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CITY OF YPSILANTI
Agenda
Historic District Commission
Tuesday, September 10, 2019 - 7:00 p.m.
Ypsilanti Historical Society, 220 N Huron St.
Ypsilanti, MI 48197
The Ypsilanti Historic District Commission works to safeguard Ypsilanti’s built heritage by guiding development and renovation
within the Historic District. Enabled by federal, state, and local legislation, the HDC seeks to stabilize and improve property values,
to promote preservation education, and to develop the Ypsilanti Historic District as a vital living area.
An audio recording of the meeting will be made for the purpose of assisting in the preparation of official minutes only. Once the
official minutes are approved the audio recording will be destroyed.

I.

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL
Alex Pettit, Interim-Chair
Erika Lindsay
Hank Prebys
Ron Rupert
Jane Schmiedeke
Anne Stevenson

P
P
P
P
P
P
P

VACANT

II.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

III.

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON AGENDA ITEMS

IV.

PUBLIC HEARING—none

V.

BUSINESS SESSION
A. OLD BUSINESS- none

A
A
A
A
A
A
A

B. NEW BUSINESS
1.
310 Florence
2.
9-11 S Washington
3.
206 N Huron
4.
616 Norris
5.
133 W Michigan

Street-side flowerbed
Intensive maintenance
Fence installation
Balcony and egress stair replacement
Window replacement

C. STUDY ITEMS
1.
504 N River
2.
504 N Huron
3.
406 E Forest
4.
412 Maple

Solar array
Solar array
Solar array
Porch repair

D. ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVALS- none
1.
40-44 E Cross
Balcony replacement
2.
326 E Forest
Reroof
3.
326 Maple
Paint
E. OTHER BUSINESS
1.
Property monitoring
2.
Commissioner comments
VI.

AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS

VII.

HOUSEKEEPING BUSINESS

1.
2.
VIII.

Approval of meeting minutes, August 26, 2019
Approval of meeting minutes, August 27, 2019

ADJOURNMENT
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Rehabilitation of Historic Structures
Developed by the U.S. Department of the Interior, the Standards provide a framework that guides
protective decisions regarding historic structures. The Historic District Commission is required to cite
applicable Standards with each formal decision it renders. It may also cite
HDC Fact Sheets as part of its decision-making process.

1. Use property for original purpose or provide compatible use with minimal alteration.

A property will be used as it was historically or be given a new use that requires minimal change to its distinctive
materials, features, spaces, and spatial relationships.
2. Do not destroy original character. Do not remove or alter historic material or features.

The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The removal of distinctive materials or alteration
of features, spaces, and spatial relationships that characterize a property will be avoided.
3. Do not imitate earlier styles.

Each property will be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and use. Changes that create a false sense of
historical development, such as adding conjectural features or elements from other historic properties, will not be
undertaken.
4. Preserve significant changes acquired over time.

Changes to a property that have acquired historic significance in their own right will be retained and preserved.
5. Preserve distinctive features.

Distinctive materials, features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship that characterize a
property will be preserved.
6. Repair, don’t replace. Replacements shall match original.

Deteriorated historic features will be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity of deterioration requires
replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature will match the old in design, color, texture, and, where possible,
materials. Replacement of missing features will be substantiated by documentary and physical evidence.
7. Clean building gently—no sandblasting.

Chemical or physical treatments, if appropriate, will be undertaken using the gentlest means possible. Treatments
that cause damage to historic materials will not be used.
8. Preserve archaeological resources.

Archaeological resources will be protected and preserved in place. If such resources must be disturbed, mitigation
measures will be undertaken.
9. Contemporary designs shall be compatible and shall not destroy significant original material.

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

New additions and adjacent or related new construction will 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.

HDC Work Permit
Staff Review
Property address: 310 Florence
Property History: The property includes an English Cottagestyle house, erected ca. 1930, which is contributing to the
historic district.
Date of Application: August 22, 2019
Date of Review: September 4, 2019
Date of Meeting: September 10, 2019
Proposed work: Installation of a street-side flowerbed.

1. Use property for original
purpose or provide
compatible use with minimal
alteration.
2. Do not destroy original
character. Do not remove or
alter historic material or
features.
3. Do not imitate earlier
styles.
4. Preserve significant
changes acquired over time.

Materials: Rocks, junipers, and yews.
Staff review:

1. The applicant proposes creating a flowerbed along
property’s Florence Street (south) boundary to
discourage vehicular traffic cutting into the lawn from
the adjacent alley.
2. The bed will be lined by rocks that are 1-2’ tall, to
protect the landscaping from vehicles.
3. Low shrubbery including yews and junipers will be
planted.
4. Staff decided the application should be reviewed by the
HDC because the rocks and plantings will be essentially
acting as a low natural fence in front of the house; and
rocks, while removable, are more permanent than just
shrubbery.

Recommended Motions:
Move to approve and issue a certificate of appropriateness for
the work at 310 Florence as specified in the application, dated
August 22, 2019, for the installation of a rock-lined flowerbed
along the south property boundary. The rocks are to be no
more than 2’ tall.

Relevant Secretary of the Interior’s Standards:
#9, #10

5. Preserve distinctive
features.
6. Repair, don’t replace.
Replacements shall match
original.
7. Clean building gently—
no sandblasting.
8. Preserve archaeological
resources.
9. Contemporary
designs shall be
compatible and shall not
destroy significant
original material.
10. New work shall be
removable.

Prepared by:
Scott E. Slagor, Preservation Planner

Staff photos: 310 Florence

Facing west-northwest to southeast corner of property; Florence at alley.

Facing northeast to yard along Florence Street

Facing northwest to alley and Florence Street

HDC Work Permit
Staff Review
Property address: 9-11 S Washington
Property History: The property includes two storefront bays of
an 1874 Italianate commercial building that is contributing to
the historic district. According to the local district nomination, a
cigar manufacturer, Seth D. Pew, was once located in one of
the bays from the late nineteenth through early twentieth
centuries.
Date of Application: August 27, 2019
Date of Review: September 4, 2019
Date of Meeting: September 10, 2019
Proposed work: Storefront window repair and paint.
Materials: Cedar plank, paint, mortar, and caulk.
Staff review:

1. The applicant proposes numerous repairs to the exterior
of the building. Individually, these repairs may be
considered ordinary maintenance, however
cumulatively, staff felt the project was large enough
that it should be reviewed by the HDC.
2. The windows will be hand-scraped, reglazed, and
repainted in Sherwin Williams emerald-grade “Iconic
White.”
3. Seams surrounding windows will be caulked where
failing.
4. Deteriorated trim and storefront panels will be filled
with epoxy and replaced by cedar planks where
necessary.
5. Masonry to be repointed on the lower 5% of the
building.
a. Staff informed the applicant that the mortar
must be a historically appropriate texture for the
longevity of the building and provided them a
Masonry Fact Sheet.

