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Public Hearing Room, 2nd Floor

I.

Call to Order 5:00 p.m.

II.

Roll Call

PRESENT:

Gavin, Reader, Bruinsma, Braspenninx, Baldwin, Miller

ABSENT:

Dixon
Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Feb 6, 2019 12:00 AM (Approval of Minutes)

February 6, 2019

Staff Present: Rhonda Baker and recording secretary Carol Gornowich
Mr. Reader opened the meeting and provided a brief introduction.
III.

Approval of Minutes

1.

Approval of Minutes from January 16, 2019

RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
YEAS:
ABSENT:
IV.

ACCEPTED [UNANIMOUS]
Lisa Miller, Secretary
Jennifer Gavin
Gavin, Reader, Bruinsma, Braspenninx, Baldwin, Miller
Matthew Dixon

Staff Communication and Reports

Certificates of Appropriateness Issued by Staff
315 Eureka SE
40 Monroe Ctr NW
1059 Wealthy SE
415 E Fulton

35 Oakes SW
335 Madison SE

V.

Old Business

VI.

New Business

A.

724 WEALTHY SE - CHERRY HILL HISTORIC DISTRICT

724 WEALTHY STREET SE - REQUEST TO INSTALL A PROJECTING SIGN.
Ms. Baker introduced the request to install a non-lit projecting sign at the front, northeast corner
of the building. Ms. Baker clarified that the reason this request is before the Commission is the
proposed placement of the sign up against the building, and the size. The size of the sign is
48.5” tall x 36” wide and 3.25” thick. It is an aluminum box frame with an applied graphic. The
sign will be placed on the northeast column of the structure. It will basically sit flush with the
brick vs. having a gap typically seen with a traditional style projecting sign. Ms. Baker
suggested the Commission discuss the matter of wind shear with the applicant to confirm they
have considered that, since that gap won’t be present to let wind go through and it is a solid sign
of some size. It should also be confirmed that they aren’t using expandable anchors because that
Generated 2/12/2019 7:10 AM
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would eventually damage the brick. The Commission should also confirm that the Georgina’s
wall sign will be coming down and that the holes will be filled in a manner consistent with the
guidelines.
Ms. Baker concluded her presentation by displaying images of a previously approved projecting
sign.

Ms. Baker replied that it is applied.
Mr. Bruinsma asked if the proposed sign is the largest size permitted by code.
Ms. Baker agreed.
Stephen Kerr, Valley City Sign, confirmed that the Georgina’s sign will be coming down, if it
hasn’t already. The holes will be filled but he wasn’t able to confirm the method given that they
did not remove the sign. If the holes have not been filled, they will do what is required.
Mr. Reader asked about wind shear.
Mr. Kerr explained that he discussed it with their estimator. He didn’t feel it would be a concern
because the sign supports exceed what is required to support the sign.
Mr. Reader clarified they would be anchoring through the mortar joints and that they would not
be using expanding anchors.
Mr. Kerr replied affirmatively adding that they would epoxy them in.
Ms. Braspenninx asked if the sign would be mounted centered on the pilaster; centered on the
masonry?
Mr. Kerr replied yes. He agreed with Mr. Reader that it would be in the approximate location of
the former projecting sign. Mr. Kerr clarified that the sign will be 3.25” deep. The base plate it
is mounted to is the 8” wide section.
Mr. Reader related that that was included on the drawing submitted.
Mr. Reader invited public comment; there was none.
Ms. Gavin pointed out that traditionally blade signs are held apart from the building, which is to
allow wind passage. It further serves to not occlude a view of the façade of the building. Ms.
Gavin recalled a similarly sized sign at the old Wealthy at Charles that was held apart from the
building. The proposed sign occludes a good portion of the glass transom, which gives her
pause.
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Ms. Baldwin recognized Ms. Gavin’s point. Being on a corner, it has two front facades.
Ms. Braspenninx stated that she hadn’t thought of that but there was something about the
relationship between the transom and sign that seemed off. Perhaps that is what she was
perceiving.

Ms. Miller pointed out that along Wealthy Street, and in other historic districts, there are a
variety of blade signs both in scale and mounting. This sign will still be mounted at six points
into the brick so she doesn’t anticipate it hindering the structure of the brick. She feels it is
simply a different interpretation of how to mount a sign and it is within the sign band location
above the transom area. She is not offended by the proposed method of attachment; butt jointed
to the façade.
Ms. Braspenninx added that if their structural department has reviewed it and is willing to stand
behind the capacity then she doesn’t have concerns about the wind shear.
Mr. Bruinsma noted that the former blade sign was much smaller so it is likely these issues
didn’t come up in the past. Now that it is to be mounted right to the edge on the corner, if you
are coming around, you miss a bit of architectural components but not anything major. Mr.
Bruinsma wondered if they considered setting it off the building.
Ms. Gavin related that all of the blade signs she is familiar with are mounted apart from the
building.
Ms. Baker explained that the Zoning Ordinance previously required mounting at least 6” off the
building. That requirement was removed from the code.
Mr. Reader offered his perspective. It is a bit different but it doesn’t have a huge impact on the
spatial relationship. The impact is there but he feels it falls under guideline one, being minimal.
He is comfortable with the sign as proposed.
Ms. Braspenninx added that it is reversible.
Ms. Miller MOVED TO APPROVE WITH THE ISSUANCE OF A CERTIFICATE OF
APPROPRIATENESS, PER TESTIMONY, BASED ON THE LOCAL PRESERVATION
GUIDELINES AND THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS 1 & 9,
WITH THE STIPULATION THAT THE SIGN IS CENTERED ON THE PILASTER.
SUPPORTED by Ms. Braspenninx. YEAS: 5. NAYS: 1 (Gavin). MOTION CARRIED.
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B.

APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS [5 TO 1]
Lisa Miller, Secretary
Mara Braspenninx, Vice Chair
Reader, Bruinsma, Braspenninx, Baldwin, Miller
Jennifer Gavin
Matthew Dixon

924 CHERRY SE - FAIRMOUNT SQUARE HISTORIC DISTRICT

924 CHERRY SE - REQUEST TO INSTALL AN INTERNALLY LIT PROJECTING SIGN
Ms. Baker introduced the request to install an internally lit projecting sign that would hang from
an existing sign bracket. The building was constructed in 2007, therefore non-historic and noncontributing. The proposed sign would replace an existing sign. The existing bracket would be
maintained. The new sign is internally illuminated, which is why it is before the HPC. The size
proposed is 32” x 32” x 6”. It is an aluminum box with ½” thick push thru acrylic letters and
logo. The box itself will not be lit but the push through acrylic will be.
Ms. Baker displayed packet page 56 noting that the photo in the upper right corner depicts the
existing Green Well sign. The bottom right corner depicts a sign at Forty Acres, located on
Wealthy. That photo was included to illustrate what the sign would look like because it is the
same sign; aluminum box with the push through acrylic that is internally lit. The proposed sign
is depicted in the photo on the left side of the page.
Rob McCarty, The Image Shoppe, was present on behalf of the applicant. He explained that they
designed the Forty Acres sign also.
Mr. Reader asked if the Forty Acres sign is also internally lit.
Mr. McCarty replied that it is. It is the exact same method. The only difference is that Forty
Acres is a single-color application vs. the proposed two-color application.
Ms. Miller recognized that the proposed sign is very close to the same width as the existing
Green Well sign.
Mr. McCarty replied that it is actually a bit smaller all the way around. He responded to
additional questions relating that he believes they will come through the horizontal to get the
power down to it. There are currently spot lights on the sign.
Mr. Reader invited public comment; there was none.
Ms. Miller recognized that this is newer construction; a non-historic building. The mounting
method of the sign is not being changed; it is simply swapping out the sign for an internally lit
sign, which is appropriate for this era of building.
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Mr. Reader added that the HPC has approved the same sign type on another new building in the
same district.
Ms. Miller MOVED TO APPROVE, WITH THE ISSUANCE OF A CERTIFICATE OF
APPROPRIATENESS, BASED ON THE LOCAL PRESERVATION GUIDELINES AND
THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS 1, 3, 9 & 10. SUPPORTED by
Ms. Braspenninx. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

C.

APPROVED [UNANIMOUS]
Lisa Miller, Secretary
Mara Braspenninx, Vice Chair
Gavin, Reader, Bruinsma, Braspenninx, Baldwin, Miller
Matthew Dixon
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RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
YEAS:
ABSENT:

571 MADISON SE - HERITAGE HILL HISTORIC DISTRICT

571 MADISON AVENUE SE - REQUEST TO DEMOLISH GARAGE.
Ms. Baker related that the applicant is requesting approval to demolish the garage. After
researching the history, it appears that the garage and house were built at the same time;
approximately 1915. The applicant is requesting to demolish based on conditional issues of a
failing foundation and failing supporting retaining wall behind it. The packet includes an
estimate for repairing the damage and issues, as well as an estimate for demolition. Also
included in the packet are photos of the issues and a copy of the citation from the City’s Code
Compliance Office, which has an active violation case. Ms. Baker displayed photos from
different vantage points.
Mr. Reader asked if the applicant is requesting the demolition under a specific demolition
criteria.
Ms. Baker replied that a specific criteria was not identified.
Mr. Reader summarized that the City has cited the garage because of the various structural
issues.
Ms. Baker explained that the City has cited the foundation failures for the garage itself.
Retaining walls between private properties are not typically cited but the retaining wall is
actually carrying load for the garage so it has amplified the issue.
Mr. Reader recognized that the subject garage is a stucco garage above the neighboring garage
and the retaining wall is failing.
Ms. Baker agreed; it is failing toward the Prospect garage.
Ms. Gavin asked who the retaining wall belongs to.
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Ms. Baker didn’t know for sure and deferred to the applicant.
Ms. Braspenninx asked how long the applicant has owned the property.

Nathaniel Potts was present to discuss the requested demolition. He explained that he has a court
date on February 27 related to the City enforcement case. At that time his attorney will present
some additional information if necessary.
Mr. Reader asked who owns the retaining wall.
Mr. Potts replied that he has had that same question for a year. Different surveys have been done
and have conflicting information.
Mr. Reader asked if the failure of the retaining wall is contributing to the failure of the garage
foundation.
Mr. Potts replied that the inspector, Mr. Beech, indicated that the garage is affecting the retaining
wall. Mr. Potts disagrees. Mr. Beech has indicated that the garage floor is sinking and
impacting the retaining wall. However, if you view the properties in the area it is obvious that is
not the case. The garage has its own foundation and it has a wall before the retaining wall. Mr.
Potts suggested that the soil within his property is retained within that foundation. In his opinion
it doesn’t seem that his garage would be impacting that retaining wall. Additionally, in response
to Ms. Baker’s statement that his garage is tilting toward the garage behind, the garage behind
the subject property is tilting toward his property. That property is sinking and undercutting the
higher ground. Mr. Potts related that he works with several engineers that came to look at the
situation. They came to the same conclusion; the neighboring garage is sinking and pushing
toward the retaining wall, which is causing the retaining wall to lean.
Ms. Gavin asked if the retaining wall is leaning on any of the other properties along that stretch.
Mr. Potts replied that his understanding is that there have been several repairs up and down
Madison. It is leaning in other areas. There is a wooden fence that runs the total block along the
retaining wall, which would weaken the retaining wall. He feels there are multiple issues. He is
willing to do his part to secure his property but it definitely isn’t an issue caused by his property.
During the initial hearing it was recognized that the same repairs he is being asked to do now
were already done by his family in 1990. It is obvious there is something else going on.
Ms. Gavin asked if he secured any other estimates to repair the garage.
Mr. Potts replied that the estimate he got was to shotcrete the foundation, which was to secure
the garage. When he presented that package he was told he couldn’t do that because of the
failing retaining wall. He got another estimate to include the retaining wall and foundation
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issues, which was the only one he obtained. The two he got that were strictly for the foundation
ran between $6,000 and $7,000.

Mr. Reader invited public comment; there was none.
The Commission’s first step was to determine whether the structure is contributing. Ms. Gavin
recalled that in the past they have looked at outbuildings as telling a story of the advent of the
automobile and being an integral part of the story of construction and, therefore, they are
typically contributing structures to the property. Ms. Gavin sees no reason this would be any
different.
The Commission was in agreement. Ms. Braspenninx added that it appears to be the same
structure in the Assessor’s photo and it has some architectural character that complements the
house.
Mr. Reader referred to the demolition criteria. Criteria A is that the resource constitutes a hazard
to the safety of the public or the occupants.
Ms. Gavin indicated that has not been demonstrated. Mr. Reader added that it is a slow moving
hazard at the moment, if it is.
Criteria B is that it is a deterrent to a major improvement program that will be a substantial
benefit to the community - it is not.
Criteria C is that retaining the resource will cause undue financial hardship to the owner when a
governmental action, act of God, or other event beyond the owner’s control created the hardship,
and all feasible alternatives to eliminate the financial hardship have been exhausted by the
owner. Mr. Reader does not believe that is the case at this point.
Ms. Gavin wished to discuss criteria C further, which is likely the criteria the applicant is
applying under. In order to prove financial hardship, the HPC would need additional information
in order to proceed. One of the things they have to demonstrate is that the owner has exhausted
all feasible alternatives to eliminate the hardship. Ms. Gavin understands that $40,000 is a lot for
a garage. However, she wonders if additional bids were secured if there might be an effort to
stabilize the garage. The question of the retaining wall, and to whom it belongs, and whose
responsibility it is to stabilize that, comes into play as well. Ms. Gavin doesn’t believe they have
enough information in the application to proceed and that they should table it to allow the
applicant to obtain more information; additional bids, considering ways to stabilize the garage,
and additional investigation into the ownership of the retaining wall which may or may not be
contributing to the hazard.
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Mr. Potts responded to Ms. Braspenninx relating that the property has been in his family for
three generations. He responded to Ms. Gavin explaining that he is being forced into certain
situations and may have to move because there is no way he can afford $40,000 to fix the garage.
The property is in need of some beautification and if spending $40,000 on the garage there is no
way he can keep up with the property. He has listed it for sale as a result.
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Mr. Reader stated that he would support that approach.

Ms. Gavin suggested the applicant work with staff for assistance. She would hate to see a thirdgeneration home owner be forced to sell his home as a result of this. The Standards are clear that
they can’t allow the demolition of this structure without meeting the criteria set forth in the
Standards.
Ms. Baker explained that some of the information that was being submitted to acquire a building
permit for the original work wasn’t meeting all the requirements, which is where a lot of the
concern was coming from with respect to stabilizing the garage and it being tied to the retaining
wall. Ms. Baker asked Ms. Braspenninx if there is a method he could investigate that would
make it independent from the retaining wall so he can focus on his own structure and property
and not worry about the retaining wall itself. Or, because of the proximity, will the retaining wall
always be an issue.
Ms. Braspenninx suggested that it is likely that the two will be hand in hand just because the
garage is bearing on the soil that is being retained by the wall. If the wall collapses, the soil
collapses, and then the garage collapses. Which one is causing it is up for debate and
confirmation but they are all related.
Ms. Baker asked if there is a system that would drive it far enough down where it is independent
from the retaining wall.
Ms. Braspenninx replied that there are ways of basically creating a new retaining system
between the garage and retaining wall that would do the job of the retaining wall. However, that
may not be more cost effective than repairing the retaining wall itself. She agreed something
needs to be done to stabilize the soil to prevent further deterioration to both garages.
Ms. Gavin wondered if a relationship between those three aspects has been explored in the City
proceedings or by the Inspector. It would seem that an integrated approach is going to be
necessary in order to stabilize both garages and the retaining wall. Ms. Gavin also noted that
Pleasant Creek runs through there at some point. She wonders if that has any bearing on these
failures. The HPC needs more information and she would think that Code Enforcement does as
well.
Ms. Braspenninx encouraged the applicant to contact other contractors that may be willing to
look at more creative approaches to stabilizing that would be more affordable.
Ms. Baldwin wondered if the trees may be a factor.
Ms. Braspenninx agreed they likely aren’t helping.
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Mr. Bruinsma recalled from his site visit that it is difficult to determine if they are alive or not.
Ms. Braspenninx added that the roots could be interfering with the soil under the foundations or
the foundations themselves and could be part of the issue. They also could be retaining the soil
and keeping it from collapsing further. It is absolutely a complicated issue with all of these
things tied together.

Ms. Gavin MOVED TO TABLE FOR SIX MONTHS to provide the applicant an
opportunity to return with additional information, bids, and approaches to stabilizing the
garage and site/retaining wall in order to preserve the garage as the garage is found to be a
contributing feature of the property. SUPPORTED by Ms. Miller. MOTION CARRIED
UNANIMOUSLY.
RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
YEAS:
ABSENT:

TABLED OPEN [UNANIMOUS]
Jennifer Gavin
Lisa Miller, Secretary
Gavin, Reader, Bruinsma, Braspenninx, Baldwin, Miller
Matthew Dixon

VII.

Public Hearing

1.

139 SHELDON SE - HEARTSIDE HISTORIC DISTRICT

139 SHELDON SE (144 S DIVISION) - DEMOLISH CARRIAGE HOUSE AND BUILD NEW
STRUCTURE
Ms. Baker clarified that the structures in question are addressed as 144 S. Division and 139
Sheldon; there are two separate structures involved, one of which is composed of three
structures. The project itself is multi-faceted. Ms. Baker began with the demolition request.
They are seeking approval to demolish the 1880’s Bryne Estate carriage house, which is located
in the center of the block. The carriage house is deemed non-contributing to the Heartside
Historic District, which was done during the recent update in 2017. It was heavily vetted by the
professionals and the State to determine the appropriate finding for this particular series of
buildings, based on the Federal criteria. Based on loss of architectural integrity and loss of
association integrity, all three structures were determined to be non-contributing. Ms. Baker
clarified that what that means in terms of the HPC review is that the review of the demolition has
no bearing on the actual structure to be removed. The focus will be on what will go in its place
and whether it meets the criteria.
Ms. Baker explained that the second portion of the request relates to alterations and rehabilitation
of the 1920s structure, which is directly tied to the carriage house wall. The secondary structure
is ‘50’s and ‘70’s and is somewhat confusing. What they propose with those structures is
reopening boarded up openings. They won’t alter the size of the openings. They will install
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Ms. Baker explained proposed site elements, which are fairly minimal since the building
occupies most of the site. The drive along the north will be maintained. They propose
converting the concrete at the front, between the building and Sheldon, and making it into a
soft/hard/landscaped plaza. They will run a 6’ wood privacy fence along the north line, stopping
short of the east wall of 139 Sheldon and then an ornamental, 4’, open aluminum fence around
the plaza.
Ms. Baker related that the next consideration has to do with how it affects the historic building at
144 S. Division. There is some conflicting information in the packet. On a couple of pages it
showed the entire south wall of the addition being recessed from the south wall of 144 and 139
so as not to conflict or compete with the decorative corners. Another page, C-201, made it look
more like just the corners were recessed but the main face was still in line with the south face of
144. Ms. Baker suggested clarifying that with the applicant. As it relates to the north face of the
addition, it will be recessed several feet from the north face of 144, thus leaving the windows on
that line exposed. On the east façade of 144 S Division it is all Chicago common brick; a lesser
material for the secondary façade. There is really no decorative detailing on that side other than
what turns the corner. There is a total of 17 openings in the elevation. Of those, 11 will remain
completely unimpeded by the addition. Of the remaining 6, 3 of them are already infilled for
mechanical purposes. Per the drawings and images, there are a lot of mechanical systems on that
wall as it is really the only available space given the abutting building to the north.
Ms. Baker indicated that the last piece of the consideration is the addition. The building can be
read either as an addition or a standalone structure. In Heartside, most standalone structures
aren’t actually standalone; they have sharing walls yet remain somewhat independent structures.
The proposed addition could be considered either and either set of guidelines can be used. They
are interchangeable in many ways. Therefore, Ms. Baker doesn’t anticipate a conflict even if the
Commission were to choose to use both. The structure itself is proposed as two and a half stories
at the west end and approximately two stories at the east end because of the significant grade
change from Division to Sheldon. The south façade facing Cherry, the east façade facing
Sheldon, and the lower level on the north side are proposed to be brick veneer. The north façade
first and second floors are proposed to be clad in fiber cement board, clap board style siding with
smooth finish and a 6” reveal, which is something different than normally seen within the
district. All of the windows are aluminum and Ms. Baker’s understanding is that they will all be
fixed. They are proposing to use salvaged granite from the foundation of the carriage house to
face the foundation of the addition. The east side of the addition has two doors, one on the first
floor and one on the second floor. They are aluminum systems and accessed from a completely
metal structure; metal stairs, metal supports and standing seam metal roof. The arch designs in
the brick are a modern take on the arched design continuation from 144 S. Division.
Ms. Braspenninx noted from the site plan that there appears to be a driveway that is being
abandoned.
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Ms. Baker believes that is a private drive as it was gated off at one point.
Ms. Braspenninx explained that her concern was for the access to the lots behind and that those
properties aren’t being landlocked.

Ms. Gavin asked if any effort has been made to determine if the existing carriage house can be
refurbished.
Ms. Baker replied that she didn’t have a significant amount of discussion with them about that.
Her understanding is that they wanted a continual flow from 144 S Division and up and through
the subject structure. The applicant can provide further explanation on whether repurposing was
considered.
Ms. Gavin asked if there was any discussion about salvaging any of the materials, besides the
foundation, if the structure does come down.
Ms. Baker replied that she hasn’t heard of any. The structural members would obviously be in
place but any of the other types of finishes had been removed when it was converted to
residential use. It was basically a shell when she was in the building approximately 15 years
ago.
Jim Horman, Progressive AE, was present on behalf of Degage Ministries. Mr. Horman invited
questions relating that he may not have answers to detail oriented questions as they are in the
middle of the construction documentation process.
Mr. Reader asked about where the façade of the addition adjoins the 144 S Division building and
the 139 Sheldon building.
Mr. Horman clarified that they intend for just the corners to recess and the majority of the
building face to be flush.
Ms. Braspenninx asked how the addition relates to the detail that wraps the corner on the Degage
building. It appears that the addition steps back about a foot. She asked how the new infilll
building will meet the Degage building, particularly where the 144 S Division façade materials
wrap around the corner.
Mr. Horman replied that the intent was to provide some relief for the facades. The spaces are
contiguous all the way through. One of the advantages is that when connecting the buildings on
Sheldon to Division is that they found there is roughly a 7” difference in second floor Division to
first floor Sheldon. Therefore, connecting those through means they are trying to flush out the
walls. The intent was to provide some relief between the facades for separation pulling forward
the material colors, and in some cases material off of the carriage house, into the new
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architecture, and making the stone and granite transition, as well as the brick, in respecting the
other buildings.
Ms. Braspenninx asked if the intent for the new infill building is that it come in behind the
finished/face brick detail so as not to obscure any of that material.

Ms. Miller referred to packet page 132 for detail of that corner. It appears to clear the decorative
vertical cylinder.
Ms. Braspenninx recognized that it will obscure some of the coin detail.
Mr. Reader recognized that there is also some decorative detail right above the existing fence.
Ms. Miller asked if the proposed granite is intended to be similar to what is existing on the
carriage house.
Mr. Horman clarified that they will repurpose the granite that is on the carriage house.
Material samples were circulated. Mr. Horman clarified that the Hardi Board proposed will have
a smooth finish.
Ms. Gavin asked if they explored reuse of the historic carriage house.
Mr. Horman replied that they did. He explained that the floors of the carriage house are sinking.
They’ve assessed and had structural assessments done on the foundations and sinking soils by
independent parties to determine why that has been happening over time. It is likely there is a
slow-moving creek undermining the slab. There is sinking inside and the lower stone on the
alley portion is disintegrating and coming apart. Additionally, modifications done to the interior
of the carriage house are very unfortunate. One is that the west façade of the carriage house is
destroyed because of the addition. On the inside, the wall of the carriage house to the south is
falling off of the building. They put in structural steel beams and columns and pinned through
the wall to keep it from moving further. There is a loft in there that is a partial loft with a ship
ladder that leads up to it. It isn’t a second floor, not a stair, or structurally sufficient. It bounces
when one or two people walk on it. His estimation is that it would not meet code, without doing
a thorough structural examination. Additionally, the carriage house floor level is approximately
2.5’ above the rest of the Sheldon buildings; there is a step within the building to be able to use
the connected set of buildings together, which is a barrier for mobility in connecting to the 144 S.
Division building. Mr. Horman added that they have pulled power lines up off of the roof. It is
a shingled roof over plywood. There is settling that has happened in the building, which he
believes has partially contributed to the structure failure of the brick. Also contributing, along
the sidewalk side of Cherry, are utility vaults and runs. He isn’t sure how the utility companies
did what they did there, but there is a lot. There is also a power pole and some other things that
contribute to the soils.
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Mr. Reader recalled from the plans that utilities are to be relocated. He asked if they would also
be doing vault work.

Ms. Gavin asked that they take ample photographs and document the building. She applauded
their efforts to reuse the granite foundation and suggested that if there are other portions of the
building that could be salvaged for use by others that they consider that.
Mr. Horman was amenable to those suggestions.
Mr. Reader invited public comment; there was none.
The discussion began with the renovations to the existing building. Ms. Braspenninx recognized
that they are in kind replacements and replacement of windows within existing openings. Given
that it is not contributing to the district, it would not be detrimental to the environment.
There was overall agreement on the proposed renovations to the existing building.
The discussion moved to the site. Ms. Miller noted that they propose a 4’ decorative fence
around the garden and a 6’ wood privacy fence around the dumpster enclosure. Site
beautification is also proposed at the corner in front of the ‘70’s structure.
Ms. Braspenninx felt that since that is already an open parking area that the proposed is not a
significant change and actually an improvement.
Commissioners agreed.
The Commission discussed the proposed new building/addition, beginning with where it abuts
the 144 S Division building.
Mr. Reader recognized that the new infill will overlap some of the face brick material that wraps
the corner of the Division building. However, he doesn’t feel it materially impacts the building
in a way that violates the Standards. He feels it is a sensitive approach.
Ms. Braspenninx indicated she would prefer if it impacted the common brick. She does
appreciate that it is being set back and exposing the decorative pilaster at the corner. Not causing
damage to existing historic materials is the Standard she is considering when looking at how the
two structures join.
Ms. Gavin agreed.
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Ms. Miller suggested it is a portion of that jog. If they desire to have it deeper then does it need
to widen as well?
Mr. Reader felt that could become an odd space. When looking at the relationship of other
historic buildings they aren’t typically setback; they tend to be flush. He finds the approach to be
sensitive to the decorative qualities of 144 S Division. He also likes that they are stepping
behind the decorative pillar of the 1920’s building, which isn’t contributing.

The materials of the proposed structure were discussed.
Mr. Reader feels the granite is clearly an appropriate material.
Ms. Braspenninx raised the question of whether using that material creates a false sense of
history given that this is a new structure.
Ms. Gavin didn’t believe so since it is the actual history of that site to have that granite
foundation there. She feels it is an appropriate reuse of the material.
Mr. Reader clarified that Ms. Braspenninx’s question is whether it reads as a falsely historic
building. While it is reusing historic material, he feels it reads as a new building and what would
be an appropriate addition to 144 S Division. Ms. Miller added that it is clearly traditionally
inspired and is picking up some of the characteristics of adjacent buildings. When she originally
looked at the exterior elevations on Sheet A12 and saw just the representation of the foundation
she was concerned that would detract if it was a more modern representation of a foundation
with a mixed block size. She was pleased they were planning to use something similar so as not
to detract from the existing.
Ms. Braspenninx clarified that she appreciates they are salvaging material. Her intent was just to
have the discussion since this is new construction.
Ms. Gavin felt it was a good point. While it is a nod to the traditional form above that
foundation, it is still very clearly a modern interpretation of the original form and that it reads as
such.
Mr. Reader feels the materials on that façade are very traditional. The smooth Hardi board is
proposed on the north façade. He feels that is an appropriate material for a new building.
Ms. Gavin asked if it is appropriate to switch materials on a different façade. She recognized
that often there is a fancier material on the street façade that fades to common brick on the sides
and rear façade but is it appropriate to have the bulk of the building in brick veneer and switch to
Hardi siding?
Ms. Miller felt it was considered as the rear of the building.
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Ms. Braspenninx agreed. She added that her concern isn’t so much changing materials on the
facades but rather changing materials within the façade. On the north elevation it is masonry on
the lower level and then transitions to Hardi above.
Mr. Reader was not concerned because it is a hidden façade and not visible from many locations.

