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APPROVED MINUTES OF
THE REGULAR SESSION OF THE

HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION
OF THE CITY OF ANN ARBOR
APRIL 12, 2007

Commissioners Present: Susan Wineberg, Malcolm McCullough, Michael Bruner,
Robert White and Kristina Glusac (5)

Commissioners Absent: James Henrichs (1)
Commissioner Vacancies: (1)
Staff Present: Jill Thacher, HDC Coordinator/Planner Il, Kristine Kidorf, Kidorf Preservation

Consulting, Stephen K. Postema, City Attorney, Kevin McDonald, Asst. City Attorney and
Brenda Acquaviva, Administrative Support Specialist V, Planning and Development Services

(5).

CALL TO ORDER:

Commissioner White called the meeting to order at 7:03 p.m.

ROLL CALL:

Quorum satisfied.

APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA:

Moved by Commissioner Wineberg, Seconded by Commissioner Glusac “to approve the
agenda as presented.”

On a Voice Vote — MOTION TO APPROVE - PASSED — UNANIMOUS.

» CLOSED SESSION TO DISCUSS ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGED NFORMATION

Moved by Commissioner Glusac, Seconded by Commissioner Wineberg “to move to closed
session.”

On a Roll Call Vote — MOTION TO MOVE TO CLOSED SESSION — PASSED
On a Roll Call Vote — MOTION TO APPROVE - PASSED — (5)YES to (0) NO
Yes - Commissioners Bruner, Glusac, McCullough Wineberg and White (5)

No - (01)

Abstain — None (0)

Absent/Vacant — Commissioner Henrichs (1), Vacant (1)
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HDC — April 12, 2007 -2-
The Commission moved to closed session at 7:15 P.M.

Moved by Commissioner Wineberg, Seconded by Commissioner Glusac “to return to the
Regular Session.”

On a Voice Vote — MOTION PASSED — UNANIMOUS

The Commission returned to its Regular Session at 8:27 p.m.

A - HEARINGS

A-1 116 WEST LIBERTY STREET - Replace six windows on front elevation —
MSHD

BACKGROUND: This site is near the center of a row of three-story, Italianate-style
commercial buildings, numbers 112-122, which were begun in 1866. Upper floors were used
as residences. The first occupant of 116 W. Liberty was a saloon, owned by George C.
Mogk. By 1872 the occupant was Gauss Boot and Shoe Store. Ehnis and Sons, originally a
harness maker and subsequently a work clothes store, owned the building from 1913 until
purchased by the present owners. The buildings have stone basements and one-foot thick
exterior brick walls. Some of the buildings were later expanded 22 feet north into the alley,
leaving only a walkway dividing the row from the adjacent building.

In October, 2006 an application was approved by the Historic District Commission to add a
raised roof above a portion of the third floor to provide access to a roof deck and increased
interior lighting, to add a new fire exit stair to the north facade, and to make minor
modifications in the front entry to create a small foyer.

LOCATION: The site is located on the north side of West Liberty, between Main and Ashley
Streets.

APPLICATION: The applicant requests HDC approval to replace six four-over-four windows
on the front (Liberty Street) elevation: three on the second floor and three on the third floor.
Per the applicant, the upper spaces of this building have not been occupied in over 50 years
and the windows are not repairable. The replacement windows would be Weather Shield, HR
175, wood windows pre-finished in a dark brown paint.

STAFF FINDINGS:

1. The applicant has provided a window worksheet for each of the two window sizes, a
statement that the windows do not operate and are not repairable, and information on
the proposed replacement windows. The HDC Review Committee’s site visit and/or
further evidence from the applicant are necessary to determine the extent of
deterioration on these three window sashes.

Owner/Address: G&B Projects LLC, 116 West Liberty Street, Ann Arbor M| 48103
Applicant:  Danelle Guthrie, Guthrie & Buresh Architects, Ann Arbor, MI 48104

Review Committee: Commissioners Bruner and White
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Commissioner Bruner — We visited the site and inspected the windows. We found them to be
as presented in the pictures — fairly decrepit. While | was there | examined the geometry of
the current windows and the documentation of the replacement windows (which is required).
Those are factual and I'm convinced of two things: The windows need to be replaced and the
windows that they are replacing those with are appropriate.

Commissioner White — Concurs with Commissioner Bruner.

