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Historic District Commission Meeting  

7:00 PM - Tuesday, September 12, 2023 

Council Chambers 
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1. CALL TO ORDER  

 
2. ROLL CALL 

                                                                     
Alex Pettit, Chair 

James Chesnut, Vice Chair 

James Ratzlaff 

Stefan Szumko 

Delrhea Byrge 

Hannah McCready 

John Van Bolt 

Ellen Thackery, Staff 

 

 
3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA   

 
4. PUBLIC COMMENT ON AGENDA ITEMS  

 
5. PUBLIC HEARINGS  

 
6. BUSINESS SESSION  

 
 6.1. OLD BUSINESS  

1_130 N Huron agenda item 

3 - 31 

 
 6.2. NEW BUSINESS  

2_206 S Washington agenda item 

3_ 627 N River Agenda Item 

4_109 Maple agenda item 

33 - 71 

 
 6.3. STUDY ITEMS  

5_study item pergola 306 N River 

73 - 93 

 
 6.4. ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVALS   

 
 6.5. OTHER BUSINESS 

1. Property Monitoring 
2. Updates from Staff 
3. Commissioner Comments  

 

 
7. AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS  

 
8. HOUSEKEEPING BUSINESS  

 
 8.1. Approval of meeting minutes 08/22/2023  

Historic District 8-22-2023 Minutes DRAFT with Meeting Handouts 

95 - 112 

 
9. ADJOURNMENT  
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HDC Work Permit 
Staff Review   
 
 

Property address:  130 N Huron   
 
Property History:  This house is significant and contributes to 
both the local and National Register districts.  It is called out by 
name in the National Register nomination as the Mills-
Starkweather House (the Ladies Library) from 1858, and is 
described as a “large 2-story, cubical brick Italianate with 
cupola and a gable-roof, 2-story projection containing the 
entrance.”  It was a home until 1890 when owner Mary Ann 
Starkweather donated the building for use as a library.  It was 
a library from 1890 until 1963 and is undergoing restoration for 
use as a home again.   
 
Summary of past consideration of this application: A full-
perimeter fence was proposed August 9 for the August 22 
meeting.  At that meeting, the historic district commission’s 
action was to postpone the application because they wanted 
the city planner to review the zoning review application 
so that any necessary revisions could be made to this 
application, and they requested a rendering of how the 
proposed fence would look on the property.  During the 
discussion of the application at the meeting August 22, one 
commissioner wanted to better understand how the gates 
would work and look, one commissioner wanted to better 
understand what the existing fence conditions are in the 
rear yard along Riverside Park and technical details as to 
how the proposed fence would “tie in” to the neighboring 
existing fence, and some commissioners sought to better 
understand whether other historic properties along 
Huron had fenced-in front yards. 
 
Summary of updates and responses to the above concerns and 
questions:  
City Planner reviewed and approved the Zoning Review 
Application: City planner Holli Andrews found that a 6’ metal 
picket fence (without spikes) around the full perimeter of the 
property as proposed on the zoning review application dated 
8/16/23 complied with the zoning ordinance. This property is 
zoned Historic Corridor (HC).  The zoning ordinance in this 
district allows for a maximum 6-foot, 50% opaque fence on the 
front and street sides, and a 10-foot fence without opacity 

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. 

 

Page 3 of 112



restrictions on the side and rear. There are usually requirements for setbacks for visibility where 
the fence/gate meets the sidewalk, but with this proposed fence, there is enough visibility that 
such a setback is not required. 
 
Rendering: A rendering, along with a diagram, was received 9/6/23.  See Attachment A.  
 
Gates: Now proposed are two sets of four-foot-tall swinging gates; one set would open 
manually from the sidewalk to the front door, and the other would open remotely from a car.  
The gates would have arched tops and, like the fencing, any spikes or fleur-de-lis points would 
be housed within an upper aluminum arch for safety. (See Fence and Gate Spec from Elite 
Fence Products following the application.)  Information about the battery back-up has been 
included as well; it is a black box but homeowner would hide that box within a landscape 
feature or a large fake rock. See Attachment B.     
 
Existing rear fence conditions along Riverside Park: Staff took photos of existing fence 
conditions from Riverside Park (see Attachment C). There is currently a black metal fence 
around part of the backyard at 130 N Huron, but that fence will be removed.  The new fence 
will enclose much more of the yard than the current fence does. There is a wood privacy fence 
around the backyard of the property just to the north of 130 N Huron.  Mr. Winters explained to 
staff that his rear property line and the rear property line just to the north line up, so both rear 
fences will be in alignment on the Park side. The new metal fence will line up to and meet the 
wood fence where it exists, but it is not clear to staff how exactly the new fence will “tie in” to 
the existing wood fence. 
 
Other properties along Huron with fenced-in front yards:  Staff drove up and down S 
Washington, some of N Washington, and S and N Huron in the local historic district to survey 
front-yard fences. Washington didn’t have many.  There was a three-foot metal fence at 206 S 
Washington around the entire yard. There was a three-foot wood picket fence in front of a gray 
house visible from S Washington.  On S Huron, there is a yellow house with a black iron fence 
that looked about 3.5 feet tall. Also on S Huron, the Gilbert Residence has some (but not all) of 
its front and side yard fenced in with a black metal fence.   On a nearby street close to the bus 
station, there is a Prairie-stye house with a four-foot fence around the front yard but the path 
to the front door is simply open—there is no gate across the front walk. On N Huron, on the 
same block as this house, there are a few houses with front-yard fences.  There’s a short wood 
fence around a front yard, a short green metal fence around another, and a taller metal fence 
with brick piers across the street around the front yard of a house set further back from the 
street than this house is. (That one at least very likely pre-dated the historic district 
establishment in 1978.) The majority of houses in the area do not have front yard fences. One 
house on N Huron across the street has low hedging that defines the property’s perimeter.  The 
house next door to the north uses 4’ evergreen trees to define the perimeter.   
   
 
Date of Application: August 9, 2023 
 
Date of Review:  August 16, 2023;  

re-review September 6, 2023 
 
Date of Meeting:  August 22, 2023;  
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reconsideration after postponement: September 12, 2023 
 
Proposed work:   
Install a black aluminum fence around the entire property (see attached rendering). The 4’ 
fence around the front yard would be interrupted by two swinging gates (one to front walk 
operated manually and other larger gate into driveway operated remotely). Fence will be black 
picket-style and any pointy or spiked features would have an aluminum top rail or arch above 
them to meet the city’s zoning ordinance. (See fence spec following application.) Proposed is 4’ 
fencing around front yard and 6’ fencing around side and rear.  Along house’s north side, there 
is an existing wood fence and the proposed fence would meet that fence and tie into it where it 
exists.    
 
Materials:  Proposed is a black aluminum fence. Fence will be black picket-style and any 
pointy or spiked features would have an aluminum top rail or arch above them to meet the 
city’s zoning ordinance. (See fence spec following application.)   The battery back-up box for 
the remote-controlled swinging gates will require some kind of screening--perhaps landscaping 
or a large fake rock.  
 
 
Staff review:  

1. According to the City’s Historic District Fact Sheet for Fencing and Retaining Walls 
(available at https://cityofypsilanti.com/263/Historic-District and attached), new fences 
“must be designed to minimize their impact on existing historic fabric at the site. They 
must be compatible with the site in setback, size, and scale to protect the historic 
integrity of the property. They must be removable without impairing the essential 
integrity of the property.” 

2. The Fact Sheet states that, “Full perimeter fencing and more than two types (styles) of 
fencing on a single lot are generally not permitted.”  

3. The Fact Sheet also states that wrought iron, cast iron, or painted aluminum are often 
found not to detract from the historic fabric of the district.       

4. The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, Standard 9 states 
that related new construction will not destroy historic materials, features, and spatial 
relationships that characterize the property, and that new work will be differentiated and 
compatible with the historic materials, features, size, scale and proportion, and massing 
to protect the integrity of the property and its environment.   Standard 10 states that 
related new construction will be able to be removed in the future without negatively 
impacting the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its environment. 

5. The Guidelines that accompany the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for 
Rehabilitation recommend avoiding removing or substantially changing character-
defining site features so that the character of the site/property is diminished.   Site 
features mentioned with this guideline that could be character defining include walls, 
fences, steps, walks, paths, trees/shrubs, lightposts, fountains, sculptures, etc.   The 
Guidelines also recommend installing protective fencing, bollards, and stanchions on a 
building site, when necessary for security, that are as unobtrusive as possible. They do 
not recommend installing fencing without taking into consideration the fence’s location 
and visibility so that the historic character of the site is negatively impacted.     

6. The applicant’s zoning review application for the fence lists a 6’ black aluminum 
fence around entire perimeter. That application was staff-reviewed and approved.  
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7. Staff has let the applicant know that there are restrictions on fence heights and fence 
types (spiked) as regulated within the zoning ordinance. The historic district 
commission is considering the appearance of the fence and its impact on the historic 
property, streetscape, and district, whereas the city planner and planning commission 
enforce the zoning ordinance.  

8. Staff considers the proposed fence in two parts: the sides and rear, and the front. (See 
attached reference diagram clarifying these terms from the city’s zoning ordinance.) This 
house’s rear is on Riverside Park, so it has two public faces: one from the Park and one 
from Huron Street.  

a. Sides and rear: Staff finds that the proposed 6’ metal fence [without spikes] is 
compatible with the site in size and scale on the sides and rear. The house is 
large and grand with a large back yard, so staff finds that this site can 
accommodate a large-scale fence at the sides and rear, and, as proposed, the 
fence could be removed without harming the historic house. Care should be 
taken to ensure that any historic landscape features, including historic trees, 
shrubs, or paths would be considered and protected in the placement, 
installation, and any future removal of the fence. Staff finds that the proposed 
material and design is compatible with the house, and notes that spikes are not  
permitted in the City’s zoning ordinance. This fence is being proposed, at least in 
part, for security reasons, and while it is not unobtrusive as the Guidelines 
recommend, the proposed fence would likely have less of an impact on the 
historic character of the rear of the site than other, more modern designs or 
materials, such as a wood 6’ fence, or a fence with less transparency. 

b. Front:  The grassy front yard and central, wide walk to the front steps are 
character-defining features of this property. This house was a residence for 32 
years and a public library for 73 years. From old photos, it appears that there 
has not historically been a fence and gate on this property in the front along N 
Huron. According to the Michigan State Historic Preservation Office’s published 
opinion, Fences in Historic Districts (May 2006, available at 
https://www.miplace.org/historic-preservation/programs-and-services/local-
historic-districts/fences-in-historic-districts/ and attached here as a reference):  

[Historically,] Property owners were encouraged to view 
front yards as public space. Sweeping open lawns 
bordered by undulating shrubbery were recommended. 
Lawns should be united along the street giving an 
impression of open space. Uniformity in plant choices, 
such as street trees, was encouraged. Fencing front yards 
was discouraged. If fencing did occur in the front, it was 
decorative and served as a frame for the picture of the 
house on the site.    