Ms. Braspenninx suggested it should all be brick. Ms. Gavin agreed it would make more sense.
Ms. Miller recalled that they have approved infill buildings in this district with a material change
on the back. It isn’t uncommon.
Ms. Baker noted however that two different materials on one façade have not been approved, nor
this particular material.
Ms. Braspenninx stated that the siding, as proposed, is a very residential treatment and the
proposed is a more commercial structure and district. She questions if the lap siding treatment is
appropriate.
Ms. Gavin agreed. Typically, in this district, they see the non-presenting facades use brick and, if
not face brick, then common brick. She would be in favor of having the brick carry all the way
up.
Mr. Reader stated that he isn’t as concerned that the brick extend up but he doesn’t favor the lap
siding. He would prefer panelized siding, similar to what they’ve approved on other buildings.
Ms. Braspenninx related that if the brick is thought of more as a foundation material, which is
how it will read, then she isn’t as opposed to the two different materials. You often see a
concrete base or different material at the foundation. Generally, the change would be to brick
from a concrete or stone foundation however.
Ms. Baker polled the Commission on how they feel about two different types of materials on the
north façade; not what the materials are, but two different types.
Ms. Baldwin feels that in this location, on that face, it is fine. Mr. Reader was comfortable with
two different types. Ms. Braspenninx was comfortable with two materials, because it reads as a
foundation, provided they are appropriate materials. Mr. Bruinsma was comfortable with two
different materials. Ms. Miller agreed. Ms. Gavin agreed, taking issue with the types of
materials.
Ms. Baker polled the Commission on the proposed lap siding and the brick; is that appropriate
per the guidelines?
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Mr. Reader replied that the lap style is not. Ms. Baldwin was undecided. Ms. Braspenninx
doesn’t feel lap siding is appropriate for a commercial style structure. Mr. Bruinsma was also
undecided because it is somewhat hidden and there is a variety of materials in the district. Ms.
Miller was comfortable with the lap siding design as a material of its time. Ms. Gavin did not
favor the lap siding design because it is a residential treatment.

Mr. Reader preferred to table vs. dictating it.
Ms. Baker suggested that if the Commission is inclined to approve that the motion include
approval of all brick for that façade, if they decide to go that route, so that they wouldn’t have to
return.
Ms. Braspenninx offered comments on the windows. With respect to the window pattern, she
appreciates that the design follows the rhythm and pattern of the windows established on the
adjacent building. She questions the subdivision of the window panes with so many
muntins/mullions. The adjacent historic building doesn’t have them in those same windows.
The subdivision with the additional muntins changes the pattern and rhythm in a way that is
more historic or traditional vs. more contemporary.
Ms. Miller indicated that she favors the mullions because it reduces the overall scale of the
window. Otherwise it is a large pane of glass that would be seen in a modern era building.
Ms. Braspenninx clarified that it is the vertical divisions that she finds problematic. The
horizontal mullions reference the meeting rail of the double hung windows whereas the vertical
mullions change the pattern.
Mr. Reader asked what she would suggest for the foundation windows.
Ms. Miller and Ms. Braspenninx both felt a single pane would be appropriate there.
Ms. Baker asked about the windows on the east and north elevations that only have vertical.
It was again suggested they just be single pane.
Ms. Gavin noted that there is also one on the 1920’s building.
Ms. Braspenninx felt that one was appropriate because it has a totally different rhythm.
Others agreed.
The Commission felt the height and massing of the new structure was appropriate.
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Ms. Gavin stated that she appreciates the nod to the color change of the carriage house. She is
grateful they are re-using some materials as she has a great deal of regret that the structure is
being lost.
The Commission discussed the time line for beginning construction following demolition.

Ms. Gavin MOVED TO APPROVE WITH THE ISSUANCE OF A CERTIFICATE OF
APPROPRIATENESS based on the local preservation guidelines and the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards 1, 2, 3, 5, & 9, including demolition of the existing carriage house and
with the following stipulations/clarifications:
1. The proposed materials for the north wall are not approved. The applicant is to return
with a new proposal for the material for that façade. Should they choose to change the
material on that façade to all brick, a return to the HPC is not necessary.
2. The vertical muntins/mullions on the new infill structure are to be removed.
3. Demolition may not occur until permits and funding are in place and substantial
construction, meaning foundations and footings, must occur within 6 months of
demolition.
SUPPORTED by Ms. Braspenninx. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
YEAS:
ABSENT:

APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS [UNANIMOUS]
Jennifer Gavin
Mara Braspenninx, Vice Chair
Gavin, Reader, Bruinsma, Braspenninx, Baldwin, Miller
Matthew Dixon

VIII. Discussion
1.

1201 WEALTHY SE - WEALTHY STREET HISTORIC DISTRICT

1201 WEALTHY STREET SE - ADVISORY DISCUSSION - POTENTIAL INFILL ON
VACANT LOT
Ms. Baker introduced the Advisory Discussion for potential infill on the vacant lot on the
northeast corner of Wealthy and Fuller. This proposal is completely different than what the
Commission has seen in the past. They are present seeking input on the overall concept. They
don’t have details of what it would look like exactly or how the shipping containers would be
finished. They are looking for feedback on the layout, how it looks on the site, the overall
massing and scale, and the general concept. They’ve also included images of other storage
container facilities elsewhere in the country as a reference to how they could potentially be
finished. The concept submitted is broken down in different site plans because each floor has a
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slightly different site plan than the one underneath it. Conceptual images from different angles
and streetscape views of the lot and general area have also been provided.

Mr. Reader read a letter of opposition from Rebecca Smith-Hoffman. The claim that the use of
the shipping containers would pay homage to the interesting history of the Fuller-Wealthy
intersection is an unusual interpretation of that history. Ms. Smith-Hoffman has researched this
area for a number of years and the use of cargo ships plying Fuller or Wealthy is news to her. In
no way does this proposal meet the requirement of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
infilll construction. The design is not compatible with the surrounding buildings that contribute
to the overall character of the historic district in terms of height, form, size, scale, massing,
proportions and roof shape. The materials and finishes are not compatible with historic materials
and finishes found in surrounding historic buildings that contribute to their historic character.
The shipping container-based new buildings are out of scale and would destroy historic
relationships within the historic district. Ms. Smith-Hoffman feels a vacant lot is more
acceptable than allowing this visually incompatible construction in the Wealthy Theatre Historic
District.
Mike Corby, Integrated Architecture, recognized that the Advisory Discussion is the only venue
he has to get the Commission’s reaction. It is an interesting concept. This is a really important
corner and they want to do something special, although he doesn’t know if this is the right
special. Mr. Corby stated that he looks at that whole stretch of Wealthy having some interesting
juxtapositions of architecture; lower scaled vehicle-centric things and some more traditional,
mixed-use, stacked two- and three-story structures right next door. Mr. Corby related that he has
been in a lot of communities, such as Denver and Seattle, that have a strong sense of historic
value. These are interesting layers that have found their way into those districts and they tend to
contribute. He understands this is Grand Rapids and not those areas.
Mr. Corby related that he didn’t want to go too far with plans until getting an initial reaction
from the Commission. He noted that he included other projects in the packet that represent what
they might do in this situation. He also considered some of the previous comments he received
during a past Advisory Discussion related to this site.
Mr. Corby displayed a rendering of how the pieces and parts might stack up and how they might
frame both the edges of the site and within the site. The lower level would be retail or restaurant
and the upper levels would be residential. Mr. Corby responded to Mr. Reader indicating they
are shown with vegetated roofs. The way these would be stacked is that there would be steel
frames or other structure that would support them. They don’t need to be supported because they
are structurally stable but they would need to be supported to stack them in the ways they are
considering doing it; they don’t all line up. They do frame spaces and provide an interesting
sculptural effect.
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Mr. Corby invited the Commission’s comments. If this concept seems to be something that has
even some semblance of a future, they would like to explore it further as an interesting way to
infill that corner.

Mr. Reader offered his comments. It is a very cool, interesting design. It reads like mid-century
modern. However, the materials are challenging. Corrugated metal isn’t seen elsewhere in the
district. Massing and scale is problematic. The height is nice. It has very interesting spatial
relationships but he doesn’t think that they are compatible with any of the other relationships
found in the district. Mr. Reader asked, if they built it, how utilities would be run.
Mr. Corby replied that the plumbing for the residential would come out of the container. The
container has a cavity underneath it so between the cavity under the box and the structure that
would support there would be space to run the utilities. The utilities would be hidden within that
structural frame. The bases would be set on some sort of foundation so utilities for that level
would be run under that. The interior spaces can be divided in different ways. The residential
units would be one- and two-bedroom units. He commented further that they have explored it
seriously as an idea but they don’t want to go too far before hearing comments. If using shipping
containers, the intent would be to retain what they are so the exterior would be the corrugated
metal.
Ms. Braspenninx stated that it is a really interesting concept but she isn’t sure this is the right site
for it in the district. For her it isn’t so much the material, although they haven’t approved
corrugated metal siding installations. Ms. Braspenninx appreciates the images that were
submitted. Some of them look very nicely finished. She explained that for her the challenge is
the massing and the site. This being a corner lot, traditionally a historic building would hold that
corner. The mass of the building would be at the corner and it would be built to the building
line. The arrangement that is proposed eats away at that line and creates interstitial space in
between and doesn’t seem compatible with the spatial relationships of the Standards. It may be
interesting in a more regular stack type installation. She would be curious to see what that
looked like and whether or not it complied with the Standards.
Mr. Corby explained that they can obviously arrange them in different ways. He referred to a
photo of a development in Denver stating that there are ways they can arrange it to deal with the
openings differently.
Ms. Gavin stated that she would like to see this built somewhere else. The way it is arranged is
lovely. The undulation is problematic on this site. The buildings around it are presenting a very
solid façade without the dip and weave. Ms. Gavin feels it is a lovely design but the corrugated
siding is problematic on this site. However, there is a fair amount of metal siding around the site
so that may be open to interpretation.
Mr. Corby related that he understands Ms. Smith-Hoffman’s comment. However, he feels that if
there was a site in this district that would be appropriate for something like this it would be one
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of the corners that had a gas station. They weren’t awkward, but also not the things desired to
reinforce a walkable corner of an intersection. The clunky awkwardness is the connection that
has to be made and if they can’t make that connection so be it. However, if there was a place
this could work in a historic district this would probably be one of the few locations he could
argue a case.

Ms. Baker replied that portions of it are three stories.
Mr. Corby agreed. He suggested that a good thing, less relative to stories and more relative to
the scale of architecture, is that these boxes are quite compact. He presented an image showing
the relation to an adjacent house. The containers are 8.5 ft. tall and provide a 7’9” clear space on
the inside.
Ms. Braspenninx feels that the overall height is good and, if going to three stories, stepping back
as shown is a good strategy.
Ms. Baker summarized what she has heard in the discussion: it is really cool, it is unique, it is
well thought out and fun but not necessarily contextual for the historic district in massing, scale,
undulation and potentially exterior material.
Commissioners agreed.
Mr. Corby asked, if they address some of those concerns, is a shipping container project on this
corner something that would be at all possible.
Ms. Braspenninx replied that she would be open to considering it depending on the arrangement.
Mr. Reader stated that he has a really hard time imagining it.
Mr. Bruinsma noted that along with shipping containers comes the siding that they can’t get
around.
Ms. Miller added that they typically look at what the common theme of material is in the block.
Ms. Braspenninx feels it helps that two of the sites are gas stations that would have had metal
siding. It wouldn’t have been corrugated siding but it would have been metal siding. That helps
to make the argument.
Ms. Miller asked if they were to see a building that had a more solid form of stacked shipping
containers would it be more appropriate.
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Ms. Braspenninx replied that she would be curious to see what that would look like; she would
be open to entertaining it.

Mr. Corby agreed. He referred to an image of a stacked container development stating that it is
the least appealing to him because they don’t really celebrate what it is. He noted that there are
obviously transparency requirements that would come into play and there would be a fair amount
of transparency at the base and less at the top. If they did it, they would like to head down the
path of something that wasn’t trying to be just finding a cheap way to put up boxes; it would be
trying to make it a creative and artistic architectural expression on that corner.
Mr. Reader noted that one of the requirements is that infill buildings are a product of their time.
This certainly would be.
Ms. Gavin asked how he would feel if all of the relationships were similar to the gas station
façade; if the rest of the pieces and parts mimicked some of the mid- and early century forms of
the automotive industry and it was really only the siding itself that was of its time.
Mr. Reader replied that it ends up still being an assembly of containers. The other buildings in
the district are purposely constructed as buildings and they aren’t a repurposing of an industrially
scaled object to create a new structure.
Ms. Gavin didn’t feel that was pertinent. Repurposing in and of itself doesn’t mean it can’t exist
in a district. She feels it is how it reads.
Mr. Reader recalled that they often say that “it is a new building”. If the massing and scale are
appropriate then they consider whether the materials are compatible with the district. It would be
really hard to say this is a compatible material.
Ms. Miller related that she is struggling with Standard 9. She feels it is compromising the
integrity of the environment of the surrounding structures because it is so unique and so fresh
that it is really a distraction to the historic district.
Mr. Corby asked, like a gas station?
Ms. Miller recognized that there aren’t a lot of those left in the district. This was likely
considered a first or second ring suburb 100 years ago. She agreed with Mr. Corby that this is
likely the only appropriate site, if there were any in the district, because it is as far away from the
city center as you can get.
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Ms. Gavin indicated that she really wants to entertain it because she personally finds it beautiful.
However, she can’t see any kind of cladding in the district that has that curvature. That is what
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Mr. Reader admired that they are working diligently. Clearly it is a tough site.
Mr. Corby agreed. He recalled that there have been other concepts introduced. It is inevitable
that something is going to happen there. Will it be something daring that can fit into some sort
of box that the HPC has to work within?

Several Commissioners again stated that it is a cool concept. Mr. Reader feels they can likely
create a more traditional structure with shipping containers but it would really be a distraction
because of how different it is.
Ms. Miller noted that they have seen the concept of someone placing a shipping container and
repurposing it on a site as a bar or supplement to an existing use.
Ms. Gavin recalled being asked previously to place a shipping container across the street from
this site for use as a bar and the decision was no because of the materials.
Ms. Braspenninx argued that the difference between that installation and this proposal is that
there was an existing building on that site. A shipping container placed next to it would have
been out of scale and proportion to that existing building whereas this is a blank site; there aren’t
any structures on this site to contend with.
Mr. Corby stated that to him the shipping container use as a bar would fall into the category of
cute and trendy but not what he would consider this concept to be. He understands that the
Advisory Discussion isn’t a venue for asking for decisions but, before investing more time, they
want to understand the feedback.
Ms. Gavin stated that she wouldn’t be opposed to considering it again, even though she has a lot
of trouble with the materials.
Ms. Miller referred to the photographs submitted. On page 13 the structure is organized more
regularly and it is all the same color. At first glance you don’t see shipping container; you see
modern aesthetic. Some of the images with the multi-color, rotated, and juxtaposed is when you
see shipping container first. She is definitely more drawn to something that celebrates the design
and massing and then you realize it is a shipping container.
Ms. Braspenninx referred to page 14 of the submission, packet page 161, the top right corner.
She stated that she doesn’t read shipping container right away. It looks very clean, elegant and
contemporary. That is what is opening her to the idea that if it is a more regular stack and the
massing holds the corner that it might be something they can consider.
Others agreed.
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Ms. Baker asked if the next issue they would get into is the opening to wall ratios and how they
are juxtaposed with the rest of the neighborhood. It is a substantial amount of blank wall space
to open space vs. what you would typically see.

Mr. Reader referred to packet page 160 and what appears to be an apartment style. What he likes
about that is that where the doors would be there are windows. One thing they definitely don’t
have in the district are buildings made out of unworkable doors.
Mr. Corby explained that the ends would definitely be filled with glass because they are already
openings. The cuts in the sidewalls are more difficult because the walls are actually structural.
They will have to meet transparency requirements and there are some interior environment
things they want to achieve but they would definitely have windows.
Ms. Braspenninx referred to packet page 161, the top right corner photo. The width of that
window seems like a familiar proportion in that district. She could see an installation such as
that where there is a regular proportion of windows that go top to bottom; that would carry the
rhythm.
Ms. Gavin added that it needs to be a regular rhythm. It can’t be just one small side light.
Ms. Braspenninx added that having the vertical and horizontal being different from each other is
not a rhythm seen in the district.
Mr. Bruinsma stated that the more you try to make shipping containers like this homogenized,
one color, and set in one direction, the more it seems like it should be on 28th St. in front of a car
dealership. If you are going to do something with shipping containers it should be exciting and
bold and just do it. He loves the concept and would like to see it somewhere else in town but
when considering the Standards and guidelines it doesn’t seem like it will work, even though
everyone seems to be trying to make it work.
Ms. Braspenninx related that she appreciates seeing something so different and being challenged
with whether it could work. It is a refreshing exercise for the Commission.
Mr. Reader stated that infill always seems to be the most challenging.
Mr. Corby wished to comment on the site itself, not in relation to the proposed concept
necessarily. He indicated that, in order for this site to work, density is a big issue. When they
presented previously, they showed a three story with a potential fourth story set back. He would
hope the Commission will be open minded to that. It is a corner and is something that has the
ability to maybe have some verticality to it.
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design, seem more regular like a more traditional street façade. She also feels that continuity of
color is going to be important in this application. Not necessarily the same color across the
board, but similar colors.
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Ms. Baker recalled that they did not favor a three story with a stepped back fourth story. They
were split on the two story.

Ms. Gavin again stated that she would be interested in seeing him return with another shipping
container iteration.
Mr. Corby indicated that if they do decide to come back with a more formal application, they
won’t do that without additional discussions. Others that have heard about it have been excited
about it.
Mr. Reader invited public comment.
Ms. Ehmann feels that the history here is interesting also. The automotive industry in Grand
Rapids has a very deep history and associated with that is also the trucking industry. Part of that
began to blossom in the 50’s and 60’s and the word shipping container is tagged because that is
what it is but it is also deeply associated with the trucking industry. That has very deep routes
here; Neal’s Truck Parts, Valley City Truck Parts, large diesel manufacturers, and big trucking
companies that have their roots here. Associated with this era of property, gas stations were a
big draw in a community of residents and through streets where it was posh to own a car. The
shipping container is a similar era in the advent of big transportation. It is a nod to the same era.
It is a bit of a different application but the materials are familiar with the era, especially the steel,
coating, and colors. The profile is a bit different with it being corrugated but that is part of the
structural nature of containers. She feels the materials and the era are very familiar to this site.
Ms. Ehmann added, with respect to the conversation about interstitial space, this is the perfect lot
for this. Instead of it being a distraction it can be an attraction. It is an interesting corner lot
between Eastown and a traditional business neighborhood and a Wealthy Street historic district.
It is a very transitional, interesting zone. Her understanding is that three districts overlap right at
that property. She feels the massing is correct for it to be a very interesting element to draw all
of the districts together. It is residential, communal, retail and business oriented all at the same
time.
Ms. Gavin asked if shipping containers are used for trucking or only for trains and ships.
Mr. Reader indicated that they are used for trucking. Ms. Baldwin agreed.
COMMISSIONER DISCUSSION
Ms. Baker reminded the Commission that the National Alliance for Preservation Commissions is
hosting a training session in Kalamazoo. Ms. Baker would be happy to get anyone interested in
attending registered.
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Mr. Corby agreed with that recollection. He recalled that the architecture seemed to be okay but
the discussion was how many stories. It is a difficult site and he doesn’t believe anyone really
wants to see it as a parking lot forever. He feels there is a way to do it and whether it is this
concept or something else it will likely develop. Hopefully, if done right, maybe a three-story
building might be okay.
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3.2

Minutes of the
GRAND RAPIDS HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
5:00 p.m. Wednesday, February 4, 2015
1120 Monroe Ave. NW
Public Hearing Room 2nd Floor
CALL TO ORDER

ABSENT:
STAFF PRESENT: Rhonda Baker, Assistant City Attorney Elizabeth White & Richard
Garbrecht
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES of January 21, 2015 – Ms. Miller MOVED TO APPROVE the
minutes of the January 21, 2015 meeting. SUPPORTED by Ms. Gavin. All in favor. MOTION
CARRIED.

STAFF COMMUNICATIONS AND REPORTS
Certificates of Appropriateness Issued by Staff
2 Jefferson SE

241 Charles SE

100 Ionia SW

OLD BUSINESS
144 S Division (HSD) – Progress report on fund raising for repairs to cornice.
Marge Palmerlee, Degage Ministries, was present to provide a progress report. She explained
that since she was last before the Commission they have removed the terra cotta rope detail
and placed that in storage. They also installed netting as a safety feature. Their fundraising
efforts have raised $38,500 to pay for the work that has been done and an additional $150,000
towards capital improvements. Ms. Palmerlee requested a six month extension to continue their
efforts.
Mr. Clark asked what the time line to complete the repairs is.
Ms. Palmerlee replied that they are still raising money and will complete the work as soon as
they can.
Ms. Baldwin asked if six months will be sufficient.
Ms. Palmerlee replied that they will probably be cutting it close; it depends on funding. The
Commission originally asked for 6 month progress reports but if they are comfortable granting a
year she would be grateful. At the time she believes the intent of the Commission was to review
their continued progress.
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MEMBERS PRESENT: Emily Uebbing, Michael Clark, David Maxam, Kerry Baldwin, Lisa Miller
and Jenn Gavin
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Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none.
Ms. Baldwin related that she is in favor of the 6 month extension that has been requested. She
asked if it is possible to allow them until the end of summer to complete the work.
Ms. Uebbing recalled that the Commission indicated they would be comfortable with two – 6
month extensions and that they would provide updates every 6 months.
Mr. Maxam entered the meeting.

Ms. Miller MOVED TO GRANT A SIX MONTH EXTENSION AS REQUESTED. SUPPORTED
by Mr. Clark. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
____________________________________________________________________________
345 State SE (HER) – Discuss stack bond brick design.
Jack DeBruin and David Shull, Progressive AE, were present to discuss the brick design. Mr.
Shull apologized that they are before the Commission regarding the honest oversight. He
explained the discrepancy. They originally proposed new brick that would be in a running bond
above and below windows with a stacked bond between the windows of the two stories above
the existing two stories. That proposal was well over a year ago and that presentation was
made by Mr. DeBruin and a Progressive designer. As they came across the field condition
requiring them to add additional new brick, because of the failing lentils, Mr. Shull came before
the Commission to request a change to allow the new brick. At the time he submitted a stacked
bond proposal, not being aware of the running bond, thinking that was consistent with what had
originally been proposed. It wasn’t clear, it wasn’t discussed, a change wasn’t requested and
the Commission didn’t authorize a change; it was just how it went through. The image that was
submitted was a stacked bond image. Mr. Shull related that there is a reason that it works a bit
better but it was never intentional to make that change or to do it without asking for approval.
Mr. Shull presented samples of the existing brick on the building as well as the new brick they
propose. They believe that had they done the running bond it would have created somewhat of
an uncomfortable condition because the new bricks are a different length than the existing
bricks.
Ms. Uebbing clarified that they propose retaining what has been started.
Mr. Shull replied that he feels it would be best. He explained that if you lay the brick together
the old brick is approximately 3/8 of an inch longer than the new. Had they done the running
bond, as was approved, there would have been an odd sense of pulling between the two that
they inadvertently avoided by doing the stacked bond.
Ms. Uebbing clarified that it is only the new brick on the addition that is stacked bond.
Mr. Shull stated that only the new brick is stacked; there is no stacked in the existing. Colors are
as originally proposed.
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Ms. Miller feels they are being proactive and she supports the six month extension.
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Mr. DeBruin submitted renderings of what was originally submitted with the running bond and
what they brought in the last time they were before the Commission with stacked bond. Mr.
Shull reminded the Commission that the reason they requested a change the last time they
were before the Commission related to the failing lentils above the windows.
Ms. Gavin pointed out that what is stacked bond in the field is depicted as running bond in the
rendering.

Mr. Shull clarified that it is stacked bond; all of the new brick is stacked bond. He indicated that
he can’t explain why the masons laid the brick like that because they were provided with the
image presented to the Commission. What isn’t shown is that there is a header course, every
six courses. There is a header course just below the new brick; they began the stacked bond
above the first header course.
Ms. Gavin indicated that the different grout color isn’t depicted.
Mr. Shull stated that they are using natural mortar and the existing building is also natural
mortar.
Ms. Gavin referred to the minutes from August 2013 and it was stated that the grout in the
stacked bond would be lighter than the grout color in the running bond.
Ms. Uebbing clarified however that now it is all new brick and all stacked.
Ms. Gavin didn’t recall discussing the grout color when they came back for the change.
Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none.
Ms. Uebbing recalled that they were trying to differentiate new from old in the original discussion
with the stacked bond. Now that there is stacked bond she feels it makes it clearer as to what is
the new addition. Therefore, she doesn’t feel the mortar color matters.
Ms. Gavin agreed.
Mr. Clark stated that for the additional floors he isn’t as concerned as he is with the brick that is
replacing the original brick above the original windows at the top of the original building. As it
was indicated in the renderings there was going to be running bond in that location as opposed
to stacked bond; now it is stacked bond. He is concerned because that change doesn’t meet
the Standards; it isn’t like for like replacement.
Ms. Uebbing clarified that his concern relates to the area above the windows and extending to
the cornice.
Mr. Clark agreed; where the original brick is being replaced.
Ms. Baldwin pointed out that it couldn’t really be like for like because the brick size is different.
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Ms. Uebbing clarified that the area being discussed is the space above the first floor windows,
to the parapet, on the east side.
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Mr. Clark noted that it wasn’t indicated in the minutes from the previous meeting that the size of
the brick was different; just the color of the brick.

Ms. Miller stated that it is disappointing and unfortunate that this building has had a lot of
challenges. She pointed out that the garage will also have this detail. Therefore, how they
proceed with this building should be carried through to the garage building.
Mr. Shull was invited forward to comment on the garage/north building. He related that they
have begun to lay masonry on the garage level portion and it is in running bond, which matches
the building to the south. He suggested that they carry the same look across; stacked bond at
the level that the stacked bond begins on the south building.
Ms. Miller stated that they have to consider that original brick is being replaced on the first floor
of the garage.
Mr. Clark clarified that the original structure was taken down and a new structure is going up.
Ms. Miller agreed with Mr. Maxam with respect to simplifying the brick pattern and keeping it as
plain as possible.
Ms. Gavin stated that if this had come before the Commission with a request to place stacked
bond where they removed the original brick she would have voted no. She feels it is very jarring
and creates a huge line of stacked brick of all different colors. That pushes the building down
and really overwhelms the structure even more because there is so much stacked bond.
Ms. Uebbing asked if Ms. Gavin feels that way regardless of the size of the brick.
Ms. Gavin agreed. She doesn’t feel the size of the brick is that different and it would have been
far less jarring to at least have running bond above the windows, even if 3/8 of an inch smaller,
than to have stacked bond.
Ms. Baldwin understands Ms. Gavin’s point but she feels the difference in the size of the brick
trumps the vertical quality of the stacked bond. It is a long stretch of brick.
Mr. Clark agreed; it is a long stretch of brick, the majority of which appears is atop the window
headers as opposed to on top of another course of brick.
Ms. Uebbing explained that in her interpretation of the Standards and Guidelines, because they
couldn’t match the brick, she feels the new is further differentiated by the stacked bond and
feels that in that regard it meets the Standards and Guidelines by differentiating itself. If they
tried to make it running bond she feels it would be trying to imitate something that it’s not
because it is a new brick and a new size.
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Mr. Maxam stated that he is pleased that there isn’t running bond of one length of brick above
running bond of another length of brick; that would be subtly odd. He is also in favor of anything
that further simplifies the building. The original building was a fairly straightforward, very simple,
fairly monolithic design and then the variation of additional stripes and mortar color and variation
of brick colors and patterns busied up a building that originally was really straightforward.
Anything that will reduce the busyness of the façade is favorable in his opinion.
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Ms. Gavin respects that point of view but they have done it before with chimneys; chimneys
have been taken down 2/3 of the distance and reconstructed with new brick yet in the running
bond pattern. There is a demarcation and you can tell the brick is new but it isn’t a modern
interpretation of what had been there.

Mr. Maxam MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION, PER TESTIMONY, AND BASED ON
THE LOCAL PRESERVATION GUIDELINES AND THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S
STANDARDS #3 & 9. THE NORTH BUILDING WILL BE CONSTRUCTED WITH RUNNING
BOND AT THE LOWER PORTION AND CHANGE TO STACKED BOND TO MATCH THE
CHANGE ON THE EXISTING BUILDING. SUPPORTED by Ms. Miller. YEAS: 4. NAYS:
2(Clark & Gavin). MOTION CARRIED.
____________________________________________________________________________
352 Eureka SE (FSQ) – Request for permanent removal of side chimney.
Mandy Cano was present to discuss the request. She explained that the chimney that was
removed was not original to the house. The only way it was connected to the house was by a
board in the roof. Ms. Baker has images of the chimney. Because it was falling away from the
house it was deemed dangerous. They had a contractor working on the house and he indicated
he could have the chimney removed. He had someone come out and look at it and they
deemed it an emergency. Therefore, it was removed because it was falling away from the
house. Additionally, the top portion of the chimney was deteriorating and bricks had fallen out.
Ms. Cano stated that they would like to retain the removal of the chimney.
Mr. Clark asked if there was any damage to the original siding behind the chimney.
Ms. Cano replied that there was not. The siding is intact and looks fine. The upper portion,
where the chimney was jutting through the roof, has been sealed.
Ms. Uebbing noted that it appears there was some trim that was cut for the chimney to go up
above the second story window.
Ms. Baker indicated that that has been repaired to match.
Ms. Cano agreed.
Ms. Baldwin asked if there are any other chimneys on the house.
Ms. Cano replied that there are not. She responded to Ms. Gavin relating that the mechanicals
are vented through the sidewall at the bottom of the house.
Ms. Gavin asked if there is any room for planting to screen the vents.
Ms. Cano replied that there is room for planting but they haven’t done that. The vents were
present when they purchased the property.
Ms. Baker agreed that the vents have been there for a long time.
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Ms. Uebbing pointed out that the entire addition is a modern interpretation.
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Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none.
Mr. Clark stated that despite Standard 4 he feels this is more of a restoration and, therefore, he
can support the request as submitted.
Mr. Maxam stated that it is clear that the chimney was never supposed to be there and wasn’t
original to the house.