Applicant Presentation: Danelle Guthrie, Owner/Architect was present to speak on behalf
of the appeal. She brought with her a sample of the replacement window from Weathershield
Corporation. She stated that the center (vertical) muntin can be larger than the horizontal
ones. This can be done on the replacements to match the existing (and is a true wood
window).

Questions by the Commission:

Commissioner Bruner — You mentioned the expense associated with this and | can see why
you would want an insulated sash, but you might get a price quote on a restored sash — you
may be surprised as it could be less costly. (Petitioner — Have spoken with carpenters who
are experienced with this, and they feel that the jam is not repairable and there is no
mechanism within those (a pulley system) to hold them up. We would end up with a poor
performing window that is only single glazed.)

Audience Participation: None.
Questions by the Commission:
MOTION

Moved by Commissioner Glusac, Seconded by Commissioner Wineberg, “that the
Commission issue a Certificate of Appropriateness for 116 West Liberty Street to
replace six windows; three on the second floor and three on the third floor (front
elevation). The proposed work is generally compatible in exterior design,
arrangement, texture, material and relationship to the rest of the building and the
surrounding area and meets the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for rehabilitation
numbers 2 and 6.”

Commissioner Wineberg (To Commissioner Bruner) — You mentioned the price quote on
restoration. This suggests that the windows are restorable? (Bruner) — Only that restoration
of the sash can be less expensive than the new ones. They are still very decrepit and some
of the sash are missing.

(Further conversation regarding restoration as opposed to replacement)

Petitioner Rebuttal:

Restated her argument about the replacement windows as opposed to restoring what is
there.
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Commissioner Bruner — The sash there are less than 1 ¥ inch at best, which wouldn't allow
milling of the insulated sash. The lightweight character of these windows and the state
they’re in is why | would support the application.

Commissioner McCullough — The review committee is unambiguous about the state of these
windows that exist. Merely inhabiting this building at all is a move back toward restoring it’'s
historic character.

On a Roll Call Vote — MOTION TO APPROVE - PASSED — 4 Yes to 1 No
Yes - Commissioners Bruner, Glusac, McCullough and White (4)

No - Commissioner Wineberg (1)

Abstain — None (0)

Absent/Vacant - Commissioner Henrichs (1) — Vacant (1)

A-2 217 NORTH DIVISION — New shed-roof dormer and replacement of existing
two-story addition — OFWHD

BACKGROUND: This 2 story colonial revival, with its clipped-gabled roof perpendicular to
the street, first appears in the 1901 Polk Directory as the home of Reginald Spokes, an
engineer at the Ann Arbor Water Company, and his wife Anna. Beginning the following year,
the occupants of the house had a high rate of turnover until 1939, when the building is first
listed as a four-unit apartment house.

The 1908, 1916, and 1925 Sanborn maps indicate that the house is brick over frame
construction and had a front porch of nearly full-width, and a half-width rear porch on the
south side. At some point the front porch was removed, and in 1987 it was reconstructed as a
much smaller porch than shown on the Sanborn footprints.

LOCATION: The site is located on the southwest corner of North Division Street and
Catherine Street. See the attached location map/aerial photo.

APPLICATION: The applicant is requesting to add a shed-roofed dormer to the third floor;
replace an existing two-story addition with a new two-story addition that would have the same
footprint; and open up part of an existing enclosed second-floor deck. The new dormer and
replacement addition would be sided with cedar shingles to match the gable-end shingles in
the existing house. The exposed porch would have simple straight posts, rails, and handrails.
The new windows on the dormer and addition are proposed to be Andersen Series 400
casement vinyl-clad wood windows.

The attached drawings also include a set of elevations labeled “Dormer Only Base
Application”. This set of elevations shows the application without the 2-story replacement
addition or the exposed porch. The applicant provides it for your information.

STAFF FINDINGS:

1 The proposed dormer roof is approximately 20 feet wide.
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2. The house is located on a corner lot, so both the Division Street and Catherine Street
sides of the house are treated as front elevations. The portion of the roof that is
proposed to be altered is clearly visible from the Catherine Street right-of-way.

3. The proposed 2-story addition would replace two currently existing stacked additions.
The first floor would have the same footprint as the existing. The second floor would
be enlarged on the west side so that the entire addition is straight sided and not
stepped-in on the second floor.

4. The north end of the second-floor enclosed porch would be opened up. The brick
house would be visible behind the porch, which would still be used for emergency
egress. The south end of the second-floor enclosed porch would be replaced by the
new addition.

