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APPROVED MINUTES OFTHE REGULAR SESSION OF THE

HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF ANN ARBOR
Thursday, May 10, 2007

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

Commissioners Absent: M. McCullough (1)

Commissioner Vacancies: (1)

Staff Present: Jill Thacher, HDC Coordinator/Planner Il, Kristine Kidorf, Kidorf Preservation
Consulting, and Brenda Acquaviva, Administrative Support Specialist V, Planning and

Development Services (3).

CALL TO ORDER:

Commissioner White called the meeting to order at 7:02 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.
Commissioner White reminded the Commission and the audience that a public hearing on

the Draft Design Guidelines for Historic Districts would be held promptly at 8:30 p.m. this
evening during the regular meeting.

A - HEARINGS

A-1 307 MULHOLLAND STREET — move existing window opening 5” toward the
front — OWSHD

BACKGROUND: This 2 story colonial revival first appears in Polk directories in 1918 as 307
Sixth Street. Its first occupants were Hugh and Mary Dowler. In 1919, Harry Crawford, an
inspector, lived there and from 1921 to 1924 it was the home of Joseph Bowerman, a laborer.
In 1928 the street name was changed to Mulholland. The houses built prior to this to the
south are similar to homes built on Murray Avenue in that they were nearly identical in size,
shape, and materials used. 307 Mulholland and its neighbor to the north are of a similar size
to the earlier houses on the street, but with a hipped roof instead of a gable front.

LOCATION: The site is located on the east side of Mulholland Street, north of West Liberty
and south of West Washington.
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APPLICATION: The applicant requests HDC approval to move a second story bathroom
window on the north elevation five inches toward the front of the house (to the west).

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: Marilyn Cummins, 2775 Manchester Road, Ann Arbor Ml 48104
Applicant:  Same as above.
Review Committee: Commissioners Wineberg and McCullough

Commissioner Wineberg — | visited the site and met with the owners. They assured us that
the trim would remain the same and we had no problem with moving the window, given those
assurances. (Commissioner McCullough was not present).

Applicant Presentation: None.

Audience Participation: Christine Brummer, stated she lives on Mulholland and as long as
most of the trim and what you see are kept the same, the neighbors are all in favor of this.

Questions by the Commission: None.
MOTION

Moved by Commissioner Bruner, Seconded by Commissioner Wineberg, “that the
Commission issue a Certificate of Appropriateness for 307 Mulholland Street to move
an existing second floor window five inches forward (to the west). 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 & 9.”

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

A-2 116 WEST LIBERTY STREET — Replacement windows and doors on rear
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.
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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 fagade, and to make minor
modifications in the front entry to create a small foyer. In April, 2007 an application was
approved by the Historic District Commission to replace six windows on the front elevation.

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

APPLICATION: The applicant requests HDC approval to: extend the roof ten feet to enclose
an exterior courtyard; replace two six-over-six double-hung windows with aluminum-clad
awning windows and add a third awning window in an existing boarded-up opening; and
replace two boarded-up openings on the ground floor with glass block and cement plaster
infill, and a new solid flush door in each.

STAFF FINDINGS:

1. The applicant is requesting a revision to the previously approved plan for the rooftop
addition. The revised roofline would add a skylight and clerestory window above the
courtyard; in effect making the single-story interior courtyard space into a two-story
space. A skylight near the rear elevation is proposed to be moved four feet forward
(south). The changes to the roofline will not be visible from West Liberty Street or the
rear alley.

2. The HDC Review Committee’s site visit and/or further evidence from the applicant are
necessary to determine the extent of deterioration on the windows. If the windows are
deteriorated beyond repair, staff recommends replacing them with windows that
convey the same visual appearance as the existing windows, namely, six-over-six
double-hung. Staff does not object to the use of aluminum clad wood windows on the
rear elevation, if the existing window dimensions are replicated.

