
 

 

 
 
 

MINUTES 
 

City of Ypsilanti 

HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION MEETING 

Ypsilanti City Hall – 1 S Huron Street 
Ypsilanti, Michigan 48197 

 

Tuesday, August 13, 2019 

7:00 P.M. 

 

 

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 

   

Mike Davis, Jr., Chair  7:11 PM 

 

Commissioners Present: Mike Davis, Jr., Hank Prebys, Jane Schmiedeke, Erika Lindsay, Ron Rupert 

  

Commissioners Absent:  Anne Stevenson, Alex Pettit  

 

Also Present:   Mayor Beth Bashert 

Scott Slagor, Preservation Planner  

    Nancy Hare-Dickerson, Commission Recording Secretary 

  

  

APPROVAL OF AGENDA  

 

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

 

Approval: Unanimous.  Motion carried. 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT ON AGENDA ITEMS—none 

   

PUBLIC HEARING—none   

 

OLD BUSINESS—none  

 

NEW BUSINESS  

 

Presentation - Highland Cemetery Nomination to the National Register of Historic Places 

Bob Christensen, retired National Register Coordinator at the State Historic Preservation Office, presented a 

photographic and verbal summary of the rich history of Highland Cemetery. He spoke about Highland’s key 

historic features, architectural significance, rural characteristics and landscape design, all of which were criteria 

for the nomination. 

 

Barry LaRue, Secretary of the Highland Cemetery Association, expressed, as a representative of the owner, that 

the Cemetery Association is very happy to be submitting the recommendation for National Register nomination. 
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Mr. LaRue stated that the Board is unanimously in favor of having the Cemetery on the National Register and is 

very pleased with the work of Mr. Christensen. 

 

Motion:  Prebys (second: Lindsay) moved to Resolve by The Historic District Commission of the  

City of Ypsilanti: 

 

WHEREAS, the City of Ypsilanti is a Certified Local Government (CLG), and is responsible for 
supporting the National Register of Historic Places (National Register) nomination process; and 
 
WHEREAS, each commissioner has read the draft National Register nomination for Highland 
Cemetery, and visited the site; 
 
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT, the Ypsilanti Historic District Commission finds 
that Highland Cemetery is significant under National Register Criteria A and C, and meets the 
National Register standards of integrity, as defined in National Register Bulletin 15. 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, the Ypsilanti Historic District Commission supports listing 
Highland Cemetery in the National Register of Historic Places. 

 

Approval:  Unanimous.  Motion carried. 

 

213 Pearl  

*Exterior renovations - including paint, siding, trim, and door.   

 

Applicant:  Gerald Evans, owner- present; Bill Lucas, contractor- present  

 

Discussion: Davis: Asked applicant to walk the Commission through the application. 

 

  Lucas: Indicated that the proposed work is for the rear and the side of the building which is  

across the street from the bus station and that the street side is not affected. Indicated that the 

plan is to replace and paint the door and to repair and replace the trim. 

 

[Discussion clarifying the application language as to proposed work]  

[Commission reviewed paint swatches; discussion to clarify paint color and paint manufacturer] 

 

Lindsay: Asked if the blue will be the trim and if the grey is the primary. 

 

Lucas: Stated that the door and the trim will be blue, with the building itself being grey. 

   

Motion:  Prebys (second: Schmiedeke) moved to approve and issue a certificate of appropriateness for the  

work at 213 Pearl for the work as specified in the application, dated May 1, 2019, including 

replacement of the door on the west elevation, repair and replacement of trim, and painting in 

“Soulful Grey” and “Cosmic Blue” as identified by Valspar paints. 

 

Secretary of the Interior Standards: 

#9 – Contemporary designs shall be compatible and shall not destroy significant original materials. 

#10 – New work shall be removable. 

 

Approval:  Unanimous.  Motion carried. 



 

Historic District Commission                             August 13, 2019  3 
 

 

216 S Washington 

*Window replacement.  

 

Applicant:  Brett Mahaffey, contractor- present.  

 

Discussion:  Davis: Summarized the study item discussion which took place at the July 13th HDC meeting.  

Stated that the Commission had opportunity to look at the “test window” by the kitchen area that 

was replaced. 

 

[Discussion ensued to clarify the current application] 

 

   Mahaffey: Indicated that the homeowner was unable to attend due to a personal emergency.  

Stated that he would like to first talk about the eleven windows [reference materials].  

 

Davis: Acknowledged. Asked applicant to talk about the eleven windows, not including these two 

[reference photo materials]. 

