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Minutes of Case HPC10-206 

134 W. 3
rd

 Street, Frederick, Maryland 

CITY OF FREDERICK HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

COMMISSION 

July 8, 2010 and August 26, 2010 

 

JULY 8, 2010 

11. HPC10-206                       134 W. 3
rd

 Street                                Edward Simpkins 

Repoint brick and apply limewash paint                                             Bill Castle, agent 

Emily Paulus 

Presentation 

Ms. Paulus entered the entire staff report into the record and stated that the applicant is 

seeking post-construction approval for the application of limewash to a previously 

unpainted contributing duplex.  The limewash was applied to the first two floors of the 

building's west elevation.  It is the applicant's intent to apply the limewash to the 

remaining areas of the west elevation, with the final application to be pigmented with a 

red color to approximate the color of the brick. 

The application also seeks approval to repoint the upper floor of the west elevation, 

where the applicant states that moisture is seeping through the masonry.  Type K mortar 

(1 part cement to 3 parts lime to 10 parts sand) is proposed. 

Discussion 

Bill Castle, representing the applicant, stated that as a point of background he has been a 

professional stone mason and he has remodeled 23 buildings in the last eight years not 

necessarily in the Historic District but he has done brick masonry and block, toxic 

chemicals, non-toxic chemicals, paints and solvents so he had a pretty good feel for this 

building. He also knew a lot about limewash; not the recent chemical compositions of 

limewash but he had extensively used it in the past. He said that there are three tiers to 

the discussion and the first instance is that there was a citation or violation issued to Mr. 

Simpkins and he did everything with meticulous detail. When he first started the project 

he went online and looked at the Historical Commission requirements and he felt he was 

fully in total compliance with the work that he was doing. The wall in question was 

painted when he moved in the house in 1987and he removed the paint from 1987 until 

about the early 1990's. Mr. Castle stated that when Mr. Simpkins went online and looked 

at the Historical Commission documentation that is available on the website it addresses 

the Rules and Regulations for the type of work he wanted to do and he felt what he was 

doing fell under minor rehab. The second part of this is that they had found discrepancies 

that the staff had came up with and they wanted to point that out to help get this 
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application approved. Mr. Castle provided a painting and said that it was done by Helen 

Smith in 1989 and that was what Captain Massie Simpkins expected his property to look 

like when he completed the exterior renovations. He pointed to the section of the building 

where the mortar was deteriorating and with the deterioration the paint that was on the 

west side of the building had overtime collected water between the paint and bricks 

which caused the brick to deteriorate. He added that the good thing about the limewash is 

in some cases you can use a cement mortar to repair the corners of broken brick and 

when you put the limewash over that it seals it and allows it breathe and water can not be 

trapped in there. He wasn't sure how much lime wash had been done in the City but 

hopefully since Mr. Simpkins has come up with something they might want to consider 

as an option to paint for future applications in the City because it is extremely effective. It 

does take a lot of labor because it is about eight thin coats and you add the pigment in the 

last two or three coats. Mr. Simpkins was looking to do a red color but he has gone back 

to the white. He said that since the building had been previously painted the argument of 

the recommendation to deny the application because it had never been painted does not 

hold water. In his experience with mortar and in looking at the back part of the building 

there are pockets with more deterioration then others in the mortar and some parts of the 

brick so you can't just do a portion of it because it would look like patch. Mr. Castle 

stated that as a professional in the masonry trades it would be very inappropriate to try to 

ever remove that because at the best and at the worst the two or three coats that he 

already has on there is the perfect sealer. 

Amy Davis showed pictures of the original door and condition of the bricks. 

Mr. Baker asked if the owner removed the paint from the front of the building as well. 

Mr. Castle answered no that the building was as it is now when he purchased it in 1987. 