Recommended Motions:

1. Use property for original
purpose or provide
compatible use with minimal
alteration.
2. Do not destroy original
character. Do not remove or
alter historic material or
features.
3. Do not imitate earlier
styles.
4. Preserve significant
changes acquired over time.
5. Preserve distinctive
features.
6. Repair, don’t replace.
Replacements shall
match original.
7. Clean building gently—
no sandblasting.
8. Preserve archaeological
resources.
9. Contemporary designs
shall be compatible and
shall not destroy significant
original material.
10. New work shall be
removable.

Move to approve and issue a certificate of appropriateness for the work at 9-11 S Washington
as specified in the application, dated August 27, 2019, for the reglazing and repainting of
windows, repair of wood trim, and repointing masonry. The mortar shall be an appropriate
composition for the building, as specified in the Masonry Fact Sheet.

Relevant Secretary of the Interior’s Standards:

#5, #6.

Prepared by:
Scott E. Slagor, Preservation Planner

Staff photos: 9-11 S Washington

Facing east to facade.

Facing northeast to facade and south elevation.

Facing east-northeast to deterriorated mortar.

Facing northeast to storefront.

Facing northeast to facade second story windows.

HDC Work Permit
Staff Review
Property address: 206 N Huron
Property History: The property includes a ca. 1875 Italianate-

style house, known as the “Quirk Mansion,” which is
contributing to the historic district. The house was erected for
William Deubel, owner of a flour mill at Cross Street and the
Huron River.i It was purchased by D. L. Quirk, Jr. ca. 1904. He
remodeled the building in 1927-1928 by adding the north wing,
a two-story Colonial Revival structure that contained a ballroom
and exercise room.ii Historically, the property had expansive
gardens that extended east of the house, into what is today
Riverside Park.

Date of Application: August 29, 2019
Date of Review: September 5, 2019
Date of Meeting: September 10, 2019
Proposed work: Fence installation.
Materials: Aluminum fencing.
Staff review:

1. The applicant came as a study item on August 27, 2019
to get feedback on the style and location of an
appropriate fence for the front yard of the property.
The applicant stated that security concerns have cause
need for a barrier along N Huron. See the minutes
included in this packet for a summary of the discussion.
2. The applicant proposes a 4’ tall aluminum fence, in
black, to enclose the front yard and south
driveway/parking area. The driveway, pedestrian path
to the front door, and access to the north side yard will
be gated. See spec sheets for design.
a. The proposed gates have spiked finials, which
are against the Zoning Ordinance 122-635 (a).
Staff informed the applicant that if they are
unable to obtain a variance, then replacement
gates would have to be approved by the HDC
with an amended application.

1. Use property for original
purpose or provide
compatible use with minimal
alteration.
2. Do not destroy original
character. Do not remove or
alter historic material or
features.
3. Do not imitate earlier
styles.
4. Preserve significant
changes acquired over time.
5. Preserve distinctive
features.
6. Repair, don’t replace.
Replacements shall match
original.
7. Clean building gently—
no sandblasting.
8. Preserve archaeological
resources.
9. Contemporary
designs shall be
compatible and shall not
destroy significant
original material.
10. New work shall be
removable.

3. Staff researched the property to see if there was ever historically a fence at this
location. Staff found no evidence of a traditional fence, however at one time low
shrubbery extended across the front of the property, and large brick piers were placed
on the property’s northwest and southwest corners. Staff informed the applicant that
vegetation and brick piers would be an option to consider.
4. As a study item, some commissioners had concerns about the juncture between the
aluminum fence and wood fence. The wood fence is set deep within the property and
painted a dark charcoal color. In staff opinion, the juncture would minimally visible from
the right-of-way. Additionally, there are already modern guardrails encircling the parking
area south of the house that are a greater impact to setting and distract from the
existing fence.
5. The proposed fence appears to meet the standards established by the Fence Fact Sheet.
6. Although the front yard was never historically enclosed, the fence retains some level of
transparency, thereby minimally affecting the viewshed of N Huron.

Recommended Motions:
Move to approve and issue a certificate of appropriateness for the work at 206 N Huron as
specified in the application dated August 29, 2019 for installation of a 4’ tall aluminum fence, in
black. The fence shall be black and include gates at pedestrian and vehicular access points.

Relevant Secretary of the Interior’s Standards:

#9, #10

Prepared by:
Scott E. Slagor, Preservation Planner
i
ii

Ypsilanti Historical Society, Location File.
Ibid.

Historical Photos of 206 N Huron, showing vegitation and bric piers.

Ca. 1910

Ca. 1955

Ca. 1930

Ca. 1960

Staff photos: 206 N Huron

Facing southeat to property.

Facing northeast to house.

Facing east-northeat to parking area.

Facing northeast to parking area and existing fence.

Facing north-northeast along N Huron.

Facing southeast to parking area.

Facing south-southeast to south property boundary.

Facing southeast along N Huron.

Facing east-southeast to northern fence boundary on south edge of driveway.

HDC Work Permit
Staff Review
Property address: 616 Norris
Property History: The property includes mid-nineteenth century
vernacular residence that has lost much of its historic integrity.
Date of Application: August 30, 2019

1. Use property for original
purpose or provide
compatible use with minimal
alteration.
2. Do not destroy original
character. Do not remove or
alter historic material or
features.

Date of Review: September 5, 2019
Date of Meeting: September 10, 2019

3. Do not imitate earlier
styles.

Proposed work: Remove egress staircase and construct a new
egress stair and balcony.

4. Preserve significant
changes acquired over time.

Materials: Treated lumber and Trex decking.
Staff review:

1. The applicant proposes removal of a second story
egress staircase on the rear (east) elevation and
replacement with a new stair and balcony.
2. The project will be minimally visible from the right-ofway.
3. The egress stairs will be reoriented, extending parallel
to the south elevation of a one-story rear ell. The stairs
will connect to an L-plan balcony, covering an area of
approximately 12’x12’.
4. The balcony deck will be placed over an existing patio.
5. The structure will be supported by 6”x6’ posts, with
4”x4” posts supporting the staircase. The applicant
desires to use Trex composite flooring for the deck of
the balcony; as well as a composite railing and
balustrade.
6. The deck and staircase will be encircled by a continuous
guardrail/handrail to look similar to the photo provided.
7. Composite materials have been permitted in the Historic
District on a case-by-case basis. Staff suggested that
the applicant may want to consider wood as well.
a. The HDC may consider that the siding and
windows of the house are already clad in
synthetic materials, and a composite non-

5. Preserve distinctive
features.
6. Repair, don’t replace.
Replacements shall match
original.
7. Clean building gently—
no sandblasting.
8. Preserve archaeological
resources.
9. Contemporary
designs shall be
compatible and shall not
destroy significant
original material.
10. New work shall be
removable.

historic rear balcony would not be a substantial impact.

Recommended Motions:
Move to approve and issue a certificate of appropriateness for the work at 616 Norris as
specified in the application, dated August 30, 2019, for the installation of a new balcony and
egress stair. The structure is to be built to spec. The wood components of the structure shall be
painted or stained an opaque color.

