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CITY OF YPSILANTI
Agenda
Historic District Commission
Tuesday, October 27, 2020 - 7:00 p.m.
Remote Meeting via Zoom
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, Chair
Anne Stevenson, Vice Chair
Erika Lindsay
Ron Rupert
Amy Swift
James Chesnut
VACANT

II.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

III.

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON AGENDA ITEMS

IV.

PUBLIC HEARING—none

V.

BUSINESS SESSION
A. OLD BUSINESS
1.
24 N Huron
2.
303 N Summit (Water Tower)
B. NEW BUSINESS
1.
400 N River
2.
10 S Huron
3.
303 E Forest
4.
303 E Forest
5.
410-412 Maple
6.
307 N River

P
P
P
P
P
P

Wall
Concrete steps

Signs
Windows
Fence and Pergola
Sliding glass door
Amendment to porch floor approval
Mural and site plan extension

C. STUDY ITEMS
1.
208 E Cross
Siding
2.
322 E Cross
Basement windows
3.
10s Block of N Huron EPA Pollution Remediation
D. ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVALS
1.
234 W Michigan
2.
106 S Huron
3.
114 S Huron
4.
302 S Washington
5.
417 N Adams
6.
112 W Michigan
7.
309 W Cross
8.
300 N Washington
9.
406 N Hamilton
E. OTHER APPROVALS

A
A
A
A
A
A

Deck
Roof
Roof
Paint
Roof
Paint
Paint
Roof
Gutters

1.

527 N Huron Windows

F. OTHER BUSINESS
1.
Resolution to support CLG funding for Starkweather Chapel window
restoration
2.
Property monitoring
3.
Commissioner comments
VI.

AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS

VII.

HOUSEKEEPING BUSINESS
1. Approval of meeting minutes September 22, 2020

VIII.

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: 24 N Huron
Property History: The property includes a surface parking lot
owned east of 24 N Huron that is wrapped by a City-owned
alley on the south and west sides.

Date of Application: September 1, 2020
Date of Review: September 3, 2020
Date of Meeting: September 8, 22, October 13, 2020
Proposed work: Retrofitting concrete block barriers to a stonefaced concrete wall.

Materials: Concrete and stone.
Staff review:
Background

1. This application was tabled on the September 22
meeting, asking the applicant to “Provide more
information on the length, thickness, and materiality of
the wall.” The Commission also discussed what kind of
foundation or footing the wall would have and
recommended a rendering of what the finished wall
would look like.
2. To date, October 24, 2020, staff has not received
additional information to include with the application.
3. The commission must act by the regularly
scheduled meeting on October 27, 2020. The
sixty-day timeline for review, per state law, ends on
October 31, 2020.

Overview of events leading to this application:

1. On January 24, 2020, the Historic District Commission
reviewed work that was completed without a permit at
this location. Work included installation of 3 concrete
barrier blocks at the southwest corner of the paved
parking lot.
2. The applicant stated that the concrete blocks were
installed to prevent trespassing, as advised by their
attorney. They stated that the attorney suggested that

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.
4.
5.
6.
7.

HDC permits were not required. Staff informed them that even non-historic resources
must be reviewed by the HDC for potential impacts to the district.
The Commission denied the work, citing that the concrete highway-type barriers were
incompatible with the character of the historic district.
The applicant did not amend or appeal the application within 60 days (March 23, 2020).
A hearing with the Administrative Hearings Bureau was scheduled for August 20, 2020.
The hearing did not occur, because the applicant agreed to have a contractor scheduled
to remove the blocks in two weeks
Instead of a contractor to remove the blocks, the applicant is now requesting to have
them modified, in hopes of achieving a barrier that is compatible with the historic
district.
This is the third time the applicant has attempted to enclose the lot.

A Recent History of Barriers Surrounding the Lot

8. On May 10, 2016, the HDC approved an application to for a 4’ tall wood picket fence and
triangular swing metal gate.
a. Both the gate and fence were installed however the fence was removed entirely
and one arm of the gate removed as well.
9. The applicant applied to reinstall this fence, with the addition of 5 metal bumper posts,
in April 2018.
a. On April 24, 2018, the HDC denied the application citing “the lack of
consideration for the location, visibility and historic character of the site and the
mixture of inappropriate materials in the proposal.”
b. The commission suggested the applicant may amend the application “using one
consistent material for the fencing and gate that is non-residential in character.
Chain-link fencing was suggested as a possibility for use in this particular
location.”
c. The denied application was not amended or appealed.
10. At the time of the April 2018 application for a new fence, the subject concrete barriers
had already been installed.
a. Staff was delayed in requesting a permit for these items due to ongoing legal
disputes with the City in the vicinity.
11. As stated above, the concrete blocks were submitted for review in January 2020, and
were denied by the Commission with the finding that “the concrete blocks are a style of
barrier inappropriate for the historic district that diminishes the integrity of setting.”
Proposed modifications:
12. The applicant would like to build a concrete stone-faced wall at this location, using the
existing blocks as a foundation.
a. A frame for pouring concrete will be constructed around the blocks and filled
with new concrete so it is a seamless wall.
b. The new concrete, so the wall will be stone-faced.
13. The applicant has expressed they would be willing to consider brick veneer over stone if
the Commission finds it more appropriate.
14. The Commission is to confirm with the applicant the height, thickness, and length of the
wall.

Considerations

15. In general, concrete, stone, and brick are materials compatible with the historic district.

16. A wall of this type is not found elsewhere in the district, but natural stone has been
utilized in some locations; including 310 Florence and the retaining wall behind 32-42 N
Huron.
17. If the Commission finds that the concrete blocks cannot be modified appropriately, it
should be explicitly stated in the motion, on record.
18. If the Commission finds that modifying the concrete blocks would be outright
inappropriate, Staff recommends the Commission discuss with the applicant compatible
enclosure methods. The applicant has expressed wanting additional guidance.
*This work may be subject to approval of a fence permit.

Recommended Motions:
Move to deny the the proposed work at 24 N Huron, citing a lack of information on the
foundation and structure of the proposed wall.
[If the Commission finds that there is no possible way that concrete barriers can be made
appropriate for the district, please include that in the motion].
***
Move to approve and issue a Certificate of Appropriateness for the work at 24 N Huron, as
submitted in the application dated September 1, 2020, for the construction of a stone-faced
concrete wall. The wall shall match the height and thickness of the existing concrete barriers
and be faced with stone to a pattern similar to the example photos submitted.

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

Prepared by:

Scott E. Slagor, Preservation Planner

Example of stone-faced concrete the applicant is aiming for.

Staff photos of alley, January 22, 2020.

HDC Work Permit
Staff Review
Property address: N Summit between Washtenaw and W Cross
Property History: The Ypsilanti Water Tower is an icon

recognized by the US National Register of Historic Places and a
Michigan State Historic Site. Built in 1890, the Ypsilanti Water
Tower served an important function as the only water tower in
the Ypsilanti water system until 1956. In 1976, the Water
Tower was restored and today it is managed by YCUA

Date of Application: September 14, 2020
Date of Review: September 16, 2020
Date of Meeting: September 22, October 13 2020
Proposed work: Removal and replacement of concrete steps on
the N Summit Street side of the Stone Tower from the back of
sidewalk to the wooden doors of the structure. The top
step/landing area of the stairs touches the outside wall of the
structure. New concrete steps will match existing in material
and dimensions.

Materials: Concrete
Staff review:
1. This item was tabled at the September 22 HDC meeting so
the applicant may provide “further information detailed as
discussed at the meeting, specifically concerning the
expansion joints and their location; as well as the potential
for a threshold to be installed.”
2. The Commission shall act by the regularly scheduled

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.

meeting on November 10, 2020. Per state law, the
sixty-day timeline for review ends on November 13,
2020.
3. YCUA conducted reviewed the Commission’s questions and
found “installation of a threshold at the existing doors is not

9. Contemporary designs
shall be compatible and
shall not destroy significant
original material.

4. YCUA has provided a letter with additional information, an

10. New work shall be
removable.

necessary and that an expansion joint just outside the
doors is preferred.”

MDOT spec. sheet for the expansion joint, Quikrete sealant
spec. sheet and an additional photo.

Scope of Work

5. The applicant is proposing removal and replacement of the concrete steps on the N Summit

Street side of the Stone Tower from the back of sidewalk to the wooden doors of the
structure. New concrete steps will match existing in material and dimensions. The new
concrete steps will by 7 ft. and five inches wide by 8 ft from the sidewalk to door for a total
of 59.2 sq ft.
a. YCUA will saw-cut and remove the existing concrete. An fiber expansion joint will
be placed between the new concrete and old. The joint will be sealed with a
polymer sealant. See attached letter for a detailed description.
6. The applicant is also proposing removal and replacement of the concrete sidewalk on the
west side of the Stone Tower between W. Cross Street and Washtenaw Road. None of this
work is physically connected to the structure. New sidewalk will match existing in materials
and dimensions. Approximately 45’ long by 6’ wide.

Recommended Motions:
Move to approve and issue a Certificate of Appropriateness for the work at 303 Summit, as
submitted in the application dated September 14, 2020, with the amendments presented on
October 13, 2020 for the removal and replacement on concrete sidewalks and steps.

Relevant Secretary of the Interior’s Standards:
#6

Prepared by: Christopher Jacobs, Community Development Manager; updated by Scott
E. Slagor, Preservation Planner.

Concrete sidewalk on the west side of Stone Tower,
looking south

Concrete steps on the east side of Stone Tower

Concrete steps on the east side of Stone Tower

North

Concrete sidewalk

Concrete steps

September 30, 2020
VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL
Mr. Scott Slagor, Preservation Planner
City of Ypsilanti
One South Huron Street
Ypsilanti, MI 48197
Re:

Historic District Commission Work Permit Application 20-0070
Stone Tower Concrete Replacement
303 N. Summit Street, City of Ypsilanti

Dear Mr. Slagor:
This letter and the enclosed documents are submitted in response to both the City of
Ypsilanti Historic District Commission (HDC) regular meeting of September 22, 2020 and the
letter from your office dated September 25, 2020 regarding the proposed replacement of the
deteriorated concrete steps on the Summit Street side of the Stone Tower at 303 North Summit
Street. In particular, the HDC requested information regarding expansion joint locations and
materials as well as consideration of installation of a threshold at the existing doors.
The Authority desires to sawcut and remove the existing concrete starting approximately
6” east of the existing doors all the way to the back edge of the existing sidewalk parallel to North
Summit Street. Based on the Isolation Joint detail shown on MDOT R-37-B, a ½” thick fiber
expansion joint will be installed along both interfaces between the masonry walls and the new
concrete slab as well as at the sawcut joint between the new concrete and the existing concrete
near the doors as depicted on the enclosed photograph. The fiber expansion joint will be sealed
with a polymer sealant, such as Quikrete Advanced Self-Leveling Sealant (data sheet enclosed),
to best match the existing mortar in the adjacent masonry walls. The same materials will be
installed at the joint between the new staris and the existing sidewalk along North Summit Street.
In addition, after further evaluation, the existing wing walls on either side of the stairs will
be removed and replaced in kind as part of the project. We look forward to this information being
considered by the HDC during their next regular meeting. Should there be any questions, please
contact this office.
Sincerely,

SCOTT D. WESTOVER, P.E., Engineering Manager
Ypsilanti Community Utilities Authority
Enclosures
cc:

Mr. Jeff Castro, Mr. Mike Shaffer, File, YCUA
Mr. Andy Aamodt, City of Ypsilanti

G:\YCUAproj\WaterTanks\Stone\2020 - Concrete Replacement\HDC Permit Application Additional Information.docx

Sawcut existing
concrete
approximately 6"
east of doors,
install fiber joint
filler and joint
sealant

Install fiber joint
filler and joint
sealant

Polymer non-sag
sealant

New concrete

Existing concrete/
masonry wall
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PRODUCT DESCRIPTION
QUIKRETE Advanced Polymer Self-Leveling Sealant is a
superior, self-leveling, one-component, permanently flexible,
multipurpose sealant.
PRODUCT USE
QUIKRETE Advanced Polymer Self-Leveling Sealant is a non-shrink
weather-resistant, high performance advanced polymer sealant
formulated to fill cracks and joints in concrete, in interior or exterior
areas up to 1 inch (25.4 mm) in width. QUIKRETE® Advanced
Polymer Self-Leveling Sealant is UV resistant and adheres to
concrete, brick, masonry, wood, glass, vinyl, and most plastics.
QUIKRETE® Advanced Polymer Self-Leveling Sealant is ready-to-use
and cures upon contact with the moisture in the air to form a durable
flexible seal.
QUIKRETE® Advanced Polymer Self-Leveling Sealant may be used
for:
Sealing & Waterproofing horizontal control joints or expansion joints
in sidewalks, driveways, industrial floors, parking decks, etc.
A variety of general purpose joint sealing applications
Environmentally friendly – solvent & isocyanate-free
SIZES
QUIKRETE Advanced Polymer Self-Leveling Sealant is available in
gray 10 oz (295 mL) tubes.
YIELD
10 oz (295 mL) tube will fill approximately 12 linear feet (3.6 m) in 1/2
in (13 mm) wide by 1/4 in (6.3 mm) deep joint .
TECHNICAL DATA
QUIKRETE Advanced Polymer Self-Leveling Sealant meets
performance requirements of ASTM C 920, Type S, Grade P, Class
25, Use T, NT, A, G, and M; Federal Specification TT-S-0230C, Type
I, Class A; CSA CAN/CGSB 19.13-M87. Meets VOC requirements in
all regions.
QUIKRETE Advanced Polymer Self-Leveling Sealant, when tested
in accordance with standard procedures, provides typical results as
listed in Table 1.

TABLE 1 TYPICAL PHYSICAL PROPERTIES
Tack-Free Time at 77 oF (25°C), 50%
RH

60 minutes

Cure Rate at 77°F (25°C) , 50% RH

1/8” (3 mm) per 24 hours

Flow

Self-levels

Dynamic Joint Movement

+/- 25%

Durometer Hardness, Shore A

20 to 30

Ultimate Tensile Strength

230 psi (1.5 MPa)

Elongation

400% to 500%

INSTALLATION
NOTE: It is recommended that impervious gloves – such as nitrile be
worn during application.
QUIKRETE® Advanced Polymer SelfLeveling Sealant is difficult to remove from skin and clothing. If
sealant gets on skin, immediately wipe off with a dry cloth. Use only
in well-ventilated, exterior areas. Before handling read Safety Data
Sheet at www.quikrete.com.
APPLICATION
SURFACE PREPARATION
The key to long-term sealant performance is proper substrate
preparation. The substrate must be clean, frost free, sound and free
of any oils, greases, or incompatible sealers, paints or coatings that
may interfere with adhesion and good joint performance.
Porous surfaces should be cleaned of dirt, dust loose debris and
other potential bond breakers. Mechanical methods, such as wire

brushes, grinders, etc. may be required to remove surface
contamination, debris and failed sealants such as in re-caulking
applications. Make sure to wear proper personal protection equipment
when sanding or grinding.
JOINT DESIGN
A thin bead of sealant will accommodate more movement than a thick
bead. Working joint depths should never exceed ½ in (13 mm) or be
thinner than 1/4 in (6.3 mm). The ratio of joint width to depth should
be 2 to 1. Joints should be designed or cut to work well within the
movement capability of the sealant allowing for erection and
installation tolerances, time of year of installation and sealant
movement capability. QUIKRETE® Backer Rod (No. 6917) should be
used depending on application, to prevent three sided adhesion and
to prevent joint depths from exceeding ½ in (13 mm). If joint depth
does not allow for backer rod installation, use polyethylene bond
breaker tape.

CLEAN UP
Remove from skin or tools immediately. Cured material is very
difficult to remove. May use rubbing alcohol cautiously on skin.
Uncured material can be removed from tools and surfaces with
solvents such as alcohol, citrus removers or nail polish remover.
Employ solvents cautiously; solvents are flammable; follow with soap
and water as appropriate. Cured material may be removed
mechanically. Avoid contact with strong acids and oxidizers.
CURING
Allow sealant to cure for a minimum of 2 hours before painting with a
water-based latex paint and to cure for a minimum of 3 days before
exposing to traffic. Allow 7 days to cure for temporary water
immersion applications. Typical full cure in 3 to 7 days. Low humidity,
cooler temperatures, and non-porous substrates will lengthen these
times.

METHOD OF APPLICATION
Avoid applying sealants below 40 °F (4 °C) unless following specific
instructions for cold weather caulking. Also avoid applying sealants in
ambient conditions where threat of rain is imminent. If ambient
temperatures exceed 85 °F (29 °C) and particularly when substrates
will be exposed to direct sunlight, check surface temperatures to be
sure they don’t exceed the maximum application temperature of 95 oF
(35 oC). Mask adjacent surfaces to be sealed if necessary to ensure
neat sealant lines and minimize clean up. Avoid placing masking in
areas to be sealed. Remove masking immediately after placing
sealant. Remove nozzle by twisting counterclockwise. Cut the tip of
the tube without removing any of the threads for the nozzle. Reattach
the nozzle and cut the tip of the nozzle to the desired size. Using a
caulk gun, dispense sealant with the nozzle near the bottom of the
joint to avoid trapping air during placement.

PRECAUTIONS
WEAR IMPERVIOUS GLOVES, such as nitrile, and eye protection.
Service Temperature: -90 oF (-68 oC) to 425 oF (218 oC)
Application Temperature: 40 oF (4 oC) to 95 oF (35 oC)
Storage Temperature: 40 oF (4 oC) to 75 oF (24 oC)
Do not apply over silicones or other existing sealants. Do not apply to
frozen surfaces. Avoid contact with alcohol and solvents during cure.
Avoid contact with strong acids and alkalis. Avoid joints that are too
deep. Joints between non-porous substrates require slightly longer
cure-through time depending on surface area. Do not apply if rain is
expected before sealant has partially cured. Wash skin and hands
after use. Not recommended for aquariums and marine applications.
Read SDS @ www.quikrete.com.

VOC Content
9 g/L

WARRANTY
NOTICE: Obtain the applicable LIMITED WARRANTY: at
www.quikrete.com/product-warranty or send a written request to The
Quikrete Companies, LLC, Five Concourse Parkway, Atlanta, GA
30328, USA. Manufactured under the authority of The Quikrete
Companies, LLC. © 2018 Quikrete International, Inc.

* Refer to www.quikrete.com for the most current technical data and SDS
Revised 20 July 2018

HDC Work Permit
Staff Review
Property address: 400 N River
Property History: The property includes the Thompson Block, a

landmark building of the Depot Town commercial district that
can tie its construction to the railroad. Originally known as the
Norris Block, the building was erected by Mark Norris in 1860
using bricks from his demolished Western Hotel- which was in
the path of a railroad expansion. In 1862 and 1863 the building
housed barracks for the Fourteenth and Twenty-Seventh
Michigan Infantry Regiments. Reputedly, the building is the
only Michigan barracks facility used in 1862 that is still extant.
In 1869, the southwest corner unit of the building became
occupied by a paint and wagon shop, owned by Oliver E.
Thompson, for whom the building is now named. Over time the
store expanded to half of the building; selling agricultural
implements, bicycles, and various home/hardware goods. In
the 1910s, Oliver’s grandson, Joseph Thompson, opened a
dodge dealership in the north half of the building, operating it
a short while before moving it across Cross Street. In 1927 The
Thompson family sold the business to a Detroit firm that
retained the name: O. E. Thompson and Sons, which remained
in the building until 1950.
Various businesses occupied the building throughout the
second half of the twentieth century, however it slowly fell into
disrepair and was determined a case of demolition by neglect
in 2002. Repairs were made to the building, but it was
unfortunately gutted by a fire in 2009. The exterior walls were
preserved and the building is currently undergoing
rehabilitation.i

Date of Application: September 30, 2020
Date of Review: October 9, 2020
Date of Meeting: October 13, 2020
Proposed work: Signs.
Materials: Aluminum sign panels.

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.

Staff review:

1. Some of the work in this application was completed prior to obtaining approvals/permits.
The applicant states that this was done to fulfill their Historic Tax Credit schedule and
apologizes for being late to submit City permits.
2. New signs include four sign panels on the façade; a painted sign and blade sign on the
south elevation, and individual letters on the rear (east) elevation.

Facade

3. The façade includes four aluminum signs with vinyl lettering: two are building-mounted
between the second and third stories; and two are mounted to the awning valance on
the first story storefronts.
a. The building-mounted signs are anchored to the mortar joints.

South Elevation

4. The principle sign on the south elevation is restoration of the painted wall sign that
extends across the building, reading “THOMPSON.”
5. A blade aluminum sign will be mounted to the building’s southwest corner, reading
“THOMPSON LOFTS.” The sign will be mounted to the mortar joints.