3. The boarded-up opening on the second floor that is proposed to become a window
has been used as a fire escape. It is unclear whether the original opening was for a
doorway, or for a window that was later enlarged. Installing a six-over-six window that
matches the other two second-floor windows, and blocking in the lower part of the
opening, is appropriate since the opening will no longer be used for emergency
egress.

4. Glass block is not an appropriate material to use on a building of this style and period.
Photographs of the interior of the building taken in 1918 show the two large openings
on the ground floor as windows with large panes of glass and, most likely, steel
frames. One more appropriate approach would be to install a fixed-frame, multi-paned
steel window that resembles the form of the historic window while using modern
materials.

5. The proposed solid metal flush doors on the rear ground-floor openings are acceptable
for the rear of a commercial structure, though one or a pair of glass French doors
would be preferable since the openings were historically windows.
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Owner/Address: G&B Projects LLC, Guthrie & Buresh Architects, 116 West Liberty Street,
Ann Arbor, Ml 48104

Applicant: Danelle Guthrie, G&B Projects LLC, Guthrie & Buresh Architects, 116 West
Liberty Street, Ann Arbor, Ml 48104

Review Committee: Commissioners Wineberg and McCullough

Commissioner Wineberg — We visited the site and he Commissioner McCullough basically
like everything in the proposal. | agree more with the staff report. | think the windows should
to be repaired if possible. We were not able to inspect the windows from the inside. The
glass block is an inappropriate material for this project.

Applicant Presentation: Danelle Guthrie was present to speak on behalf of the appeal.
Adjacent alleyway elevations — It was my interpretation of the Historic Ordinance that the
concerns the Commission had are with all elevations that are relative to the public right-of-
way. Since this is a private alley and based on our viewing of buildings in the surrounding
area and those that have been renovated over recent years that was handled in a utilitarian
way. This is why we chose to provide this plan.

The other point is that this is a very narrow alley and does not allow vehicular traffic, and
security is a big issue. We would prefer not to put glass down at the ground level, which is
why we chose glass block. There are buildings across the alley that have glass block.

K. Kidorf — Mentioned that fencing, roofing and a gate were going to be put around the back
of the structure (a previous approval).

Public Commentary: None.
Discussion by the Commission:

Commissioner Bruner — The perforated metal screen had been approved under a former
application. | feel there is a situation here where the character of the fence being 50 percent
or greater opacity, creates a security issue on the inside. The fact that we’ve approved that
screen is a factor. | would support the idea that the applicant secure it with glass block.

Commissioner Henrichs — Has it been determined that the upper windows are in such a state
of disrepair that they need replacement? (Commissioner Wineberg — We didn’t look at them).
We really haven't established that then.

Commissioner White — | was on the earlier review committee, and | assumed that the age of
those windows were the same as those in the front. That floor had been vacant for a long
time, and there was no stairway to access that at the time.

Commissioner Wineberg — | think the windows in the back are later. The windows in the front
were 4 over 4, the ones in the back are 6 over 6. These buildings were build/added on to in
the rear. Perhaps we need to visit the site again to see the condition of the windows. Ms.
Wineberg also reminded everyone that we are now operating under the revised ordinance
(Chapter 103) and treat all outside portions of a building as though it was any visible fagade.
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Commissioner Glusac — | support a revisit to the site to see the condition of the windows.

Applicant - Asked for clarification as to what type of material the windows could be made
from, and what would happen if the issue were tabled?

Commissioner Wineberg — Suggested that a site visit be a condition of the motion. If it came
back that they are deteriorated, we could vote on it now.

J. Thacher — If they were determined to be ‘not’ deteriorated beyond repair, then the
petitioner would have to return to the HDC.

MOTION (Amendment #1 to the Main Motion)

Moved by Commissioner Wineberg, Seconded by Commissioner Bruner, “to Amend the
motion to approve the windows contingent upon inspection by staff and one other
Commission member to determine the condition of the windows to be replaced.”