Mr. Castle said it seemed that at some point years ago the front had been sandblasted or 

power washed because the brick is porous. Mr. Baker asked how the similar the west 

elevation is to the front elevation. Mr. Castle answered that it appeared to him that the 

west side was never sandblasted but was cleaned by Mr. Simpkins with scrapers and 

brushes. 

Mr. Daniel asked if, apart from the 1989 painting and the 1975 photograph of prior 

painting, they knew of any other evidence that the building was originally painted. Mr. 

Castle answered that it would be inconsistent in the City or most Historical Districts for a 

late 1700's property to have not been painted at some point because that was used to 

protect the very porous low fired brick. 

Mr. Daniel stated that to give the Commission a chance to digest all the new information 

that was given to them and to give a chance for the applicant to get the information to 

staff for further investigation, he strongly encouraged going to the next hearing where 

staff could do another staff report based on what the applicant presented. 

Mr. Burns asked if the applicant could provide the documentation showing the removal 

would damage the brick or that it helps with stabilization of the brick. Ms. Castle 

answered sure that he could do that or he could have other experts offer their collective 

evaluation. 
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Mr. Castle stated that he would like his case to be continued to the next hearing for 

further investigation. 

 Public Comment - There was no public comment 

Staff Recommendations 

Staff recommends that the Commission deny the proposal to apply limewash to the west 

elevation of the building, because painting previously unpainted masonry is not 

appropriate in this historic district and the applicant has not demonstrated that it is 

necessary to stabilize deteriorating brick.   

Staff recommends that the Commission approve the removal of the limewash using the 

gentlest means possible, such as a white vinegar rinse, diluted mild acid solution, or other 

comparable method, subject to a test patch to be approved by staff. 

Staff recommends that the Commission approve the repointing of the building's west 

elevation using Type K mortar and matching the original as closely as possible in terms 

of composition, color, joint width, and tooling. 

Motion:           Scott Winnette moved to continue this case until the July 22, 2010 

hearing.  

Second:           Shawn Burns    

Vote:               7 - 0 

________________________________________________________________________ 

August 26, 2010 

5.   HPC10-206                       134 W. 3
rd

 Street                                Edward Simpkins 

      Repoint brick and apply limewash paint                                             Bill Castle, agent 

        Emily Paulus 

Staff Presentation 

Ms. Paulus entered the entire staff report into the record and stated that the applicant is 

seeking post-construction approval for the application of limewash to a previously 

unpainted contributing duplex.  The limewash was applied to the first two floors of the 

building's west elevation.  It is the applicant's intent to apply the limewash to the 

remaining areas of the west elevation; the color would remain white. 

The application also seeks approval to repoint the upper floor of the west elevation, 

where the applicant states that moisture is seeping through the masonry.  Type K mortar 

(1 part cement to 3 parts lime to 10 parts sand) is proposed. 
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 Applicant Presentation 

Bill Castle, representing the applicant, stated that it was unfortunate that every voting 

member could not be at the site because he thought it was an educational experience. He 

added that he went back to look at the Guidelines that were published and he found no 

reason that the applicant home owner was not within the Historic Guidelines to remove 

the peeling paint over the last 15-20 years and recoat the surface to protect it. He went on 

to say that the staff report stated it would remain white and he testified at the last hearing 

that the idea is to have it tinted green so it would be green instead of white. He thought 

the applicant was well within his rights to limewash what was previously painted and he 

found nothing in the Guidelines that state how long between removing peeling paint and 

coating it with a protective covering. The bricks that are on the west side of the building 

are consistently old bricks and the litmus test for old bricks is the size, they are primarily 

8¾" bricks which were manufactured well before 100 years ago so the bricks are about 

150 years old. Mr. Castle stated that one of the reasons you do not see severe 

deterioration is because the whole property at some point was limewashed or 

whitewashed. 