East Elevation

6. Individual letters will be mounted to by tube rails to the flat canopy awning over the
east elevation entrance.
*Sign lighting appears to have been approved as part of the lighting plan submitted in 2018.

Recommended Motions:
Move to approve and issue a certificate of appropriateness for the work at 400 N River, as
submitted in the application, dated September 30, 2020, for installation of two buildingmounted signs and two awning-mounted signs on the façade; a painted wall sign and blade
sign on the south elevation; and awning-mounted letters on the east elevation. The signs shall
be installed per specifications submitted.

Relevant Secretary of the Interior’s Standards:
#5, #9, #10

Prepared by:

Scott E. Slagor, Preservation Planner
i

Historical facts lifted from: James Mann “The Thompson Block- Then and Now!” Ypsilanti Gleanings,
(Winter 2009), 1-4.

HDC Work Permit
Staff Review
Property address: 10 S Huron

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

Property History: The property includes an 1858 Italianate-style

2. Do not destroy original
character. Do not remove or
alter historic material or
features.

Date of Application: October 14, 2020

3. Do not imitate earlier
styles.

commercial building with a one-story ca.1959 addition. It was
originally built to serve as the City’s fire hall.i The interior was
severely damaged by a fire in 1994.ii The resource is
contributing to the National Register district.

Date of Review: October 20, 2020
Date of Meeting: October 27, 2020

4. Preserve significant
changes acquired over time.

Proposed work: New windows
Materials: Pella Architect Series Windows.

5. Preserve distinctive
features.

Staff review:

1. The applicant proposes to replace five windows on the
south and west elevations with Pella Architect Series
aluminum-clad double-hung windows.
a. The same or similar windows were approved to
replace five windows on the façade second story
in 2017 (then Pella 850 Series).
2. Staff conveyed to the applicant that the standards to
replace windows have been refined since then and
referred them to the Windows Fact Sheet.
3. The applicant stated that the current windows are not
unrepairable but are highly inefficient.
4. Staff requested for photos documenting any damage.
As of 10/22/2020, additional photos have not been
provided.

Current Windows

5. The current windows are one-over-one wood sashes
that used to have aluminum storms.
6. The applicant suspects that the four larger windows are
original or first-generation replacement, while the
smaller window may be more recent.
7. In staff opinion, given the construction date of the
building, most windows are likely replacements, but

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.

possibly date to the historic period. It is difficult to gauge the age and condition of the
windows from the outside. It appears that frames to fit the storm windows have been
built over top of the actual windows.
8. In 1994 an interior fire damaged the building. The Commission approved a window
replacement of one “front” and one “rear” window, without specification to which ones
had been replaced.
9. In 2002 the applicant proposed to replace the same windows. The Commission denied
the request, citing a lack of information and recommended the applicant try to find a
way to repair them.

Recommended Motions:
Move to table action on the proposal for 10 S Huron so the applicant may provide detailed
photos of the windows.
***
Move to deny proposed work at 10 S Huron, citing that the windows are not beyond repair and
recommend that the owner try new storm windows instead.

Relevant Secretary of the Interior’s Standards:
#6

***
Move to approve and issue a Certificate of Appropriateness for the work at 10 S Huron for the
installation of five Pella Architect Series aluminum-clad wood windows as specified. New
windows shall be full frame replacements and finished in a cranberry color to match those on
the facade.

Relevant Secretary of the Interior’s Standards:
#6

Prepared by: Scott E. Slagor, Preservation Planner
Bird, et al. Preliminary Report of the Historic District Study Committee for the City of Ypsilanti (Historic
District Study Committee: December 1972), 35.
ii
Riverside arts Council, Ypsilanti Heritage Foundation, and Ypsilanti Historical Society, Please Enjoy this
Self-Guided RAC-to-RAC Walking Tour of the Downtown Ypsilanti Area (no date), Historic Home Tour
Subject File, Ypsilanti Historical Society, Ypsilanti, Michigan.
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10 S Huron Staff Photos

Facing northwest to facade and south elevation .

Facing north to south elevation.

Facing northeast to south and west elevations.

HDC Work Permit
Staff Review
Property address: 303 E Forest
Property History: The property includes Minimal Traditional
style house erected in 1942.

Date of Application: October 19, 2020

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: October 22, 2020
Date of Meeting: October 27, 2020
Proposed work: New fence and pergola
Materials: Wood, paint, and stain.
Staff review:

1. This application is for work completed without a permit.
2. Work includes installation of privacy fence and pergola
over the patio.
3. The fence is just under 6’ tall and is comprised of
horizontal planks between posts.
a. The fence is finished in a red paint.
4. The pergola was constructed over the patio.
a. The pergola appears to be stained.

Recommended Motions:
Move to approve and issue a Certificate of Appropriateness for
the work at 303 E Forest as submitted in the application dated
October 19, 2020 for installation of a wood privacy fence and
pergola, with the condition that the structures are finished in a
paint or opaque stain.

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

Prepared by: Scott E. Slagor, Preservation Planner

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.

Staff photos 303 E Forest

Facing northeast to facade and west elevation

Facing southeast to west and north elevation, showing fence and pergola.

Detail photo of fence and pergola.

HDC Work Permit
Staff Review
Property address: 303 E Forest
Property History: The property includes Minimal Traditional
style house erected in 1942.

Date of Application: October 19, 2020

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: October 22, 2020
Date of Meeting: October 27, 2020
Proposed work: New sliding glass door
Materials: Wood-framed Pella sliding door.
Staff review:

1. This application is for work completed without a permit.
2. Originally, a large window was centered on the north
elevation of the house.
3. According to the applicant, this window was damaged
with a rotted frame that leeched water into the
basement.
4. The window was replaced by a 1960s wood-framed
Pella sliding door.
5. From the exterior, the door appears to be aluminum
clad.
6. The applicant notes that there are other sliding-glass
doors in the neighborhood, and staff has observed
sliding-glass doors in the historic district.

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.

Recommended Motions:
Move to issue a Notice to Proceed for the work at 303 E Forest
as submitted in the application dated October 19, 2020 for
installation of a Pella wood-framed sliding glass door on the
north elevation, with the condition that the door and
surrounding trim be painted to match the rest of the house.

Relevant Secretary of the Interior’s Standards:
#9

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

HDC Work Permit
Staff Review
Property address: 410-412 Maple
Property History: The property includes an 1896 cross-gable
duplex.

Date of Application: September 5, 2019, Amendment October
20, 2020

Date of Review: September 12, 2019, October 24, 2020
Date of Meeting: September 24, 2019, October 27, 2020
Proposed work: Replace Rebuild a side porch and balcony

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: Wood, likely a combination of treated and untreated
lumber.

Staff review:

1. This application was reviewed as a study item on
September10, 2019, and approved on September 24,
2019.
2. The applicant proposes to remove and replace the
rotted components of the porch on the east elevation,
including the roofing, fascia, soffit, and trim; and repair
the southeast corner column, rafters, beam, and floor
joists.
3. The applicant would like to change the porch floor,
citing rot and condition issues.
4. The proposed new floor is TimberTech Azek flooring in
the Coastline color and with a brushed finish. The floor
has a 3.5” tongue-and-groove profile.

Recommended Motions:
Move to approve and issue a certificate of appropriateness for
the amended application at 210-212 Maple as submitted on
October 20, 2020, for the added replacement of the porch floor
with TimberTech Azek flooring in “Coastline” with a brushed
finish.

Relevant Secretary of the Interior’s Standards:

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.

#9

Prepared by:
Scott E. Slagor, Preservation Planner

Staff Photos: 410-412 Maple

Facing southwest to facade and east elevation.

Facing southwest to facade and east elevation.

Facing southwest to east elevation porch

HDC Work Permit
Staff Review
Property address: 307 N River
Property History: The property includes a former automotive

service station that was known as “Ted’s Auto Electric,” which
was converted to a restaurant, known as “Cultivate” in 2015.
Staff estimates that the original concrete block section of the
building; with two garage bays; was erected ca.1964.i The
bricked section of the building appears to have been completed
in 1968.ii The building was considered modern at the time of
the National Register listing, and therefore is noted as noncontributing.

Date of Application: October 19, 2020

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.

Date of Review: October 22, 2020
Date of Meeting: October 27, 2020

5. Preserve distinctive
features.

Proposed work: Mural and Extension of approved site plan.
Materials: Paint.
Staff review:

1. This application is for work completed without a permit.
2. Work includes painting a mural on the painted concrete
block portions of the building.
3. Work was completed under a previous owner and the
new owner is seeking to fulfill permits.
4. The new owner is also requesting an extension for the
amended application approved on January 14, 2020, as
the pandemic has slowed construction projects.
a. Applicants typically have six months after
approval to begin a project.
b. The approved work includes:

“Work as presented in the application dated
December 14, 2019; with exceptions of the
three-season porch, repainting exterior, mural,
and ramp and rail at the rear of the building,
according to the application [amended at
January 14, 2020 meeting]. The approval
includes the remaining exterior work as

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.

submitted in the site plan and the staining of any wood, including the fence and
deck, in Sierra 700 Opaque. Approval is conditioned on the light fixtures having a
temperature of 3000k or less.”
Recommended Motions:
Move to approve and issue a Certificate of Appropriateness for the work at 307 N River as
submitted in the application dated October 19, 2020 for a floral mural painted on the alreadypainted concrete block portion of the building; and issue a six month extension of the work
approved on January 14, 2020.

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

Prepared by: Scott E. Slagor, Preservation Planner
City of Ypsilanti Assessor; Sanborn Map Co., City of Ypsilanti, Washtenaw County (New York: Sanborn
Map Company, 1927, revised. 1964), 18.
ii
City of Ypsilanti Planning and Development.
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OFFICE USE ONLY
Date Filed:

City of Ypsilanti
Historic District Commission
Work Permit Application

Meeting Date:

One South Huron ۰ Ypsilanti, MI 48197
Phone: (734) 483-9646 ۰ Fax: (734) 483-7260
www.cityofypsilanti.com

Action Item/Study Item

To complete this application:

1. Complete this form.
2. Attach the following documents:
a. Photo(s) showing all locations where work is proposed (can be emailed).
b. Catalog cut sheets or similar details for windows, doors, light fixtures, and any other manufactured or
preassembled components—this includes information from catalogues, professional quotes, or websites
(can be emailed).
c. Dimensioned drawings of any new construction or modifications to existing structures, including
awnings and signs.
d. A sketch plan, if proposal is for work on the grounds and not just the main structure (e.g., installing a
new driveway, fence, or shed). This can be drawn on a scaled copy of a mortgage survey.
3. Applications and materials must be received by the Building Department no later than 4pm on the
Tuesday one week prior to the meeting.

INCOMPLETE APPLICATIONS WILL NOT BE PLACED ON THE AGENDA
Property
Address

208 E. Cross St., Ypsilanti, MI 48198
Applicant

*If applicant is not owner of property, a written statement from the owner authorizing this application must be included.
Name

Carrie Taylor
Address

City

Ypsilanti
Phone / Fax

State

Zip

Michigan

48198
E-Mail

Contractor
Contractor Name & Contact Info

TBD
Type of work
Roofing
Window/Door
Replacement

Last modified Jan. 2019

Porches
Sign
Fence (or other sitework)

■

Painting
Other
Application Amendment

Page 1 of 3

Complete Description of Proposed Work:

Study item relative to siding repair. Repair work was completed to replace some damaged roofing and siding
on the SW corner of the home following a storm that resulted in some broken trees/damage to the home. HDC
raised concern last year that the repairs were completed using shakes. The side of the home has painted
hardiplank siding. However, the previous back exterior of the home was shakes. Shakes were recommended at
the time due to the smaller area of repair and ability to match with prestain.
Proposing a couple of options to remediate concern:
1) Paint shakes to edge of main structure for consistency of tone.
2) Continue shakes around the remaining outbuilding (back corner is a covering for the exterior access stairs that
go to the basement.
3) Replace / paint hardiplank to corner of main structure

Materials (for paint include color chips or samples with application):

(refer to image on file)

Permit Application Fee (action items only)
The fee is $45 for the first $3,000 in construction cost plus $5 for every additional $3,000 of construction cost. There is a
flat fee of $10 for painting only. An additional fee of $50 applies to HDC work started without the applicable permit.
Construction Cost:
Permit fee:

$45 + _________ =
Signature
I hereby attest that the above information is accurate. I am authorized to and grant permission to the City of Ypsilanti
staff to be on the subject property for the purposes of preparing staff reports and/or evaluating this application.
I further affirm that this property has, or will have before the proposed work is completed, a fire alarm
system or smoke alarm complying with the Stille-DeRossett-Hale single-state construction code, PA 230 of
1972, as amended.
Signature:
Date:

09/14/2020
Print Name:

Carrie Taylor
If you have questions about what the HDC generally permits or does not permit, or what they
need to see in an application to render a decision, please call the office at 734-483-9646 or view
our factsheets online at cityofypsilanti.com/hd.
All other necessary approvals and permits must be acquired before beginning work.
Last modified Jan. 2019

Page 2 of 3

208 E Cross Street, facing southeast to facade and west elevation, showing siding change on west elevation.

208 E Cross, facing southeast to siding change on west elevation.

Photo showing siding on west elevation when first installed.

Photo showing former insulbrick siding being removed.

Photo showing former wood shingle sections of the house.

OFFICE USE ONLY
Date Filed:

City of Ypsilanti
Historic District Commission
Work Permit Application

Meeting Date:

One South Huron ۰ Ypsilanti, MI 48197
Phone: (734) 483-9646 ۰ Fax: (734) 483-7260
www.cityofypsilanti.com

Action Item/Study Item

To complete this application:

1. Complete this form.
2. Attach the following documents:
a. Photo(s) showing all locations where work is proposed (can be emailed).
b. Catalog cut sheets or similar details for windows, doors, light fixtures, and any other manufactured or
preassembled components—this includes information from catalogues, professional quotes, or websites
(can be emailed).
c. Dimensioned drawings of any new construction or modifications to existing structures, including
awnings and signs.
d. A sketch plan, if proposal is for work on the grounds and not just the main structure (e.g., installing a
new driveway, fence, or shed). This can be drawn on a scaled copy of a mortgage survey.
3. Applications and materials must be received by the Building Department no later than 4pm on the
Tuesday one week prior to the meeting.

INCOMPLETE APPLICATIONS WILL NOT BE PLACED ON THE AGENDA
Property
Address

322 East Cross Street
Applicant

*If applicant is not owner of property, a written statement from the owner authorizing this application must be included.
Name

Joseph Bertoletti
Address

City

State

Zip

Ypsilanti

MI

48198

Phone / Fax

E-Mail

Contractor
Contractor Name & Contact Info

B.H. Glass Block Windows, (810) 280-2507
Type of work
Roofing
■
Window/Door
Replacement

Last modified Jan. 2019

Porches
Sign
Fence (or other sitework)

Painting
Other
Application Amendment

Page 1 of 3

Complete Description of Proposed Work:

Replacement of 4 deteriorated, below grade, basement windows with glass block windows. The sides of the
house face east and west and there are two windows on each side. The 4 windows are all of different
styles/models and we would like to replace with a window that is affordable, effective, and increases security.
See attachment for photos of each window and of both sides of the house. The windows are below grade with
limited visibility from the street and able to be removed in the future
We have found another house in the historic district with basement block basement windows at 309 Maple Street
(See attached materials).

Materials (for paint include color chips or samples with application):

Glass Block windows, see attachments for example

Permit Application Fee (action items only)
The fee is $45 for the first $3,000 in construction cost plus $5 for every additional $3,000 of construction cost. There is a
flat fee of $10 for painting only. An additional fee of $50 applies to HDC work started without the applicable permit.
Construction Cost:
Permit fee:

$500

$45 + _________ = $0 (study item)

Signature
I hereby attest that the above information is accurate. I am authorized to and grant permission to the City of Ypsilanti
staff to be on the subject property for the purposes of preparing staff reports and/or evaluating this application.
I further affirm that this property has, or will have before the proposed work is completed, a fire alarm
system or smoke alarm complying with the Stille-DeRossett-Hale single-state construction code, PA 230 of
1972, as amended.
Signature:
Date:

9/11/2020
Print Name:

Joseph Bertoletti

If you have questions about what the HDC generally permits or does not permit, or what they
need to see in an application to render a decision, please call the office at 734-483-9646 or view
our factsheets online at cityofypsilanti.com/hd.
All other necessary approvals and permits must be acquired before beginning work.
Last modified Jan. 2019

Page 2 of 3

City of Ypsilanti
Historic District Commission
Work Permit Application
Check List

Is your application complete?!
Do you have the following?

For painting projects:

For window projects:

For roofing projects:

For all other projects:

 A detailed description of what you will
be painting (trim, siding, deck, etc.)
 A list of all the materials you plan to use
(paint brands, color names, etc.)
 Color chips or samples of the proposed
paint colors
 Photographs of the property
 A description of how you plan to prep
your surfaces for new paint (the HDC
does not allow power washing or sand
blasting)

 A detailed description of the proposed
roof work (Removing existing shingles?
Replacing entire roof or portions?)
 Information about your plans for
venting (can vents are generally not
permitted in the district)
 Plans for the flashing and drip edge—
what color will they be?
 Brand name and style of proposed new
roofing—include a cut sheet, catalogue
sheet, or print-out with details about
proposed shingles
 Color of the new shingles

For fencing projects:

 Site plan or drawing of lot showing
placement of fence in relation to
buildings/property
 Proposed fencing material and style
 Color chip or sample of proposed paint
or stain (wood must be finished with an
opaque stain or paint)

Last modified Jan. 2019

 A detailed description of your plans for
the windows—are you replacing them
entirely? Just the sash kits?
 A cut sheet, catalogue sheet, or printout with a photo of the proposed
window, its dimensions and its materials
(vinyl windows are generally not
permitted in the district)
 Photographs of the existing windows
showing their deterioration or lack of
functionality

 A detailed description of the proposed
work
 A list of all materials to be used in
proposed work
 Samples or chips of any paint or stain
 A site plan for any application involving
the installation of something on the site
(fencing, out buildings, major
landscaping, etc.)
 Cut-sheets, catalogue sheets, or printouts with details on any materials you
are using (like composite wood
materials, solar panels, siding, shingles,
alternative materials, or anything with
specific dimensions)

Without this required information,
your application will be considered
incomplete and will not be added
to the agenda until the necessary
information is received.
Page 3 of 3

Current Windows – 322 east Cross Street and side view of house
East

West

Glass Block windows on 309 Maple Street in HDC

Proposed Window Style

Vapor Intrusion Site
Ypsilanti, MI

Agenda
Introductions and Definitions
PowerPoint
Site Investigation Overview
Planned EPA Response Action

Introductions – Multi-Agency Team
• City of Ypsilanti
• Washtenaw County
• Michigan Department of Health
and Human Services
• Michigan EGLE
• ATSDR
• U.S. EPA

What is Vapor Intrusion?

Vapor Intrusion is the migration
of chemicals from a spill
through soil into indoor air
Not drinking contaminated
groundwater…..but you may be
breathing vapors from
contaminated groundwater and
soil

What is Vapor Intrusion?
Conceptual Site Model

Indoor Air Contamination

Sub-Slab Contamination
Chemical Facility
PCE & TCE Source?
Soil Gas Contamination
Groundwater Contamination

What are Tetrachloroethylene (PCE) & Trichloroethylene
(TCE)
• Man-made, colorless liquids
• Used as cleaners and degreasers
• Evaporate easily into the air (volatile
organic compounds change from a liquid
to a vapor)

• If the chemicals are in the soil or
groundwater the vapor can enter the
homes through cracks in basements or
foundations – this is called vapor
intrusion.
• Indoor air action levels for PCE & TCE are
established by health officials

https://www.michigan.gov/documents/mdhhs/2018-0524_PCE_WEB_623906_7.pdf

EPA Note #1: Permit Exemption
• The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and
Liability Act (CERCLA) says no Federal, State, or local permit shall be
required for CERCLA removal or remedial actions conducted onsite,
due to the emergency nature of our work.
• Therefore, our program cannot apply for permits, but we will attempt
to comply with the substantive requirements to the extent
practicable.

CERCLA §121(e) provides that no Federal, State, or local permit shall be required "for the
portion of any removal or remedial action conducted entirely on site," when the action is
selected and carried out in compliance with the cleanup standards requirements in §121

EPA Note #2: Privacy Act
• Under Federal law, the EPA Removal program is subject to the
Privacy Act, which requires that we protect a suite of
personally identifiable information, including some
information associated with residential properties, and not
release that information to the public.
• Therefore, this presentation won’t address specific properties
by address, but will cover the general mitigation planned
across the site.