Mr. Maxam added that the fact that the siding is in such good condition is testimony that the
chimney was likely never really touching it.
Ms. Uebbing added that it could also be argued that it wasn’t historically installed correctly.
Ms. Gavin disagreed. She feels the chimney had acquired historic significance; it has been
there since 1926.
Ms. Uebbing asked if she feels that way even though it wasn’t historically attached the way most
chimneys are.
Ms. Gavin asked if it wasn’t attached at all or had it fallen away.
Ms. Baker clarified that it was never attached to the house.
Ms. Gavin concurred with Ms. Uebbing.
Mr. Clark MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION AS SUBMITTED BASED ON THE
LOCAL PRESERVATION GUIDELINES AND THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S
STANDARD #2. SUPPORTED by Ms. Miller. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
____________________________________________________________________________
NEW BUSINESS
889 Broadway NW (aka 801 Broadway NW) (LL) – Request to install an internally lit sign on
east wall of power house.
Chris Beckering was present to discuss the application. He explained that the property in
question is the American Seating Park. More specifically it is the building with the smoke stack
coming out of it; unit 6 & 7 of the condominium association. It was originally redeveloped as
part of a PUD in 2001 – 2003. They had received approval from the City for a sign on the
building at that time as part of the development and the sign was never installed. Only about
half of the interior of this 2-part building was originally renovated for a night club use. It is now
in the process of renovation to be a banquet and event center. As part of that renovation the
smoke stack has been painted removing the painted-on sign that they had received approval
for. They wanted to do something that was better looking for the new concept. They are
proposing channel letters that are consistent with the City approvals they had previously
received. The individual letters would not exceed 30 inches in height and the square footage
will be within the originally approved parameters. Mr. Beckering explained that it is his
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Ms. Miller added that there is also the question of what would have to be done to the house to
keep the chimney standing.
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Ms. Baker clarified that the Commission is actually reviewing the sign also. The HPC has not
given approval of any signage on this building other than the painting of the stack. The previous
approval they received was through Zoning. The Commission is reviewing both the sign and
the proposed lighting.
Mr. Beckering presented the renderings showing the halo lit, goose neck lit and ground lit
options. He explained that their thought was that washing the sign with light would be less
attractive than the gentle glow that would highlight the texture and character of the original
restored brick.
Mr. Maxam asked if the sign is to be installed next to the detailing.
Mr. Beckering agreed. They worked to avoid any of the detailing. He explained the site access,
building location on the site, and site circulation, and the number of uses on site to provide an
understanding as to why they feel a sign is necessary in the proposed location.
Ms. Baldwin asked if they anticipate returning in the future to request additional signage for
other parts of buildings.
Mr. Beckering replied that he isn’t anticipating any additional future building signage. They have
a sign package that was previously approved as part of the site plan that has some small
directional signage at the street for the complex but that isn’t part of this application. This
particular building is a single use building; the entire building will be utilized as New Vintage
Place. He doesn’t see any need for additional building signage on this building. He clarified
that it is a separate building from the main complex at American Seating Park and he can’t
speak to that building as it is under separate ownership.
Ms. Uebbing asked Ms. Baldwin if her question related to branding.
Ms. Baker explained that there aren’t any other street facing elevations. The only other signage
she could contemplate may be something near the door to identify the entry. Putting another
sign up high wouldn’t be seen.
Mr. Beckering stated that they aren’t trying to piecemeal the signage. They bought and are
renovating the building because they love the look of it. They are actually reducing the City
approved signage for this building by approximately 70 sq. ft. Their goal is not to add additional
signage to this building.
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understanding that he is before the Commission today as it relates to lighting of the proposed
sign. In talking with City staff he was made aware of other options; lighting from the ground or
goose neck lighting. Mr. Beckering stated that he was able to get a rendering showing what the
goose neck option would look like. However, they are not proposing through-lit back-lit letters
where the letters themselves would be illuminated. They are proposing a halo-lit letter. He isn’t
certain whether the language in the Standard intended to include halo lighting as back lighting
or not but it is a gentle, classy glow of light behind and around the letters. Mr. Beckering stated
that in talking with City staff he feels this could be considered period appropriate. Halo lighting
was not uncommon at the time of the original construction in the early to mid ‘20’s, which was
the first phase of construction of this particular building. Mr. Beckering summarized that he is
present today to request approval of the halo lighting of the sign.
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Ms. Miller asked if the LED lights are recessed within the 3” cavity of the letter.
Mr. Beckering replied that they are mounted within the letters. They aren’t doing a raceway;
they will all be individual free-standing letters. It is a considerably more expensive sign because
of that but they felt it looked better and wouldn’t obscure the brick. There is no light that comes
out through the letters; it simply creates a gentle glow behind them.
Ms. Uebbing clarified that each letter will be individually mounted into the mortar joints.

Mr. Clark asked if that included the attachment hardware and the wiring.
Mr. Beckering agreed.
Ms. Uebbing noted from the application packet that the installation rods are 5/16 of an inch.
She asked if the mortar joint is that large.
Mr. Maxam replied that mortar joints are typically 6/16. Mr. Beckering added that they can put
them at intersections of mortar joints if they experience areas where it is tighter.
Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none.
Ms. Baldwin feels their approach it respectful to the building and they are trying to accomplish
the sign by being careful with the mounting. The location of the sign avoids the detailing. The
size also seems appropriate and the individually mounted letters seem to be consistent with the
guidelines. The halo lighting is the issue that has to be focused on.
All agreed that the material, size and scale of the sign are appropriate.
Ms. Uebbing invited comments on the proposed lighting of the sign.
Ms. Baldwin stated that she typically feels that the goose neck lighting option is the best and is
what they tend to see. However, in this case it did appear somewhat busy. She isn’t certain if
that is because the sign is so large and a number of lights would be necessary to light it. It was
distracting.
Mr. Gavin recalled the applicant testifying that halo lighting was common in the 1920’s.
Mr. Baker clarified that halo lighting is a modern form of lighting. Having signs lit began in the
1920’s and was typically open face light bulbs, neon, and neon boxes. The actual LED halo
lighting is a modern form of lighting.
Ms. Miller stated that she doesn’t consider this a back lit application because the letters are
opaque. She agrees with Ms. Baldwin that the goose neck lighting in this instance feels too
busy. She is in support of the proposed lighting.
Ms. Baker asked that Ms. Miller provide her rationale since the Standards recommend against
internally illuminated signage.
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Mr. Beckering agreed.
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Ms. Miller explained that she doesn’t consider it a back lit sign.
Ms. Baker clarified that it is an internally lit sign. The guidelines say it is not recommended so it
should be specified as to why it is okay for this particular building in this particular instance.

Ms. Uebbing added, in support of Ms. Miller’s argument, that she is intrigued by the history of
the building. It was the powerhouse generating facility; it was making power. When you think of
electricity you think lighting. That is what came to her mind when she was considering the
request and trying to decide whether a lit sign in this circumstance was appropriate for this
particular building. She would make the argument that the building’s historic purpose gives
them an edge to focus on.
Ms. Gavin respectfully disagreed. Halo lighting did not exist in the 20’s and there are other
ways to illuminate the sign. She suggested they could look to one of the methods of the 1920’s
to illuminate the sign. While she finds the proposed sign attractive the Standards are clear that
internally lit signs are not appropriate.
Mr. Clark agreed with Ms. Gavin.
Mr. Maxam noted that there is precedent for goose neck lighting on the building yet he agrees
that goose neck lighting a sign of this size is visually busy. Mr. Maxam recalled other projects
where the Commission has approved internally illuminated signs for projects that are more
industrial or automotive in nature where you may have seen a neon sign. Given the history of
the project, the more industrial use, and the context of the area he is not entirely opposed to the
internal illumination of the proposed sign. With the precedent of goose neck lights already on
the building that too would seem to be appropriate.
Mr. Clark wondered, with modern lighting technology, if there is a way to utilize the goose neck
structure but using some other directional platform for lighting, as opposed to a standard bulb,
and not requiring as many goose neck fixtures as would be required for a traditional bulb.
Ms. Gavin wondered if moving the sign down would help with the goose neck lighting or, there
may be another way to light the sign using a period appropriate mechanism.
Mr. Maxam stated that he appreciates that the glow of the back-lit sign62 is often very subtle. In
that sense it seems like it might be the closest to not being lit at all.
Mr. Maxam MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION AS SUBMITTED BASED ON THE
SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS 1, 2, & 9. APPROVAL IS BASED ON THE
ERA OF THE BUILDING, ARCHITECTURE & HISTORY OF THE BUILDING.
ADDITIONALLY, THE SIGN IS IN KEEPING WITH THE INDUSTRIAL NATURE OF THE
1920’S USE. SUPPORTED by Ms. Miller. YEAS: 4. NAYS: 2 (Gavin & Clark). MOTION
CARRIED.
____________________________________________________________________________
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Ms. Miller clarified that she doesn’t feel it is taking away from the character of the building like
introducing a goose neck on this façade would do.
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1106-1108 Wealthy SE (WSD) – request to reconstruct storefront, add lights, and replace roof.

Matt Smith was present to discuss the application. He explained that he is in the process of
purchasing the building. The future use is a butcher shop. Their intention is to basically tear
down the deteriorating front of the building and put it back as close as possible to what it was
when it was originally built. The current mortar in the bricks is deteriorating and the faux front is
leaning, tilting, and falling backwards. The lentils are in very poor condition. Windows and
doors are all deteriorated and basically gone. The building, as it sits now, is basically boarded
up and many of the original features are gone. Their intention is to put them back and make
them look as close to the original as possible.
Ms. Uebbing clarified, based on the email that was submitted by the applicant, that they will be
removing existing brick and stone. They will clean it, salvage it and reinstall it.
Mr. Smith agreed. The knee wall that originally had what appeared to be windows will be infilled
with new brick that matches the existing. If any of the bricks can’t be salvaged they will have to
replace those with new. They will salvage as much of the existing brick as possible.
Ms. Uebbing clarified that the brick knee wall will have a poured concrete cap on the top with
the intention of matching the cornice detail that is present at the top of the building.
Mr. Smith agreed.
Mr. Maxam asked if what is shown in the original photos was brick with windows in the knee
wall.
Ms. Baker replied that it was wood.
Ms. Uebbing noted that the aluminum store front system is noted as dark brown in the packet
but the applicant’s email indicates it will be dark bronze.
Mr. Smith agreed that it will be dark bronze.
Ms. Uebbing clarified that the doors will be replaced with full light wood doors to match those
present in the historic photo.
Ms. Miller stated that it is hard to tell from the rendering and the elevation doesn’t have any
doors on it. She would like to see some additional dimensions and details.
Ms. Uebbing asked if that is a detail that could be provided to staff for approval.
Ms. Smith circulated a larger copy that was easier to see.
Ms. Uebbing clarified that goose neck barn light shades have been added via the email.
Mr. Smith provided photos. He explained that in the meeting he had with the Uptown
Improvement Corridor Board that was something that they really would like to see. Mr. Smith
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Ms. Baker noted that the Commission was provided with an email response to some of the
questions outlined in the staff report.
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stated that he is in favor as well. There are a number of styles and sizes to choose from. The
thought he has about the goose neck lights is that they would run the conduit and receptacle
boxes on the back side of the faux wall at the top and have the goose necks come over the top
of the building and shine down so that on the face of the building you wouldn’t see any conduit
or mounting.

Mr. Smith stated that his preference is that they would point down at the ground because he
believes that is what the neighborhood desired; to put some light on the sidewalks. With the
transparency of the building he feels there will be a lot of light coming out of the building so he
doesn’t feel they need extra lights on the building.
Ms. Uebbing asked how many goose neck fixtures are proposed.
Mr. Smith replied that there are four cornice detail elements at the top of the building and he
proposes three lights, one between each of the detail pieces.
Ms. Gavin asked what signage they will eventually have.
Mr. Smith replied that they are proposing window signage in one of the windows and they will
also seek a variance to install a blade sign. The signs aren’t designed yet.
Ms. Baker noted that if the sign is centered in the middle of the building it would be located
beneath one of the goose neck lights.
Ms. Uebbing noted that another question raised was the roof, specifically the clay tile coping
along the top of the parapet wall. The applicant prefers metal coping. She asked how much of
the existing clay tile coping is in good condition.
Ms. Baker indicated that only the west wall has the tile coping. There is no parapet on the back
and the east side is attached to another building.
Ms. Uebbing asked if they have investigated the condition of the tile coping.
Mr. Smith replied that they have not. The architect has indicated that in terms of longevity his
preference is metal coping. If tile is the standard then that is what they will use.
Ms. Miller asked about the windows on the west wall. It appears that two windows are exposed.
She asked if there are others that are boarded up that need to be replaced.
Mr. Smith stated that they don’t have any plans for those. The west wall is where a lot of the
production will be so they will likely run tile up the entire wall. Letting light in isn’t a concern for
them. The windows are too high to see in or out of. Additionally, he hasn’t put a lot of thought
into those windows anticipating that someone may develop the adjacent lot.
Ms. Gavin asked if the windows are present behind the boards.
Mr. Smith stated that he doesn’t believe so. Based on his memory he believes there is some
grating in them that was used as some sort of venting.
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Ms. Miller asked if he would be willing to consider a different material for the bulk head below
the window. She asked if they have looked into finding a matching brick.
Mr. Smith asked if she was suggesting using a wood detail.
Ms. Miller agreed.

Mr. Maxam stated that a panelized wood detail, similar to the Peck Building, would work very
nice. It may require more maintenance.
Ms. Baker suggested that the Commission could approve both options in case he can’t find a
close enough match to the brick.
Mr. Smith clarified that he would be open to a different knee wall treatment.
Ms. Gavin asked if he would be amenable to directing the goose neck lighting at the building
rather than down at the sidewalk.
Mr. Smith agreed that he would.
Ms. Baker advised that that would have to be checked with Zoning also. They have guidelines
and it may not be possible to shine them onto the sidewalk.
Ms. Uebbing invited public comment.
Rebecca Smith Hoffman related that she was at the East Hill Board meeting last evening when
Mr. Smith presented his plans. Ms. Smith Hoffman related the questions that arose at that
meeting. They are unclear about the dimensions of the storefront and whether they would
match the 1930’s Assessor’s photo. Will the dimensions of the reconstructed storefront match
the dimensions of the original storefront of the building? Ms. Smith Hoffman asked if they will
match the dimensions and the color of the mortar that is removed. With respect to the tile
coping, they would like to use metal but it is fairly common to use the metal coping and then
finish it off with the tile rather than leaving the metal exposed. It will last longer that way also. It
seemed odd that they would attach the goose neck lighting in back and swing it over the top of
the parapet instead of running it through the mortar joint, which is typical installation of such
lighting. Ms. Smith Hoffman commented on the knee wall indicating that originally they were not
windows, they were paneled. Often they will have windows in them but that tended to be in
downtown buildings more so than the buildings in the business districts. It would be nice, and
perhaps less expensive, to use a wood panel system there rather than brick, which is unlikely to
have existed.
Ms. Uebbing asked Mr. Smith to address some of the questions that were raised. She asked if
he plans to match the storefront dimensions of the 1930’s photo.
Mr. Smith indicated that he needed some clarification. The far west window is very large and
they propose splitting that into two. They asked staff about that as it didn’t seem practical to put
the huge windows in.
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Ms. Baker explained that he proposes matching the footprint of where everything was but he
won’t be matching the glass size. The window he is asking about is likely no longer available in
that size. It will be a whole new storefront system rather than a restoration of the historic
storefront. There is a differentiation between the two types of requests. Pretty much everything
will be new. The brick that is salvageable will be reused but there is nothing left of the storefront
system.
Mr. Clark asked if he would be open to a wood panel system for the knee walls.

Ms. Gavin asked if he would also be open to installing the tile coping over the proposed metal
coping.
Mr. Smith agreed that he would.
Ms. Gavin asked about the goose neck lighting installation and whether he would be amenable
to mounting into mortar joints rather than going over the top of the parapet.
Mr. Smith replied that they can. His thought was that it would be a lot cleaner not to have any
showing receptacles. The fixtures come in a variety of shapes and sizes so getting it over the
parapet is not an issue.
Ms. Gavin explained that traditionally the lighting would have been mounted to the face of the
building rather than being mounted to the roof and swinging over the parapet. It would also be
pointed toward the building rather than at the sidewalk.
Ms. Uebbing invited additional public comment; there was none.
Mr. Maxam feels that since the entire store front is being rebuilt that it is important to go back to
the wood panel knee wall system to match the ‘30’s photo. He supports the clay tile coping
installation and he would also support rebuilding the windows on the side elevation.
Ms. Baker clarified that no changes to the side elevation are proposed. The Commission can
make a recommendation but not require changes.
Mr. Maxam stated that if the building is being fully restored that consideration be given to
restoring the windows. He agrees that the goose neck lighting should be mounted into the
mortar joints and directed toward the building.
Mr. Clark agreed with the comments offered by Mr. Maxam. Additionally, he suggested that the
face of the header panel above the storefront windows be wood.
Additional discussion took place regarding the suggestion to replace the soldier course above
the windows with wood. The consensus was for the brick soldier course.
Ms. Miller agrees with the recommendation for the wood panel knee wall system. She would
like a new elevation to be submitted so that they can see the new details of that. She would
also like to see dimensions for the posts on the storefront and how the corners will be wrapped.
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Ms. Miller suggested tabling the application so that all of the changes discussed can be
incorporated into the plans.
Ms. Gavin asked if the Commission supports the suggestion of the use of metal coping with the
tile coping on top of that.

Ms. Miller clarified that glass should be clear glass.
Ms. Uebbing asked the applicant his proposed time table.
Mr. Smith explained that they are currently working through the OPRA (Obsolete Preservation
Rehabilitation Act) approval and that hinges on the HPC approval. The last meeting with OPRA
is at the end of April before they would be able to do anything in terms of construction. They
can’t draw any permits until the final OPRA program approval. If this request is tabled a month
then it will push all of the meetings back. If they are able to begin building as soon as the OPRA
program is approved then they hope to be done in 4-6 months. The nice thing about the
building is that on the inside it is basically a shell and it won’t require a lot of tear out.
Ms. Baker asked if the other program has a lead time that they need submittals by prior to their
meeting.
Mr. Smith stated that they have already submitted everything. His understanding is that they
can’t seek those approvals until they have the HPC approval.
Ms. Uebbing felt that based on the drawing, and testimony that they are going to match the
historic photo, she would trust staff to monitor the project and ensure it is done as stated. The
drawing has been done to scale. Per the application and testimony she feels it will be
constructed to meet the Standards and Guidelines. The details that have been discussed can
be staff approved.
Ms. Baldwin was also comfortable with an approval today and final approval of the details by
staff.
Ms. Baker asked if the Commission is comfortable with splitting the largest pane of glass into
two. The Commission was agreeable.
Ms. Baker referred to the knee wall detail. The ‘30’s photo shows them divided like a 3-light
basement window. They will not be windows. She asked if the Commission is comfortable with
a solid recessed panel vs. putting in the vertical grilles.
Ms. Gavin asked if they were certain that those aren’t windows. One appears to be open in the
‘30’s photo.
Ms. Baker again reminded the Commission that the proposed is a renovation, not a restoration.
The storefront needs to be compatible but not an exact replica.
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Mr. Maxam felt it was likely possible to do that but he hasn’t seen it. Ultimately, so long as the
metal isn’t visible below the tile coping then it should be fine. It would look awkward for the
metal to be exposed below the clay tile coping. Ms. Gavin suggested they include detail on that
as well.
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Ms. Uebbing added that it is a new storefront. She feels that any type of wood panel that is to
scale will be appropriate.
Ms. Gavin stated that she would like to see the vertical elements included.
Ms. Uebbing disagreed. She would see that as an attempt to imitate something that no longer
exists. Therefore, she would like to see a new panel, which is how she interprets that guideline.

Mr. Maxam clarified that the suggestion is for a single flush panel as if the windows were
boarded over with plywood.
Ms. Baker indicated that it would be a recessed panel.
Mr. Maxam clarified that everyone is agreeable that the division of panels are to be where the
windows used to be, 2, 2, and 4, and that each panel be a simple flush panel like the side
panels of the recessed entryways.
Ms. Gavin and Ms. Miller feel they need to see the amended drawing. Mr. Maxam agreed
because the changes could go a number of ways.
Mr. Clark MOVED TO TABLE TO ALLOW THE APPLICANT AN OPPORTUNITY TO
PROVIDE REVISED DRAWINGS. SUPPORTED by Ms. Gavin. YEAS: 5. NAYS: 1
(Uebbing). MOTION CARRIED.
____________________________________________________________________________
DISCUSSION
1059 Wealthy SE (WSD) – Advisory Discussion – Construct multi-story building along Wealthy
as well as two buildings along Freyling. Structures would replace the old McDonald’s building.
Joe Marogil of Green Cane Property, Justin Bollinger with URS Architects, and Tom Tooley of
Concept Design were present to discuss the potential project. Mr. Marogil related that they are
also working with Orion Construction on this development. He related that Green Cane
purchased the property approximately 2 years ago and has been considering developing the
site. Their proposal includes a three-story building on the Wealthy street front that includes
retail on the main floor, commercial on the second floor, and residential on the top. The site
plan includes 65 parking spaces at the back. Two apartment buildings, with 10 units in each,
are proposed along the Freyling Place frontage. Mr. Marogil related that they have submitted
two options for the three-story building. Ms. Baker has advised them that a major consideration
will be mass and scale and he hopes that the Commission will find their proposal acceptable.
Ms. Uebbing related receipt of email communications regarding the proposal. Elizabeth
Hoffman Ransford and Josh Leffingwell, Co-chairs of the East Hills Council of Neighbors, wrote
that all designs for the site should respect the historic context of the site and preserve the
human scale of the neighborhood. Any infil on the site should respect the size, scale and
massing of the setting including relationships of the buildings to each other, setbacks, and
rhythm of streetscape. Architectural features and materials should be compatible with
surrounding buildings. The East Hills Board does not believe the current design meets the

Packet Pg. 42

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Feb 4, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Mr. Clark agreed with Ms. Uebbing.

3.2
Grand Rapids Historic Preservation Commission
February 4, 2015
Page 16

criteria. Ms. Uebbing read an email from Carol Moore. The revised plans for 1059 Wealthy
are as unacceptable as the original plans.

Ms. Uebbing continued. Ms. Moore states that there is no level of architectural imagination,
integrity or sensitivity in the drawings. She suggests they go back to the drawing board and hire
an architect that has knowledge about what HPC requires and what East Hills expects in
development plans. This is too big and influential of a parcel with too much exciting potential to
muck up with bad plans. At the East Hills meeting Ms. Moore suggested to an owner that they
consider a steering committee. Ms. Uebbing read the final email from Dr. Randall Jelks. He
feels the apartments at the back provide a nice green space in the middle and at the back
though he preferred Mr. Lott’s drawings, which had one building facing Freyling and the other
facing Calkins. Mr. Jelks feels the scale of the front building overwhelms the nearby properties
on Wealthy. He suggests the scale of the Electric Cheetah building. The currently proposed
building seems massive and doesn’t add anything visual to Wealthy St. pedestrians. Mr. Jelks
suggests they get some better drawings and consider the building being viewed from the
perspective of the pedestrian foot traffic. The builders ought to be frugal but that doesn’t mean
ugly. A restaurant or bar tenant may desire outdoor seating or larger windows for natural light.
If they want to build a building of this magnitude he suggests tiers so it feels less intrusive and
more welcoming. Mr. Jelks welcomes redevelopment of the site but care should be taken.
There is already one building of the proposed size in the area that brought density that the
neighborhood continues to need but it didn’t fully consider aesthetics, retail and foot traffic.
Ms. Uebbing invited public comment.
Rebecca Smith Hoffman stated that in looking at the site plan the development looks like a
parking lot that they have managed to squeeze a few buildings around. The proposed plan
doesn’t fit the vision that they have been working toward for the last 25 years. The building
proposed at the front is a suburban building, not an urban building. It should be limited to two
stories. The buildings in the immediate area are commercial buildings of one and two stories
and it should follow that guideline. Ms. Smith Hoffman understands that the HPC doesn’t deal
with density. However, the push by the Planning Dept. for density in the city is having a
deleterious effect on design. The whole point of density and dense building is to reduce
reliance on automobiles instead of having large parking lots with high buildings. For the
downtown and other places in the city that is great but to have a three story building in this
location is not in keeping with the character of the neighborhood. Ms. Smith Hoffman stated
that it is clear what storefronts in this neighborhood look like. In keeping with the character of
the neighborhood they should be doing urban storefronts. The buildings along the back are
continuing a street face that is found on the other side of the street and that is positive. The
green space is great but unfortunately it looks like a building was torn down. It seems rather
arbitrary and that is likely because parking is driving the design. Ms. Smith Hoffman feels they
should go back to the drawing board. There is a possibility of using the grade on Calkins and
having houses at the level of Calkins and putting parking under the buildings. There is a great
deal that can be done with the site and it is an opportunity to do something creative. She would
rather see the McDonalds building remain for another 5 years than to have development as
proposed.
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Mr. Marogil related that they presented a plan to the East Hills Council of Neighbors and based
on some of their feedback they have made some changes. The HPC has the updated version
and not the original that was presented to East Hills.

3.2

Discussion began regarding the front building. Ms. Uebbing related that she reviewed the
proposal based on the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and she doesn’t feel that the front
building meets those Standards. With respect to site and environment, there is nothing
immediately neighboring this site that is taller than two stories. The proposed building doesn’t
speak to the historic character of the property; what is in the neighborhood, not the existing
building on the site. Ms. Uebbing explained that she asked herself what the impact would be if
the proposed building were to be removed in the future. If it is built as proposed the impact
becomes that other buildings can be built to match that and then the scale and massing in the
neighborhood is thrown off; the proposed scale and massing does not exist. With respect to
Standard 3, each property being recognized as a physical record of its time, place and use, the
proposed doesn’t meet that Standard. Ms. Uebbing doesn’t feel that the McDonalds building or
the vacant area of the site have acquired historic significance. The proposed needs more
distinction. There are a lot of surfaces that are vertical in a very horizontal neighborhood; this is
a very low neighborhood. It seems as though the vertical element is emphasized and that
doesn’t fit. With regard to visual qualities, the proposed doesn’t fit in with the historic features of
the neighborhood and there is no historic integrity in the architectural features. She doesn’t look
at the proposed and see that it relates to anything in the specific neighborhood.
Mr. Clark stated that for him Standards 9 & 10 were the biggest concerns. Standard 9 states
that the new shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale and architectural features to
protect the historic integrity of the property and its environment. Standard 10 states that new
additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be undertaken in such a manner that if
removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its
environment would be unimpaired. In looking at the context of the neighborhood it appears that
the nearest building that is greater than two stories is 4 ½ blocks away at the intersection of
Diamond and Wealthy. The majority of the buildings immediately adjacent, with the exception of
the Verhey Carpets building, are one story. Therefore, the proposed would create a massive
contrast.
Mr. Marogil stated that the building at Diamond and Wealthy is the largest building in the area.
Verhey Carpets would be one building removed and it is two plus stories in height. Calkins is on
an incline and the houses are fairly tall from the street perspective. Mr. Marogil agreed that
many of the buildings are smaller but he feels there is precedent for larger buildings in the area.
Ms. Gavin asked if it is his assertion that the buildings on Calkins and Freyling are greater than
two stories or have that appearance.
Mr. Marogil replied no. The houses on Calkins are two story buildings but appear taller because
of the grade. Calkins is approximately 7 ft. above Wealthy and the houses are fairly tall two
story houses. The houses on the west side are also two story and they are above grade so they
aren’t particularly small.
Ms. Gavin related that when looking at an urban streetscape the buildings on the urban street,
Wealthy, are the most important and the building they propose to place there should fit the scale
and massing of the buildings that are also fronting on Wealthy. Therefore, even if it is higher on
Calkins, behind the proposed building, the building on Wealthy needs to be compatible with its
neighbors. Ms. Gavin advised that it is likely the Commission wouldn’t favor anything greater
than two stories.
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Mr. Marogil explained that the majority of the building appears to be two stories because the
third story is recessed.
Ms. Miller explained that it is difficult for the Commission to tell because they only have the
elevation to respond to. Ms. Gavin added that they don’t know what the materials are.

