. 
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 7. The townhomes will be built on a slab-on-grade, with no basement.” 
 
The application states:  

“For this project, we are fortunate that the 8400 block of Frederick Road is characterized by 
 street setbacks that vary from house to house and building heights that also vary. We’ve 
 designed the street face of the townhomes to have a porch plane and an exterior wall plane (as 
 do many neighbors) and we’ve aligned our porch plane with the exterior building plane of our 
 immediate neighbors, as a means of respecting their setbacks. We’ve also lowered the eave 
 height of the porch element to step down toward the eave height of the neighboring rowhomes. 
 Since the ground floor of the new townhomes is not used for living space, there are two living 
 levels above, which drives up the overall height. The changes in vertical planes and in eave 
 heights mitigates the overall height.” 
 
 

 
 
The application further states:  
 “As discussed in the Historic District Design Guidelines, we’ve emulated a striking element – the 
 repeated steep front-facing gable was an element of the demolished building and is an element 
 of the neighboring rowhomes. Overall, the roof shape is common to neighboring buildings – a 
 simple gabled roof with the roof ridge running parallel to the street, coupled with the repeated 
 steep gables perpendicular to the street. The roof is architectural shingles on the street- facing 
 roof areas, TPO on the rear low slope roof, and limited metal roofing as a decorative element on 
 the street -facing façade. 
 

Figure 23 - Proposed new construction 
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 Exterior wall finishes are a mix of stone on the bottom and lapped siding above. (Note the stone 
 rising to the second floor covers concrete walls that rise to the second floor – this is a flood 
 safety element in the design.) The siding will be simple lapped siding, which is common up and 
 down the street. Windows are 2-over-2, common to the neighboring homes. Entry doors and 
 garage doors are of the raised panel type common throughout Ellicott City. Generally, the 
 street-facing materials are designed to complement historic materials, as the Historic District 
 Design Guidelines recommends. Product Data for exterior wall and roof materials are included 
 in Exhibit F.” 

 

 

Figure 24 - Existing streetscape and historic structures 
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Figure 26 - Proposed new construction 

Figure 25 - Existing streetscape and historic structures 
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HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations:  
 
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. 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 27 - Proposed new construction 
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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. 
 
The HPC should provide advice on if the demolition of the structures would have detrimental effect on 
the historic district and advise on possible alternatives to preserving the structures.   
 
 Chapter 8.A: New Construction: Principal Structures; General 

1) Chapter 8 states:  
a. “In much of the historic district, however, the density of existing development is such 

that all aspects of a new building’s design can affect the historic streetscape. The size, 
height, trim, roof shape and other details of a new building, if not compatible with 
neighboring buildings, can considerably alter the streetscape and diminish the historic 
value of the area. New buildings need not imitate historic forms, but they must respect 
and be compatible with neighboring historic buildings.” 

b. “Compatibility with neighboring buildings in terms of form, proportion, scale and siting is 
the highest priority. If these are resolved, details such as colors, material or window 
design can be more easily dealt with. Since the majority of Ellicott City’s historic 
structures are straightforward and unassuming, simplicity in design is important for any 
new construction.” 

 
Due to the first floor of the building not being livable space, the overall height of the building far 
exceeds the neighboring historic structures. While an attempt was made to break up the overall mass of 
each individual unit with a front bay, creating the visual that there are more than four townhomes, the 
overall width of each new townhome is greater than the existing and neighboring historic homes.  HPC 
should provide advice on if the new structures are compatible with and respect the neighboring historic 
buildings in terms of form, proportion, scale and siting.   
 
Chapter 8.B: New Construction: Principal Structures; New Building Design 

2) Chapter 8.B states: 
a.  “The human scale and tightly knit development pattern of Ellicott City’s buildings, street 

and public spaces stem from its 18th and 19th century roots, before automobile travel and 
other modern technology altered the scale of much new development. The scale of new 
buildings – their perceived size in relation to other buildings – is key to preserving Ellicott 
City’s character. New buildings should not be disproportionately large or out of 
proportion to nearby historic buildings.” 

b. “Repetition of form, such as in Tonge Row, holds an area together and makes it a 
recognizable part of the community. Using a different form than the surrounding area 
makes a building stand out. Repeating existing forms, so that new buildings blend with 
the historic context, will usually produce the best results in Ellicott City, particularly for 
new buildings close to historic buildings.” 

c. “Along some of Ellicott City’s streets, the repetition from building to building of similarly 
positioned door and window openings creates a rhythm which should be repeated on the 
face of a new building. The floor to ceiling height of new buildings should also 
correspond to the dimension on neighboring buildings if the new building is to blend with 
the existing streetscape.” 