   
As the City’s Fence Fact Sheet states, “Full perimeter fencing” is “generally not 
permitted.” Enclosing the front yard with a fence and gating the walk to the front 
door could negatively impact this house’s spatial relationship with the street and 
sidewalk and change the character-defining grassy front yard and central walk to 
the front door. Applicant’s proposal encloses the front yard with a 4-foot fence. 
Staff finds that this 4-foot fence in black metal with the transparency this picket 
fence provides is compatible with the site in size and scale to protect the historic 
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integrity of the property, and the material would generally be considered 
appropriate. The fence would be removable without impairing the essential 
integrity of the property. In these ways, staff believes this proposal substantially 
meets the guidelines provided by the city’s historic district fact sheet about 
fencing.   
 
It is true that the proposed fence around the front yard would change the spatial 
relationship the house has with the street, but staff doesn’t think that spatial 
relationship would be destroyed, as per the Standards. To staff, the proposed 
fence’s transparency and height (4’) mitigate some of the negative effects of 
erecting a barrier between the house and the street.  Staff finds that this 
proposed 4-foot fence would not destroy historic materials, features, and spatial 
relationships that characterize the property, and that this fence would be 
compatible with this site’s historic materials, features, size, scale and proportion, 
and massing to protect the integrity of the property and its environment, 
meeting Secretary of the Interior’s Standard for Rehabilitation 9.   Standard 10 
states that related new construction will be able to be removed in the future 
without negatively impacting the essential form and integrity of the historic 
property and its environment, and the proposed fencing meets this Standard as 
well. 
 
The proposed fence along the front lot line would also define the front line of the 
current parking area. Old photos and postcards seem to show that this portion of 
the site was historically relegated to utilitarian uses and buildings like garages 
and/or carriage barns. The current expanse of paving for a large parking lot 
seems to staff to reinforce a commercial sense of the property.  Mr. Winters 
expressed at the August 22 commission meeting that he wants to make the site 
feel more residential and he described wanting to landscape some of the current 
parking lot to help achieve that goal. Staff thinks that having the 4-foot, mostly 
transparent metal fence along this area of the property at the sidewalk also 
meets the design guidelines and Standards, and if cars could be parked more 
toward the rear of the lot with shrubs and landscaping more toward the 
sidewalk, the fence’s visual effect on the historic site and materials would be  
further minimized. (Note: If some of the asphalt in the current parking lot gets 
removed and the parking area is reduced, it is possible that a new site review 
and additional site work will be needed for zoning compliance; applicant is aware 
of this and will work with city planning staff as needed.)  
 

   
9. Before proceeding with work, applicant must obtain the appropriate building department 
permits. (The zoning permit has already been approved.) 
 

Relevant Secretary of the Interior’s Standards:  
#9, #10  
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Recommended Motion:  
 
Move to approve application PHDC-23-0071 and issue a certificate of appropriateness for the 
proposed work at 130 N Huron to include installation of black aluminum picket fencing without 
exposed points or spikes and two sets of matching gates in the following heights and locations 
(with locations as defined by the city’s zoning ordinance): 4’ fencing and 4’ gates around the 
front yard, with manual, swing gates at the walk to the front door and remote-controlled swing 
gates at the driveway, and with 6’ matching fencing around the side and rear yards.  The 
proposed fence and gate design, height, and materials meet the City’s historic district design 
guidelines and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation 9 and 10.   Standard 9 
states that related new construction will not destroy historic materials, features, and spatial 
relationships that characterize the property, and that new work will be differentiated and 
compatible with the historic materials, features, size, scale and proportion, and massing to 
protect the integrity of the property and its environment.   Standard 10 states that related new 
construction will be able to be removed in the future without negatively impacting the essential 
form and integrity of the historic property and its environment. 
 
 
 

 
June 2021 image of 130 N Huron from Google streetview.  

 

Page 8 of 112



 
Undated image from a negative in the Ypsilanti Historical Society’s photo archives. Shrubs are visible to 
the north and a carriage barn or garage appears to be visible to the south.  

 
 
Undated postcard available at http://libraryhistorybuff.blogspot.com/2009/11/ypsilanti-ladies-library.html .    
 
Prepared by:    Ellen Thackery, Preservation Planner 
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Reference: In case the diagram below (from the City’s Zoning Ordinance) helps with clarifying 
concepts during review and deliberation: 
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Last updated:  January 2019 

 CITY OF  

Ypsilanti 
PRIDE | DIVERSITY | HERITAGE 

 

Historic District 
Fact Sheet  

Fencing & Retaining 
Walls 

This Fact Sheet is not a 
substitute for the ordinance,  

but addresses common 

questions about City ordinances. 
For further information, please 

contact the Preservation 
Planner. 

All permit applications are 
available from the Building 

Department and at 

cityofypsilanti.com/permits.   
 

Completed applications may be 
dropped off at the Building 

Department. 

 

 

City Hall 
One South Huron  

Ypsilanti, MI  48197 
 

Building 

3rd Floor, City Hall 
Phone: (734) 482-1025  

cityofypsilanti.com/157 
 

Planning 

3rd Floor, City Hall 
Phone: (734) 483-9646  

cityofypsilanti.com/planning 
 

Historic District 

3rd Floor, City Hall 
Phone: (734) 483-9646  

cityofypsilanti.com/hd  
 

 
All permits, fees, and factsheets 

can be found at 

cityofypsilanti.com/permits.  

 

New fences, walls, or retaining walls must be designed to minimize their impact 

on existing historic fabric at the site.  They must be compatible with the site in 

setback, size, and scale to protect the historic integrity of the property. They 
must be removable without impairing the essential integrity of the historic 

property. 

•  All wooden fences must be painted or opaque-stained in a color to 

complement the adjacent structure. Pressure-treated wood must be cleaned 
and dried or aged before painting or staining. To check if your pressure-

treated wood is ready to hold paint or stain, check to see if it is dry to the 
touch. If it is not, wait longer. If it is, sprinkle water on it; if the water soaks 

in, it can be painted. If it beads up, wait longer.  

•  Brick or stone used for foundations, piers and/or walls must complement 
the structure/s on the site. 

•  Hedges and other natural plantings may be considered as alternatives to 

fencing. When planting hedges, take into consideration the mature height 
and width of the plant; take care to not block fences or drives, or to 

encroach on your neighbor’s property. 

Full perimeter fencing and more than two types (styles) of fencing on a single 
lot are generally not permitted.  

The following styles are generally not permitted: 

   

Stockade Chain Link Split Rail 

 

The following styles are often found to not detract from the historic fabric of the 

district:  

  

 

Twisted wire, wooden 
supports 

Wrought iron, cast 
iron, or painted 
aluminum 

Dogear 
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Historic District Commission  

Attachment A 

130 N Huron 
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The information contained in this cadastral map is used 
to locate, identify and inventory parcels of land in 
Washtenaw County for appraisal and taxing  purposes 
only and is not to be construed as a "survey description". 
The information is provided with the understanding that 
the conclusions drawn from such  information are solely 
the responsibility of the user. Any assumption of legal 
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Historic District Commission  

Attachment B 

130 N Huron 
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SW Series 
  SWC COMMERCIAL
• 1/2 or 1 HP continuous-duty PSC motor

•  115 VAC or 230 VAC single phase

SWD COMMERCIAL/RESIDENTIAL
• DC-powered battery back-up with advanced soft 

start/soft stop motor control

• Full-time 1/2 HP DC motor

• Selectable fail-safe or 

fail-secure modes of operation

•  Solar power capable

SWR RESIDENTIAL
• 1/2 HP PSC motor

• 115 VAC or 230 VAC single phase

COMMON FEATURES
• Crank style

•  Black UV Stabilized polyethylene cover

•  Pad mount standard;  post mount optional

• Exterior reset button

• UL325/UL991 compliant APeX controller

• Fully integrated radio receiver

SWING GATE
OPERATORS

Supporters and Proud Members of

All Models ETL Listed; 
UL325 Compliant
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ELECTRICAL
• Integral entrapment sensing 

system with digital set point 
for quick accurate adjustment 
and enhanced safety

• Continuous tone entrapment 
alarm with reset button

• Integrated programmable 
warning beeper during gate 
movement

• LED diagnostic display for ease 
of setup and troubleshooting

• Selectable pre-start alarm with 
provision for ADA compliant 
visual pre-start and run alarm

• Regulated 24 Volt DC power 
available for access control 
accessories

• Integrated maximum run and auto 
close timer (0-9 minutes)

• Built-in networked dual 
gate capability using 
3-wire shielded cable

MECHANICAL
• Heavy-duty, zinc-plated, 

steel chassis
• Right-angle gear reducer
• 1” diameter output shaft
• Optional adjustable torque limiter
• Heavy-duty pillow block bearings
• Universal pad mount standard; 

optional post mount kit

Copyright 2010, Linear LLC         P/N 223142 F

Dimensions

SW  SERIES  SWING  GA TE  OPERA TOR  SPECIFICA TIONS 
V oltage Drive Maximum Maximum Seconds Maximum       

Model HP (Single  Phase) Ty pe Gate  Length Gate  W eight to  Open Cycles 

SWC-2 1/ 2 

SWC-1 1 

SWD-211 1/ 2 

SWR-211 1/2

SWR-221 1/2

115  or  230  V c  rank 17’ 600  lbs 11-14 

115  or  230  V c  rank 19’ 1000  lbs 11-14 

crank 18’ 700  lbs 11-14 

115 V crank 15’ 500 lbs 11-14 150/day

230 V crank 15’ 500 lbs 11-14 150/day

SW C 

SWD 

SWR

continuous 
duty 

continuous 
duty 

continuous
duty115V

24 VDC battery
backup
(solar charger 
optional)

➊Cam Operated Limits
Easily accessible through 
access door

➋APeX Controller
• UL325/UL991 compliant 

24 VDC control module
• Full featured for access 

control, security, and 
entrapment protection

➌Steel Crank
• Easily removable
• Integrated manual disconnect

➍Heavy-Duty Components
Gear reducer and pillow block 
bearing for smooth, reliable, 
quiet power transmission

➎Standard Convenience
Features
• Exterior reset button
• Power on/off button
• Accessory power outlet on 

115 V machines
• Integrated 3-button station

➊

➌

➍
➎

CAUTIONS
• Automatic gates not for pedestrians

• Automatic gate operators designed 

for vehicular traffic only; operators 

are powerful and can cause 

serious injury or death; DIRECT 

ALL PEDESTRIAN TRAFFIC TO 

SEPARATE PEDESTRIAN GATE

• UL325 requires use of contact 

or non-contact anti-entrapment 

devices

• ASTM F2200 requires that all 

exposed rollers are covered

➋

• Includes APeX Controller with 
integrated radio receiver, plug-in loop 
detector capability, surge protection, 
and easy to read labeling standard.  

(800) 421-1587 • www.linearcorp.com
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Historic District Commission  

Attachment C 

130 N Huron 
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Photos of Rear of 130 N Huron, from Riverside Park 

 

 

Rear of 130 N Huron looking from Riverside Park toward Huron St (looking west). Orange construction 

fence marks the edge of the parking area. Existing black metal fencing marking off a small portion of the 

house’s backyard; will be removed.   
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Looking northwest, privacy fence visible, erected by next door neighbor at 206 N Huron. It is this fence 

that the fence site plan mentions “tying into.” 
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More detailed view of the privacy fence next door. 
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Detail of parking area next to 130 N Huron.  
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View of rear of house next door to the north (206 N Huron) from park. 
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View of rear of house next door to the north (206) and the existing privacy fence between 130 and 206 N 

Huron.  
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Photo showing trees and shrubs behind 130 N Huron and the rear property line marked by the vine-

covered rear fence at 206 N Huron. 130’s rear fence will line up with that rear fence. 

