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December Minutes 
 

Thursday, December 1, 2022; 7:00 p.m. 
A public meeting of the Historic Preservation Commission was held on Thursday, December 1, 2022. The 
meeting was not held at 3430 Court House Drive, Ellicott City, but was conducted as a virtual web 
meeting/conference call.  
 
Ms. Flynn Giles moved to approve the November 3, 2022 minutes. Ms. Danna seconded. The motion 
was unanimously approved. 
 
Members present:  Erica Zoren, Chair; Julianne Danna, Secretary; Ellen Flynn Giles 
 
Members absent:  Bruno Reich 
 
Staff present:   Beth Burgess, Samantha Holmes, Kristen Haskins 
 
 
This report and any recommendations are based on the Guidelines adopted by the Commission. The 
report is prepared by Commission staff and does not represent the views of the Commission or of the 
Department of Planning and Zoning.   
 
PLANS FOR APPROVAL 
 
Consent Agenda 

1. MA-21-30c–3935 Hunter Street, Ellicott City 
2. MA-21-03c–8388 Court Avenue, Ellicott City 
3. MA-21-25c–8388 Court Avenue, Ellicott City 

 
Regular Agenda 

4. HPC-22-45 – 8520 Commercial Street, Savage, HO-522 
5. HPC-22-46 – 6135 Old Washington Blvd, Elkridge, HO-803 
6. HPC-22-47 – 10281 Baltimore National Pike, Ellicott City, HO-137 

 
 
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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CONSENT AGENDA 
 
MA-21-30c – 3935 Hunter Road, Ellicott City- HO 871 
Applicant: Arlene Baublitz 
 
Request: The Applicant, Arlene Baublitz, requests Final Tax Credit approval for repairs made at 3935 
Hunter Road, Ellicott City. 
 
Background and Site Description: This property is not located in a historic district, but is listed on the 
Historic Sites Inventory as HO-871, the Schatz House. According to Inventory form, the building on the 
property dates circa 1915. The Applicant was pre-approved to repair the wood siding and repaint the 
exterior through the Executive Secretary Tax Credit Pre-Approval process, in case MA-21-30. 
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant submitted documentation that $8,060.32 was spent on eligible, pre-
approved repairs. The Applicant seeks $2,015.08 in final tax credits. The work complies with that pre-
approved and the paid invoices and other documentation total the requested amount.  
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC approve the application as submitted for 
$2,015.08 in final tax credits.  
 
Testimony: There was no testimony.  
 
Motion: Ms. Flynn Giles moved to approve the application as submitted. Ms. Danna seconded. The 
motion was unanimously approved.  

 
 

MA-21-03c – 8388 Court Avenue, Ellicott City 
Applicant: Ron Peters 
 
Request: The Applicant, Ron Peters, requests Final Tax Credit approval for repairs made at 8388 Court 
Avenue, Ellicott City. 
 
Background and Site Description: This property is located in the Ellicott City Historic District. According 
to SDAT, the building on the property dates to 1900. The Applicant was pre-approved to scrape, prime, 
repaint wood siding, shutters trim, windows and doors and to replace damaged cedar shakes and trim 
boards the exterior through the Executive Secretary Tax Credit Pre-Approval process, in case MA-21-03. 
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant submitted documentation that $36,275.28 was spent on eligible, pre-
approved repairs. The Applicant seeks $9,068.82 in final tax credits. The work complies with that pre-
approved and the paid invoices and other documentation total the requested amount.  
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC approve the application as submitted for 
$9,068.82 in final tax credits.  
 
Testimony: There was no testimony.  
 
Motion: Ms. Flynn Giles moved to approve the application as submitted. Ms. Danna seconded. The 
motion was unanimously approved.  
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MA-22-25c – 8388 Court Avenue, Ellicott City 
Applicant: Ron Peters 
 
Request: The Applicant, Ron Peters, requests Final Tax Credit approval for repairs made at 8388 Court 
Avenue, Ellicott City. 
 