On a Voice Vote — AMENDMENT #1 to the MAIN MOTION PASSED - UNANIMOUS
Commissioner Henrichs — We didn’t actually address Commissioner Bruner’s concern
regarding the glass block? The point is well taken that if the area is completely enclosed with
these metal panels that no one is really going to see it. It's not clear from the drawings as to
whether the roof will go over this or not. These are variables that make it difficult to vote on.

J. Thacher — My staff report was written with the thought that a fence is much less
‘permanent’ than the changes to the openings in the building.

Commissioner Bruner — Wants to amend the motion a second time.

MOTION (Amendment #2 to the Main Motion)

Moved by Commissioner Bruner, Seconded by Commissioner Henrichs, “to amend the
language that reads as outlined below in the main motion:

On a Roll Call Vote - AMENDMENT #2 to the MAIN MOTION — PASSED - Yes (3), No (2)

Yes — Commissioners White, Bruner and Henrichs (3)
No — Commissioners Wineberg and Glusac (2)

MAIN MOTION:
(As Amended by the Commission)

Moved by Commissioner Glusac, Seconded by Commissioner Wineberg, “that the
Commission issue a Certificate of Appropriateness for the application at 116
West Liberty Street to extend the roof ten feet to enclose an exterior courtyard,
replace two six-over-six double-hung windows and add a third in an existing
boarded-up opening, and replace two boarded-up openings on the ground floor
with a-windew glass block, a door and cement plaster infill, provided the
following condition is met: the second floor replacement Wlndows convey the
same V|sual appearance as the eX|st|ng wmdows anel—the—\#meews—m—the—m,he

. The
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windows proposed to meet the above conditions must be approved by staff and
a Commission member on a site visit before installation. The proposed work as
modified to meet the above conditions 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, 6, 9, and 10.”

On a Voice Vote — MAIN MOTION WITH TWO AMENDMENTS - PASSED — UNANIMOUS
A-3 215 MURRAY AVENUE - New one-story addition to rear of house — OWSHD

BACKGROUND: This 1% story Queen Anne was inhabited in 1910 by George Gagnier. In
1912, Maurice Montonye, a bookkeeper for Schumacher Hardware was the occupant. In
1916 Fred Palmer, dentist, lived there, until 1921 when Theodore Hummel, a machinist and
later truck driver, is listed as the occupant. Mr. Hummel stayed until 1931. Murray Avenue 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 east side of Murray Avenue, north of West Liberty and
south of West Washington.

APPLICATION: The applicant requests HDC approval to add a 330 square foot, single-story
addition on the rear and side of the house on a crawlspace, and replace an existing window
with a bay window on the north elevation. The addition would be sided in wood lap siding,
roofed with asphalt, and trimmed to match what is on the house now. The addition includes a
new covered porch on the south elevation with simple square porch posts and lattice skirting,
and also a rear deck with double-leaf full-light windows. The foundation would be concrete
block, and the windows would be wood casement in the bay and wood double-hung on the
addition. The bay window would replace an approximately 47” wide wood double-hung.

Owner/Address: Jose Benki and Teresa Satterfield, 215 Murray Avenue, Ann Arbor, Ml
48103

Applicant: Same as above.
STAFF FINDINGS:

1. On the south side of the house, the proposed addition would extend thirteen feet into
the side yard beyond the existing plane of the house. It would block the driveway and
cut off the existing garage. The resulting driveway will be approximately 32’ long and 9’
wide, and have room for one normal or possibly two very small cars. The addition
would be extremely conspicuous because of its intrusion into the side yard.

2. The new addition would eliminate an existing door and two windows on the east (rear)
elevation and one window on the south elevation.

3. The double-leaf full-light doors on the rear deck are inappropriate for this style of
house and the character of the district. A single-leaf door with a half-light on the top
would be more appropriate.
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4. The form of the proposed addition is differentiated from the historic house by being
limited to one story and slightly offset from the house. The concrete masonry unit
foundation will also differentiate the old from the new.