 
The proposed new construction presents a facade with bays, pent roofs at various floors, and varying 
window patterns on different levels that appear inconsistent through each level. The structure sits 
significantly higher than the neighboring historic structures. The HPC should advise on if the new 
buildings blend with the existing streetscape.   



30 
 

 
3) Chapter 8.B recommends: 

a. “Design new buildings to be compatible with neighboring buildings in bulk, ratio of 
height to width, and the arrangement of door and window openings.” 

b. “Design new buildings so that the floor to ceiling height and the heights of cornices and 
eaves are similar to or blend with nearby buildings. Generally, there should not be more 
than 10 percent difference in height between a new building and neighboring buildings if 
the neighboring buildings are similar in height…” 

c. “Use a building form or shape compatible with historic buildings that are part of the 
same streetscape. This is particularly important for new building on infill lots where the 
existing buildings along the street are similar in form.” 

 
It is not clear if height measurements were provided for the neighboring historic structures, but this 
would be helpful information to have to determine if the 10% difference could be exceeded. The HPC 
should provide advice on if the new design is compatible with the building form, overall mass, scale and 
proportion of the historic streetscape and neighboring historic structures.   
 

4) Chapter 8.B recommends:  
a. “Use a roof shape and slope that echoes the roof forms of neighboring historic 

buildings.” 
b. “Use elements such as porch shapes, window or door openings, dormer style and spacing 

and other characteristics that echo historic Ellicott City buildings.” 
c. “In areas where front porches or stoops occur on most buildings facing the same street, 

incorporate porches or stoops similar in scale and proportion to those on nearby historic 
buildings, particularly for new buildings close to a public way. Simple transoms and 
sidelights can be appropriately used. Double-hung, vertically proportioned windows 
(with the height close to twice the width) are most often appropriate. A variety of 
window pane patterns can be used, but windows should have true divided lights with a 
permanently applied exterior grille…” 

 
The Applicant added a cross gable roof to the new townhomes, to tie into the small dormer 
windows/vents on the existing historic houses. The HPC should advise on if the cross gable roof is 
compatible with the neighboring dormer windows.   

 
5) Chapter 8.B recommends: 

a. “Use materials common to the historic district, such as wood siding, wood shingles, 
brick, stone or stucco, and compatible with materials used in the immediate vicinity. 
Along Upper Main Street…wood siding is dominant and is most appropriate for new 
buildings…” 

b. “Where wood siding is used, use painted siding compatible with the forms of traditional 
siding found in the historic district. Substitute siding materials can be appropriate if they 
are similar in width, profile and texture to wood siding.” 

c. “Do not use imitation brick siding, imitation stone siding, plywood or metal for exterior 
walls.” 

 
The renderings show the first floor to be stone, but the wrapping ends visibly on the side of the building 
and does not continue all the way around. Stone would most appropriately be used as a foundation line 
from the rear/basement level to be subtly shown at the front, but it would not be appropriate to clad an 
entire floor in stone on such a highly visible structure, when the stone is not historic. 
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The proposed door material is not clear from the spec sheet, but the style is a 6-panel door with a 
prefinished wood stain. The door style is not overly historic and is common in many newly constructed 
residential structures.  
 
The proposed windows are Pella fiberglass, and are not a historic material.  
 
The proposed siding is James Hardie Insite, Artisan Siding in a bevel channel profile with a 9-inch 
exposure in the color Cobble Stone. It is unknown if wood grain or smooth siding is proposed, but the 
smooth would be historically appropriate to resemble painted wood. The exposure of the siding on the 
existing historic buildings is known, but would be helpful to know in order to determine if the proposed 
exposure is appropriate. The proposed HardiePlank is not a historic building material. 
 
The proposed garage doors are Clopay Canyon Ridge doors and are designed to resemble carriage 
doors. The design is historically appropriate.  
 