Background and Site Description: This property is located in the Ellicott City Historic District. According 
to SDAT, the building on the property dates to 1900. The Applicant was pre-approved to replace the roof 
through the Executive Secretary Tax Credit Pre-Approval process, in case MA-22-25. 
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant submitted documentation that $11,385.00 was spent on eligible, pre-
approved repairs. The Applicant seeks $2,846.25 in final tax credits. The work complies with that pre-
approved and the paid invoices and other documentation total the requested amount.  
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommends the HPC approve the application as submitted for 
$2,846.25 in final tax credits.  
 
Testimony: There was no testimony.  
 
Motion: Ms. Flynn Giles moved to approve the application as submitted. Ms. Danna seconded. The 
motion was unanimously approved.  
 
 

REGULAR AGENDA 
 
HPC-22-45 – 8520 Commercial Street, Savage, HO-522 
Applicant: Carl Nasr 
 
Request: The Applicant, Carl Nasr, requests Advisory Comments on site development plan and rear 
additions, for 8520 Commercial Street, Savage. 
 
Background and Site Description: This property is located in the Savage Mill National Register District 
and is listed on the Historic Sites Inventory as HO-522, the Savage Mill General Store. According to The 
Inventory form, the building on the property dates circa 1847. 
 
The Applicant has made various repairs to the exterior, 
and interior structural repairs, and has been pre-
approved for tax credits in cases HPC-22-29, MA-22-18 
and MA-22-28. 
 
Scope of Work: The Applicant seeks Advisory 
Comments related to the future submission of a site 
development plan to the Department of Planning and 
Zoning (DPZ). The site development plan is required for 
the proposed rear addition. When DPZ reviews the site 
development plan, parking requirements will be 
determined. The Applicant is also working with DPZ’s 
Zoning Division on a non-conforming use petition to the 
Hearing Examiner, in order to retain the apartment use 
for the building, and expand that use through the rear 

Figure 1 - Front facade, Google Streetview. 
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addition. The building was originally constructed as a general store for the mill operation, but at some 
point converted to an apartment use (as many buildings in the area have done), and it is unknown when 
this change in use took place. 
 
The application states: 
 “As can be seen in our previous submittals to the Howard County Historic Preservation 
 Commission, we have been diligently working to address some significant old structural issues 
 with our building at 8520 Commercial Street, while respectfully restoring some of its historic 
 elements to their previous character. 
 
 As part of our efforts, we are also submitting to the County plan and proposals for a non-
 conforming use petition as well as for an addition to the back of the building. Like many of the 
 buildings in the Savage district, our property has been converted into an apartment building for 
 longer than any historic record can show.” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 2 - Plan showing proposed additions. 
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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.” 
 
Rules of Procedure, Rule 104.A, Pre-Application Advice, Advice on Subdivision and Site Development 
Plans 

1) Prior to the initial submittal of an application for subdivision or site development plan approval 
on a site located in a historic district or that contains a historic structure, the petitioner shall 
submit a request to the Commission to identify all historic resources on the site and obtain advice 
regarding the design of development. 

2) The request for advice shall be accompanied by a concept plan showing the proposed 
development of the subdivision, including the proposed lot locations, proposed siting of 
structures on the lots, and proposed architecture. 

 
This property is not located in a local historic district, so there are not specific applicable design 
guidelines. The HPC’s Rules of Procedure and County Code provide guidance on the information that 
should be contained in an application and what the Commission should provide feedback on. 
 
 
 

Figure 3 - Aerial showing rear of building. 

Figure 4 - Existing building and proposed addition. 
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The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation 
Standard 9 – New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy historic 
materials, features and spatial relationships that characterize the property. The new work shall be 
differentiated from the old and shall be compatible with the historic materials, features, size, scale and 
proportion, and massing to protect the integrity of the property and its environment. 
 
Standard 10 – New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be undertaken in such a 
manner that, if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its 
environment would be unimpaired. 
 
The proposed new construction is consistent with Standards 9 and 10. The schematic that was 
submitted shows the new construction will be added to existing non-historic portions of the building. 
The existing side addition has a shed roof as it appears more slanted than a typical flat roof. The 
proposed addition would convert that roof into a side gable roof, which would better complement the 
side gable roof form on the historic structure.  There is currently no information on building materials, 
since detailed architectural drawings were not provided.  
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommend the HPC provide advice on the design of the site 
development plan, including the proposed second story addition.  
 