Privacy Act (https://www.epa.gov/privacy)

Agenda
Introductions and Definitions
PowerPoint
Site Investigation Overview
Planned EPA Response Action

Site Area
• The site is centered near
the intersection of Huron
St. and Michigan Avenue,
within the Ypsilanti Historic
District
• In 2019 and 2020, EGLE
sampled air in 16 site area
buildings, and sampled
area groundwater, soil in
2019 and 2020.
• An area of vapor intrusion
concern was identified.

The team defined focus areas for additional sampling and
mitigation

PCE contamination identified in all
media.

Levels of PCE in IA exceeded EPA AL
(130 ug/m3)

Completed TCE
pathway also
present at site –
detected at up to
120 ug/m3 – EPA
AL is 2.1 ug/m3

Plume of
PCE in soil
gas in site
area
(excluding
areas
below
buildings)

Identified site buildings to mitigate
- EPA is taking the lead on buildings with residential units that
exceed or approach Federal action levels
- Indoor air contamination levels exceed EPA criteria in 4 buildings with
residential units, based on data collected to date.
- To date, EPA has been granted access to remediate two of these 4
buildings.
- We are continuing to work to get access to the other 2.

- EPA is also conducting additional sampling and resampling at several other
buildings.

- MI EGLE is taking the lead on commercial buildings and buildings
that exceed State action levels but not Federal ones.

Agenda
Introductions and Definitions
PowerPoint
Site Investigation Overview
Planned EPA Response Action

Ongoing Mitigation: Air Purification Units Installed

• Units installed in buildings
where indoor air
contamination was found to
exceed EPA action levels.
• These units can quickly
remove contamination from
indoor air.

Completed Mitigation:
Screened and sealed cracks,
holes and gaps in basement
floors, walls

Completed Mitigation: Sealed
dry sump with plexiglass

Dry sump - vapor
intrusion entry
point -before

Dry sump - vapor
intrusion entry
point -after sealing
with clear
plexiglass

Designed Vapor Mitigation Systems
for Individual Buildings

125 year old
buildings may
have many air
migration
pathways

Vapor Mitigation System Design
Systems are designed after study of sub-slab air flow below each
building

Drawing documents extraction
points and vacuum check probe
locations

Planned Mitigation: Vapor Mitigation System Installation
Extraction Pipe(s) installed into Basement Floor

These
components
are installed
on the
exterior of
the building

Schematic
of sub-slab
depressuriz
ation
system
design

Planned Mitigation: Vapor Mitigation System Installation
Extraction Pipe(s) installed into Basement Floor

Multiple extraction points will likely be needed

Example of
extraction
PVC piping,
penetrating
basement
floor then
routed along
the ceiling,
joined with
other vertical
pipes from
other
extraction
points, then
routed
outside to
discharge subslab air
outside
building

Planned Mitigation: Vapor Mitigation System Installation
Fan, Piping and Vent Installed Outside

Piping typically routed outside from basement
and up an exterior wall to above roofline

Planned Mitigation: Vapor Mitigation System Installation
Vent cap

Example of
vent cap
installed at
top pf PVC
piping, and
piping
emerging
through roof

If unable to run piping on exterior of building,
can run piping up through building, and emerge
through a roof penetration

Example of
radon mitigation
system and fan
installed within
the Site area,
building rear,
looking south

Potential Mitgiation: Vapor Abatement System Installation
Crawl Spaces and Dirt Floors Typically Require Installation of Vapor Barriers as
well

Crawl space installation.
PVC pipe installed under plastic liner

Building
remediation is
more difficult if
floors are dirt or
wood over dirt

Exterior Building Modifications Planned at this Site
• Planned exterior modifications to structures will be limited to
installation of PVC piping, vent caps and fans.
• These will be placed on backs of structures, or if needed, or rooftops,
but set back from streetline.
• For one building, 3 sets of piping/fans are needed to mitigate the building,
which will be installed next to each other
• For the other building, only 1 combo of piping/fan/vent is needed

• EPA has retained an architectural historian who has defined the area
of potential effect and completed an initial evaluation of the potential
impact.
• The initial evaluation found no adverse effect on the character-defining
features of the historic district.

Planned Next Steps
- Obtain City Historic Commission and SHPO feedback on exterior
building modifications needed to mitigate buildings
-Finalize building mitigation design
- Install building mitigation systems
- Complete follow up indoor air sampling to verify that systems are
effectively controlling contamination

Mitigation
Schematic

Building 1

Proposed layout for radon
style mitigation system. 3
segments of PVC pipe
would emerge from
building at roof level, about
12 feet back (east) from
exterior wall, and extend
not more than 3 feet into
the air. One fan and one
vent cap would be installed
on each PVC pipe segment.
No piping is proposed to be
run on exterior walls
Legend:
Yellow is Sch. 40 PVC piping.
Green circle is radon style
mitigation fan.
Red Circle is vent cap.

Building 1

Proposed layout for radon
style mitigation system. 3
segments of PVC pipe
would emerge from
building at roof level, about
12 feet back (, and extend
approximately 3 feet into
the air. One fan and one
vent cap would be installed
on each PVC pipe segment.
No piping is proposed to be
run on exterior walls
Legend:
Yellow is Sch. 40 PVC piping.
Green circle is radon style
mitigation fan.
Red Circle is vent cap.

Building 1

Alternative proposed
layout for radon style
mitigation system for
Building 1. Piping would
replace existing electric al
piping currently in place
on building exterior.
Legend
Yellow is 4 inch PVC
piping.

Green circle is radon style
mitigation fan.
Red Circle is vent cap.

Building 2

Proposed layout
for radon style
mitigation
system.
Legend
Yellow is 4 inch
PVC piping.
Green circle is
radon style
mitigation fan.
Red Circle is
vent cap.

Photo 1:

2-10 N. Huron Street.

Photo 2:

22 N. Huron Street (to the right of Jackson Cleaners).

Photo 3:

View looking north on N. Huron Street, east side of street. 2-10
N. Huron at right of image.

Photo 4:

2-10 N. Huron Street, with 6’ person at vent location. View from
alley on west side of N. Huron Street. Rod is not visible.

1345 Monroe Ave. NW, Suite 334, Grand Rapids, Michigan 49505
Tel: 616.202.2312

Jackson Cleaners Vapor Intrusion Site
Photo Page 1
MSG Project T1130142

Photo 5:

2-10 N. Huron Street, with 6’ person at vent location. View from
parking lot on west side of N. Huron Street. Rod is not visible.

Photo 6:

View south on N. Huron Street, 2-10 N. Huron in center of image.
6’ person at vent location not visible.

Photo 7:

View looking south on N. Huron Street. 2-10 N. Huron in
distance. 6’ person at vent location is not visible.

Photo 8:

View looking south on N. Huron Street. 2-10 N. Huron in
distance. 6’ person at vent location is not visible.

1345 Monroe Ave. NW, Suite 334, Grand Rapids, Michigan 49505
Tel: 616.202.2312

Jackson Cleaners Vapor Intrusion Site
Photo Page 2
MSG Project T1130142

Photo 9:

View looking south on N. Huron Street from Pearl Street.

Photo 10: View looking north on N. Huron Street from Pearl Street.

Photo 11:

Rear of structures along W. Michigan Ave, and N. Huron Street.,
view looking southwest. Person at vent location is not visible.

Photo 12:

1345 Monroe Ave. NW, Suite 334, Grand Rapids, Michigan 49505
Tel: 616.202.2312

Rear of structures along N. Huron Street, view looking west. 22
N. Huron at left center of image.
Jackson Cleaners Vapor Intrusion Site
Photo Page 3
MSG Project T1130142

Photo 13:

View west on W. Michigan Avenue, toward Huron Street.

Photo 15:

View looking northwest across W. Michigan Avenue to 2-10 N.
Huron Street.
1345 Monroe Ave. NW, Suite 334, Grand Rapids, Michigan 49505
Tel: 616.202.2312

Photo 14:

Photo 16:

View east on E. Michigan Avenue at Huron River bridge.

View looking north across W. Michigan Avenue to 2-10 N. Huron
Street.
Jackson Cleaners Vapor Intrusion Site
Photo Page 4
MSG Project T1130142

Photo 17:

2-10 N. Huron Street, view looking northeast. 6’ person at vent
location is not visible.

Photo 18:

2-10 N. Huron Street from southwest corner of W. Michigan
Avenue and S. Huron Street. 6’ person at vent location is visible.

Photo 19:

View north on S. Huron Street across W. Michigan Ave. 6’
person at vent location is visible. Rod is not visible.

Photo 20:

View north on S. Huron Street toward W. Michigan Avenue. 6’
person at vent location is visible. Rod is not visible.

1345 Monroe Ave. NW, Suite 334, Grand Rapids, Michigan 49505
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Jackson Cleaners Vapor Intrusion Site
Photo Page 5
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Photo 21:

View north on S. Huron Street toward W. Michigan Avenue. 6’
person at vent location is visible.

Photo 22:

View north on S. Huron Street toward W. Michigan Avenue. 6’
person at vent location is visible as is top 4” of target pole.

Photo 23:

View north on S. Huron Street toward W. Michigan Avenue 6’
person at vent location is visible as is top 6” of target pole.

Photo 24:

View north on S, Huron Street toward W. Michigan Avenue. 6’
person at vent location is visible as is top 1’ of target pole.

1345 Monroe Ave. NW, Suite 334, Grand Rapids, Michigan 49505
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Jackson Cleaners Vapor Intrusion Site
Photo Page 6
MSG Project T1130142

Photo 25:

View north on S. Huron Street from Ferris Street. 6’ person at
vent location is visible, as is top 1’ of target pole.

Photo 26:

Photo 27:

View east on W. Michigan Ave. toward Huron Street. 2-10 N.
Huron is on left in distance.

Photo 28:

1345 Monroe Ave. NW, Suite 334, Grand Rapids, Michigan 49505
Tel: 616.202.2312

View south on S. Huron Street from Ferris Street.

Simulated target composition: 6-foot person is holding a 4-foot
target pole marked off in 1-foot segments.
Jackson Cleaners Vapor Intrusion Site
Photo Page 7
MSG Project T1130142

RESOLVED BY THE YPSILANTI HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION:

WHEREAS, the Ypsilanti Historic District Commission is charged with
safeguarding the city’s historic resources.
WHEREAS the City of Ypsilanti will be entering into an agreement with the
Highland Cemetery Association to restore the stained-glass windows in
Starkweather chapel, at 943 N River Street and;
WHEREAS, the City of Ypsilanti will file an application to the Michigan State
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) for the Certified Local Government (CLG)
grant program for the Starkweather Chapel Stained Glass Window Restoration
and;
WHEREAS, Scott Slagor, Preservation Planner for the City of Ypsilanti is
appointed as the Grant Project Manager who will oversee the CLG grant
management and grant administration duties and;
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Ypsilanti Historic District
Commission supports application for a reimbursable Certified Local
Government grant through the Michigan State Historic Preservation Office to
support the Highland Cemetery Association in its effort to restore stained glass
windows at the historic Starkweather Chapel.

OFFERED BY:
SUPPORTED BY:
YES:

NO:

ABSENT:

VOTE:

MINUTES
City of Ypsilanti

HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION
Virtual Meeting

Tuesday, September 22, 2020
7:00 P.M.

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL
Chairperson Pettit

Video/telephone usage instructions given for potential attendees
Meeting called to order at 7:03pm

Commissioners Present:

Alex Pettit, Anne Stevenson, Amy Swift, James Chesnut

Commissioners Absent:

Ron Rupert, Erika Lindsay

Staff Present:

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

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Slagor:

Staff request to add 208 E Cross to the agenda as a study item.

Motion:

Swift (second: Stevenson) moved to approve the agenda as amended.

Roll Call Vote - Ayes:
Commissioners Pettit, Stevenson, Swift, Chesnut
Nays: None
Absent: Commissioners Rupert and Lindsay
Motion carried.
PUBLIC COMMENT ON AGENDA ITEMS
The Commission received written public comment via email and three attendees submitted comment during the
meeting.
PUBLIC HEARING—none
OLD BUSINESS—none
NEW BUSINESS
123 N Adams

*Door.
Applicant:

Lillian Harris, representative of Ekklesia Fellowship – not present

Discussion:

Pettit: Indicated that in the absence of applicant, that the Commission would review the
materials that they have. Indicated that the application is for work completed without a permit.

[Commission reviewed application and reference materials]
Motion:

Chesnut (second: Stevenson) moved to issue a Notice to Proceed for the work at 123 N Adams,
as submitted in the application dated August 19, 2020, for the installation of a metal security
door on the north elevation, with the condition that the new door and frame be painted to match
the trim on the rest of the building.

Secretary of the Interior Standards:
#9 – Contemporary designs shall be compatible and not destroy significant original material.
Roll Call Vote - Ayes:
Commissioners Pettit, Stevenson, Swift, Chesnut
Nays: None
Absent: Commissioners Rupert and Lindsay
Motion carried.
527 N Huron

*Windows.
Applicant:

William Johnson, contractor - not present

Discussion:

Pettit: Indicated that the application is for new windows. Indicated that it is unclear as to which
windows are proposed to be replaced and the extent of the work. Stated that per staff notes,
more windows are documented than are included in the replacement proposal. Indicated concern
about the front window [reference photo materials].
Swift: Indicated agreement with Commissioner Pettit’s comments and concern. Stated that the
proposed new front window looks like it is changing the light pattern from an asymmetric six-lite
that is fixed in front of the porch. Stated that there is a six-lite that is included that seems to be
proposed but it is not an asymmetric look. Indicated the desire to have more information about
the condition of the windows. Indicated that it appears that the worse of the fire damage is in the
rear, so wondering if the front façade could be salvaged.
[Discussion continued as to light pattern/window condition considerations]

Motion:

Swift (second: Chesnut) moved to table action on the proposed work at 527 N Huron and request
that the applicant provide a side-by-side comparison of which window in the proposal is to be
replacing which window as proposed, and more information regarding the condition of the
windows in the front façade on both the first and second floor.

Roll Call Vote - Ayes:
Commissioners Pettit, Stevenson, Swift, Chesnut
Nays: None
Absent: Commissioners Rupert and Lindsay
Motion carried.
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19 N Hamilton

*Sign and Paint.
Applicant:

Nemer Haddat, business representative- not present; Alan Shamoun, applicant’s attorney –
present

Discussion:

Pettit: Stated that the application is for signage and painting. Asked applicant to walk the
Commission through the application.
Shamoun: Stated that the painting was already completed. Indicated that two options were
provided for the proposed signage. Stated that the temporary sign will be taken down to comply
with the HDC requirements. Stated that the first proposal has two aluminum signs - one facing
Pearl and one facing Hamilton. Stated that all other signage would be removed except those two
– one on each corner. Indicated if that is not appropriate, they would like to put an aluminum
sign on the ground in place of the sign that is on the corner facing both streets.
Swift: Asked if the new aluminum sign in option one is to cover the existing windows on the
second floor.
Shamoun: Stated that he believes that they are in front of the windows. Stated that he thinks
they are attached to the structure but not covering the windows entirely – not in the space of the
windows.
Swift: Asked -- the window with the sign installed as proposed, you would not be able to see the
window.
Shamoun: Confirmed.
Swift: Stated an opinion that that would be problematic to have them installed over a significant
feature as it is proposed. Stated being more open to discussing signage being installed on the
first floor as indicated in the second proposal; that the first-floor signage, since it is a later
addition, is stylistically different.
Chesnut: Indicated agreement with Commissioner Swift.
Shamoun: Asked if the proposal the Commission is willing to consider is an aluminum sign on the
first floor, on the ground, detached from the building.
Swift: Stated that the details can be discussed. Indicated an opinion that the first option of
having the signage installed over the significant features of the original windows is inappropriate.
Chesnut: Indicated agreement with Commissioner Swift. Stated an opinion that option one may
not be up for discussion. Indicated that it may be best to move on to option two – the first-floor
proposal.
Shamoun: [Reference photo materials], stated that that is the temporary sign that was installed
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that will be removed. Asked if that sign was permanent, in an aluminum box with the sign in
there, if that could be considered.
Slagor: [Discussed background information as to freestanding sign/building mounted sign

considerations in the zoning district]
[Discussion continued, reference photo materials, as to the above considerations]
Swift: Asked if the proposal for the first-floor signage would essentially be transitioning the
temporary sign that is hung on the building into a more permanent solution that is installed on
the building.
Shamoun: Confirmed. Stated that they are looking for a permanent installation, something that
will last the winter.

[Discussion continued as to options]
Chesnut: In summary, stated that option one is off the table. Stated that option two is only the
sign facing Pearl and that that is what is being looked at. Indicated that, realistically, the option
the Commission is considering that sounds promising is having just that eight-foot-by-eight-foot
sign that is facing Pearl that is on brick [reference photo materials]. Stated that it is going to look
like the white sign above [reference photo materials] because the details show a sign that is
white and black on a brick façade on page sixty of the document [reference materials]. Indicated
that it is a blank brick wall with no architectural features underneath the sign [reference photo
materials] other than brick.

[Discussion continued as to the above considerations]
Shamoun: Stated that where that sign is, right in the center of the screen [reference photo
materials], that there is not a window behind that one.
Stevenson: Indicated an opinion of being all right with that option.
Chesnut: Indicated agreement with Commissioner Stevenson.
Pettit: Stated that that looks like how it is detailed on page sixty – option two.
Motion:

Chesnut (second: Stevenson) moved to approve and issue a Certificate of Appropriateness for
the work at 19 N Hamilton, as submitted in the application dated August 31, 2020 for the
painting of the wood-clad portions of the building; and for the work as submitted in the amended
application, for the installation of aluminum wall-mounted signage in accordance with Option 2,
which is the single-wall mounted sign facing Pearl Street; with the condition that the existing
vinyl wall-mounted sign on the north (Pearl) elevation will be removed, and in anticipation that
the post-mounted sign and signage that faces Hamilton will be removed as well.

Secretary of the Interior Standards:
#10 – New work shall be removable.
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Roll Call Vote - Ayes:
Commissioners Pettit, Stevenson, Swift, Chesnut
Nays: None
Absent: Commissioners Rupert and Lindsay
Motion carried.
24 N Huron

*Stone-faced concrete wall.
Applicant:

Bessie Pappas, owner- present; Maria Pappas, owner’s daughter - present

Discussion:

Pettit: Stated that the application is for work for retrofitting some block barriers. Asked applicant
to walk the Commission through the application.
M. Pappas: Indicated that the barriers are a foundation for a wall that rocks will be added on.
Indicated that they have submitted an estimate from their contractor and photos to show what
the wall will end up looking like [reference photo materials]. Stated that the wall is within their
property boundaries and that everything is being done per Code. [Comments regarding

background information as to prior HDC application review/denial and current circumstances].
Pettit: Stated that as to the Commission approving materials for the wall, the assumptions are
that all relevant Zoning related codes will be followed. Stated that the Commission has approved
other applications for fencing but not the kind that is currently there. Stated that it appears that
applicant is no longer proposing to do any of that work; asked if applicant is proposing something
entirely new.
M. Pappas: Asked for clarification.
Pettit: Stated that there had been applications submitted in the past for this property for fencing
material. Stated that there is history behind what was built and what is no longer there. Stated
that the Commission has approved materials for this before. Stated that it looks like what is
currently being proposed is entirely new.
M. Pappas: [Continued comments as to prior HDC application review/denial and current
circumstances]. Stated that there has to be some kind of a foundation; that you are still going to
put cement and then you are going to build on that to beautify it.
Chesnut: Stated a concern that the blocks are not a foundation and are not quite large enough to
be considered a mat foundation which is kind of a floating foundation. Stated a concern that
regardless of the engineering behind it, it would be susceptible to cracking in between the blocks
because of the way they move in different seasons. Stated that the examples that are set likely
have a footing foundation. Stated that once you tie a long wall together, there needs to be
control joints even in a well-grounded structure. Stated that the concern is aesthetic that over
the long term, this is going to break down because it is not engineered correctly.
Pettit: Indicated that one of the questions from past Commission deliberations as to materials for
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fencing was that there seemed to be some sort of consensus around the possibility of a type of
metal fencing; that there was no consensus in the direction of any masonry considering the
context and location.

[Discussion continued as to photos - page seventy-nine and eighty of reference materials and as
to previous Commission deliberations]
Swift: [Expressed agreement with above commissioner comments/concerns]
M. Pappas: Stated that if there is a concern about the foundation and the long term of a break
down, that they can ask the contractor to do something about that.
Pettit: Asked commissioners if a wall or structure of this type is appropriate for this context.
Swift: Stated that in terms of the material application, that this could possibly be worked into a
solution. Stated that there are a lot of details that are missing in terms of what that proposal will
actually look like.
Chesnut: Indicated having questions about where it starts and stops, because looking at the
photo – there is a big gap. Asked about what happens in the gap between the block and that
structure [reference photo materials].