Mr. Castle then asked Ronnie Manhollan to speak. Mr. Manhollan stated that he has 

worked in a family owned business for 33 years and he has been doing this type of work 

for 26 years. He went on to say that anytime you can protect the brick from the elements 

it will be better off because of the saturation of the brick; whether it is old or new does 

not matter. If you can protect the brick from being saturated especially in the winter time 

then it is not going to deteriorate nearly as quickly as it would if it were untreated. Mr. 

Castle asked if he had seen evidence of previous whitewashing once the paint had been 

scraped off. Mr. Manhollan answered that it appeared to be. Mr. Castle asked if it 

appeared to him that there had been some sandblasting on some of the bricks. Mr. 

Manhollan answered it appeared to him that it had been sandblasted. 

Mr. Castle then asked Mr. John Walter to speak. Mr. Walker stated that he was third 

generation brick and stone mason and has been operating out of the same location since 

1937. Mr. Castle asked if it appeared to him that the entire structure had been 

whitewashed previously. Mr. Walter answered that the front of the building had a heavy 

sandblast so there would be a chance that it had multi layers of paint on it and most likely 

was limewashed and it wore off and there is residue of paint still in the mortar joints on 

the brick face. Mr. Castle asked how someone would go about removing the limewash 

that had been applied by the applicant if he was forced to remove it. Mr. Walter answered 

that he had read the proposal from Virginia Lime Works about using vinegar.It would 

take forever to do it that way and wasn't even sure if that was possible. He added that 

they said something about a mild acid but they did not mention what type of acid to use. 

Mr. Castle asked if it would be his conclusion that once the masonry work has been 

properly completed if it were not coating with a limewash that since it was sandblasted it 

would deteriorate more rapidly. Mr. Walter answered that the applicant would need to 

replace 10 to 12 damaged bricks with new and take out the patched areas then repoint 

with the type K mortar that staff suggested and then limewash to seal everything in.          

Public Comment - There was no public comment. 
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Commission Discussion Questioning  

Mr. Russin asked staff if the building had been painted during the period of significance. 

Ms. Paulus answered that they could not positively answer that at this point. A 1974 slide 

is the only documentary evidence they have that the building was previously painted at 

the west elevation. She agreed that it seemed likely the main block was painted at one 

time but whether it was originally painted they would never be able to answer that 

question. She added that she saw no evidence that the later additions were previously 

whitewashed. They looked at the limewash layer that was left at the rear elevation on the 

main block but at the two later additions there is earlier paint on the rear elevation of the 

1910 gable roof addition but there did not appear to be any type of limewash or 

whitewash underneath that paint like there was on the rear elevation of the main block. 

Mr. Baker asked if this was more of a legal question with respect to compliance with the 

Guidelines. Mr. Waxter answered that he was not sure what he meant by that but he said 

that one of Mr. Castle's statements during his presentation was that the homeowner 

applicant was the person that took the paint off originally. Mr. Castle said the homeowner 

removed the paint on all the west section of bricks. Mr. Waxter asked if the current owner 

had done that. Mr. Castle answered yes the current owner. 

Mr. Baker understood that the building had been previously painted and the Guidelines 

say that previously painted structures can be repainted but he thought there was 

something in the Guidelines about change in appearance having to go before the Historic 

Preservation Commission, which they did not do. He added that the point of this is that it 

had been painted and they removed it bringing it back to it's original state. He was not 

sure if the Guidelines are specifically detailed enough to focus on the "what ifs". He 

stated that they all understood the limewash being protective and the covering of brick is 

always a good thing to do but they also understood that they are here to restore the 

Historic District and they want to maintain as much of the original integrity of the 

neighborhood. The applicant took the paint off in hopes of beautifying the building and 

said that it was beginning to show deterioration, none of which is really relevant at least 

on the lower levels and the upper levels have (from photographs provided) some 

deterioration which is very characteristic of upper level brick structures. He said that does 

not imply that the whole side would need to be covered whether it is a lime based paint or 

even a stucco parge kind of finish. The point he was trying to make was there were some 

discrepancies in the Guidelines as to what has occurred. 