 

 

Page 31 of 112



Page 32 of 112



HDC Work Permit 
Staff Review   
 
 

Property address:  206 S Washington   
 
Property History:  206 S Washington contributes to both the 
local and National Register historic districts. It is described in 
the National Register nomination as a “two-story, front-gable 
brick Greek Revival.”  That understated description doesn’t 
mention the house’s very prominent and character-defining, 
expansive, full-height portico along the house’s north façade.  
 
Date of Application: 8/23/23 
 
Date of Review:  9/5/23 
 
Date of Meeting:  9/12/23 
 
Proposed work: Replace two nonhistoric vinyl windows near 
the house’s northwest corner on the second floor with custom 
wood windows that match the historic configurations and size.   
 
Materials: Cypress, single-pane glass, glazing, 
weatherstripping, primer, paint. Staff believes that old storm 
windows are in storage and will be repainted and reused.   
 
 
Staff review:  

1. Two windows on the second floor near the house’s 
northwest corner had been replaced with vinyl windows 
at some point. 

2. Those windows are now proposed to be replaced with 
cypress wood windows in the original, historic, second-
floor configuration of 2-over-4.  

3. Staff considered whether this could be an administrative 
approval, but this is not an administrative approval 
power that has been explicitly delegated to staff, so 
staff thought it best to bring this application to the 
commission for approval.  

4. Undated photos in the Ypsilanti Historical Society’s 
Archive (below) show the second-floor windows in the 
2-over-4 configuration. The proposed work replaces a 
missing feature that is substantiated by pictorial 

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. 
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evidence and that matches the old in design, texture, and materials.   
5. The proposed work meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, 

Standard 6, especially the third sentence:  Deteriorated historic features shall be 
repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity of deterioration requires replacement 
of a distinctive feature, the new feature shall match the old in design, color, texture, and 
other visual qualities and, where possible, materials. Replacement of missing features 
shall be substantiated by documentary, physical, or pictorial evidence. 

6. Before proceeding with work, applicant must obtain the appropriate building department 
permits. 

 
 
Relevant Secretary of the Interior’s Standards:  
#6  
 
Recommended Motions:  
 
Move to approve application PHDC-23-0075 and issue a certificate of appropriateness for the 
proposed work at 206 S Washington to include the replacement of two nonhistoric vinyl 
windows near the house’s northwest corner with two custom-built wood double-hung windows 
in the original two-over-four configuration.  The proposed work meets the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, Standard 6.  The new windows will match the old in 
design, color, texture, and materials and are substantiated by pictorial evidence. 

 
Prepared by:  
Ellen Thackery, Preservation Planner 

 
206 S Washington, east side with gable (front). (Google Streetview, October 2020) 
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206 S Washington, north side with portico. (Google Streetview, October 2020) 

 
 

 
206 S Washington, northwest corner, two windows on second floor are vinyl one-over-ones. (Google 

Streetview, October 2020) These are the windows proposed to be replaced. 
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206 S Washington, historic window that will be replicated, provided by window contractor, September 2023. 
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Two undated photos from Ypsilanti Historical Society’s photo archives:  

 
 

 
This photo shows the windows near the northwest corner in their original configuration.  
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HDC Work Permit 
Staff Review   
 
 

Property address:  627 N River   
 
Property History:  This house is not included in the National 
Register nomination from the 1980s, but it is in the local 
historic district. The house is a Greek Revival upright and wing, 
also called a gable front and wing. (Greek Revivals were 
popular from about 1825 to 1860.)  In this case, the upright 
part to the north indeed has the front gable, and the upright 
portion projects while the wing portion recedes.  The 1927 
Sanborn map shows that the house had two stories and a one-
story porch (now gone) that filled the recess between the 
projecting upright and the house’s southeast corner, and that it 
wrapped around that corner slightly. That wraparound porch 
ended up being replaced at some point with concrete slab 
porches.   
 
Staff believes that the house’s wing portion had been enlarged 
at some point. The wing portion looks proportionally longer 
than wings on other similar historic houses and the homeowner 
has stated that there is a foundation change on that end of the 
house.  Additionally, to staff, the roof looks higher than it 
would have been historically and the homeowner has stated 
that he sees evidence of roof modifications in the attic. The 
homeowner has also seen evidence of unsympathetic structural 
modifications, like joists that have been cut that should not 
have been. At some point, the house received asbestos or 
asphalt siding over its wood siding.  
 
In addition to the modifications, the house appears to have 
suffered from neglect.  The window restoration professional 
who evaluated the house’s windows found that the windows 
had been long neglected and had had unsympathetic repairs 
and modifications that ultimately damaged the windows. The 
historic district commission approved window replacements 
based on that evaluation earlier in 2023.  
 
The commission actually has approved a lot of work on this 
house in 2023. In April, for example, a concrete porch in the 
same size and shape was approved to replace the porches that 
had been in place. The existing concrete was not historic—the 
concrete porches had replaced the wraparound porch—and had 

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. 
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to be removed because of condition and because the concrete was in the way of important 
structural repairs the house needed. (Application PHDC-23-0028).  
 
PHDC-23-0029 was also approved in April and that application included approval for the repair 
and limited in-kind replacement of wood siding after the synthetic siding had been removed.  This 
application is actually an amendment to application PHDC-23-0029.   
 
 
Date of Application:   
Application PHDC 23 0029 originally received 4/11/23.  Amendment received August 24, 2023.  
 
Date of Review: September 6, 2023 
 
Date of Meeting: September 12, 2023 
 
Proposed work:  
Now that the wood siding has been exposed (there had been asphalt or asbestos siding installed 
on top of most of the wood for many years), it has been discovered that the deterioration of the 
siding is advanced.  Much of the siding actually needs to be replaced, so applicant is proposing 
an amendment to PHDC 23-0029.  The proposed siding work now is:  

• removing siding,  
• installing a vapor barrier,   
• installing cedar lap siding in 6-8” exposure on the front (east)   
• installing smooth fibercement lap siding in 6-8” exposure on the sides and rear (north, 

south, and west).  
 

• In addition, added to this amendment are plans/proposals for the porch roofs for the 
concrete porches that were approved in April. There are four possibilities presented. 
Applicant would like to know which option the commission would most prefer. Staff 
believes that applicant prefers option B, but that should be clarified at the meeting.  

 
 
Materials: painted wood supports (would the porch materials be painted wood?  Plans don’t 
indicate materials), roof shingles to match roofing on main body of house, vapor barrier, cedar 
siding in 6-8” reveal on front and smooth fibercement lap siding in 6-8” reveal for rear and 
sides.    
 
 
Staff review:  

1. In the case of 627 N River, the district’s documentation that we usually rely on to guide 
us is silent.  The house is omitted from the National Register, we don’t have a survey 
sheet for the house from 1981/2, and it doesn’t appear in the 1972 Study Committee 
Report. As mentioned, we have seen it on the 1927 Sanborn map, so we know the 
footprint of the original porch, but staff has not found any historic photos of the house 
in the Historical Society’s online archive. Because of all of the house’s modifications over 
time, staff believes it is safe to say that the house does not contribute to the historic 
district. Staff had thought previously that maybe it could contribute, because some of 
the character-defining features are still present—the characteristic trim on the upright 
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portion is still there, and a window has been revealed that extends into the frieze band, 
for example—and staff thinks it is important to preserve these authentic features where 
they are found. However, the house has had so many modifications from roofline to 
wing addition to porch removal, and now window replacement as well, that staff 
believes it would be considered noncontributing today. 

2. In light of that finding, how to evaluate this application’s proposal? The Secretary of 
the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation state that if material is beyond repair, 
“the new features will match the old in design, color, texture, and, where possible, 
materials.”   

3. The Guidelines that accompany the Standards state that, when a material is 
beyond repair, “using the same kind of material is always the preferred option,” but that 
“a substitute material may be an acceptable alternative if the form, design, and scale, as 
well as the substitute material itself, can effectively replicate the appearance of the 
remaining features.” The Guidelines state that it is recommended to replace “in kind an 
entire wood feature that is too deteriorated to repair using physical evidence as a 
model” (existing siding in this case)…. “If using wood is not feasible, then a compatible 
substitute material may be considered.” The Guidelines also recommend “replacing a 
deteriorated wood feature or wood siding on a primary or other highly visible elevation 
with a new matching wood feature.”  

4. The Guidelines do not recommend using substitute material for a replacement that does 
not convey the same appearance of the surviving components of the wood features, and 
they don’t recommend replacing a deteriorated wood feature or wood siding on a 
primary or other highly visible elevation with a substitute material.  

5. The wood siding on this house is a character-defining feature, along with the historic 
wood trim in the places where it remains.  We know that the house was not well 
maintained for a long time, and it’s possible that the wood siding was not in great 
condition when it was covered by the asphalt or asbestos siding. 

6. As long as historic trim around the house and around windows will be preserved (or 
accurately replicated if necessary) and still visible after the work, staff believes that the 
installation of cedar lap siding in the same reveal as is on the front of the house would 
meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standard for Rehabilitation 6. 

7.  As long as historic trim around the house and around windows will be preserved (or 
accurately replicated if necessary) and still visible after the work, staff believes the 
installation of smooth fibercement lap siding (in the same reveal as is on the front of the 
house) on the sides and rear of the house meets Standard 6 and the Guidelines for 
Rehabilitation. 

8. The City’s Alternative Materials Fact Sheet (attached) states that wood siding for 
wood siding is preferred and that fibercement siding can be approved on a case-by-case 
basis but is usually reserved for new construction and selective repairs. 

9. Staff agrees that fibercement would be better for these uses than use on a historic 
house, but this house has lost a lot of architectural integrity and is, in staff’s opinion, 
noncontributing.  In considering Standard 9, as long as the fibercement siding is smooth 
and in the same reveal as the historic siding on the front of the house, and as long as 
historic trim would be preserved and the trim and the new siding would fit the same way 
and look how they did historically,  staff finds that this proposed fibercement siding on 
the secondary elevations would not destroy historic materials, features, or spatial 
relationships and that the proposed fibercement siding in this case would be compatible 
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with the historic materials, features, size, scale and proportion, and massing to protect 
the [remaining] integrity of the property and its environment.  

10. Porch roof: when staff looks at Greek Revival sample houses, in McAlester and 
McAlester’s A Field Guide to American Houses for example, the lines of the upright gable 
are accented with heavy trim but the porches don’t usually have any kind of little gable 
on them.  When the house is not an upright and wing form, there is sometimes a small 
gable roof over a central entrance to emphasize that center and make it resemble a sort 
of Greek temple. It is understood that these are historic and this proposed porch is new 
construction, but staff still thought it might be useful to review historic precedents. Since 
we know that the historic porch spanned the entire wing portion, it seems to staff the 
longer that wing portion of the roof is, the better.  

a. If staff folds the paper Option A is on and lines up house A with house B1 and 
staff imagines long porch roofs straight across the front of the entire house 
without any gable or porch roof interest, it looks to staff like it somehow draws 
attention to the fact that historically, the upright portion of the house would not 
have had a porch roof across its entire front.  

b. Actual option A seems to staff to have the wing portion with the long straight 
porch roof like it would have had (perhaps it could be longer?)  and it has a 
different porch roof on the upright/gable-front section (it looks like a half of a 
hipped roof maybe?) and somehow, to staff, this looks appropriate. It highlights 
two entry doors, however.  

c. Option B has an almost pedimented entrance that seems like it would be 
appropriate for a Greek Revival but the entrance door is not centered under the 
pediment. Staff also wishes that, again, the porch roof on the wing could be 
longer.  

d. B1 has the long porch roof on the wing and a centered door under its 
little pedimented roof. The emphasis here is on one entrance instead of 
both. Staff doesn’t think the railing is necessary (unless it’s necessary by code), 
but it does here draw attention to the centered door under the little gable front. 
This porch to staff seems to unify the front instead of focusing on two entries.   

e. Option C seems to staff to be closest to what was there most recently, but it 
doesn’t try to restore any appearance of the former historic roof across the front 
of the wing.  Staff thinks that is a bit of a missed opportunity.  