Testimony: Ms. Zoren swore in Carl Nasr. Mr. Nasr said the staff report is correct and explained that he 
was submitting for two different reviews at the same time: for the addition andfor the non-confirming 
use. He explained the non-conforming use is for the building to be recognized as an apartment building, 
which it has been and that the addition brings up other items.  
 
Ms. Danna said it was hard to provide a lot of comments given the information they received, only the 
roof pitch and that it is a second story addition. She said there is only a rear view showing how it would 
look, rather than from the road and other visible areas. She liked the angled shed roof pitch in the back 
for the addition directly behind the house. She was unsure what the three rear peaked roofs would look 
like next to the main structure without more detailed drawings. She said they do not have a lot of 
information to give feedback. 
 
Ms. Nasr said that this application was submitted and developed conceptually so they can get to the 
next stage of the process. He said the addition will be added to the back of the historic building, so from 
the front he did not think it would be highly visible. He said because this will be recognized as an 
apartment building, it brings up the question of having a parking lot and requiring some off-street 
parking. He said that he would prefer not having a paved lot. He said there are currently 8 apartments 
and there are 2 two-bedrooms that will be converted to 4 one-bedrooms with only two additional units. 
He said that because he submitted for the non-conforming use, the question about the parking lot has 
come up. He asked the Commission to state their opinion on whether it is appropriate to have a paved 
parking lot behind the historic property. 
 
Ms. Danna said that given the regulations the HPC has, rear parking would not be objectionable, as 
there appears to be plenty of room and there is already a concrete apron at the street. She would not 
want to see parking in the small area in the front of the house, by the one-story portion visible from the 
front, which would detract from the historic structure. Mr. Nasr said it would be visible from other 
properties in the rear, such as the corner manor house. He said there are currently no parking lots 
behind the historic buildings, other than the lots at the mill. He thinks paved lots would take away from 
the sensitivity of the neighborhood to have a paved lot in the back.  
 



7 
 

Ms. Danna asked how many total units would be at the building. Mr. Nasr said there would be 12 total 
units at the building. Ms. Danna asked if there was street parking available. He said there is parking on 
both sides of Commercial Street. He said his building is the only one that has been submitted for a non-
conforming use and many of the other buildings are apartments. Ms. Danna did not think the parking lot 
would detract from the historic neighborhood if it was in the rear and not visible from the public way, 
although she understood it would be visible from other buildings.  
 
Ms. Flynn Giles found the shed roofline for the addition behind the historic building appeared to be 
consistent with guidelines as it does not compete having two peaked roofs adjoining. Ms. Flynn Giles 
found the peaked/gabled rooflines on the side addition to be more consistent with the historic building 
as they mimic the roofline of the main historic building. Ms. Flynn Giles did not find the parking lot to be 
an issue if needed but said parking would really be a zoning issue requirement and not HPC. 
 
Ms. Zoren asked Mr. Nasr if he was expanding the foundation or if it stayed within the existing footprint 
of the building. Mr. Nasr said the foundation stays the same and it will stay within the existing footprint. 
Ms. Zoren requested additional info on details, materials, window design. Regarding parking, Ms. Zoren 
said she is against additional curb cut outs or parking on a new lot in front of the building off of 
Commercial Street, but having required parking tucked in the back of the lot would be appropriate and 
would not detract from the neighborhood. She said it would be great to have a landscaped buffer 
between the parking lot and neighboring properties, if parking is required. For the three peaked roofs in 
the 3D drawing, Ms. Zoren questioned the design and said it is a bit busy given the simplicity of the 
building and the simple roof form of the main building. She would prefer to see one gable running 
across, with two dormers tucked into the back. She said the addition should not be busier than the main 
historic building. Mr. Nasr said he would take that into account for the next stage of the design. 
 