Relevant Secretary of the Interior’s Standards:

#9, #10

Prepared by:
Scott E. Slagor, Preservation Planner

Staff photos: 616 Norris.

Facing northeast to facade and south elevation

Facing northeast to facade and south elevation from right-of-way, staircase to be replaced at right.

Facing north to stairs and balcony.

Facing northwest.

Facing west to rear east elevation and existing stair/balcony.

HDC Work Permit
Staff Review
Property address: 133 W Michigan
Property History: The property includes the ca. 1907
Neoclassical-style building that was erected to house the First
National Bank of Ypsilanti. In 1963 the bank exterior was
“modernized” with a marbled first floor and “cheese grater”
metal screened second floor. The original exterior was revealed
in 1985, with restoration funds coming from a Downtown
Façade Improvement Grant.
Date of Application: September 3, 2019
Date of Review: September 5, 2019
Date of Meeting: September 10, 2019
Proposed work: Replace 14 windows on the south elevation

second story.

1. Use property for original
purpose or provide
compatible use with minimal
alteration.
2. Do not destroy
original character. Do
not remove or alter
historic material or
features.
3. Do not imitate earlier
styles.
4. Preserve significant
changes acquired over time.
5. Preserve distinctive
features.

Materials: Weathershield Premium Series wood-framed

aluminum-clad windows.

Staff review:

1. The applicant is the recipient of a Downtown
Development Authority Façade Rehabilitation Grant, and
requires HDC approval to receive grant funding.
2. The applicant proposes replacing 14 wood-framed
double-hung one-over-one windows on the second
story of the south elevation.
3. Proposed replacements are Weathershield Premium
Series wood sashes with aluminum cladding.
a. The new windows will be colored to match the
others on the building.
4. The applicant is requesting insert replacement so that
the exterior window trim, that features a distinctive
Toros (rounded) molding, can remain intact.
a. The contractor estimates a slight loss in glass
area, totaling 1”, on the width of the windows,
and ¼” on the height.

6. Repair, don’t replace.
Replacements shall
match original.
7. Clean building gently—
no sandblasting.
8. Preserve archaeological
resources.
9. Contemporary designs
shall be compatible and
shall not destroy significant
original material.
10. New work shall be
removable.

b. The upper trim, may be removed ¼” on the upper and lower sashes to meet the
height of the windows.
5. The contractor estimates that the average person would not notice the change in glass
area.
6. The applicant states that the windows are so badly rotted that some have been boarded
over to prevent their falling.
7. The applicant investigated restoring the windows over replacing, and the cost was
$3,900 per window for $54,600 total, with a six-month time-frame to completion.
Restoration is estimated at twice as much as replacement, which is $26,000.

Recommended Motions:
Move to approve and issue a certificate of appropriateness for the work at 133 W Michigan as
specified in the application, dated September 3, 2019, for the installation of 14 Weathershield
Premium Series aluminum-clad wood windows on the second story of the south elevation. The
distinctive rounded window molding is to be preserved as much as possible.

Relevant Secretary of the Interior’s Standards:

#2, #6

***
Move to table the application for work at 133 W Michigan so the applicant may explore other
window options that result in no reduction of glass area.

Prepared by:
Scott E. Slagor, Preservation Planner

Staff photos: 133 W Michigan

Back yard is not visible from house front.

Sweeney
504 N River St
Ypsilanti, MI 48197

French
504 N Huron
Ypsilanti, MI 48197

McRae
406 E Forest
Ypsilanti, MI 48198

40-44 E Cross Photos

After reconstruction.

Before reconstruction.

Sample.

Sample

Staff photos: 326 Maple, 9/4/2019

MINUTES
City of Ypsilanti

HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION SPECIAL MEETING
Ypsilanti City Hall – 1 S Huron Street
Ypsilanti, Michigan 48197
Monday, August 26, 2019
7:00 P.M.

CALL TO ORDER
In the absence of Chairperson Davis and Vice Chairperson Pettit, Commissioner Prebys called the meeting to
order at 7:02 pm.
SELECTION OF CHAIRPERSON
Motion:

Schmiedeke (second: Stevenson) moved to nominate Hank Prebys as Acting Chairperson.

Approval:

Unanimous. Motion carried.

ROLL CALL
Hank Prebys

Acting Chair

7:03 PM

Commissioners Present:

Anne Stevenson, Hank Prebys, Jane Schmiedeke, Ron Rupert

Commissioners Absent:

Mike Davis, Jr., Alex Pettit, Erika Lindsay

Staff Present:

Joe Meyers, Economic Development Director
Christopher Jacobs, Community Development Manager
Scott Slagor, Preservation Planner
Nancy Hare-Dickerson, Commission Recording Secretary

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Motion:

Schmiedeke (second: Rupert) moved to approve the agenda as submitted.

Approval:

Unanimous. Motion carried.

PUBLIC COMMENT ON AGENDA ITEMS
Slagor: Read comments emailed to staff from Larry Yapp, owner of 32-42 N Huron.

Motion:

Stevenson (second: Schmiedeke) moved to approve the agenda as submitted with the emailed
comments from the property owner of 32-42 N Huron (attached).

Approval:

Unanimous. Motion carried.

NEW BUSINESS
Planning discussion on historic districts in Ypsilanti

*Staff led a discussion on historic preservation in Ypsilanti based on Sec. 54-32 of the Historical Preservation
Ordinance, Purpose and Intent.
[Discussion clarifying the Certified Local Government (CLG) program/State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)
requirements - Local perspective/National Register perspective]
[Discussion re: multiple resources in the City worthy of designation locally or in the National Register of Historic
Places; such as Peninsular Park, the Tucker house, and the College Heights and Normal Park neighborhood]
[Discussion re: looking back at what is already listed and determining if there are other areas of significance
that should be considered within the current designated districts, such as significant individuals, World War IIera history, and how the district has changed]
[Discussion re: additional means of promoting the economic benefits of preservation that are currently
underutilized, such as conducting a property value study]
[Discussion re: the topic of maintaining properties - what is working well with the current work permit
application system and measures that can be taken to increase compliance. Discussed placards to show
Certificate of Appropriateness, increasing awareness that a property is in the district, and the City’s efforts to
increase compliance across areas.]
[Discussion re: the topic of providing citizen information for the appropriate preservation of resources additional educational opportunities the HDC could utilize; such as trainings, conducting a survey of Ypsilanti
residents for what trainings/lectures they would like; the use of social media, and additional Fact Sheets]
[Discussion re: additional or better ways the City/HDC could promote preservation/heritage tourism through
partner organizations; such as the Historic Preservation Program with Eastern Michigan University]
[Discussion re: whether the current Design Criteria is sufficient for evaluating new construction in the Historic
District. In general the Commission found the standards appropriate, however they considered revising or
eliminating Standard #8. Staff agreed to provide the HDC with example of good infill construction in other
cities.]
[Discussion re: areas/items used in the HDC decision-making process; i.e., staff reviews, fact sheets, trainings.
Online trainings were favorably received.]
[Discussion re: tools, resources or process changes that would help the HDC make decisions. Discussed utilizing
the TV screens in the Council Chamber room more.]
Historic District Commission
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Discussion on Administrative Approvals