Chapter 8.C: New Construction: Principal Structures; Siting New Buildings 

6) Chapter 8.C states, “New buildings should respect historic development patterns. In most cases, 
this will mean siting new buildings in a similar manner to neighboring buildings. Within the 
constraints of the particular building lot, new buildings should maintain setbacks from streets 
and other buildings consistent with those of nearby historic buildings and should avoid blocking 
important views of Ellicott City and its terrain.” 

7) Chapter 8.C states, “Evaluate the appropriate front setback based on the pattern along the 
public street(s) adjoining the property. Where existing buildings maintain a uniform setback, 
locate new buildings in accordance with the established setback.” 

 
The current buildings, along with the neighboring set of rowhouses all have the same setback. The 
proposal has a 24-foot setback, which appears to be greater than the existing and neighboring buildings. 
The front bay has a first-floor covered entry (shown in Exhibit H, sheet SD1, page 4), that attempts to 
meet the setback of the existing structures.  
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the Commission provide Advisory Comments on 
the proposed demolition of the historic structures, and the design of the new site plan, structures and 
proposed materials. 
 
Testimony: Mr. Shad swore in Kate McCullough, the Applicant/project architect and Ross Taylor, the 
property owner. Mr. Shad asked if Ms. McCullough had any comments on the staff report. Ms. 
McCullough said the primary driver of this application was floodproofing. She said the site is located at a 
point where Frederick Road narrows and there is no street parking in front of the properties. Their plan 
accommodates off-street parking with an interior garage. She said they designed the ground level of the 
buildings to be non-habitable by people to contain cars away from possible flood waters. The ground 
floor will only be a garage with a stairway up to the upper level living areas. She said the site is steep 
from front to back. Ms. McCullough said the Yates Grocery is leaning quite a bit.  
 
Ms. McCullough said the proposed new building is taller than the neighbors because there will not be 
living space on the first floor. She said there was a question on eave heights and the building to the east 
is at 17 or 18 feet, to the west, 19 feet. She said their proposed building will be 25 and 28 feet high and 
they were not able to meet the Guideline recommendation of not exceeding the neighbor’s height by 
10%. She said the maximum height allowed under zoning is 34 feet and their proposed buildings are 
under that. She felt they otherwise complied with the Guidelines, but had trouble addressing the scale 
question. 
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Ms. Zoren asked if this project is seeking demolition in the historic district, why is it not coming to them 
as a Certificate of Approval and asked if demolition was even feasible. Ms. McCullough said they have 
made an application to Ken Short for his review. Ms. Holmes clarified that the project first required 
Advisory Comments before the Applicant could submit their subdivision/site development plan to DPZ 
for review and that a Certificate of Approval for the demolition and new construction was required. Ms. 
Holmes said that the demolition review by Mr. Short was a separate process.  
 
Ms. Zoren asked how the front-loading garage is being built as a slab on grab even through there is 
significant change in topography from front to back. Ms. McCullough said they would be placing a fair 
amount of fill in the foundation walls and slab poured on top of that. Ms. Zoren asked if there will be an 
exposed foundation wall under the garage. Ms. Zoren made the following comments regarding the 
design: 

• The four front loading garages and driveways on Main Street/Frederick Road are not compatible 
with the neighborhood and everything that surrounds it. She said they would need to be rear 
loading garages, which could be accommodated with narrower townhouses with an alley to the 
back. There is not precedent for front loading garages.  

• The staggered window pattern is incongruous with the neighborhood and the bump outs and 
windows are incompatible with the neighborhood. 

• The overall height and massing is incompatible with the neighborhood.  

• The applied stone front that goes up to the first level and stops and fades into the siding is a 
very suburban aesthetic that is not appropriate in the historic district.  

• Ms. Zoren agreed with the staff comment that the proposed stone treatment of the first floor is 
not appropriate for the historic district. 

• Ms. Zoren appreciated what the Applicant was trying to do with the gables and arched louvers, 
but said the scale was incompatible.  

• The window pattern on 3rd floor small windows had a different sill height than the windows on 
the side. She explained that typically larger windows faced to the front and the smaller windows 
placed to the side if the sill height couldn’t be continued on the side. 