Mr. Marogil related that in both drawings/options the westerly portion of the building is recessed
approximately 9 ft. They haven’t prepared the most detailed drawings because they understand
that there are criticisms they are trying to work through. The intent is that the majority of the
building would be recessed. In response to the comment about horizontality he feels that would
address the issue and emphasize horizontality rather than verticality. The building material is
intended to be brick. The windows are intended to be dual pane, factory style replica windows.
Ms. Miller asked if they will have an elevator tower.
Mr. Marogil replied that it would be at the back.
Ms. Gavin asked what the center void is. Ms. Baker clarified that Ms. Gavin was referring to the
option 1 drawing.
Mr. Marogil replied that they were thinking it would be an art feature.
Ms. Uebbing asked where they were pulling the factory style windows from; what connection to
the neighborhood.
Mr. Marogil stated that there is at least one building with that style of window; Reagan Marketing
on the east and west facades. That building also has an enormous glass front, which is similar
to what they are proposing.
Ms. Gavin advised that when looking to put new construction in an area they should pull more
from the immediate neighbors. The character in the area of Reagan Marketing isn’t quite the
same. There are a lot more residential neighbors fronting Wealthy and Reagan Marketing is
somewhat of an exceptional building as it doesn’t match much else.
Mr. Marogil stated that he appreciates that comment. There are a variety of different styles in
the immediate area. There are a lot of features they can draw from various buildings.
Mr. Maxam suggested that either of the options may be better received if they could be
perceived in a different way. The scale is fairly small so it is difficult to determine what is going
on, colors, etc. A perspective drawing or sketch up model would likely help them make their
case stronger. As shown it reads as a 1930’s streamlined modern international style building.
Specific elements such as the recess of the third story and whether the street wall is maintained
all the way along the sidewalk and only recessing for entrances are not clear in the submitted
material. It isn't clear if the building is intended to read as two separate buildings.
Mr. Marogil replied that the read as two separate buildings is actually what they were going for.
They felt it would be too imposing if it were just one massive uniform building across the entire
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streetscape. Most of the lots are smaller than the subject lot so they have one side that they
feel is a bit more traditional looking and the other side they thought fit the two story aesthetic.
Mr. Maxam noted from both options that it appears that some of the sidewalk façade has flat,
blank brick wall. Glass storefront with piers at the corners is a common pattern in the
neighborhood. Mr. Maxam suggested that what is shown may actually be more appealing then
what is gleaned from the material submitted.

Ms. Uebbing agreed, particularly when there is a rhythm of storefronts to one side and a rhythm
of houses to the other.
Mr. Marogil felt the feedback being provided was important. He was also particularly concerned
about the matter of a third story. They find the third story to be fairly critical. They are willing to
adjust design to achieve something that makes the third story seem less prominent.
Mr. Clark asked what the proposed use of the third story would be.
Mr. Marogil replied residential.
Mr. Clark asked if there is a way to add the residential elsewhere on the parcel.
Mr. Marogil replied no; they are maximizing the site as it is.
Ms. Miller added that there is an elevator tower that isn’t shown.
Ms. Uebbing referred to Standard #2 stating that a three story building doesn’t characterize the
relationship in this space. Two stories is appropriate.
Ms. Gavin recalled another building on Wealthy, in a similar stretch of two story and adjacent
residential, with a third story that was really recessed and all glass and it wasn’t really visible
from the street view.
Mr. Clark recalled that the context there was different. There was also a notable topography
change. He stated that when looking at the photos and the context of the neighborhood he
doesn’t see how a third story could fit into the context. It may be possible, depending on the
design, but based on what is presented he doesn’t believe that it would meet Standard 3 or 9.
Ms. Miller agreed. She isn’t ruling out the possibility of a third story but the proposed design is
too busy, there are too many horizontal bandings, there’s not enough rhythm and logical
arrangement of the façade.
Ms. Baker suggested they provide an understanding of the height in feet vs. number of stories.
She noted how the houses are elevated from grade by approximately 7 ft., which increases their
height. Verhey Carpets is a tall two story but what does that actually translate to in feet and
what does the three story translate to? What is the actual difference?
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Mr. Maxam stated that it has happened before that the HPC has approved buildings that are
taller than their neighbors.
Mr. Marogil related that the proposed is lower than the building at Diamond and Wealthy.

Mr. Marogil asked the Commission if what they are saying is that they wouldn’t rule out three
stories if the rhythm is there or as a whole; is it the rhythm that is the issue?
Ms. Uebbing stated that the rhythm is definitely the issue for her. She would not support the
third story in either of the options presented. Part of that rhythm goes back to what is
happening on either side of it.
Ms. Gavin indicated that in order to evaluate the proposed design the Commission needs to
also see the surrounding buildings instead of just in shadow.
Mr. Marogil asked to what extent they would like to see that; how many buildings down the line?
The Commission replied one block in either direction.
Ms. Baldwin responded to the applicant’s question of three stories indicating that rhythm or not
she would have a difficult time supporting three stories. She doesn’t feel a three story building
will be the right scale and massing in the middle of that block.
Mr. Maxam stated that because it is an Advisory Discussion they won’t absolutely rule anything
out. There seems to be a consensus that two stories would be acceptable but that three stories
would be a battle.
Mr. Clark added that as presented the Verhey building appears to be approximately 28 ft. high
vs. the proposed 42 ft. That is a lot of mass in this context especially when the rhythm of
several other buildings is only one story.
Mr. Maxam added that the idea of it appearing to be two separate buildings seems like a wise
choice because the buildings tend to be narrower.
Ms. Miller added that she might even support one of them as three stories and one of them two
stories. She isn’t ruling three stories out but she is ruling it out for the submitted design; it isn’t
far enough along.
Mr. Maxam stated that there appears to be different rhythms on the different stories and it looks
like some things don’t line up with what is above them.
The Commission’s discussion turned to the rear buildings.
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Ms. Uebbing noted that the drawing provided shows the proposed buildings and outlines of
neighboring buildings. Because they are outlines you don’t read the windows or connections to
either side to tie it all together. It doesn’t appear to be consistent now because the houses are
elevated and the subject building is lower so there is a disproportionate change and it isn’t clear.
Being able to see how it reads with neighboring buildings will be important.

3.2

Tom Tooley, Concept Design, commented on the site plan. The site plan they presented to
East Hills had over 70 parking spaces and they have revised that. Part of the reason they
chose to focus on Freyling was based on a conversation with the City and due to the complexity
of the existing retaining wall on Calkins. What they are dealing with is basically two one-way
alleys. Calkins is one-way north and Freyling is one-way south. When Mr. Marogil approached
Mr. Tooley’s client in an attempt to create the best use for the deep site they looked at
residential. They started with 30 units and as they received feedback they reduced that
number. They didn’t want to go to three stories so the footprint is larger to get the 20 units.
There was a lot of discussion about greenspace. They are proposing two buildings separated
by a 50 ft. wide greenspace. They could do multiple buildings and have an approximate 10 ft.
greenspace separation. They feel there is more value to a wider yard vs. small strips of land
between buildings. Mr. Tooley explained that the reason they chose not to work off of Calkins is
because of the retaining wall and the cost of construction to build the buildings taller. Because
of the 7 ft. grade difference if they tried to construct parking underneath it would get even
higher. By creating the parking lot along the east side the visibility of the parking will be
screened by the retaining wall that runs along Calkins. The parking spaces would be lower than
Calkins and lower than the houses located to the east. Mr. Tooley stated that in terms of
parking numbers they are below what is required by zoning. If the front building is reduced to
two stories then it may be possible to reduce parking further as the demand for parking goes
down. The difficulty with the site is that there is no street parking they can rely on for the
occupants. They would be pushed to park in the neighborhood to the north or out on Wealthy
because parking is not permitted along the two alleys. Mr. Tooley stated that, in terms of the
architecture, they looked to the single family homes to the west and tried to pick up on that
vernacular; gables, shed porches. After hearing comments they have updated the elevations.
Mr. Tooley circulated the updated elevation/street view indicating that they have increased
some of the stoop areas so that they are larger. There is no sidewalk along Freyling and the
City requested that they absorb a sidewalk onto their property, which they have done. The units
would be set back an additional 5 ft. from the sidewalk
Mr. Clark asked if each of the spaces are individual dwelling units or if there are multiple
dwelling units per space.
Mr. Tooley replied that they are two-bedroom units and there is an upper and a lower unit.
Originally they had the doors side by side and East Hills asked them to separate those so they
revised the floor plans with some of the entries from the parking on the east side and some of
the entries on the west side. He explained that they also worked to vary the façade depth to
create some articulation so it isn’t one flat façade. They also did that with the colors.
Ms. Baldwin asked if they are providing parking for the retail space at the front as well as for the
residential tenants.
Mr. Tooley agreed. There is 7,000 sq. ft. of retail proposed, 7,000 sq. ft. of office and 7
residential units in the front building for a total of 27 residential units.
Mr. Maxam agreed with the previous comment about this appearing to be a more suburban
model. He has seen similar townhouse developments in the Plainfield and 5 Mile area. He
feels that is a very valid criticism for this location; that this suburban model isn’t the right choice.
When looking at the facades it looks like they are trying to be more buildings. The pattern in the
neighborhood is a lot of small buildings and this is trying to paste that onto the façade. This
plan may have received criticism because it still looked like a big building with only three gabled
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Ms. Uebbing stated that it seems like the neighborhood is expecting the space to be between
each building. You drive through and there are homes separated by green space. Having the
one large area of green space doesn’t read like the historic neighborhood around it. Even
though there would be only 10 ft. between each one, that is how most of the surrounding
neighborhood has historically been built. Having that green space between individual buildings
defines and meets the Standards. Each of the two buildings currently shown is one large mass
even though the facades are trying to be different. The space between them just isn’t there and
that is how the neighborhood reads.
Mr. Tooley indicated that someone had referenced the townhouses near ICCF.
Ms. Baker related that the units on Hollister are spaced approximately 10-15 ft. apart.
Ms. Miller stated that it begins to break up the wall that is being created. What is shown is
essentially a flat plane with some porches. Perhaps there could be some stepping and provide
positive and negative space as you go down the sidewalk so it doesn’t seem like such a wall.
Ms. Uebbing suggested possibly some roof height changes to provide some variation.
Mr. Maxam noted that a number of the houses along Freyling have porches that wrap around
and have a side element. What is shown on the drawings is stoops but not a legitimate porch.
Ms. Uebbing added that porches are historically significant in many of the historic districts. She
also pointed out that the ends of the buildings that are currently presented don’t have any
windows. She feels windows on the sides will be important because the homes in the area
have windows on every side. Having more separate buildings and introducing windows on the
sides is important because it is such a significant feature of a historic house.
Mr. Maxam stated that the lack of windows on the ends makes the green space seem all the
more like leftover space that happens to be green. It really isn’t a yard space for any particular
unit/building.
Ms. Gavin stated that she is feeling that this is too dense; packing a lot of people into this small
space. That is countered somewhat by the fact that only half the space of the parcel is being
used to house people and the other half is being used to house cars. She would like to see the
buildings spaced apart and also the rhythm from across the street carried on; a bit more space
and fewer occupants.
Mr. Maxam stated that if they were duplexes spaced apart with reference to the houses across
from them that would be easier, even if the duplexes were quad-plexes.
Ms. Gavin stated that based on the renderings it isn’t possible to determine how they compare
to the height of the houses across the street. She understands that there are grade changes.
Mr. Tooley clarified that there isn’t a grade change on Freyling.
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facades. Option two adds some variety but it still looks like it is applied to a big suburban
building. Mr. Maxam questions whether two big buildings separated by a significant green
space is the way to go.
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Ms. Gavin stated that she would prefer to see both sides of the parcel used for building if they
are trying to get that density in the space.

Mr. Clark referred to Standard 9; the spatial relationships that characterize a property as well as
surrounding properties, massing and proportion. While it is an attractive building it doesn’t have
the scale and proportion and spatial relationships that are evident on the surrounding parcels.
Having the units either separated or possibly quad-plexes may do it but without seeing
renderings they can’t say definitively. Mr. Clark also agrees that it would be preferable to see
buildings on both street frontages, perhaps with parking between the mixed use building and the
residential as opposed to on just one side. He understands that there will be topography
challenges but those can be overcome.
Mr. Tooley stated that with topography challenges come dollar figures and that is the challenge
because you either have to fill or cut the 7 ft. The houses that are present to the east actually
climb up fairly good stoops so they are even higher. There isn’t enough width to put units on
both streets because you end up with just a sliver between them. There would be no parking
with residences on both streets. There is no sidewalk on Calkins, just as there isn’t on Freyling,
so they would have the issue of where the resident parks and where their front door is vs.
sending them through the back and into the backs of the units.
Ms. Gavin stated that there is no precedent in a traditional neighborhood for having a big
parking lot behind a strip of townhouses. They will have to find another solution.
Mr. Maxam stated that it feels like the dollars have been stretched here to maximize the square
footage as much as possible to the point where the design is suffering and not something they
can approve. He gave examples of no windows in the ends of the buildings and buildings so
large to minimize siding and keep the foundation pours to a minimum. The architecture is an
exact mirror of itself from one building to the next. More variety along the facades would be
more in keeping with the neighborhood.
Ms. Miller stated that the rendering in the packet progressed to what was submitted this
evening. Perhaps the next step is to begin looking at that plane and trying to vary the facades
so that they don’t all line up and they start to feel like more individual units even though they are
connected.
Mr. Tooley commented on parking further. This site has a retail use and what they are trying to
do is blend residential and retail and find the best solution for that. They are accommodating
parking for the apartments as well as for the retail and office uses. The retail and office offsets
each other but the residential won’t necessarily offset that so there may be a little bit more
parking but they are below what is required by Zoning. When you look at the site, which was all
retail and is now going to include residential, how do you accommodate all three and provide
the necessary parking.
Ms. Gavin stated that if they are trying to fit that much in that they need that much parking then
perhaps they have maxed out the site.
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Mr. Maxam agreed that the pattern of the neighborhood is to have facades on the streets.
There could be parking or green space between.
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Ms. Baker responded to a question regarding the history of the property. She related that it was
formerly a greenhouse with greenhouse buildings all the way to the back. The greenhouse also
incorporated the lot to the east where the apartment buildings are located.

Mr. Maxam pointed out that the houses on the street have parking between them. He
suggested there may be an opportunity for parking off-street in recessed areas. Another idea
that hasn’t surfaced is the possibility of one large apartment building. If that is the reality of the
site then perhaps it would be better received as a brick, more commercial looking, flat roof box.
Ms. Gavin noted that the residential buildings at the corner of College and Wealthy have a
number of units in them. One is a large brick building with two porches.
Ms. Baldwin doesn’t feel that relates to this neighborhood.
Ms. Uebbing added that there is no precedent on this site for what they are proposing so that is
also something to consider. To bring it into a proposal like this she feels it needs to be thought
through more to meet the guidelines because the precedent isn’t there.
Mr. Tooley asked, if they came in with a single, large brick apartment building, if that would be
compatible with the homes to the west.
Mr. Maxam stated that it would still be very important to respond to what is across the street.
What is across the street are individual houses with one door per lot. There is articulation from
front to back. Whether historically there were homes here or not the pattern in the neighborhood
is that if you have residential on one side of the street you tend to have it on the other side as
well.
Ms. Gavin stated that spacing is important so if they are going to have an apartment building
then maybe have it look like one, but have them spaced apart. She would prefer to see three
brick apartment buildings with space between them rather than a huge apartment building that
takes up the entire block; respond to the rhythm that’s across the street.
Ms. Uebbing feels it is important to respond to the rhythm across the street.
Mr. Tooley stated that that rhythm is a single family lot and the spacing is greater than what they
can obtain.
Ms. Baldwin asked if it has to be symmetrical all facing one street. Would it be possible to
separate the units providing space between each building and take a smaller section that would
no longer fit on Freyling and pull it around to Calkins so that that entire side isn’t all parking? It
appears that the retaining wall gets taller toward the back of the site.
Mr. Tooley explained that it gets taller toward the middle of the site. At the front where it is
shorter is where the retail building and access to the parking is proposed.
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Ms. Gavin suggested that if they reduce the three story building to two stories that will reduce
the parking needed. If the number of residential units is reduced that would also reduce the
need for parking. Part of the draw for living in an urban neighborhood is walkability and what
they are trying to encourage is that kind of pattern in the traditional neighborhoods, especially a
historic district.
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Ms. Gavin suggested that the access to the parking doesn’t have to be at the front.
Mr. Tooley replied that for grade they need to come in just after the retail building because the
site begins to climb.

Mr. Tooley stated that part of the challenge is providing a way to get onto the site so that people
don’t have to go up the adjacent west street and come in through the new connector to Freyling
to get into a parking lot. That would drive traffic into the residential area because the only way
to get to Freyling is from a street to the immediate west.
Ms. Gavin clarified that what they are suggesting is that the parking doesn’t all have to be
contiguous. Perhaps it could be broken up.
Ms. Uebbing suggested that they should also address the height of the proposed residential
structures. The massing of the two buildings seems a little too tall. She understands that in the
three dimensions the roof begins to recede but the homes on the other side of the street are of
varied heights. Ms. Miller mentioned stepping it back so slightly varied roof heights, if the
buildings are separated, may also be appropriate.
Mr. Clark asked if they had the height information for the residential homes on the west side of
Freyling.
Mr. Tooley did not have that information.
Mr. Clark noticed on the existing homes that it appears that the windows are pushed up into the
gable a bit more.
Mr. Tooley indicated that their drawings are very early and they would likely come down. Most
of the homes appear to be 1 ½ stories and only have a small space in the gable portion.
Ms. Miller added that because of the second unit on the second floor they need all the floor
space. If there is a way to minimize the roof line that would be great.
Mr. Maxam advised that typically when they are reviewing new homes in a historic district one
issue that tends to come up is the porch height relative to other porch heights. The porches that
are shown appear to be slabs.
Ms. Miller related that she drove through the area and most of the homes have one or two
steps. The proposed building is so close to the street that it may be beneficial to add another
step or two for privacy sake.
____________________________________________________________________________
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Mr. Maxam asked if all of the parking has to be accessed from one point or would it be possible
for some of the buildings in back to have their own parking.
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12 Weston SW (aka 35 – 41 S Division) (HSD) – Advisory Discussion – Construction of multistory building on vacant lot.
Motion by Mr. Clark, supported by Ms. Gavin, finding that Ms. Miller has a potential
conflict of interest being that she is employed by the applicant. Motion carried
unanimously.

Tedd Lott, Lott3Metz Architecture, was present representing the partnership that owns the site
at 35-41 S. Division (aka 12 Weston). Mr. Lott circulated additional information providing more
views than provided in the original submission. Also included in the packet are letters that
address peripheral issues. One letter is from Chris Larson of DGRI and it speaks to the current
growth in the City and how that will be addressed as a community. The second letter is from
Mark Miller, the former HPC chair, and speaks about his experience the last time a large
building came up for discussion in Heartside.
Mr. Lott explained that the context plan shows the Heartside neighborhood. The subject site is
located at the corner of Weston and Division. The site is unique in downtown; it has three active
sides and a party wall up against the Rockwell Republic building. There is also a significant
slope from Division down to Commerce; approximately 9 – 10’ from the corner of Division down
to the alley. Mr. Lott related that when they were given the challenge of doing this building the
original concept or profile from the owner was that they wanted an 8-story, 80,000 sq. ft.
building. The site is approximately 12,000 sq. ft.; 100 ft. on Division x 120-130 ft. on Weston.
They began to look at that in reference to what they perceive as the context of the neighborhood
and how they would address it from an urban standpoint and they made a key decision up front,
which they feel is a better solution than putting an 8-story block on the corner. Mr. Lott related
that they chose to reduce the footprint of the building at the fifth story for a number of reasons.
One reason is to move it back from the party line so they could have a maximum amount of
glass on that wall. If it were on the party wall line it would have to be a solid brick wall for fire
purposes. An office footprint of 10,000 sq. ft., which this is above the fifth floor, is a big square
and very difficult to lease and provide circulation in. The footprint reduction helped to make it
appropriate for office.
Mr. Lott related the proposed uses within the building. A first floor storefront will be present on
Division with transparency on Weston as well. Floors 2, 3, and 4 are parking. The fifth floor
opens up onto the open roof deck. The fifth floor will be common space. Floors 6 – 12 above
are class A office space. The very top is a mechanical penthouse and there a couple of small
decks up there.
Mr. Lott referred to the rendering relating that the building has a podium/brick base that they are
designing specifically with window openings and window groupings to relate to the
neighborhood as it is. They are keeping the height of the podium as close to the adjacent
building as they can and above that is where the building steps back. What they are gaining is
a better usable footprint and a more respectful building as it relates to both streets and to
neighbors. What they are asking for is a few more stories in height as compared to 38
Commerce at the back.
Mr. Lott explained that as they looked at height in context they built a model of downtown and
began looking at what it would look like with the buildings around it and how it related to the
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Ms. Miller left the meeting room.
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Mr. Lott presented building elevations relating that the podium is the brick portion that sits at the
street level and is 45 ft. in height. To the white line above is 142 ft. He stated that they have
been working on this project for approximately 8 months and what is being presented this
evening is still conceptual. They are presenting something that the ownership feels comfortable
with as far as the programming goes. He explained that the reason for withdrawing the item
from the December agenda was that they wanted to be sure that this was a feasible project
before presenting it to the HPC. Having said that, they remain open to suggestions for
modifications to the base and to the tower. Mr. Lott presented the Weston elevation relating
that they will be including windows on that façade in an effort to get access and life on that
street as well. The brick tower shown on that façade is the vertical circulation for the building.
On the south elevation is another stair tower. A rendering of the street level depicts the
storefront and windows. He explained that what they are doing there is, instead of putting large
amounts of brick detailing into the project they are adding sun shading and using it as a
common element on the entire building to try to unify the composition. The sun shading is
horizontal on one elevation, vertical on the offices above, and then horizontal again on the
offices on the south elevation. The entry to the offices is at the corner and they have pulled it
back a bit from the corner. There isn’t a great deal of sidewalk at this corner so they tried to pull
the storefront in a bit, while defining the street face with the rest of the brick, to allow for
potential outdoor seating. The recessed entry on the corner to access the elevator tower is a
way to define it and give some space at the corner. Mr. Lott presented the alley elevation. He
explained that they are working with the City to make a physical connection to 38 Commerce.
The City would either be a partner or a tenant in the project and manage the parking in the
building. What it does is allow them to fully activate the lower floor and not have to have ramps.
They feel that is a much better solution. They will park approximately 100 cars between the
basement level and floors 2, 3, and 4.
Ms. Uebbing asked the floor to floor height.
Mr. Lott replied that the floor to floor varies. The first floor is 13-14’, floors 2 – 4 are 11’ each
because of the parking and getting it to align properly with 38 Commerce and because they are
trying to stay as close as they can to the height of the adjacent Rockwell Republic building. The
floor to floors above are at 12’. They are anticipating the structure being a poured concrete
structure which helps them keep the floor to floor smaller as well.
Mr. Lott stated that they are dealing with a number of different design elements that they have to
accommodate in terms of the streetscape, City requirements, and client and tenant needs.
Therefore, they have a building that is doing a few different things and how they are attempting
to unify the composition is through the materials. They are keeping the materials very simple
across the entire pallet and keeping the detailing very simple. They are using the brick tower to
hold the office portion down onto the podium and using the concrete columns to go all the way
through the building so they become part of the composition of the storefront below but are also
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buildings around it. Mr. Lott went through the model they developed and described the different
views presented. He explained that the proposed building is 45 ft. at the top of the podium and
at the eve 142 ft. Located to the rear, 38 Commerce is 114 ft. and UICA is 164 ft. Mr. Lott
related that the proposed building is also shorter than what Mr. Chew is proposing on Fulton
and it is also shorter than the church steeples in the neighborhood. Mr. Lott stated that they are
respecting the fabric while still proposing a tall building. Mr. Lott presented views from different
directions.
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expressed above through the clear glass in the building. They are meshing the composition
together as they go up and down and as they go around the facades on the building.

Mr. Lott explained that what they need to work on moving forward is an energy modeling
discussion, which will affect the exterior of the building from a glazing standpoint. There are
mechanical and ventilation requirements for the parking floors that they have to understand and
the glass shown now, a totally enclosed parking deck, may not be feasible. They are also
working on the final parking configuration with the City, which may affect the design if they end
up with ramps or something else. Those are the things he is aware of that may affect the
design and the discussion moving forward. He feels what is critical at this point is having a
discussion about how they view the context and how the HPC views the context.
Ms. Gavin asked if he has a view of the streetscape coming west down Fulton to see how it
relates to the UICA building and heading south on Division.
Mr. Lott indicated that he did not have a view heading south on Division but offered to provide
that.
Ms. Uebbing added, in terms of context, that she would want to see how the windows in the
Rockwell Republic building line up to the parking openings.
Mr. Lott indicated that the next time they come they will have a more detailed elevation of the
streetscape so they can discuss that. What they have seen in their work in the neighborhood is
that a lot of that is all over the place from building to building. The floor heights, window sill
heights off the floors, etc. are all different. What they were trying to do and will continue to try to
do is get the window size and proportion in line with what the neighbor has because that is fairly
consistent.
Ms. Uebbing stated that if they consider what was there those windows were very rhythmic and
she believes they lined up with the Rockwell Republic building.
Mr. Lott indicated that they would work on that.
Ms. Uebbing observed from the east elevation that there is a step up from the Rockwell building
to the top of the podium and then to the tall office space. She understands that the height is
driven by the parking.
Mr. Lott agreed that it is driven by the parking and also by the economics of the project.
Ms. Uebbing indicated that that may be something they wish to look into. It isn’t that she would
want to see the podium taller but the step up from the Rockwell building to the top of the podium
doesn’t seem to have the right rhythm and balance.
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Mr. Lott explained that they are fairly early in the design process and they have a significant
number of questions that remain to be answered. He asked that the Commission address the
method they desire for proceeding; having them coming back multiple times for Advisory
Discussion or forming a subcommittee.
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Mr. Lott argued that that is an existing condition in Heartside. There are six and seven story
buildings next to open parking lots and single story buildings next to five story buildings all over
the place in the neighborhood.
Ms. Uebbing agreed but when looking at the historical context and what was here previously
there wasn’t a half step. She noted that besides that odd step there is then a sun shade that is
a half-step up from that and then the parapet wall; there isn’t a defining line.

Mr. Lott indicated that that is why they are proposing that as glass on that frontage. It is
unfortunate and he wishes it wasn’t that as well. He also wishes they didn’t have parking decks
at the corner of Fulton and Division.
Mr. Maxam stated that he questions floors 2 – 4 as pseudo building. If it is going to be a parking
deck it seems like animation of a façade that’s not really occupied in the traditional manner. He
doesn’t feel the need for the punched openings if that’s what it’s going to be.
Mr. Lott asked the opinion of other Commissioners on that point.
Mr. Clark related that he feels the exact opposite. When looking at the Standards, in terms of
proportion, there are no other buildings he can think of that would have three floors of solid wall
so he feels the openings are almost a necessity.
Ms. Gavin agreed but she would prefer that the parking not be on the Division St. façade. She
wants the façade to be occupied and the historic use of that part of the building to be there.
Ms. Baldwin questioned whether they can dictate the use.
Ms. Gavin agreed that they can’t.
Mr. Maxam agreed with Ms. Gavin that that is obviously the desirable condition and if there is
any way to get that to happen that would be easier.
Mr. Lott indicated that that would be his preference as well.
Ms. Uebbing asked if there are any preservation briefs on parking structures in historic districts.
Mr. Lott replied that in their research they didn’t find any. What they find is the difference in
opinion that the HPC just defined; it’s a parking deck so it should be like a parking deck and no
it shouldn’t, it should read like the buildings next door. It is a situation where every community is
different, every historic district is different and every Board is different in looking at these things.
His preference, outside of his client relationship, would be closer to Mr. Maxam’s but they were
trained the same way so they have the same kind of bias as far as use and how you treat use in
a building. However, he would expect that this Commission would prefer something similar to
what they’ve shown, Ms. Gavin’s concern aside. He is open either way and the client would
likely be open either way.
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Ms. Gavin related that she is bothered by the sun shade cutting the top of the window and the
use of floors 2 – 4 as parking fronting on Division. She understands they need parking but
doesn’t like it looking out over Division.
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Ms. Gavin asked if the parking floors could be reused as occupied space if, in the near future,
the need for parking isn’t an issue.

Ms. Baldwin related that she doesn’t have a problem with the step up from the Rockwell
Republic building to the top of the podium and she is also okay with the parking where it is. Mr.
Lott made the point that the building heights vary in the district.
Ms. Gavin agreed that there are building “steps” that are not all at the same height.
Ms. Uebbing clarified that her discomfort is that it is a small step up to the very tall structure.
Ms. Baldwin again stated that the parking and the step aren’t stumbling blocks for her but the
building is very tall. She understands that if you zoom out there are other tall buildings
downtown but that isn’t what they are supposed to do; they are supposed to focus on the
immediate vicinity and there isn’t anything even close.
Mr. Lott disagreed. The UICA is in the next block and the proposed building is shorter than that.
Ms. Gavin felt that a valid point had been made about the height descending as you go south
into Heartside. She suggested that she may be able to support it if a couple of stories were
taken off.
Ms. Uebbing noted that in the photo looking north on Division you don’t see UICA and you
would see the subject building because it is at the corner.
Ms. Gavin stated that she is sensitive to the fact that this is an area where more density is
appropriate and she is sensitive to the fact that it is necessary to add density downtown and she
feels this is a well-designed plan to do so because the addition is glass, it is fairly transparent,
and it doesn’t have a huge impact on the surrounding buildings but she feels it is a bit too tall.
She suggested they put parking underground.
Mr. Lott indicated that they are putting parking underground. There is also the matter of water
underground in that location.
Mr. Maxam noted that the glass cube has a bit of an overhang over the sidewalk.
Mr. Lott agreed that that is how it is currently drawn.
Mr. Maxam asked if that will be an issue in terms of an easement from the City.
Ms. Gavin indicated that there is no precedent for that in the neighborhood so she is not
supportive.
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Mr. Lott replied yes. One of the nice things about the connection to 38 Commerce is that there
would be no ramps in this structure. It will be poured slab just like any other poured slab in the
building so in the future it could be occupied. Mr. Lott noted that the letter from Mr. Larson
speaks to accommodating growth in the City and moving forward in areas such as this. This is
a friction point; it is an odd corner. From their perspective they need to make the best possible
use of it because the rest of the neighborhood is being preserved. The neighborhood isn’t going
to be clear cut to put up higher density so they need to accommodate where they can.
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Mr. Maxam asked if there is any concern about ice coming down onto pedestrians from the sun
shades.
Mr. Lott replied no.