[Discussion continued as to material/context/longevity considerations]
Motion:

Swift (second: Chesnut) moved to table action on the proposed work at 24 N Huron, so the
applicant can provide more information on the height, length, thickness, and materiality of the
wall.

Roll Call Vote - Ayes:
Commissioners Pettit, Stevenson, Swift, Chesnut
Nays: None
Absent: Commissioners Rupert and Lindsay
Motion carried.
Slagor: Staff added that commissioners also mentioned concern over how the structure is to be
supported – what kind of foundation the structure would have.
Pettit: Confirmed. Stated that any additional materials that would further describe the finished
product, that accurately reflects what is proposed, would be helpful.
9 S Adams

*New doors and lighting.
Applicant:

Elisa Marroquin, project representative - present

Discussion:

Pettit: Asked applicant to walk the Commission through what is proposed.
Marroquin: Stated that the proposal is to replace an exterior door that currently faces 9 S Adams.
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Indicated that it is an all glass commercial door with a metal frame. Indicated that they are
proposing to install a metal style door with a glass window, as well as put in a keypad. Indicated
that lighting is planned. Stated that they currently have some existing barn lighting on the
property which they would copy. Stated that they would put that style lighting over those two
entrances [reference materials].

[Discussion as to HDC lighting/temperature requirements]
Motion:

Stevenson (second: Swift) moved to approve and issue a Certificate of Appropriateness for the
work at 9 S Adams, as submitted in the application dated September 1, 2020, for the installation
of two TruDoor half-light metal doors and Strongway “barn light” fixtures, as specified; with the
condition that the light temperature of the fixtures be no greater than 3000k.

Secretary of the Interior Standards:
#9 – Contemporary designs shall be compatible and not destroy significant original material.
Roll Call Vote - Ayes:
Commissioners Pettit, Stevenson, Swift, Chesnut
Nays: None
Absent: Commissioners Rupert and Lindsay
Motion carried.
Chesnut: [Initiated further clarifying discussion as to light temperature requirements]
406 Oak

*New window.
Applicant:

Michael Hurley, owner - present

Discussion:

Hurley: Indicated that the plan is to replace a rotted casement window in the rear area of the
home. Stated that, per the contractor, it is a non-repairable window. Indicated that a gutter
water-leak problem has been remedied.
Pettit: Stated that it appears to be an appropriate looking window, material-wise.
Hurley: Stated that the contractor recommended changing the window from a casement to an
awning and getting the Andersen E-series custom size awning option [reference materials].
Stated that what is there is a casement window and that there is another casement window to
the left. Stated that he would eventually like to have two awning windows. Stated that he would
like to replace and maximize the glass – that right-side casement [reference photo materials]
with an Andersen E-series awning window.
Pettit: Asked what the opening would look like – what the lite pattern would be.
Hurley: Stated that the opening extends ten to twelve inches. Stated that it would actually be
better for this window [reference photo materials] seeing that it extends forward as opposed to
horizontally – swings open like a casement to prevent any further rain from getting closer to the
house.
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Pettit: Asked about the overall window size.
Hurley: Stated that it would remain the same, the frame size. Stated that with the awning
window, the middle wood sash that separates the two casements would be eliminated with the
awning.
Pettit: Asked if it would be one single pane of glass that fits that same size opening.
Hurley: Confirmed.
Swift: Stated that these were replaced, that these were casements. Indicated that based on the
photos, looking at the front and back of the house in terms of typical window patterns, it looks as
though it is either single or double hung windows.
Hurley: Confirmed.
Swift: Indicated that since applicant would be replacing already replaced windows, there is a lot
of leeway in terms of how the solution is detailed. Stated opinion that having one single awning
window is not going to fit with the stylistic nature of the house. Indicated that an awning window
is not going to have the same sort of cadence along the façade as a casement would given that
everything else on the house is a double hung.

[Discussion continued as to the above considerations]
[Discussion regarding the Andersen series window options that were submitted]
Motion:

Chesnut (second: Swift) moved to approve and issue a Certificate of Appropriateness for the
work at 406 Oak, as submitted in the application dated September 1, 2020, for the installation of
a replacement of a casement window on the south elevation with an awning style window. The
replacement shall be a full-frame installation of either an Anderson 100 Series or Andersen E
series window.

Secretary of the Interior Standards:
#9 – Contemporary designs shall be compatible and not destroy significant original material.
Roll Call Vote - Ayes:
Commissioners Pettit, Stevenson, Swift, Chesnut
Nays: None
Absent: Commissioners Rupert and Lindsay
Motion carried.
303 N Summit

*New concrete steps.
Applicant:

Scott Westover, YCUA representative - present

Discussion:

Pettit: Asked applicant to walk the Commission through the application.
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Westover: Stated that there are two pieces of concrete in bad shape. Stated that the one on the
west side is not connected to the tower. Indicated that the plan is to replace the stairs on the
east side which are in bad shape. Stated that they do not believe they can do it without touching
the stairs [reference photo materials], touching the tower. Indicated that to get a better product
than the existing, they are going to have to get into the opening between the top of the stairway
and the doorway which is within the footprint of the structure itself.
Pettit: Asked if the work will continue past the threshold of the doorway.
Westover: Confirmed, no. Stated that they anticipate it will be somewhere either at the outside
face of the door or somewhere between the door and the existing crack at the exterior outline
footprint of the tower itself.
Pettit: Asked if the work also includes the cheek walls and the sides that contain the steps.
Westover: Stated that the thought would be to try and reuse those. Stated that if they do need
to be replaced, they would be replaced in exactly the same location at about the same profile.
Stated that the hope would be to save it, but that they are not sure, once the stairs are taken
out, if it is going to be salvageable or not.
Swift: Asked about the transition between the concrete steps and the historic stone wall with the
joint that it is going to be comprised of.
Westover: Stated that he believes it is concrete right up to the stone itself. Stated that he does
not believe there is a joint material there.

[Discussion continued as to expansion joints/transition/threshold considerations/additional
information needed]
Pettit: Asked if the walkway includes a step or two on this side [reference photo materials] but
not on the other end.
Westover: Confirmed.
Motion:

Swift (second: Chesnut) moved to table action on the proposal for 303 N Summit to see further
information detailed as discussed at the meeting, specifically concerning the expansion joints and
their location; as well as the potential for a threshold to be installed.

Roll Call Vote - Ayes:
Commissioners Pettit, Stevenson, Swift, Chesnut
Nays: None
Absent: Commissioners Rupert and Lindsay
Motion carried.
305 E Cross

*New windows.
Applicant:

Ashanti Harris, owner - present
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Discussion:

Pettit: Asked applicant to walk the Commission through what is planned.
Harris: Indicated that the plan is to replace all of the windows on the front and side, except for
two that are in the dining room area – a total of ten windows. Stated that most would be the
double-hung windows. Indicated that the Pella Lifestyle wood clad windows are proposed. Stated
that there are four windows that are a bit different. Stated that the two windows in the front
[reference photo materials] are outlined in the green. Indicated that she does not have a
matching color for them, so the planned color choice would be black. Stated that the bedroom
windows which are grid windows, would be replaced with grid windows and would match what is
currently there. [Discussed, reference photos, condition of the windows/sills]
Swift: [Discussed window sills -- possible water leak issues, reference photo materials]. Stated
that there are definitely a lot of replaceable conditions being presented. Stated that there are
also some that look okay. Stated that there is a solid argument for replacement of at least a
portion.
Chesnut: Asked about the front windows.
Swift: Asked if there are only two windows on the front.
Harris: Confirmed.
Swift: Stated that the ones on the front of the house have that same sill issue which may be
solved with replacements if done appropriately.
Harris: Stated that none of the windows are opening [reference photo materials]. Stated that
she was actually going to wait on the two front windows.
Swift: Stated that if they are painted shut or if there is peeling paint, that that is not a
replaceable defense.
Harris: Stated that she has not found someone who says they can repair it. Stated that she was
going to wait on those because of cost.

[Continued discussion as to condition of front façade windows]
Slagor: [Discussion as to obtaining repair resource information]
Harris: Acknowledged understanding that resource information provided is not a
recommendation.

[Procedural discussion]
*Applicant amended the application to not include replacement of the two façade windows*
Motion:

Swift (second: Stevenson) moved to approve and issue a Certificate of Appropriateness for the
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amended application as stated at the meeting for the work at 305 East Cross Street for the fullframe installation of eight windows as submitted and specified in the application, specifically with
the front two windows being removed.
Secretary of the Interior Standards:
#6 – Repair, don’t replace. Replacements shall match the original.
Roll Call Vote - Ayes:
Commissioners Pettit, Stevenson, Swift, Chesnut
Nays: None
Absent: Commissioners Rupert and Lindsay
Motion carried.
110 W Michigan

*Sign and paint.
Applicant:

Jen Eastridge, business owner - present

Discussion:

Eastridge: [Shared her City business ownerships]. Stated that she is hoping for the approval of
two items – the black trim paint on the front of the building [reference photo materials] and the
affixing of the metal letters that are one-sixteenth inch aluminum. [Discussed reference image
showing actual scale of letters]. Stated that the letters will be affixed with stainless steel
woodscrews, with a two-inch standoff behind each letter. Stated that they will be affixed directly
to the wood panels on the front of the building. Stated that all of the hardware will be painted
black to match the letters. [Further discussed the “Black Magic” paint choice”].
Chesnut: Asked about the thickness of the channel letters.
Eastridge: Stated that it is a flat aluminum letter that is going to be drilled and then affixed.
Stated that they are actually one-sixteenth inch. Stated that they do not have a dimension to
them.
Pettit: Asked if lighting is a part of this proposal.
Eastridge: Confirmed, no.

Motion:

Chesnut (second: Stevenson) moved to approve and issue a Certificate of Appropriateness for
the work at 110 W. Michigan Ave. as submitted in the application dated September 17, 2020, for
the painting of the trim as specified, and the aluminum channel letter signage as specified.

Secretary of the Interior Standards:
#9 - Contemporary designs shall be compatible and shall not destroy significant original material.
#10 – New work shall be removable.
Roll Call Vote - Ayes:
Commissioners Pettit, Stevenson, Swift, Chesnut
Nays: None
Absent: Commissioners Rupert and Lindsay
Motion carried.
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STUDY ITEMS
208 E Cross

*Siding.
The applicant had to leave the meeting before the Study Items section of the agenda was reached;
therefore, the item was not discussed by the Commission.
ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVALS
Motion:

Stevenson (second: Chesnut) moved to approve the administrative approvals for 148 N
Washington and 311 E Forest.

Roll Call Vote - Ayes:
Commissioners Pettit, Stevenson, Swift, Chesnut
Nays:
None
Absent: Commissioners Rupert and Lindsay
Motion carried.
OTHER BUSINESS—none
AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS -none
HOUSEKEEPING BUSINESS
Approval of the minutes of August 25, 2020
Motion:

Stevenson (second: Chesnut) moved to approve the minutes of August 25, 2020, as
submitted.

Roll Call Vote - Ayes:
Commissioners Pettit, Stevenson, Swift, Chesnut
Nays:
None
Absent: Commissioners Rupert and Lindsay
Motion carried.
ADJOURNMENT
Chairperson Pettit adjourned the meeting, citing the end of the agenda with no further items to discuss.
MEETING ADJOURNED at 10:02 p.m.

Full Minutes Prepared By: Nancy Hare-Dickerson
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Supplemental Materials for 9/22/2020 HDC Meeting

3242 N HURON LLC
Ann Arbor, MI 48105

Ypsilanti Historical District Commission
October 8, 2020
RE: 24 N Huron

Concrete highway barricades

As an adjoining property owner to 24 North Huron, I am strongly opposed to the HDC approving the
24 North Huron fence/wall Application.
On August 20 Bessie Pappas was given 2 weeks to obtain a contractor to remove the barricades. She asked at
that time if she could replace them with an alternative and was told in clear terms that an application to retain
the barricades was not an option and they had to be removed. To even consider this application prior to
removing the barricades is blatant favoritism and unequal enforcement and is contrary to August 20 city
requirements.
1. The proposed wall is not to stop trespass on their property
a. They are attempting to deny use of a prescriptive easement in place long before their purchasing
the property in 2005 (See key dates document)
b. Prescriptive easement created in 2001 or prior by
i. Decades of driving around HAABs delivery vehicles
ii. The stairs behind 12 North Huron (also owned by Bessie Pappas).
iii. Parking east of their 12 North Huron stairs.
c. Bessie was informed in 2016 & 2017 by my attorney that she could not block the corner.
d. Corner is currently subject to a court order and a pending court decision.
2. Application fails to address the HDC April 24, 2018 objections of general unsightliness. The historical
haphazard mix of materials are still there.

3. The Applicants history of ignoring the city is well documented
a. October 22, 2002 - Letter from City, East end – replace rotted, warped, unstable fire escape,
landing, and plywood. No permit pulled.
b. April 22, 2004 - Letter from City, East end – replace rotted, warped, unstable fire escape, landing,
and plywood. No permit pulled.
c. March 16, 2006 – Letter from City, East end – replace rotted, warped, unstable fire escape,
landing, and plywood. PERMIT REQUIRED. No permit pulled.
d. March 31, 2006 – Letter from City to repair/replace rear (east) exit stair. Building permits, HDC
approval and signed/sealed plans required. No Application or permits filed.
e. For those on the commission in 2018, you may recall Bessie Pappas comment when her
Application was turned down; “It’s my property. I should be able to do what I want”.
f. The barricades were supposed to have been removed in March
4. Multiple property owners and tenant have had conflicts with Bessie and Maria Pappas.

a. The former owner of 22 NH sued & won a claim against 12 North Huron for ordinance violations
(that the city refused to enforce).
b. The owner of 8 W Michigan forcibly removed identical highway barricades placed onto their
property by Pappas.
c. Multiple people, including their own tenants, have complained about Bessie or Maria Pappas.
d. Multiple vehicles have been damaged by Pappas obstructions.
5. Applicant currently has multiple violations on the property
a. They have never provided a survey and this application does not include a stakes survey.
b. Existing blocks are not on their property
c. Adjoining post and gates have no application or permit
d. Former post/gate & fence were not on their property
e. Blacktop paving extends far beyond their East and South property lines.
f. Balcony added in 1986 without Application or Permit behind 24 North Huron
6. We are dealing with people making multiple unsubstantiated claims. Documents should be requested
supporting any claims made.
a. Both Bessie and Maria Pappas told police they owned the alley behind the cleaners
b. Both Bessie and Maria Pappas claimed under oath, they owned the alley behind the cleaners.
c. The 2016 HDC submission misrepresented the reasons Bessie Pappas requested the fence.
d. The current HDC submission misrepresents the reason for requesting the wall.
e. Contrary to their claims, their property is constantly unsightly.

Thank you for your time.
Sincerely

Lawrence R Yapp, Member
PS - The claim that enforcement was delayed by the lawsuit is flat wrong. Ordinance enforcement was never
questioned. Only the refusal to enforce. Furthermore, the lawsuit against the city was dismissed in April 2019.
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September 22, 2020
My Name is Larry Yapp and I am one of the property owners north of the 24 North Huron Application area.
I STRONGLY OPPOSE THIS APPLICATION BEING ON THE AGENDA.
1. The HDC previously denied an application for the highway barricades. Applicant had until March 21, 2020 to reapply or
remove. Applicant did neither.
2. City sat on its hands for months, finally scheduling a hearing on August 20, 2020, but the city then canceled the hearing.
3. Instead a private Zoom meeting was held between applicant and city staff. Although I was wrongly locked out of that
meeting, I could still hear city staff. Applicant was told that they could not file an application and were given 2 weeks to
find a contractor to remove the blocks.
4. Because the current Application is in defiance of the city’s clear direction, commission should determine the Application
invalid and remove it from the agenda.
I DISAGREE WITH THE RECOMMEND MOTIONS OPTIONS
1. Move to table – I oppose because this is exactly what Applicant wants. More time to interfere with those who use the
alley to access their apartments and businesses.
2. Move to a approve – I oppose for several reasons
a. Application does not address the April 24, 2018 HDC concerns
“moved to deny the application for 24 N Huron because of the lack of consideration for location,
visibility and the historic character of the site and the mixture of inappropriate materials in the
proposal”
b. Adding faux stone only worsens the disjointed mix of materials already in place.
c. Stone veneer is not historically appropriate.
d. Three vehicles have already hit the existing concrete barricades. Based on Applicants failure to maintain past
damage to the gate, we can safely assume damage to the faux stone would not be repaired either.
3. There are 2 other motion options
a. Deny the Application as invalid as stated above
b. Deny the Application until Property owner files applications for installations previously made without
application, including
i. 12 N Huron stairway – date unknown
ii. 12 N Huron stairway addition – added after 2008
iii. 24 N Huron balcony – added in 2008
iv. 24 N Huron parking lot post and gate – added around 2016
v. 24 N Huron multiple rows of railroad ties added around 2014
vi. 28 N Huron balcony & windows– added in 2008
EASEMENT
1) For decades prior to Applicants purchase, vehicles cut this corner as stairs and parked vehicles blocked a portion of the alley.
2) Applicant was notified in 2016 & 2017 of a prescriptive easement granting the legal right to cut the corner.
3) Attempts to continue to cut the corner are not “trespassing” but exercising a legal right to use the prescriptive easement.
OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
1) A ruling in an ongoing lawsuit affecting this corner is expected soon
2) The concrete barricades are not on applicant’s property (see below)
3) Applicant has never produced a boundary survey
4) Applicant has a history of ignoring city requirements. Notices were sent and ignore requiring a permit to rebuild the
stairs behind 12 N Huron
a. October 22, 2002
b. April 24, 2004
c. March 16, 2006
d. March 31 ,2006
e. A permit was never pulled
FINAL THOUGHT – PLEASE ASK YOURSELF WHY THE CITY REFUSES TO ENFORCE ITS ORDINANCES AND IS SO LENIENT WITH A
PROPERTY OWNER WITH A HISTORY OF IGNORING OTHERS NEEDS, CITY ORDINANCES AND CITY DEADLINES.

REAR OF BUILDINGS BEFORE APPLICANTS PURCHASE.
24 NH

12 NH

28 NH

24 & 28 NH ENCROACHING ADDITIONS, WINDOW CHANGES AND PAINTING, ALL WITHOUT APPLICATION OR PERMIT
28 NH

24 NH

BEFORE BARRICAIDS (Showing survey marker)

OVERALL BLIGHT & UNPERMITTED FARM GATES

ENCROACHING INTO ALLEY

KEY DATES
1928 – ‘Donut’ easement created
Around 1940 – HAABs opens
07/23/59 – Proposed L shaped alley dedication to city
Unknown date – 12 NH stairs encroach in the alley
09/10/86 – Application to REPLACE 22 NH stairs
Between 1993 & 1997 photo of parking behind 12 NH
09/10/01 – Prescriptive easement documented
Ongoing truck & vehicle parking behind HAABs & 12 NH
Jan 2005 – Pappas purchases cleaners (24 NH)
11/23/16 – Lawyer’s notice can’t block the corner
11/03/17 – Lawyer’s cease interfering
01/11/18 – Restraining order
06/16/16 – Highway barricades installed
03/21/20 – HDC deadline to reapply expired
08/20/20 – Schedule Hearing replaced by conference
09/01/20 – Current HDC Application

SIGNIFICANCE
5 properties become easement owners
Deliveries to rear would force access to North
City never accepted the dedication. If accepted, City becomes
owner of land subject to existing easements
No date documentation - No permit
Earliest documented alley encroachment date. Forced access
to the East
Forced access to the North & East
Provides legal right to cut the corner which Pappas is blocking
Forced access to the North & East
Pappas purchased after prescriptive easement created
Bessie proceeded to install metal post & gate
Bessie ignored
Court ordered 3-foot setback
No application or permits
Highway barricades must be removed
Informed Application date is past. Barricades must be removed
Pappas ignored staff instructions by filing Application

Tresspass
encroachments

Highway
barricades

CITY OF YPSILANTI
Agenda
Historic District Commission
Tuesday, October 27, 2020 - 7:00 p.m.
Remote Meeting via Zoom
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, Chair
Anne Stevenson, Vice Chair
Erika Lindsay
Ron Rupert
Amy Swift
James Chesnut
VACANT

II.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

III.

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON AGENDA ITEMS

IV.

PUBLIC HEARING—none

V.