• The protruding ins and outs of the building was not a typical residential pattern. She appreciated 
what the Applicant was trying to do with the porch/overhang on the front, but said it did not fit 
with the neighborhood.  

 
Mr. Reich agreed with Ms. Zoren and was generally opposed to a new building. He explained the existing 
historic buildings are a major building in the West End. Mr. Reich said the buildings need to be 
renovated, converted or adapted, but there is no reason to tear them down and it would be a major loss 
for the West End of Ellicott City. He did not foresee approving the demolition of the buildings. He said 
the building next door has been renovated and is beautiful. Mr. Reich questioned the need to floodproof 
given the County work taking place, such as the new storm water management ponds. Mr. Reich 
referenced a nearby historic house, the Ice House building, which has been renovated for years. He said 
a garage is not needed on the first floor. He said the water came over the curb because of the nearby 
inlet when water came up and went over the road. He said the water was not 8 feet high in this location, 
like on the lower end of Main Street.  Mr. Reich said the buildings need to be renovated and suggested 
the interior floorplans could be changed. He said the exterior of the buildings needs to be maintained 
and they are important structures for Ellicott City.  
 
Mr. Taylor said part of the application is a report dated 2019 from Scarta where the structure in its 
current form is not salvageable and could not be entered. Mr. Taylor said there was over 4 feet of water 
in the buildings. He referenced Mr. Reich’s comments about the new facilities and they could have 
another flood next year. Mr. Taylor said the design with the stone and garages on the front was to 
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mitigate damage through flooding and maximize safety. He said parking around the back to put cars 
closer to the stream was not a priority. Ms. McCullough said the lower Main Street buildings were in the 
flood zone. She said these buildings were not in a flood zone.  
 
Ms. Flynn Giles agreed with Ms. Zoren’s comments.  
 
Ms. Burgess pointed out that County’s GIS layer shows the buildings are in the floodplain, to clarify 
conversation that stated the buildings were not in a floodplain. Mr. Taylor said that his engineer believes 
they are outside of the 100-year floodplain. Mr. Taylor referenced page 2 of Exhibit H, which showed a 
lesser floodplain than the County GIS. Mr. Taylor said that building on the existing footprint would not 
allow for rear access or vehicular parking. Ms. McCullough said there is an 8 to 10-foot grade change to 
the back of the building and could not be navigated with a safe driveway. 
 
Ms. Danna said that she read the structural report many times and nothing says it needs to be 
demolished. The report states that it will be extensive work and recommends demolition, but does not 
state the buildings cannot be saved. She agreed with Ms. Zoren’s comments and said the proposed 
designs were unimaginative and did not fit in with the rest of the street. She said this part of Ellicott City 
has a community identity, the houses have a similar visual look, even more so than the core of the 
district. She said what is proposed does not blend at all. Ms. Danna commented on the typical front 
porch in this area, and said the proposed buildings have no porch, but a tower where the front has been 
moved forward. She said the garages do not work. She said they are plenty of things to do to mitigate 
the flooding and plenty of other things that can be done to mitigate flooding and make the habitable 
space safe. 
 
Mr. Taylor and Ms. Danna discussed parking. Mr. Taylor said there are a number of large storm drains 
that have been incorporated into the design of the building to allow water to pass through and around 
the building. Ms. Danna said some of those things can still be incorporated keeping the existing buildings 
there.  
 
Mr. Thacker agreed with the other Commission members. He said there is a lot to be done that can save 
the building. The proposal is not in-keeping with the neighborhood or surrounding structures. In terms 
of developing the storm water management facilities to mitigate, is a great thing, but said integrating 
them into the existing structures is more creative and a better approach. He said in reading through the 
engineer’s reports, he agreed with Ms. Danna. 
 
Mr. Shad agreed with the other comments made. He did not find the proposed buildings would be 
compatible on that end of Main Street. He appreciated some of the features, but said the scale was 
much bigger than what was there presently and does not look compatible with the rest of the houses.  
 