Mr. Lott indicated that he appreciates the context argument made by Ms. Gavin and he agrees
that it is accurate.
Ms. Gavin asked if the sun shades on the glass tower cut across at the same height that they
are on the parking structure.
Mr. Lott stated that the intent was to use similar materials in a similar way. They aren’t exactly
in the same place because they are doing different things functionally. He agreed that her
previous comment about cutting windows is valid.
Ms. Gavin explained that it is very distracting and takes away from the shape, pattern and
rhythm of the windows.
Mr. Lott related that the other reason you would do that architecturally is because the sun hits
the top and bounces deep into the space. It functions like old prismatic glass and that is similar
to the way they are treating the storefront. Instead of having a fin that comes out protecting part
of the sidewalk it also bounces light deep into the space. It is their modern interpretation of a
storefront with prismatic glass above that would reflect the sun.
Ms. Gavin addressed the storefront stating that she doesn’t favor the corner being suspended
with no support or that it is set back. There is no precedent for that in this neighborhood.
Mr. Maxam wondered if the horizontal slashing through the windows issue could be resolved if
the windows didn’t read as a tall window that has been cut but as a window with a transom so it
doesn’t appear that something was placed in front of the windows.
Mr. Lott explained that what would be helpful to him to take away from this discussion is
clarification of the difference of opinion about the parking structure portion. If the preference is
that the Division elevation has a more similar glass proportion to the rest of the street then they
can work toward that.
Mr. Maxam indicated that the fact that the space could be converted makes him rethink his
stance but he still doesn’t feel it requires that the proportions match what was on the former
building. Mr. Maxam also commented on the expression line and wondered if there is
opportunity for it to be more than just the barest minimum of expression lines.
Ms. Uebbing stated that, other than the height, as a new building she feels this does meet the
guidelines; massing, rhythm, scale and materials. She also has concern about the bottom
corner being cut away whereas in a historic building the corner anchors a building. However, it
is a new building.
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Assistant City Attorney Elizabeth White related that over the last few years the City has not
approved of the use of space over the right-of-way unless it is something that is removable with
a 60 day notice.
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Mr. Clark feels there is precedent for that, although not to this extreme, in the building occupied
by Tower Pinkster. It is a corner entryway and is set back quite substantially from the sidewalk.
Ms. Gavin disagreed. In that case the corner is cut off and it has an awning. It isn’t the same
as having the whole façade recessed.

Ms. Baldwin asked about the opposite corner where it is solid brick.
Mr. Lott explained that what they were trying to do there is set off that edge different from the
rest of the sidewalk. It is at the street so it holds the line but as you get past it the whole store
front opens up. They could look at that as well if that is a concern.
Ms. Gavin feels that the rhythm of the facades require a solid piece at the corner. She doesn’t
see how that can be eliminated and remain in context with the other buildings. Ms. Baldwin
suggested perhaps not such a large solid piece at the other corner.
Ms. Baker suggested the possibility of a pier at the corner but having the glass cut back to
provide the extra walking space.
Mr. Lott related that that is a very common treatment in Chicago and is something they can look
at in this situation.
Mr. Maxam noted that the structural columns seem to come down in a very arbitrary fashion and
they don’t seem to have any particular relation to the rhythm of the parking windows.
Mr. Lott stated that the issue for them is that they have two different systems coming together
with the street being the primary driver of the façade. For them it was a matter of showing the
contrast between the two.
Mr. Maxam noted that the columns come down and free float from the façade. Something about
that feels uncomfortable as opposed to a traditional storefront.
Mr. Lott explained that that is another place where they chose to make a contrast.
Mr. Maxam suggested that it feels like an opportune location for spray paint waiting to happen
because of the raw concrete undetailed nature.
Mr. Lott related that their experience building and working in the neighborhood is that an
investment is respected.
Ms. Gavin related that she feels they need more substance in the storefront. There is too much
of an expanse of void and it is jarring.
Mr. Maxam stated that it feels airport to him.
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Mr. Lott related that he is happy to revisit that corner aspect. When building in historic districts
they are building things that are very contextual and other things that are separating from
context in certain ways and that corner is where they are separating from specific context.
There is nothing sacred about that corner design the way it is shown now; it is just the way they
chose to approach it at the time and he is happy to work on it.
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Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none.
Mr. Lott specifically asked the Commission who would favor 12 stories and who does not.
Everything they do from here has to be built on an envelope they feel confident with because
they will start spending a lot of engineering money soon. They feel it is appropriate because of
what has been approved in the past and the overall context of downtown.
Ms. Gavin replied that she hears the argument but feels it is a little too tall.

Ms. Baldwin agreed. The next question is likely what isn’t too tall.
Ms. Uebbing explained that that was why she asked about the floor to floor heights. Perhaps
there is a way to bring the height down and still accomplish the space they need.
Mr. Maxam stated that if the glass portion isn’t overhanging the parking deck that makes it a
little more comfortable.
Mr. Lott related that he will attempt to address everything expressed by the Commission but
whether he can achieve 100% is another question.
Ms. Uebbing stated that in looking at the drawings and knowing what they need in terms of floor
to floor heights she suggested that bringing it down one or two floors may be enough to take it
down.
Ms. Gavin related that 10 stories is likely what will work.
Mr. Clark related that he has been on the fence about this. If it were a solid bulk mass of brick
he would say absolutely too tall but with the way it is presented, with the glass and two pillars on
either side, it really changes the mass and scaling for how he reads it. He definitely agrees with
pushing the glass back so it matches but, given the context of the surrounding buildings, he
doesn’t feel it needs to be pushed back much further than the face of the building. That way it
still reads as part of that building. In terms of materials he feels that is the portion that sells him
on the height the most. If possible it should be clear glass.
Mr. Lott related that clear glass is their intent.
Mr. Clark continued. He suggested exploring whether there is a way to soften the effect of the
elevator tower and stairwells or some other way to minimize the impact. He again stated that he
has been on the fence with the height but they are definitely going in the right direction with the
glass.
Mr. Maxam stated that he began thinking about the building at 25 Commerce and that is a tall
building compared to its surroundings. It is a tall masonry building.
Mr. Lott stated that it is a tall six story building.
Mr. Maxam asked if the glass cube is sacred.
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Ms. Uebbing agreed that in this immediate area it is too tall.
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Mr. Lott related that the preference of the tenant is the glass from floor to floor.
Ms. Gavin stated that the brick is better in terms of context but she doesn’t know if 12 stories
would work.

Ms. Uebbing feels the glass material meets the Standards. It is a material that was found
historically and it is being treated in a modern way on a new building.
Ms. Gavin added that the nice thing about it is it doesn’t overwhelm surrounding buildings.
Mr. Lott asked about the process question; coming back multiple times or working with a
subcommittee.
The Commission agreed that coming back for Advisory Discussions was most appropriate.
Greg Metz suggested that Commissioners look at the Michigan National Bank building on
Monroe, a very tall building with shorter buildings next to it. Another building he suggested they
look at is McKay Tower.
____________________________________________________________________________
PUBLIC COMMENT: None.
ADJOURNED: 8:40 p.m.

Packet Pg. 61

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Feb 4, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Mr. Lott indicated that there aren’t brick buildings this tall because of the structural problems.
When you see a building that is brick and it is tall it is concrete panels with brick imprints, which
isn’t something they want to do here. The taller buildings downtown are stone veneer on
masonry backing but they are very rarely brick at this height.

3.3

Minutes of the
GRAND RAPIDS HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
5:00 p.m. Wednesday, March 4, 2015
1120 Monroe Ave. NW
Public Hearing Room 2nd Floor
CALL TO ORDER

ABSENT:
STAFF PRESENT: Rhonda Baker, Richard Garbrecht
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES of February 4, 2015 – Mr. Clark MOVED TO APPROVE the
minutes of the February 4, 2015 meeting. SUPPORTED by Ms. Miller. All in favor. MOTION
CARRIED.

STAFF COMMUNICATIONS AND REPORTS
Certificates of Appropriateness Issued by Staff
1012 Wealthy SE
400 College SE
773 Wealthy SE

40 Pearl NW
10 College NE
102 Union SE

334 Cherry SE
231 James SE
249 Eastern SE

540 Fountain NE
307 James SE

OLD BUSINESS
1106-1108 Wealthy SE (WSD) – Request to reconstruct storefront, add lights, and replace roof
was tabled for more detailed drawings.
Matt Smith was present to discuss the request. He recalled that a big issue at the last meeting
was the knee wall. They had originally proposed to carry the brick through and the HPC was
more interested in a wood panel system representing the window type details from the original
building. Mr. Smith related that they have made that change. The brick was also a question.
Mr. Smith presented samples of two bricks; one to demonstrate the texture of the proposed
brick and the other the colors that closely match the existing bricks. There was only one color of
brick they were unable to find but they plan to take the face of the building off, reclaim the brick,
clean it and re-use as much as possible.
Ms. Miller asked how he determined the number of light fixtures proposed.
Mr. Smith replied that he based it on what other buildings in the area have. The building is 50’
on the face. He recalled that he was originally considering barn style fixtures but there are more
in the area that have used the smaller fixtures.
Ms. Miller asked if he had dimensional recommendations for placement.
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Mr. Smith replied that he did not.
Ms. Miller noted that the drawing provided calls for tinted glass.
Mr. Smith clarified that that is not the intent; the glass will be clear. He also clarified that there
would be no water-proofing applied to the brick.

Mr. Smith replied that there are vent stacks present but he isn’t aware of a chimney on the
building. If there are remnants of a chimney on the exterior there is nothing on the interior that
connects to it.
Ms. Uebbing explained that if there is a chimney present they wouldn’t want it taken down.
Since he will have contractors on site for the storefront brick she suggested he also have then
address the chimney.
Mr. Smith related that he understood.
Ms. Baker presented Mr. Smith with a photo and identified the chimney. He felt the chimney
was on a neighboring building but would confirm that.
Ms. Gavin asked if the proposed bricks are the same size as the existing.
Mr. Smith replied that they are.
Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none.
Ms. Miller noted that the tinted glass and water-proofing of the brick have been addressed in
testimony. She suggested that the applicant consider reducing the number of goose neck light
fixtures and perhaps if the size of the lamp were increased they could be spread out further.
Ms. Uebbing asked if Ms. Miller would be agreeable to approving the six fixtures proposed with
the option to reduce the number or if she didn’t favor the six fixtures at all.
Ms. Miller replied that it is difficult to tell because they don’t have an image or specs for the
fixtures. She suggested final approval by staff.
Mr. Maxam felt that two fixtures per bay would be fine. Ms. Baldwin was comfortable with six or
fewer.
Ms. Miller suggested the applicant submit a cut sheet to staff. She is comfortable with six
fixtures if they are under a 24 inch height; similar to those shown in the submitted example.
Ms. Baldwin feels that the application shows sensitivity to the building and that they are trying to
restore it as close to original as possible. She feels the questions the Commission had at the
last meeting have been addressed.
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Ms. Uebbing asked what their plans are for the chimney that is present, as noted in the staff
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Mr. Clark MOVED TO APPROVE with the clarification that the storefront glass is to be
clear and with final approval of the number and size of exterior light fixtures by staff,
based on the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 1, 2, 6, & 9 and the local preservation
guidelines. SUPPORTED by Ms. Gavin. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
____________________________________________________________________________
NEW BUSINESS

Ms. Miller related that the applicant is her neighbor and she has given him some design advice
but not for financial gain.
The Commission unanimously agreed that Ms. Miller did not have a conflict of interest.
Kyle VanderKodde was present to discuss the application. He explained that he would like to
eliminate the garden style window that was likely installed in the ‘70’s. He would also like to
remove the door on the north side of the addition. That opening would be framed in and stucco
applied to match. A new door would be installed in the opening of the garden style window.
Ms. Uebbing asked if he would be removing the brick stoop that serves the door on the north
side of the addition.
Mr. VanderKodde replied that he hadn’t thought about that but that he would remove it.
Ms. Gavin asked what would happen to the basement window underneath the garden style
window.
Mr. VanderKodde replied that it will remain and he will install wood steps so that the window is
accessible if need be. The steps will be above the window and go out past the window well. He
responded to additional questions indicating that the new doors will be painted. He doesn’t plan
to relocate the air conditioning unit as there should be enough space for the doors to open. The
doors will fit into the existing window opening. The trim around the garden style window
matches what is present elsewhere on the house but it is deteriorated. He will replace that trim
with new to match.
Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none.
Mr. Rodriguez stated that he doesn’t believe the door or window openings in question are
contributing features and he is comfortable with the proposed changes.
Ms. Uebbing posed the question as to whether the proposed doors are appropriate for this
application.
Mr. Maxam felt that they were, particularly given the location at the back of the structure.
Ms. Uebbing added that the proposed doors are wood.
Mr. Maxam added that the window being replaced is not a historic window.
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Ms. Gavin noted that proposed french doors fit the building in terms of scale and massing.
Mr. Maxam agreed adding that the door being removed doesn’t appear to be a historic door.
Mr. Maxam MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION AS SUBMITTED based on the local
preservation guidelines and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 2, 4, 6, 9 & 10.
SUPPORTED by Mr. Clark. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
____________________________________________________________________________

There was no representation for the application. The matter was moved to the end of the
agenda.
____________________________________________________________________________
Cherry Park (CHD) – Request for approval of park redevelopment plan Phase 1.
Ms. Miller related that the applicant presenting the application is her husband.
Motion by Ms. Gavin, supported by Mr. Clark, finding that Ms. Miller has a conflict of
interest. Motion carried unanimously.
Mark Miller, Nederveld, was present to discuss the application. He related that he is one of the
consultants working on the proposed project. He circulated handouts to address the staff report
questions regarding their submission. Mr. Miller explained that they designed the entire park
but what he is present for this evening is only a portion; the north easterly area of the park. The
remainder of the design is intended for the future and they are not seeking approval of that at
this time. This portion will be under construction this year. It will go out for bids in April with the
intent of finishing in August so that the water feature can be used yet this year.
Mr. Miller provided a brief summary of the demolition and scope of the project. They are
removing the wading pool, which was previously approved for removal with the condition that a
water feature replaces it. The proposal does include a water feature. Mr. Miller related that
they are also removing asphalt around the building, a curb cut, and some of the things around
the building such as steps and planters installed in the 1950’s. Chain link fencing around the
existing wading pool will also be removed as well as the fence along Eastern Ave.
Mr. Miller related that all of the things in the splash pad are recessed with the intent that the
space can be used as a plaza when it isn’t being used as a water feature, which is something
that the neighborhood desired. Mr. Miller stated that they have worked with the neighborhood
extensively on this project and much of the design is theirs. Mr. Miller identified the location of a
stage at the plaza. The stage will be approximately six inches/one step above the plaza. The
goal was not to disturb the siding on the building. It will butt right up to the brick soldier course
at the foundation wall. A ramp will provide access to the building providing barrier free access.
The ramp has a 5% slope which does not require a guardrail so none is proposed in an effort
not to obstruct views. At the interface between the ramp and the upper level there is a change
from what was originally submitted. Mr. Miller explained that the reason for the change is based
on neighborhood input as well as their desire to make sure they are doing the right things for the
neighborhood. They had proposed a seat wall buffering the ramp from the upper level. The
seat wall is now removed and he would like approval of that change. The difference between
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Mr. Miller referred to the building elevations and identified the location of the seat wall on the
east side of the building and another around the splash plaza. He also identified the location of
the ramp. There will be an edge adjacent to the ramp in the pavement that will have
landscaping in it in an effort to mask and soften the ramp. Mr. Miller stated that they made an
intentional effort to minimize what is going on around the building while still making it as
accessible as possible. The building currently isn’t very accessible. It has a wood ramp that is
in severe disrepair and you can’t actually get to the restroom from the ramp.
Mr. Miller referred to the photos of site amenities that were submitted at the meeting; benches,
trash cans, fencing, bike racks. The colors haven’t been chosen yet. The colors will be chosen
by the neighborhood and they anticipate they will be black.
Mr. Miller presented brick samples relating that they are anticipating a redish/brown color range
for the brick pavers and brick for the seat walls. That will be very similar to the brick in the street
and the brick that is present on the building. They are working with the neighbors to finalize the
color. Mr. Miller welcomed the Commission’s comments on the color choices.
Mr. Miller noted from the staff report that the question was raised about how the stage and ramp
engage the building. He related that it is poured concrete that will be directly adjacent to the
building. They will put a rubber membrane adjacent to the brick with a bond breaker next to that
and the concrete will be poured against that. In the event that there is a desire or need to
remove it it can be done without severe damage to the building, which meets the intent of the
Standards. The reason for getting it as close to the building as possible is to provide access.
They lowered the stage so that it doesn’t hit the siding. He also noted that the steps that were
installed in the 40’s or 50’s go right up to the building and those are also poured concrete.
Those are to be removed and replaced with the ramp and landing.
Ms. Gavin asked what the pipe rail will look like.
Mr. Miller replied that it will be a 1 ½ inch diameter. It will be a very simple rail as shown in the
drawing.
Ms. Uebbing recalled that they won’t need a rail for the ramp. She asked if they need anything
at the base.
Mr. Miller replied that they aren’t required to have anything there.
Mr. Rodriguez asked if the ornamental fence on Eastern will have masonry piers.
Mr. Miller replied not at this point. The original plan had them but at this point the budget
doesn’t allow them. When they go out to bids they will see what happens. Mr. Miller explained
that there are four different parks in their package and four other parks another firm is doing for
a total of eight parks going out to bid in April. They are optimistic that they can get some
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the ramp and the upper area will now just be a pipe rail. They feel the rail should be there to
prevent a child from jumping down the 18 inches. Mr. Miller explained that the proposed plaza
will be all brick. New sidewalks and concrete will also be part of the upgrades. Mr. Miller stated
that they did not include a fence along the Eastern Ave. edge in the application but he is
requesting approval this evening for a decorative aluminum 4 ft. high fence along that edge.
That fence is a requirement because there is still a playground present.
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economies of scale and they hope they can get more. If that is the case they will have to come
back. Mr. Miller explained that the new fence will run from the northern most property line to the
southern property line at the corner of Cherry and Eastern and there will be a gate at the point
of the angled sidewalk to allow access to the park. He stated that there will be a net reduction
in pavement.
Ms. Gavin asked if there will be a gate at the sidewalk that leads into the building.

Ms. Uebbing asked if the stage area has any angle to it to prevent rain from pooling or running
back toward the building.
Mr. Miller replied yes. All of the flat surfaces will slope an 1/8” per foot so that water runs off.
Most of the storm water is being managed on site and half of the roof water runoff will be
addressed with galvanized gutters and downspouts directing the water to the two green areas.
Ms. Baldwin asked if they anticipate brick being present behind the existing concrete steps that
will be removed.
Mr. Miller replied that it is difficult to tell. They went into the basement to review the construction
and that area has only a crawl space. It appeared to be pre-cast floor deck rather than joists. If
that is the case it may be that there is no brick present. They anticipate that whatever is there
was destroyed by what they did with the steps but it will be covered back up with the deck and
ramp. Currently there is a 4 inch step to get into the building and they will be making it a zero
step there for ADA purposes.
Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none.
Ms. Gavin feels it is a great application and very sensitive to the historic structure that is present
and the historic intent of the park. Her preference would be that any new brick have a palette
that matches the building more so than the street.
Mr. Rodriguez added that the treatment of the mortar should also be consistent with the
building. In viewing the image it appears that the chimney mortar joints are distinctive in their
depth.
Ms. Gavin suggested they may need tuckpointing.
Ms. Baker asked if the Commission was favorable to staff review should they be able to do the
brick fence piers.
The Commission was agreeable.
Ms. Baldwin asked about the stability of aluminum fencing.
Ms. Baker related that the same type of fencing has been used in Heartside around parking lots
and they take quite a beating and hold up well.
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Mr. Maxam MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION AS SUBMITTED, AND PER
TESTIMONY AS TO AMENDMENTS, WITH APPROVAL AUTHORIZATION GIVEN TO
STAFF SHOULD THE APPLICANT WISH TO INSTALL BRICK FENCE PIERS, based on the
local preservation guidelines and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 1 & 9.
SUPPORTED by Mr. Clark. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
____________________________________________________________________________

Bob Dykstra was present to discuss the request. He stated that he wishes to retain the painting
on the building. When asked what type of paint was used, Mr. Dykstra stated that he believes it
was latex paint but he isn’t certain. It was done during Art Prize two years ago.
Mr. Maxam asked if the painting was done without prior approval.
Mr. Dykstra replied that he thought they were going to do a small painting. He was out of town
when it was done and came back and found that it was huge.
Ms. Baldwin asked if the small painting received prior approval.
Ms. Baker replied no.
Mr. Dykstra stated that they were planning to take it off right away.
Ms. Uebbing asked if there has been any effort to remove the paint.
Mr. Dykstra replied no and that a lot of people like it; his neighbors don’t however. Grand
Rapids is Art Prize city and the painting is unique.
Ms. Gavin asked if the intent was that it would be removed.
Mr. Dykstra agreed. He added that there was paint on the subject side of the building.
Ms. Gavin asked what portion of the building was painted on that side of the building.
Mr. Dykstra replied about half of it. There are a number of buildings nearby that have paint on
part of the building.
Ms. Gavin asked if he recalls where the paint was.
Mr. Dykstra replied part of the whole wall. Part of the brick is falling apart and that will have to
be re-tucked later and part of it was splotched on paint and some of it was in good shape. He
doesn’t recall where the paint was.
Mr. Maxam asked if there has been any feedback from the Arts Council.
Ms. Baker replied no and she isn’t certain they will provide any.
Ms. Uebbing invited public comment.
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Joseph Newick, owner of 135-139 S. Division, related that his building has Division frontage and
rear access. When pulling into their rear lot the painting is directly to the north. Mr. Newick
stated that they have a unique group of property owners there. They work together for the good
of all but part of Mr. Newick’s frustration is that Mr. Dykstra isn’t part of that group. Others make
decisions giving the other property owners the courtesy of a discussion. This is one example of
Mr. Dykstra stating this isn’t his fault, that he was on vacation. Mr. Newick stated that being the
owner of a million dollar building he would expect Mr. Dykstra to have more control over some
random person coming over and painting on the side of the building. He doesn’t believe that
that is how this happened. More importantly, there is painting on other people’s buildings. The
arm from the subject painting wraps around the back of the United Way. They also painted on
two other buildings. It is nothing more than graffiti and should be considered criminal. If it was
a kid with spray paint there would have been criminal charges filed for painting on neighboring
buildings. There is just no respect for others. The painting is ugly and doesn’t fit in the
neighborhood. Mr. Newick recalled that there was some paint at the lower portion of the
building but from the base to the top it was original, unpainted, unmolested brick.
Glen VanderSloot, resident/owner of 121 S. Division, related that he has owned in the area for
approximately 23 years and he understood that he was in a historic district and that there are a
set of rules and a look to maintain. Mr. VanderSloot stated that he has photos of the subject
building. He agrees with Mr. Newick that approximately the bottom 7 ft. of the building was
painted. The upper part of the brick is actually a newer part of the Harris building and it was
never painted. People showed up with a lift and it is likely records could be secured from a
rental company showing that it was rented by Mr. Dykstra. He has stated that he is going to
remove the paint. Mr. VanderSloot stated that it is latex paint. He has the cans that were left
behind by those that did the painting on his building and another neighboring building. Mr.
VanderSloot indicated that he intends to file a law suit if Mr. Dykstra doesn’t remove the paint
from his building because he has put him in a situation of non-compliance with historic
preservation. Mr. Dykstra states that he is going to do it but it was painted during the summer of
2013. It was not an Art Prize entry; it was just something that was done. Mr. VanderSloot
stated that people expect a certain look and this painting destroys the historical character of the
neighborhood and makes it look like a clown. Mr. VanderSloot stated that they have lost
prospective tenants after they saw the painting.
Mr. Maxam asked that Mr. VanderSloot clarify which building is his.
Mr. VanderSloot explained who owns which building along the block. He pointed out that the
north wall of 123 was also painted. That property owner is currently out of town and unable to
attend the meeting. Mr. VanderSloot stated that it was the east face of his building that was
painted and the north face of 123 is also completely painted. They have looked into removal
and he anticipates coming before the HPC in a few years asking to paint his brick because it
may be the only way on his building, and the 123 building, to remedy this situation. He stated
that they also used Krylon spray paint. His building has a very porous mortar and it will be
difficult to remove the paint. The brick has never been washed. He anticipates that the only
answer may be to paint it a brick color. The face of his building on Division has always been
painted and they have received staff approval in the past to repaint that. Mr. VanderSloot stated
that his building is about 50 ft. away from the Harris building. He doesn’t know if it was an
honest mistake but he can’t understand how someone can cross over other buildings onto the
roof and just start painting. You wouldn’t expect that from a neighbor. As Mr. Newick stated, it
is a unique situation with 5-6 property owners with the last of the townhome, zero lot line, small
footprint buildings. Many have invested in their buildings and they are proud of the 100 block. It

Packet Pg. 69

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Mar 4, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Grand Rapids Historic Preservation Commission
March 4, 2015
Page 8

3.3
Grand Rapids Historic Preservation Commission
March 4, 2015
Page 9

is a set of unique buildings in Grand Rapids that really doesn’t exist in too many other areas.
Mr. Dykstra has stated over and over that he is going to take care of it but it isn’t being taken
care of.

Mr. Dykstra responded to the comments stating that with everything happening with Art Prize he
would like to keep it up. He stated that he would not authorize someone painting on
neighboring buildings. If they are unhappy he feels the best solution would be to paint over the
old brick that is falling apart rather than to take the paint off.
Ms. Gavin asked if he has investigated whether it will be possible to remove the paint from the
building.
Mr. Dykstra replied that he has not.
Mr. Maxam asked Ms. Baker if she has experience with removing paint from masonry.
Ms. Baker related that it has come before the HPC previously. It has been multiple years since
it has occurred. Based on the Standards the Commission required the applicant to test a couple
of approved stripping products and do small test spots at the back to determine if removal would
be feasible. A sub-committee of the Commission then reviewed the results on site. In one such
instance the removal was successful and the other was not.
Ms. Uebbing suggested using the information in their packet to guide their discussion; the
nature of the affected facades and their relationship to the character of the building. The
guidelines direct the HPC to protect, maintain and preserve masonry features and surfaces that
contribute to the overall historic character of the building and site. Ms. Uebbing suggested they
consider whether this elevation and the material is contributing to the building and the site.
Ms. Gavin stated that she believes it is contributing. It is common to have fancier brick on the
front façade and to have the common brick on the rear façade. That is distinctive and a feature
of historic buildings, which she finds to be a contributing feature of the building. All
Commissioners agreed.
Ms. Uebbing moved the discussion to the physical effects of the application. The HPC heard
testimony that it was latex and possibly Krylon spray paint that was applied. It is Ms. Uebbing’s
understanding that when brick or stone is painted it stops them from being able to do what they
are supposed to do. The HPC has seen evidence of that in other instances. Therefore, when
introducing paint to a brick surface you are physically harming a building.
Mr. Rodriguez explained that they are sand/lime bricks, likely with lime mortar, and they need to
be able to dry out. When you apply a paint surface you don’t allow it to dry out evenly or quickly
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Ms. Uebbing related receipt of an email correspondence in opposition to the request from Mr.
VanderSloot. An email stating opposition was also submitted by Reginald Williams, a resident
of Heartside. Mr. Williams related that it was illegal activity that destroyed the historic character
of the neighborhood and invites more illegal graffiti. The building owner should be required to
restore the building exterior. The mural was painted on an unpainted brick surface that was in
good condition without any approvals. Mr. Williams related that he has photos of the artists that
did the painting as well as photos of the neighboring buildings that were painted.
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and that traps moisture within, which damages the brick. He pointed out that there is also stone
present on the building that was painted; the window sills appear to be limestone.
Mr. Maxam asked staff if the Commission is only considering the wall on the 111 S. Division
building.
Ms. Baker replied affirmatively. The others that were painted are separate properties under
different ownership so they are separate cases.