5. The proposed windows on the addition are vinyl-clad casements. Per the applicant’s
architect: “The outside proportions and trim match the house, however the windows
are casement. Dormer CW14 is Andersen for 28" wide by 48" high. The north facing,
main level window C14 is 24" wide by 48" high. The upper level window is Andersen
C135 is 24" wide and 40" high. The west facing, upper level window is an Andersen
CW26 or a double casement 28" wide by 72" high. The south facing, main level
window is the same size and the south facing upper level is an Andersen CW14 or 28"
wide by 48" high.”

6. This proposed dormer is noticeable from the public right-of-way, but does not obscure
the character-defining shape of the house’s clipped-gable roof. The new addition is
compatible with the original structure and the neighborhood, and would replace
existing incompatible additions. The new addition would not obscure the character-
defining features of the house.

Owner/Address: John Sullivan, P.O. Box 7754, Ann Arbor, Ml 48107
Applicant: John Sullivan, P.O. Box 7754, Ann Arbor, Ml 48107
Review Committee: Commissioners Bruner and White

Commissioner White — Concurs with the Coordinator and feel that the Certificate of
Appropriateness should be approved.

Commissioner Bruner — Stated that they visited the site (and had been there previously on
another application) and conditions haven’t changed, but we had revised submissions (plans,
etc.). This proposal is worthy of a Certificate of Appropriateness.

Applicant Presentation: H. Scott Diels was present to speak on behalf of the appeal. He
stated that they did their best to create a solution for the owner and satisfying the
requirements for the district. Windows match to height and width as the rest of the house
has.

Commissioner Glusac — The chimney is missing (Petitioner - It is missing from the drawing).
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Commissioner Glusac - Where it's tucked into the eave, will there be a slope? (Petitioner —
Right now where the Queen Anne returns are or along the eave line, that line is continued out
around with a central level roof. The gutter around the house would wrap around on that).
(Discussion regarding the porch railings and posts — Petitioner stated the new posts would be
square on a square pad. There are also two existing double hung windows and those will be
preserved as well.)

Commissioner Wineberg — Asked if the architect knew when the rear porch was added?
(Petitioner — Hard to say, but probably around 1938 when it was turned into apartments.)

Public Commentary: None.
Discussion by the Commission:

Commissioner Wineberg — Asked that a statement be added to the staff report that this
address had been evaluated and reviewed for a Certificate of Appropriateness, but had been
turned down. Coordinator Thacher stated that she normally includes that information.

MOTION:

Moved by Commissioner Wineberg, Seconded by Commissioner Glusac “that the
Commission issue a Certificate of Appropriateness for the application at 217
North Division Street to add a shed-roofed dormer, replace an existing 2-story
addition with a new 2-story addition, and open an enclosed porch. The work as
proposed is generally compatible in exterior design, arrangement, texture,
material and relationship to the rest of the building and the surrounding area
and meets The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation standards
2,9,and 10

On a Voice Vote — MOTION PASSED — UNANIMOUS
A-3 216 MURRAY AVENUE - New one-story addition to rear of house — OWSHD

BACKGROUND: This 1% story Queen Anne was inhabited in 1914 by Anna Keal, a
laundress for the University of Michigan, and four other women named Keal, three of whom
were laundresses. Various Keals and Kiehls lived there through 1929, as well as at other
addresses on Murray (215) and Murray Court. Murray Avenue was developed from north to
south over a period of several years. This street is unique in its sameness; that is, most
houses on Murray were identical in form and massing when constructed, down to their
modest Queen Anne trim, placement of windows and doors, and turned front porch
supports.

LOCATION: The site is located on the west side of Murray Avenue, north of West Liberty
and south of West Washington.

APPLICATION: The applicant requests HDC approval to add a 308 square foot, single-story
addition on the back on the house in place of an existing deck and mudroom. The addition
will be sided in wood lap siding, roofed with asphalt, and trimmed to match what’s on the
house now. The proposed turned porch post and simple rail match the existing front porch.
The foundation would be concrete block, and the windows would be wood casement and
doublehung. The current backdoor would be reused.
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Owner/Address: Duc & Janet Tang, 216 Murray Avenue, Ann Arbor, Ml 48103

Applicant: 16 Murray Avenue, Ann Arbor, Ml 48103

Review Committee: Commissioners Bruner and White

Commissioner White — Agrees with the staff findings

Commissioner Bruner — We visited the site and met with the owner. We find this is worthy of
a Certificate of Appropriateness.