Mr. Shad asked if they had any other questions for the Commission. Ms. McCullough said there are 
many principles of flood resistant construction that they have tried to integrate and they do have an 
impact on the appearance, the massing and scale. She said when it is done well, it tends to be apparent 
that something different is happening. In this case they have lifted the living floors up above flood 
water. She reiterated that was a critical factor for them in this design.  
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HPC-21-46 – 3713 Fels Lane, Ellicott City, HO-581 
Applicant: Jason L. Thompson, Howard County Department of Recreation and Parks 
 
Request: The Applicant, Jason L. Thompson on behalf of Howard County Department of Recreation and 
Parks, requests Advisory Comments for alterations, demolition and new construction at 3713 Fels 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-581, the Pines (Fort-Heine House). The Inventory form explains 
that original nine-acre parcel on which “The Pines” is located was purchased by Bernard Fort in 1848 
and that the stone house was most likely built between 1876-1877. The Inventory states: 

"The Pines" (Fort-Heine House) is a 2 ½ story, five-bay by two-bay rubble stone structure with a 
 two-story, three-bay by one-bay stone wing on the east. It has a gable roof with asphalt shingles 
 and an east-west ridge. There is a one-story, two-bay by one-bay frame addition on the east and 
 a smaller one-bay addition on the east of this addition that wraps around the north side of the 
 wing and main block. "The Pines" is built of the local granite which is roughly squared and 
 brought to course, with finely cut granite lug sills and single-piece granite lintels. The mortar 
 joints are thick and are slopped over the edges of the stone and fill many of the drill holes. The 
 mortar was painted a dark grey and penciled with white mortar joints. The windows have six" 
 over-six sash, and have blinds that are mortised and tenoned and pinned. They are hung on cast 
 iron butt hinges that are stamped "PAT'D 1870." The south elevation of the main block has a 
 center doorway on the first story that has four panels with sunken fields and bolection 
 mouldings. There are sidelights with three lights over one panel and the sidelights run up beside 
 the two-light transom. There is a five-bay porch with four chamfered posts with sawn brackets 
 to either side. The front face of each post has a pyramidal plaque, and above it is a short bracket 
 with a stylized volute at the top. The roof has two gabled dormers, each centered between the 
 end bay and the next bay in, with a six-over-six sash and a plain fascia that is eared at the 
 bottom. There is an interior brick chimney on each gable end. The house has a center-passage, 
 single-pile plan with an ell on the east that has a side-passage, single-pile plan.” 
 
The existing additions are cinderblock structures clad in wood German lap siding and may date to the 
mid-20th century.  
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant seeks Advisory Comments on the proposed alterations, which include the 
construction of a new addition, the demolition all building additions that are currently clad in wood 
German lap siding and site alterations to construct a parking lot. The application states that the 
Applicant seeks advice on “architectural style and massing with the historic house prior to selecting 
materials.” The application explains that “the proposed project at the Bernard Fort House involves the 
renovation of the existing structure and the removal and replacement of the modern building addition 
constructed in the 1950s.” The project includes a new addition, to which the application states: 
 “The proposed addition, in the general footprint of the existing modern addition, is planned to 
 be two stories tall behind the three-story main portion of the historic structure and one story 
 behind the two-story portion so the roof of the addition does not detract from the original 
 roofline and is not visible from the view from Main Street. A portion of the one-story addition 
 extends past the east side of the historical structure, similar to the demolished modern addition, 
 but is set back behind the rear wall of the two-story portion of the historic structure to minimize 
 the visual impact of the building addition and prioritize the historic structure. The first floor of 
 the addition area will be used for a conference room, PHG office space, restrooms, break room, 
 and storage. 
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 The exterior materials of the addition are proposed to be distinct from the exterior granite block 
 of the historic structure to clearly identify the new and the old. Materials and colors have yet to 
 be determined but will be complementary to the historic structure. 
 
 The interior of the historic structure will be renovated, keeping as much original as feasible, with 
 updated HVAC and lighting to meet current standards and the proposed use. The Fort House 
 had previously been split into apartments which has caused some changes from the original 
 interior condition. Where the interior of the proposed addition meets what was the exterior of 
 the historic structure, we plan to leave the granite block exposed wherever possible to continue 
 the distinction between the new addition and the historic structure.” 
 
 

 

Figure 28 - Front facade view 
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Figure 29 - Front (south) facade with porch. 

Figure 30 - Front (south) facade of side wing and later frame addition. 
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Figure 31 - View approaching the house from the existing driveway. 