 
HPC-22-46 – 6135 Old Washington Road, Elkridge, HO-803 
Applicant: Robert H. Vogel 
 
Request: The Applicant, Robert H. Vogel, requests Advisory Comments on the site development plan for 
6135 Old Washington Road, Elkridge. 
 

Background and Site Description: This property is not located in local historic district, but is listed as a 
contributing resource in the Old Washington Road Survey District, HO-803. According to the Historic 
Sites Inventory, the building dates circa 1923 and was originally constructed as a school. 
 
The application states that 
the plan will also “need to 
be presented before the 
Hearing Examiner as a 
Conditional Use and 
Variance Petition for a 
private academy school.” 
The site consists of 8.9551 
acres and is zoned R-12.  
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 5 - Front facade of school (right side). 
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Scope of Work: The Applicant proposes to 
construct an addition, and make other rear site 
alterations, including the construction of an 
auditorium, parking structure, day care 
structure, gymnasium, and athletic field. These 
alterations trigger the requirement for a site 
development plan, which first requires Advisory 
Comments from the HPC. The historic structure 
will be retained, but the existing one-story 
structure on the east/northeast elevation will be 
demolished and the new 3-story addition will be 
constructed in that location. The new addition 
will connect via what appears to be a glass 
breezeway. See Figure 8. 
 
The other new construction will be located 
behind the historic building, as shown in the site 
plan in Figure 9. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 6 - Front facade of school (left side) showing current 1-story to be demolished. 

Figure 7 - Aerial of existing school and grounds. Location of 

one-story addition to be demolished circled in red. 
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Figure 8 - Rendering of addition circled in red next to existing historic structure. 

 Figure 9 - Site Plan showing addition and rear site alterations and new construction. Existing historic building in blue 

and proposed addition in red. 
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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.” 
 
Rules of Procedure, Rule 104.A, Pre-Application Advice, Advice on Subdivision and Site Development 
Plans 

1) Prior to the initial submittal of an application for subdivision or site development plan approval 
on a site located in a historic district or that contains a historic structure, the petitioner shall 
submit a request to the Commission to identify all historic resources on the site and obtain advice 
regarding the design of development. 

2) The request for advice shall be accompanied by a concept plan showing the proposed 
development of the subdivision, including the proposed lot locations, proposed siting of 
structures on the lots, and proposed architecture. 

 
This property is not located in a local historic district, so there are not specific applicable design 
guidelines. The HPC’s Rules of Procedure and County Code provide guidance on the information that 
should be contained in an application and what the Commission should provide feedback on. 
 
Sec. 16.118. - Protection of historic resources. 

(1) Historic buildings, structures and landscape features which are integral to the historic setting 
should be located on a single lot of suitable size to ensure protection of the historic structure 
and setting. 

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

The historic structure will remain on-site. A one-story addition will be demolished and the new 3-story 
addition will be constructed in the location of the former one-story addition. The historic resources 
will be integrated in the site plan in the same manner with the new construction as they currently are, 
the spatial relationship to the addition will remain the same. The other new construction and site 
alterations will take place behind the historic structure. 

The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation 
Standard 9 – New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy historic 
materials, features and spatial relationships that characterize the property. The new work shall be 
differentiated from the old and shall be compatible with the historic materials, features, size, scale and 
proportion, and massing to protect the integrity of the property and its environment. 
 
Standard 10 – New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be undertaken in such a 
manner that, if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its 
environment would be unimpaired. 
 
The proposed addition will connect to the historic structure via a glass breezeway and appears that it 
could be removed in the future without impairing the form and integrity of the historic school. The other 
site alterations and new construction will not be connected to the historic structure and will be located 
behind it and are uses associated with a school building. The continued use and retention of the historic 
structure and site as school retains the historic integrity of the building. 
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Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommend the HPC provide advice on the design of the site 
development plan, which includes the rear site alterations, and the proposed addition in relation to the 
historic structure. 
 
Testimony: Ms. Zoren swore in Tom Coale and Rose Chow, representing the Applicant. Mr. Coale did not 
have any comments to correct, but explained they are in the conditional use process and this plan will 
go before the Hearing Examiner and they wanted HPC comments now in case any modifications had to 
be made before it is too late during the site development plan stage. Mr. Coale said the addition is being 
utilized to maintain the façade and continuous frontage long the roadway. Mr. Coale said this building 
was part of the survey district, which includes over 100 years of architecture.  
 