 

Mahaffey: Stated that the two top upper attic bedroom windows [reference photo materials] 

would be the exact same grille pattern, same one-over-one ratio. Stated that the second-floor 

windows which are two-over-three would be kept the same with no grilles on the bottom. Stated 

that the upper grilles would be three-wide x two-high to match exactly. Stated that the windows 

over on the side would be matched that are in this bedroom here. Stated that they are one-over-

one. Stated that they do not match the front but that they are in the same bedroom. Stated that 

they would do the same on the bottom left. Stated that it is a two-over-three grille pattern in the 

top sash only – nothing in the bottom. Stated that they would make everything look the same. 

Stated that they would not touch the exterior trim board, as was previously discussed. Stated 

that what was done at the test windows worked fine.  

 

Prebys: Asked if the windows in the attic are going to be with low ends on top and bottom. 

 

Mahaffey: Stated that they will look exactly like they do now, six-over-six. 

 

Davis: Asked applicant to move to the lower left [reference photo materials]. 

 

Mahaffey: Stated that the homeowner was quoted $1,500 per opening for repair, and that there 

are two openings. Stated that one of the things that also came up is because they in-swing, 

there are storm windows on the outside. Stated that the homeowner would like to be able to 

open the windows. Stated that if they open the windows and they did get them repaired, there 

are still storm windows on the outside that they would not necessarily pull off. Stated that one of 

the storm windows shattered over the winter which is why there is plywood down there. Stated, 

so there’s no storm window in that one [reference photo materials]. Stated that a gliding window 

could be an option to make it look similar. Stated that the same grille pattern could be done. 

Stated that another option could be a double casement window and then they would just swing 

outwards. 

 

Rupert: Asked if the screen would be on the inside. 
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Mahaffey: Confirmed. Stated that there is no screen there now, just a storm window. Stated - so 

it would look the same now as well. 

 

Lindsay: Stated that the casement might be more appropriate. 

 

Rupert/Prebys: Acknowledged agreement. 

 

Mahaffey: Stated that the glider window does open all the way and slides all the way in front of 

the other when you open it. Stated that you would not see multiple panes. 

 

Lindsay: Stated that the grille pattern can be seen on the exterior on the casements and they 

open all the way. 

 

[Discussion continued re: casement/glider window options] 

 

Davis: Asked if the mullion would stay the same. 

 

Mahaffey: Confirmed. Stated that it would look almost exactly with double casements. Stated - 

and with the gliders, too, except that you would have that dimensional about one-inch off. 

 

Davis: Stated that it appears that the casement is the most appropriate option. Stated that the 
staff notes were helpful in noting “spoke with the owners in May and they are looking to replace 
these windows and not repair them…”. Stated that a lot of back and forth has taken place about 
repair versus replacement. Stated that it is in the best interest of the property to think holistically 
and to do something that the homeowner is going to maintain and is going to want. Stated that 
he feels the material would be appropriate to the District.  

 
Prebys/Schmiedeke/Lindsay/Rupert: Indicated agreement. 

 

Motion:  Prebys (second: Rupert) moved to approve and issue a certificate of appropriateness for work at  

216 S Washington for the replacement of 13 windows, as identified in the application, with 

Renewal by Anderson in Red Rock brown, with the condition that glass area and grille patterns 

remain identical to the original windows. That includes replacement of the casements on the 

façade first story with similar casements.  

 

Secretary of the Interior Standards: 

#5 – Preserve distinctive features. 

#6 – Replacements shall match original.  

#9 – Contemporary designs shall be compatible and shall not destroy significant original materials. 

 

Approval:  Unanimous.  Motion carried. 

 

217 N River 

*Rear addition, new roof, solar array, and replacement of garage windows.   

 

Applicant:  Gary Turner, under contract by owner- present; Dave Strenski, SolarYpsi 
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Discussion:  Turner: Stated that an initial rough first draft is included in his application, trying to resolve all of 

the things that he would like to do with the property. Stated that the plan would be for a twenty-

four by twenty-six-foot addition on the rear of the building, a two-story addition essentially 

extruding the roof line over that new addition in the back [reference materials] but stepping in 

the wall as it faces the existing house to create a reveal to differentiate. Stated that he would like 

to address an alternate floor plan to the first plan that he created, where he extended the main 

level bathroom to the south and created a small bump-out that is different than the elevations 

that have been presented. Stated that he has new elevation drawings to show what he would like 

to do and also show the solar array that is being proposed on the south side.  

 

[Passed out new materials to commissioners; discussion as to the details of the drawings and 

reason for the changes]   

 

Davis: Asked if this window here on the bottom is eliminated [reference materials]. 

 

Turner: Stated that it has been eliminated on the south and moved to the west, same window. 

 

[Discussion continued as to the details of applicant’s drawings and reasoning for changes]  

 

Davis: Asked if on the west elevation, the entirety would be smooth. 