*Staff presented a report on proposed changes to permitted administrative approvals.
Slagor: After first explaining the administrative approvals currently allowed by the HDC, staff stated that
he prepared the report for the HDC to discuss and consider possible options for additional administrative
approvals in an effort to promote increased efficiency of the process.
Proposed additional administrative approvals include:
 Asphalt shingle roofs, regardless of color.
 Rear fencing applications.
 Installation of barrier-free ramps.
 Minor amendments to previously approved work.
 Extensions of approved work.
 Minor landscape features.
 In-kind replacements, particularly for non-historic features.
 Paint color review.
Discussion ensued as to the following proposed administrative approvals:
Roofing and Gutters
“Staff recommends expanding reroofing admin approvals to include all asphalt shingle or in-kind roof
replacements, regardless of color. Historically, wood shingle and metal roofs varied in color as they could
be painted, stained, or natural. Staff can ensure that drip edges will match the trim of the house. In-kind
replacement of slate or tile roofs may be approved by staff as well. The HDC would continue to review
applications for new roof materials, such as synthetic slate or faux clay tile; roof applications concerning
decorative features; and roof applications with new ventilation. In-kind gutter replacements may also be
approved administratively; however, a change in gutter type would go before the Commission”.
Schmiedeke/Stevenson/Prebys: Indicated agreement.
Rupert: Stated – except for white roofs.

[Further discussion re: reasons for past restrictions on roof color]
Prebys/Schmiedeke: Indicated agreement.
Rupert: Asked about metal roofs.
Slagor: Stated that the only time that staff would suggest administrative approval is if there is an
existing metal roof on the building. Stated that there is a lot to consider with a metal roof.
Rear Fencing Applications
“Currently, all fencing applications go to the HDC for review. Staff recommends allowing approval of rear
fence enclosures when the fence complies with the guidelines in the HDC Fence Fact Sheet as well as
the City’s Zoning Code. Fencing at the front of properties would still go before the Commission”.
Prebys: Asked if that would also mean that if it were a wooden fence, it would be painted or stained.
Slagor: Stated that that is a requirement, so it would be in there.
Stevenson/Prebys: Indicated agreement.
Rupert: Asked -- if they have a fence that was going to go on the rear and then also on the sides, that
would not be administratively approved.
Historic District Commission
August 26, 2019
3

Slagor: Stated that if it was a backyard fence, you may be able to see some of the front. But if it came
all the way up to the front yard, then, no, that would not be administratively approved.
Meyers: Stated – basically, enclosing a back yard.
Slagor: Stated – yes, back yard enclosures essentially.
Rupert: Indicated agreement.
Schmiedeke/Stevenson: Indicated agreement.
Meyers: Indicated that the administrative approval changes can always be revisited if it turns out not to
be a good idea.
Installation of Barrier-Free Ramps on Residential Buildings
“Typically, ramps on residential buildings are requested because the resident requires one to access their
home. Time is critical with these approvals as often a resident cannot go for a prolonged period without
access to their building. The State Historic Preservation Office typically approves ramp applications on
the basis that they are removable features that allow residents to remain in their homes.
Accommodating accessibility issues is one way the HDC can promote the City’s vision of building a
diverse community. Staff will approve ramps if they are easily removed and not damaging to the historic
fabric of the building. Commercial properties that are altering their egress will still be reviewed by the
HDC”.
Schmiedeke/Prebys/Rupert: Indicated agreement.
Stevenson: Stated that in talking about temporary ramps and removeable features, that they oftentimes
become permanent features.

[Continued discussion re: temporary becoming permanent; re: metal/wood ramps – more discussion
may be needed]
Slagor: Asked -- so maybe approval of the prefabricated metal ramps but permanent wood structures
that are part of the porch, if they do not fit with our Porch guidelines, bring it to the HDC.
Prebys/Rupert: Indicated agreement.
Stevenson: Sometimes they may start with a metal ramp and then realize that it will be a longstanding
feature and will want to build a wooden structure. That point may be the time to bring it to the HDC.
Minor Amendments to Previously Approved Work
“Staff recommends admin approvals of minor revisions to approved work that meet the Secretary of the
Interior Standards for Rehabilitation. Such admin approvals may include: a change in product brand,
paint color, choosing to repair rather than replace historic fabric, or minor changes to landscape
features”.
Prebys: Stated that it seems like a useful thing.

[Discussion re: examples of possible types of minor amendments]
[Discussion re: administrative approvals being made only by professional staff]
Storm Windows and Doors
Historic District Commission
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“Storm windows and doors are typically installed to protect the historic fenestration of the building. Staff
recommends admin approval of storm units if they are an appropriate material; such as wood,
aluminum, or fiberglass; and do not obscure distinctive historic features, such as the window glazing
pattern”.
Schmiedeke: Stated – and so the doors are not decorative in their right; as simple as possible.
Slagor: Acknowledged. Clarified that these are just storm windows and doors, not the actual original
sash.
Prebys/Schmiedeke/Stevenson/Rupert: Indicated agreement.
Minor Landscape Features
“The Historical Preservation ordinance allows for the HDC to regulate landscape features; however, the
Design Criteria for landscaping is vague. Additionally, the National Register and local district nominations
do not specify which aspects of landscape and setting are historically significant to the district. This
makes it difficult to determine when landscaping requires an application. Staff recommends
administratively approving minor removable landscape features such as lampposts, flag poles, rear
patios/decks, driveways, and new garden beds. Large landscape projects that accompany a site plan
would be approved by the HDC”.
Prebys/Schmiedeke: Indicated agreement.
Stevenson: Stated a concern about lampposts because they are sometimes part of the overall design of
the lighting of the house. [Discussion as to examples].
Slagor: Stated that that can be stricken. Stated that he will remove the word “lampposts”.
Rupert: Indicated agreement.
In-Kind Replacements of Rear and Non-Historic Features
“Staff recommends allowing admin approval for repair and/or replacement of in-kind non-historic
features, such as detached HVAC units, rear egress stairs, non-historic gutters and other in-kind items”.
Slagor: Stated that he has been using his discretion with this the most – things that are not critical to
the integrity of the building and are not especially visible. [Discussion as to examples].
Stevenson: Asked if an application is needed for a repair that is an in-kind replacement.
Slagor: Confirmed that an application is not needed for an in-kind replacement repair. Stated that
sometimes there is a full rebuild of stairs, for example.
Stevenson: Indicated agreement. Stated – like HVAC units, especially if they are in the same locations.

