
   

  
 

Historic District Commission 
MEETING AGENDA 

Monday, January 23, 2023 - 6:00 PM 
Council Chambers, Easton Town Office 

14 S Harrison Street  
 

 

  
Call to Order  

   
Old Business  

  1) Application Number: 2022-714 
Applicant: Jonathan Ryan 
Location: 24 N. Aurora Street 

Tax Map 103, Grid 0EA, Parcel 1131 
Zoning District: R-7A 
Request: Roof Replacement 

       
New Business  

  1) Application Number: 2023-838 
Applicant: Coastal Design and Build LLC 
Location: 101 N. West Street 

Tax Map 104, Grid 0EA, Parcel 1259 
Zoning District: CB 
Request: Windows 

      
  2) Application Number: 2023-839 

Applicant: Richard Arnold 
Location: 403 Goldsborough Street 

Tax Map 103, Grid 000, Parcel 754 
Zoning District: R-7A 
Request: Storm Window Replacement 

      
  3) Annual Election for Chair and Vice-Chair 
       

Discussion Item  
  
  1) Discussion on public art within the Historic District. 
    

Approval of Minutes.  
   

Administrative Approval  
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Consent Docket  

   
Adjournment.  
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TOWN OF EASTON  
PLANNING & ZONING 

14 S Harrison Street, Easton MD 21601 

Historic District Commission Staff Report 

Meeting Date: 1/23/2023 

Staff Contact: Nicholas Johnson, Planner, njohnson@eastonmd.gov 

Property Address: 24 N Aurora Street (Foxley Hall) 

Application Number:  2022-0714 

Request: Roof Replacement 

 

Staff Recommendation: Approve ☒       Deny ☐        Table ☐ 

Staff Comments:  

 

The applicant is proposing to replace the existing cedar shake roof which was installed in 2011 

with a new synthetic slate roof. This project has a long history with the Historic District 

Commission (HDC) first coming before the Commission at the meeting on March 28th, 2022 at 

which it was tabled and subsequentially withdrawn. The project then came before the 

Commission again at the meeting on October 10th 2022 proposing to use asphalt shingles. The 

applicant also argued that there was an economic hardship involved with re-installing cedar 

shakes. The Commission denied this proposal and an appeal was filed with the Board of Zoning 

Appeals (BOZA). On December 20th, 2022 BOZA remanded the matter back to the HDC for 

further fact finding related to the proposed roofing material. This new application, brings new 

evidence before the HDC in the form of a new proposed roofing material.  

Historic District Guidelines: 

“Slate was a common roof material for substantial residential buildings in the nineteenth and 

early twentieth centuries. It comes in many shapes, with rectangular, diamond, and hexagonal the 

most popular. Although predominantly gray in color, slate roofs may also be red or green.” 

Guideline 70: Roof Material 

Like roof shape, roof material, when visible, is often a character defining feature. Historic 

roofing materials include wood shingles, slate shingles, clay tiles, metal, and several types of 

membranes for flat roofs.  

a. Retain and repair visible historic roofing materials where feasible.  
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TOWN OF EASTON  
PLANNING & ZONING 

14 S Harrison Street, Easton MD 21601 

b. Where total replacement of all roofing material is required, the new roofing should 

match the existing material or be a roofing material that is consistent with the building’s 

architectural style.  

c. Heavy-weight architectural shingles are preferred when existing asphalt shingles are 

replaced.  

Appendix B: Common Substitute Materials (Roofs) 

Roofing materials are among the most frequently substituted. Substitute materials have 

been designed to replace historic shingles and traditional metal roofs. While it may be 

appropriate to replace a deteriorated historic shingle roof with new, synthetic shingles 

similar in color and texture to the historic material, it would not be appropriate to replace 

a historic metal paneled roof with modern shingles. The original roofing type should be 

maintained.  

Shingles 

Architectural shingles are designed to mimic the naturalistic appearance of slate or wood 

shake roofs. Also known as laminated or dimensional shingles, are a heavy-duty asphalt 

product made with a fiberglass backing and a facing made from ceramic-coated mineral 

grains, suspended in an asphalt coating. Architectural shingles differ from traditional 

asphalt tab shingles as they are more dimensional and provide a more irregular pattern. 

Architectural shingles are designed to mimic traditional roofing materials like slate and 

timber shingles. Architectural shingles may serve as an appropriate replacement for 

severely deteriorated slate or timber shingle roofs, as well as existing tab-style asphalt 

shingles. 

STAFF RECOMENDATION: 

Staff recommends approving this application based on the finding that the proposed 

synthetic slate material is an appropriate substitute for deteriorated cedar shakes. The National 

Historic Trust’s Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstruction 

Historic Buildings state that “slate was also an early roofing material, but it was imported until 

the end of the 18th century when the first slate quarry opened. Both slate and tile roofs provided 

fire protection, especially important in urban areas. The use of slate expanded quickly in the 

second half of the 19th century with the development of the railroads, and it remained a preferred 

roofing material until the middle of the 20th century.”  A Sanborn Fire Insurance map from April 

of 1891 also shows that slate was being used on portions of this home as roofing material. Given  
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TOWN OF EASTON  
PLANNING & ZONING 

14 S Harrison Street, Easton MD 21601 

 

that slate was an available roofing material at the time this home was built in 1800 and slate has 

previously been used, staff believes that synthetic slate is in keeping with the historic nature of 

this home. 
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DaVinci roofscapes a westlake company

13890 West 101st Street  |  Lenexa, Kansas 66215  |  800-328-4624
davinciroofscapes.com

©2019 DaVinci Roofscapes
Printing reproduction of  colors shown in this brochure may vary from actual product.