Applicant Presentation: Duc & Janet Tang were present to speak on behalf of the appeal.
They stated that they have taken great care with this home to restore it to its previous historic
condition — from removing several layers of old paint from the wood siding and window trim to
repairing windows and salvaging the original glass. They stated that this addition as
proposed would be the least intrusive into the character of the original home.

They stated that the new addition would become the new kitchen and the former kitchen
would become a study. Since they home-school their children, this would be a great
advantage. They also stated that they had additional letters of support (7 in total) from the
neighbors (which were distributed at the meeting).

Questions by the Commission:

Commissioner Glusac — Did you look at having less of an impact on the elevation — so that
you wouldn’t see it from the front facade? (Petitioner — We did speak to an architect about
that. He felt that the HDC didn't like it ‘flush’ as it would make it blend too much, and you
couldn’t differentiate the new from the old. We wanted to make it clear that this was an
addition to the original house.

Commissioner Bruner — Noticing the roofline — it looks as though it was arrived at because
you can’t go so high that you block the window at the second floor, but you need a slope
steep enough that will drain, but this gives you a very low south wall. A suggestion is that
you might consider a flat roof (or a shed roof) which would be modern and ‘of its time,” which
would allow for a full height wall and a full height room.

(Further discussion by the Commission and the Petitioners regarding the roof and addition).

Public Commentary :

1. Kevin Kerwin — 212 Murray Avenue, Ann Arbor, Ml 48103 — Spoke in support of the
petition. He stated that he is next door, has a shared driveway with the petitioners and
would be most impacted by it.

Discussion by the Commission:

Commissioner Glusac — Stated her concern is that she feels the bump-out of the addition

alters the character defining aspects of the streetscape of the homes on Murray Street. |

would not approve it with the ‘bump-out’ — I'd like to see a ‘bump-in’ — | don’t think the kitchen
plan would be sacrificed by doing that.
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The addition would not be in the same plane but slightly inset of the south fagcade. She
stated that she would also prefer the shed roof as well.

Commissioner McCullough — As the Old West Side comes under the standards — statewide —
regarding the new ordinances on historic districts — the Old West Side loses it's streetscape
only format — there will be other future applications — addition projects that might not be
appropriate now, but this application is not one of those.

Commissioner Wineberg — Stated that she would support the application and feels that it is
quite appropriate.

Petitioner — Stated that part of the home school project is to have the children learn to bake
and cook, and this involves an island in the middle of the proposed kitchen. Removing the
‘bump-out’ would not allow us to have an island big enough for our purposes.

Commissioner Bruner — Concurs with Commissioner Wineberg and stated that it is very much
like additions that have been previously approved on Mulholland and Murray and in keeping
with those former applications.

Moved by Commissioner Bruner, Seconded by Commissioner McCullough “ that the
Commission issue a Certificate of Appropriateness for the application at 216
Murray Avenue to build a single-story addition on the rear of the house. The
proposed work is generally compatible in exterior design, arrangement, texture,
material and relationship to the rest of the building and to the surrounding area
and meets The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation standards
2,9and 10

On a Roll Call Vote — MOTION PASSED -4 YES to 1 NO

(Yes) — Commissioners Wineberg, Bruner, McCullough and White
(No) — Commissioner Glusac

(Abstain) — (0)

(Absent/Vacant) — Commissioner Henrichs (1), Vacant (1)

A-4 210 EAST HURON STREET - Rooftop conference room addition, window
expansion, wind turbine addition — MSHD

BACKGROUND: This two-story masonry building was built in 1965 by the architectural firm
of Colvin, Robinson and Wright. As the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards formerly phrased
it, the building is very much a “product of its time” in its starkly simple lines and lack of
exterior windows. The three small buildings it replaced were very old, though by 1965, no
longer very distinguished. A building on the rear (south) part of the site appears to have been
incorporated into the 1965 design. One handsome small Greek Revival building appears as
early as the 1853 map and continues to be shown in photographs as late as 1893. It may still
have been there in a 1922 photograph with its pediment covered by a large false front.
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In 1996 the Ann Arbor Architects Collaborative received permission to redo the facade by
adding accent courses of brick, punching symmetrical fixed glass windows into the brick on
the second floor, and adding a new glass window wall in the center of the second floor. The
symmetrical fixed glass windows were never added to the structure.