Ms. Baker replied that her desire was to bring this case to the HPC for a determination to
provide direction to the others.
Ms. Baldwin suggested that removal of the paint will likely impact the brick as well. However,
painting over the mural would exacerbate the problem.
Mr. Rodriguez agreed that it could.
Ms. Baldwin felt that the question to consider is what damages the building the least.
Ms. Uebbing suggested that if the paint can’t be removed safely then the other options would be
to retain the mural or to paint over it with a solid color.
Ms. Gavin clarified that she objects to the painting because of the damage it causes to the brick
and not based on the content of the mural. The content of the mural is not a consideration for
the HPC.
Mr. Clark MOVED TO TABLE THE REQUEST TO ALLOW THE APPLICANT AN
OPPORTUNITY TO TEST APPROVED STRIPPING PRODUCTS, WITH STAFF DIRECTION,
AND TO FORM A SUBCOMMITTEE TO REVIEW THE RESULTS. SUPPORTED by Ms.
Gavin. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
Ms. Gavin, Ms. Miller and Mr. Rodriguez volunteered for the subcommittee.
356 Calkins SE (WSD) – Request to retain two metal doors.
Dave Verhey was present to discuss the application. He explained that the gentlemen from his
church working on the house, which is a donation form of a project, made the decision that the
two existing front doors were dilapidated beyond repair and replaced them with metal doors.
They did retain the former doors. They made their decision to install metal doors based on what
they saw in the neighborhood. The new doors have been installed and they propose installing
wood storm doors so that from the street the appearance is more visually accurate.
Mr. Clark asked Mr. Verhey’s opinion regarding the condition of the former doors.
Mr. Verhey replied that he hasn’t gotten involved to that level. He has trusted the judgment of
the men working on the house on most things. He related that he asked them again before this
meeting if there was any chance of saving them and they stated no. Mr. Verhey explained that
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they have a source that may work with them in a donation form in Canada that does recreating
of historic doors if that is what it comes down to with these doors. It is security and energy
efficiency that this house needs help with.
Ms. Miller asked if the width of the openings were modified for the installation of the new doors.
Mr. Verhey replied that he didn’t believe so.
Ms. Gavin observed that the trim around the front door appears to have been modified as well.

Ms. Baker added that she believes it is flat stock and not brick mold.
Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none.
Ms. Uebbing noted that a wood door with a storm door can be just as energy efficient as a metal
door so that argument isn’t relevant.
Mr. Maxam added that typically when alterations are made without prior approval the
Commission considers whether they would have approved the alteration had the request come
before them before the work was done. In this case he feels the former doors were contributing
to the character of the neighborhood. He would agree that if efficiency is that big of a concern
storm doors can be installed. If the original doors cannot be repaired then the replacement
should be like for like.
Mr. Clark agreed.
Ms. Gavin stated that she can empathize as her door was in disrepair but it is possible to have
them repaired; panels and glass can be replaced.
Mr. Maxam added that the character of the original doors can add to the value of the structure.
Ms. Miller recalled from testimony that the wood doors are beyond repair. She suggested staff
approval of wood doors to match the former doors.
Ms. Gavin pointed out that the front door had a distinctive curve.
Ms. Uebbing recalled from testimony that the contractors saw steel doors in the neighborhood.
If these doors were to be retained and storm doors added then others may use them as an
example thereby perpetuating the problem.
Ms. Uebbing asked the owner if he would be comfortable with a one-year time table for
replacement.
Mr. Verhey replied that that would be sufficient; they will be done before then.
Mr. Rodriguez suggested that Ms. Baker could supply him with local contacts rather than having
to go to Canada for the new doors.
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Mr. Verhey explained that the Canada contact would be a donation.
Mr. Maxam MOVED TO DENY AND TO GRANT ONE YEAR TO REPLACE THE STEEL
DOORS WITH WOOD DOORS TO MATCH THE FORMER/ORIGINAL DOORS, WITH FINAL
APPROVAL OF THE DESIGN BY STAFF, based on the local preservation guidelines and
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 2, 6, & 9. SUPPORTED by Ms. Miller. MOTION
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

Lindsay Scully was present to discuss the application. She related that they recently purchased
the home and would like to add a two-stall garage. There was a garage on site previously, as
evidenced by the pad that remains. They believe the former garage was taken down due to
structural problems.
Ms. Gavin asked about the side entrance.
Ms. Scully explained that they took the side entry off. Their insurance company wouldn’t insure
the property with it present. The house was previously a two-family and converted back to a
single-family. The entry didn’t go anywhere. Ms. Baker visited the property and observed that it
was a random door that went to nowhere. It was actually falling off the side of the house
because it was rotted out.
Ms. Uebbing noted that there are photos included in the packet of what Ms. Baker observed on
site.
Ms. Baker clarified that she could have staff approved the fence and attached shed but it is
included in the Commission’s review to keep the application pieces together/as a formality. She
clarified for Ms. Gavin that she did not staff approve the removal of the side entry.
Ms. Uebbing clarified that they are reviewing the garage, side entry and fence.
Ms. Scully related that the fence is present but they propose moving it back to allow for the
garage.
Ms. Uebbing asked if they will have a cement driveway.
Ms. Scully replied that the driveway is present and it will remain.
Ms. Uebbing asked if they will utilize the existing pad.
Taylor Stonehouse, contractor, replied that the plan is to keep as much of the existing pad as
possible. The existing slab is 30 ft. and the new garage will only be 26 ft. It will be in the same
location and the extra concrete will be removed and that area will become part of the yard.
Ms. Uebbing asked the reveal of the fiber cement board.
Mr. Stonehouse replied that it will be 6 inches.
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Ms. Miller asked if they have more detail on the corbels and what they will look like.
Mr. Stonehouse stated that they don’t have that completely nailed down. They will be about 16
inches tall and will look like a common corbel. It will drop down, have an arch, and drop back
like a standard corbel. The depth of the overhang will be 16 inches.
Ms. Uebbing noted that there is no corbeling on the house to pull that detail from. She asked if
it is necessary to include that detail.

Ms. Uebbing stated, per the guidelines, that they don’t want to provide a false sense of history.
Ms. Miller asked if the service door will be standard size.
Mr. Stonehouse replied that it will be 32 inch by 80 inches tall; the drawing is not to scale.
Mr. Rodriguez asked what material will be used for the soffit.
Mr. Stonehouse replied that it will be a Hardie product. They aren’t proposing gutters or
downspouts.
Ms. Miller asked if the trim at the top of the structure will line up all the way around. In the
drawings it doesn’t appear to line up.
Mr. Stonehouse replied that it will be at the same height all the way around the structure. He
responded to Ms. Gavin indicating that the windows will be centered on the east side. He
explained that the reason for the proposed 6 inch reveal of the siding is that it is the owner’s
preference.
Ms. Gavin asked Ms. Scully if they have plans to remove the vinyl siding from the house in the
future.
Ms. Scully replied that that is not in their plans.
Mr. Maxam asked staff if the age of the side entry is known.
Ms. Baker replied that she knows when the home was converted but not when that entry was
added. It was clear that it wasn’t original to the house. It actually disrupted the original stair
flow. It was likely added in the ‘20’s.
Mr. Stonehouse added that it was a serious hazard. The insurance company was right in
saying it should be removed. It was buckling in the middle because 8 inch brick columns, 4-5 ft.
tall, were the only support. It was clearly on its way down. He too recommended it be removed
as soon as possible. It would have been necessary to rebuild it in order to retain it and there
was no purpose because it no longer provided entry to the structure. It clearly didn’t go with the
character of the house.
Ms. Miller asked the other standard sizes for the proposed Hardie Board siding.
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Mr. Stonehouse replied that the next size down would be approximately 4 inches. He
responded to Ms. Gavin indicating that the vinyl siding reveal on the house is approximately 4
inches.
Ms. Gavin asked if there is any of the original clapboard siding still visible on the house.
Ms. Baker replied that the house is pretty well covered. She saw no hints of the original siding.

Ms. Baldwin stated that she doesn’t believe the side entry was a character defining feature of
the house. While it was there long enough that it may have achieved historic significance in its
own right, in this case she doesn’t believe that is the situation.
Ms. Uebbing asked if that is because of the findings on the interior.
Ms. Baldwin replied no, rather because of the look of the house. The house looks misshapen
with the entry added.
Mr. Rodriguez agreed that it is a very awkward transition between the sidewall and the window.
Mr. Maxam added that the proximity to the property line is also very unusual.
Ms. Gavin disagreed. She feels it had been there long enough that it acquired distinctiveness in
its own right and it tells part of the story of the house and that it was once a two-unit. She
doesn’t feel so strongly that she would argue it should be built out of modern materials and
require a variance. However, had it come before the Commission before it was removed she
would have recommended it be reinforced and retained.
Mr. Maxam stated that if it had been original to the house he would feel stronger about it. There
are times when additions acquire significance in their own right but he doesn’t feel strongly
about it in this case.
Ms. Uebbing added that she would disagree with Ms. Gavin because they were able to read the
bones of the house, see what was historically there, and how this interrupted an original
staircase.
Ms. Gavin asked if they know what was there originally. Was there a window there originally and
would it have been more appropriate to replace the window if going back to the original
construction?
Ms. Baker replied that she has no idea what may have been there nor can the owner be
required to do that.
Ms. Baker clarified that the fence and shed could have been staff approved but she rolled those
items into the application for a stamp of approval.
The Commission discussed the garage. Ms. Uebbing invited comments on the corbels. She
doesn’t see a good reason for having that detail on the garage.
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Mr. Clark agreed. It is an element that isn’t present on the house.
Mr. Maxam disagreed. Just because corbels were historic details doesn’t mean anything built in
present times can’t have them.
Ms. Uebbing asked if he felt the corbels match the style of the home.

Ms. Gavin agreed with Mr. Maxam. It is a fairly modern looking corbel and, while there is no
ornamentation left on the house, the house wasn’t originally built without ornamentation. The
corbeling is clearly modern, as is the garage, and she is not opposed.
There was additional discussion as to the detail of the corbeling. The Commission felt staff
could approve the final detail.
Ms. Gavin indicated that she has a problem with the reveal proposed on the garage. She
doesn’t find any historic reason to have a larger reveal on the garage. She doesn’t find it
appropriate or fitting with the house. She isn’t suggesting that they match the vinyl siding but
would suspect that the clapboard beneath it has a much smaller reveal.
Ms. Baldwin agreed.
Mr. Clark and Ms. Gavin were comfortable with the 4 inch reveal.
Mr. Rodriguez and Mr. Maxam felt either would be fine.
Mr. Clark MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION, PER PLANS AND TESTIMONY, WITH
THE STIPULATION THAT THE GARAGE SIDING HAVE A 4 INCH REVEAL RATHER THAN
THE PROPOSED 6 INCH REVEAL AND THAT STAFF REVIEW AND APPROVE THE FINAL
DETAIL FOR THE CORBELS, based on the local preservation guidelines and the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, & 9. SUPPORTED by Ms. Miller.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
425 Cherry SE (HER) – Request to install a non-lit monument/yard sign.
Ms. Uebbing called the agenda item again. There was no representation for the application.
The matter was again moved to the end of the agenda.
DISCUSSION
12 Weston SW (aka 35-41 S Division) (HSD) – Advisory Discussion – Construction of multistory building on vacant lot.
Ms. Miller related that she is employed by the group presenting the project.
Motion by Mr. Clark, supported by Ms. Gavin, finding that Ms. Miller has a conflict of
interest. Motion carried unanimously.
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Mr. Maxam replied that it depends on what you consider the style of the home. It has been
covered in vinyl so there isn’t a lot to match. Just because something has been covered in vinyl
however doesn’t mean that lack of detail has to continue.

3.3

Ted Lott, Lott3Metz, was present representing the partnership at 12 Weston. He related that
none of the basic assumptions of what the building would do have changed since the last
presentation. Mr. Lott submitted packets with elevations and other materials. He related that
the changes that have been made include additional definition on the podium and window sizes
and the groupings of the windows. They’ve developed further detail to the brick coursing
around the windows providing some recess and some additional definition for the window
openings. Those are referenced in other places in the neighborhood. Traditionally windows are
grouped and they have chosen a grouping of four in this case. The glass office portion of the
building has been moved in line with the face of the podium, as the HPC requested. The sun
shades on the bottom of the podium have been removed and head and sill details have been
added to help provide scale. Mr. Lott related that they have been through the building very
carefully in an effort to find someplace to reduce height. They found 2 ft. in the building that
they could take out. The building is now proposed at 140 ft. but remains 12 stories.
Mr. Lott addressed the local guidelines:












Retaining site features that are important to the overall historic character. Mr. Lott
related that they are maintaining the building to curb relationship, building to building
relationship, and the existing grade conditions along Weston.
Retaining the historic relationship between buildings, landscape features and open
spaces. Mr. Lott stated that the building fills the site, dresses the street with active
elevations, and they aren’t providing open space, which isn’t typical to the neighborhood.
New construction siting should be reviewed based on existing district setbacks,
orientation, spacing and distance between adjacent buildings. Mr. Lott noted that these
items were addressed in the previous points. The proposed structure aligns with
existing buildings, builds up to the building next door, and it builds up to the site
boundaries.
Design new construction so that the overall character of the site, site topography,
character defining site features and district vistas and views are retained. Mr. Lott noted
that he spoke to this point previously as well. Additionally, they aren’t impacting the
Weston offset in any way; the building aligns with where the previous building was on
Weston.
Conform to design guidelines involving site and environment. This point has been
addressed.
Design new buildings to be compatible with the surrounding buildings that contribute to
the overall character of the historic district in terms of height, form, size, scale, massing
proportions and roof shape, giving special attention to proportions of the front façade.
The upper stories are set back from the lower podium to minimize the impact of the
building on the street. The podium directly addresses the character of the district and
directly addresses the pedestrian experience at the storefront both on Weston and
Division. Building materials are common throughout the district. Window patterns on
the podium directly relate to the historic nature of the district and the windows on the
upper portion relate to newer additions in the district. While the building height is greater
than any other buildings on the block it is still smaller than other buildings in the
neighborhood.
Utility connections shall be placed to minimize visibility from the street. The utility
connections will be made at the alley and on the roof.
Design the spacing, placement, scale, orientation, proportion and size of window and
door openings in new construction to be compatible with surrounding historic buildings.
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Mr. Lott indicated that a letter of support has been submitted by the adjacent building owners.
They have some concerns but, as they state in their letter, the development group is committed
to working with them to address those concerns. During the demolition they were very happy
with the partnership. Mr. Lott stated that they look forward to continuing that relationship and
being a good neighbor. Paul McGraw, former HPC member and building owner on the block,
also submitted a letter of support. Mark Miller submitted a letter for the last meeting. Mr. Lott
specifically pointed out the bullet points made by Mr. Miller and asked that the HPC review the
letter.
Mr. Lott spoke to building height. The question is always why the building is so big; why is it this
tall? One of the biggest reasons is the history of downtown dirt. This downtown was built on a
swamp and no matter what height this building would be it would require concrete piles driven
down to bedrock. What that means is that no matter what they do here there will be a
significant investment in concrete going into the ground to deal with the historic decisions that
were made in the past. Approximately $2 million of concrete will go into the ground before
anything will be developed on the site and that investment has to be mitigated over the whole
project. If they were to build a 5 or 6 story building it would be extremely expensive and they
wouldn’t be able to lease it. As proposed the owners believe they can lease at a rate that will
result in a successful building. Mr. Lott stated that what they are presenting is a doable, clean
building that works both in the market and for construction. Another thing about height is that if
you are going to do it it should be at corners. The corners provide orientation and the two
streets allow the building to be perceived and held on those corners. When working on urban
design projects taller buildings are defined at the corner for the context of the city.
Mr. Lott presented photos from Toronto relating that the main point is that quality of place is
based on its relation to human scale. That relation is perceived at the first four or five floors.
Mr. Lott referred to the photos noting that it is a similar situation in that there are buildings at the
street that define the street wall and provide the proportion at the street and there are towers set
back from that. Toronto has much denser situations than Grand Rapids but the application,
from an urban standpoint, is the same. Mr. Lott stated that what they need to make sure they
get right is what is at the street; the storefront, the window patterns at the street, and the height
and scale at the street. Less important to the street experience and how you perceive that
building is what happens above. They won’t get a better building out of this by having it shorter.
Mr. Lott commented on density. He recalled from the last meeting that there was a project on
Wealthy that the Commission discussed and there was a lot of discussion about the height on
Wealthy and how that building may be too tall. While that may or may not be true, height on
Wealthy St. is a much more difficult thing than it should be in the central business district, which
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Mr. Lott again stated that the podium relates directly to the historic portion of the district
and the office portion relates more toward the new additions to the district.
Select materials and finishes that are compatible with historic materials and finishes
found in surrounding historic buildings that contribute to their historic character. Mr. Lott
related that the proposed materials are brick, stone, glass and metal, which are all very
common to the neighborhood.
Design new buildings so that they are compatible but discernable from adjacent historic
buildings. Mr. Lott stated that their basic scheme meets this point; the podium is the
main connector to the past and the office portion relates to the newer portions of the
district.
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is where height and density should be permitted. It should be allowed someplace in the City
and the central business district is where it should be allowed.

Ms. Uebbing related receipt of letters. Paul McGraw wrote in support of the proposed building
stating that it is compliant with the Secretary of Interior Standards and the local guidelines. It is
also a much needed addition to the Heartside neighborhood. He believes the project is long
overdue. The owners of Rockwell Republic wrote that they find the project to be an exciting
step forward and they offered support. They support the proposed height of the building. It is
important to them that the design doesn’t negatively impact Rockwell Republic and that they
don’t suffer through another design that gives no heed to them. The parking ramp and bridges
are preferred and every effort should be made to minimize the impact on their property from
automobile lights, noises and fumes. They are supportive of the overall scope, use and height
of the project and wish to make sure that their interests are carefully considered and protected.
Degage Ministries wrote that they welcome the investment in the neighborhood and are
supportive of the project use, design and height. They encourage approval of the project. 616
wrote in support of the project. They see much value in the addition of this asset to the city.
Scott Brew, CEO/owner of Adtregrity, wrote in support as a resident in Heartside. The project is
well scaled and quite attractive in both street level treatment and overall height. It will be a
positive addition to the historic district.
Mr. Clark stated that the height is something he has been struggling with. He has walked past
the site several times in the recent past and it is interesting that they mention what is perceived
based on what you see, especially from a pedestrian level. The term he thought of earlier was
psychological building games. With respect to Standard 9, which references being compatible
with massing, size, scale, and architectural features, the first four floors definitely would meet
that Standard. While the upper portion is very tall, the materials suggested lessen the effect
that would have. Furthermore, from a pedestrian level, he doesn’t believe it would be as
noticeable and would actually have a minimal impact on the other historic buildings and the
context of how those are read. Mr. Clark expressed his appreciation of the group listening to
the suggestions of the Commission regarding the podium. The modifications address the
concerns he had previously.
Ms. Uebbing asked Mr. Clark if he feels that way on the Commerce side as well, where the
larger brick detail goes all the way up to the top extending past the glass portion.
Mr. Clark replied yes mainly because there is a brick building offset on the opposite side of
Weston.
Mr. Lott related that as they dug into the comments regarding the Weston elevation what they
realized was how blank the street level of the side streets actually are in the neighborhood. He
provided several examples of buildings that all have much longer and wider brick facades not
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Mr. Lott also spoke to community intent. The zoning ordinance and overlay that exists existed
prior to the formation of the subject historic district. They were written to say that with
allowances and compromises 175 ft. could be done by right. That isn’t what is proposed. What
that speaks to is the fact that this is downtown and this part of the downtown was defined to be
able to accommodate height. The proposed 140 ft. is shorter than the UICA building. The
proposed is configured differently and much less massive than 38 Commerce. They feel the
proposed is a sensitive, appropriate solution, and one they would like to move forward to final
approval.
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broken by windows; it isn’t uncommon. For this application it is functional because that is where
the elevators and stairs are located. They feel it is a reasonable solution for what they are
proposing.

Mr. Lott indicated that the stair tower is something they put a lot of work into. He and Mr. Metz
spent a lot of time providing treatments in that area and what it all seemed to do was draw
attention to it. The intent and original idea of it is that it is a service tower and it has some
references in the industrial past. The more they looked at it the more they thought the simplicity
of it was a valid treatment.
Mr. Maxam noted that it also caught his attention as being a design opportunity. It is a very
large, very blank tower and it is different in character than the side of a four story building.
Perhaps it needs a break from the base or some detailing somewhere.
Ms. Gavin disagreed. She views it as a reiteration of a smoke stack almost.
Mr. Clark agreed.
Ms. Gavin continued relating that she continues to take issue with the height of the building. Mr.
Lott admits that it is higher than any building on the block but not higher than any buildings in
the neighborhood.
Mr. Lott stated that it is shorter than UICA.
Ms. Gavin noted that the portion of UICA that is that tall is actually on Commerce. She asked
what the highest building in Heartside is, in that stretch of Division, and how tall is it.
Mr. Lott replied UICA; it is 164 ft. UICA is within a couple hundred feet of the subject site and
they look at that as context. The proposed structure is 24 ft. shorter.
Ms. Gavin asked if there is another tall building like that in the Heartside district.
Mr. Lott replied that the churches are. A common theme in older cities is that buildings aren’t
allowed to be taller than churches and the proposed is not.
Ms. Gavin asked Ms. Baker what the tallest building in the district is.
Ms. Baker replied 38 Commerce is 8 stories. The building to the north is 5 stories.
Mr. Lott agreed that 38 Commerce is 8 stories but it is approximately 24 ft. shorter than what
they propose. The problem with 38 Commerce is how massive it is at the street; it is 8 stories
right up to the street. 38 Commerce also has a blank wall next to its 2-story neighbor. He
pointed out that the proposed building is pulled away so that they don’t have a blank wall and
because of that they are going up a couple more stories. They feel that is an appropriate tradeoff. When looking at commercial historic districts this district is very unique because of the age
of the city and because of the size of the city. There are a lot of examples on the East Coast
that don’t really apply but when you begin to look at their local standards they are concerned
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about blank walls on the side. They are worried about 12 stories of difference adjacent to a 2
story building. They are fortunate they don’t need to do that here but that is the trade off and he
feels it is important to consider.
Mike VanGessel, Rockford Construction, related that 35 Commerce is 9 stories.

Mr. Lott argued that context isn’t just what can be seen from the street. It is about the district
and about what is around it not just what you can stand and take a picture of.
Ms. Gavin stated that the UICA building isn’t contributing.
Mr. Lott stated that he isn’t proposing that; he is proposing a smaller building than that.
Ms. Gavin agreed that there does need to be a place to go higher downtown and that’s where
the density needs to be but she feels there are a lot of locations downtown that aren’t in a
district with 5 story buildings being the max.
Mr. Rodriguez argued that that isn’t true at all of Heartside, that five is the max. He feels they
need to learn to do density in Heartside. Mr. Rodriguez is very encouraged that their approach
is thoughtful in considering what the human scaled perception is and he doesn’t feel that 12
stories is going to be a problem at all. From a distance, from a vista standpoint, it disappears
and on the street level he feels it can be excellent. Mr. Rodriguez stated that he is very
encouraged by the fenestration changes. If looking at the essential form of the property and its
environment he doesn’t think a cap of 5 – 9 stories defines the district. He feels what is most
defining about Heartside is the variety of massing and height. That is what makes it such an
interesting area.
Mr. Maxam referred to the photo of 38 Commerce adjacent to a 2 story building. In terms of
ratio that is a four time increase so if using that same ratio this could be at 16 stories.
Mr. Lott feels the biggest point to be made is that they are stepping it back from the neighboring
building.
Ms. Uebbing felt it important that Commissioners understand the scale, mass and height. If this
is acceptable moving forward they should all be clear on why it would be appropriate on this
corner to allow height. Mr. Rodriguez stated it very well; it is not defined by how many stories it
is. It helps to have a visual to show how massing can go bad. As they move forward with this
proposal the consideration should be whether it meets the guidelines.
Ms. Gavin clarified that she isn’t saying that there is a story cap. What she is saying is that
there is no historic precedent for something this tall in the neighborhood so they need to be very
careful.
Mr. Lott disagreed.
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Ms. Uebbing stated that what they are looking at is a Commerce St. view and a Division St. view
and the differences between the two get very gray. What she is hearing from Commissioners is
that they are looking at it on the Division side within that block. She agreed that the corners
need to be the bookends and be the taller buildings but when there isn’t anything within the
block to bookend it still reads too tall. From Commerce it is different.
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Ms. Gavin continued stating that they need to be very careful about looking at the scale. She
agrees that it is a great design and that the glass minimizes the impact on the surrounding
buildings but she still feels that the scale is a bit too large for that district. She is focusing on the
Division façade because it is the main façade. She doesn’t see anything that tall. Ms. Gavin
stated that she is not suggesting it needs to come down to 5 stories but that it needs to come
down.

At Ms. Baker’s request Mr. Lott presented an image of what is located north of 38 Commerce,
which is a different massing than what is located to the south.
Mr. Lott agreed. The point made previously is that the whole density of the neighborhood
increases as you get closer to Fulton. He agrees that this would be a different discussion a
block or two to the south.
Mr. Clark stated that in terms of scale, the materials that are being used are distinctively
different. Proposed is a lot of glass and some steel, which really lightens the massing of the
upper portion of the structure. The other buildings shown actually have a solid, heavy feel all
the way up. If a solid brick building was being proposed he would not be supportive because
that massing and scale would be distinctively out of character for the neighborhood.
Ms. Gavin noted that no glass is truly transparent; it will all reflect.
Ms. Baldwin indicated that she is also struggling with the height but she feels it is done as well
as can be for that height. She wonders if they will get in a position of having brick bottom
buildings proposed with glass shooting skyward.
Ms. Gavin stated that if they are going to have height she feels strongly that the top has to be
glass, transparent enough that it isn’t overbearing on the bottom of the building. Just as it would
be a different story two blocks south, she feels they should be going down in size as you go
south on Division.
Mr. Maxam stated that there seems to be instances in this district where there are very large
buildings next to very small buildings.
Mr. Lott agreed; on every street in every block.
Mr. Rodriguez agreed that that diversity is the essential form of this area.
Ms. Baker provided the boundaries of Heartside at Ms. Gavin’s request noting that it is a
sizeable district.
Mr. Lott presented views of Division from Oakes to Fulton.
Ms. Gavin asked, other than the UICA building, what the taller buildings are within the
neighborhood.
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Mr. Lott replied that the main ones are the newer buildings; 38 Commerce and the UICA. Other
buildings that are taller are 35 Commerce at 9 stories and on Ionia and Commerce there are
taller warehouse buildings adjacent to single story buildings. The warehouse buildings are six
and seven stories.
Ms. Gavin pointed out that there is no historic precedent, apart from the two modern buildings,
for anything over 9 stories; no contributing properties over 9 stories.

Ryan Schmidt, ICCF, was present for the discussion.
Ms. Gavin asked if three buildings are proposed for one property.
Ms. Baker replied that currently there are three individual lots adjacent to each other.
Mr. Schmidt related that the lots would be combined into one multi-family site and they will have
to get Special Land Use approval from the Planning Commission. It will be viewed as one small
condominium development.
Mr. Rodriguez noted that the Commission was provided with four elevations.
Mr. Schmidt indicated that the elevations were provided to begin the discussions. They haven’t
finalized their plans for the property and he wished to provide an example of some of the work
they’ve done in southeast Grand Rapids. He explained that they work with Architect Dan
Steenland, resident of Heritage Hill, and they have had a lot of success with his work in the past
for buildings of this style and mass. They have owned these parcels for some time. They are
located at the edge of Heritage Hill. They are looking at opportunities to provide infil housing.
ICCF does mostly affordable housing and now they are doing economically diverse housing with
both rental and ownership opportunities. The proposed small development would be ownership;
6 condominiums for sale. They have had some preliminary conversations with the Heritage
Hills Association and they have requested an official presentation to them at their next meeting
the third Wednesday in April. That presentation would be just in advance of a formal
presentation to the HPC with an exact plan. They are hoping for some feedback this evening
from the Commission. They’ve intentionally designed it to fit the scale of the neighborhood in a
style that is traditional to ICCF properties. They feel it is appropriate for the context here. Mr.
Schmidt stated that the siting of the buildings on the property is somewhat challenging because
the front setback changes drastically between the property to the north and the property to the
south. They tried to find a middle ground to bridge the varying setback. On the next site plan
that is presented to the Commission they will show the properties to the north and south.
Ms. Gavin referred to photos in the packet asking where the northern boundary of their property
is.
Mr. Schmidt identified the northern boundary on the photo relating that all of the lots are
approximately 50 ft. in width. He clarified for Ms. Gavin that the property they propose
developing consists of 3 lots each 50 ft. wide for a total of 150 ft. in width. There was previously
a home on each of the lots. He clarified that the four elevations submitted are designs they are
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currently working on. Of the four, three are very likely to be selected to come before the HPC
for approval. They are looking for feedback, hoping that they are moving in the right direction.

Ms. Uebbing referred to elevation A noting that there is a separation with those stairs. In
elevations B & C the stairway is combined.
Mr. Schmidt referred to the gable design noting that there is a divider between the stairs and
asked if that was what Mr. Clark was referring to.
Ms. Miller feels that in that case it is a visual cue that it is a duplex but in the other elevations
she doesn’t necessarily want to encourage adding another column to provide that. She
suggested exploring some other opportunities to have two separate stairs and add some
variety.
Ms. Baker suggested that it is a matter of them being off-center. Even if they do separate stairs
it would throw everything off; everything would slide to the left rather than being centered.
Ms. Gavin asked if the duplexes aren’t typically more symmetrical, historically.
Mr. Maxam noted that there are a lot of duplexes in the area. He suggested they look at the
entrances. Often they see them at the far right and the far left and that may be one strategy that
is successful.
Ms. Miller stated that the farmhouse, design D, is an asymmetrical duplex and it has separated
doors.
Mr. Schmidt clarified that those doors are very close to one another and come in at the corner.
He explained that the units will all be side by side duplexes. They do that primarily because of
sound transference. They find that most like the side by side arrangement.
Ms. Miller asked the material for the porches.
Mr. Schmidt replied that they have used split face block before. Photos were provided of the
most recent staggered color arrangement they’ve used that he expected the Commission would
comment on. That may not be viewed comfortably for the subject units.
Ms. Miller explained that the point she and Mr. Clark were trying to make was that these are
duplexes and they would like to see a differentiation of separate entrances. They may have a
shared smaller stair and then split on the porch.
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Mr. Clark feels that the general size, massing and context of the structures is in keeping with the
Standards in the context of the neighborhood. With several of the designs there is a centralized
stairwell with two off-set doors. Typically within the neighborhood you would find two separate
stairways leading to the doors to create a distinctive entry way from the street up. Beyond that
there are some scaling questions with a few windows but that may relate to the interior use and
activity. Overall he feels the proportions and types of material variations are present within the
district. Elevation B looks similar to a brick structure that was demolished just around the
corner.
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Ms. Uebbing noted that when a house was split into two units there was one entryway. But
when constructed as a two family they tend to have separate entrances.