MLBFCOMPBRO

Building Code & Testing Approvals: ICC-ES ESR-2119; 
Miami-Dade County, FL; CA Title 24; Texas Dept. of  Insurance; 
LEED contribution; Class A Fire; Class 4 Impact; WUI; and CCMC 
14094-R

When it comes to roofi ng materials, you’ve 
got plenty of  options...and none better 
than a DaVinci composite roof. DaVinci 
composite roofi ng tiles blend state-of-the-art 
materials with an artist’s touch. You won’t 
fi nd a better looking or better performing 
roof  at any price.

STRENGTH

AVERAGE

WEAKNESS

ASPHALT NATURAL
SLATE

NATURAL
SHAKE

WIND
RESISTANT

IMPACT
RESISTANT

FIRE
RESISTANT

FREEZE/THAW
RESISTANT

COLOR-FADE
RESISTANT

LIGHTWEIGHT

MAINTENANCE-
FREE

bellaforté 
slate & shake

Top-notch performance 

and artistry 

that  lasts a lifetime. 

there is no competing with the 

artistry & performance of

DaVinci Bellaforté

for anything less 

than perfection

why bellaforté prevails over

premium asphalt shingles
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Bellaforté  provides… 

RESILIENCE IN ALL WEATHER
– 

A LONG LIFE WITH LOW MAINTENANCE

Bellaforté costs 49% less than heavy 
laminate over a 50-year span*

– 
A VARIETY OF OPTIONS

– 
EASY INSTALLATION 

DAVINCI
BELLAFORTÉ

COMPETITOR
ASPHALT

No granule loss Delimination/granule loss

No glue to fail Glue/sealant failure

Inert/no algae growth Algae growth

Low temperature 
installation

Temperature installation 
concerns

Long-lasting Gets brittle with age

Can power wash Unable to power wash

DaVinci Bellaforté Slate replicates 
a natural slate roof. 

DaVinci

bellaforté shake

competitor 

asphalt shake

natural 

cedar shake

DaVinci 

bellaforté slate

Natural Shake

natural 

slate

competitor 

asphalt slate

There’s no denying the beauty of  natural slate and shake—the problems aren’t aesthetic. Issues arise 
in performance. The beauty of  real cedar shake is fl eeting; it is prone to damage and does not 
provide color stability. And unlike DaVinci, natural slate does not live a maintenance-free life 

and cannot stand up to Mother Nature’s fury. When it comes to composite roofi ng, 
DaVinci Bellaforté reigns supreme and can perfectly mimic the allure of  the real thing. 

Asphalt, on the other hand, looks nothing like natural slate or shake; it is
a pitiful imitation and powerless when compared to DaVinci Bellaforté. 

asphalt is incapable of realistically 

replicating natural slate and shake. 

Natural slate and shake are incapable of achieving DaVinci’s top-notch performance. 

only DaVinci can give 

you the look you love 

with peace of mind for 

your budget and home. 

See DaVinciRoofscapes.com for the most up-to-date testing and certifi cations.

*Based on asphalt installed cost and life expectancy

STANDARD RESULTS

FIRE TEST ASTM E 108 Class A

IMPACT TEST UL 2218 Class 4

WIND TEST ASTM D 3161 Certified to 
110 mph

HIGH VELOCITY 
HURRICANE ZONE TAS 125 Up to 

180 mph

Testing Summary

-Bellaforté -
superior craftsmanship. 

superior performance.

Natural Slate
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CANYON

EVERGREEN

BROWNSTONE

SLATE BLACK

CASTLE GRAY

SONORA

SLATE GRAY

SMOKEY GRAY

EUROPEAN

Bellaforté Slate

Designed to reduce material costs, Bellaforté puts the look of slate within 
reach, and with it the premium aesthetics and performance that asphalt 
shingles can only dream about. With DaVinci Bellaforté, the look of slate 

may be more attainable than you think.

cr

cr

cr

bellaforté slatecr
ALSO AVAILABLE
IN COOL ROOF COLOR
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We seek approval from the Historic District Commission to replace the failing cedar roof on our 
home with a decked, high-grade architectural composite shingle roof due to the cost-prohibitive and 
inferior material quality of the existing material (cedar). This new roof will help preserve the rest of the 
asset for decades to come, provide an increase in the life-safety of the building for its occupants and 
surrounding neighbors, and be consistent with the aesthetic charm of the surrounding neighborhood. 

The roof on our home, 24 N. Aurora Street suffers from leaks and frequent rodent intrusion and 
therefore we find it necessary to replace it. The existing material is cedar shingle attached to furring 
strips and has no underlying decking. This lack of decking makes for an incomplete rain barrier 
(evidenced by the fact that daylight may be seen through the roof from inside) causing intermittent 
leaks. There is one pervasive leak along the north chimney of the 2.5-story section of the house (Figure 
1). The lack of decking also makes the roof susceptible to rodent intrusion. In addition to the disease 
carrying qualities of the rodents’ waste in our attic space, they have caused significant property damage 
including: 

 Creating a life safety hazard by gnawing through the shielding of 120V wiring in the attic space 
(Figures 2-3) which could cause a structure fire.  

 Severing a condensate drain (Attachment 1) which leaked into the ceiling space of the guest 
bedroom causing damage to the drywall, trim, and new window dressings (Figure 4-7). This 
damage required mold remediation, drywall repair, paint, and the window dressing will have to 
be replaced as it is now stained.   