LOCATION: The site is located on the south side of East Huron Street, between North Fourth
Avenue and North Fifth Avenue. See the attached location map/aerial photo.

APPLICATION: The applicant is requesting to add a 576 square foot conference room on
the rear (south) portion of the roof, enlarge a second-floor window on the south elevation and
add wooden fixed shutters and a shade structure, and add two wind turbines on the top of the
front facade. The conference room would be timber-frame construction with hardiplank siding,
awning windows, and a metal standing seam roof. The conference room would not be visible
from Huron Street.

STAFF FINDINGS:

1. The proposed rooftop addition is not visible from the public right-of-way and does not
damage or obscure character-defining features of the building.

2. The window on the back of the building is proposed to be enlarged and a bowed top
added. The window material would be aluminum, and would have a row of awning
panes. It would also have wooden fixed (non-operable) shutters and a shade structure
(awning). A door for freight rather than a window covered the original opening,
according to the applicant. The new window would match the original opening size,
plus the addition of the bow on top.

3. The window alterations, including the shutters and shade structure, are proposed on
the rear elevation facing the alley.

4. The wind turbines are proposed for the top of the front facade and would be out of
keeping with the massing and rhythm of the center of this block, and very conspicuous
from the public right-of-way. Staff recommends relocating the turbines farther back
(south) on the roof in order to not be visible from the Huron Street right-of-way.

Owner: Wellspring Land Co, LLC, 210 East Huron Street, Ann Arbor, Ml 48104
Applicant: A3C, 210 East Huron Street, Ann Arbor, Ml 48104
Review Committee: Commissioners Bruner and White

Commissioner White — Concurs with the Coordinator with the exception of the turbines. He
stated that he thought that the turbines have to be in the front of the building to get the proper
draft and wind turbulence needed to make them operable. This is new technology and
experimentation and cannot be mistaken as part of the original building. Will support the
Certificate of Appropriateness

Commissioner Bruner — We visited the site and looked at the front and rear and met with
architect Ron Sexton (with firm who occupies the building) and he described the aspects of
the project as presented here. | support the staff findings concerning the wind turbines;
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| believe they should be located back from the facade. If anything they may be an attractive
nuisance or distraction to traffic. It hasn’t been proven that they would function in the front of
the building as instead of some other location on the roof.

Petitioner Presentation: Jan Colbertson and Ron Saxon (AC3) were present to speak on
behalf of the application. Ms. Colbertson stated that they are trying to accomplish a
demonstration project and the goal of the ‘urban retreat’ (as they’'ve called it) is to
demonstrate that you can add to our building in a way that is ‘off the grid’ and does not
impact from an energy standpoint.

Within the project, they are also proposing the ‘green roof,” and it is a demonstration where
we’re using four different kinds of roofing systems so that we can invite clients and the public
to show that you can eliminate the storm water issues on a commercial (downtown) project.
The form of the conference room and the roof pitch faces south as there are solar panels that
are integral with the roof. The idea of the wind turbines is to provide energy for the
conference room when the solar panels cannot.

Ron Saxon stated that the shed/dormer/conference room would be made of materials that
can easily be disassembled and recycled in the future when the building has past its lifespan.
He said that the wind turbines were ‘cutting edge’ technology that currently exist in a few
other places in the country. They would be one meter in size (each).

Questions by the Commission:

Commissioner Wineberg — Do the turbines make noise? (Petitioner — They make less noise
than our current rooftop units).

Commissioner Glusac — The platform for the wind turbines, are those integral to those?
(Petitioner — those are existing, but we would build a new structure to keep them vertical).

Commissioner Bruner — Stated he would be more inclined to support the project if he knew
more about how the final project would look (where turbines will be located). This is a great
plan, but feel that the turbines should be out of view.

Public Commentary:

1. Ethel Potts, 1014 Elder Blvd., Ann Arbor, MI 48103 — This building and the one to
the west of it are prime examples of ‘infill" within a historic district that doesn't try to
imitate anything. It's honest, modern architecture, modest in scale that does not try
to overpower. | would say that one of its charms is its simplicity, but feel that the
turbines should not be visible from the street.