Ms. Chow said the existing building is a monolithic structure, which appears to be two-story from the 
street, but there is a well in the front and the building goes down, making it three-stories. She said they 
would be tearing down the one-story addition and bringing it up to match the massing of the older part 
of the building. Regarding materials, they did not want to compete with the historic materials, but 
wanted to incorporate more contemporary materials. She said there is a large glass addition in the rear 
and they want to incorporate that into this addition. The breezeway area ties into the materials that are 
not visible on the other side of the building. Other materials include a masonry veneer base, with 
cementitious horizontal siding and paneling.  
 
Ms. Danna wanted to hear from other Commissioners. She said this was an ideal place to locate the 
addition and did not see any issues with the addition. She understood the attempt to separate the 
building from the historic building but found it too separated, and suggested consistency with the 
windows in size and elevation alignment. 
 
Ms. Flynn Giles appreciated understanding that the glass corridor was due to glass design elements that 
was repeated on the back. She said from the front it is hard to see that there is consistency with the 
rear. She said the design distinctly looks like two different buildings, rather than a continuation of a 
building. She appreciates that the use of the glass is part of a larger plan. She said it might be more 
consistent with the Guidelines if the windows continued on a basic line. The appearance of two stories 
versus three stories also looks disconnected and does not give a sense of the buildings flowing together.  
 
Ms. Zoren liked the glass link as a way to separate the new addition. She was concerned with how 
completely different the addition is from the historic building and would like to see more tie-in with the 
brick, such as using a similar brick that could be incorporated in a more modern way. She said the whole 
addition did not need to be brick, but said that it was jarring to see all new materials. She would like to 
see the addition tie more, given this is the front of the building and that this would be the most visible 
view for the historic context. She agreed with the other Commissioners on the window patterns, and 
said having consistency in the fenestration between the left and the right side would be helpful. She said 
the material split between the dark siding, the wood and the stone veneer base was jarring and 
suggested pulling the stone veneer base up to the upper windows sill height. She explained it looked 
jarring because the lower windows did not align with the first-floor windows on the historic building. 
Ms. Zoren asked if there was a reason the windows span what appears to be the second floor. Ms. Chow 
said the floors did not align. Ms. Chow said the addition is three story, which is visible from the back. Ms. 
Zoren said the small part of the addition should not detract from the historic building and the 
neighborhood. She also suggested bringing the roofline on the addition down a little bit, because when 
additions are designed next to a more historic building, usually the addition is recessed a little bit or 
lowered.  
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Ms. Danna said there were too many types of façade treatments on the addition. She explained the 
original building is very stark, and the proposed facade is very busy. She recommended aligning the 
building and the windows and replicating the window pattern.  
 
Ms. Zoren asked the other Commissioners if anyone objected to public testimony for this advisory case. 
The Commissioners did not object. Ms. Zoren swore in David Marc, a neighbor. Mr. Marc stated he was 
a registered civil engineer and said his family lives adjacent to the rear of the property. He said his 
property will be directly impacted by a very high retaining wall to support a large athletic field at the 
rear of the site, which is being constructed within a naturally forested area with steep slopes that lead 
down to his property. He explained the impacts of the construction; such as a 2-story parking garage 
with an auditorium on top and the viewsheds’ would have on neighboring properties, some of which are 
owned by his family members. He said collectively they have major concerns on the expansion of the 
school. He said the expansion will have negative impacts to the historic houses across the street from 
the school. He discussed a variety of impacts, such as increased traffic and an out of character facility 
within the historic neighborhood. He asked the Commission to focus not only on the front addition, but 
on the entire site plan and how it will impact the other older houses in the neighborhood.  
 