11. Any of these options would meet Standard 9, staff believes. 
12. Before proceeding with work, applicant must obtain the appropriate building department 

permits. 
 
 
Relevant Secretary of the Interior’s Standards:  
#6, #9  
 
Recommended Motions:  
 
Move to approve amendments to Application PHDC-23-0029 and issue a certificate of 
appropriateness for the proposed work at 627 N River to include: removing siding, installing a 
vapor barrier,  installing cedar lap siding on the front (east) in exposure closest to the historic 
wood siding on the front, and installing smooth fibercement lap siding in the same historic 
exposure on the sides and rear (north, south, and west), with the conditions that the fiber cement 
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siding has a smooth finish, and that all historic trim will be preserved or replicated as necessary, 
and that the historic trim and the new siding will fit together and appear as it did historically.  
Also approved is proposed porch option __ [with the conditions that…  could include the 
components of the porch will be painted wood, railing of a height to the bottom of the windows 
will be included and will meet the porch design guidelines in the city’s porch fact sheet/railing 
won’t be included, other conditions commission deems appropriate.] The proposed work meets 
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation 6 and 9.  
 
Prepared by:  
Ellen Thackery, Preservation Planner 

 

 
1927 Sanborn map showing historic porch at 627 N River. 
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627 N River, September 2023. Staff suggests that the reveal of the lap siding on the front 
(east) side should be the benchmark for the siding reveal all the way around the house. 
The historic trim and cornice returns in the gable should be preserved and the new siding 
should look just like this siding where it interacts with that historic trim.  
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627 N River, September 2023. Trim includes cornice returns on the house’s south side.  
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627 N River, Sept 2023. The character-defining frieze board visible here should be 
preserved or replicated, and the windows that are within that frieze board should be kept 
in that size and location as they were historically. 
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 CITY OF  

Ypsilanti 
PRIDE | DIVERSITY | HERITAGE 

 

Historic District 
Fact Sheet 

Alternative Materials 

This Fact Sheet is not a 
substitute for the ordinance,  
but addresses common 

questions about City ordinances. 
For further information, please 

contact the Preservation 

Planner. 

All permit applications are 

available from the Building 
Department and at 

cityofypsilanti.com/permits.   

 
Completed applications may be 

dropped off at the Building 
Department. 

 

 

City Hall 
One South Huron  

Ypsilanti, MI  48197 
 

Building 

3rd Floor, City Hall 

Phone: (734) 482-1025  
cityofypsilanti.com/157 

 
Planning 

3rd Floor, City Hall 

Phone: (734) 483-9646  
cityofypsilanti.com/planning 

 
Historic District 

3rd Floor, City Hall 
Phone: (734) 483-9646  

cityofypsilanti.com/hd  

 

 
All permits, fees, and factsheets 

can be found at 
cityofypsilanti.com/permits.  

There are a variety of home improvement products on the market today that 
claim to have a better quality, longevity, and affordability to traditional building 

materials. Not all of these products are appropriate for historic resources. 

Historic preservation strives for authenticity and prioritizes repair over 
replacement. When replacement is necessary, it should be in-kind. The HDC 

recognizes that an in-kind replacement is not always feasible and has produced 
this fact sheet as a guide for selecting appropriate alternative materials.  

 
PLEASE CONTACT THE PRESERVATION PLANNER FOR GUIDANCE. 

 

HDC Considerations for Permitting Alternative Materials 
1. Is the item proposed for replacement a historic feature of the building? 

2. Does the item being addressed actually need a full replacement, or can it 
be repaired?  

3. Are the historic building materials still available? Wood siding, for instance 

is still produced, while historic stone may be a greater challenge.  
4. Has the historic material failed due to causes out of the applicant’s control- 

such as environmental factors? 
5. Does repeated repair and replacement of historic materials pose a threat to 

the structure as a whole?  

6. Does Building Code prohibit the historic material? 
7. Will retaining historic materials cause undue financial burden to the 

applicant? Ask staff for Financial Hardship Requirements.  
 

HDC Considerations for Types of Alternative Materials 
1. Is the alternative material compatible with the original material in such 

areas as size, texture, and finish?  

2. How does the material interact with the other materials on the building? 
Consider expansion/contraction rates and moisture permeability.  

3. Is this material repairable and easily sourced- or will it pose another 
challenge when it needs replacement?  

4. The City of Ypsilanti has committed to sustainability. Is it possible to 

recycle or reuse this product when it has ceased to function? Most historic 
materials are natural and can biodegrade or be recycled.  

 
General Comments on Alternative Materials 

 Vinyl has proven inappropriate for historic resources and therefore vinyl 

siding and vinyl/vinyl-clad windows will not be approved.  
 Fiber-cement siding (such as HardiePlank) has been approved on a case-

by-case basis, primarily for new construction and selective repairs. 

 Composite (mixture of wood and fibrous materials) windows have been 

approved on a case-by-case basis. Please see the Windows Fact Sheet.  

 Composite decking has been approved on a case-by-case basis.  

 All composite materials should have a smooth or textured finish. Faux-

wood grain is not appropriate.  
 Applicants presenting new alternative materials should bring samples and 

product information to the HDC meeting.  
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HDC Work Permit 
Staff Review   
 
 

Property address:  109 Maple   
 
Property History:  109 Maple contributes to both the National 
Register and local historic districts.  The National Register 
nomination describes this house as, “2-story, hip-roof, early 
20th century.”  
 
Applicant brought this item to the commission as a study item 
8/22/23.   
 
Date of Application: 9/5/23 
 
Date of Review:  9/8/23 
 
Date of Meeting:  9/12/23 
 
Proposed work: Build a new front porch.  
 
Materials: staff believes the structure will be pressure-treated 
lumber and anything visible will be wrapped in wood and 
painted or stained. Porch ceiling will be pine tongue-and-
groove (2” wide by 6’ long? confirm size). 4 square columns to 
support porch roof, will be painted (4x4” wrapped in 1x6” so 
finished posts will be 6” square, staff believes), porch railing in 
wood (confirm height and material), shown as natural but 
porch design guidelines call for opaque stain or paint. Porch 
decking in 1x4” fir tongue-and-groove decking as outlined in 
porch design guidelines. Guidelines call for paint or opaque 
stain. Handrail on steps to match railing. Lattice skirting. 
Should be painted or stained.    
 
Staff review:  

1. It is clear by witness marks that house had a porch. 
The details are not clear and no historic photos have 
been found. 

2. Proposed porch is a neutral and simple take on a porch.  
It includes no conjectural historic-looking features and 
seems to follow the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for Rehabilitation, and also the city’s historic 
district design guidelines, other than the guidelines 
state that “All parts of the porch that are above ground 

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. 
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shall be painted or stained an opaque stain.” Staff is unclear as to how tall the porch 
guardrails and handrails would be. How high off the porch deck is the bottom of the 
large front window and how tall will the porch guardrail be in front of it? How high off 
the ground will the porch deck be?    

3. Porch guardrails: the city’s historic district design guidelines (the Historic District Fact 
Sheets; the porch fact sheet is attached) call for the following requirements for porch 
guardrails:  

a. a top rail shall be placed flat & shall have beveled top edges;  
b. balusters shall be spaced so that a 4” sphere cannot pass through and be set 

into the top and bottom rail, not attached to the exterior of the rails;  
c. a bottom rail shall be placed flat with beveled top edges, shall be at least 3” off 

of porch decking and shall have support blocks if the guard rail exceeds 8’ 
between posts. Balusters are to be encased in between the top and bottom rails; 
not attached to exterior of the rails.  
  

4. It appears that the proposed guardrail meets these requirements but the pictures don’t 
provide detailed specs and measurements the way the building permit application will.  

5. Staff believes that the proposed porch in concept meets the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for Rehabilitation. There are some construction details, mostly regarding 
porch guardrails and handrail(s) that staff is not positive meet the local design 
guidelines.  Leaving much of the wood unpainted or unstained does not meet the local 
design guidelines.  
 

6. Before proceeding with work, applicant must obtain the appropriate building department 
permits. 

 
 
Relevant Secretary of the Interior’s Standards:  #9  
 
Potential Motions:  
 
Move to postpone Application PHDC-23-0084 for porch work at 109 Maple for the applicant to 
provide more detailed elevation drawings that include measurements of all components and 
materials  [+any other information or materials commissioners need].  This commission must 
act on this application or issue a procedural denial before Friday, November 3, 2023.  
*** 
Move to approve Application PHDC-23-0084 and issue a certificate of appropriateness for the 
proposed porch work at 109 Maple to include: building a hipped-roof structure that spans the 
full width of the front of the house whose main horizontal support beam will be painted to 
match house trim; wood tongue-and-groove ceiling boards; 4 6”x6” posts painted to match 
house trim; all-wood porch guardrails with flat balusters and simplified Craftsman-style caps on 
the posts with balusters encased in the top and bottom rails; graspable handrail(s) to match the 
guardrails; 1”x4” tongue-and-groove fir porch decking; and lattice porch skirting. All parts of the 
porch that are above ground shall be painted or stained an opaque stain. Proposed work meets 
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, Standard 9.  

 
Prepared by:  
Ellen Thackery, Preservation Planner 
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  CITY OF  

Ypsilanti 
PRIDE | DIVERSITY | HERITAGE 

 

Historic District 
Fact Sheet  

Porches 

This Fact Sheet is not a 
substitute for the ordinance,  
but addresses common 

questions about City ordinances. 
For further information, please 

contact the Historic District 

Assistant. 

All permit applications are 

available from the Building 
Department and at 

cityofypsilanti.com/permits.   

 
Completed applications may be 

dropped off at the Building 
Department. 

 

 

City Hall 
One South Huron  

Ypsilanti, MI  48197 
 

Building 

3rd Floor, City Hall 

Phone: (734) 482-1025  
cityofypsilanti.com/157 

 
Planning 

3rd Floor, City Hall 

Phone: (734) 483-9646  
cityofypsilanti.com/planning 

 
Historic District 

3rd Floor, City Hall 
Phone: (734) 483-9646  

cityofypsilanti.com/hd  

 

 
All permits, fees, and factsheets 

can be found at 
cityofypsilanti.com/permits.  

The following Historic District Commission (HDC) requirements apply to all porch 
projects, new or replacement.  The Commission encourages the retention of 

original porch elements which still exist and, in some instances, requires 

duplication of parts. Historically open porches should not be enclosed, as doing so 
changes both the appearance and the function of the porch. Please Note: Treated 

lumber should be used only for the substructure of the porch. All parts of the 
porch that are above ground shall be painted or stained an opaque stain. 
 