 Gnawing on the HVAC equipment that we replaced in 2017 at the expense of $32,500 (Figure 8) 

After numerous conversations with roofers, pest control experts, and internet research we have 
concluded that the best course of action to rid the home of its rodent infestation is to trap out rodents 
from the property  to eliminate animals that have already been inside the attic space, replace the roof 
with a decked roof, evacuate all existing insulation from the attic space to remove the scent signature, 
and blow in new cellulose insulation which has a rodent deterring chemical in it.  

 Replacing the roof with a decked, cedar roof is a cost prohibitive and inferior solution to 
replacement with a decked high-grade architectural composite shingle. Quotes received from MidShore 
Exteriors and Ruff Roofers for cedar and architectural shingle roofs: 

Contractor Cedar Architectural Shingle 
MidShore Exteriors $87,513 $22,050 
Ruff Roofers $156,945 $61,182 

  

Not only is the upfront cost of cedar a staggering 400% of the cost of architectural shingle, the material 
quality and the durability of cedar is drastically inferior to that of a high-grade architectural shingle as is 
evidenced by their respective warranties: 

MidShore Exteriors Workmanship Warranty Manufacturer’s Warranty 
Cedar Roof 10 Years 25 Years 
Architectural Shingle 25 Years 50 Years 

* Ruff Roofers did not supply warranty information  

To provide a full picture, we must look at the lifecycle cost of these two products: 
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(Link 1) *26 year Workman’s cost of cedar includes cost at year 0, 11, 21, and 50% of 31.  

If the two product last as long as their manufacturer’s warranty, at year 26 the cedar roof will 
cost $427,214 more than the Architectural Shingle roof. If the two products last as long as their 
workmanship warranty, at year 26 the cedar roof will cost $760,021 more than the Architectural Shingle 
roof. The full cost of attendance at UMD College Park in-state is currently $27,807. Inflated forward at 
the same rate (5.61%), it will cost our family $480,153 to put both of our children through UMD. The 
savings of an Architectural Shingle roof would cover 89% or 158% of this cost and we would still have 
another 25 years of life in our architectural shingle roof. These figures clearly demonstrate that the 
cedar roofing is cost prohibitive.  To the extent that the Commission may find the proposed architectural 
shingles to be inappropriate, we respectfully request that the Commission make a finding of “undue 
financial hardship” given the extremely significant additional cost of using wood shakes, and pursuant to 
the authority set forth in the Town Code, permit the architectural shingles to be used due to that 
hardship – notwithstanding any material preferences that would be applicable if the undue financial 
hardship did not exist. 

The increased longevity of Architectural Shingles over Cedar is due to the intrinsic qualities of 
their respective materials. Architectural Shingles are a composite of inert inorganic materials and are 
therefore more durable against UV rays, algae growth, debris impacts, and (most importantly) have a 
Class A fire rating. Cedar is a natural material that changes color, deforms, and twists when exposed to 
UV rays, and is prone to algae growth and fire. Modern cedar shingles are treated with chemicals to 
slow the growth of algae and provide some fire protection but this treatment degrades over time and 
requires periodic maintenance. Even at the peak of their flame retardant quality, Cedar shingles do not 
meet the Class A specifications without being a component of a roofing system (Note that we did not 
discover the need for a component roof system in order to protect our family with a Class A roof until 
after quotes were received so the additional costs associated are not reflected in the above quotes).  

From Inspectapedia: Encyclopedia of Building & Environmental Construction, Diagnosis, Maintenance & 
Repair (Link 2): 

In sum, Class B shakes or shingles can form part of a Class-A Fire Rate roof provided they are 
installed over sheathing (spaced or solid) that in turn has been covered with one layer of 1/4 in. 

5.61% Inflation based on 10 year average from Producer Price Index by Industry: Roofing Contractors,
 Nonresidential Building Work (FRED Economic Data)
Warranty 1 year cost $ % 26 year cost $ % 51 year cost $ %
Arch. Shingle 22,050       -              0% 22,050           -          0% 378,812        -                0%
Cedar 87,513       65,463       297% 449,264         427,214 1937% 1,865,195     1,486,384    392%
Multiple 4 20 5
Arch. S. $/An 848                 7,428             
Cedar $/An 17,279           36,572           
Workman's 1 year cost $ % 26 year cost* $ % 51 year cost $ %
Arch. Shingle 22,050       -              0% 113,198         -          0% 469,959        -                0%
Cedar 87,513       65,463       297% 760,021         646,823 571% 3,233,916     2,763,957    588%
Multiple 4 7 7
Arch. S. $/An 4,354              9,215             
Cedar $/An 29,232           63,410           
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(6.4 mm) thick noncombustible roof board, or with one layer of minimum 72-lb. fiber-glass-
based mineral surfaced cap sheet, or with another, equivalent and fire-rated specialty roofing 
sheet product in order to obtain the Class A fire rating. 

Essentially, the cedar roofing material is an aesthetic overlay and the actual fire-retardant qualities 
come from the inorganic substrate they are placed upon. It should be noted that the roofing system 
protects the building but does not protect against the spread of fire to nearby structures from burning 
cedar carried by the wind, placing neighbors at risk. Multiple municipalities in western states have 
outlawed wood roofs categorically due to their inherent risk (link 3). 

As an experiment, we took a cedar shingle from our attic space (Figure 9) and placed it in our 
firepit with some cardboard, and some 2x4 framing material, with no accelerant. The cedar shingle was 
engulfed in flame in less than one minute after ignition (Figure 10) and structurally destroyed within a 
few minutes (Figure 11). This shingle has been protected from the elements so it should represent 
among the most fire-retardant shingles in our roof.  