Mr. Marc moved Exhibit 1, a letter to the DPZ director, into evidence and the Chair accepted it. He 
moved Exhibit 2 into evidence, two slides titled Objection to MIS expansion and the Chair accepted it. 
He moved Exhibit 3 into evidence, pictures from around the site and the Chair accepted it. He moved 
Exhibit 4, titled Attachment 3 Communities Objection, a site plan with overlays with the buildings and 
the Chair accepted it. He began to move Exhibit 5 into evidence, but lost connection with the virtual 
meeting. Mr. David Marc was unable to rejoin the virtual meeting. Mr. Frederick Marc and Mr. Michael 
Marc were sworn in to assist since Mr. David Marc was unable to rejoin the virtual meeting due to 
technical difficulties. Mr. Michael Marc moved Exhibit 5, a 2022_0906 Attachment 4 into evidence and 
the Chair accepted it. Mr. Michael Marc then moved Exhibit 6, 2022_11_30 Historical Residential 
properties map into evidence and the chair accepted it. The evidence was then sent to all 
Commissioners and Mr. Coale. Ms. Danna asked if any of the properties around the campus were 
designated historic properties. Ms. Burgess confirmed there were houses listed on the Historic Sites 
Inventory on that road. Ms. Holmes said that portion of the road was a survey district, where multiple 
historic properties are contained under one Inventory form. Ms. Burgess pulled up Exhibit 6 on the 
screen, which shows the other historic properties in the vicinity.  
 
Ms. Flynn Giles said the Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation state the old and new 
should be of consistent feature, size, scale, proportion and massing to protect the integrity of the 
historic property and its environment. She said that if the objection was that the scale of the additions 
will be out of proportion with the building, then she questions if the massing, size, scale of the additional 
buildings and site features change the nature of the environment of that site. Ms. Zoren agreed and said 
the Advisory Comments on the addition fronting Old Washington Road are appropriate for that building, 
but they have not yet addressed the parking garage and the auditorium, the athletic building and the 
daycare. Ms. Danna said the scaled drawing indicates how many stories each building will be. The 
Commission discussed they only had a site plan to show the addition construction.  
 
Ms. Danna agreed it was exponentially a lot more than what is currently there and said most buildings 
are not above two stories, so this type of mass in this area, even though there is space to it, will impact 
the historic area and could be determinantal to the visual of the historic spaces as they currently are.   
 
Ms. Flynn Giles did not find that massing protected the integrity of the existing property and its 
environment, per the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. She said the essential form and integrity of 
the history property is drastically changed by the proposal. 
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Mr. Coale said the plan was being presented only for Advisory Comments on the addition. He said they 
would come back if they need to during the site development plan state.  
 
Ms. Zoren said it would be helpful to have a site section through the existing building to show that none 
of the roofs are above or visible beyond the school building. Mr. Coale said they would be happy to do 
that and said it was reasonable. Ms. Zoren said that it does appear if there is an enormous retaining wall 
holding up the back part of the site, that the buildings could be integrated into the slope, stepping down 
a little bit, so they are no looming over neighboring properties. Mr. Coale said the most severe slope is 
at the building itself at the street in the back of the building. Mr. Coale said they will be prepared to 
present this plan to the Commission another time, but were not prepared now, they were only prepared 
for the front façade, which his most impactful on the survey district. Mr. Coale said the building is not a 
historic building, but rather the survey district and how it contributes to that. Ms. Holmes clarified that it 
would be considered a historic building, which is part of the survey district. 
 
Ms. Danna has requested to go into closed session for legal advice. Ms. Flynn Giles moved to go into 
closed session to seek legal advice. Ms. Danna seconded. The motion was unanimously approved and 
the HPC went into closed session at 8:13 pm. Ms. Flynn Giles moved to close the closed session and 
return to open session at 8:27 pm. Ms. Danna seconded. The motion was unanimously approved.  
 
Ms. Zoren said the Commission understands the sloping situation on the site and they do have a grading 
plan. Ms. Flynn Giles said that her comments about the addition to the existing building stand and she 
continues to have concerns in consideration of Standard 9 under the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for Rehabilitation about the massing, scale, proportion of the overall site plan. Ms. Danna 
agreed with Ms. Flynn Giles and was concerned about the massing in relation to the size and scale of the 
historic survey district.  Ms. Zoren was also concerned about the apparent mass of the additional 
buildings at the rear of the site and said they appear larger than the mainly residential character of the 
neighborhood and could have an adverse effect. She said that while they did not have enough 
information to really understand the massing or heights of the building in comparison to these 
residential structures, it did appear the scale of the proposed new construction was significant. Ms. 
Zoren said that concluded their Advisory Comments.  
 