Figure 32 - Existing rear of structure. 
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Figure 33 - Proposed section of demolition. 
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Figure 34 - Proposed section of demolition. 

Figure 35 - Proposed section of demolition. 
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Figure 36 - Proposed section of demolition. 

Figure 37 - Proposed new construction. West view, which will be visible upon entering driveway to property. 
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Figure 39 - Proposed addition to cover entire rear of structure. 

Figure 38 - Existing west view of the structure as seen from the upper part of the 
driveway/parking lot. 
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HPC Review Criteria and Recommendations:  
 
Ellicott City Historic District Design Guidelines; Chapter 12: Demolition and Relocation 

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.” 

 
Section 300 of the Commission’s Rules of Procedure provides 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. 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. 
While this current application is only for Advisory Comments, this process will need to take place when 
an application for Certificate of Approval is filed. 
 
Chapter 7.A: New Construction: Additions, Porches and Outbuildings; Building Additions 

1) Chapter 7.A states:  
a. “Additions should be subordinate to historic buildings and not compete with or obscure 

the existing structure.” 
b. “Typically, the primary view of a building is its front façade. However, Ellicott City’s hilly 

topography and winding streets often provide prominent views of a building’s rooftop, 
side or rear elevations as well as the front façade. When designing an addition, all views 
of the building should be considered.” 

 
The existing rear and side wood German lap frame additions comply with the Guidelines as they are 
minimally scaled at one story.    
 
While the addition is proposed on the side and rear of the building, it will be highly visible when 
approaching the building from the front walkway.  The HPC should consider how the addition appears 
from all views of the building and determine if the proposed 2-story addition appears subordinate to the 
historic building and does not compete with or obscure the historic structure.   
 

2) Chapter 7.A states: 
a. “Design additions in 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.”  

b. “Design an addition to be subordinate to the historic building in 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.” 
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c. “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 (window area) are compatible with the existing structure. Use a roof design that 
echoes or complements the original roofline. Gable and shed roofs are common for 
additions in Ellicott City.” 

 
The proposed addition seeks to make clear what is historic and what is new by using the glass storefront 
windows (from the exterior this appears to be a breezeway, but the floor plan shows that it is not) to 
connect to the modern addition with the slanted roof.  
 
According to the Applicant, the proposed addition is intended to occupy the general footprint of the 
existing addition; however, will be two stories tall behind the three-story main portion of the historic 
structure and one-story tall behind the two-story portion.  Per the drawings, the proposed addition 
appears to cover the entire two-story rear of the historic stone building, obscuring parts of the building 
that have previously not been obscured.  Also, per the Applicant, a portion of the one-story addition 
extends past the east side of the historical structure, similar to the demolished modern addition, but is 
set back behind the rear wall of the two-story portion of the historic structure to minimize the visual 
impact of the building addition and prioritize the historic structure.   
 
The proposed new addition has a sloped roof that is pitched toward the historic house. Neither the pitch 
of the roof on the glass section of the building nor is its connection to the historic building are clear.   
 
The HPC should provide guidance on how well this design complies with the guidelines listed above and 
found in section 7.A.     
 

3) Chapter 7.A states: 
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.” 

 
The proposed addition features a two-story section of glass and aluminum storefront windows adjacent 
to the historic structure with one set of 1:1 windows in the main part of the addition on the west side 
view.  The glass and aluminum storefront windows appear larger than the windows on the historic 
building.  The HPC should advise if the windows on the addition are similar in size, proportion or 
arrangement to the existing windows.   
 

4) Chapter 7.A states, “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.” 

 
The existing addition is clad in wood German lap siding and is compatible with the historic building, but 
yet is distinguished from the original stone structure as an addition. The application states that materials 
have not yet been determined for the proposed addition, but the renderings appear to show a panel 
based siding system made of fiber cement rather than lap siding. The HPC should advise on appropriate 
exterior materials and colors for the addition.     
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Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC provide Advisory Comments on the 
proposed demolition of the existing additions and the proposed new construction. 
 
Testimony: There was no testimony, as this case was continued to the February 2022 meeting due to 
the late hour of the meeting. 

 

 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
Staff reminded the Commission of the training session in January.  

 
 

*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 