BUSINESS SESSION
A. OLD BUSINESS
1.
24 N Huron
2.
303 N Summit (Water Tower)
B. NEW BUSINESS
1.
400 N River
2.
10 S Huron
3.
303 E Forest
4.
303 E Forest
5.
410-412 Maple
6.
307 N River

P
P
P
P
P
P

Wall
Concrete steps

Signs
Windows
Fence and Pergola
Sliding glass door
Amendment to porch floor approval
Mural and site plan extension

C. STUDY ITEMS
1.
208 E Cross
Siding
2.
322 E Cross
Basement windows
3.
10s Block of N Huron EPA Pollution Remediation
D. ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVALS
1.
234 W Michigan
2.
106 S Huron
3.
114 S Huron
4.
302 S Washington
5.
417 N Adams
6.
112 W Michigan
7.
309 W Cross
8.
300 N Washington
9.
406 N Hamilton
E. OTHER APPROVALS

A
A
A
A
A
A

Deck
Roof
Roof
Paint
Roof
Paint
Paint
Roof
Gutters

1.

527 N Huron Windows

F. OTHER BUSINESS
1.
Resolution to support CLG funding for Starkweather Chapel window
restoration
2.
Property monitoring
3.
Commissioner comments
VI.

AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS

VII.

HOUSEKEEPING BUSINESS
1. Approval of meeting minutes September 22, 2020

VIII.

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: 24 N Huron
Property History: The property includes a surface parking lot
owned east of 24 N Huron that is wrapped by a City-owned
alley on the south and west sides.
Date of Application: September 1, 2020
Date of Review: September 3, 2020
Date of Meeting: September 8, 22, October 13, 2020
Proposed work: Retrofitting concrete block barriers to a stonefaced concrete wall.
Materials: Concrete and stone.
Staff review:
Background
1. This application was tabled on the September 22
meeting, asking the applicant to “Provide more
information on the length, thickness, and materiality of
the wall.” The Commission also discussed what kind of
foundation or footing the wall would have and
recommended a rendering of what the finished wall
would look like.
2. To date, October 24, 2020, staff has not received
additional information to include with the application.
3. The commission must act by the regularly
scheduled meeting on October 27, 2020. The
sixty-day timeline for review, per state law, ends on
October 31, 2020.
Overview of events leading to this application:
1. On January 24, 2020, the Historic District Commission
reviewed work that was completed without a permit at
this location. Work included installation of 3 concrete
barrier blocks at the southwest corner of the paved
parking lot.
2. The applicant stated that the concrete blocks were
installed to prevent trespassing, as advised by their
attorney. They stated that the attorney suggested that

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.

HDC permits were not required. Staff informed them that even non-historic resources
must be reviewed by the HDC for potential impacts to the district.
3. The Commission denied the work, citing that the concrete highway-type barriers were
incompatible with the character of the historic district.
4. The applicant did not amend or appeal the application within 60 days (March 23, 2020).
5. A hearing with the Administrative Hearings Bureau was scheduled for August 20, 2020.
The hearing did not occur, because the applicant agreed to have a contractor scheduled
to remove the blocks in two weeks
6. Instead of a contractor to remove the blocks, the applicant is now requesting to have
them modified, in hopes of achieving a barrier that is compatible with the historic
district.
7. This is the third time the applicant has attempted to enclose the lot.
A Recent History of Barriers Surrounding the Lot
8. On May 10, 2016, the HDC approved an application to for a 4’ tall wood picket fence and
triangular swing metal gate.
a. Both the gate and fence were installed however the fence was removed entirely
and one arm of the gate removed as well.
9. The applicant applied to reinstall this fence, with the addition of 5 metal bumper posts,
in April 2018.
a. On April 24, 2018, the HDC denied the application citing “the lack of
consideration for the location, visibility and historic character of the site and the
mixture of inappropriate materials in the proposal.”
b. The commission suggested the applicant may amend the application “using one
consistent material for the fencing and gate that is non-residential in character.
Chain-link fencing was suggested as a possibility for use in this particular
location.”
c. The denied application was not amended or appealed.
10. At the time of the April 2018 application for a new fence, the subject concrete barriers
had already been installed.
a. Staff was delayed in requesting a permit for these items due to ongoing legal
disputes with the City in the vicinity.
11. As stated above, the concrete blocks were submitted for review in January 2020, and
were denied by the Commission with the finding that “the concrete blocks are a style of
barrier inappropriate for the historic district that diminishes the integrity of setting.”
Proposed modifications:
12. The applicant would like to build a concrete stone-faced wall at this location, using the
existing blocks as a foundation.
a. A frame for pouring concrete will be constructed around the blocks and filled
with new concrete so it is a seamless wall.
b. The new concrete, so the wall will be stone-faced.
13. The applicant has expressed they would be willing to consider brick veneer over stone if
the Commission finds it more appropriate.
14. The Commission is to confirm with the applicant the height, thickness, and length of the
wall.
Considerations
15. In general, concrete, stone, and brick are materials compatible with the historic district.

16. A wall of this type is not found elsewhere in the district, but natural stone has been
utilized in some locations; including 310 Florence and the retaining wall behind 32-42 N
Huron.
17. If the Commission finds that the concrete blocks cannot be modified appropriately, it
should be explicitly stated in the motion, on record.
18. If the Commission finds that modifying the concrete blocks would be outright
inappropriate, Staff recommends the Commission discuss with the applicant compatible
enclosure methods. The applicant has expressed wanting additional guidance.
*This work may be subject to approval of a fence permit.

Recommended Motions:
Move to deny the the proposed work at 24 N Huron, citing a lack of information on the
foundation and structure of the proposed wall.
[If the Commission finds that there is no possible way that concrete barriers can be made
appropriate for the district, please include that in the motion].
***
Move to approve and issue a Certificate of Appropriateness for the work at 24 N Huron, as
submitted in the application dated September 1, 2020, for the construction of a stone-faced
concrete wall. The wall shall match the height and thickness of the existing concrete barriers
and be faced with stone to a pattern similar to the example photos submitted.

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

Prepared by:
Scott E. Slagor, Preservation Planner

Example of stone-faced concrete the applicant is aiming for.

Staff photos of alley, January 22, 2020.

HDC Work Permit
Staff Review
Property address: N Summit between Washtenaw and W Cross
Property History: The Ypsilanti Water Tower is an icon
recognized by the US National Register of Historic Places and a
Michigan State Historic Site. Built in 1890, the Ypsilanti Water
Tower served an important function as the only water tower in
the Ypsilanti water system until 1956. In 1976, the Water
Tower was restored and today it is managed by YCUA
Date of Application: September 14, 2020
Date of Review: September 16, 2020
Date of Meeting: September 22, October 13 2020
Proposed work: Removal and replacement of concrete steps on
the N Summit Street side of the Stone Tower from the back of
sidewalk to the wooden doors of the structure. The top
step/landing area of the stairs touches the outside wall of the
structure. New concrete steps will match existing in material
and dimensions.
Materials: Concrete
Staff review:
1. This item was tabled at the September 22 HDC meeting so
the applicant may provide “further information detailed as
discussed at the meeting, specifically concerning the
expansion joints and their location; as well as the potential
for a threshold to be installed.”
2. The Commission shall act by the regularly scheduled
meeting on November 10, 2020. Per state law, the
sixty-day timeline for review ends on November 13,
2020.
3. YCUA conducted reviewed the Commission’s questions and
found “installation of a threshold at the existing doors is not
necessary and that an expansion joint just outside the
doors is preferred.”
4. YCUA has provided a letter with additional information, an
MDOT spec. sheet for the expansion joint, Quikrete sealant
spec. sheet and an additional photo.

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.

Scope of Work
5. The applicant is proposing removal and replacement of the concrete steps on the N Summit
Street side of the Stone Tower from the back of sidewalk to the wooden doors of the
structure. New concrete steps will match existing in material and dimensions. The new
concrete steps will by 7 ft. and five inches wide by 8 ft from the sidewalk to door for a total
of 59.2 sq ft.
a. YCUA will saw-cut and remove the existing concrete. An fiber expansion joint will
be placed between the new concrete and old. The joint will be sealed with a
polymer sealant. See attached letter for a detailed description.
6. The applicant is also proposing removal and replacement of the concrete sidewalk on the
west side of the Stone Tower between W. Cross Street and Washtenaw Road. None of this
work is physically connected to the structure. New sidewalk will match existing in materials
and dimensions. Approximately 45’ long by 6’ wide.
Recommended Motions:
Move to approve and issue a Certificate of Appropriateness for the work at 303 Summit, as
submitted in the application dated September 14, 2020, with the amendments presented on
October 13, 2020 for the removal and replacement on concrete sidewalks and steps.

Relevant Secretary of the Interior’s Standards:
#6

Prepared by: Christopher Jacobs, Community Development Manager; updated by Scott
E. Slagor, Preservation Planner.

Concrete sidewalk on the west side of Stone Tower,
looking south

Concrete steps on the east side of Stone Tower

Concrete steps on the east side of Stone Tower

North

Concrete sidewalk

Concrete steps

September 30, 2020
VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL
Mr. Scott Slagor, Preservation Planner
City of Ypsilanti
One South Huron Street
Ypsilanti, MI 48197
Re:

Historic District Commission Work Permit Application 20-0070
Stone Tower Concrete Replacement
303 N. Summit Street, City of Ypsilanti

Dear Mr. Slagor:
This letter and the enclosed documents are submitted in response to both the City of
Ypsilanti Historic District Commission (HDC) regular meeting of September 22, 2020 and the
letter from your office dated September 25, 2020 regarding the proposed replacement of the
deteriorated concrete steps on the Summit Street side of the Stone Tower at 303 North Summit
Street. In particular, the HDC requested information regarding expansion joint locations and
materials as well as consideration of installation of a threshold at the existing doors.
The Authority desires to sawcut and remove the existing concrete starting approximately
6” east of the existing doors all the way to the back edge of the existing sidewalk parallel to North
Summit Street. Based on the Isolation Joint detail shown on MDOT R-37-B, a ½” thick fiber
expansion joint will be installed along both interfaces between the masonry walls and the new
concrete slab as well as at the sawcut joint between the new concrete and the existing concrete
near the doors as depicted on the enclosed photograph. The fiber expansion joint will be sealed
with a polymer sealant, such as Quikrete Advanced Self-Leveling Sealant (data sheet enclosed),
to best match the existing mortar in the adjacent masonry walls. The same materials will be
installed at the joint between the new staris and the existing sidewalk along North Summit Street.
In addition, after further evaluation, the existing wing walls on either side of the stairs will
be removed and replaced in kind as part of the project. We look forward to this information being
considered by the HDC during their next regular meeting. Should there be any questions, please
contact this office.
Sincerely,

SCOTT D. WESTOVER, P.E., Engineering Manager
Ypsilanti Community Utilities Authority
Enclosures
cc:

Mr. Jeff Castro, Mr. Mike Shaffer, File, YCUA
Mr. Andy Aamodt, City of Ypsilanti

G:\YCUAproj\WaterTanks\Stone\2020 - Concrete Replacement\HDC Permit Application Additional Information.docx

Sawcut existing
concrete
approximately 6"
east of doors,
install fiber joint
filler and joint
sealant

Install fiber joint
filler and joint
sealant

Polymer non-sag
sealant

New concrete

Existing concrete/
masonry wall
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P RODUCT DES CRIP TION
QUIKRETE Advanced Polymer Self-Leveling Sealant is a
superior, self-leveling, one-component, permanently flexible,
multipurpose sealant.
PRODUCT US E
QUIKRETE Advanced Polymer Self-Leveling Sealant is a non-shrink
weather-resistant, high performance advanced polymer sealant
formulated to fill cracks and joints in concrete, in interior or exterior
areas up to 1 inch (25.4 mm) in width. QUIKRETE® Advanced
Polymer Self-Leveling Sealant is UV resistant and adheres to
concrete, brick, masonry, wood, glass, vinyl, and most plastics.
QUIKRETE® Advanced Polymer Self-Leveling Sealant is ready-to-use
and cures upon contact with the moisture in the air to form a durable
flexible seal.
QUIKRETE® Advanced Polymer Self-Leveling Sealant may be used
for:
Sealing & Waterproofing horizontal control joints or expansion joints
in sidewalks, driveways, industrial floors, parking decks, etc.
A variety of general purpose joint sealing applications
Environmentally friendly – solvent &isocyanate-free
SIZES
QUIKRETE Advanced Polymer Self-Leveling Sealant is available in
gray 10 oz (295 mL) tubes.
YIELD
10 oz (295 mL) tube will fill approximately 12 linear feet (3.6 m) in 1/2
in (13 mm) wide by 1/4 in (6.3 mm) deep joint .
TECHNICAL DATA
QUIKRETE Advanced Polymer Self-Leveling Sealant meets
performance requirements of ASTM C 920, Type S, Grade P, Class
25, Use T, NT, A, G, and M; Federal Specification TT-S-0230C, Type
I, Class A; CSA CAN/CGSB 19.13-M87. Meets VOC requirements in
all regions.
QUIKRETE Advanced Polymer Self-Leveling Sealant, when tested
in accordance with standard procedures, provides typical results as
listed in Table 1.

TABLE 1 TYPICAL PHYSICAL PROPERTIES
Tack-Free Time at 77 oF (25°C), 50%
RH

60 minutes

Cure Rate at 77°F (25°C) , 50% RH

1/8” (3 mm) per 24 hours

Flow

Self-levels

Dynamic Joint Movement

+/- 25%

Durometer Hardness, Shore A

20 to 30

Ultimate Tensile Strength

230 psi (1.5 MPa)

Elongation

400% to 500%

INS TALLATION
NOTE: It is recommended that impervious gloves – such as nitrile be
worn during application.
QUIKRETE® Advanced Polymer SelfLeveling Sealant is difficult to remove from skin and clothing. If
sealant gets on skin, immediately wipe off with a dry cloth. Use only
in well-ventilated, exterior areas. Before handling read Safety Data
Sheet at www.quikrete.com.
APPLICATION
SURFACE PREPARATION
The key to long-term sealant performance is proper substrate
preparation. The substrate must be clean, frost free, sound and free
of any oils, greases, or incompatible sealers, paints or coatings that
may interfere with adhesion and good joint performance.
Porous surfaces should be cleaned of dirt, dust loose debris and
other potential bond breakers. Mechanical methods, such as wire

brushes, grinders, etc. may be required to remove surface
contamination, debris and failed sealants such as in re-caulking
applications. Make sure to wear proper personal protection equipment
when sanding or grinding.
JOINT DESIGN
A thin bead of sealant will accommodate more movement than a thick
bead. Working joint depths should never exceed ½ in (13 mm) or be
thinner than 1/4 in (6.3 mm). The ratio of joint width to depth should
be 2 to 1. Joints should be designed or cut to work well within the
movement capability of the sealant allowing for erection and
installation tolerances, time of year of installation and sealant
movement capability. QUIKRETE® Backer Rod (No. 6917) should be
used depending on application, to prevent three sided adhesion and
to prevent joint depths from exceeding ½ in (13 mm). If joint depth
does not allow for backer rod installation, use polyethylene bond
breaker tape.

CLEAN UP
Remove from skin or tools immediately. Cured material is very
difficult to remove. May use rubbing alcohol cautiously on skin.
Uncured material can be removed from tools and surfaces with
solvents such as alcohol, citrus removers or nail polish remover.
Employ solvents cautiously; solvents are flammable; follow with soap
and water as appropriate. Cured material may be removed
mechanically. Avoid contact with strong acids and oxidizers.

CURING
Allow sealant to cure for a minimum of 2 hours before painting with a
water-based latex paint and to cure for a minimum of 3 days before
exposing to traffic. Allow 7 days to cure for temporary water
immersion applications. Typical full cure in 3 to 7 days. Low humidity,
cooler temperatures, and non-porous substrates will lengthen these
times.

METHOD OF APPLICATION
Avoid applying sealants below 40 °F (4 °C) unless following specific
instructions for cold weather caulking. Also avoid applying sealants in
ambient conditions where threat of rain is imminent. If ambient
temperatures exceed 85 °F (29 °C) and particularly when substrates
will be exposed to direct sunlight, check surface temperatures to be
sure they don’t exceed the maximum application temperature of 95 oF
(35 oC). Mask adjacent surfaces to be sealed if necessary to ensure
neat sealant lines and minimize clean up. Avoid placing masking in
areas to be sealed. Remove masking immediately after placing
sealant. Remove nozzle by twisting counterclockwise. Cut the tip of
the tube without removing any of the threads for the nozzle. Reattach
the nozzle and cut the tip of the nozzle to the desired size. Using a
caulk gun, dispense sealant with the nozzle near the bottom of the
joint to avoid trapping air during placement.

P RECAUTIONS
WEAR IMPERVIOUS GLOVES, such as nitrile, and eye protection.
Service Temperature: -90 oF (-68 oC) to 425 oF (218 oC)
Application Temperature: 40 oF (4 oC) to 95 oF (35 oC)
Storage Temperature: 40 oF (4 oC) to 75 oF (24 oC)
Do not apply over silicones or other existing sealants. Do not apply to
frozen surfaces. Avoid contact with alcohol and solvents during cure.
Avoid contact with strong acids and alkalis. Avoid joints that are too
deep. Joints between non-porous substrates require slightly longer
cure-through time depending on surface area. Do not apply if rain is
expected before sealant has partially cured. Wash skin and hands
after use. Not recommended for aquariums and marine applications.
Read SDS @ www.quikrete.com.

VOC Content
9 g/L

WARRANTY
NOTICE: Obtain the applicable LIMITED WARRANTY: at
www.quikrete.com/product-warranty or send a written request to The
Quikrete Companies, LLC, Five Concourse Parkway, Atlanta, GA
30328, USA. Manufactured under the authority of The Quikrete
Companies, LLC. © 2018 Quikrete International, Inc.

* Refer to www.quikrete.com for the most current technical data and SDS
Revised 20 July 2018

HDC Work Permit
Staff Review
Property address: 400 N River
Property History: The property includes the Thompson Block, a
landmark building of the Depot Town commercial district that
can tie its construction to the railroad. Originally known as the
Norris Block, the building was erected by Mark Norris in 1860
using bricks from his demolished Western Hotel- which was in
the path of a railroad expansion. In 1862 and 1863 the building
housed barracks for the Fourteenth and Twenty-Seventh
Michigan Infantry Regiments. Reputedly, the building is the
only Michigan barracks facility used in 1862 that is still extant.
In 1869, the southwest corner unit of the building became
occupied by a paint and wagon shop, owned by Oliver E.
Thompson, for whom the building is now named. Over time the
store expanded to half of the building; selling agricultural
implements, bicycles, and various home/hardware goods. In
the 1910s, Oliver’s grandson, Joseph Thompson, opened a
dodge dealership in the north half of the building, operating it
a short while before moving it across Cross Street. In 1927 The
Thompson family sold the business to a Detroit firm that
retained the name: O. E. Thompson and Sons, which remained
in the building until 1950.
Various businesses occupied the building throughout the
second half of the twentieth century, however it slowly fell into
disrepair and was determined a case of demolition by neglect
in 2002. Repairs were made to the building, but it was
unfortunately gutted by a fire in 2009. The exterior walls were
preserved and the building is currently undergoing
rehabilitation.i

Date of Application: September 30, 2020
Date of Review: October 9, 2020
Date of Meeting: October 13, 2020
Proposed work: Signs.
Materials: Aluminum sign panels.

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.

Staff review:
1. Some of the work in this application was completed prior to obtaining approvals/permits.
The applicant states that this was done to fulfill their Historic Tax Credit schedule and
apologizes for being late to submit City permits.
2. New signs include four sign panels on the façade; a painted sign and blade sign on the
south elevation, and individual letters on the rear (east) elevation.
Facade
3. The façade includes four aluminum signs with vinyl lettering: two are building-mounted
between the second and third stories; and two are mounted to the awning valance on
the first story storefronts.
a. The building-mounted signs are anchored to the mortar joints.
South Elevation
4. The principle sign on the south elevation is restoration of the painted wall sign that
extends across the building, reading “THOMPSON.”
5. A blade aluminum sign will be mounted to the building’s southwest corner, reading
“THOMPSON LOFTS.” The sign will be mounted to the mortar joints.
East Elevation
6. Individual letters will be mounted to by tube rails to the flat canopy awning over the
east elevation entrance.
*Sign lighting appears to have been approved as part of the lighting plan submitted in 2018.
Recommended Motions:
Move to approve and issue a certificate of appropriateness for the work at 400 N River, as
submitted in the application, dated September 30, 2020, for installation of two buildingmounted signs and two awning-mounted signs on the façade; a painted wall sign and blade
sign on the south elevation; and awning-mounted letters on the east elevation. The signs shall
be installed per specifications submitted.

Relevant Secretary of the Interior’s Standards:
#5, #9, #10

Prepared by:
Scott E. Slagor, Preservation Planner
Historical facts lifted from: James Mann “The Thompson Block- Then and Now!” Ypsilanti Gleanings,
(Winter 2009), 1-4.
i

HDC Work Permit
Staff Review
Property address: 10 S Huron

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

Property History: The property includes an 1858 Italianate-style
commercial building with a one-story ca.1959 addition. It was
originally built to serve as the City’s fire hall.i The interior was
severely damaged by a fire in 1994.ii The resource is
contributing to the National Register district.