 
HPC-22-47 – 10281 Baltimore National Pike, Ellicott City, HO-137 
Applicant: Paul Cavanaugh; Fisher, Collins and Carter, Inc. 
 
Request: The Applicant, Paul Cavanaugh from Fisher, Collins and Carter, Inc., requests Advisory 
Comments on the site development plan for 10281 Baltimore National 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-137, the Hopkins-Brosenne Stone House/Pine Orchard Hotel. 
According to the Inventory form, the building dates circa 1840. There is also a historic grave site, #24-7, 
Rhinestone at Pine Orchard, located at the rear of the property. The Cemetery Inventory form states 
there is no clear boundary for this grave site and that there is one large headstone noting three burials. 
 
The site consists of 1.38 acres and is zoned B-1. The plan also requires review from the County’s Design 
Advisory Panel. 
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Scope of Work: The Applicant seeks Advisory Comments on the proposed site development plan for the 
addition and parking lot expansion. The historic structure will be retained. The proposed addition will be 
constructed to the rear and east of the historic structure in an “L” formation and will allow the historic 
building to stand alone at the front of the property. It will consist of a brick veneer and gray EIFS 
(Exterior Insulation and Finish System) panels. The existing frame east side and rear addition will be 
demolished. The site development plan shows a 10-foot buffer around the historic grave site. The bio-
retention stormwater management facility will be located to the west of the historic grave site, as 
shown in Figure 11. 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 

Figure 10 - Demolition plan showing retention of historic building 

and removal of current frame addition. 

Figure 12 - Rendering of proposed rear addition and parking lot alterations. 

Figure 11 - Location of existing historic cemetery #24-7 
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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.” 
 
Rules of Procedure, Rule 104.A, Pre-Application Advice, Advice on Subdivision and Site Development 
Plans 

1) Prior to the initial submittal of an application for subdivision or site development plan approval 
on a site located in a historic district or that contains a historic structure, the petitioner shall 
submit a request to the Commission to identify all historic resources on the site and obtain advice 
regarding the design of development. 

2) The request for advice shall be accompanied by a concept plan showing the proposed 
development of the subdivision, including the proposed lot locations, proposed siting of 
structures on the lots, and proposed architecture. 

 
This property is not located in a local historic 
district, so there are not specific applicable design 
guidelines. The HPC’s Rules of Procedure and 
County Code provide guidance on the information 
that should be contained in an application and 
what the Commission should provide feedback 
on. 
 
Sec. 16.118. - Protection of historic resources. 

(1) Historic buildings, structures and 
landscape features which are integral to 
the historic setting should be located on 
a single lot of suitable size to ensure 
protection of the historic structure and 
setting. 

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

(c) Cemeteries. Cemeteries shall be dealt with in 
accordance with subtitle 13 of this title. In any 
case, no grading or construction shall be permitted within 30 feet of a cemetery boundary or within 
ten feet of individual grave sites. 

The historic resource will be retained on a large lot and the setting will be improved by the removal of 
the non-historic addition, with the new addition constructed off the rear, allowing the historic 
structure to stand alone at the front of the property. 

Figure 13 - Illustrative site plan showing proposed rear addition. 
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The site development plan shows a 10-foot buffer around the historic grave site, which complies with 
the requirement in Section 16.118 of the County Code. The Commission may provide advice on the 
design of the development in relation to the historic grave site.   

Also mentioned in Section 16.1304 of the County Code, the Applicant should work with DPZ to 
establish the boundaries of the grave site. 

The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation 
Standard 9 – New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy historic 
materials, features and spatial relationships that characterize the property. The new work shall be 
differentiated from the old and shall be compatible with the historic materials, features, size, scale and 
proportion, and massing to protect the integrity of the property and its environment. 
 