CEILING: the porch ceiling shall, in most cases, consist of bead board. 
 

LIGHTING: Any changes in lighting for the porch area must be approved by the 
HDC. See the HDC lighting fact sheet for more information on options.  

 
HEADER: the header, if any, and its decorative elements shall be appropriate to 

the style of the building and in the proper proportion. 
 

POSTS:  the style of the posts shall be appropriate to the style of the house and 
existing porch details.  If 4 x 4s are boxed, resulting posts must be at least 5 x 5. 

Replacement posts must match original posts, if any still exist, or be of the same 

diameter as the originals.  Split posts may be required for attachment to an 
exterior wall. 

 
NEWEL:  newel posts shall match or be related in style and size with porch posts.  

They shall be mounted on the bottom step and shall be capped. 

 
DECK:  the deck (floor) of the porch shall consist of 1 x 4 tongue and groove 

vertical grain fir porch flooring; a smooth side tongue and grove composite 
material, in matching thickness and width may be considered on a case-by-case 

basis. Boards shall be installed with the narrow ends of the boards against the 

wall of the house.  The deck shall overhang the skirt and the skirt trim by at least 
1”.  The last deck boards (one at each end of the porch) shall have the exposed 

tongue and groove trimmed off. The deck of the porch should be sloped in order 
to shed water.  
 

SKIRTING:  porch skirting is required.  The skirt shall be framed in with a 

minimum of a 1 x 4.  Prefabricated lattice is acceptable, although the HDC 

strongly recommends replicating the original style or using a decorative skirting. 
 

GUARD RAIL (on the porch):  a guard rail may be required if the porch floor 
surface is of a certain height above grade.  The guard rail must meet building 

code requirements in regards to height. If the original rail exists and the height 
needs to be increased, then an additional railing may be added to the existing in 

such a way that indicates that the additional railing is not original.   The guard rail 
shall consist of three parts: a top rail shall be placed flat & shall have beveled 

top edges; balusters shall be spaced so that a 4” sphere cannot pass through 

and be set into the top and bottom rail, not attached to the exterior of the rails; a 
bottom rail shall be placed flat with beveled top edges, shall be at least 3” off of 

porch decking and shall have support blocks if the guard rail exceeds 8’ between 
posts. Balusters are to be encased in between the top and bottom rails; not 

attached to exterior of the rails.  All members shall be centered on the porch 

posts with butt joints. 
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HAND RAIL (down the stairs): if a hand rail is required the hand rail must be graspable.  Wood hand  

rails shall match the guard rail in style.  Ends shall return to the wall or terminate at the post. All diagonal members 
shall be centered on the porch posts and newel posts with butt joints.  1 ½” painted pipe rails may be approved. 

 
STEPS: there are four different parts to the wooden step unit:  stringers, treads, risers and skirt.  Treads and risers 

shall be of 5/4” lumber. Treads shall rest on the stringers, not be rabbeted into the stringers.  The tread shall consist of 

two boards separated by a 3/8” gap.  Spacers shall fill the gap over the stringers.  Treads shall have a nosing on the 
side of stringers. The rise must be enclosed with a solid panel and shall cover the stringer.  The top step must be one 

rise below the deck.  A skirt shall enclose the area beneath the stringers and shall be the same style as the skirting on 
the porch.  Steps shall be uniform; the maximum difference from highest to lowest is 3/8”. Pre-formed, multi-step 

concrete units are usually not appropriate.   
  

*Porch elements are subject to the requirements as listed in the current building code adopted by the City of Ypsilanti. 
 
 

 
 

 

Baluster with 
beveled top 
and bottom 

rails.  

This is an example of an approved way to bring the 
porch railing up to code.  
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City of Ypsilanti 
Historic District Commission 

Work Permit Application 
One South Huron ۰ Ypsilanti, MI  48197 

Phone: (734) 483-9646 ۰ Fax: (734) 483-7260 
www.cityofypsilanti.com 

OFFICE USE ONLY 
Date Filed: 

Meeting Date: 

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 

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

Address 

City State Zip 

Phone / Fax E-Mail 

 

Contractor 
Contractor Name & Contact Info 

Type of work 
   Roofing 
   Window/Door 

Replacement 

   Porches 
   Sign 
   Fence (or other sitework) 

     Painting
     Other 

  Application Amendment

Last modified Jan. 2019 Page 1 of 3 
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Complete Description of Proposed Work: 

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

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: 

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: 

Print Name: 

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.

$45 + _________ = 

Last modified Jan. 2019 Page 2 of 3 
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FRONT PORCH PROJECT
109 Maple St

Ypsilanti, MI 48198
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FRONT PORCH PROJECT
109 Maple St

Ypsilanti, MI 48198
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Color Options – Sherwin Williams Everlast

• HGSW3302 RiverWay (House)
• RGB = 92 113 115

• HEX = #5C7173

• 90Yr 19/487 Baroque Jewel (Orange Trim)
• RGB = 174 106 47

• HEX = #AD6A33

• SW 6691 Glitzy Gold (Yellow Trim)
• RGB = 221 159 45

• HEX = #D49F2D
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Historic District Commission  

Study Item and Materials 

306 N River, Suite D 
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Hyp
Floor Plan

decorative hardware
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Hyp
Roof Plan

decorative hardware
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Hyp
Elevation 1

decorative hardware
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Hyp
Elevation 2

decorative hardware
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1. Rafters 
Wood members installed
across the beams and
spaced to accommodate
the lattice.

2. Ledgers 
The Ledger is a crucial
connection because it
attaches the pergola to the
house. The material used to
construct the house may
determine the type of
connection.

3. Bracing 
Diagonal structural
member that gives
additional support for the
beams.

4. Foundation 
Concrete element that
serves as the foundation of
the pergola.

5. Lattice 
When properly attached to
each rafter, the lattice
helps unify the entire
structure.

6. Beams 
Structural members that
support the rafters. Can be
installed either sandwiched
or over the post.

7. Posts 
Vertical structural member
that supports the beams
and attaches the pergola
to the footing using a post
base.

Hyp
Glossary for Pergola Terms

decorative hardware
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Hyp
A Complete Connector System for Building Safer,

Code-Compliant Pergolas

APHH
Heavy Joist Hanger
Connects 4x and 6x
beams to girders

APLH
Light Joist Hanger
Connects 2x joists to beams

APT
T Strap
Reinforces a connection
where one lumber piece
intersects another at a
90° angle

APA
90° angle
Ties together beams,
rafters and more

APL
L Strap
Reinforces a connection
where one lumber piece
intersects another at
a 90° angle

APG P
Decorative Gable Plate
Reinforcement for a
connection from a wood
beam to three angled
wood braces

APB
Adjustable Post Base
Secures the post or
column to concrete

APB DSP
Decorative Post Base Side Plate
Attaches to the bottom of a post
or column to provide a finished
look to an installed post

APDJT
Deck Joist Tie
Attaches joists to the
side of larger support
posts

SDW S
Structural Wood Screw
Installs easily with no
predrilling. Combine with
STN22 to create the look
of a bolted connection

STN22
Hex-Head Washer
Provides the
decorative 
appearance of a
bolted connection.

APDMW
Decorative Washer
Installs with the SDWS
and STN22 in a variety
of wood-to-wood connections

decorative hardware
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Hyp
Estimated Materials List

All Materials
Usage Qty SKU Description Type
Rafters 18 4" x 12" x 20' - Sou th ern  Pin e F ramin g Lu mber

Rafters 60 APA4 APA4 - Heavy An g les Con n ecto r

Rafters 120 SDW S22312DB B  Stru ctu ra l W ood  Screw Fasten er

Rafters 120 STN22 Hex-Head  W ash er Fasten er

Posts/Foo tin gs 8 6" x 6" x 18' - Sou th ern  Pin e F ramin g Lu mber

Posts/Foo tin gs 15 APB 66 APB 66 - Ad ju stab le Post B ase Con n ecto r

Posts/Foo tin gs 30 APB 66DSP APB 66DSP - Deco rative Post B ase Side Plate Con n ecto r

Posts/Foo tin gs 120 SDW S22312DB B  Stru ctu ra l W ood  Screw Fasten er

Posts/Foo tin gs 120 STN22 Hex-Head  W ash er Fasten er

Posts/Foo tin gs 15
5/8" x 6" Type 304 Sta in less Steel Titen  HD®  Heavy-Du ty Screw
An ch or

Fasten er

O th er 30 SDW S22512DB B  Stru ctu ra l W ood  Screw Fasten er

Lattice 12 4" x 4" x 20' - Sou th ern  Pin e F ramin g Lu mber

Lattice 144 APA4 APA4 - Heavy An g les Con n ecto r

Lattice 288 SDW S22312DB B  Stru ctu ra l W ood  Screw Fasten er

Lattice 288 STN22 Hex-Head  W ash er Fasten er

Deco rative 4 APDTS3 APDTS3 - Deco rative Star Con n ecto r

Deco rative 20 SD10112DB B  Con n ecto r Screw Fasten er

B racin g 9 6" x 6" x 20' - Sou th ern  Pin e F ramin g Lu mber

B racin g 72 APDMW 56 APDMW 56 - Deco rative W ash er Con n ecto r

B racin g 72 SDW S22312DB B  Stru ctu ra l W ood  Screw Fasten er

B racin g 108 STN22 Hex-Head  W ash er Fasten er

B racin g 36 SDW S22512DB B  Stru ctu ra l W ood  Screw Fasten er

B eams 5 4" x 12" x 20' - Sou th ern  Pin e F ramin g Lu mber

B eams 15 APT6 APT6 - T Strap Con n ecto r

B eams 90 SDW S22312DB B  Stru ctu ra l W ood  Screw Fasten er

B eams 90 STN22 Hex-Head  W ash er Fasten er

decorative hardware
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Hyp

Simpson Strong-Tie® Connector Schedule

Model
Pack
Size

Quantity

                                                               APB66                                                                       1                15        

                                                             APDMW56                                                                     1                72        

                                                            APB66DSP                                                                    1                30        

                                                                APT6                                                                        1                15        

                                                                APA4                                                                        1                204        

                                                              APDTS3                                                                      1                4        

                                                    SDWS22312DBB-R50                                                            50                13        

                                                    SDWS22312DBBRC12                                                            12                4        

                                                           STN22-R24                                                                   24                30        

                                                            STN22-R8                                                                    8                1        

                                                     THDB62600H4SSF1                                                             1                15        

                                                       SD10112DBBR50                                                               50                1        

                                                    SDWS22512DBB-R50                                                            50                1        

                                                    SDWS22512DBBRC12                                                            12                2        

APB66 APDMW56 APB66DSP
APT6

decorative hardware
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APA4 APDTS3
SDWS22312DBB-R50 SDWS22312DBBRC12

STN22-R24 STN22-R8 THDB62600H4SSF1 SD10112DBBR50

SDWS22512DBB-R50 SDWS22512DBBRC12

decorative hardware
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Hyp
Materials Cut List

LEVEL 0

Label Description Qty Length Usage
A 6" x 6" x 18' - Sou th ern  Pin e F ramin g 14 8′ 10″ Posts/Foo tin gs

A 6" x 6" x 12' - Sou th ern  Pin e F ramin g 1 8′ 10″ Posts/Foo tin gs

B 6" x 6" x 20' - Sou th ern  Pin e F ramin g 15 5′ 2¼″ B racin g

C 6" x 6" x 20' - Sou th ern  Pin e F ramin g 15 3′ 10″ B racin g

D 6" x 6" x 18' - Sou th ern  Pin e F ramin g 1 5′ 2¼″ B racin g

C 6" x 6" x 18' - Sou th ern  Pin e F ramin g 3 3′ 10″ B racin g

C 6" x 6" x 8' - Sou th ern  Pin e F ramin g 2 3′ 10″ B racin g

E 4" x 12" x 20' - Sou th ern  Pin e F ramin g 5 18′ 5½″ B eams

F 4" x 12" x 20' - Sou th ern  Pin e F ramin g 18 18′ 1¾″ Rafters

G 4" x 4" x 20' - Sou th ern  Pin e F ramin g 12 18′ 5½″ Lattice

decorative hardware
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Dealer Locations
Approved dealers local to your ZIP code.