2. Do not destroy original
character. Do not remove or
alter historic material or
features.

Date of Application: October 14, 2020

3. Do not imitate earlier
styles.

Date of Review: October 20, 2020
Date of Meeting: October 27, 2020

4. Preserve significant
changes acquired over time.

Proposed work: New windows
Materials: Pella Architect Series Windows.
Staff review:
1. The applicant proposes to replace five windows on the
south and west elevations with Pella Architect Series
aluminum-clad double-hung windows.
a. The same or similar windows were approved to
replace five windows on the façade second story
in 2017 (then Pella 850 Series).
2. Staff conveyed to the applicant that the standards to
replace windows have been refined since then and
referred them to the Windows Fact Sheet.
3. The applicant stated that the current windows are not
unrepairable but are highly inefficient.
4. Staff requested for photos documenting any damage.
As of 10/22/2020, additional photos have not been
provided.
Current Windows
5. The current windows are one-over-one wood sashes
that used to have aluminum storms.
6. The applicant suspects that the four larger windows are
original or first-generation replacement, while the
smaller window may be more recent.
7. In staff opinion, given the construction date of the
building, most windows are likely replacements, but

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.

possibly date to the historic period. It is difficult to gauge the age and condition of the
windows from the outside. It appears that frames to fit the storm windows have been
built over top of the actual windows.
8. In 1994 an interior fire damaged the building. The Commission approved a window
replacement of one “front” and one “rear” window, without specification to which ones
had been replaced.
9. In 2002 the applicant proposed to replace the same windows. The Commission denied
the request, citing a lack of information and recommended the applicant try to find a
way to repair them.

Recommended Motions:
Move to table action on the proposal for 10 S Huron so the applicant may provide detailed
photos of the windows.
***
Move to deny proposed work at 10 S Huron, citing that the windows are not beyond repair and
recommend that the owner try new storm windows instead.

Relevant Secretary of the Interior’s Standards:
#6
***
Move to approve and issue a Certificate of Appropriateness for the work at 10 S Huron for the
installation of five Pella Architect Series aluminum-clad wood windows as specified. New
windows shall be full frame replacements and finished in a cranberry color to match those on
the facade.

Relevant Secretary of the Interior’s Standards:
#6

Prepared by: Scott E. Slagor, Preservation Planner
Bird, et al. Preliminary Report of the Historic District Study Committee for the City of Ypsilanti (Historic
District Study Committee: December 1972), 35.
ii
Riverside arts Council, Ypsilanti Heritage Foundation, and Ypsilanti Historical Society, Please Enjoy this
Self-Guided RAC-to-RAC Walking Tour of the Downtown Ypsilanti Area (no date), Historic Home Tour
Subject File, Ypsilanti Historical Society, Ypsilanti, Michigan.
i

10 S Huron Staff Photos

Facing northwest to facade and south elevation .

Facing north to south elevation.

Facing northeast to south and west elevations.

HDC Work Permit
Staff Review
Property address: 303 E Forest
Property History: The property includes Minimal Traditional
style house erected in 1942.
Date of Application: October 19, 2020

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: October 22, 2020
Date of Meeting: October 27, 2020
Proposed work: New fence and pergola
Materials: Wood, paint, and stain.
Staff review:
1. This application is for work completed without a permit.
2. Work includes installation of privacy fence and pergola
over the patio.
3. The fence is just under 6’ tall and is comprised of
horizontal planks between posts.
a. The fence is finished in a red paint.
4. The pergola was constructed over the patio.
a. The pergola appears to be stained.
Recommended Motions:
Move to approve and issue a Certificate of Appropriateness for
the work at 303 E Forest as submitted in the application dated
October 19, 2020 for installation of a wood privacy fence and
pergola, with the condition that the structures are finished in a
paint or opaque stain.

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

Prepared by: Scott E. Slagor, Preservation Planner

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.

Staff photos 303 E Forest

Facing northeast to facade and west elevation

Facing southeast to west and north elevation, showing fence and pergola.

Detail photo of fence and pergola.

HDC Work Permit
Staff Review
Property address: 303 E Forest
Property History: The property includes Minimal Traditional
style house erected in 1942.
Date of Application: October 19, 2020

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: October 22, 2020
Date of Meeting: October 27, 2020
Proposed work: New sliding glass door
Materials: Wood-framed Pella sliding door.
Staff review:
1. This application is for work completed without a permit.
2. Originally, a large window was centered on the north
elevation of the house.
3. According to the applicant, this window was damaged
with a rotted frame that leeched water into the
basement.
4. The window was replaced by a 1960s wood-framed
Pella sliding door.
5. From the exterior, the door appears to be aluminum
clad.
6. The applicant notes that there are other sliding-glass
doors in the neighborhood, and staff has observed
sliding-glass doors in the historic district.

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.

Recommended Motions:
Move to issue a Notice to Proceed for the work at 303 E Forest
as submitted in the application dated October 19, 2020 for
installation of a Pella wood-framed sliding glass door on the
north elevation, with the condition that the door and
surrounding trim be painted to match the rest of the house.

Relevant Secretary of the Interior’s Standards:
#9

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

HDC Work Permit
Staff Review
Property address: 410-412 Maple
Property History: The property includes an 1896 cross-gable
duplex.
Date of Application: September 5, 2019, Amendment October
20, 2020
Date of Review: September 12, 2019, October 24, 2020
Date of Meeting: September 24, 2019, October 27, 2020
Proposed work: Replace Rebuild a side porch and balcony
Materials: Wood, likely a combination of treated and untreated
lumber.
Staff review:
1. This application was reviewed as a study item on
September10, 2019, and approved on September 24,
2019.
2. The applicant proposes to remove and replace the
rotted components of the porch on the east elevation,
including the roofing, fascia, soffit, and trim; and repair
the southeast corner column, rafters, beam, and floor
joists.
3. The applicant would like to change the porch floor,
citing rot and condition issues.
4. The proposed new floor is TimberTech Azek flooring in
the Coastline color and with a brushed finish. The floor
has a 3.5” tongue-and-groove profile.
Recommended Motions:
Move to approve and issue a certificate of appropriateness for
the amended application at 210-212 Maple as submitted on
October 20, 2020, for the added replacement of the porch floor
with TimberTech Azek flooring in “Coastline” with a brushed
finish.

Relevant Secretary of the Interior’s Standards:

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.

#9

Prepared by:
Scott E. Slagor, Preservation Planner

Staff Photos: 410-412 Maple

Facing southwest to facade and east elevation.

Facing southwest to facade and east elevation.

Facing southwest to east elevation porch

HDC Work Permit
Staff Review
Property address: 307 N River
Property History: The property includes a former automotive
service station that was known as “Ted’s Auto Electric,” which
was converted to a restaurant, known as “Cultivate” in 2015.
Staff estimates that the original concrete block section of the
building; with two garage bays; was erected ca.1964.i The
bricked section of the building appears to have been completed
in 1968.ii The building was considered modern at the time of
the National Register listing, and therefore is noted as noncontributing.
Date of Application: October 19, 2020

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.

Date of Review: October 22, 2020
Date of Meeting: October 27, 2020

5. Preserve distinctive
features.

Proposed work: Mural and Extension of approved site plan.
Materials: Paint.
Staff review:
1. This application is for work completed without a permit.
2. Work includes painting a mural on the painted concrete
block portions of the building.
3. Work was completed under a previous owner and the
new owner is seeking to fulfill permits.
4. The new owner is also requesting an extension for the
amended application approved on January 14, 2020, as
the pandemic has slowed construction projects.
a. Applicants typically have six months after
approval to begin a project.
b. The approved work includes:
“Work as presented in the application dated
December 14, 2019; with exceptions of the
three-season porch, repainting exterior, mural,
and ramp and rail at the rear of the building,
according to the application [amended at
January 14, 2020 meeting]. The approval
includes the remaining exterior work as

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.

submitted in the site plan and the staining of any wood, including the fence and
deck, in Sierra 700 Opaque. Approval is conditioned on the light fixtures having a
temperature of 3000k or less.”
Recommended Motions:
Move to approve and issue a Certificate of Appropriateness for the work at 307 N River as
submitted in the application dated October 19, 2020 for a floral mural painted on the alreadypainted concrete block portion of the building; and issue a six month extension of the work
approved on January 14, 2020.

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

Prepared by: Scott E. Slagor, Preservation Planner
City of Ypsilanti Assessor; Sanborn Map Co., City of Ypsilanti, Washtenaw County (New York: Sanborn
Map Company, 1927, revised. 1964), 18.
ii
City of Ypsilanti Planning and Development.
i

OFFICE USE ONLY
Date Filed:

City of Ypsilanti
Historic District Commission
Work Permit Application

Meeting Date:

One South Huron ۰ Ypsilanti, MI 48197
Phone: (734) 483-9646 ۰ Fax: (734) 483-7260
www.cityofypsilanti.com

Action Item/Study Item

To complete this application:

1. Complete this form.
2. Attach the following documents:
a. Photo(s) showing all locations where work is proposed (can be emailed).
b. Catalog cut sheets or similar details for windows, doors, light fixtures, and any other manufactured or
preassembled components—this includes information from catalogues, professional quotes, or websites
(can be emailed).
c. Dimensioned drawings of any new construction or modifications to existing structures, including
awnings and signs.
d. A sketch plan, if proposal is for work on the grounds and not just the main structure (e.g., installing a
new driveway, fence, or shed). This can be drawn on a scaled copy of a mortgage survey.
3. Applications and materials must be received by the Building Department no later than 4pm on the
Tuesday one week prior to the meeting.
INCOMPLETE APPLICATIONS WILL NOT BE PLACED ON THE AGENDA
Property
Address

208 E. Cross St., Ypsilanti, MI 48198
Applicant

*If applicant is not owner of property, a written statement from the owner authorizing this application must be included.
Name

Carrie Taylor
Address

City

Ypsilanti
Phone / Fax

State

Zip

Michigan

48198
E-Mail

Contractor

Contractor Name & Contact Info

TBD
Type of work
Roofing
Window/Door
Replacement

Last modified Jan. 2019

Porches
Sign
Fence (or other sitework)

n

Painting
Other
Application Amendment

Page 1 of 3

Complete Description of Proposed Work:

Study item relative to siding repair. Repair work was completed to replace some damaged roofing and siding
on the SW corner of the home following a storm that resulted in some broken trees/damage to the home. HDC
raised concern last year that the repairs were completed using shakes. The side of the home has painted
hardiplank siding. However, the previous back exterior of the home was shakes. Shakes were recommended at
the time due to the smaller area of repair and ability to match with prestain.
Proposing a couple of options to remediate concern:
1) Paint shakes to edge of main structure for consistency of tone.
2) Continue shakes around the remaining outbuilding (back corner is a covering for the exterior access stairs that
go to the basement.
3) Replace / paint hardiplank to corner of main structure

Materials (for paint include color chips or samples with application):

(refer to image on file)

Permit Application Fee (action items only)
The fee is $45 for the first $3,000 in construction cost plus $5 for every additional $3,000 of construction cost. There is a
flat fee of $10 for painting only. An additional fee of $50 applies to HDC work started without the applicable permit.
Construction Cost:
Permit fee:

$45 + _________ =
Signature
I hereby attest that the above information is accurate. I am authorized to and grant permission to the City of Ypsilanti
staff to be on the subject property for the purposes of preparing staff reports and/or evaluating this application.
I further affirm that this property has, or will have before the proposed work is completed, a fire alarm
system or smoke alarm complying with the Stille-DeRossett-Hale single-state construction code, PA 230 of
1972, as amended.
Signature:
Date:

09/14/2020
Print Name:

Carrie Taylor
If you have questions about what the HDC generally permits or does not permit, or what they
need to see in an application to render a decision, please call the office at 734-483-9646 or view
our factsheets online at cityofypsilanti.com/hd.
All other necessary approvals and permits must be acquired before beginning work.
Last modified Jan. 2019

Page 2 of 3

208 E Cross Street, facing southeast to facade and west elevation, showing siding change on west elevation.

208 E Cross, facing southeast to siding change on west elevation.

Photo showing siding on west elevation when first installed.

Photo showing former insulbrick siding being removed.

Photo showing former wood shingle sections of the house.

OFFICE USE ONLY
Date Filed:

City of Ypsilanti
Historic District Commission
Work Permit Application

Meeting Date:

One South Huron ۰ Ypsilanti, MI 48197
Phone: (734) 483-9646 ۰ Fax: (734) 483-7260
www.cityofypsilanti.com

Action Item/Study Item

To complete this application:

1. Complete this form.
2. Attach the following documents:
a. Photo(s) showing all locations where work is proposed (can be emailed).
b. Catalog cut sheets or similar details for windows, doors, light fixtures, and any other manufactured or
preassembled components—this includes information from catalogues, professional quotes, or websites
(can be emailed).
c. Dimensioned drawings of any new construction or modifications to existing structures, including
awnings and signs.
d. A sketch plan, if proposal is for work on the grounds and not just the main structure (e.g., installing a
new driveway, fence, or shed). This can be drawn on a scaled copy of a mortgage survey.
3. Applications and materials must be received by the Building Department no later than 4pm on the
Tuesday one week prior to the meeting.
INCOMPLETE APPLICATIONS WILL NOT BE PLACED ON THE AGENDA
Property
Address

322 East Cross Street
Applicant

*If applicant is not owner of property, a written statement from the owner authorizing this application must be included.
Name

Joseph Bertoletti
Address

City

State

Zip

Ypsilanti

MI

48198

Phone / Fax

E-Mail

Contractor

Contractor Name & Contact Info

B.H. Glass Block Windows, (810) 280-2507
Type of work
Roofing
Window/Door
Replacement
■

Last modified Jan. 2019

Porches
Sign
Fence (or other sitework)

Painting
Other
Application Amendment

Page 1 of 3

Complete Description of Proposed Work:

Replacement of 4 deteriorated, below grade, basement windows with glass block windows. The sides of the
house face east and west and there are two windows on each side. The 4 windows are all of different
styles/models and we would like to replace with a window that is affordable, effective, and increases security.
See attachment for photos of each window and of both sides of the house. The windows are below grade with
limited visibility from the street and able to be removed in the future
We have found another house in the historic district with basement block basement windows at 309 Maple Street
(See attached materials).

Materials (for paint include color chips or samples with application):

Glass Block windows, see attachments for example

Permit Application Fee (action items only)
The fee is $45 for the first $3,000 in construction cost plus $5 for every additional $3,000 of construction cost. There is a
flat fee of $10 for painting only. An additional fee of $50 applies to HDC work started without the applicable permit.
Construction Cost:
Permit fee:

$500

$45 + _________ = $0 (study item)

Signature
I hereby attest that the above information is accurate. I am authorized to and grant permission to the City of Ypsilanti
staff to be on the subject property for the purposes of preparing staff reports and/or evaluating this application.
I further affirm that this property has, or will have before the proposed work is completed, a fire alarm
system or smoke alarm complying with the Stille-DeRossett-Hale single-state construction code, PA 230 of
1972, as amended.
Signature:
Date:

9/11/2020
Print Name:

Joseph Bertoletti

If you have questions about what the HDC generally permits or does not permit, or what they
need to see in an application to render a decision, please call the office at 734-483-9646 or view
our factsheets online at cityofypsilanti.com/hd.
All other necessary approvals and permits must be acquired before beginning work.
Last modified Jan. 2019

Page 2 of 3

City of Ypsilanti
Historic District Commission
Work Permit Application
Check List

Is your application complete?!
Do you have the following?

For painting projects:

For window projects:

For roofing projects:

For all other projects:

ü A detailed description of what you will
be painting (trim, siding, deck, etc.)
ü A list of all the materials you plan to use
(paint brands, color names, etc.)
ü Color chips or samples of the proposed
paint colors
ü Photographs of the property
ü A description of how you plan to prep
your surfaces for new paint (the HDC
does not allow power washing or sand
blasting)

ü A detailed description of the proposed
roof work (Removing existing shingles?
Replacing entire roof or portions?)
ü Information about your plans for
venting (can vents are generally not
permitted in the district)
ü Plans for the flashing and drip edge—
what color will they be?
ü Brand name and style of proposed new
roofing—include a cut sheet, catalogue
sheet, or print-out with details about
proposed shingles
ü Color of the new shingles

For fencing projects:

ü Site plan or drawing of lot showing
placement of fence in relation to
buildings/property
ü Proposed fencing material and style
ü Color chip or sample of proposed paint
or stain (wood must be finished with an
opaque stain or paint)

Last modified Jan. 2019

ü A detailed description of your plans for
the windows—are you replacing them
entirely? Just the sash kits?
ü A cut sheet, catalogue sheet, or printout with a photo of the proposed
window, its dimensions and its materials
(vinyl windows are generally not
permitted in the district)
ü Photographs of the existing windows
showing their deterioration or lack of
functionality

ü A detailed description of the proposed
work
ü A list of all materials to be used in
proposed work
ü Samples or chips of any paint or stain
ü A site plan for any application involving
the installation of something on the site
(fencing, out buildings, major
landscaping, etc.)
ü Cut-sheets, catalogue sheets, or printouts with details on any materials you
are using (like composite wood
materials, solar panels, siding, shingles,
alternative materials, or anything with
specific dimensions)

Without this required information,
your application will be considered
incomplete and will not be added
to the agenda until the necessary
information is received.
Page 3 of 3

Current Windows – 322 east Cross Street and side view of house
East

West

Glass Block windows on 309 Maple Street in HDC

Proposed Window Style

Vapor Intrusion Site
Ypsilanti, MI

Agenda
Introductions and Definitions
PowerPoint
Site Investigation Overview
Planned EPA Response Action

Introductions – Multi-Agency Team
• City of Ypsilanti
• Washtenaw County
• Michigan Department of Health
and Human Services
• Michigan EGLE
• ATSDR
• U.S. EPA

What is Vapor Intrusion?

Vapor Intrusion is the migration
of chemicals from a spill
through soil into indoor air
Not drinking contaminated
groundwater…..but you may be
breathing vapors from
contaminated groundwater and
soil

What is Vapor Intrusion?
Conceptual Site Model

Indoor Air Contamination
Sub-Slab Contamination

Soil Gas Contamination
Groundwater Contamination

Chemical Facility
PCE & TCE Source?

What are Tetrachloroethylene (PCE) & Trichloroethylene
(TCE)
• Man-made, colorless liquids
• Used as cleaners and degreasers
• Evaporate easily into the air (volatile
organic compounds change from a liquid
to a vapor)
• If the chemicals are in the soil or
groundwater the vapor can enter the
homes through cracks in basements or
foundations – this is called vapor
intrusion.
• Indoor air action levels for PCE & TCE are
established by health officials

https://www.michigan.gov/documents/mdhhs/2018-0524_PCE_WEB_623906_7.pdf

EPA Note #1: Permit Exemption
• The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and
Liability Act (CERCLA) says no Federal, State, or local permit shall be
required for CERCLA removal or remedial actions conducted onsite,
due to the emergency nature of our work.
• Therefore, our program cannot apply for permits, but we will attempt
to comply with the substantive requirements to the extent
practicable.
CERCLA §121(e) provides that no Federal, State, or local permit shall be required "for the
portion of any removal or remedial action conducted entirely on site," when the action is
selected and carried out in compliance with the cleanup standards requirements in §121

EPA Note #2: Privacy Act
• Under Federal law, the EPA Removal program is subject to the
Privacy Act, which requires that we protect a suite of
personally identifiable information, including some
information associated with residential properties, and not
release that information to the public.
• Therefore, this presentation won’t address specific properties
by address, but will cover the general mitigation planned
across the site.
Privacy Act (https://www.epa.gov/privacy)

Agenda
Introductions and Definitions
PowerPoint
Site Investigation Overview
Planned EPA Response Action

Site Area
• The site is centered near
the intersection of Huron
St. and Michigan Avenue,
within the Ypsilanti Historic
District
• In 2019 and 2020, EGLE
sampled air in 16 site area
buildings, and sampled
area groundwater, soil in
2019 and 2020.
• An area of vapor intrusion
concern was identified.

The team defined focus areas for additional sampling and
mitigation

PCE contamination identified in all
media.
Levels of PCE in IA exceeded EPA AL
(130 ug/m3)

Completed TCE

pathway also
present at site –
detected at up to
120 ug/m3 – EPA
AL is 2.1 ug/m3

Plume of
PCE in soil
gas in site
area
(excluding
areas
below
buildings)

Identified site buildings to mitigate
- EPA is taking the lead on buildings with residential units that
exceed or approach Federal action levels

- Indoor air contamination levels exceed EPA criteria in 4 buildings with
residential units, based on data collected to date.
- To date, EPA has been granted access to remediate two of these 4
buildings.
- We are continuing to work to get access to the other 2.