5. Replacing the double-hung window on the north elevation with a bay window is not
appropriate per the Secretary of the Interior’'s Guidelines. Repairing the existing
window is recommended. If the existing window is deteriorated beyond repair,
replacing it with a similar compatible window would be appropriate.

Review Committee: Commissioners Wineberg and McCullough

Commissioner Wineberg — We visited the site and we both had the same feeling about this
addition in that the intrusion into the side yard was an issue. The houses on Murray are
characterized by having side drives that go all the way back. We also felt the bay window
was not appropriate. It would be more appropriate to build straight back, but the room for that
is compromised by some very large existing trees. (Commissioner McCullough was not
present).

Applicant Presentation: Jose’ Benki spoke on behalf of the application. He stated that the
current house is 910 square feet. He stated that both he and his co-applicant are teachers at
the University and would like to have an office in the house, a more updated kitchen and a bit
of extra room to allow their children and themselves a better comfort zone. They would like
to stay in the neighborhood.

He stated that they cannot go any farther back into the rear setback than nine feet due to two
large trees. They have an extra wide lot (50 feet, largest on the block).

Regarding the garage and the lot, Allen Creek was put below our home via a pipe, so prior to
that, our garage used to get flooded regularly. It is rotting on the bottom, leaning and the
doors are not operable.

Questions by the Commission: None.

Public Commentary :

1. Christine Brummer — Mulholland Avenue, Ann Arbor, Ml 48103

(Ms. Brummer spoke briefly to the petitioner, asking if he had actually talked with
anyone within the city building department as to whether the foundation had to be ‘built
up?” Mr. Benke stated that yes, they had spoken to the Building Official and that they
cleared the base flood elevation by seven inches. If this project were approved by the
HDC, we would provide a floor design that would be skinnier but would clear the flood
elevation. He was satisfied that we could meet code. Ms. Brummer stated that nearly
all of the residents of Murray Avenue who have looked into ‘building on,” almost all
have had to do is build two stories and then straight back.

2. Ethel Potts, 1014 Elder Blvd., Ann Arbor, Ml 48103

Depending on whether this is floodway, floodplain or what, habitable space is not
permitted, even if raised over the flood level.
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Petitioner Rebuttal:

The base flood elevation is what hydrologists, etc. have determined. Michigan 2003 Building
code states that ‘finished floors have to be one foot over that elevation — the intent being that
the floor structure clears that elevation. The finished floor of the existing home is 7 inches
above that. If we want to have a level floor without a step, then we need a ‘skinnier’ floor so
that we're still above the .

Discussion by the Commission:

Commissioner Bruner — | understand that a 360 Degree review is necessary, but this lot is
blessed with an additional 50 feet.. The other properties on the block are restricted because
they don’t have the same amount of extra lot. With that in mind, | would vote to approve the
application they have proposed on the south side. The bay window is not something | could
support.

Commissioner Henrichs — The massing and geometry of this is incompatible with the existing
house and other houses along the street. Regarding the floodway, there aren’t any lines
and/or demarcations where any of those lines fall, any easements might be — but we’re here
to determine the addition to the home which does not seem appropriate to me.

Moved by Commissioner Wineberg, Seconded by Commission Henrichs, “ that the
Commission deny the application at 215 Murray Avenue to build a single-story addition
on the rear and side of the house and replace an existing window with a bay window.
The proposed addition is extremely conspicuous and conflicts with the historic use of
side yards on Murray Avenue, and the bay window is not appropriate for the style of
house and would replace a character-defining window. Because of these, the work is
not generally compatible in exterior design, arrangement, texture, material and
relationship to the rest of the building and to the surrounding area and does not meet
The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation standards 2, 9 and 10"

On a Voice Vote — MOTION PASSED- APPLICATION DENIED - Yes (4) to No (1)
Yes — Commissioner’s Henrichs, Glusac, Wineberg, White (4)
No — Commissioner Bruner (1)

INTRODUCTIONS

I-1 - _PUBLIC HEARING ON REVIEW OF THE DRAFT HISTORIC DISTRICT
DESIGN GUIDELINES

Kristine Kidorf, Kidorf Preservation Consultants gave a presentation on the Draft Edition of
the Design Guidelines and Commissioner White invited the public to comment. (May 23" at
Bach School). 7:30.