Talbot County has a requirement for all new residential structures to have sprinkler systems 
installed because of a tragic fire that occurred during my childhood that resulted in the deaths of several 
children. It seems that Talbot County correctly takes matters of fire safety very seriously and the 
increased safety of the Architectural Shingles alone should recommend them as the more appropriate 
roofing material for this residential dwelling to protect our family. Requiring us to sleep under this 
inferior roofing material when a Class A product is readily available would be akin to forcing us to buy a 
car with no airbags while the majority of our neighbors are under no such obligation.  

 The neighborhood surrounding our home is filled with a mix of beautiful houses. Out of 
curiosity, we conducted a survey of the residential dwellings bounded by North Street to the north, East 
Dover to the south, Pennsylvania Avenue to the East and North Hanson Street to the west. In all, we 
counted 94 homes and considered The Hummingbird Inn (14 N. Aurora St.) and The Bishops House Bed 
and Breakfast (214 Goldsborough St.) due to their prominence and proximity. Of these 96 buildings, 88 
(92%) had Architectural Shingle or standard asphalt shingle roofs. The balance was 5 Metal, 1 Slate 
Mansard, and 2 Cedar (including ours). Among these 96 buildings, 2 are listed as Contributing District 
Resources for the founding of the Easton Historic District in Maryland’s National Register Properties 
(Link 4) and both are called out by address in the National Register Form (Link 5) as prominent examples 
of their architectural style. These properties are 200 Goldsborough Street for Greek Revival, which has 
an architectural shingle roof, and 14 N. Aurora Street for Queen Anne, which has an asphalt shingle roof.  
There is no example listed of exemplary Federal style and our home is listed as a “not evaluated” 
resource. We feel very strongly that if 92% of our neighbors, including two Contributing Resources at the 
National level, are allowed to have a significantly more affordable, durable, and safe roofing material, 
we should be afforded the same right.  

The Inventory Form For State Historic Sites Survey of our property (Link 6) clearly shows the 
Maryland Historical Trust’s opinion of our home’s architecture. The statement of significance is as 
follows: “Foxley Hall represents a type of freestanding brick dwelling commonly built In the Federal 
period of Easton architecture. Although little of the Federal character has survived, the building is 
impressive in its massiveness and interesting because of its many additions…” this statement provides 
little justification for holding the property to a higher standard than its neighbors. When we spoke to a 
representative from the Maryland Historic Trust, they assured us that we are under no addition 
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requirements than any of our neighbors in the Easton Historic District.  The Trust document makes 
several mentions of the roof: there is a description of the dormers on the west slope and their 
decorations, the gable style of some of the sections of roof and the roofline is referred to as “irregular”. 
There is no mention of the roofing material anywhere in the document. The document does contain a 
photograph of the building (Figure 13), including the west slope of the roof. The roof clearly appears to 
have neat rows of even shingles with staining coming down from the dormers and the chimneys. These 
characteristics point to an asphalt shingle roof, not a cedar roof which would have an irregular 
appearance and lack of staining. Given the 220+ year history of our home, the current roof is likely one 
of ten or more roofs to have covered it. While cedar is an historic roof covering, the fact that the current 
roof on our home is cedar offers little proof that it was the original roofing material. Maintaining a cedar 
roof on the building would only definitively preserve a decision made sometime between the Historic 
Trust Survey and now. Changing the roofing material to an architectural shingle roof would not bar any 
future owners from choosing a more extravagant option, if that is their preference.  

Our home is not a museum dedicated to the history of Talbot County like the Talbot Historical 
Society’s James Neall House which has an Architectural Shingle roof (Figure 13). It is not open to the 
public, housing multiple foundations like the Bullitt House which has an Architectural Shingle Roof 
(Figure 14). It is not owned by a local conglomerate with multiple restaurants and other holdings like the 
Bartlett Pear which has an Architectural Shingle roof (Figure 15). It does not serve as a landing pad for 
guests who may be seeking historical tourism like the Bishops House, The Hummingbird Inn, or the 
Tidewater House, all of which have Architectural Shingle roofs (Figures 16-18). It is a family home which 
we have invested heavily in over the past five years. We started with necessary upgrades to the HVAC 
system and paid a premium for Indow Window interior storm windows to preserve the exterior beauty 
of the home. Last fall, we repainted the house with the help of Jamie Merida Design who selected a 
fresh palate that has resulted in multiple strangers complimenting us on the homes rekindled beauty. 
We thought that we were done with the projects necessary to preserve the building’s envelope and are 
extremely disheartened to find that the best course of action is to replace the roof. Please allow us to do 
so in a safe and affordable manner so that we can finally spend time enjoying the fruits of our 
investment, making memories with our children.  

 The section of the Historic District Commission guidelines that pertains to this project is as 
follows:  

Guideline 70 b. Where total replacement of all roofing material is required, the new roofing 
should match the existing material or be a roofing material that is consistent with the building’s 
architectural style.  