Mr. Winnette asked Mr. Castle if the applicant's intent when removing the paint was to 

repaint it. Mr. Castle answered yes and it had been approximately 14 years since he took 

the paint off and he had testified before that the reason he did not aggressively complete 

the job was because of health reasons. 

Alderman O'Connor asked if they would need to file an application if they wanted to take 

paint off and reapply a different surface to that. Ms. Paulus answered that to simply paint 

over an existing layer of paint would not have required HPC approval but to remove the 

paint to expose the red brick underneath would have. 
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Mr. Winnette stated that because there was a portion in front that had been sandblasted 

and does have three coats of limewash on it and the top portion has been sandblasted he 

was inclined to allow the limewash to protect that brick. 

Mr. Russin asked if the Commission could selectively pick which wall could be 

limewashed. Mr. Waxter answered that they should only be looking at the wall that is on 

the application which he thought was the wall the bordered Bentz Street. Ms. Paulus 

added that since there are three different periods of construction on the west elevation 

they could hypothetically conditionally approve one section but not another on that wall. 

Mr. Baker thought they would have approved the main block and not the rest where it 

shows no deterioration. 

Mr. Russin stated that the majority of the buildings in the Historic District are red brick 

and he asked if they knew how many of the buildings have been painted over the years 

because they are all in varying conditions and with the bulk of them not painted they have 

seemed to age quite well. Ms. Paulus answered that the oldest part of this particular 

property is circa 1870 and as they know there are buildings in the Historic District which 

are much older then that and have never been painted and the brick is doing just fine, of 

course with regular maintenance and proper care. She did not see the argument that this 

particular structure is in danger of deteriorating to a state where there is no point of 

return. She added that in the most severe cases they have seen of masonry damage and 

water infiltration where you do have the early soft porous brick the Commission has 

approved transparent breathable masonry coatings that do keep the majority of the 

moisture out of the brick. 

Mr. Baker stated that there are some bricks that need to be replaced and that can be done 

without applying any coating on and you would see somewhat of a patch but that would 

be the character defining features of evolution on the building. 

Applicant Rebuttal 

Mr. Castle asked Mr. Ronnie Manhollan if he could explain the brick making process to 

the Commission. Mr. Malhollan stated that when they made brick 100 years ago they 

would stack the brick in a kiln and they burned a fire so the brick that were closest to the 

fire got the most heat and ended up being the harder brick. The bricks on the outsides of 

the kiln got the less heat so they were the softer brick and then all those brick were 

shipped to any job site to build a house. So you could have a combination of soft and 

hard brick in any house or structure in Frederick.     

Staff Recommendation 

Staff recommends denial of the proposal to apply limewash to the buildings west 

elevation because it would be inconsistent with the Commission Guidelines which state 

that painting previously unpainted masonry structures will not be approved except in 

those cases where it will help stabilize deteriorating brick and only with prior 

Commission approval. 
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Staff recommends that the Commission approve the repointing of the building's west 

elevation using Type K mortar and matching the original as closely as possible in terms 

of composition, color, joint width, and tooling. 

 Repointing of Brick 

Motion:           Scott Winnette moved to approve the repointing of the buildings west 

elevation using Type K mortar and matching the original as closely as possible in 

terms of composition, color, joint width, and tooling.                  

Second:           Josh Russin                                                                             

Vote:               4 - 0 

 Application of Limewash 

Motion:           Josh Russin moved to deny the limewash application on the west 

elevation because there is no clear documentation as to a building of this nature 

being painted during the period of significance and the limewash is not necessary to 

help stabilize the deteriorating brick and many other structures in the Historic 

District of Downtown Frederick are red brick structures in this historically red 

brick city.  

Second:           Gary Baker                  

Vote:               3 - 1, Robert Jones opposed                                      

  

  

  

  

  

 