PUBLIC HEARING

1. Ethel Potts — 1014 Elder Blvd., Ann Arbor, Ml 48103 — Ms. Potts stated that she is a
member of the Historic Preservation Committee as a part of the A2D2 effort on
redesign of downtown Ann Arbor. She thanked Ms. Kiddorf on the extensive work that
had been done to assist and support the Committee in their efforts and that because of
her work, their job has been very pleasant and easy.
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2. Louisa Pieper — 408 Awixa Rd., Ann Arbor, Ml 48104 - Ms. Pieper stated that she is
also a member of the Historic Preservation Committee (of the A2D2 group), and she
thanked Ms. Kiddorf for her efforts and wants to give a hearty endorsement to the
proposed design standards on behalf of the Ann Arbor Preservation Alliance.

3. Ray Detter =120 N. Division, Apt. 1, Ann Arbor, Ml 48104 - (Speaking on behalf of the
Downtown Area Citizens Advisory Council) — Mr. Detter congratulated Ms. Kidorf and
the Committee on development of these design guidelines. The open meetings were
good for interaction with the public for input and participation. This is a good set of
guidelines that supports the new ordinances. With regard to Historic District
construction, these will support that effort and provide specific direction.

As there were no other speakers, the Public Hearing was Closed at 8:47 p.m..

A-4 512 East Huron Street - OFWHD

BACKGROUND: The 1880 First Baptist Church has several additions: a two-story red brick
education wing (by Colvin Robinson in 1950), a 1962 stucco and stone addition to that, a
stone entrance on the south from the parking lot, and a wing on the north connecting all that
to the Silas Douglass House at 502 East Huron next door (which was part of the 1993
Preservation Project of the Year). The church is a contributing structure in the Old Fourth
Ward Historic District.

LOCATION: The property is located on the south side of East Huron Street, one lot west of
State Street.

APPLICATION: The applicant requests HDC approval to add an exterior stairway to the rear
(south) elevation of the red brick education wing. The stairwell would extend from the ground
to the second floor, where a window would be enlarged into a doorway. The stair would act
as the primary entrance/exit to the nursery school. Materials used on the stair would be a
standing seam metal roof, translucent polycarb panels on steel framing on the sides, painted
steel stringers, and a small amount of reinforced decorative block on the front (south)
elevation. Also as part of the application, nine of the fifteen second-floor windows (the ones in
the proposed nursery space) are proposed to have their frames restored and the
wired/frosted glass replaced with clear tempered glass. Also, a four-foot metal fence similar
to the existing fence along Washington Street would be installed to define an outdoor play
area on the lawn adjacent to the parking lot.

The applicant appeared at the April 12, 2007 working session of the HDC to discuss the
application with the petitioners.

STAFF FINDINGS:

1. The applicant appeared at an HDC working session on April 12, 2007 because staff
had concerns about the design of the proposed stairway. Commissioners did not have
serious problems with the design, and it is presented here with minor revisions to
materials.
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2. An additional fire-rated stairwell is necessary to operate a nursery school from the
church. Existing interior stairs are not fire-rated and retrofitting them is cost and design
prohibitive.

3. The work proposed for the windows respects the existing frames and the new glass
will be different (not frosted or with embedded wire), but compatible. It is not ideal to
repair only some of the windows on this elevation, but it is understood that the
applicant is using only the portion of the building where the repairs are proposed.

4. The stairway is proposed for the rear of the church building, though it is not an
inconspicuous location since the lot goes all the way through to East Washington
Street. Some leeway may be granted since this is a later addition and not the historic
church proper, though the additions own character must still be respected.