 

Turner: Stated that just the small part on the left and then return the two feet against the 

clapboard side would be differentiated. Stated - so that piece and the little bathroom bump-out 

would be the two pieces. Stated - I am just running that idea by you now. Stated that for his 

application, he would like to proceed with the clapboard everywhere except for that bathroom 

extension. 

 

[Discussion and review of reference materials continued]  

 

Davis: Summarized the study item discussion which took place at the July 13th HDC meeting. 

Asked to set aside the discussion involving the proposed smooth siding and start with windows. 

Asked - so on the west elevation, we have the one-over-one double hung Andersen Woodwright 

and then Andersen 400 series for the casement. 

 

Turner: Stated that that would be in the attic. Stated that it is an awning window. 

 

Davis: Stated that there is a note here that the 400-series is Fibrex. Asked if applicant wanted 

the Fibrex material or the vinyl. 

 

Turner: Stated that he thinks it is the vinyl. Stated that it is a window he already owns. Stated 

that he thought that up in the attic in the back of the house, that it would maybe be okay; that it 

cannot be seen from the park. 

 

Lindsay: Asked if it is vinyl clad wood or completely vinyl. 

 

Turner: Stated that he is not sure. 
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Slagor: Stated that when staff looked it up, it was listed as vinyl clad. 

 

[Discussion and review of reference materials continued]  

 

Davis: Asked for commissioner thoughts as to the half-round galvanized gutters and downspouts. 

 

Prebys: Stated - no problem. 

 

Davis: Stated that that brings us to the roof. Stated that the Commission does not really have 

issues with the solar array, but more with the metal versus non-metal. [Commissioners 

acknowledged agreement]  

Stated that the staff review notes indicate - “In polling other historic district commissions, 

staff found that generally, standing seam metal roofs were allowed only when 1) there was 

historic evidence of one being present, 2) the building has a shallow pitched roof that may 

require one, and 3) if there are numerous other buildings of the same age that show metal roofs 

were common. In staff’s opinion, a standing-seam metal roof would not be appropriate for this 

house. However, because the building’s roof is a front-gable, a metal roof may not have as great 

of an impact as it would on a hipped or side-gable building. If the HDC supports a metal roof on 

this building, staff recommends the applicant follow the guidelines established by the City of San 

Antonio, Texas (attached): 

i. Use panels that are 18-21” wide. 
ii. Seams may be no more than 1-2” high. 
iii. A crimped ridge seam should be used to be consistent with the historic appearances of metal 
roofs. 
iv. A low-profile ridge cap with no vent or edge cap shall be used when a crimped ridge seam is 
not used. 
v. The historic roof color or a standard galvalume roof color shall be used. 
Modern manufactured colors are not recommended. The HDC and applicant is to agree on the 
color.” 

    

  [Applicant provided a metal roof scrap sample for commissioner review – discussion: reference  

405 Maple] 

 

  Strenski: Stated that with the solar, you do not need rails with metal roofs. Stated that the blocks  

clamp right on to standing seam. 

 

  Turner: Stated - as opposed to the rail. 

 

  Davis: Asked - if I am out there standing looking at your house, which side. 

 

Turner: Stated - left. Stated that on River when you are going north on River past the house, 

that you will see the south side but you are on the other side of the boulevard, kind of looking 

through the boulevard at the house, so it is not real visible. Stated that it is also very tall. Stated 

that as you are going southbound when you are next to the house, you would not see the solar 

panels. 

 

[Discussion re: metal roof appropriateness – precedence, roof protection/longevity] 
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  Prebys: Asked if applicant is looking for approval of all this now. 

 

Turner: Confirmed. Stated that he would like to start demo and go right into building permits. 

Stated that he can always revisit some aspects; i.e., the smooth panel idea, which could be 

developed further and represented later. 

 

  Prebys: Asked - smooth panels on the sides, you mean. 

 

  Turner: Confirmed. Stated that right now for this application, he is hoping for approval tonight for  

the smooth panel on the bump-up for the bathroom. 

 

  Davis: Asked if the whole house would be metal roofed, not just the addition. 

 

  Turner: Confirmed. 

 

  Davis: Stated that he possibly would not have a problem approving the metal roof on the  

addition. 

 

  Prebys: Acknowledged agreement. 

 

[Discussion continued re: metal roof appropriateness for the house; discussion re: materials]  

 

  Davis: Asked to move on to the siding. 

 

  Turner: Stated that he shows both the four-inch and six-inch bevel siding on the entire addition.  

Stated that he prefers the six-inch due to appearance and it is more economical to install. 

 

Lindsay: Stated that the vertical panels, just the scale of them, as much as it may distinguish  

contemporary from historic, does not feel like they are relating back to anything that already 

exists.  