- EPA is also conducting additional sampling and resampling at several other
buildings.

- MI EGLE is taking the lead on commercial buildings and buildings
that exceed State action levels but not Federal ones.

Agenda
Introductions and Definitions
PowerPoint
Site Investigation Overview
Planned EPA Response Action

Ongoing Mitigation: Air Purification Units Installed

• Units installed in buildings
where indoor air
contamination was found to
exceed EPA action levels.
• These units can quickly
remove contamination from
indoor air.

Completed Mitigation:
Screened and sealed cracks,
holes and gaps in basement
floors, walls

Completed Mitigation: Sealed
dry sump with plexiglass

Dry sump - vapor
intrusion entry
point -before

Dry sump - vapor
intrusion entry
point -after sealing
with clear
plexiglass

Designed Vapor Mitigation Systems
for Individual Buildings

125 year old
buildings may
have many air
migration
pathways

Vapor Mitigation System Design
Systems are designed after study of sub-slab air flow below each
building

Drawing documents extraction
points and vacuum check probe
locations

Planned Mitigation: Vapor Mitigation System Installation
Extraction Pipe(s) installed into Basement Floor

These
components
are installed
on the
exterior of
the building

Schematic
of sub-slab
depressuriz
ation
system
design

Planned Mitigation: Vapor Mitigation System Installation
Extraction Pipe(s) installed into Basement Floor

Multiple extraction points will likely be needed

Example of
extraction
PVC piping,
penetrating
basement
floor then
routed along
the ceiling,
joined with
other vertical
pipes from
other
extraction
points, then
routed
outside to
discharge subslab air
outside
building

Planned Mitigation: Vapor Mitigation System Installation
Fan, Piping and Vent Installed Outside

Piping typically routed outside from basement
and up an exterior wall to above roofline

Planned Mitigation: Vapor Mitigation System Installation
Vent cap

Example of
vent cap
installed at
top pf PVC
piping, and
piping
emerging
through roof

If unable to run piping on exterior of building,
can run piping up through building, and emerge
through a roof penetration

Example of
radon mitigation
system and fan
installed within
the Site area,
building rear,
looking south

Potential Mitgiation: Vapor Abatement System Installation

Crawl Spaces and Dirt Floors Typically Require Installation of Vapor Barriers as
well

Crawl space installation.
PVC pipe installed under plastic liner

Building
remediation is
more difficult if
floors are dirt or
wood over dirt

Exterior Building Modifications Planned at this Site
• Planned exterior modifications to structures will be limited to
installation of PVC piping, vent caps and fans.
• These will be placed on backs of structures, or if needed, or rooftops,
but set back from streetline.
• For one building, 3 sets of piping/fans are needed to mitigate the building,
which will be installed next to each other
• For the other building, only 1 combo of piping/fan/vent is needed

• EPA has retained an architectural historian who has defined the area
of potential effect and completed an initial evaluation of the potential
impact.
• The initial evaluation found no adverse effect on the character-defining
features of the historic district.

Planned Next Steps
- Obtain City Historic Commission and SHPO feedback on exterior
building modifications needed to mitigate buildings
-Finalize building mitigation design
- Install building mitigation systems
- Complete follow up indoor air sampling to verify that systems are
effectively controlling contamination

Mitigation
Schematic

Building 1

Proposed layout for radon
style mitigation system. 3
segments of PVC pipe
would emerge from
building at roof level, about
12 feet back (east) from
exterior wall, and extend
not more than 3 feet into
the air. One fan and one
vent cap would be installed
on each PVC pipe segment.
No piping is proposed to be
run on exterior walls
Legend:
Yellow is Sch. 40 PVC piping.
Green circle is radon style
mitigation fan.
Red Circle is vent cap.

Building 1

Proposed layout for radon
style mitigation system. 3
segments of PVC pipe
would emerge from
building at roof level, about
12 feet back (, and extend
approximately 3 feet into
the air. One fan and one
vent cap would be installed
on each PVC pipe segment.
No piping is proposed to be
run on exterior walls
Legend:
Yellow is Sch. 40 PVC piping.
Green circle is radon style
mitigation fan.
Red Circle is vent cap.

Building 1

Alternative proposed
layout for radon style
mitigation system for
Building 1. Piping would
replace existing electric al
piping currently in place
on building exterior.
Legend
Yellow is 4 inch PVC
piping.
Green circle is radon style
mitigation fan.
Red Circle is vent cap.

Building 2

Proposed layout
for radon style
mitigation
system.
Legend
Yellow is 4 inch
PVC piping.
Green circle is
radon style
mitigation fan.
Red Circle is
vent cap.

Photo 1:

2-10 N. Huron Street.

Photo 2:

22 N. Huron Street (to the right of Jackson Cleaners).

Photo 3:

View looking north on N. Huron Street, east side of street. 2-10
N. Huron at right of image.

Photo 4:

2-10 N. Huron Street, with 6’ person at vent location. View from
alley on west side of N. Huron Street. Rod is not visible.

1345 Monroe Ave. NW, Suite 334, Grand Rapids, Michigan 49505
Tel: 616.202.2312

Jackson Cleaners Vapor Intrusion Site
Photo Page 1
MSG Project T1130142

Photo 5:

2-10 N. Huron Street, with 6’ person at vent location. View from
parking lot on west side of N. Huron Street. Rod is not visible.

Photo 6:

View south on N. Huron Street, 2-10 N. Huron in center of image.
6’ person at vent location not visible.

Photo 7:

View looking south on N. Huron Street. 2-10 N. Huron in
distance. 6’ person at vent location is not visible.

Photo 8:

View looking south on N. Huron Street. 2-10 N. Huron in
distance. 6’ person at vent location is not visible.

1345 Monroe Ave. NW, Suite 334, Grand Rapids, Michigan 49505
Tel: 616.202.2312

Jackson Cleaners Vapor Intrusion Site
Photo Page 2
MSG Project T1130142

Photo 9:

View looking south on N. Huron Street from Pearl Street.

Photo 10: View looking north on N. Huron Street from Pearl Street.

Photo 11:

Rear of structures along W. Michigan Ave, and N. Huron Street.,
view looking southwest. Person at vent location is not visible.

Photo 12:

1345 Monroe Ave. NW, Suite 334, Grand Rapids, Michigan 49505
Tel: 616.202.2312

Rear of structures along N. Huron Street, view looking west. 22
N. Huron at left center of image.
Jackson Cleaners Vapor Intrusion Site
Photo Page 3
MSG Project T1130142

Photo 13:

View west on W. Michigan Avenue, toward Huron Street.

Photo 15:

View looking northwest across W. Michigan Avenue to 2-10 N.
Huron Street.
1345 Monroe Ave. NW, Suite 334, Grand Rapids, Michigan 49505
Tel: 616.202.2312

Photo 14:

Photo 16:

View east on E. Michigan Avenue at Huron River bridge.

View looking north across W. Michigan Avenue to 2-10 N. Huron
Street.
Jackson Cleaners Vapor Intrusion Site
Photo Page 4
MSG Project T1130142

Photo 17:

2-10 N. Huron Street, view looking northeast. 6’ person at vent
location is not visible.

Photo 18:

2-10 N. Huron Street from southwest corner of W. Michigan
Avenue and S. Huron Street. 6’ person at vent location is visible.

Photo 19:

View north on S. Huron Street across W. Michigan Ave. 6’
person at vent location is visible. Rod is not visible.

Photo 20:

View north on S. Huron Street toward W. Michigan Avenue. 6’
person at vent location is visible. Rod is not visible.

1345 Monroe Ave. NW, Suite 334, Grand Rapids, Michigan 49505
Tel: 616.202.2312

Jackson Cleaners Vapor Intrusion Site
Photo Page 5
MSG Project T1130142

Photo 21:

View north on S. Huron Street toward W. Michigan Avenue. 6’
person at vent location is visible.

Photo 22:

View north on S. Huron Street toward W. Michigan Avenue. 6’
person at vent location is visible as is top 4” of target pole.

Photo 23:

View north on S. Huron Street toward W. Michigan Avenue 6’
person at vent location is visible as is top 6” of target pole.

Photo 24:

View north on S, Huron Street toward W. Michigan Avenue. 6’
person at vent location is visible as is top 1’ of target pole.

1345 Monroe Ave. NW, Suite 334, Grand Rapids, Michigan 49505
Tel: 616.202.2312

Jackson Cleaners Vapor Intrusion Site
Photo Page 6
MSG Project T1130142

Photo 25:

View north on S. Huron Street from Ferris Street. 6’ person at
vent location is visible, as is top 1’ of target pole.

Photo 26:

Photo 27:

View east on W. Michigan Ave. toward Huron Street. 2-10 N.
Huron is on left in distance.

Photo 28:

1345 Monroe Ave. NW, Suite 334, Grand Rapids, Michigan 49505
Tel: 616.202.2312

View south on S. Huron Street from Ferris Street.

Simulated target composition: 6-foot person is holding a 4-foot
target pole marked off in 1-foot segments.
Jackson Cleaners Vapor Intrusion Site
Photo Page 7
MSG Project T1130142

RESOLVED BY THE YPSILANTI HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION:

WHEREAS, the Ypsilanti Historic District Commission is charged with
safeguarding the city’s historic resources.
WHEREAS the City of Ypsilanti will be entering into an agreement with the
Highland Cemetery Association to restore the stained-glass windows in
Starkweather chapel, at 943 N River Street and;
WHEREAS, the City of Ypsilanti will file an application to the Michigan State
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) for the Certified Local Government (CLG)
grant program for the Starkweather Chapel Stained Glass Window Restoration
and;
WHEREAS, Scott Slagor, Preservation Planner for the City of Ypsilanti is
appointed as the Grant Project Manager who will oversee the CLG grant
management and grant administration duties and;
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Ypsilanti Historic District
Commission supports application for a reimbursable Certified Local
Government grant through the Michigan State Historic Preservation Office to
support the Highland Cemetery Association in its effort to restore stained glass
windows at the historic Starkweather Chapel.

OFFERED BY:
SUPPORTED BY:
YES:

NO:

ABSENT:

VOTE:

MINUTES
City of Ypsilanti

HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION
Virtual Meeting

Tuesday, September 22, 2020
7:00 P.M.

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL
Chairperson Pettit

Video/telephone usage instructions given for potential attendees
Meeting called to order at 7:03pm

Commissioners Present:

Alex Pettit, Anne Stevenson, Amy Swift, James Chesnut

Commissioners Absent:

Ron Rupert, Erika Lindsay

Staff Present:

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

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Slagor:

Staff request to add 208 E Cross to the agenda as a study item.

Motion:

Swift (second: Stevenson) moved to approve the agenda as amended.

Roll Call Vote - Ayes:
Commissioners Pettit, Stevenson, Swift, Chesnut
Nays: None
Absent: Commissioners Rupert and Lindsay
Motion carried.
PUBLIC COMMENT ON AGENDA ITEMS
The Commission received written public comment via email and three attendees submitted comment during the
meeting.
PUBLIC HEARING—none
OLD BUSINESS—none
NEW BUSINESS
123 N Adams
*Door.
Applicant:

Lillian Harris, representative of Ekklesia Fellowship – not present

Discussion:

Pettit: Indicated that in the absence of applicant, that the Commission would review the
materials that they have. Indicated that the application is for work completed without a permit.

[Commission reviewed application and reference materials]
Motion:

Chesnut (second: Stevenson) moved to issue a Notice to Proceed for the work at 123 N Adams,
as submitted in the application dated August 19, 2020, for the installation of a metal security
door on the north elevation, with the condition that the new door and frame be painted to match
the trim on the rest of the building.

Secretary of the Interior Standards:
#9 – Contemporary designs shall be compatible and not destroy significant original material.
Roll Call Vote - Ayes:
Commissioners Pettit, Stevenson, Swift, Chesnut
Nays: None
Absent: Commissioners Rupert and Lindsay
Motion carried.
527 N Huron
*Windows.
Applicant:

William Johnson, contractor - not present

Discussion:

Pettit: Indicated that the application is for new windows. Indicated that it is unclear as to which
windows are proposed to be replaced and the extent of the work. Stated that per staff notes,
more windows are documented than are included in the replacement proposal. Indicated concern
about the front window [reference photo materials].
Swift: Indicated agreement with Commissioner Pettit’s comments and concern. Stated that the
proposed new front window looks like it is changing the light pattern from an asymmetric six-lite
that is fixed in front of the porch. Stated that there is a six-lite that is included that seems to be
proposed but it is not an asymmetric look. Indicated the desire to have more information about
the condition of the windows. Indicated that it appears that the worse of the fire damage is in the
rear, so wondering if the front façade could be salvaged.
[Discussion continued as to light pattern/window condition considerations]

Motion:

Swift (second: Chesnut) moved to table action on the proposed work at 527 N Huron and request
that the applicant provide a side-by-side comparison of which window in the proposal is to be
replacing which window as proposed, and more information regarding the condition of the
windows in the front façade on both the first and second floor.

Roll Call Vote - Ayes:
Commissioners Pettit, Stevenson, Swift, Chesnut
Nays: None
Absent: Commissioners Rupert and Lindsay
Motion carried.
Historic District Commission
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19 N Hamilton
*Sign and Paint.
Applicant:

Nemer Haddat, business representative- not present; Alan Shamoun, applicant’s attorney –
present

Discussion:

Pettit: Stated that the application is for signage and painting. Asked applicant to walk the
Commission through the application.
Shamoun: Stated that the painting was already completed. Indicated that two options were
provided for the proposed signage. Stated that the temporary sign will be taken down to comply
with the HDC requirements. Stated that the first proposal has two aluminum signs - one facing
Pearl and one facing Hamilton. Stated that all other signage would be removed except those two
– one on each corner. Indicated if that is not appropriate, they would like to put an aluminum
sign on the ground in place of the sign that is on the corner facing both streets.
Swift: Asked if the new aluminum sign in option one is to cover the existing windows on the
second floor.
Shamoun: Stated that he believes that they are in front of the windows. Stated that he thinks
they are attached to the structure but not covering the windows entirely – not in the space of the
windows.
Swift: Asked -- the window with the sign installed as proposed, you would not be able to see the
window.
Shamoun: Confirmed.
Swift: Stated an opinion that that would be problematic to have them installed over a significant
feature as it is proposed. Stated being more open to discussing signage being installed on the
first floor as indicated in the second proposal; that the first-floor signage, since it is a later
addition, is stylistically different.
Chesnut: Indicated agreement with Commissioner Swift.
Shamoun: Asked if the proposal the Commission is willing to consider is an aluminum sign on the
first floor, on the ground, detached from the building.
Swift: Stated that the details can be discussed. Indicated an opinion that the first option of
having the signage installed over the significant features of the original windows is inappropriate.
Chesnut: Indicated agreement with Commissioner Swift. Stated an opinion that option one may
not be up for discussion. Indicated that it may be best to move on to option two – the first-floor
proposal.
Shamoun: [Reference photo materials], stated that that is the temporary sign that was installed
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that will be removed. Asked if that sign was permanent, in an aluminum box with the sign in
there, if that could be considered.
Slagor: [Discussed background information as to freestanding sign/building mounted sign
considerations in the zoning district]

[Discussion continued, reference photo materials, as to the above considerations]
Swift: Asked if the proposal for the first-floor signage would essentially be transitioning the
temporary sign that is hung on the building into a more permanent solution that is installed on
the building.
Shamoun: Confirmed. Stated that they are looking for a permanent installation, something that
will last the winter.

[Discussion continued as to options]
Chesnut: In summary, stated that option one is off the table. Stated that option two is only the
sign facing Pearl and that that is what is being looked at. Indicated that, realistically, the option
the Commission is considering that sounds promising is having just that eight-foot-by-eight-foot
sign that is facing Pearl that is on brick [reference photo materials]. Stated that it is going to look
like the white sign above [reference photo materials] because the details show a sign that is
white and black on a brick façade on page sixty of the document [reference materials]. Indicated
that it is a blank brick wall with no architectural features underneath the sign [reference photo
materials] other than brick.

[Discussion continued as to the above considerations]
Shamoun: Stated that where that sign is, right in the center of the screen [reference photo
materials], that there is not a window behind that one.
Stevenson: Indicated an opinion of being all right with that option.
Chesnut: Indicated agreement with Commissioner Stevenson.
Pettit: Stated that that looks like how it is detailed on page sixty – option two.
Motion:

Chesnut (second: Stevenson) moved to approve and issue a Certificate of Appropriateness for
the work at 19 N Hamilton, as submitted in the application dated August 31, 2020 for the
painting of the wood-clad portions of the building; and for the work as submitted in the amended
application, for the installation of aluminum wall-mounted signage in accordance with Option 2,
which is the single-wall mounted sign facing Pearl Street; with the condition that the existing
vinyl wall-mounted sign on the north (Pearl) elevation will be removed, and in anticipation that
the post-mounted sign and signage that faces Hamilton will be removed as well.

Secretary of the Interior Standards:
#10 – New work shall be removable.
Historic District Commission
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Roll Call Vote - Ayes:
Commissioners Pettit, Stevenson, Swift, Chesnut
Nays: None
Absent: Commissioners Rupert and Lindsay
Motion carried.
24 N Huron
*Stone-faced concrete wall.
Applicant:

Bessie Pappas, owner- present; Maria Pappas, owner’s daughter - present

Discussion:

Pettit: Stated that the application is for work for retrofitting some block barriers. Asked applicant
to walk the Commission through the application.
M. Pappas: Indicated that the barriers are a foundation for a wall that rocks will be added on.
Indicated that they have submitted an estimate from their contractor and photos to show what
the wall will end up looking like [reference photo materials]. Stated that the wall is within their
property boundaries and that everything is being done per Code. [Comments regarding
background information as to prior HDC application review/denial and current circumstances].
Pettit: Stated that as to the Commission approving materials for the wall, the assumptions are
that all relevant Zoning related codes will be followed. Stated that the Commission has approved
other applications for fencing but not the kind that is currently there. Stated that it appears that
applicant is no longer proposing to do any of that work; asked if applicant is proposing something
entirely new.
M. Pappas: Asked for clarification.
Pettit: Stated that there had been applications submitted in the past for this property for fencing
material. Stated that there is history behind what was built and what is no longer there. Stated
that the Commission has approved materials for this before. Stated that it looks like what is
currently being proposed is entirely new.
M. Pappas: [Continued comments as to prior HDC application review/denial and current
circumstances]. Stated that there has to be some kind of a foundation; that you are still going to
put cement and then you are going to build on that to beautify it.
Chesnut: Stated a concern that the blocks are not a foundation and are not quite large enough to
be considered a mat foundation which is kind of a floating foundation. Stated a concern that
regardless of the engineering behind it, it would be susceptible to cracking in between the blocks
because of the way they move in different seasons. Stated that the examples that are set likely
have a footing foundation. Stated that once you tie a long wall together, there needs to be
control joints even in a well-grounded structure. Stated that the concern is aesthetic that over
the long term, this is going to break down because it is not engineered correctly.
Pettit: Indicated that one of the questions from past Commission deliberations as to materials for
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fencing was that there seemed to be some sort of consensus around the possibility of a type of
metal fencing; that there was no consensus in the direction of any masonry considering the
context and location.

[Discussion continued as to photos - page seventy-nine and eighty of reference materials and as
to previous Commission deliberations]
Swift: [Expressed agreement with above commissioner comments/concerns]
M. Pappas: Stated that if there is a concern about the foundation and the long term of a break
down, that they can ask the contractor to do something about that.
Pettit: Asked commissioners if a wall or structure of this type is appropriate for this context.
Swift: Stated that in terms of the material application, that this could possibly be worked into a
solution. Stated that there are a lot of details that are missing in terms of what that proposal will
actually look like.
Chesnut: Indicated having questions about where it starts and stops, because looking at the
photo – there is a big gap. Asked about what happens in the gap between the block and that
structure [reference photo materials].

[Discussion continued as to material/context/longevity considerations]
Motion:

Swift (second: Chesnut) moved to table action on the proposed work at 24 N Huron, so the
applicant can provide more information on the height, length, thickness, and materiality of the
wall.

Roll Call Vote - Ayes:
Commissioners Pettit, Stevenson, Swift, Chesnut
Nays: None
Absent: Commissioners Rupert and Lindsay
Motion carried.
Slagor: Staff added that commissioners also mentioned concern over how the structure is to be
supported – what kind of foundation the structure would have.
Pettit: Confirmed. Stated that any additional materials that would further describe the finished
product, that accurately reflects what is proposed, would be helpful.
9 S Adams
*New doors and lighting.
Applicant:
Elisa Marroquin, project representative - present
Discussion:

Pettit: Asked applicant to walk the Commission through what is proposed.
Marroquin: Stated that the proposal is to replace an exterior door that currently faces 9 S Adams.
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Indicated that it is an all glass commercial door with a metal frame. Indicated that they are
proposing to install a metal style door with a glass window, as well as put in a keypad. Indicated
that lighting is planned. Stated that they currently have some existing barn lighting on the
property which they would copy. Stated that they would put that style lighting over those two
entrances [reference materials].