[Rupert initiated discussion re: a past application for stairs brought in for approval, as an example]
Rupert/Prebys/Schmiedeke: Indicated agreement.
Paint Color
“Staff recommends reconsidering the level of review given to paint color for multiple reasons:
1. The Michigan State Historic Preservation Office discourages regulating color unless there is a
historically documented color palette, such as the Indian Village Historic District in Detroit. See
enclosed email from Amy Arnold, Preservation Planner for the State of Michigan.
Historic District Commission
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2. The City does not have well documented sources that detail the historic colors of buildings in
Ypsilanti historic districts.
3. Determining historical color palettes can be difficult. There are some historical paint analysis studies
and written historical descriptions of building colors. For instance, Greek Revivals were generally
white or ivory with green or dark trim, Italianates favored earth tones, and Queen Anne’s utilized a
variety of bold colors. However, color vibrancy can fade on old buildings and the published historical
color palette books are subject to discoloration as well.
4. The Ypsilanti Historic District period of significance (based on the National Register listing) is
1830-1932. With a 102-year time frame, nearly any historical color scheme is feasible, which make
deciphering an appropriate palette difficult and less defensible.
5. Paint schemes change over time as exterior color is a removable feature that reflects the personal
taste of the property owner.
6. Appropriate paint color can be subjective as color is experienced differently by each person.
7. Ultimately, paint is one of the ways a property owner can easily maintain their building to protect the
historic siding. Some residents are intimidated by the HDC and have expressed reluctance to make
changes that would require attending a meeting. Additionally, flexibility with paint schemes allows
the owner discretion to “update” or personalize their buildings, and encourages regular maintenance.
8. Paint color regulation is one of the least popular aspects of any historic district. For the Historic
District to continue to have popular support and eventually expand to other parts of the city, the HDC
should be flexible on such aspects of buildings that are not critical to their historic integrity.
9. It is the professional opinion of staff that there is no scenario where an HDC decision on paint color
would successfully stand to an appeal for the reasons stated above. The HDC should avoid making
decisions that can be appealed easily, so as not to weaken the district.
The ultimate goal of a painting permit should be to ensure that the resource is being appropriately
prepared, i.e. no pressure washing. Staff recommends allowing exterior painting to be approved
administratively. This would streamline the process so property owners do not have to wait an extended
period before beginning their projects. Staff would recommend the applicant choose colors that highlight
distinctive features and to have multiple colors on a resource; i.e. a base, trim, and sash; however, it
would ultimately be the decision of the applicant. Painting of previously unpainted surfaces, such as
brick, stone or natural wood shingles, would be discouraged. Proposals to paint unpainted surfaces
would go before the HDC as an action item. The HDC may continue to regulate color in appropriate
areas, such as requiring new fenestration or trim pieces to match the existing colors of the building,
thereby ensuring the changes are compatible under standards #6 and #9”.

[Discussion re: staff recommendation and staff research on appropriateness of approving paint colors in
historic districts]
Stevenson: Stated that the HDC is to uphold the Standards for Rehabilitation. Stated that there are a
couple of Standards that can be pointed to to say that a particular feature or finish is not something that
a particular building would ever have; therefore, is inappropriate for that building. Stated that there
should be at least possibly a limitations/restrictions list [Discussed examples]. Stated that we do know
that there are certain palettes that are acceptable and some that really are not, for reasons such as they
may be more modern materials or paint colors that were never used historically. Stated that it is the
Historic District as a resource, not just the individual resource.

[Further discussion continued reference SHPO policy, City attorney opinion, guidelines in other Michigan
communities]
[Discussion re: idea of possibly a suggested paint list/appropriate paint palette for the time period and
style made available for consideration]
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Slagor: Stated that part of staff’s recommendation is that we should still look at color so that
replacements match originals and are compatible.
Schmiedeke: Indicated agreement of not prohibiting color choice. Stated that there should still be a way
to deal with the occasional outrageous color choice [Discussed examples].
Rupert: Stated that that is the reason he would like to review it beforehand.

[Further discussion continued]
Slagor: Stated that staff’s suggestion was that for simple jobs where people are repainting already
painted surfaces, that those could be administratively approved. Stated that if something is being
painted that was not painted historically, like brick or stonework, that that would be discouraged but
brought before the HDC. Stated that staff could also work with encouraging applicants to choose
appropriate colors and having a different color for the base and the trim.
Prebys/Schmiedeke: Indicated agreement.
Rupert: Asked how that determination would be made.
Slagor: Stated that, traditionally, we have said that if you are repainting with the existing colors, then it
is ordinary maintenance. Stated that what staff has been saying is that if you have a new color, then
that requires a permit.
Meyers: Stated that the permits are not going to go away. Stated that when there is painting, we want
to make sure it is prepped properly.
Rupert: Asked if chips would be seen first.
Slagor: Stated yes, because that is something they include in their application.
Stevenson: Indicated agreement to staff discretion for administrative approval. Stated that it would not
hurt to pull together a palette of recommendations of colors that would be approvable and appropriate.
Stated that it could become a fact sheet that staff could give to property owners.
Rupert: Indicated agreement with a fact sheet and color palette of recommendations.

[Discussion continued as to possible fact sheet language]
Additional Discussion
Schmiedeke: Asked if the fact sheet for porch decking requires tongue and groove.
Slagor: Confirmed.
Schmiedeke: Stated that tongue and groove should be removed because composite materials are being
allowed. Also stated that the HDC requires fences to be painted or stained if they are visible from the
street. Stated that there needs to be a way to deal with those who do not comply.
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[Discussion re: possible ways to monitor compliance; discussion re: reviewing the fence painting
requirement]
Prebys: Suggested possibly continuing the fact sheet discussion at a future meeting.

[Commission consensus]
Motion:

Stevenson (second: Rupert) moved to adopt the proposed administrative approvals for staff as
presented in the HDC Staff Proposal Report on August 26, 2019.

Approval:

Unanimous. Motion carried.

OTHER BUSINESS
Commissioner Comments- none
AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS—none
ADJOURNMENT
Acting Chairperson Prebys adjourned the meeting, citing the end of the agenda with no further items to discuss.
MEETING ADJOURNED at 8:52 p.m.

Full Minutes Prepared By: Nancy Hare-Dickerson
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Scott Slagor
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Wednesday, August 21, 2019 7:35 PM
Scott Slagor
Beth Bashert
HDC Special meeting

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe.

Scott ‐ Greetings.
I own the building know as 32 – 42 North Huron.
I am reading through the agenda of the August 26 special meeting. The proposed changes make sense but the Agenda
omits what I consider a critical topic.
To accomplish the HDC goal “to stabilize and improve property values, …, and to develop the Ypsilanti Historic District as
a vital living area the existing’, the existing ordinances need to be followed by property owners.
I & my tenants are confronted daily by the adverse impact of those that flaunt the existing HDC ordinances. My
property’s visual appeal and value have been adversely impacted by City’s failure to enforce existing HDC requirements.
My comment for the meeting is, I would like to see more consistent enforcement of the existing HDC requirements.
3242 N Huron LLC
Larry Yapp

1

MINUTES
City of Ypsilanti

HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION MEETING
Ypsilanti Historical Society – 220 N Huron Street
Ypsilanti, Michigan 48197
Tuesday, August 27, 2019
7:00 P.M.