Standard 10 – New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be undertaken in such a 
manner that, if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its 
environment would be unimpaired. 
 
The proposal is consistent with Standards 9 and 10. The demolition of the existing modern addition will 
restore the historic structure more closely to its original appearance. The proposed new construction 
will be added to the rear side of the historic building, and will be set back with the use of the parking lot. 
The new construction will be differentiated from the historic building through a use of modern building 
materials and modern architectural design.  
 
Staff Recommendation to the HPC: Staff recommend the HPC provide advice on the design of the site 
development plan and the proposed addition in relation to the historic structure and the historic grave 
site. 
 
Testimony: Ms. Zoren swore in Paul Cavanaugh from Fisher, Collins and Carter and Grace Pak from 
Alexander Design Studio. Ms. Zoren asked if the original drawings were up for discussion or if they were 
withdrawn. Ms. Pak said the second submission is what they will be discussing for the meeting. Ms. 
Zoren asked if the site plan remained the same and Ms. Pak said that was correct.  
 
Ms. Flynn Giles said the proposal appeared to be compliant with the Guidelines and it was clear that the 
new construction would be a separate structure that is compatible with the historic building. She said 
one of her main concerns was the cemetery and the determination of the size of the burial area with the 
difference between a 30-foot and 10-foot buffer.  
 
Ms. Danna said this was a good design and a nice way to showcase the historic building since it is 
currently very hidden. She was also concerned with the historic gravesite and said ground penetrating 
radar should be done to determine the existing edges of the gravesite. She said there could be 
exponentially more graves there and would like to see a survey done to determine the edges before this 
plan moves forward.  
 
Ms. Zoren said the site plan overall looks ok. She said that there should be a setback from the finished 
edge at the L coming back at the corner of the stone house, so that the addition stands apart from the 
building and the main building receives the prominence it deserves. She was concerned about the 
stylistic differences and massing and said the massing looks incompatible with the historic stone 
structure. She said the addition reads as a large rectangular box, with a faux or real gable at a different 
angle from the main house. For materials she would want to see more historic or compatible with 
historic rather than EIFS, such as siding or board and batten to blend more with the original character. 
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Ms. Zoren pointed out that this is one of the last historic pieces on this section of Route 40. She likes 
that the front porch will be removed and allow the stone house to stand on its own. She said the 
fenestration is a little jarring in comparison the historic house. Ms. Zoren asked what the white 
rectangular cutouts were, and Ms. Pak said they were cutouts from the brick veneer in order for the 
owner to display advertisements in an orderly manner. Ms. Pak agreed with the setback mentioned 
earlier, and said they are setting the side linked building wall back from the stone wall so it will be 
recessed.  
 
Ms. Zoren asked if they considered a more traditional aesthetic and asked them to explain the reasoning 
behind the design. Ms. Pak said there were not any specific guidelines since it is not a historic district, so 
there was no significant historic fabric to weave into the addition. The adjacent properties are a mixture 
of different retail buildings that do not carry a common visual or design theme. Ms. Pak acknowledged 
that she understood the concern with the adjacency of the stone building and they are trying to keep 
the design simple with exterior materials that do not clash with the stone building. Ms. Pak said the 
owner requested the materials for the building to have a current, simple, functional building. Ms. Zoren 
said the modern rectangular EIFS panels do not complement the stone building. 
 
Ms. Danna said the original building has a keystone pattern on the windows and suggested bringing 
some elements from the main building into the addition.  
 
Ms. Zoren said the slope and pitch of the original roofline and the angle of the gable looked more 
compatible with the historic structure and asked if they could go back to that. Ms. Pak said they would 
take those suggestions under advisement and discuss them with the owner. 
 
 *Chapter and page references are from the Ellicott City or Lawyers Hill Historic District Design Guidelines. 

 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 

1. Administrative Updates – reminder that the HPC does not meet in January and will resume 
regular meetings on February 2nd.  

 
  
Erica Zoren, Chair 
 
 
  
Beth Burgess, Executive Secretary 

 
 
 
 
 
  
Samantha Holmes, Preservation Planner
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