[Discussion as to HDC lighting/temperature requirements]
Motion:

Stevenson (second: Swift) moved to approve and issue a Certificate of Appropriateness for the
work at 9 S Adams, as submitted in the application dated September 1, 2020, for the installation
of two TruDoor half-light metal doors and Strongway “barn light” fixtures, as specified; with the
condition that the light temperature of the fixtures be no greater than 3000k.

Secretary of the Interior Standards:
#9 – Contemporary designs shall be compatible and not destroy significant original material.
Roll Call Vote - Ayes:
Commissioners Pettit, Stevenson, Swift, Chesnut
Nays: None
Absent: Commissioners Rupert and Lindsay
Motion carried.
Chesnut: [Initiated further clarifying discussion as to light temperature requirements]
406 Oak
*New window.
Applicant:

Michael Hurley, owner - present

Discussion:

Hurley: Indicated that the plan is to replace a rotted casement window in the rear area of the
home. Stated that, per the contractor, it is a non-repairable window. Indicated that a gutter
water-leak problem has been remedied.
Pettit: Stated that it appears to be an appropriate looking window, material-wise.
Hurley: Stated that the contractor recommended changing the window from a casement to an
awning and getting the Andersen E-series custom size awning option [reference materials].
Stated that what is there is a casement window and that there is another casement window to
the left. Stated that he would eventually like to have two awning windows. Stated that he would
like to replace and maximize the glass – that right-side casement [reference photo materials]
with an Andersen E-series awning window.
Pettit: Asked what the opening would look like – what the lite pattern would be.
Hurley: Stated that the opening extends ten to twelve inches. Stated that it would actually be
better for this window [reference photo materials] seeing that it extends forward as opposed to
horizontally – swings open like a casement to prevent any further rain from getting closer to the
house.
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Pettit: Asked about the overall window size.
Hurley: Stated that it would remain the same, the frame size. Stated that with the awning
window, the middle wood sash that separates the two casements would be eliminated with the
awning.
Pettit: Asked if it would be one single pane of glass that fits that same size opening.
Hurley: Confirmed.
Swift: Stated that these were replaced, that these were casements. Indicated that based on the
photos, looking at the front and back of the house in terms of typical window patterns, it looks as
though it is either single or double hung windows.
Hurley: Confirmed.
Swift: Indicated that since applicant would be replacing already replaced windows, there is a lot
of leeway in terms of how the solution is detailed. Stated opinion that having one single awning
window is not going to fit with the stylistic nature of the house. Indicated that an awning window
is not going to have the same sort of cadence along the façade as a casement would given that
everything else on the house is a double hung.

[Discussion continued as to the above considerations]
[Discussion regarding the Andersen series window options that were submitted]
Motion:

Chesnut (second: Swift) moved to approve and issue a Certificate of Appropriateness for the
work at 406 Oak, as submitted in the application dated September 1, 2020, for the installation of
a replacement of a casement window on the south elevation with an awning style window. The
replacement shall be a full-frame installation of either an Anderson 100 Series or Andersen E
series window.

Secretary of the Interior Standards:
#9 – Contemporary designs shall be compatible and not destroy significant original material.
Roll Call Vote - Ayes:
Commissioners Pettit, Stevenson, Swift, Chesnut
Nays: None
Absent: Commissioners Rupert and Lindsay
Motion carried.
303 N Summit
*New concrete steps.
Applicant:

Scott Westover, YCUA representative - present

Discussion:

Pettit: Asked applicant to walk the Commission through the application.
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Westover: Stated that there are two pieces of concrete in bad shape. Stated that the one on the
west side is not connected to the tower. Indicated that the plan is to replace the stairs on the
east side which are in bad shape. Stated that they do not believe they can do it without touching
the stairs [reference photo materials], touching the tower. Indicated that to get a better product
than the existing, they are going to have to get into the opening between the top of the stairway
and the doorway which is within the footprint of the structure itself.
Pettit: Asked if the work will continue past the threshold of the doorway.
Westover: Confirmed, no. Stated that they anticipate it will be somewhere either at the outside
face of the door or somewhere between the door and the existing crack at the exterior outline
footprint of the tower itself.
Pettit: Asked if the work also includes the cheek walls and the sides that contain the steps.
Westover: Stated that the thought would be to try and reuse those. Stated that if they do need
to be replaced, they would be replaced in exactly the same location at about the same profile.
Stated that the hope would be to save it, but that they are not sure, once the stairs are taken
out, if it is going to be salvageable or not.
Swift: Asked about the transition between the concrete steps and the historic stone wall with the
joint that it is going to be comprised of.
Westover: Stated that he believes it is concrete right up to the stone itself. Stated that he does
not believe there is a joint material there.

[Discussion continued as to expansion joints/transition/threshold considerations/additional
information needed]
Pettit: Asked if the walkway includes a step or two on this side [reference photo materials] but
not on the other end.
Westover: Confirmed.
Motion:

Swift (second: Chesnut) moved to table action on the proposal for 303 N Summit to see further
information detailed as discussed at the meeting, specifically concerning the expansion joints and
their location; as well as the potential for a threshold to be installed.

Roll Call Vote - Ayes:
Commissioners Pettit, Stevenson, Swift, Chesnut
Nays: None
Absent: Commissioners Rupert and Lindsay
Motion carried.
305 E Cross
*New windows.
Applicant:
Ashanti Harris, owner - present
Historic District Commission
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Discussion:

Pettit: Asked applicant to walk the Commission through what is planned.
Harris: Indicated that the plan is to replace all of the windows on the front and side, except for
two that are in the dining room area – a total of ten windows. Stated that most would be the
double-hung windows. Indicated that the Pella Lifestyle wood clad windows are proposed. Stated
that there are four windows that are a bit different. Stated that the two windows in the front
[reference photo materials] are outlined in the green. Indicated that she does not have a
matching color for them, so the planned color choice would be black. Stated that the bedroom
windows which are grid windows, would be replaced with grid windows and would match what is
currently there. [Discussed, reference photos, condition of the windows/sills]
Swift: [Discussed window sills -- possible water leak issues, reference photo materials]. Stated
that there are definitely a lot of replaceable conditions being presented. Stated that there are
also some that look okay. Stated that there is a solid argument for replacement of at least a
portion.
Chesnut: Asked about the front windows.
Swift: Asked if there are only two windows on the front.
Harris: Confirmed.
Swift: Stated that the ones on the front of the house have that same sill issue which may be
solved with replacements if done appropriately.
Harris: Stated that none of the windows are opening [reference photo materials]. Stated that
she was actually going to wait on the two front windows.
Swift: Stated that if they are painted shut or if there is peeling paint, that that is not a
replaceable defense.
Harris: Stated that she has not found someone who says they can repair it. Stated that she was
going to wait on those because of cost.

[Continued discussion as to condition of front façade windows]
Slagor: [Discussion as to obtaining repair resource information]
Harris: Acknowledged understanding that resource information provided is not a
recommendation.

[Procedural discussion]
*Applicant amended the application to not include replacement of the two façade windows*
Motion:

Swift (second: Stevenson) moved to approve and issue a Certificate of Appropriateness for the
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amended application as stated at the meeting for the work at 305 East Cross Street for the fullframe installation of eight windows as submitted and specified in the application, specifically with
the front two windows being removed.
Secretary of the Interior Standards:
#6 – Repair, don’t replace. Replacements shall match the original.
Roll Call Vote - Ayes:
Commissioners Pettit, Stevenson, Swift, Chesnut
Nays: None
Absent: Commissioners Rupert and Lindsay
Motion carried.
110 W Michigan
*Sign and paint.
Applicant:

Jen Eastridge, business owner - present

Discussion:

Eastridge: [Shared her City business ownerships]. Stated that she is hoping for the approval of
two items – the black trim paint on the front of the building [reference photo materials] and the
affixing of the metal letters that are one-sixteenth inch aluminum. [Discussed reference image
showing actual scale of letters]. Stated that the letters will be affixed with stainless steel
woodscrews, with a two-inch standoff behind each letter. Stated that they will be affixed directly
to the wood panels on the front of the building. Stated that all of the hardware will be painted
black to match the letters. [Further discussed the “Black Magic” paint choice”].
Chesnut: Asked about the thickness of the channel letters.
Eastridge: Stated that it is a flat aluminum letter that is going to be drilled and then affixed.
Stated that they are actually one-sixteenth inch. Stated that they do not have a dimension to
them.
Pettit: Asked if lighting is a part of this proposal.
Eastridge: Confirmed, no.

Motion:

Chesnut (second: Stevenson) moved to approve and issue a Certificate of Appropriateness for
the work at 110 W. Michigan Ave. as submitted in the application dated September 17, 2020, for
the painting of the trim as specified, and the aluminum channel letter signage as specified.

Secretary of the Interior Standards:
#9 - Contemporary designs shall be compatible and shall not destroy significant original material.
#10 – New work shall be removable.
Roll Call Vote - Ayes:
Commissioners Pettit, Stevenson, Swift, Chesnut
Nays: None
Absent: Commissioners Rupert and Lindsay
Motion carried.
Historic District Commission
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STUDY ITEMS
208 E Cross
*Siding.
The applicant had to leave the meeting before the Study Items section of the agenda was reached;
therefore, the item was not discussed by the Commission.
ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVALS
Motion:

Stevenson (second: Chesnut) moved to approve the administrative approvals for 148 N
Washington and 311 E Forest.

Roll Call Vote - Ayes:
Commissioners Pettit, Stevenson, Swift, Chesnut
Nays:
None
Absent: Commissioners Rupert and Lindsay
Motion carried.
OTHER BUSINESS—none
AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS -none
HOUSEKEEPING BUSINESS
Approval of the minutes of August 25, 2020
Motion:

Stevenson (second: Chesnut) moved to approve the minutes of August 25, 2020, as
submitted.

Roll Call Vote - Ayes:
Commissioners Pettit, Stevenson, Swift, Chesnut
Nays:
None
Absent: Commissioners Rupert and Lindsay
Motion carried.
ADJOURNMENT
Chairperson Pettit adjourned the meeting, citing the end of the agenda with no further items to discuss.
MEETING ADJOURNED at 10:02 p.m.

Full Minutes Prepared By: Nancy Hare-Dickerson
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Supplemental Materials for 9/22/2020 HDC Meeting

3242 N HURON LLC
Ann Arbor, MI 48105

Ypsilanti Historical District Commission
October 8, 2020
RE: 24 N Huron

Concrete highway barricades

As an adjoining property owner to 24 North Huron, I am strongly opposed to the HDC approving the
24 North Huron fence/wall Application.
On August 20 Bessie Pappas was given 2 weeks to obtain a contractor to remove the barricades. She asked at
that time if she could replace them with an alternative and was told in clear terms that an application to retain
the barricades was not an option and they had to be removed. To even consider this application prior to
removing the barricades is blatant favoritism and unequal enforcement and is contrary to August 20 city
requirements.
1. The proposed wall is not to stop trespass on their property
a. They are attempting to deny use of a prescriptive easement in place long before their purchasing
the property in 2005 (See key dates document)
b. Prescriptive easement created in 2001 or prior by
i. Decades of driving around HAABs delivery vehicles
ii. The stairs behind 12 North Huron (also owned by Bessie Pappas).
iii. Parking east of their 12 North Huron stairs.
c. Bessie was informed in 2016 & 2017 by my attorney that she could not block the corner.
d. Corner is currently subject to a court order and a pending court decision.
2. Application fails to address the HDC April 24, 2018 objections of general unsightliness. The historical
haphazard mix of materials are still there.

3. The Applicants history of ignoring the city is well documented
a. October 22, 2002 - Letter from City, East end – replace rotted, warped, unstable fire escape,
landing, and plywood. No permit pulled.
b. April 22, 2004 - Letter from City, East end – replace rotted, warped, unstable fire escape, landing,
and plywood. No permit pulled.
c. March 16, 2006 – Letter from City, East end – replace rotted, warped, unstable fire escape,
landing, and plywood. PERMIT REQUIRED. No permit pulled.
d. March 31, 2006 – Letter from City to repair/replace rear (east) exit stair. Building permits, HDC
approval and signed/sealed plans required. No Application or permits filed.
e. For those on the commission in 2018, you may recall Bessie Pappas comment when her
Application was turned down; “It’s my property. I should be able to do what I want”.
f. The barricades were supposed to have been removed in March
4. Multiple property owners and tenant have had conflicts with Bessie and Maria Pappas.

a. The former owner of 22 NH sued & won a claim against 12 North Huron for ordinance violations
(that the city refused to enforce).
b. The owner of 8 W Michigan forcibly removed identical highway barricades placed onto their
property by Pappas.
c. Multiple people, including their own tenants, have complained about Bessie or Maria Pappas.
d. Multiple vehicles have been damaged by Pappas obstructions.
5. Applicant currently has multiple violations on the property
a. They have never provided a survey and this application does not include a stakes survey.
b. Existing blocks are not on their property
c. Adjoining post and gates have no application or permit
d. Former post/gate & fence were not on their property
e. Blacktop paving extends far beyond their East and South property lines.
f. Balcony added in 1986 without Application or Permit behind 24 North Huron
6. We are dealing with people making multiple unsubstantiated claims. Documents should be requested
supporting any claims made.
a. Both Bessie and Maria Pappas told police they owned the alley behind the cleaners
b. Both Bessie and Maria Pappas claimed under oath, they owned the alley behind the cleaners.
c. The 2016 HDC submission misrepresented the reasons Bessie Pappas requested the fence.
d. The current HDC submission misrepresents the reason for requesting the wall.
e. Contrary to their claims, their property is constantly unsightly.

Thank you for your time.
Sincerely

Lawrence R Yapp, Member
PS - The claim that enforcement was delayed by the lawsuit is flat wrong. Ordinance enforcement was never
questioned. Only the refusal to enforce. Furthermore, the lawsuit against the city was dismissed in April 2019.
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September 22, 2020
My Name is Larry Yapp and I am one of the property owners north of the 24 North Huron Application area.
I STRONGLY OPPOSE THIS APPLICATION BEING ON THE AGENDA.
1. The HDC previously denied an application for the highway barricades. Applicant had until March 21, 2020 to reapply or
remove. Applicant did neither.
2. City sat on its hands for months, finally scheduling a hearing on August 20, 2020, but the city then canceled the hearing.
3. Instead a private Zoom meeting was held between applicant and city staff. Although I was wrongly locked out of that
meeting, I could still hear city staff. Applicant was told that they could not file an application and were given 2 weeks to
find a contractor to remove the blocks.
4. Because the current Application is in defiance of the city’s clear direction, commission should determine the Application
invalid and remove it from the agenda.
I DISAGREE WITH THE RECOMMEND MOTIONS OPTIONS
1. Move to table – I oppose because this is exactly what Applicant wants. More time to interfere with those who use the
alley to access their apartments and businesses.
2. Move to a approve – I oppose for several reasons
a. Application does not address the April 24, 2018 HDC concerns
“moved to deny the application for 24 N Huron because of the lack of consideration for location,
visibility and the historic character of the site and the mixture of inappropriate materials in the
proposal”
b. Adding faux stone only worsens the disjointed mix of materials already in place.
c. Stone veneer is not historically appropriate.
d. Three vehicles have already hit the existing concrete barricades. Based on Applicants failure to maintain past
damage to the gate, we can safely assume damage to the faux stone would not be repaired either.
3. There are 2 other motion options
a. Deny the Application as invalid as stated above
b. Deny the Application until Property owner files applications for installations previously made without
application, including
i. 12 N Huron stairway – date unknown
ii. 12 N Huron stairway addition – added after 2008
iii. 24 N Huron balcony – added in 2008
iv. 24 N Huron parking lot post and gate – added around 2016
v. 24 N Huron multiple rows of railroad ties added around 2014
vi. 28 N Huron balcony & windows– added in 2008
EASEMENT
1) For decades prior to Applicants purchase, vehicles cut this corner as stairs and parked vehicles blocked a portion of the alley.
2) Applicant was notified in 2016 & 2017 of a prescriptive easement granting the legal right to cut the corner.
3) Attempts to continue to cut the corner are not “trespassing” but exercising a legal right to use the prescriptive easement.
OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
1) A ruling in an ongoing lawsuit affecting this corner is expected soon
2) The concrete barricades are not on applicant’s property (see below)
3) Applicant has never produced a boundary survey
4) Applicant has a history of ignoring city requirements. Notices were sent and ignore requiring a permit to rebuild the
stairs behind 12 N Huron
a. October 22, 2002
b. April 24, 2004
c. March 16, 2006
d. March 31 ,2006
e. A permit was never pulled
FINAL THOUGHT – PLEASE ASK YOURSELF WHY THE CITY REFUSES TO ENFORCE ITS ORDINANCES AND IS SO LENIENT WITH A
PROPERTY OWNER WITH A HISTORY OF IGNORING OTHERS NEEDS, CITY ORDINANCES AND CITY DEADLINES.

REAR OF BUILDINGS BEFORE APPLICANTS PURCHASE.
24 NH

12 NH

28 NH

24 & 28 NH ENCROACHING ADDITIONS, WINDOW CHANGES AND PAINTING, ALL WITHOUT APPLICATION OR PERMIT
28 NH

24 NH

BEFORE BARRICAIDS (Showing survey marker)

OVERALL BLIGHT & UNPERMITTED FARM GATES

ENCROACHING INTO ALLEY

KEY DATES
1928 – ‘Donut’ easement created
Around 1940 – HAABs opens
07/23/59 – Proposed L shaped alley dedication to city
Unknown date – 12 NH stairs encroach in the alley
09/10/86 – Application to REPLACE 22 NH stairs
Between 1993 & 1997 photo of parking behind 12 NH
09/10/01 – Prescriptive easement documented
Ongoing truck & vehicle parking behind HAABs & 12 NH
Jan 2005 – Pappas purchases cleaners (24 NH)
11/23/16 – Lawyer’s notice can’t block the corner
11/03/17 – Lawyer’s cease interfering
01/11/18 – Restraining order
06/16/16 – Highway barricades installed
03/21/20 – HDC deadline to reapply expired
08/20/20 – Schedule Hearing replaced by conference
09/01/20 – Current HDC Application

SIGNIFICANCE
5 properties become easement owners
Deliveries to rear would force access to North
City never accepted the dedication. If accepted, City becomes
owner of land subject to existing easements
No date documentation - No permit
Earliest documented alley encroachment date. Forced access
to the East
Forced access to the North & East
Provides legal right to cut the corner which Pappas is blocking
Forced access to the North & East
Pappas purchased after prescriptive easement created
Bessie proceeded to install metal post & gate
Bessie ignored
Court ordered 3-foot setback
No application or permits
Highway barricades must be removed
Informed Application date is past. Barricades must be removed
Pappas ignored staff instructions by filing Application

Tresspass
encroachments

Highway
barricades

PUBLIC NOTICE
CITY OF YPSILANTI
HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION – VIRTUAL MEETING
The Ypsilanti Historic District Commission (HDC) will hold A Virtual Meeting on
Tuesday, October 27, 2020 at 7 p.m.
The Regular HDC Meeting is being held virtual in order to prevent the spread of COVID 19.
The meeting can be attended through the below link, or through the below toll free numbers.
October 27, 2020 HDC Regular Meeting Virtual Access Link

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/83075647626
When prompted, enter Meeting ID: 830 7564 7626
October 27, 2020 HDC Regular Meeting Toll Free Phone Number Access
888 475 4499 US Toll-free
877 853 5257 US Toll-free
When prompted, enter the Meeting ID: 830 7564 7626, followed by the #, press # again to be
connected
Members of the public will be able to make comment during the designated time for public comment. To
address the HDC, meeting participates will need to “raise their hand” to indicate they want to speak.
To raise your hand while participating online, click the “Raise Hand” icon at the bottom of the Zoom
Screen or press *9 via phone. After you raise your hand you will be informed when it is your turn to
speak, and your microphone will be unmuted at that time. Your microphone will be muted again when
you have finished your comments or when your speaking time has expired.
Instructions for Persons with Disabilities
Persons with disabilities who need accommodations to effectively participate in the meeting should
contact the City Clerk, Andrew Hellenga at ahellenga@cityofypsilanti.com by 5:00 p.m. on the day before
the meeting to request assistance. Closed Captions will be provided during the meeting.
City Clerk's Office
One South Huron Street
Ypsilanti, Michigan 48197
(734) 483-1100
Andrew Hellenga
City Clerk
Posted: October 24, 2020