CALL TO ORDER
In the absence of Chairperson Davis and Vice Chairperson Pettit, Commissioner Prebys called the meeting to
order at 7:01 pm.
SELECTION OF CHAIRPERSON
Motion:

Rupert (second: Schmiedeke) moved to nominate Anne Stevenson as Acting Chairperson.

Approval:

Unanimous. Motion carried.

ROLL CALL
Anne Stevenson

Acting Chair

7:02 PM

Commissioners Present:

Anne Stevenson, Hank Prebys, Jane Schmiedeke, Erika Lindsay, Ron Rupert

Commissioners Absent:

Mike Davis, Jr., Alex Pettit

Staff Present:

Scott Slagor, Preservation Planner
Nancy Hare-Dickerson, Commission Recording Secretary

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Audience:

Request to add 206 N Huron as a study item.

Motion:

Rupert (second: Prebys) moved to approve the agenda as amended to add 206 N Huron as a
study item.

Approval:

Unanimous. Motion carried.

PUBLIC COMMENT ON AGENDA ITEMS—none

PUBLIC HEARING—none
OLD BUSINESS—none
NEW BUSINESS
103 N Adams

*The application for porch deck and stair replacement was moved to the end of the New Business portion of the
agenda as the applicant was not present.
311 W Forest

*Roof replacement; chimney removal.
Applicant:

Judy Weinburger, owner- present.

Discussion:

Stevenson: Asked if applicant proposed to do a re-roofing and removal of a chimney.
Weinburger: Confirmed. Stated that there are two chimneys on the house. Stated that one is a
dead chimney that has been sealed off for years and which has long been out of use. Stated that
the other is the usable chimney to the furnace. Stated that the older dead chimney is a smaller
one and it has been completely tarred over. Stated that it would be necessary to remove all the
shingles and do a lot of new decking.
Stevenson: Asked if this is the one being referred to [reference photo materials].
Weinburger: Confirmed.
Rupert: Asked what type of venting is being installed.
Weinburger: Stated – ridge vents.

Motion:

Prebys (second: Rupert) moved to approve and issue a certificate of appropriateness for the
work at 311 W Forest as specified in the application, dated August 15, 2019, which includes
reroofing of the house with architectural shingles in “estate black,” rolled roofing on the rear low
slope of the building, and installation of a black drip edge and ridge vents.

Secretary of the Interior Standards:
#9 – Contemporary designs shall be compatible and shall not destroy significant original materials.
#10 – New work shall be removable.
Approval:

Unanimous. Motion carried.

313 Olive

*Fence Installation.
Applicant:

Chris Caryl, contractor- present.

Discussion:

Stevenson: Asked if the application is for removal of a chain link fence and then an installation of
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a six-foot wood shadow box fence.
Caryl: Confirmed.
Stevenson: Asked if there is a specific brand of fence.
Caryl: Stated that there is no brand. Stated that the plan is to custom build a fence out of oneby-six rough sawn planks with dog ears. Stated that it would be the standard that you would buy
pre-assembled. Stated that it would be built by hand with a nicely finished complete look.
Stevenson: Asked if it would be similar to the spec sheet included in the application.
Caryl: Stated that it would be very similar to that. Stated that the spacing may be a little bit
tighter to provide more privacy but it will still have a nicely finished look. Indicated that the
owner will be painting it once it has seasoned.
Stevenson: Asked if the paint color is known.
Caryl: Indicated that the paint color is not yet known. Stated that the owner will be making the
decision soon.

[Discussion re: seasoned wood/storage and timing of painting]
Rupert: Suggested that owner choose a solid color stain for the fence instead of paint because it
absorbs into it and does not peel as does paint.
Caryl: Acknowledged. Indicated that in discussions with owner, the plan is to use stain.
Motion:

Lindsay (second: Prebys) moved to approve and issue a certificate of appropriateness for the
work at 313 Olive as specified in the application, dated August 20, 2019, for the partial removal
of a chain-link fence and installation of a wood shadow box fence. The fence is to be coated or
stained an opaque color within one year.

Secretary of the Interior Standards:
#9 – Contemporary designs shall be compatible and shall not destroy significant original materials.
#10 – New work shall be removable.
Approval:

Unanimous. Motion carried.

226 N River

*Painting.
Applicant:

Christine Chie, owner- present.

Discussion:

Stevenson: Indicated that the application is for painting. Asked if applicant had the original paint
chip.
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Chie: Confirmed. [Paint chip was passed to commissioners to review and discuss]
Stevenson: Asked if applicant was informed that no pressure washing is to be used on the
property.
Chie: Confirmed.
Stevenson: Asked if the painting is of the aluminum siding.
Chie: Confirmed.
Motion:

Prebys (second: Schmiedeke) moved to approve and issue a certificate of appropriateness for the
work at 226 N River as specified in the application, dated August 15, 2019, repainting the
exterior in a base of “Mindful Gray” and trim in “Marea Baja.” No pressure washing shall be used
to prepare the exterior for painting.

Secretary of the Interior Standards:
#7 – Clean building gently—no sandblasting or pressure washing.
#10 – New work shall be removable.
Approval:

Unanimous. Motion carried.

103 N Adams

*The application for porch deck and stair replacement was moved to the end of the agenda as the applicant
was not present.

STUDY ITEMS
102 N Hamilton
Applicant:
Krista Girty, Ozone House Executive Director; Sharonda Simmons, Ozone House Education,
Outreach & Welcoming Director; Jan Culbertson, A3C Architect – present.
Discussion:

Stevenson: Indicated that based on the materials presented, the study item is to look at putting
in a type of weather barrier on the front porch in order to be able to use it as an outdoor/indoor
space. Asked applicant to discuss what is proposed.
Girty: [Presented a brief overview of the background of Ozone House and its services]

[Discussed the reasons for the proposed work - safety related and need for more space]
Culbertson: Stated that the top photos are of the existing porch [reference photo materials].
Stated that they met with Marygrove Awning about what type of temporary enclosure could be
done that is the least intrusive. Stated that it is difficult to fully enclose the space, so the entry
would stay open. Stated that the weather barrier will help block the elements. Stated that the
installation of lockers that could also be used for seats are being looked at.
[Re: materials - referenced photo of Detroit Street Filling Station restaurant in Ann Arbor].
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Stated that it would have a one-by-two and, in the corner, a two-by-two mill finish aluminum
frame. Stated that the vinyl would be over it. Stated that there would probably be a small
horizontal seam because of the height. Stated that the plan is to use the durable solid color
below that [reference photo materials] which would be on the inside of that rail, so you would
only see it where the spindles are on the porch. Stated that the clear vinyl would be used above.