2. Peter Blose — 111 South Fourth Avenue, Ann Arbor, Ml 48104 — Although this
project is not visible from the street, it is visible from our back windows which face
east — directly at that roof. The pictures you show have false facades with pitched
angles, but in actuality are flat roofs. It doesn’t have that undulating quality which
resonates with the pitched roof in this plan. We have a view of all the brick facades
of the back of this and neighboring buildings and find the idea of a green space
theoretically attractive, but visually disturbing.
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The greenery would not be visable for us because it's heading north. We’'re asking
that it be considered that there be someway to make the building more compatible
with the brick .

Applicant Rebuttal:

(Petitioner) - The purpose of the wall (in the back) is that it's a firewall as it's on the property
line. The goal aesthetically was to make it (the proposed conference room) a distinct
element, like penthouses adjacent, only we’re trying to use sustainable recycled wood
instead of steel or aluminum.

Discussion by the Commission:

Commissioner Wineberg — Asked if brick or brick like material could be used. (Petitioner —
Explained that that was explored, but there were problems associated with the adhesives.)

Commissioner McCullough — Mentioned modern architecture and the possibility that the
‘wastefulness’ of a building could eventually become part of its historic character.

Commissioner Wineberg — Stated she was torn; is sympathetic to the residents, but felt this
was a good project and that she supported the wind turbines on the front. It could be
considered sculptural and it is removable. (Commissioner White agreed.) She stated that
moving those could be a problem for the residents and opposes that in the motion.

(The Commission discussed the fact that it would have been helpful to have more information
on the performance aspect of the turbines — to support placing them in view of the street.
Similar discussion regarding striking the turbines from the motion and returning another time
for a better proposal just for the turbines. The Commission agreed on a friendly amendment).

Commissioner McCullough — Noted that they are missing two crucial items —
1. Better information regarding the turbines, their placement and performance and
2. Whether there are other placement positions for these that would have lower impact.

MOTION #1

Moved by Commissioner Glusac, Seconded by Commissioner McCullough * that the
Commission issue a Certificate of Appropriateness for the application at 210 East
Huron Street to add a 576 square foot conference room on the rear (south) portion of
the roof, enlarge a second-floor window on the south elevation and add wooden fixed
shutters and a shade structure —

wayL The Work as proposed is generally compatlble in exterlor design, arrangement,
texture, material and relationship to the rest of the building and the surrounding area
and meets The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation standards 2, 9,
and 10.”

AMENDMENT TO MOTION #1

Moved by Commissioner Wineberg, Seconded by Commissioner White, “to strike the
portion of the sentence in the preceding motion that states.................... (cont.)
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“add two wind turbines to the roof on the condition that the wind turbines are located
in such a way that they are not visible from the public right-of-way.”

On a Roll Call Vote — AMENDMENT #1 PASSED -4 YES to 1 NO
(Yes) — Commissioners Wineberg, Glusac, McCullough and White
(No) — Commissioner Bruner

(Abstain) — (0)

(Absent/Vacant) — Commissioner Henrichs (1), Vacant (1)

MOTION #2 (Revision of Motion #1)

Moved by Commissioner Bruner, Seconded by Commissioner Glusac, “that the
Commission issue a Certificate of Appropriateness for the application at 210 East
Huron Street to add a 576 square foot conference room on the rear (south) portion of
the roof, enlarge a second-floor window on the south elevation and add wooden fixed
shutters and a shade structure-

On a Voice Vote — MOTION PASSED - UNANIMOUS

MOTION #3

Moved by Commissioner Bruner, Seconded by Commissioner McCullough, “to deny a
Certificate of Appropriateness for the aspect of the application which calls for adding
two wind turbines because of inadequate information to show that the requested
placement of these is an optimal choice for performance and Secretary of the Interior’s
Standard #9.”

On a Voice Vote — MOTION PASSED - UNANIMOUS

*Commission suspended the meeting at 10:00 p.m. for a brief recess. Commissioner White
called the Commission back into reqular session at 10:20 p.m.*

B- REQUESTS FOR REHEARING - None

AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION/PUBLIC COMMENT — None.
C- APPROVAL OF MINUTES
C-1 Regular Session of February 28, 2007

Moved by Commissioner Wineberg, Seconded by Commissioner McCullough “that
the minutes of February 8, 2007 Regular Session be approved as presented .”

On a Voice Vote — MOTION PASSED — UNANIMOUS
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C-2 Regular Session of March 28, 2007

Moved by Commissioner Wineberg, Seconded by Commissioner McCullough, “that
the minutes of the March 8, 2007 Regular Session be approved as presented.”