5. The proposed fence does not extend around or beneath the proposed stairwell and the
outdoor play area is thus open on the west side beneath the stairs. The black metal
fence material is appropriate to the site.

6. Staff's most significant concern about this application is its size and scale. The stair
will project out twenty-three feet from the red-brick addition and extend well past the
adjacent building wall to the west. It would become a very prominent feature on this
elevation of the building.

Owner: First Baptist Church, 512 East Huron Street, Ann Arbor, Ml 48104
Applicant:  Ann Arbor Nursery, Inc., 423 S Fourth Ave., Ann Arbor, Ml 48104
Review Committee: Commissioners Wineberg and McCullough

Commissioner Wineberg — We visited the site on Monday, and we had serious problems with
the drawings. We were not overly concerned with the windows or the fence, but the stairs
were very large. We want the nursery to be able to use this space, so we're hoping to find
some solution. The windows that are being restored are going to match the existing ones
which are already clear glass.

Petitioner Presentation: Sabba A’Lal, architect on the project was present to speak on
behalf of the application. He presented the Commission with samples of the polycarbonate
material that he wishes to use in the construction of the fire rated egress stair.

Questions by the Commission:

Commissioner Henrichs — One of your elevations you show material called out as ‘split-
faced.” Do you have a sample of that? (Petitioner) — It's called a ‘Rock Face’ and it is much
like a cobblestone. No sample was available.

Commissioner Bruner — The color of that stone is grey? (Yes). Do you have a sample of the
mullions? (No). Are the lines on the polycarbonate going to be vertical or horizontal when
installed? (Vertical). Can you give us more information about the elements of the project?
(Petitioner — Elaborates about the stairs, flashing, etc.)

Public Commentary: None.
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Discussion by the Commission:

Commissioner Bruner — | share Commissioner McCullough’s concern that we need more
detail. Your stairs may be ‘springy’ and it may be reinforced with a steel armature, but | need
more information about those elements. (Commissioner Henrichs — | would agree in general)

MOTION #1

Moved by Commissioner Bruner, Seconded by Commissioner Wineberg “ that the
Commission issue a Certificate of Appropriateness for the portion of the
application at 512 East Huron Street to restore the frames and replace the glass
in nine second-floor windows; and to install a four-foot black metal fence around
a lawn play area. This 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 and 9.

On a Voice Vote - MOTION PASSED — UNANIMOUS

Commissioner Henrichs — A sample of the standing seam would be appropriate. Some of the
specifics need to be examined more closely.

Commissioner Bruner — Concurs with Commissioner Henrichs in that they need more detalil
and materials presented to the Commissioner. The problem with the block does not trouble
me. The material is “of its time.” (Petitioner stated that cost was a factor in determining the
split-faced block as a choice).

Commissioner Wineberg — | hear most of the Commission objecting to not knowing the
details. Most of us know what these material’s are. | we shouldn’t hold this up over this.

Commissioner Glusac — I'm not crazy about the shed roof as it accentuates the size of the
stairs. The other option that the architect presented with the “L” shape may be more
appropriate. In plan that breaks it up a bit.

Commissioner Henrichs — I'm concerned with the split-faced block, as the building already
has three types of masonry on it, and we’re adding a fourth? It gets to be a confusing
statement with four different types of masonry. The polycarbonate needs to checked for wind
loading, etc. It could theoretically be removed in the future.

MOTION #2

Moved by Commissioner Henrichs, Seconded by Commissioner Glusac, “that the
Commission deny the portion of the application at 512 East Huron Street to build
an exterior stairway on the south elevation of the building (as being compatible
with standards 9 and 10). Because of the size and scale of the proposed
stairway the work would be very conspicuous in relation to the existing building.
Therefore the work is not generally compatible in exterior design, arrangement,
texture, material and relationship to the rest of the building and to the
surrounding area and does not meet The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards
for Rehabilitation standards 2, 9 and 10.”
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B -

C.-

On a Voice Vote — MOTION TO DENY - FAILED — No (3), Yes (2). - (Issue is Still
Active)

No — Commissioners White, Wineberg and Bruner (3)
Yes — Commissioners Henrichs and Glusac (2)

MOTION #3

Moved by Commissioner Bruner, Seconded by Commissioner Wineberg, “ that the
Commission issue a Certificate of Appropriateness for the portion of the
application at 512 East Huron Street to build an exterior stairway on the south
elevation of the building as being compatible with The Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards 9 and 10.”