This Guideline appears to have no preference between the existing material or an architecturally 
consistent material. We believe that the preceding paragraphs have demonstrated beyond a doubt that 
an architectural shingle is the superior option in all objective measures. The prevalence of architectural 
shingles on other Federal dwellings within the Easton Historic District, as well as the plethora examples 
that can be found online support the subjective claim that they are consistent with the building’s 
architectural style. We therefore respectfully request that the Commission vote in favor of allowing the 
use of Architectural Shingles to re-roof 24 N. Aurora Street. We feel that black or grey shingles would be 
most aesthetically appealing but are fully willing to use a brown shingle to maintain the existing palate.  
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Links: 

Link 1: Federal Reserve Economic Data Producer Price Index by Industry: Roofing Contractors, 
Nonresidential Building Work 

https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/PCU23816X23816X 

Link 2: Inspectapedia: Encyclopedia of Building & Environmental Construction, Diagnosis, Maintenance 
& Repair 

 https://inspectapedia.com/roof/Wood_Roof_Fire_Coatings.php  

Link 3: Investigatory paper by the Grand Jury of Orange County, CA into the appropriateness of wood 
roof. Recommendations are to amend building codes to require Class A roofing materials in all re-
roofing projects of 50% or more, in all fire zones.  

https://www.ocgrandjury.org/pdfs/woodroofs.pdf 

Link 4: Maryland Historical Trust, Maryland’s National Register Properties, Easton Historic District: lists 
all district resources.  

https://mht.maryland.gov/nr/NRDetail.aspx?NRID=645  

Link 5: National Register of Historic Places Inventory – Nomination Form for Easton Historic District 

https://mht.maryland.gov/secure/medusa/PDF/NR_PDFs/NR-643.pdf  

Link 6: Inventory Form For State Historic Sites Survey for 24 N. Aurora Street 

https://mht.maryland.gov/secure/medusa/PDF/Talbot/T-30.pdf  
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Figures: 

 

Figure 1: Water intrusion damage in ceiling and wall plaster due to failing roof 

 

Figure 2: Life safety hazard caused by rodent infestation due to failing roof. 

Page 30 of 101



 

Figure 3: Life safety hazard caused by rodent infestation due to failing roof. 

 

Figure 4: Property damage to drywall and trim caused by rodent-severed condensate drain.  
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Figure 5: Property damage to window dressing and trim caused by rodent-severed condensate drain. 

 

Figure 6: Dangerous mold growth in ceiling caused by rodent-severed condensate drain. 
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Figure 7: Dangerous mold growth in ceiling caused by rodent-severed condensate drain. 

 

Figure 8: Property damage to new HVAC sytems caused by rodent infestation. Note gnawing on 
equipemtn as well as destruction of pipe insulation in background.  
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Figure 9: Cedar roofing material found in attic space. 

  

Figure 10: Cedar roofing material engulfed in flames less than one minute after ignition. 
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Figure 11: Cedar roofing material structurally consumed by fire within minutes of ignition.  

 

Figure 12: Image of the roof of our home from the Inventory Form For State Historic Sites Survey dated 
January 25, 1977.  
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Figure 13: The James Neall House of the Talbot Historical Society with Architectural shingle roof. 

 

Figure 14: The Midshore Community Foundation’s Bullett House with Architectural Shingle Roof.  
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Figure 15: Bluepoint Hospitality’s Bartlett Pear with Architectural Shingle Roof.  

 

Figure 16: Bishops House Bed and Breakfast with Architectural Shingle Roof.  
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Figure 17: Hummingbird Inn with Architectural Shingle Roof.  

 

Figure 18: Tidewater Inn’s Tidewater House with Architectural Shingle Roof.  
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Survey of homes: 

 

 

  

Street Number Material Street Number Material Street Number Material
Goldsborough 200 Asphalt August 208 Asphalt North 304 Metal
Goldsborough 201 Metal August 310 Asphalt North 306 Asphalt
Goldsborough 205 Asphalt August 311 Asphalt North 308 Asphalt
Goldsborough 206 Metal August 313 Asphalt North 410 Asphalt
Goldsborough 208 Metal August 316 Asphalt North 412 Asphalt
Goldsborough 209 Asphalt August 317 Asphalt North 418 Asphalt
Goldsborough 210 Asphalt August 318 Asphalt North 424 Metal
Goldsborough 211 Asphalt August 319 Asphalt N. Hanson 20 Asphalt
Goldsborough 214 Asphalt August 320 Asphalt N. Hanson 112 Asphalt
Goldsborough 301 Asphalt August 401 Asphalt N. Thoroughgood 1 Asphalt
Goldsborough 303 Asphalt August 402 Asphalt N. Thoroughgood 3 Asphalt
Goldsborough 305 Asphalt August 406 Asphalt N. Thoroughgood 5 Asphalt
Goldsborough 307 Asphalt August 407 Asphalt N. Thoroughgood 7 Asphalt
Goldsborough 312 Asphalt August 408 Asphalt N. Thoroughgood 9 Asphalt
Goldsborough 314 Asphalt August 410 Asphalt N. Thoroughgood 13 Asphalt
Goldsborough 318 Asphalt August 412 Asphalt E. Dover 201 Asphalt
Goldsborough 401 Asphalt August 413 Asphalt E. Dover 203 Asphalt
Goldsborough 402 Asphalt August 414 Asphalt E. Dover 205 Asphalt
Goldsborough 405 Asphalt August 415 Asphalt E. Dover 207 Asphalt
Goldsborough 406 Asphalt August 416 Asphalt E. Dover 217 Asphalt
Goldsborough 407 Slate August 417 Asphalt E. Dover 219 Asphalt
Goldsborough 408 Asphalt August 418 Asphalt E. Dover 221 Asphalt
Goldsborough 409 Asphalt August 419 Asphalt N. Aurora 7 Asphalt
Goldsborough 410 Asphalt August 420 Asphalt N. Aurora 9 Asphalt
Goldsborough 411 Asphalt August 421 Asphalt N. Aurora 11 Asphalt
Goldsborough 412 Asphalt August 422 Asphalt N. Aurora 13 Asphalt
Goldsborough 414 Asphalt Locust 8 Asphalt N. Aurora 14 Asphalt
Goldsborough 415 Asphalt Locust 10 Asphalt N. Aurora 16 Asphalt
Goldsborough 416 Asphalt Locust 12 Asphalt N. Aurora 17 Asphalt
Goldsborough 417 Asphalt Locust 16 Cedar N. Aurora 18 Asphalt
Pennsylvania 45 Asphalt N. Higgins 11 Asphalt N. Aurora 20 Asphalt
August 204 Asphalt N. Higgins 108 Asphalt N. Aurora 24 Cedar
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Attachment 1: Griffith Energy Invoice showing Rodent damage to condensate line.  
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9/26/22, 8:56 AM SDAT: Real Property Data Search<