Dealer Name Address Phone

N. A. Man s Lu mber-An n  Arbo r 2275 S In du stria l Hw y, An n  Arbo r,  48104-6123, U S (734) 217-3260

F ING ERLE LU MB ER CO MPANY 617 S 5th  Ave, An n  Arbo r,  48104-2984, U S (734) 663-0581

Co lon y Hardw are - An n  Arbo r 3934 Varsity Dr,  An n  Arbo r,  48108-2226, U S (877) 627-5114

HO ME DEPO T #2721 (YPSILANTI) 3300 Carpen ter Rd , Ypsilan ti,  48197-9612, U S (734) 975-1029

LO W E'S #0734 (YPSILANTI) 3900 Carpen ter Rd , Ypsilan ti,  48197-9645, U S (734) 477-5980

Please re-enter your ZIP code in the user settings of Pergola planner and re publish a report if the results are not desirable.

decorative hardware
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Legal Disclaimer
Effective Date: August 02, 2023 

LEGAL DISCLAIMER

We want you to have fun using the Simpson Strong-Tie® Pergola Planner Software™ (the “App”) as a tool that may assist you in
selecting Simpson Strong-Tie® and other specified products for your structure. However, we care about safety. The output from
the App, including any designs, specifications, product selection and reports (collectively, the “Report”) is a product selection
guide and is not a finished building plan. You may proceed and use the App and the Report only if you have carefully read this
Disclaimer and agree to its terms.

The App is not designed to perform any of the engineering calculations or structural design required for building construction.
Due to the size, shape, location or other considerations, the design set forth in the Report may require supporting structures that
are not included in the Report. The App and Report are intended to be used only in conjunction with Simpson Strong-Tie®
products. Before beginning any project, you should review all of the information about the Simpson Strong-Tie® products that is
available on www.strongtie.com. Any use of the App or the Report is at your own risk.

You should secure professional technical and/or engineering expertise to review and confirm the appropriateness and accuracy
of all information in the Report, including, without lim itation, all input and output from the App. You should consult with a
trained professional to ensure that the products are properly specified for your particular environment (including, without
limitation, that the products have the proper level of corrosion resistance based on your particular environmental conditions,
materials, construction design and other factors) and to ensure that the products are used in accordance with the design lim its
and the structural, technical and environmental specifications set forth on www.strongtie.com. The App is not a substitute for
professional judgment or for independent design and testing for stress, safety and utility. You are responsible for ensuring that all
measurements are correct and for verifying the Report’s accuracy, completeness and suitability for your particular site conditions.
Before beginning any project, you should confirm that the design set forth in the Report is safe and structurally sound for its size,
location and anticipated use. If you have any doubts, concerns or questions, you should consult local experts, builders, architects
and structural and soil engineers.

You should consult with local authorities to ensure that your project complies with all applicable zoning and building codes,
requirements and practices, which vary greatly depending on your location. You are responsible for ensuring that the project
(including the design set forth in the Report and any substitutions or modifications you make) complies with all applicable
zoning and building codes, requirements and practices (including requirements for lighting).

Simpson Strong-Tie Company Inc. (“Simpson”) cannot anticipate all of your working conditions or the characteristics of your
materials and tools. You should seek professional assistance with respect to the construction of the structure. If you are involved
in the construction of the project, for your safety you should consider your own skill level and use caution, care and good
judgment when following the instructions. Always read and observe instructions and safety precautions provided by any tool or
equipment manufacturer, and follow all accepted safety procedures.

Simpson assumes no responsibility for any damages, including direct or consequential, personal injuries suffered, or property or
economic losses incurred as a result of any information available through the App or the Report). Simpson assumes no liability or
responsibility for your design, construction or use of the Report or any other information supplied through the App.

YOU ASSUME TOTAL RESPONSIBILIT Y AND RISK FOR YOUR USE OF THE APP, THE REPORT AND ALL INFORMATION
CONTAINED THEREIN. SIMPSON PROVIDES THE APP AND THE REPORT (AND ALL INFORMATION CONTAINED THEREIN) “AS IS”
AND, TO THE FULLEST EXTENT PERMIT TED UNDER APPLICABLE L AW, DOES NOT MAKE ANY EXPRESS OR IMPLIED
WARRANTIES, REPRESENTATIONS, OR ENDORSEMENTS OF ANY KIND WHATSOEVER (INCLUDING, WITHOUT LIMITATION, THE
IMPLIED WARRANTIES OF MERCHANTABILIT Y OR FITNESS FOR A PARTICUL AR PURPOSE). SIMPSON DOES NOT WARRANT
THAT YOUR USE OF THE APP WILL BE UNINTERRUPTED, THAT THE APP IS FREE OF VIRUSES OR OTHER HARMFUL
COMPONENTS, THAT THE APP OR THE REPORT WILL FREE FROM ERRORS OR DEFECTS, OR THAT ANY ERRORS OR DEFECTS
WILL BE CORRECTED. IN NO EVENT WILL SIMPSON BE LIABLE FOR DAMAGES OF ANY KIND, INCLUDING WITHOUT LIMITATION
ANY SPECIAL, INDIRECT, INCIDENTAL, OR CONSEQUENTIAL DAMAGES, EVEN IF SIMPSON HAS BEEN ADVISED OF THE
POSSIBILITY OF SUCH DAMAGES.
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Legal Disclaimer
You agree, at your own expense, to indemnify, defend and hold harmless Simpson, its parents, subsidiaries, affiliates, officers,
directors, employees, agents, distributors and licensees, from and against any judgments, losses, deficiencies, damages, liabilities,
costs, claims, demands, suits, and expenses (including, without lim itation, reasonable attorneys’ fees and expenses) incurred in,
arising out of or in any way related to your breach of these terms or your use of the App or the Report.

All trademarks contained in the App and the Report are the property of Simpson or its licensors and may not be used for any
purpose without the written permission of their respective owners.

decorative hardware
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Historic District Commission                             August 22, 2023  1 
 

  
 

  

MINUTES 
 

City of Ypsilanti 

HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION  
Regular Meeting held in person, City Hall Council Chambers 

 

Tuesday, August 22, 2023 

7:00 P.M. 

 

 

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 

   

Chairperson Pettit   Welcomed attendees. 

    Meeting called to order at 7:05pm 

 

Commissioners Present: Alex Pettit – Washtenaw County, City of Ypsilanti 

Stefan Szumko – Washtenaw County, City of Ypsilanti 

Delrhea Byrge – Washtenaw County, City of Ypsilanti 

Hannah McCready – Washtenaw County, City of Ypsilanti 

John VanBolt – Washtenaw County, City of Ypsilanti 

  

Commissioners Absent:  James Chesnut – Washtenaw County, City of Ypsilanti  

James Ratzlaff – Washtenaw County, City of Ypsilanti 

 

Staff Present:   Ellen Thackery, Preservation Planner  

 

 

 

APPROVAL OF AGENDA  

 

Motion: Szumko (second: McCready) moved to approve the agenda as proposed. 

 

Voice Vote - Ayes:     Commissioners Pettit, Szumko, Ratzlaff, McCready, VanBolt 

 Nays:     None  

    Motion carried. 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT ON AGENDA ITEMS—none   

 

PUBLIC HEARING—none  

 

OLD BUSINESS—none  

 

NEW BUSINESS 

 

130 N Huron 
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*would like to propose a full-perimeter fence in black aluminum with pickets and fleur-de-lis   

 

Homeowner Douglas Winters, present.  With commission’s permission, he requested to provide a summary of 

the library.  He thanked staff for their help and stated views himself less as an owner and more of a caretaker 

of the property. Owned it since 1992. Thought it might be offices, but it will be a residence, and the time has 

come to erect a fence. Would not want the property to become apartments because of the negative impact that 

would have on the property and block. Would like a fence that meets the aesthetics and preserves the integrity 

of the property. Is a preservationist. Wants a more residential approach to the property and plans to alter the 

parking lot at a later time to make property look more residential. The goal is to have a 6’ fence that would go 

along both sides of the property and to the rear. At the front, the intention would be to have the fence continue 

to the driveway opening.  Thinks motion #2 proposed by staff, with his added proviso that he could do a 5’ 

fence leading to drive apron, and then do a 4’ fence around the front yard. This would be a gradual tapering 

down in height.  This would allow him to go forward with some garden beds in the front yard. Received a new 

picture where the spike is enclosed in an arch and has shared that picture; staff will include the new photo in 

the minutes.  Applicant states that he’ll do whatever the commission deems appropriate but that he wants 

security for the enjoyment of the property and the security cameras he has installed have revealed some 

security issues.  The fence he proposes is not a stockade fence; he doesn’t want to block the view of the 

property.  He respects the people who have maintained the beauty of this corridor.   

  

Staff report: First, staff seeks clarification as to which fence the applicant would like to add to the record.  He 

clarified that he submitted a new page and the page included photos of sample fences; the one he is now 

considering has the finials enclosed in an upper arch so any spikes are smoothed over by that upper arch. It is 

the big picture on the fence page addition. Staff will include it in the minutes.  

 

Staff notes that this house is significant and contributes to both the local and National Register districts. Staff 

stated that one question staff had during the creation of the staff report is questions of fence height, but staff 

reiterated that the applicant here has clarified a 6’ fence around sides and rear, 5’ fence to driveway apron, 

tapering down to a 4’ fence around the front yard.  There is always a “chicken vs egg” situation with fences or 

other site work that requires both zoning and historic district review. Staff usually collaborates to work out the 

flow the reviews should follow on a case-by-case basis, but in this case, because the applications for the HDC 

and zoning review came in at different times, staff wasn’t able to coordinate the work flow with the city planner 

late last week ahead of this meeting. That fact has likely contributed to the situation where the commission has 

a few draft motions in their packet.  If the commission selects the postponement motion from the packet, 

please note that language noting required action within 60 days of completed application receipt should be 

added to the motion.  Staff notes that the commission uses both our city design guidelines (our Fact Sheets) 

and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation for consideration in decisions.   Staff notes that 

the design guidelines state that full-perimeter fencing is generally not permitted. The Secretary of the Interior’s 

Standards for Rehabilitation always consider what features are character defining.  This house and property are 

full of character-defining features, but in this case, staff draws attention to the fact that the central front door, 

wide walk to the front door, and the grassy front yard are some of the character-defining features of this 

property. Staff wondered if there are options the applicant could consider in which the parking area is fenced 

but the front yard is not, for better adherence to the Standards. If security requires a front fence, staff states 

that the lower a fence height is, the better for adherence to the Standards; a 3’ or possibly a 4’ would better 

meet the Standards than a taller fence would. Lastly, staff notes that they considered the application in two 

parts: the sides and rear, and the front. 