[Discussion continued as to the potential appearance of the vinyl barrier]
Culbertson: Stated that the aluminum would be screwed in so it could be taken out. Stated that
no materials are being altered, just added to.

[Discussion as to framing/sturdiness; transparent rather than opaque barrier; longevity]
116-118 W Michigan
Applicant:
Adam Tasselmeyer, owner
Discussion:

Stevenson: Indicated that the study item is for windows.
Tasselmeyer: Indicated that he seeks approval on the transom layout and where the aluminum is
going to go. Stated that he would like to get the south facing store front windows ordered.
Stated that on the east building, it would be the three windows with the transoms above it.
Stated that on the west side, it would be the three windows with no transoms; not the double
doors. Stated that it would be that style door on that as well, with the side lights [reference

materials].
Rupert: Asked what happens to this door [reference materials].
Tasselmeyer: Stated that it will be a single door with the side lights.

[Commission review and discussion of reference materials]
Tasselmeyer: Stated that the plan would be to paint the windows on the back of the building.
Lindsay: Asked if the color would be black.
Tasselmeyer: Stated that the color would be extra dark brown.
Lindsay: Asked for clarification – these doors would not be in this gothic arch.
Tasselmeyer: Confirmed, no. Stated that it would be a single door with the side lights.
Lindsay: Asked – so, much like this one [reference materials].
Tasselmeyer: Confirmed.

[Further Commission review and discussion of reference materials]
Historic District Commission
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Motion:

Rupert (second: Lindsay) moved to approve and allow for an administrative approval for 116-118
W Michigan Avenue for the windows and doors on the south elevation revision, as presented as a
study item on 8/27/2019.

Approval:

Unanimous. Motion carried.

100-102 W Michigan
Applicant:
Timothy Stout, O’Neil Construction
Discussion:

Stout: Stated that O’Neil Construction is the general contractor doing an interior renovation in the
building. Stated that when the dry wall on the east wall was removed, that a secondary structural
wall was discovered that had been built inside of the original masonry wall that was sandwiched
with the gray metal panels on the outside and that is holding the masonry in place. Stated that
the on-site engineer indicated that the wall, in its current construction, for the south side and for
about half of the east side, is unsafe to remain in its condition. Stated that they are looking at
needing to remove the south wall and approximately half of the east wall down to the grade
level. Stated that they do not yet have engineering complete for a new construction. Stated that
the desire of the building owner is to begin dialogue with the Commission as to what that wall
should look like.
Schmiedeke: Stated that there are many old photographs of the building.

[Further discussion as to reconstruction thoughts]
Prebys: Asked if the panels that are being talked about are the exterior metal panels.
Stout: Confirmed.
Slagor: Stated that the east elevation that is being talked about is the one that fronts on Huron
and the south would be the façade.

[Discussion continued re: reconstruction thoughts]
[Discussion re: utilizing the Ypsilanti Historical Society for historical information]
[Discussion re: the salvageability of architectural elements/decorative features]
Prebys: Stated that in terms of decorative elements, if we knew that something was there and it
could be replaced, then that makes sense. Stated that the storefront has gone through many
changes over the last hundred years but the general look of the building needs to be maintained.

[Commission acknowledgement].
Stevenson: Recommended looking for historic photos to use as a guideline. Stated that in
considering budgets, work could possibly begin with a simpler thing and then more historic
details could be added at a later time.

[Clarifying discussion as to possibly utilizing a multi-phase process for reconstruction]
[Discussion re: reclaiming brick, where possible, that is being pulled down]
[Discussion re: foundation stabilization work needing to be done]
Historic District Commission
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Stout: Asked if the desire of the Commission is to have as many window openings at the end of
the project as there were originally.
Schmiedeke: Stated that that would be ideal.
Prebys: Stated that if there is a rationale for doing something else, to let the Commission know.
Slagor: Suggested that it would be most important to retain the window openings on the façade.
Stated that the east elevation, although it is street facing, is not the primary view. Stated that
there may be more flexibility.
Schmiedeke: Asked if the upper floors will be apartments.
Stout: Stated that the upper floors will be office.
Rupert: Asked if there is an elevator.
Stout: Confirmed.
206 N Huron
Applicant:
Ian Greenlee, owner
Discussion:

Stated that he would like to add a full fence around the front of the building and have a gate for
the parking lot for security reasons. [Discussed details of the security issues]. Stated that he is
here to discuss the height of the materials. Stated that he was told that four-foot is the limit.
Stated that he would prefer to go taller.
Prebys: Indicated that Zoning guidelines would prohibit higher than four feet.

[Discussion continued as to fence height restrictions and Zoning guidelines]
[Discussion re: appropriate/non-appropriate fence materials]
Stevenson: Recommended that when the application is brought in, that owner come in with a
site plan, with photos of the property and with a spec sheet for fence options that he would like
to use. Stated that the site plan should be marked to show all the places where the proposed
fence will be installed and where the proposed gate will be located. Indicated that as to owner’s
inquiry about different materials being used for the front and back of the fence, photos and a site
plan would need to be brought in for the Commission to first review before approval could be
given.
Prebys: [Initiated discussion re: pillar in need of repair]
NEW BUSINESS

*Returned to New Business – applicant present for:
103 N Adams

*Porch deck and stair replacement.
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Applicant:

Stewart Beal, owner- not present. Richard McCauley, present on behalf of owner.

Discussion:

Stevenson: Stated that the application is for a rebuild of the porch steps and deck that were
damaged by an automobile accident at the site.
McCauley: Confirmed.
Stevenson: Stated that there is work that has already been done.
McCauley: Confirmed.
Stevenson: Asked applicant to walk the Commission through the application.
McCauley: Stated that the owner previously submitted various photographs and other information
of what has been done. Stated that owner is asking for Commission approval.
Stevenson: Asked, in order to clarify, if this is the new rebuild here and this is the old existing
porch here [reference materials].
McCauley: Confirmed.
Stevenson: Stated that there is now this odd intersection of the two porches together here
[reference materials].
McCauley: Confirmed. Stated that they originally were going to do all one-by, same width, but
that one-by nowadays does not come with a full inch. Stated that the existing porch deck is the
full inch. Stated that his carpenter decided to go with decking boards which are a full inch, the
five-and-a-quarter.
Stevenson: Stated that this is the new and then this is the existing decking [reference materials].
McCauley: Confirmed.
Prebys: Asked if the existing is tongue and groove.
McCauley: Confirmed, no. Stated that what is there now is not tongue and groove.
Prebys: Stated that there was concern about the front edge of the replaced porch that does not
match the rest of the porch.

[Clarifying discussion as to the front edge of the replaced porch]
Lindsay: Stated that the other issue is, in general, right here [reference materials], that you have
this thickness change and the jump.
McCauley: Stated that the thickness difference on the left of the porch was just the trim that
Historic District Commission

August 27, 2019

8

already existed around that side of the porch. Stated that the one to the right is just the
stairway. Stated that that is the same size as what it was before the accident.