https://sdat.dat.maryland.gov/RealProperty/Pages/default.aspx 1/1

Real Property Data Search (
)

Search Result for TALBOT COUNTY

View Map View GroundRent Redemption View GroundRent Registration

Special Tax Recapture: None

Account Identifier: District - 01 Account Number - 017934

Owner Information

Owner Name: RYAN JONATHAN
RYAN LAURA

Use: 
Principal Residence:

RESIDENTIAL
YES

Mailing Address: 24 N AURORA ST
EASTON MD 21601-0000

Deed Reference: /02536/ 00194

Location & Structure Information

Premises Address: 24 N AURORA ST
EASTON 21601-0000 

Legal Description: LOT 4-102X175
24 E/S N AURORA ST
EASTON

Map: Grid: Parcel: Neighborhood: Subdivision: Section: Block: Lot: Assessment Year: Plat No:

0103 000EA 1131 1250013.21 0000 2022 Plat Ref:

Town: EASTON

Primary Structure Built Above Grade Living Area Finished Basement Area Property Land Area County Use

1800 6,496 SF 17,850 SF

Stories Basement Type Exterior Quality Full/Half Bath Garage Last Notice of Major Improvements

2 1/2 YES STANDARD UNIT BRICK/ 7 4 full 1 Detached

Value Information

Base Value Value Phase-in Assessments

As of 
01/01/2022

As of 
07/01/2022

As of 
07/01/2023

Land: 173,500 155,800

Improvements 1,007,200 1,041,300

Total: 1,180,700 1,197,100 1,186,167 1,191,633

Preferential Land: 0 0

Transfer Information

Seller: RYAN RODERICK N Date: 05/17/2018 Price: $1,100,000

Type: NON-ARMS LENGTH OTHER Deed1: /02536/ 00194 Deed2: 

Seller: HOSFORD HERBERT L JR AND Date: 06/11/2015 Price: $1,100,000

Type: ARMS LENGTH IMPROVED Deed1: /02269/ 00166 Deed2: 

Seller: GILMORE, JOHN S II Date: 09/16/2004 Price: $900,000

Type: ARMS LENGTH IMPROVED Deed1: /01276/ 00071 Deed2: 

Exemption Information

Partial Exempt Assessments: Class 07/01/2022 07/01/2023

County: 000 0.00

State: 000 0.00

Municipal: 000 0.00|0.00 0.00|0.00

Special Tax Recapture: None

Homestead Application Information

Homestead Application Status: No Application 

Homeowners' Tax Credit Application Information

Homeowners' Tax Credit Application Status: No Application Date: 
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Economic Hardship  

Economic Hardship is not a defined term that the applicant has been able to find. The definition the applicant is going to 

use is “Any amount of money that a citizen would be required to spend above and beyond the cost of a reasonable 

alternative if the regulation in question did not exist.” 

On face value, there would be $58k or $62k in economic hardship if required to use synthetic cedar or natural cedar, 

respectively.  

Assuming the applicant does not have cash on hand to finance these options, a home equity loan would have to be used. 

The Home Equity rate for Shore United Bank is currently 5.84% with a 15-year term. The monthly payments for these 

loans are $195, $679, and $713 for the architectural shingle, synthetic cedar, and natural cedar, respectively. Over the 

life of these loans, the total cost to the applicant would be $35k, $122k, and $128k, respectively. So, after financing 

there would be $87k or $93k in economic hardship if required to use synthetic cedar or natural cedar, respectively.   

In order to properly compare the two synthetic products with the natural product, the lifecycles of the products must be 

considered. Both synthetic products have a 50-year lifespan but the natural product has a 25-year lifespan. Using 

inflation information for roofing materials from the Federal Reserve (5.61%) the replacement cost for the natural cedar 

roof at year 26 is estimated to be $334k. Considering both financing and lifecycle, there would be $87k or $427k in 

economic hardship if required to use synthetic cedar or natural cedar, respectively.   

If it can be argued that the applicant could reasonably afford $679/mo for 15 years to pay for a synthetic cedar roof, we 

must also look at the opportunity cost as compared to an architectural shingle roof. Payments of $679/mo would sunset 

the architectural shingle loan in 38 months at a total cost of $26k. for the remaining 142 months, the applicant could 

invest those payments in a diversified portfolio. Using the 10-year average return of the S+P 500 (14.7%) and the 

Vanguard Total Bond Market Index Fund (1.3%) blended 70/30 gives a 10.7% return. The ending balance of this portfolio 

after 15 years would be $195k. The equal cash flow cost of the synthetic cedar roof is therefore $316k, creating a $291k 

economic hardship on the applicant.  