 

Discussion: 
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Applicant stated that the front yard has been problematic from a security standpoint. The front leads to the side 

and then there’s a retaining wall down and bad situations have happened back there. He thinks his is one of the 

only properties along there without a fence on this corridor. He is sensitive to the character of the 

neighborhood. A commissioner asks if the back yard is fenced in, would that help with the security?  Would that 

stop people from trying to go further [toward the park]?  Applicant states that people enter the front yard to 

access the rear and they get started and realize they can’t get out. He wants security so he can invest in 

landscaping and making the parking area look more residential, like with a fountain potentially. Commissioner 

states that since there has historically not been a fence in the front yard of this property, that would be an 

addition to the property and so the commission needs to consider carefully how the proposed addition would 

affect the property and its environment. The commission’s job is to consider how proposed changes will affect 

historic properties and the district and uphold the local historic preservation ordinance, and issues of public 

safety is outside the charge of this commission.  In looking at the streetview, there is very little fencing in this 

area, but typically, front yards have been left open for landscaping and open space.  Fences that have come 

before the commission in the past start at the rear of the property, behind the front façade. 

 

Commissioner asked a clarifying question about existing fencing; applicant clarified that to the north, there is 

existing fencing.  Commissioner asked about how the proposed fencing would “tie in,” but applicant didn’t have 

specific information about that. Commissioner asked if we have photos of existing conditions on the site, photos 

of the existing fencing for example, and staff stated that they did not go down into Riverside Park to take 

pictures from that perspective as they had hoped to do.  Commissioner doesn’t feel they have enough 

information about existing conditions and the visual impact the proposed fence could make to make a decision 

on this fence tonight.  

 

One commissioner asked for clarification for the proposal for along the Huron Street side. Applicant states that 

his thought was 6’ on each side, 6’ in the rear, a 5’ to the driveway apron, a gate there to driveway, and then a 

5’ down to a 4’ along the front of the house. Next-door property has a stockade fence. He actually wants the 

opposite, so you can see the yard; open and visible to park. There has been a loss of trees back there so it is 

currently wide open.  People seem to think that the back yard is part of the public park. It’s not so much that 

the security is paramount; it’s more the idea of having a residential home and a backyard and the ability to 

utilize that.  Applicant states that he really wants fencing along the Huron boundary of the parking area because 

he wants to make that area feel more residential and he believes he needs a fence before he can make that 

happen.  

 

Commissioner states that he needs more information about the gates—how will they swing? Will they be 

manually controlled or on a remote?  Might a fence need to be placed further set back from the property line so 

a turning car isn’t waiting on Huron to pull in?  Applicant explained that there would be an electronic gate 

opening and a battery backup in a power shortage also, so cars wouldn’t queue up on Huron. Commissioner 

asked if there were a fence around the front yard, would there be a gate to the walkway up to the front door?  

Applicant confirmed—a swing gate.  Commissioner states that the proposed fencework toward the park (the 

rear) seems to fit the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards well in terms of site work not having a significant 

negative impact on the property or the historic house. A 6’ fence of this style around the back yard seems to 

meet the Standards for this commissioner, especially since the rear fence goes down a hill and is not seen well 

from the front/ Huron Street side.  As the fence approaches the front yard, however, this commissioner has 

more concerns about the historic property being negatively affected by a fence. Commissioner asks whether 

applicant would be open to fencing only the back yard and no part of the fence would be in front of the front 

façade of the house?  Applicant stated that he would, but would the side front yard be possible, leaving the 

front yard—the small grassy area in front of the house--open? Commissioner then stated that the question then 
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becomes how is the parking area then treated?  Commissioner doesn’t want to design the fence obviously but 

wants to demonstrate that the issue is that the commission is trying to preserve the historic, distinct features of 

the house and site. Commissioner has concerns that the parking area fenced in could look like a pen and 

commissioner does not think that meets the Standards. Commissioner also wants to avoid making a motion 

tonight that would conflict with the zoning ordinance.  Staff believes that any fence forward of the front line of 

your house, not including a porch, must be 4’ or less, but staff is not an expert in the zoning ordinance 

requirements. Commissioners state that they are not concerned with a fence at the rear of the property, behind 

the line of the front façade. They do have some questions or concerns about what happens around the current 

parking area. Applicant states that a 4’ fence in the front yard wouldn’t take away from the front yard; applicant 

states that the front yard is small. Commissioner notes that the house across the street, 209 N Huron, has a 

fully enclosed yard, including the front, and notes that it is the only one on the block like that. Commissioner 

also states that he would like to see a visual representation as to how the fence would look on the site because 

he doesn’t know for sure how a gradual stepdown of 6’ to 5’ to 4’ would look vs stepping down from a 6’ fence 

to a 4’ fence. Commissioner seeks clarification as to how the applicant envisions the parking area over time.  

Applicant states that he would like to make the parking area more like a yard, with landscaping gradually. 

Applicant thinks a 4’ fence around the front yard would look very attractive and that front yard is so small. 

Commissioner states that the front yard is on the smaller side, and that means that whatever happens there, 

like a fence, will have a big impact and be very noticeable. Commissioner notes that the difference between a 3’ 

height and a 4’ height along the sidewalk from a viewer perspective would be significant. Commissioner 

wonders whether it would be viable for the applicant to keep the fence behind the front of the house, and leave 

the front yard and the parking area open. Applicant wants to enclose that parking portion and have some 

parking but make it more like a residential yard. When office use was considered, parking made sense, but as a 

residence, parking could be reduced. Chair states that his perception of this proposal is that having a Huron 

Street fence along the sidewalk the entire length of the Huron frontage for this property would significantly 

detract from this house’s historic character; chair states that if the applicant disagrees, the commission will need 

a rendering or illustration showing how the proposed fencing (including height) would look on the property.  

They way the chair envisions the proposal on the property, he imagines the proposed fence would have a 

significant negative impact on the house’s historic character. He acknowledges he may be incorrect and so a 

rendering would be useful so everyone visualizes the same outcome. Commissioner states that she agrees; a 

Huron Street fence along the sidewalk is a sticking point for her because it changes the spatial relationship the 

house has on the property (Secretary of the Interior’s Standard for Rehabilitation 9).  Rear fence for her is not 

an issue; it’s the way the proposed front fence would alter the spatial relationships on the property and the 

historic significance that goes along with that that creates the issue for her. Applicant states that one house 

across the street has an iron fence, perhaps with spikes, and that many houses along Huron Street have front-

yard fencing and it doesn’t detract from the work of the commission.  Commissioner states that many of those 

fences were likely installed before the establishment of the historic district and the commission. This property 

has a long history of having no fence and a fence would impact the property. Commissioner agrees that it would 

be useful to have more documentation and information, perhaps a rendering, that would show how the 

proposal would affect the spatial relationships on the property and with the street.         

 

Motion: Szumko (second: VanBolt) moved to postpone application PHDC 23-0071 for 130 N Huron until 

the next meeting of the historic district commission September 12, 2023 so that the zoning review 

application can be reviewed by the city planner and appropriate amendments to this application 

can be made in terms of maximum rear, side, and front heights and setbacks, and so the 

applicant can bring a rendering or illustration to the meeting that accurately shows how the 

proposed or amended fence and gates will look on the property in the front yard. 
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 Staff noted for the record that the commission must act on this application before 60 days from 

the date the completed application was submitted  (August 9, 2023).  

 

[Staff notes here for the minutes that the commission needs to act or staff needs to issue a 

procedural denial before Friday October 6, 2023.] 

 

Voice Vote -  Ayes:     Commissioners Pettit, Byrge, Szumko, McCready, VanBolt 

 Nays:     None  

    Motion carried. 

 

Applicant clarifies that he is to produce a rendering that shows all sides of the property with the proposed fence. 

Chair states that the commission seeks more information about how this planned fence would 

look on site, particularly from the Huron Street side all the way across, focusing on the 

streetscape side of things and then showing the rear and sides as well if possible. Chair reminds 

applicant that the commission offers the opportunity to discuss ideas as study items without 

taking action, if that is desirable.  Otherwise, the commission can take action as soon as the 

applicant has submitted more information and a drawing or rendering. Staff stated that the 

applicant could make revisions to this application and the commission could reconsider it; a new 

application is not necessary because this one is just postponed and is still live.  

 

   

307 N Hamilton 

*Remove north chimney to roofline and cover opening with asphalt roofing; repair or replace like for like south 

chimney cap; isolated scraping of peeling paint and repainting to match existing; replace missing or loose 

asphalt roof shingles like for like; add gutter to south side and downspout to southeast corner; repair existing 

downspout near northeast corner.    

 

Applicant: Barry Levin, present 

 

Staff report:  House contributes, summarized work proposed.  Some of that work would be approvable 

administratively, but since it is all on this application, it is all before the commission. Staff needed more 

information as to how the northeast corner downspout will attach to the house, but, otherwise, found that all of 

the proposed work meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation 6 or 9.     

 

Discussion: 

 

Applicant: Applicant confirmed the planned work, explained how the northeast gutter will follow the east 

side of the bracket and then when it meets the front façade of the house, it will be fastened to 

the house straight down to the diverter at the bottom of the downspout.   

 

Motion: Szumko moved (second: McCready) to approve application PHDC 23-0072 and issue a certificate 

of appropriateness for the work at 307 N Hamilton to include removing north chimney to roofline 

and covering opening with asphalt roofing; repairing or replacing like for like south chimney cap; 

isolated scraping of peeling paint and repainting to match existing; replacing missing or loose 

asphalt roof shingles like for like; adding k-style gutter to south side and aluminum downspout to 

southeast corner; and repairing and extending existing downspout near northeast corner, but it 

would be better if the downspout could be altered so that it would be able to curve back toward 

the house with an elbow and be secured against the house near the northeast corner. All gutters 
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and downspouts will be painted to blend in against the siding. This proposed work meets either 

the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation 6 and/or 9.  

 

Voice Vote -  Ayes:     Commissioners Pettit, Byrge, Szumko, McCready, VanBolt 

 Nays:     None  

    Motion carried. 

 

 

308 Maple 

*Removing existing asphalt shingles on the house and porch and installing Galvalume standing seam metal roof    

 

Applicant: Dave Alber, present. 

 

Staff report:  308 N Maple contributes to both the National Register and local historic districts. The proposal is 

to remove all asphalt roofing on the house, including on the porch. The applicant has proposed a Galvalume 

metal roof in the Galvanized color.  Applicant confirmed that the color that staff found on the website is indeed 

the galvanized color, but that he is actually thinking of a color more in the red family at this time. Staff quoted 

Standard 9 and stated that staff considered this application in terms of the impact of the proposed work on this 

house and on its environment (the district itself and the neighboring houses themselves), and staff also 

considered what would be appropriate material for this house but also what is currently on the house and what 

is being proposed. Both the house’s roof and the porch’s roof are both readily visible from the sidewalk.     