Mr. Schmidt related that they have intentionally tried to vary footprint. All of the designs are
unique. The four square and the hipped gable would be the closest matches. He understands
the point Mr. Maxam is making however.
Ms. Gavin stated that she has a problem with the split face block. There was a rock face block
that was commonly used in the district, typically a cement color.
Ms. Baker agreed that there is a lot of it and most of it is painted now.
Ms. Gavin stated that if they are leaning toward the split face block it would likely have to all be
gray.
Ms. Miller stated that it sounds like the scale and massing of the duplexes are falling in line. As
a checks and balances it would be nice to see them in the context of the existing
neighborhood/the streetscape. Materials seem to be appropriate for the district.
Mr. Schmidt related that they are planning to use Hardie as the primary material. They haven’t
made a determination on windows and he would welcome feedback on that element. He asked
if clad wood windows are permitted or if wood windows are required.
Mr. Maxam related that the Commission has allowed clad but no muntins between the glass.
Mr. Clark provided an example of a house with two distinctive entrances for the applicant to look
at. Ms. Gavin provided the location of duplexes that have a common porch and common set of
stairs to look at also.
Mr. Maxam noted that the porches in the designs submitted all look like they are detailed the
same. He suggested that be varied as well.
Ms. Miller suggested that they could even vary materials.
Additional variations for the porches were suggested. Ms. Gavin added that there are a number
of four squares in the district with stucco exteriors.
Ms. Gavin asked about rail details.
Mr. Schmidt explained that the rails have been constructed of cedar in the past. In the three
photos of projects underway those rails are being constructed of cedar. They don’t favor vinyl
or composite products for rails; they prefer wood.
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the same materials with different colors and are basically the same footprint with varying roof
lines.
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Mr. Clark left the meeting.
Ms. Gavin asked about the front doors.
Mr. Schmidt stated that they haven’t determined what front doors they will be proposing. He
suspects that varying the doors would also be favorable.

Ms. Baker recalled that the Commission has approved fiberglass doors for new construction in
the past.
Ms. Uebbing asked if the Commission is comfortable with the window sizes. It appears there
are some egress windows, which would be appropriate for new construction. Ms. Uebbing
stated that because they are symmetrical, uniform, and to scale they don’t seem out of place to
her.
Ms. Baldwin and Ms. Gavin agreed. Mr. Maxam encouraged some asymmetry between the
three of them.
Mr. Schmidt asked if the Commission would also encourage asymmetry to the setbacks.
Mr. Maxam replied no. Perhaps some variation but in keeping with what you would find along
the street.
Mr. Schmidt suggested that some variation would help.
Ms. Baker provided history on how the former houses were cited. The house furthest to the
north was fairly close to the same as the yellow house to the north. The next two buildings were
pulled forward much more in line with the last two buildings on the block.
Ms. Gavin asked if the dormers in the attic story are louvered.
Mr. Schmidt agreed that it is a louvered vent. In the units they’ve built in the past the attics
aren’t accessible other than for emergency needs. They don’t have truss systems that allow for
attic storage but they may consider it.
Mr. Maxam noted that there are louvered vents present in the district, typically built of wood.
Ms. Gavin asked why not have windows. She suggested that if possible she would prefer a
window on the front façade.
Ms. Uebbing noted that it is new construction. Mr. Maxam added that the window would be
looking in on trusses.
Mr. Rodriguez agreed that gable vents are often louvered but a dormer would more likely have a
window.
Mr. Schmidt explained that you would literally see trusses behind the windows.
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Mr. Maxam suggested careful detailing of that element and to look around the district for
examples.
Mr. Schmidt asked if it would be beneficial to show examples such as that.
The Commission agreed.

Mr. Schmidt related that they do have variation in design. Some are 2 x 2 spindles, others have
a 1 x 3 next to a 1 x 1, etc. Mr. Schmidt asked the Commission’s opinion of the site plan,
particularly the two three-stall garages at the rear of the property. He explained that each unit
would have one stall. There would be six individual doors to a single stall.
Ms. Miller wondered how long it will take before someone wants the third garage.
Several commissioners asked why not three two-stall garages.
Mr. Schmidt replied that part of the reason is that they are trying to preserve a yard space.
They didn’t want to have two full driveways going between the homes. With the site plan as
shown they have one driveway passing between only two of the structures and that allows for a
natural yard. If there are three two-stall garages then the yards would be smaller. They viewed
the absence of a garage behind the one structure as a larger play area.
Ms. Gavin disagreed. As a mother she wouldn’t want to live on the end unit and haul groceries
and a toddler from the garage stall just to have a slightly larger yard. She also wouldn’t want to
supervise the neighbor children when they come to play if she is the resident of the structure
with the yard space.
Mr. Schmidt disagreed. He too has children and would like the yard space. They have a pretty
good sense of the market and the type of buyer that they anticipate will be purchasing.
Ms. Gavin added that there aren’t a lot of three stall garages in the district.
Ms. Baker disagreed. There are several on Lafayette.
Ms. Gavin argued that they are probably part of a larger estate. These will be built to look like
four squares which would typically have a minimal garage and smaller back yard. She would
object to the garages as proposed because it breaks up the rhythm of the district. She agrees
that it will only be a matter of time before another outbuilding is desired.
Ms. Baker suggested that if they were to return for a third garage in the future the Commission
could determine if the massing and scale of an additional three stall garage fits. If it doesn’t
then it could be reduced to a two stall. It could also be denied.
Ms. Gavin felt they would have a hard time denying if they approve this new construction with
the garages as proposed. These are individual lots and it seems odd to place all the parking on
two-thirds of it.
Mr. Schmidt clarified that they are currently individual lots but they will be one single lot.
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Ms. Baker advised that the Commission shouldn’t focus on the use but rather the physical
nature and design.
Ms. Gavin stated that the physical nature and design are what bother her; it is too big.
Mr. Maxam stated that it doesn’t feel like it fits the pattern of the neighborhood.

Mr. Maxam advised that to do three two-stall garages is likely an easy approval. He
understands it may be a matter of cost.
Mr. Schmidt agreed that the cost would likely be greater because there would be more exterior
surface and an additional concrete drive but he honestly feels that a larger green area for
children to play would be more desirable.
Ms. Gavin asked if they will include a play structure or other feature. It seems odd that children
would go play in the neighboring yard. It will feel like one structure has a giant yard and the
others have a small yard and all of the parking.
Mr. Schmidt stated that he doesn’t have exterior elevations for the garages but they would
probably look similar to what would be proposed for the homes.
Ms. Miller advised that the Commission would want to see those in a formal application.
Mr. Schmidt understood.
Ms. Gavin stated that to have two large garages it might be more appropriate if there were two
shared drives, which would be the pattern in the district.
425 Cherry SE (HER) – Request to install a non-lit monument/yard sign.
There was no representation for this item. Ms. Baker related that the sign proposed is a yard
sign.
Ms. Gavin feels it obscures the building.
Ms. Baker didn’t believe it was scaled correctly in the application submittal.
The size of the proposed sign was discussed.
Ms. Baldwin pointed out that neighboring parcels all have signs but not this size.
Mr. Rodriguez stated that it is a very auto oriented sign. It doesn’t belong on Cherry St. Others
agreed.
Ms. Baker asked how the Commission would feel if it were shorter. It is a modern style, non-lit
sign. The building is modern. Ms. Baker recalled that the Commission approved a similar sign
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a block away for Cherry Street Health Services and it is internally lit. It isn’t as tall but quite a bit
longer.
Ms. Gavin felt that would be more appropriate; it would be at pedestrian height. This type of
building is looking for a more horizontal sign.

The Commission didn’t feel the sign needs to be as thick as it is shown. They were comfortable
with the materials because it is a modern building. The scale of the proposed sign is too large
and it is too tall and too thick. Some felt it was too wide. Others felt the width was fine so long
as it was lower to the ground. Ms. Gavin indicated that she would prefer a painted metal sign
rather than the vinyl decals.
Mr. Maxam MOVED TO TABLE THE REQUEST TO ALLOW THE APPLICANT AN
OPPORTUNITY TO SUBMIT A REVISED DESIGN. SUPPORTED by Mr. Rodriguez.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
PUBLIC COMMENT
None.
DISCUSSION
Ms. Baker advised that they will be going to electronic packets and the Commission will have
iPads at the meeting to utilize. They will begin testing in April with the hope of going live in May.
ADJOURNED 8:00 p.m.
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Ms. Baker asked about materials. It is proposed as painted aluminum with vinyl decals on the
face.
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MEMBERS PRESENT: Emily Uebbing, Michael Clark, David Maxam, Kerry Baldwin, Lisa Miller,
Jenn Gavin and Michael Rodriguez
ABSENT:
STAFF PRESENT: Rhonda Baker
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES of March 4, 2015 – Ms. Miller MOVED TO APPROVE the
minutes of the March 4, 2015 meeting. SUPPORTED by Mr. Clark. All in favor. MOTION
CARRIED.

STAFF COMMUNICATIONS AND REPORTS
Certificates of Appropriateness Issued by Staff
411 Crescent NE
100 Commerce SW
940 Baldwin SE

552 Union SE
626 Wealthy SE

500 Cherry SE
532 Prospect SE

Staff Update – Amanda Moore provided the HPC with an update on pending e-packets.
OLD BUSINESS:
425 Cherry SE (HER) – Tabled March 4, 2015 – Request to install a non-lit monument/yard
sign.
There was no representation for the application.
Ms. Baker explained that they reduced the size of the sign considerably. The proposed sign
placement, materials and design have not changed.
Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none.
Mr. Maxam MOVED TO APPROVED THE REVISED SIGN BASED ON THE LOCAL
PRESERVATION GUIDELINES AND THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS
1 & 9. SUPPORTED by Mr. Clark. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
____________________________________________________________________________
619 Wealthy SE (CHD) – Request alterations to previous addition approval.
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Jim McClurg and Neale Bauman from The Design Forum were present to discuss proposed
alterations. Mr. Bauman followed the staff report and identified the proposed changes. He
presented the originally approved south elevation as well as the amended elevation. The basic
composition hasn’t changed. The existing store fronts are being restored and awnings will be
done as single piece. Store front glazing was proposed on the second floor with some accent
wood panels. Overall the presentation of the south elevation is the same. Where there was
store front before they have gone to a sliding aluminum clad wood patio door so that they are
still getting the full height glass they had before but it adds the ability to open and close for
ventilation. Glazing has been added on the south face of the master bedroom to provide access
to the rooftop patio. The wood panel accent areas are a modular inset panel that works with an
aluminum framing system with the wood panels set into it. Another change was at the corner of
the back section of wall where the addition picks up. They have a stone panel there now rather
than the glass coming around the corner. That change was necessitated by some issues they
ran into with the electric company. They were unable to locate the meters where they desired
them at the back of the building because they couldn’t get back there very well with equipment.
They wanted to place the meters on the east face of the existing building but the applicant
wasn’t agreeable. Therefore, what they’ve created is a pole box that allows them to get their
cabling in from the pole. The pole box will be hidden behind the stone panel and from there it
goes into a mechanical room that feeds the meters for the building. The meters will be inside,
out of site, and the panel will be concealed by the stone panels. There is a door that will provide
access to the mechanical room that comes off of the storefront entry. Mr. Bauman related that
they have changed the exterior lighting. They originally proposed fixtures mounted on the
pilasters along the front. They now propose a simpler, goose neck fixture; two mounted in each
bay above the stone band. The fixtures will all be fed from behind so it will be a completely
recessed feed with no surface mounted electrical components. The fixtures will be similar to
what is present across the street at Art of the Table and Wealthy Street Bakery.
Ms. Miller asked about the canopies.
Mr. Bauman clarified that there was a change there, as was requested. They are now a single
canopy at each of the store fronts. They will be canvas awnings but the final design hasn’t been
selected yet. The store front glazing is being restored. They will be using all historic details for
that. The entry doors will be replaced in kind with wood doors and glass lights to match what is
present now. The panels below the windows will all be done as close as they can to what was
original and it will be consistent across the front vs. how they are now with each one different
than the others. Mr. Bauman stated that they will be replacing the sidewalk also. They are
going to lift the brick, take the sidewalk out, and install heated sidewalk along the front and on
James.
Mr. Bauman addressed the east elevation changes. He related that a door will be installed into
the existing building. A utility room is necessary for the electric panels and boiler for the heated
sidewalk. There is no location on the building they can get access to that doesn’t go through a
store or an apartment unit. This is the only spot on the building they can get a door in from
outside. Therefore, they propose a door that would match the doors on the front of the building;
a wood door with a full lite and bottom kick panel. It would be glazed with a frosted or patterned
glass so that you can’t see into the space. An awning would be located above that door. The
head height will be matched to the windows and the awning will match with the windows in the
existing wall. They also propose using the same goose neck fixtures along this façade. Mr.
Bauman identified the change to stone panel. He identified the door and the view of the north
face of the stone panel. Behind the door is the 3’ x 3’ x 12” deep electrical pole box, which
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wasn’t easily concealed. It caused them to have to recess the door back into the space and
change window sizes so proportions on the elevation have changed somewhat but the general
overall visual character of the addition remains the same.
Mr. Bauman clarified the location of the proposed door with the opaque glass. It is essentially a
utility room door but they will use a storefront door with glass that you won’t see through. The
entry will have a step up. The floor inside is at the sidewalk level but there is a concrete
foundation wall that comes across so they thought it would look best not to cut into that.

Mr. Bauman replied that there is no lobby. It is completely surrounded by lease space.
Ms. Gavin asked for an explanation as to why they chose to introduce a new material; why
stone vs. brick?
Mr. Bauman explained that it related to having to conceal the electric panel. They didn’t want
brick from the addition to come up next to the existing building; they wanted a clear line of
separation and they thought the glass and stone were materials compatible with the existing
building. There is limestone on the cap so it seemed like a nice transitional material that
provided a good line of demarcation between new and existing yet still had enough harmony
with the existing building.
Ms. Miller observed that it appears that the stone portion is held back 5 inches from the original
building.
Mr. Bauman agreed that it is back a bit to avoid having a flush joint. He continued his
presentation moving on to the north wall. He reminded the HPC about what was originally
approved; the walkway, steps and retaining wall along the north side of the property. The
general nature of the north face of the building hasn’t changed too much. It is basically the
same brick material, banding, and picking up some of the feel and nature of the old building.
There will now be a 6th retail space in the addition area on the north side so they’ve added glass
on the side to bring some additional daylight into that suite. They propose a low security fence
that ties in with the fencing that separates this site from the neighboring property, with a gate
that comes out off the front steps. There are also two small glass block openings near the
sidewalk level. They wanted something that would bring additional daylight into the store but
not transparent.
Mr. Bauman described the stairway on the north side of the building. He recalled that in the
original concept they proposed a brick wall as screening between the property on the west and
the property on the north. One of the issues they’ve experienced is that to accomplish
maintaining the low profile on the addition on top of the building they had to raise the level of the
top of the retaining wall along the north edge of the property. Therefore, it begins two feet
higher than it was and to put a six foot wall on top of that would make it too tall to comply with
the Zoning ordinance. There wasn’t a good way to make a four ft. wall harmonize with what
was going on with the building so they have eliminated the screen wall. The metal fencing will
now be extended along the back side and meet up with the west wall. There is also
landscaping along the north wall, to the north of the retaining wall.
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Mr. Bauman related that the only change on the west side is the small portion of fence as
opposed to the previously proposed screen wall. The apartment windows on the west side will
mirror what is happening on the other side.

Mr. Bauman agreed that they meet all egress requirements. The project is about half way
through the LUDS review process and they don’t anticipate any issues with the building
inspectors. The stores are all so small that they only require one means of egress. The rear
stair area has been designed so that if a store owner wanted to they could get a wheel chair lift
to create barrier free access.
Mr. Maxam asked if the sliding doors on the apartments will be clad wood units, Pella, and Pella
windows to match.
Mr. Bauman replied yes. All of the windows and doors on the second floor are spec’d as Pella
or equal. It will all be clear glass with blinds between the glass.
Ms. Uebbing asked if the door to the mechanical room is proposed as metal.
Mr. Bauman clarified that it is wood and would match what is on the front of the building. It will
have patterned or frosted glass so that it isn’t transparent. The door on the north will be a metal
door and it will either be a dark color or be painted to go with the stone.
Ms. Miller asked if they would be open to a solid wood door on the mechanical room opening.
Mr. Bauman was agreeable.
Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none.
Mr. Clark feels the proposed modifications are in keeping with the standards and in some cases
they further support the standards. Mr. Clark felt the stone column provides further delineation
between the old structure and the new. The minor setback and the material changes are very
appropriate. It reads as a totally separate structure. He would support the request as
presented.
Ms. Uebbing asked for comments on the proposed glass block on the north elevation. She
noted that it is at the rear of the building and it is new construction.
Mr. Clark stated that in his opinion glass block in a new building vs. a historic building are
completely different.
Ms. Uebbing asked for input on the proposed metal door on the north elevation.
Ms. Miller felt that because of the utilitarian nature of the space the proposed metal door was
acceptable. With regard to the new door being cut into the east elevation, that is another
utilitarian space and she would suggest the applicant be given the option to use a solid wood
door rather than have frosted glass. She feels it needs to be clear glass or a solid wood door.
There are other methods that can be used for privacy besides the frosted or patterned glass.
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Ms. Gavin observed that there has been a change in the wood pattern on second floor of the
south elevation. In the approved plan the wood was in a horizontal pattern, which she feels
helped to accentuate the horizontal lines of the space and made it seem squatter. The vertical
orientation makes it feel taller.
Ms. Miller feels that because it is new construction and a more contemporary design it is unique.
She doesn’t find it offensive and would leave it to the preference of the applicant.

Mr. Bauman related that it is intended to be vertical as shown. They were trying to pick up the
cadence of the vertical lines of the band of glass. They felt that by going with the vertical lines
that it extended the cadence and gives the horizontal roof line more of a sense of continuity. He
feels it accentuates the horizontal even though the panels are vertical.
Ms. Gavin agreed that it keeps a consistent rhythm.
Mr. Clark MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION AS SUBMITTED AND PER
TESTIMONY, BASED ON THE LOCAL PRESERVATION GUIDELINES AND THE
SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS 1, 2, 5, 6, 9 & 10 WITH THE STIPULATION
THAT THE EXTERIOR LIGHTING FIXTURES BE MOUNTED INTO MORTAR JOINTS, AND
ALLOWING THE APPLICANT THE OPTION OF A SOLID WOOD DOOR OR A FULL LIGHT,
CLEAR GLASS, WOOD DOOR IN THE NEW OPENING ON THE EAST SIDE NEAR THE
NORTH CORNER; OPAQUE GLASS IS NOT PERMITTED. SUPPORTED by Mr. Rodriguez.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
____________________________________________________________________________
NEW BUSINESS:
758 (770) Cherry SE (CHD) – Request to rehabilitate existing house including: removing
aluminum siding, porches, windows, trim, doors, etc.
Randy Pease, Integrated Architecture, related that the proposed renovation and rehabilitation of
this house is part of a larger site and larger project that will be presented later in the meeting. It
is a separate submittal and separate application however. Mr. Pease identified the location of
the house at the corner of Cherry and Eastern. It was developed in conjunction with the new
buildings they will be proposing but treated more uniquely and differently in terms of its
renovation and rehabilitation. The existing house is an old Italianate and through the years it
has undergone several renovations, additions, as well as some subtraction. Mr. Pease
presented a view from Cherry noting that what was the original porch was removed and an entry
vestibule was added at grade. Other elements, such as the front bay window, have been
modified over time. There was a porch addition at the northeast corner. Mr. Pease presented a
view from Eastern noting the porch addition at the northeast corner and several other additions
to the original house. The house was occupied by different uses over the years; originally a
residence and most recently a facility for Project Rehab.
Mr. Pease related that some of the original detail remains along Cherry as well as at the
cornice; some bracketing and dentil work remains. The house was resided with metal siding
and unfortunately it appears that a lot of the original trim has been removed from the house.
The proposal is to restore some of those period details. The scope of work includes removing
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Ms. Uebbing added that there is a pretty strong cornice that carries the horizontal.
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the existing entry vestibule and bringing back a more period appropriate front porch. It appears
that the northeast porch was originally once a sunroom so they propose bringing that idea back
by removing all of the walls, leaving the existing roof and foundation in place, and replacing the
walls with more of a four season porch. There would be much larger windows and it would be
more in keeping with the original character. The third major item would be to remove the
existing metal siding and either patch and repair the existing wood siding underneath or replace
it with new wood siding. Along with that they would develop more period appropriate window
trim on the existing windows. Mr. Pease noted that the detail is provided in the packet. The trim
they propose is much more articulated than what is currently there and has a hooded detail.

Mr. Pease stated that unfortunately there are very few photos of the house. They looked
around the neighborhood for Italianate houses. They looked at Italianates of this era and they
also looked at the detail that does remain in the cornice.
Ms. Miller clarified that they didn’t necessarily find that peaked detail in the neighborhood.
Mr. Pease agreed. He continued his presentation relating that they are considering using a
different paint color on the additions to subtly identify what was original and what was added to
the house. They are considering a warmer earth tone for the house and perhaps a subtle shift
in color for the additions. It would simply be a color change; not a material change.
Mr. Pease provided a view of the structure from the southeast corner. He noted that the original
step remains and they will be adding a rail because only a portion of a rail is present now. The
south end of the house remains original with the exception of siding and window trim. Mr.
Pease pointed out that there will be windows added on the northeast corner in the sun porch.
The bay window is currently one large piece of glass and they propose replacing that with three
double-hung windows. Windows will be wood windows with painted exteriors. The bay window
opening appears to be original and they will maintain the opening size. The new front door is
proposed as a ¾ lite fiberglass door. The additional foundation/sidewalls of the front porch stair
are proposed as cast stone given that there is an existing stone foundation in one area and
masonry foundation in another. He feels the cast stone would be consistent with the masonry
foundation that exists currently. Mr. Pease referred to the application packet noting that it
provides specific detail as to what they propose removing as well as proposed elevations.
Ms. Gavin asked if there are any historic photos of the structure.
Ms. Baker replied that there aren’t.
Ms. Miller asked if all of the existing windows, with the exception of the front bay and the
northeast porch area, will be retained.
Mr. Pease agreed. What is present today would remain.
Ms. Uebbing asked if they’ve looked under the metal siding to determine what remains.
Mr. Pease replied that they have looked under the siding in spots and there appears to be some
siding left but they haven’t removed any metal siding to see if there are outlines and/or trim
remaining.
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Ms. Miller asked how they arrived at the hooded detail on the windows.
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Ms. Uebbing asked if it would be their intention to replicate or restore trim detail if it is found.
Mr. Pease agreed.
Ms. Miller asked if they would be willing to consider a different material for the front porch stoop;
perhaps poured concrete instead of the proposed CMU.

Ms. Miller noted that it has a more elongated appearance than the existing foundation.
Mr. Pease suggested they could entertain a different unit size. They do make a more typical 8 x
16.
Mr. Pease clarified for Ms. Gavin that the chimney is not painted and it will remain unpainted.
Mr. Maxam asked if they considered a brick front porch, similar to the chimney brick.
Mr. Pease replied that they did but the CMU seemed to be the most appropriate.
Ms. Gavin asked if the foundation is granite.
Mr. Pease replied that it is a mix of materials. It is a cut stone and there is a possibility that it
could be granite.
Ms. Gavin asked if they considered a wood porch.
Mr. Pease replied that they did. However, it isn’t uncommon to have a concrete porch. There is
a durability and maintenance benefit to having a concrete porch. They had some discussions
about skirting around a wood porch but that can also be a maintenance and rodent issue. From
a maintenance standpoint they thought the proposed would be best. Mr. Pease responded to
additional questions relating that they propose a single rail on the front porch. The height from
grade is very close to not requiring a guardrail so they will bring the grade up a couple of inches
and not have a guardrail. Along with bringing the grade up there will be landscaping on either
side of the porch.
Ms. Uebbing invited public comment.
Mr. Cane, 210 Charles SE, stated that he appreciates the re-use of the existing structure. He
feels it is important to keep the original character and make it appropriate for the time period.
He is not opposed to the project.
John Fetter, 708 Cherry SE, related that overall he is in favor of the project. However, he does
oppose a fiberglass front door. He is happy that this structure was pulled into the consideration
of the overall plan for the corner.
Ms. Miller agreed that the fiberglass door is not appropriate. A wood door would have been
original to the structure and she would like to see a wood door here rather than fiberglass. Ms.
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Mr. Pease replied possibly but it seems like the modular nature of the CMU, with a rusticated
face, would be more appropriate than a concrete application. They are proposing a cast stone
cap with the CMU.
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Miller stated that she is not comfortable with the proportion of the proposed CMU. It seems like
a more modern application that would contradict the look of the house. She would like to see
something simpler. The back porch is concrete and she would like them to explore other
materials for the front. With respect to the window trim detail, that detail isn’t found on the
house currently and there is no record of what was there. She suggested that simplifying the
trim would honor the period of the house better than trying to guess at what it was. She
wonders if some of the porch detailing is creating a false sense of historicity since they don’t
know what the detail was. She wondered how other Commissioners feel about those details.

Mr. Rodriguez feels the hooded form of the window trim is compatible. These proportions are
found in the front gable. He feels similar details are very common in Italianate residences. He
also feels the relaxed arch over the porch and sun room is compatible. He does take issue with
the proportions of the block for the front porch. He agrees that the elongated shape is not
supported elsewhere in the foundation or in similar residences of this age.
Ms. Gavin agreed with Mr. Rodriguez. She wonders if there will be any outline of trim detail
when the siding is removed. Perhaps they could revisit that when the siding is removed.
Ms. Uebbing feels that because of the trim that does remain she doesn’t feel the window trim
should be dressed down. If they discover a shadow line or other evidence of window trim it
would be important to replicate that. If not she feels the proposed is compatible.
Ms. Baker advised that they are not required to replicate former trim unless it is required by the
HPC.
Ms. Gavin would prefer to see the original trim replicated if they uncover concrete evidence of
what was there originally.
Ms. Baker stated that normally if someone came and asked to remove aluminum siding from a
house she would go out afterwards and look at what they found, discuss it, and determine if
there is enough evidence to ascertain what it was. If there is enough evidence then it is before
her and she would staff approve it.
The Commission was comfortable with that. Ms. Gavin stated that if there is no evidence she
feels that what is proposed is compatible with the period of the home. The relaxed arch on the
sun porch and over the porch is present in other homes of that era in the district so she is also
comfortable with that.
The Commission discussed the proposed CMU material for the front porch. Ms. Gavin indicated
that she would prefer to see brick or poured concrete. Ms. Baldwin and Ms. Miller agreed.
Mr. Maxam pointed out that they won’t be able to get a perfect match to the foundation. He isn’t
certain that poured concrete is a better option. If it is going to be CMU he would prefer a
different proportion. He doesn’t feel this material will lead anyone to think it is a historic porch; it
will be obvious that it is new but new done with care. He isn’t entirely opposed to this material
given that there aren’t great options.
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Ms. Gavin stated that she would prefer to see brick. There is some precedent for it and it is
compatible with other materials on the home. She doesn’t see any reason to introduce a new
material.
Ms. Miller stated that she can’t tell what the material is under the sun porch.