If it can be argued that the applicant could reasonably afford $713/mo for 15 years to pay for a natural cedar roof, as 

well as save $1,114/mo for 25 years to pay for the year 26 roof replacement, we must also look at the opportunity cost 

as compared to an architectural shingle roof. Payments of $1,827/mo would sunset the architectural shingle loan in 14 

months at a total cost of $24k. for the remaining 166 months, the applicant could invest those payments in a diversified 

portfolio. Using the 10-year average return of the S+P 500 (14.7%) and the Vanguard Total Bond Market Index Fund 

(1.3%) blended 70/30 gives a 10.7% return. The ending balance of this portfolio after 25 years would be $2.23MM. The 

equal cash flow cost of the natural cedar roof is therefore $2.69MM, creating a $2.67MM economic hardship on the 

applicant.  

As the regulation in question would be the only obstacle to securing an architectural shingle roof for the applicant’s 

home, they respectfully request that the Historic District Commission grant an exception due to Economic Hardship in 

this case.  

 

 

Cost Difference % Difference

Architectural Shingle Synthetic Cedar Cedar Synthetic Cedar Cedar Synthetic Cedar Cedar

Initial Cost 23,341                             81,283                  85,379       57,942                  62,038       348% 366%

Financing Cost 35,091                             122,203               128,361     87,112                  93,270       348% 366%

Lifecycle Cost @ Year 26 35,091                             122,203               462,543     87,112                  427,452     348% 1318%

Opportunity Cost @ Year 16 25,605                             316,713               291,108               1237%

Opportunity Cost @ Year 26 24,158                             2,691,979 2,667,821 11143%
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Historic Case 

The Easton Historic District was nominated for inclusion in the National Register 6/27/1980 

based on 127 District Resources, including 23 contributing properties, 2 non-contributing properties, 

and 102 not evaluated properties. All 127 of these properties received a State Historic Sites Survey 

performed by the Maryland Historical Trust. These surveys were conducted in accordance with the 

Standards and Guidelines for Architectural and Historical Investigations in Maryland. The standards set 

out stringent qualifications that must be met by the surveyors and provide strict instructions for the 

surveyors to follow as they perform the surveys. In the section pertaining to the detailed description of 

the property, the surveyors are to provide a description of the historical architectural elements of the 

building. This includes materials for the foundation, siding or brick bonding, and roofing. If no 

description of these items is present in the survey, that indicates that the respective materials were not 

of historical architectural value.  

The State Historic Sites Survey for our home (T-30 dated 8/29/67) includes many descriptions of 

the brickwork, the woodwork, the dormers, and the rooflines but makes no mention of the roofing 

material. The picture of the home included in the Survey shows that the roofing material was asphalt 

shingle. Further research at the Talbot Historical Society Archives clearly shows that an asphalt shingle 

roof was present on the home in the 1980’s.  

As can be seen in another State Historic Sites Survey (T-16 dated 8/29/67) for the Christ Church 

Rectory, the historic roofing material is mentioned several times in the document when present. Even 

when strong context clues are available as to the probable historic roofing material, the State Historic 

Sites Survey stay silent. This can be well illustrated by looking at the State Historic Sites Survey (T-15 

dated (8/29/67) for Christ Church which makes no mention of the roofing material when it was quite 

likely to have been slate to match the Rectory.  

The Easton Historic District Design Guidelines for Residential and Commercial Properties 

references the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Rehabilitation of Historic Properties. 

Standard #3 is as follows:  

Each Property shall be recognized as a physical record of its time, place and use. Changes that 

create a false sense of historical development, such as adding conjectural features or 

architectural elements from other buildings shall not be taken.  

Barring any historical account of the property’s roofing material that supersedes the State Historic Sites 

Survey, it must be concluded that the present cedar roof on our home was installed in defiance of the 

Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and is therefore creating a false sense of historical development as 

it is a conjectural feature.  

 We respectfully request that the Commission vote in favor of our request to install an 

architectural shingle roof on our home. This roof will provide a safe, long lasting, and affordable roof for 

our home and will remedy the false historical narrative currently present. The Historical Society Archive 

photo indicates either a gray or faded black shingle, we request your permission to use black.  
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TOWN OF EASTON  
PLANNING & ZONING 

14 S Harrison Street, Easton MD 21601 

Historic District Commission Staff Report 

Meeting Date: 1/23/2023 

Staff Contact: Nicholas Johnson, Planner, njohnson@eastonmd.gov 

Property Address: 101 N West Street 

Application Number:  2023-0838 

Request: Window Replacement 

 

Staff Recommendation: Approve ☒       Deny ☐        Table ☐ 

Staff Comments:  

 

The applicant is proposing to replace the existing wooden one-over-one windows with a 

combination of new wooden windows and fiberglass clad windows. The scope of work also 

includes removing the existing wooden sashes and preserving the existing trim. The applicant 

has provided two different options for the Commission’s consideration. Option 1 is a two-over-

two SDL window while option 2 is a one-over-one window.  