On a Voice Vote — MOTION TO APPROVE -FAILED - Yes (1), No (3)

Yes (1) — Commissioner Bruner
No (3) — Commissioners Wineberg, Henrichs and Glusac

MOTION #4

Moved by Commissioner Wineberg, Seconded by Commissioner Bruner, “to
postpone this Application until the June 2007 Regular Session.

On a Voice Vote — MOTION TO POSTPONE UNTIL JUNE — PASSED - (Motion
Tabled).

OLD BUSINESS — None.

NEW BUSINESS — None.

AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION/PUBLIC COMMENT — None.

D -

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

LINE 716 — Commissioner Not at the meeting — substitute Henrichs for Glusac

LINE 499 — Commissioner Wineberg — Spelling of PETER BLOS not BLOSE

D-1 Regular Session of April 12, 2007.

Moved by Commissioner Wineberg, Seconded by Commissioner Bruner, “that the
minutes of April 12, 2007 Regular Session be approved as amended .”

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

NEW BUSINESS
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G- REPORTS FROM COMMISSIONERS
Commissioner Wineberg — Awards Committee — Reported. Commissioner Wineberg
thanked staff and Commissioner White for their work.  She also stated that the City of
Ann Arbor — Sign and Signal Division has agreed to replace some of the missing
historic district street signs.

H-  ASSIGNMENTS — AD HOC Review Committee for Liberty Street— BRUNER

307 Mulholland Street— Commissioner Henrichs

116 W. Liberty Street— Already has a monitor - Commissioner Wineberg

215 Murray Avenue— None Necessary - Application denied

512 East Huron — TO BE DETERMINED LATER FOR ENTIRE PROJECT

REVIEW COMMITTEE
Commissioners Henrichs and White
H - STAFF ACTIVITIES REPORT

G-1 Staff Activities — J. Thatcher reported that in April 2007 there were seven
applications; four were reviewed by HDC, three by Staff — 100 Percent
Approval.

| - REVIEW COMMITTEE - June 11, 2007, noon for July 12, 2007 HDC Meeting -
Commissioners Henrichs and White.

J - CONCERNS OF COMMISSIONERS — No Commissioners on the A2D2 Committee.

Moved by Commissioner Wineberg, Seconded by Commissioner Henrichs, “ that the
Commission recommend to City Council that they pass the Draft Historic District
Guidelines as a part of the A2D2 Committee.”

On a Voice Vote — MOTION PASSED - UNANIMOUS

Christine Kidorf — Thanked Commissioner Henrichs who marked up his copy and those will
be incorporated into the changes.

Commissioner Bruner — Concerned with the Murray Street denial. He stated that one of the
Commissioners stated that the proposal was ‘inappropriate,” but didn’t elaborate and I’'m not
sure that we gave them proper direction. The addition on the side of a home has been
approved countless times in the Old West Side. | would like to give staff a good idea of what
we think is appropriate or not appropriate so that the applicant doesn’t come back with
something else that we might deny.
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Commissioner Henrichs - For me it was also the slope, the addition wrapped around the
house, etc. There were a lot of other criteria other than the lot width.

Commissioner Wineberg — Staff can show them the new guidelines, etc.

Coordinator Thacher — This is the same firm that has attempted three other additions and has
yet to communicate with us.

K- COMMUNICATIONS — None.
Meeting was adjourned at 10:02 p.m.
*A working session followed the Regular Session of the HDC.

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