On a Voice Vote — MOTION PASSED — UNANIMOUS
OLD BUSINESS - None
NEW BUSINESS

E-1 April 14 Historic District Commission Retreat (Kristine Kidorf)

Ms. Kidorf reminded the Commission to attend the upcoming Retreat on Saturday,
April 14th, 2007 at 8:30 a.m. at the Kempf House. She provided the Commission with
Draft Design Guidelines for review at that retreat.

E-2 Historic Building Marker Request — 119 North Thayer Street

J. Thacher — This is in the OFWHD, the house is the “Arthur Brown’ home, circa 1894.
It's a Queen Ann, two story L-shaped frame house with a hipped roof, front gable,
asphalt siding, double hung single windows in the front wing, triple attic windows with
double hung center section and bracketed sunburst detail (from the OFW Guide). The
owner, Susan Wineberg has requested to purchase a historic marker.

(Commissioner Wineberg is recused — owns home in question).
MOTION

Moved by Commissioner Glusac, Supported by Commissioner McCullough, “to
approve a historical plaque for 119 North Thayer Street.”

On a Voice Vote — MOTION PASSED — UNANIMOUS
(with one recusal, Commissioner Wineberg)

REPORTS FROM COMMISSIONERS

Commissioner Wineberg — Awards Committee — Reported that they will be meeting
this coming Tuesday to review the Power Point presentation to be given before City
Council. The awards will be given out at City Council’s meeting on May 7, 2007 at
7:00 p.m. and then adjourn to the Kempf House for a reception. She encouraged all of
the Commission to attend.

STAFF ACTIVITIES REPORT

G-1 Staff Activities — J. Thatcher reported that in March 2007 there were eleven
applications, seven reviewed by staff (leaving 4 to be reviewed by the
Commission). Nine of the eleven were approved and two were denied by the
HDC.
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G-2

General Business — Coordinator reported that the Broadway Study Committee
had its first meeting, and Commissioners White and Bruner are members of that
committee.

(Commissioner Bruner reported that their charge is to delineate the boundaries
of the District, which is essentially half of the original district. It was shaped in
sort of a ‘v’, with properties running out from Broadway, Pontiac Trail, etc. The
new proposal includes Broadway, the Commercial District, the Oldtown
Properties, mainly things at the nexus.

Although the boundaries are given here, it is part of our charge to look at all the
properties there and determine the boundaries. A lot of hard work had already
been done by the committee who attempted establish the previous district, and
this will make our job much easier. Our timeline includes proposed
presentation to City Council by the end of summer, mid to late August 2007).

Coordinator Thatcher — When the review committee went out on Monday, |
posted a bright orange Planning Commission notice of public hearing sign
(deleted “Planning” and added “HDC"). It gives the date, time and place of
hearing. This resulted in the presence of one of tonight's speakers (the 210
Huron Street (A-4) issue). He was here because of the sign. Is this something
that you want staff to do, and if so, what type, kind, color and size of notice or
since this is not required, do we want to do it at all?

(The Commission discussed public notice and the requirements in general.)

Moved by Commissioner Wineberg, Seconded by Commissioner White, “to
begin public notification postings at each site up for application.”

On a Voice Vote — MOTION PASSED - YES (4), NO (1)

(Yes) — Commissioners Wineberg, Glusac, McCullough and White

(No) — Commissioner Bruner

(Abstain) — (0)

(Absent/Vacant) — Commissioner Henrichs (1), Vacant (1)

H-  ASSIGNMENTS

A-1 116 West Liberty Street — Commissioner Wineberg
A-2 217 North Division — Commissioner Glusac

A-3 216 Murray Street - Commissioner McCullough
A-4 210 East Huron Street - Commissioner White

| - REVIEW COMMITTEE — May 7, 2007, noon for May 10, 2007 HDC Meeting -
Commissioners McCullough and Wineberg
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J - CONCERNS OF COMMISSIONERS — None.
K- COMMUNICATIONS

Moved by Commissioner Wineberg, Seconded by Commissioner Glusac, “to adjourn the
meeting. “ The Chair adjourned the meeting at 10:55 p.m.

*A working session followed the regular session of the HDC.

SUBMITTED BY: Brenda Acquaviva, Administrative Service Specialist V, Planning and
Development Services.