[Further clarifying discussion as to inquiry re: flush transition between the porches]
Stevenson: Stated that a concern is as to the two now very different deckings that are coming
together.
Rupert: Stated that it looks like there is a trip hazard between the height of the red and that the
new wood is lower [reference materials].
McCauley: Stated that he could double check but is pretty sure it is the same height.
Slagor: Stated that staff did walk up on the porch and there did not appear to be that big of a
difference. Stated that because the new boards are so much wider than the old ones, that staff
asked the owner if it is possible to cut the new ones in half so they would get closer to the width
of the original ones. Stated that owner indicated that that would be feasible.
McCauley: Stated that because the decking boards are kind of rounded on the edge as well, that
he could remove that rounded edge and do a square, same width as the rest of it, to match the
existing. Stated that it will be the same once it is painted. Stated that when they get to the end
where the overhang is, that they will also round that off and match that part as well.
Stevenson: Asked about the paint.
McCauley: Stated that it would be the same paint.
Motion:

Prebys (second: Lindsay) moved to issue a notice to proceed for the work already completed at
103 N Adams as specified in the application, dated August 13, 2019, including rebuilding part of
the façade’s south porch with a substructure of treated lumber and flooring in exterior grade
cedar. The new porch components shall be painted to match the rest of the structure. The new
deck boards shall be cut to match the width of the originals, as closely as possible. The front
edge of the new boards shall be milled into a bullnose, similar to that on the rest of the porch.

Secretary of the Interior Standards:
#6 – Repair, don’t replace. Replacements shall match the original.
Approval:

Unanimous. Motion carried.

ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVALS- none
OTHER BUSINESS
Property Monitoring
40 – 44 E Cross
Prebys: Discussed the balcony that was installed.
Slagor: Indicated that they have been notified.
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119 N Huron
Prebys: Discussed the boarded up south side window.
Slagor: Explained the reason and indicated that it was previously approved, administratively, for repairs.
302 E Cross
Lindsay: Discussed the increase of work movement on the property.
401 E Forest
Rupert: Discussed work activity that is going on.
Slagor: Indicated that the appropriate City personnel were notified.
Commissioner Comments
Commissioner Schmiedeke initiated discussion regarding voting on a permanent Chair. Staff
will double check the procedure, for certainty.
AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS—none
HOUSEKEEPING BUSINESS
Approval of the minutes of August 13, 2019
Motion:

Schmiedeke (second: Prebys) moved to approve the minutes of August 13, 2019 as submitted.

Approval:

Unanimous. Motion carried.

ADJOURNMENT
Acting Chairperson Stevenson adjourned the meeting, citing the end of the agenda with no further items to
discuss.
MEETING ADJOURNED at 8:19 p.m.

Full Minutes Prepared By: Nancy Hare-Dickerson
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Supplemental Materials
Added at the Meeting

PUBLIC NOTICE
City of Ypsilanti
Historic District Commission Meeting
Location Change
The Ypsilanti Historic District Commission September
meetings scheduled for Tuesday, September 10 and
Tuesday September 24, 2019 at 7:00 p.m. have been
RELOCATED to the Ypsilanti Historical Society Archives,
220 N. Huron, Ypsilanti, MI 48197.
Andrew Hellenga
City Clerk
Posted: September 6, 2019

CITY OF YPSILANTI
Agenda
Historic District Commission
Tuesday, September 10, 2019 - 7:00 p.m.
Ypsilanti Historical Society, 220 N Huron St.
Ypsilanti, MI 48197
The Ypsilanti Historic District Commission works to safeguard Ypsilanti’s built heritage by guiding development and renovation
within the Historic District. Enabled by federal, state, and local legislation, the HDC seeks to stabilize and improve property values,
to promote preservation education, and to develop the Ypsilanti Historic District as a vital living area.
An audio recording of the meeting will be made for the purpose of assisting in the preparation of official minutes only. Once the
official minutes are approved the audio recording will be destroyed.

I.

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL
Alex Pettit, Interim-Chair
Erika Lindsay
Hank Prebys
Ron Rupert
Jane Schmiedeke
Anne Stevenson

P
P
P
P
P
P
P

VACANT

II.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

III.

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON AGENDA ITEMS

IV.

PUBLIC HEARING—none

V.

BUSINESS SESSION
A. OLD BUSINESS- none

A
A
A
A
A
A
A

B. NEW BUSINESS
1.
310 Florence
2.
9-11 S Washington
3.
206 N Huron
4.
616 Norris
5.
133 W Michigan

Street-side flowerbed
Intensive maintenance
Fence installation
Balcony and egress stair replacement
Window replacement

C. STUDY ITEMS
1.
504 N River
2.
504 N Huron
3.
406 E Forest
4.
412 Maple

Solar array
Solar array
Solar array
Porch repair

D. ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVALS- none
1.
40-44 E Cross
Balcony replacement
2.
326 E Forest
Reroof
3.
326 Maple
Paint
E. OTHER BUSINESS
1.
Property monitoring
2.
Commissioner comments
VI.

AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS

VII.

HOUSEKEEPING BUSINESS

1.
2.
VIII.

Approval of meeting minutes, August 26, 2019
Approval of meeting minutes, August 27, 2019

ADJOURNMENT
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Rehabilitation of Historic Structures
Developed by the U.S. Department of the Interior, the Standards provide a framework that guides
protective decisions regarding historic structures. The Historic District Commission is required to cite
applicable Standards with each formal decision it renders. It may also cite
HDC Fact Sheets as part of its decision-making process.

1. Use property for original purpose or provide compatible use with minimal alteration.

A property will be used as it was historically or be given a new use that requires minimal change to its distinctive
materials, features, spaces, and spatial relationships.
2. Do not destroy original character. Do not remove or alter historic material or features.

The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The removal of distinctive materials or alteration
of features, spaces, and spatial relationships that characterize a property will be avoided.
3. Do not imitate earlier styles.

Each property will be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and use. Changes that create a false sense of
historical development, such as adding conjectural features or elements from other historic properties, will not be
undertaken.
4. Preserve significant changes acquired over time.

Changes to a property that have acquired historic significance in their own right will be retained and preserved.
5. Preserve distinctive features.

Distinctive materials, features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship that characterize a
property will be preserved.
6. Repair, don’t replace. Replacements shall match original.

Deteriorated historic features will be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity of deterioration requires
replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature will match the old in design, color, texture, and, where possible,
materials. Replacement of missing features will be substantiated by documentary and physical evidence.
7. Clean building gently—no sandblasting.

Chemical or physical treatments, if appropriate, will be undertaken using the gentlest means possible. Treatments
that cause damage to historic materials will not be used.
8. Preserve archaeological resources.

Archaeological resources will be protected and preserved in place. If such resources must be disturbed, mitigation
measures will be undertaken.
9. Contemporary designs shall be compatible and shall not destroy significant original material.

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

New additions and adjacent or related new construction will 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.