Historic District Guidelines:  

Guideline 90. Make Sensitive Replacements (Windows) 

a. Replace windows that cannot be repaired in-kind. Replacement windows must match 

the original windows in size, proportion, design, and style. The number of windowpanes 

and the muntin and mullion profiles should match the historic window. 

b. Replacement units for historic divided light (multi-pane) windows must have the 

appearance of a true divided light. Simulated divided light windows with three 

dimensional muntins are usually appropriate. “Snap-in” or “between-the-glass” vinyl 

muntins do not simulate a historic appearance and will not be approved for windows 

within the historic district.  

c. Maintain the window type. For example, replacing a double-hung window with a 

casement window is not preferred. 

d. Maintain the historic window opening size and surrounding trim. Altering the window 

opening to accommodate larger or smaller windows is not preferred. 
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TOWN OF EASTON  
PLANNING & ZONING 

14 S Harrison Street, Easton MD 21601 

e. Where inappropriate replacements were previously installed, and the original window 

appearance is unknown, neighboring buildings may provide clues to appropriate 

configurations. In general, a style of window that is in keeping with the architectural style 

of the building is most appropriate. Where the style of window cannot be determined, a 

one-over-one window configuration is usually most appropriate.  

Guideline 91: Shutters 

b. Restore or replace missing original shutters with appropriate replacement units based 

on physical or documentary evidence.  

 

Guideline 93 Sills, Lentils, and Frames 

a. Retain original sills, frames, lintels, and associated window trim and ornamentation.  

b. Do not wrap sills or frames in any materials (sheet metal, vinyl, etc.).  

c. Avoid adding details, surrounds, shutters, ornamentation and other features that have 

no historical basis and are not in keeping with the character of the original window. 

d. When historic sills, lintels, surrounds, or trim requires replacement, it should be made 

in-kind using the same or similar material and replicating the form, profile, color, and 

texture of the original unit.  

STAFF RECOMENDATION: 

Staff recommends approving this application with conditions based on the finding that 

the proposed windows in “Option B” best match the current windows on the structure. The 

Commission may condition its approval upon: 

• Removal of the satellite dish on the Federal Street frontage. 

• Preservation or replacement of the existing shutters on the West Street frontage. 
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TOWN OF EASTON  
PLANNING & ZONING 

14 S Harrison Street, Easton MD 21601 
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TOWN OF EASTON  
PLANNING & ZONING 

14 S Harrison Street, Easton MD 21601 

Historic District Commission Staff Report 

Meeting Date: 1/23/2023 

Staff Contact: Nicholas Johnson, Planner, njohnson@eastonmd.gov 

Property Address: 405 Goldsborough Street 

Application Number:  2023-839 

Request: Storm windows, HVAC, and electric 

 

Staff Recommendation: Approve ☒       Deny ☐        Table ☐ 

Staff Comments:  

 

The applicant is proposing to remove and replace the existing storm windows on the cottage 

behind 405 Goldsborough Street. The proposed replacement storm windows are Lancer double 

hung storm windows. The applicant is also proposing to install two new HVAC units on the 

Southwestern corner of the cottage. Finally, the applicant proposes moving the existing electric 

breaker from the inside of the house to the front façade underneath the electric meter.  

This property has been before the HDC multiple times (mostly for the main structure). Most 

recently approval was given to replace the front steps with brick. In 2021, approval was given to 

extend the kitchen roof line over the rear steps.  

Historic District Guidelines:  

Guideline 92. Storm Windows 

a. Detachable wood screens and storm windows were often used in residential and upper 

floor commercial windows through the first half of the twentieth century. Historic screens 

and storm windows should be maintained and preserved.  

b. New storm windows and screens should appropriately fit the window to which they are 

attached. Avoid installing over or undersized storm windows or screens. Install these 

units to avoid damaging or obscuring historic window surrounds or trim. 

c. Storm windows must have clear, untinted glass.  
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TOWN OF EASTON  
PLANNING & ZONING 

14 S Harrison Street, Easton MD 21601 

 

Guideline 82. General Guidelines for Utilities 

c. Locate exterior conduit and hosing in an inconspicuous area and paint housing to 

match the exterior surface to which it is applied. 

 

Guideline 48 HVAC 

b. Place equipment on non-visible rooftop locations, in the rear of buildings, or in other 

locations that are not visible from the street  

 

STAFF RECOMENDATION: 

Staff recommends approving this application with conditions. The HDC may choose to 

condition their approval on: 

• The replacement storm windows having clear non-tinted glass. 

• The new and existing electrical housing being painted to match the siding. 

Page 95 of 101



Page 96 of 101



Page 97 of 101



Page 98 of 101



Page 99 of 101



Page 100 of 101



Page 101 of 101


	 Call to Order
	 Old Business
	1) Application Number:2022-714Applicant:Jonathan Ryan
	24 N Aurora Street Staff Report
	Revised - DaVinci Slate Submission  
	Original - 24 N Aurora St HDC Application
	Original - Narrative
	Street View
	Original - Assessment Sheet 24 N Aurora (09-26-22)
	Original - Economic Hardship Supplement
	Original - Historic Case (002) Supplement
	Original - Historic Photo


	 New Business
	1) Application Number:2023-838Applicant:Coastal Desig
	101 N West Street Staff Report
	101 N. West St_ Application & Narrative
	101 N. West St_Cut Sheets
	101 N. West St_Materials Cut Sheet Option 'A'
	101 N. West St_Materials Cut Sheet Option 'B'
	101 N. West St_Site Photos

	2) Application Number:2023-839Applicant:Richard Arnol
	405 Goldsborough Street Staff Report
	403 Goldsborough Street_Application & Narrative
	403 Goldsborough Street_Materials
	403 Goldsborough Street_Site Drawing

	3) Annual Election for Chair and Vice-Chair

	 Discussion Item
	1) Discussion on public art within the Historic Distr

	 Approval of Minutes.
	 Administrative Approval
	 Consent Docket
	 Adjournment.