 

[Discussion continued - thoughts re: panel array, metal roof, window openings, differentiation,  

modern vs historic] 

 

Turner: Asked - so are you saying that you might consider it if it was all a panel system. 

 

Lindsay: Stated that the preference would be to see a few different options. 

 

Rupert: Stated that the tying in of the solar panels with the clapboards do not seem to be  

compatible. 

 

[Discussion continued – reference 412 High Street] 

 

Davis: Asked about just considering approval for the roof and then waiting for applicant to look  

into it more and decide on the siding. 

 

Turner: Asked if approval could be considered on the six-inch clapboard siding, the window  
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proposed and the roof. 

 

Davis: Asked if there had been agreement on the roof. 

 

Turner: Stated that to have two different kinds of roofing would be challenging to interface and 

especially with the solar array plane. 

 

Lindsay: Stated that if applicant were coming in wanting to match existing and bring the 

clapboard all the way exactly as it was and take this roof and extend it exactly all the way, we 

would no longer see the difference between the original and new addition. 

 

[Discussion continued re: roofing considerations] 

 

Davis: Stated that the siding which would be appropriate would be the six-inch Hardie board  

clapboard siding. 

 

Rupert/Prebys: Acknowledged agreement.   

 

Rupert: Stated – smooth side out. 

 

Turner: Acknowledged. 

 

Davis: Asked – all in white, not changing the color. 

 

Turner: Stated - everything is white until I know -– I might come back with an amended color  

and that might affect the windows and those colors. 

 

Schmiedeke: Stated that this is a Queen Anne house. Stated that it would never have been 

white. 

 

[Discussion continued re: color considerations] 

 

Turner: Stated that there will also be a discussion about restoration of the existing home at a 

later time. Stated that on his revised elevations, he shows proposing to remove the aluminum on 

the front porch, soffit, fascia, post, beams and around the front door. Stated that there are 

structural issues on the beams. Stated that he is proposing to remove that aluminum and nothing 

else and restore that on the front porch. Stated that if that is too much to amend right now, that 

he could come back with that. 

 

Davis: Stated that applicant’s drawings will be submitted.  

 

[Procedural discussion ensued]  

 

Turner: Stated that on the site plan, he noted the windows that he would like to replace on the  

garage. Stated that they are proposed to be casements, non-operable. 

 

 [Discussion re: garage replacement windows]  
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Motion:  Lindsay (second: Rupert) moved to approve and issue a certificate of appropriateness for work at  

217 N River for a 26’x26’ addition to the west elevation, new roof, and solar panels. The addition 

is to be built per spec from the drawings submitted August 13, 2019; including a grey parged 

foundation, HardiePanel siding, half round gutters, a standing-seam metal roof, Woodwright 

windows, Velux skylights, vertically oriented glass panels, and Douglas fir doors. The standing-

seam metal roof shall be 16” wide panels, crimped seams no more than 2” high, a low-profile 

ridge cap with no vent or edge cap, and finished in galvalume. The solar array is to be placed on 

the south slope and built to spec. Garage windows to be replaced as cited in the original site 

plan. The removal of aluminum cladding on the front porch and door is allowed per the drawings 

submitted August 13, 2019. 

 

Secretary of the Interior Standards: 

#3 – Do not imitate earlier styles. 

#9 – Contemporary designs shall be compatible and shall not destroy significant original materials. 

 

Approval:  Yea: Lindsay, Rupert, Prebys 

Nay: Schmiedeke, Davis   

Motion carried. 

 

STUDY ITEMS 

116-118 W Michigan- Applicant left before end of the meeting. Project not discussed.  

 

ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVALS 

8 N River 

208 Olive 

 

Motion:  Rupert (second: Prebys) moved to accept the administrative approvals for 8 N River and 208 

Olive, both for roof replacement. 

 

Approval:   Unanimous. Motion carried.  

 

OTHER BUSINESS 

Property Monitoring 
 

302 E Cross 

Schmiedeke: Discussed lack of repair progress. Staff will make contact. 

  

206-210 N Washington 

Davis: Discussed the City’s acquirement of the property. 

 

400 N River 

Rupert: Acknowledged and discussed the progress of the work. 

 

Commissioner Comments- none 

 

AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS—none   
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HOUSEKEEPING BUSINESS 

Approval of the minutes of July 23, 2019    

 

Motion:  Rupert (second: Schmiedeke) moved to approve the minutes of July 23, 2019 as submitted.    

 

Approval:   Unanimous. Motion carried.  

 

ADJOURNMENT 

Chairperson Davis adjourned the meeting, citing the end of the agenda with no further items to discuss. 

 

MEETING ADJOURNED at 8:57 p.m. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Full Minutes Prepared By: Nancy Hare-Dickerson 


