 

Discussion: 

 

Applicant: Confirmed he would like to go to a red roof.  

 

Chair: As outlined in the staff report, this proposed roof is not common for the district; is it appropriate 

for this house? The district has some metal roofs, on accessory structures, sometimes on a porch 

roof, but this style of metal roof on this style of house is the question. Those kinds of details may 

impact the commission’s review. Applicant likes the look of the standing seam and he likes the 

way it installs.  He thinks that some of the other types of metal roofs get cost prohibitive. There 

is a metal roof that looks like cedar shakes and owner doesn’t care for the way it looks installed 

and it is considerably more expensive. He also likes this one for snow. Applicant finds the metal 

roof to be superior to asphalt, and is a more environmentally conscious choice.  

 

General Discussion: How tall is the standing seam?  About 1.25” tall. The seams would be 16-18” apart. Chair 

asks if this is an appropriate application of this material?  He stated that the commission also 

considers what will best protect and preserve the house in the long term, and this roof will do 

that as well as any other roof type. Homeowner also likes the lighter weight of the metal roof on 

the old house as well and thinks it will protect the structure of the house itself better than 

heavier asphalt.  

  

 Chair states that roofs can be tricky reviews because all roofs after the original one are copies of 

some other, earlier material. And sometimes commissioners are hesitant about newer materials 

on roofs. Standing seam roofs are not trying to copy any other material.  
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Motion: Szumko (second: Byrge) moved to approve application PHDC 23-0073 for the installation of 

standing seam metal roofs in place of the existing asphalt shingles currently on the house and 

front porch at 308 Maple with the following conditions: the roof will be red, the standing seams will 

be under 1.5”, and the seams will be between 16 and 18” apart. The proposed work meets the 

Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, Standard 9. The proposed roofs are 

compatible with the historic house’s materials and protect the integrity of this house and the 

historic district. 

 

Voice Vote -  Ayes:     Commissioners Pettit, Byrge, Szumko, McCready, VanBolt 

 Nays:     None  

    Motion carried. 

 

 

 

316 N Grove 

*Remove gutters and downspouts, replace them with aluminum K-style gutters and rectangular downspouts.  

On house's small flat-roof section toward rear of house, strip roofing, redesign and rebuild this roof portion to 

create positive drainage, replace skylight like for like, and install new roofing shingles to match existing.  

Two potential redesigns have been included here; the contractor is undecided at this time as to which option 

they would ultimately select.    

 

Applicant: Hugh Kennedy, present 

 

Staff report:  Commission has seen recent applications for work on this house.  The house contributes to both 

the local and National Register historic districts. A roof project the commission reviewed during the past year 

was to correct some drainage issues the house had and the house still has a flat roof section toward the rear of 

the house. It is that section that the roofer and homeowner seek to correct at this point.  They seek to alter the 

flat roof so it will have positive drainage and there are a couple potential plans for how to proceed. In addition, 

the applicant seeks approval on new gutters and downspouts.  Staff found that the proposed work meets 

Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, Standard 9, and staff drafted a motion for your 

consideration in your packet.   

 

Discussion: 

 

Applicant: Applicant confirmed the planned work—there are two proposals in front of you.  This portion of 

the house is basically a hipped-roof section of the house. One proposal considers extending all 

three gables up until they reach a north-south ridge and take the ridge all the way over to the 

other ridge.  Other potential method would be to basically cover the skylight area with a smaller 

roof. This would just enclose more attic space—it won’t affect the interior configuration really.  

The extended gable will match the house better in the homeowner’s opinion, but the second 

method would be cheaper. The skylight was there when they moved in and it was the light 

source for the attic. This homeowner then built a vaulted ceiling in the bedroom below the attic 

in this spot so that the skylight then became part of a bedroom. Mr. Kennedy handed around an 

old photo album for the commission to flip through.  Applicant also mentioned that a third 

potential option would be to just reroof the flat section and replace the skylight and leave the 

issue of drainage to the next homeowner.  Regarding gutters and downspouts, applicant states 

that the K-style gutters help water drain more efficiently and effectively, especially when there is 

not a lot of rain. The house had K-style, and they’d like to go back to that style.  
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Motion: VanBolt (second: Byrge) moved to approve application PHDC 23-0074 and issue a certificate of 

appropriateness for the work at 316 N Grove, to include: the removal of existing gutters, 

downspouts, and damaged wood trim and fascia; installation of new, painted wood trim, new K-

style aluminum gutters in off white, and new rectangular aluminum downspouts in off white, with 

necessary off-white fittings and leaf guard; and the redesign and rebuild of a small, flat portion of 

the roof to the rear of the house to achieve positive drainage. Two options have been proposed 

for the redesign and both options are approved so that the builder can select the best option. 

Like-for-like replacements of existing roof shingles and existing skylight are also approved as part 

of this roof project. All of the proposed work meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for 

Rehabilitation, Standard 9 in that the proposed work will not destroy historic materials, features, 

or spatial relationships that characterize the property, and the work will be compatible with the 

historic materials, features, size, scale and proportion, and massing to protect the integrity of the 

property and its environment. 

 

Voice Vote -  Ayes:     Commissioners Pettit, Byrge, Szumko, McCready, VanBolt 

 Nays:     None  

    Motion carried. 

 

 

A homeowner was still in audience; staff noted that this homeowner would like to discuss a study item. Chair 

requested that it get added to the agenda as a revision, even though the item is a study item, not an action 

item.  

 

 

AGENDA AMENDED  

 

Motion: Szumko moved to amend agenda to add 109 Maple as a study item after new business. 

 

 

STUDY ITEMS 

 

109 Maple 

 

Homeowner Matthew Peters showed a 3D rendering on his tablet of his proposed front porch. His design was a 

pretty neutral, contemporary adaptation of a front porch. Considering a wraparound section, but may not 

ultimately pursue that. Witness marks on the house show original porch roof, but he may enlarge it slightly so it 

stretches end to end of the main volume of the house. 18’ w, 6’ deep, porch supported by 8 8-inch piers 48” 

deep. Standard lattice, three stairs, not sure he’ll need a handrail but if he does, he’ll likely only install a handrail 

on one side. Trying not to create a false sense of history.  He left off any conjectural detailing and designed 

within the Standards and design guidelines. Discussion that the design guidelines call for the porch flooring to 

be installed perpendicular to the house, but commission discussed that since this is a new porch, a composite 

material may be acceptable, but would still want the boards to be installed perpendicular to the front of the 

house and would not want a false wood grain on the product.  Various aspects of the porch’s proposed 

construction were discussed, pressure-treated lumber will only be in areas that are below ground, components 

would be wood and chair expressed that the finishes should be painted or stained. Thinking about the railing, 
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chair reminded that the Fact Sheet indicates that the bottom and top rail should be similar in massing and the 

balustrade should be sandwiched between the two pieces and not attached to the side. The idea is that the 

bottom rail doesn’t look all that different from the top rail.  Homeowner’s porch ceiling would be proposed to be 

wider than usual beadboard strips but it would be wood tongue-and-groove strips.  Homeowner had a couple 

ideas for porch shape in that one was just the width of the main mass of his house, and one had a little 

wrapped section onto the smaller, set-back portion of his house.  Roof on porch will match the existing roof on 

house. When the application is ready for submission, chair said that it is nice to see a complete proposal, 

including all color choices. Homeowner expects to have complete application prepared by September 1 for the 

September 12 meeting.  

 

ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVALS— 

 405 Maple:  asphalt roof for asphalt roof 

 123 N Washington: rear black aluminum fence 

 

OTHER BUSINESS 

Property Monitoring 

Updates from Staff 

Commissioner Comments 

 

AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS—none  

   

HOUSEKEEPING BUSINESS 

1. Approval of the minutes for August 8, 2023    

 

Motion:  Szumko (second: VanBolt) moved to approve the minutes of August 8, 2023 as 

submitted.    

 

Voice Vote - Ayes:     Commissioners Pettit, Byrge, Szumko, McCready, VanBolt 

   Nays:     None. 

      Motion carried. 

 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

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

 

MEETING ADJOURNED at 9:45 p.m.  
 

 

 

 

 

 

Full Minutes Prepared By: Ellen Thackery 
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130 N Huron
New document shared
with commission at 
meeting 8/22/23
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Additional Supplemental Material Provided at Commission Meeting 8/22/23, 307 N Hamilton, 8 pages

Page 105 of 112



Page 106 of 112



Page 107 of 112



Page 108 of 112



Page 109 of 112



Page 110 of 112



Photo shows how downspout follows the line of the bracket and then straightens out against the house at the NE corner. 8/22/23
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Kendall Charcoal and Super White paints
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	8.1. Historic District 8-22-2023 Minutes DRAFT with Meeting Handouts

	Address: 109 Maple St
	Name: Matthew Peters
	AddressRow1: 109 Maple St
	AddressRow2: 
	City: Ypsilanti 
	State: Mi
	Zip: 48198
	Contractor Name  Contact Info: Self
	Roofing: Off
	Application Amendment: Off
	WindowDoor: Off
	Porches: On
	Sign: Off
	Fence or other sitework: Off
	Other: On
	Painting: Off
	Description of Work: Old maps and witness marks show the existence of a porch on the front of the house originally.  Proposing to build a front porch on the house again, similar to that which was original to the house (See attached photos). The new front porch would be a hip roof similar and the rest of the home. 
 
Porch framing will be approx 18.25' wide to match the width of the front of the house and 6' deep.  Porch decking will run perpendicular to the front of the house and will overhand the porch framing by 1.5" on all 3 sides.  Decking will be a 1x4" tongue and groove vertical grain fir. Framing will be made of 2x6  and supported by 4 main beams. Main supporting beams will be constructed of a double 2x10" and will be supported themselves by a total of eight, 8" round by 48" deep concrete tube forms.

Roof framing will consist of 4 main rafters, 3/12 pitch.  Rafters will be a double 2x6" boxed with 1x6" and painted white to match the house trim. Decking material will be Southern Yellow Pine 2x6' tongue and groove boards with the plan to remain exposed underneath.  The roof will be supported by a beam running the perimeter of the porch to support the 4 main roof rafters. The beam will be a double 2x8" wrapped with 1x8" and painted white to match the house trim. 

The back framing of the roof will be solidly attached to the side of the house.  The beam supporting thef overhanging roof rafters will be anchored to the house where they meet and will be supported by 4 roof supports in front.  The roof supports will be a 4x4" wrapped with 1x6" with minor detail being added.  Roof supports will be anchored to the porch frame and to the beam.

Porch railings will be secured to the roof supports and to the house.  The lower porch railing will be 3" above final porch grade.  Upper and lower porch railing will be a simple wood design.  Balusters will be square and placed at 4" spacing.  Design will mimic that in the example photos. Porch Skirting will be simple prefab lattice outlined with 1x4" trimboard.

Porch stairs will be approx 5ft wide and consist of 5 stringers at 13.5' spacing.  Stairs will have a rise of 6.75" and will have risers attached.  Stair treads will consist of 4 1x4" TG boards totaling 14' deep.  A total of 3 steps will be required.
	Materials for paint include color chips or samples with application: 

	Construction Cost: 3000
	undefined: 
	Permit fee 35: 45
	Date: 9/5/2022
	Print Name: Matthew Peters