The Commission agreed unanimously that the front door should be wood rather than fiberglass.
The proposed style is compatible.
Ms. Baker clarified that the south stoop door is wood. The door they are removing appears to
be wood and the replacement on the back is in kind replacement of flat metal.
Ms. Miller MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION AS SUBMITTED, BASED ON THE
LOCAL PRESERVATION GUIDELINES AND THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S
STANDARDS 1, 2, 3, 6, 9, & 10, WITH THE FOLLOWING EXCEPTIONS:
1. The applicant has the option of brick to match the chimney or CMU block of a
modular size more consistent with the sun porch foundation for the proposed
front/north porch; final review and approval of the proposed material by staff.
2. The new front entry door shall be wood, with clear glass, rather than fiber glass, with
final review and approval of the design by staff.
3. Following removal of the aluminum siding staff will work with the applicant to explore
the original window detailing. If no evidence of the former trim is found then the
submitted design is approved as submitted.
SUPPORTED by Mr. Clark. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
____________________________________________________________________________
2 Jefferson SE (HER) – Request to construct dumpster enclosure and rear deck.
Motion by Mr. Clark, supported by Ms. Gavin, finding that Ms. Miller has a potential
conflict of interest. Motion carried unanimously. (Ms. Miller stepped out of the meeting)
Brian Swem, Lott3Metz Architecture, was present to discuss the application. They propose a
dumpster enclosure and a wood deck, both of which are relatively straightforward. The
dumpster enclosure has been reviewed by Planning and they are willing to provide staff
approval. With respect to the enclosure, they propose materials that have been approved by
the Commission in the past, most recently for Donkey at 665 Wealthy. They propose smooth
CMU block with a concrete cap and a wood gate detailed very similar to what is present at
Donkey. The enclosure walls have been held a minimum of 12 inches from any existing
structure, which will allow them to put in the foundation for the walls, and the walls, without
disturbing the existing structures. Both the dumpster and the wood deck are located in the very
back corner of the property. They will be visible from the street but they are set a significant
distance back from the curb. The wood deck is proposed to be a standard wood deck. It is his
understanding that this location will have a liquor license so they will need a rail of some sort
around the deck. Proposed is a rail designed to match the gate on the dumpster. The steps will
have enclosed risers. Any attachments to the existing building will be through mortar joints.
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Mr. Pease related that it is chisel-faced block, 8 x 16, or close to it. He added that since the
chimney is brick perhaps it would be more appropriate to use brick rather than concrete. It
seems unlikely that concrete would have been used on the sides of the stair originally. Mr.
Pease circulated a sample of the CMU proposed.
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The existing veneer is a painted brick but they will make sure to attach through the mortar joints
so as not to damage the brick any further than the existing condition.
Mr. Swem responded to Ms. Uebbing relating that the handrail will be a steel pipe rail.
Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none.

Ms. Baldwin MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION AS SUBMITTED BASED ON THE
LOCAL PRESERVATION GUIDELINES AND THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S
STANDARDS 2, 9 & 10. SUPPORTED by Mr. Maxam. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
(Note: Ms. Miller did not participate in the discussion or the vote)
DISCUSSION:
(Ms. Miller returned to the meeting)
404 Fountain NE (HER) – Advisory discussion regarding adding dormers to the roof.
Ms. Uebbing advised that any comments or recommendations made during the advisory
discussion are not binding upon either the applicant or the HPC. Advisory discussion should not
be construed as either approval or denial of a project or any portion thereof.
Stephanie Kolbe was present for the discussion. She stated that she and her husband bought
the house about a year ago. The house is a French Chateauesque style house that in the 1969
time frame suffered an attic fire. Before HPC existed they took the original peaked roof and
made into a mansard roof and recessed the windows, which isn’t wise in Michigan with snow
and ice damming. The windows they put in the third floor at that time are single-pane,
aluminum framed and are leaking horribly, especially on the west side. Ms. Kolbe stated that
she is present to discuss the fact that they need new windows. Also, if they are going to invest
in new windows on the third floor they feel they may as well try to fix the design as well and
prevent future ice damming and future issues related to the windows being recessed. In looking
at historical comparisons, French Chateauesque style homes did occasionally have mansard
roofs but never with recessed windows. Therefore, they propose basically dormering the
windows using style and design that currently exists in the rest of the house. The double-hung
windows present on the first and second floors would be repeated in the design on the third
floor. The half-circle arch topped windows on the second and first floors would also be repeated
on the third floor. Ms. Kolbe stated that they are working with Tom Simmons, who has done
other projects in Heritage Hill. Anyplace that there is currently a single window on the third floor
it will be replaced with a single arched top, as is consistent with the rest of the house, and
anywhere there is currently a double-wide window, or a triple, that would get the double hung
style that is existing other places in the house.
Ms. Miller clarified that they aren’t increasing window size.
Ms. Kolbe agreed; no extra windows or extra size. Ms. Kolbe explained that she is also seeking
some guidance regarding what is now a balcony on the third floor that used to be a turret. It
was a pointed turret that sloped back into the roof. The rail on the balcony is too low so she is
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Ms. Baldwin feels the proposal respects the building, the location, and surrounding buildings.
Mr. Maxam added that it is removable.
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interested in advice on whether it should be raised or if fencing should be added. Ms. Kolbe
indicated that the sketches provided are of the north and west elevations. Following the
Commission’s feedback she will have the south and east elevations will be prepared as well.
Ms. Gavin related that you can get plexiglass that is mounted to the floor and sits inside the rail.
It provides security without really being visible from the street. That would be one option for the
rail and would seem to be the least invasive option.

Ms. Kolbe added that the top of the wall is currently shingled and from an aesthetic standpoint it
doesn’t look good. They will eventually need to re-shingle the entire roof so if they are going to
have it torn up for this project they are considering what else they can do to make it cohesive
and safe at the same time.
Mr. Rodriguez suggested that wrought iron painted a dark color is visually unobtrusive.
Ms. Gavin asked if they could make the parapet taller.
Mr. Maxam asked if they are planning to remove the existing partial cone parapet roof.
Ms. Kolbe stated that that is an option. Because the rounded windows proposed will have a
metal top it might make sense to take the shingles off and put metal on that as well. She is
seeking advice and options.
Mr. Maxam observed from the sketch that there appears to be a new cap on the top of the wall
proposed. Perhaps the cap could be a few inches taller.
Ms. Gavin asked what the material will be in the new design where the faux mansard roof is
currently. She asked if it will be asphalt at the top of the parapet.
Ms. Kolbe replied that she is open to suggestions. She would prefer to take the shingles off and
make it all metal but she isn’t sure if that would be too much.
Ms. Baker suggested they consider whether it should be dealt with like a feature or remain
something that blends with the roof.
Mr. Maxam asked what type of metal she is considering.
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Ms. Baker added that it is at the third story with a parapet so any potential visibility would be
limited.

Ms. Kolbe replied that it would look like copper but it probably wouldn’t be copper because of
the expense.
Mr. Maxam advised against the painted copper.
Ms. Kolbe indicated that they would look to what Mr. Simmons recommends.
Mr. Maxam suggested standing seam metal painted to match the trim. Others suggested
treating it like a third story porch with a porch railing. Ms. Gavin noted that at one point it was a
portion of the roof and there is an argument for retaining it as a vestige of the roof. It is so
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jarring though, it isn’t a roof anymore and it doesn’t make any design sense. Because it projects
it stands out and looks incompatible with the rest of the building.
Ms. Kolbe stated that she doesn’t know what is under the shingle. It would be ideal if it is brick
and for some reason they shingled it.

Mr. Clark stated that he is leaning more toward considering it an accent because what might
have been a roof is so far removed from what is there now. There is nothing to preserve in that
context so he feels more of an accent feature would be appropriate. Ms. Gavin agreed
suggesting a metal rail. Mr. Maxam stated that he feels it needs some sort of crown and that a
thin wrought iron rail would be too light. It would look like someone lopped the top off
completely.
Ms. Kolbe described the material used on another porch on the house for Ms. Gavin. She
stated that it is limestone or river stone like the rest of the foundation. It is solid wall with some
drainage openings. She explained that she thought of a cement cap but Mr. Simmons
suggested that would be too heavy.
Ms. Gavin suggested they provide some ideas/options in the application. Wrought iron might
make it feel more like a balcony.
Ms. Kolbe asked if the Commission had any other thoughts on the window design. They have
an 8 week lead time and at least the west side has to be done before it starts snowing again.
Mr. Maxam stated that his only thought was to possibly make them smaller. They seem overly
large as they are. If they could be skinnier so as to be less dominant then the windows below it
might help the proportions.
Ms. Kolbe related that there are bedrooms up there so egress is an issue. Additionally, when
you research French Chateauesque style houses that were originally built with mansards the
windows on the third floor actually were about the same size and they are always stacked
vertically.
Ms. Kolbe clarified for Ms. Miller that they propose repeating the window style of what is present
below each opening. When storm windows were added to the house the rounded portion of the
first and second floor windows was just blocked in with plywood. It is actually a round window
with round glass and from the inside you see unpainted plywood and a square window.
Eventually they will remove the plywood and restore the window or do something else so that at
least the original rounded windows are visible. That is the precedent for the rounded windows
on the third floor.
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Ms. Baker didn’t feel there would be brick there.

Ms. Gavin agreed that the size feels too big; they should be just a bit smaller if possible.
Ms. Kolbe related that there are existing french doors she would like to keep on the balcony.
She asked if the Commission thought a dormer should be added over that as well to make it
look cohesive. The doors are visible from the street.
Mr. Clark suggested that might create a completion of that tower.
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Ms. Uebbing stated that they could bring a proposal for the Commission to consider.
Ms. Baker wasn’t sure how they could do a roof over a round like that.
PUBLIC HEARING:

Chad Barton, co-owner of Cherry Street Capital, recalled that the last time they were before the
Commission they received approval for a proposal at the southeast corner of Cherry and
Eastern and were asked to revisit the proposed plan for the southwest corner, based on the
feedback of the neighbors. The Commission also recommended that they form a representative
sub-committee to assist in the design of the project. As an owner that is a scary proposition.
However, they embraced the concept and invited a sub-committee of representative
stakeholders to assist in the process. Through the guidance of Mike Corby of Integrated
Architecture, the subcommittee was able to mold and shape the project that is before the HPC.
Mr. Barton was happy to report that the process they went through with the sub-committee was
very positive and ultimately provided a better overall plan for this corner. Mr. Barton recognized
the sub-committee for the time and effort they invested: Matt Franko, representing the East
Hills Business Association; Gabrielle Works, representing the Cherry Hill Historic District;
Rebecca Smith Hoffman; Elizabeth Hoffman Ransford, representing the East Hills
Neighborhood Association; and Rhonda Baker. Mr. Barton stated that after going through this
process they believe it should be emulated on future projects of this magnitude to help bridge
the goals and desires of all involved. It allowed ownership and influence from the stakeholders
that resulted in a design that will be a positive contributing part of the neighborhood.
Mike Corby, Integrated Architecture, related that everyone that was asked to participate on the
sub-committee agreed. The sub-committee was set up following some conversations with Ms.
Baker and based on the engagement demonstrated by residents during the former proposal.
For the most part everyone was in attendance at all of their meetings. Mr. Corby related that
what he tried to do was to act as a facilitator. Mr. Pease is actually more the project designer
that followed the lead of the sub-committee. Mr. Corby stated that it became pretty apparent
early on that each group had priorities. The priorities that Cherry Street Capital had established
were fairly limited; they related to making sure that their unit count was maintained so that they
could make it a financially viable project. They took a number of things off the table that were in
the previous submission and are not in the current submission. Mr. Corby feels that the subcommittee got the impression that the developer was letting the slate be fairly clean. The first
session was also used to become more acclimated with architecture around the property and in
the neighborhood to use as reference points. Mr. Corby stated that from an architect’s
perspective, for Cherry Street Capital to be able to present this quality of a project with this
much collaborative input, the process was pretty amazing. Mr. Corby feels it was a great
process.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Apr 1, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Cherry/Eastern (CHD & FSQ) – Request to construct two buildings and underground parking at
750 Cherry SE and 225 (aka 215) Eastern SE.

Randy Pease, Integrated Architecture, explained that the proposed project consists of two multifamily buildings, one fronting Cherry St. and the other fronting on Eastern. The site has a fair
amount of slope as you head south on Eastern; an approximate 7 ft. fall across the property. It
is relatively flat across Cherry St. They looked at using the natural slope of the site to their
benefit. It has allowed them to graciously tuck parking under the building. Access to the
parking is at the south end of the site. Mr. Pease related that they were very sensitive and
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Mr. Pease referred to page 7 of the submittal explaining that it represents the section along
Eastern and includes the existing homes to the south and the previously discussed home on the
corner of Cherry and Eastern. Mr. Pease further described the slope of the site as it falls to the
south and the location of the access point to the garage at the south end of the building. The
building is set using existing grade as the starting point at the north end of the building. The
entry area is set considerably back from the two facades at the street. Page 7 of the submittal
also provides a view of the Cherry St. building as well as existing adjacent buildings. Mr. Pease
referred to page 8 noting that it provides further detail and proportion. He pointed out that the
porches are intentionally part of the building with the first level enclosed and the second level
going up to railing height. The openings are articulated in the brick façade. Not only is there a
brick reveal around the windows but also the expression of a wider trim to allow the windows to
sit in the façade and become part of it rather than just punches in it. The same is true at the
central courtyard and entrance to the building. Mr. Pease provided a view from the southeast
corner looking north along Eastern. He pointed out that they are proposing the use of one color
of brick on the building but two different finishes. For the body of the building they propose
using the velour finish and in the window spandrel areas they will use a combination of the
velour finish and smooth finish to begin to articulate the recessed panels across the façade and
at the porches. The brick screen below provides the required ventilation for the parking area,
which is a nice way to achieve that vs. louvers or some other treatment. Mr. Pease provided
additional views; from the entry court and from the northeast corner.
Mr. Pease commented further on the building proposed on Cherry. He explained that that
building is different in its detailing. The existing buildings along Cherry are definitely different
than those along Eastern and they are responding to that. The proposed building is 2 ½ stories.
There is a walk/step up to the front entry. There are two floors of residential units and a garden
level of residential units, which are depressed below grade. Proposed materials are a dark brick
base and a lighter, warmer gray for the two upper levels.
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aware of the proportions of the facades and the impact along Eastern. They considered a
number of solutions and with the help of the sub-committee decided on a two-story form fronting
Eastern. A singular entry is located in the center, stepped back, area of the building. That
allowed them to control the proportions of the facades and also create an outdoor space. There
is access between the existing house on the corner and the proposed building fronting Eastern.
That access point leads to a small outdoor terrace for the use of the residents. The remainder
of the site will remain open as landscaped and lawn area. The building proposed on Cherry
respects the RBLs established by the existing buildings. It has its front entry along Cherry. Mr.
Pease presented photos of nearby buildings relating that they looked at the precedent of twostory porches with the lower porch more contained and an upper porch accessed from the
second story.

Mr. Corby added that the idea of the two different looks for the buildings was something that
came out of the discussion with the sub-committee. Other priorities of the committee were two
stories on Eastern and no more than 2 ½ stories on Cherry. The relationships were keeping the
house on the corner in mind and where the eve lines are.
Mr. Pease provided a more detailed view of the entrance area. He explained that the windows
will be residential windows, aluminum clad, wood, double-hung windows. There is an entry
canopy proposed that provides cover at the front door. The dark brick serves to ground the
building and there are rustication reveals that occur within the base and then a less frequent
spacing up the body of the building. Mr. Pease explained that on the west side of the Eastern
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building they propose using the darker brick in the reveals. The coping and expression line
material is proposed as cast stone in a warmer color. The corner windows in the Cherry
building will not be operable.
Mr. Pease provided additional detail of the brick screen for the parking area. He explained that
there will be a rolling gate of metal bar stock. It will be painted dark, similar to the color of the
windows. The tube sections laid on their side respond to the brick module and will be similar
proportion to the brick. He feels it densifies the screen and begins to create a pattern.

Mr. Pease stated that they are intentionally trying to keep the retaining wall as low as possible.
There is a 5 ½ ft. drop and the plan is to bring that up a bit and then use a dense landscape
screen as a buffer for that. There won’t be any need for a fence.
Ms. Gavin asked if the concrete on the sidewall is colored.
Mr. Pease agreed. The intent is to color it the same as the cast stone details.
Ms. Baldwin asked if the underground parking extends all the way to the back of the property.
Mr. Pease referred to the plans identifying the location of the parking and indicating that it is “L”
shaped.
Mr. Corby interjected that the parking count is different than previously proposed. It was a
concession of the developer and priority of the committee to provide as few parking spaces as
possible. The proposed count is 40 spaces. It helped to eliminate the need for the surface
parking that was in the previous plan and wasn’t favored by anyone. It also allowed them to pull
the basement space further away from the property lines as there was some concern about
construction. They are basically building a basement like you would with a house next door to
any other property. Precautions will be taken during construction.
Mr. Clark recalled the two story porches and examples in nearby neighborhoods. He asked if
there were any examples close to Cherry and Eastern.
Mr. Pease replied that there were; there were examples on Charles.
Mr. Corby related that balcony was a bad word in the steering committee discussions and
porches were desired. There are no balconies on any of the buildings anymore and they went
to a lot of effort to make sure that they provided porches. The committee wanted the rail height
of the porches to respond to what would have been there years ago so the proportions felt more
natural. It was encouraging to get that kind of input and level of detail from the committee.
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Ms. Miller asked about a railing on top of the retaining wall.

Ms. Uebbing read a number of letters that were submitted.


Karen Crumell, Cherry Hill Neighborhood Assoc. wrote that while the plan is greatly
improved they still have concerns. They understand that the underground parking allows for
both green space and more parking but they are concerned about damage to their homes
and the precedent this could set for future developers. The height of the Cherry St. building
is also concerning. The vast majority of Cherry Hill is two-story buildings with the occasional
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taller peak. This building is taller and on the uphill from its neighbors on the Cherry Hill side.
Unlike neighboring buildings, it sustains its roof height for a full three lot lines. The massing
of the Cherry St. building is also a concern. In addition to its height and width the building is
deeper than most and, unlike neighboring buildings, it sustains solid brick and glass walls for
its entire footprint resulting in a huge solid mass. The balconies on the Cherry Street
building are not appropriate for the neighborhood, especially not on the sides of an
otherwise square building. They are disappointed that the balconies were added at the last
minute. The balconies will be at roof height of neighboring houses. The Cherry Hill
Neighborhood Assoc. is depending on the HPC to hold developers to the Secretary of
Interior’s Standards.
Brian VanHaren, 212 Hollister, expressed support for the project and urged the HPC to
approve the development as proposed. He feels they have done an exemplary job of
meeting with the various neighborhood groups to assure that this development is historically
sensitive but also takes into account the desires of existing residents. He is a fan of the
green space, the scale and materials, as well as the historically familiar architectural
elements incorporated into this project. He feels those characteristics will make it a valuable
contributor to the neighborhood.
Mike VanGessel wrote that he had an opportunity to look through the plans and elevations
for the projects proposed. He feels the architecture is fitting for the neighborhood and they
have a great choice of materials. Density and height look very sensitive and as a builder of
projects in the neighborhood and as a future neighbor he is pleased they are investing in the
neighborhood with this level of quality detail. He asked that the Commission consider
approval.
Josh Leffingwell and Elizabeth Hoffman Ransford, Co-chairs of East Hills Council of
Neighbors, offered support on behalf of the Board of Directors. Support is based on the
plans that were submitted to the design sub-committee on March 24, 2015. Significant
changes to the design or materials in those plans may affect their support and would require
additional review by the East Hills Board. They respectfully note that the Cherry Hill
neighbors continue to oppose two features of the project; the underground parking and the
massing of the 750 Cherry St. building. The East Hills Council expressed appreciation to
the design sub-committee for their time and expertise in the creation of a more appropriate
design.
Brooks Twist and Matt Franko, Co-chairs of the East Hills Business Association, wrote in
support of the project on behalf of the membership of the East Hills Business Association.
The membership feels the current plans fit the historic character of the East Hills Business
District and neighborhood and that it will be a complement to their surroundings.
Additionally, the EHBA is pleased that the current plans address their concerns with regard
to on-site parking for the residents of the development. Support is based on plans that were
submitted to the Cherry Eastern design steering committee on March 24. Their continued
support may be affected by any potential significant changes in the plans reviewed at the
meeting on March 24, including changes to design and/or materials. Any such changes
would require additional review and discussion by the EHBA.
David W Green offered support for the project. He and his wife own 540 Cherry, 900 & 902
Cherry and 248 Hollister and he is also co-developer and owner of 921 Cherry and the
Brewery Vivant development. They support the historically appropriate renovation of
properties in this district as well as new construction that adapts historical elements and
materials. Cherry Street Capital’s plans for these properties meet these goals. He is
particularly impressed with the allocated green space, an element that isn’t always present
in restricted urban environments. Mr. Green feels the new buildings fit well into the
surrounding neighborhood and are attractive in scale, appearance and exterior building
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materials. Mr. Green is in support of the developer’s efforts to revitalize this intersection and
bring additional residents and energy to the neighborhood.
Gabrielle Works wrote that some will say this is a high quality project that will eventually fit
into the neighborhood. Due to the scale of the new 750 Cherry building, which ignores the
full context of adjacent properties, Ms. Works disagrees. She asked that the HPC look at
the complete context of the site and the Cherry Hill neighborhood and help them develop a
quality building that will both fit in the neighborhood and enhance their property. The
number of units the project requires forces this building to be inappropriately large and out of
scale in the neighborhood. Ms. Works related that she participated in the steering
committee for the redesign of the project. She was impressed at the openness to their
suggestions, to start from scratch with the design, but as the representative from the
immediate neighborhood she has major concerns that were not addressed. Ms. Works
stated that she can support the entire project except the new building on Cherry. The
treatment of the building on the corner seems sensitive. The new building on Eastern, while
very large, has been designed to scale appropriately. With the two story height and its
distance from the smaller houses to the south and west, and its broad courtyard, the mass is
minimized, which is not the case with 750 Cherry. Ms. Works related that her great concern,
as she has expressed to the developers, is the scale of the 750 Cherry building. If you only
look at the plans they have submitted it doesn’t look bad. However, it doesn’t show the
context of the adjacent buildings outside of their property, west on Cherry and south on
Charles. It towers over all of them and its width could contain at least two of any of those
houses or most of the Cherry Hill market. Additionally, its depth puts it past any traditional
lot in this neighborhood of homes built primarily as single family. Ms. Works wrote that her
objection is not as much to the design as to its mass and scale. When looking at definition
of scale in historic district guidelines there is no way this is a scale appropriate to its true
context. Another issue is the balconies that appeared for the first time on the HPC
submission. They are simply egregious, especially on the west side over the top of the
existing homes. The scale of the new building should respect the prevailing scale of its
neighbors. Ms. Works again asked that the HPC look at the full context of the site, the
adjacent properties, and the neighborhood and help them develop a quality building that will
fit in and enhance the neighborhood.
Shawn Lancaster writes that the changes made by Cherry Street Capital are appreciated.
The building proposed at 225 Eastern is an appealing structure and fits the space quite well.
The structure being proposed at 750 Cherry does not fit into that space. The structure looks
enormous next to 740 Cherry and even compared to the houses across the street on
Charles. It appears to be a massive structure that will dwarf surrounding buildings in the
historic neighborhood. While the flat roof structure matches the height of the peak on the
yellow house at the corner, the developers seem to be discounting the much shorter and
smaller structures to the west and southwest. The structure doesn’t fit the historic theme of
this segment of the neighborhood
Megan Coburn, 212 Henry, understands that the HPC only has the ability to contribute to
the style and how it contributes to the historic area. Ms. Coburn commended neighbors on
banding together to demand change in the exterior appeal of these buildings. As a
homeowner she is happy to see where they have landed after many rounds of sometimes
tense meetings. She is also thrilled to know that they are hiding some of the parking so as
one walks bye it isn’t just parking lot that is visible. Ms. Coburn’s only concern is the
potential damage to neighboring homes, particularly foundations. Any sort of seismic
activity can cause grief for a radius of a few blocks.
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Rebecca Smith Hoffman indicated that she wished to speak to the process. She has been in
this business for 30 years and this is the first time a developer has taken her suggestions when
they weren’t paying her for them. The previous plan was a disaster. She related that the
building should be urban, not suburban. The neighborhood wasn’t looking for them to take a lot
of different architectural elements from various buildings around but rather an urban building
type; the urban apartment building. That was the model they were looking at. It should be
oriented toward the street and not toward the parking. Ms. Smith Hoffman stated that she isn’t
personally a big fan of underground parking but, on the other hand, the view of a green lawn for
the neighbors behind them will be a big improvement over surface parking. As you look at the
construction taking place in the city today it isn’t very good. Because this is in the historic
district they wanted to set the standard. She feels with the materials, the orientation toward the
street, and bringing in the neighborhood, it sets an example of what future development can be.
Ms. Smith Hoffman stated that she would like to see it happen outside the districts also but at a
minimum within the districts.
Charles Cane, 210 Charles, asked if the underground parking is a concern for the HPC since it
isn’t technically the exterior.
Ms. Uebbing replied that it is part of the Commission’s deliberation.
Mr. Cane stated that he feels this sets a precedent and that it is a bad precedent. His home is
just across the green space in a 150 year old house. He feels the excavation will affect his
home and he doesn’t have the financial resources or the time to repair his foundation. The
harm that it causes him would be nothing to the developers but it would be a lot to him. Mr.
Cane stated that there are 4 – 5 houses that could be greatly affected by the underground
parking. Mr. Cane indicated that he is also concerned about privacy. The 750 Cherry building
is proposed at 2 ½ stories which means people will now be looking down into his house. Mr.
Cane related that he has done some research on traffic counts and the corners of Cherry and
Eastern and Wealthy and Eastern are two of the busiest corners in the city. Turning movements
from Charles can be very difficult and the proposed development will add a minimum of 40 more
vehicles that will come out to Eastern. Whether they go north or south it will add a lot of traffic to
Eastern. Mr. Cane hopes that everyone would agree that to have a successful historic area you
generally want to have owner-occupied spaces. Based on research he did at the library,
between 2000 and 2019, the number of owner-occupied houses will go down by 14%. He
suggested that supporting apartments like this would lead to an area that might not be as well
maintained because tenants aren’t as invested in their homes. There aren’t many mechanisms
to guard against that but the HPC is one such mechanism.
John Fetter, 708 Cherry, feels it is important to look at the entire process here. They initially
met with the developer last year and at that point the majority of the people attending the
meeting were the old-timers. The neighbors walked away from that initial meeting feeling
extremely frustrated. The frustration level was so high that it caused some divisiveness
throughout the neighborhood, which he felt was unfortunate especially amongst some of the
founders. Mr. Fetter agrees that with the involvement of the steering committee great strides
have been made in a positive direction. However, he would echo many of the concerns
mentioned in the letters regarding the building on Cherry. Mr. Fetter explained that a lot of the
issues that were raised in the meeting a year ago related to what this would do to the socioeconomic fabric of the neighborhood. Mr. Fetter related that he walks the neighborhood on a
regular basis and this development has already started to affect the fabric of the neighborhood.
234 Charles was just sold and in talking to them their reasons for selling related to concerns
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about continuing to raise their kids there and the development was specifically mentioned as a
concern. Mr. Fetter stated that the density of the proposed development is throwing the whole
fabric of the neighborhood off. The key term used by the developer was financially viable. The
density is reflective of that. Mr. Fetter feels it is unfortunate that there wasn’t some sort of
structure in place that would provide more options to consider besides adding 32 units to a
corner where there were none before. As mentioned by Mr. Cane, the traffic count has been a
very recent concern that until a few weeks ago they hadn’t really taken into consideration. The
underground parking has pros and cons. If he had a choice between green space and the
underground parking he would vote for the green space but his home isn’t on Charles right next
to where the major excavation will occur. Mr. Fetter publicly announced that this development
is the reason he has recently sold his house and he is leaving Grand Rapids. Mr. Fetter
thanked Ms. Baker for all the years of support she has provided. He can’t live in a
neighborhood with the proposed on the corner.
Mike Westby, 263 Charles, spoke about the recessed garden style apartments proposed for the
750 Cherry building. He asked if that is found anywhere in Grand Rapids because it doesn’t
look right there. Mr. Westby also feels the density is too high. He suggested that residents will
park on Charles as a result of this development. He appreciates the modifications the
developer has made but the density, massing, and scale are still problems and he doesn’t
support the project.
Karen Crumell, resident at 235 Charles and President of the Cherry Hill Neighborhood Assoc.,
expressed appreciation for the improvements in the project and the hard work of the committee;
it has made a big difference. Ms. Crumell stated that they are concerned about the height of the
750 Cherry building. The developer provided one example of a building in the neighborhood
that is three stories tall across from the subject property, on a downhill slope, facing the street
where it doesn’t affect other neighbors; that is a little different. Ms. Crumell stated that they are
concerned about the massing of the Cherry Street building. It is huge. It is a big block and
extends far back. They are concerned about the underground parking that goes right up to the
lot lines and which will undoubtedly affect foundations. The neighborhood is different from
Heritage Hill as the residents are already immersed in home repairs and preservation paper
work. They are also concerned about setting precedent for future developers. The
neighborhood is popular lately and they know additional development will be coming. Ms.
Crumell stated that they are also concerned about the balconies overlooking the west side right
down into the existing homes. The balconies aren’t appropriate to the neighborhood. The scale
on page 6 provides an idea of how the balconies will be, compared to the neighboring properties
on Charles. If you look at it from Charles and Cherry the development looks quite a bit different.
If you look at the footprint of that building compared to the footprint of the buildings in Cherry
Hill, it looks quite a bit different. Ms. Crumell wished to speak to the matter of the subcommittee. She asked that the HPC think carefully before appointing another committee like
this. The committee members worked hard and made great progress but it wasn’t without cost
to the neighborhood. The process and the committee was an incredible gift to a developer who
originally presented a horrible plan. What a donation of City staff time and expertise and
neighbor time and expertise to help someone profit from the neighborhood. There are paid
professionals that can help developers address the Standards. The process has caused long
term friends and preservation activists to exchange harsh words. It has caused divisions
between new and old neighbors and caused divisions between largely residential Cherry Hill,
that has been working for owner-occupancy for decades, and the adjoining growing business
district. That isn’t good for the community, the neighborhood, or the preservation community.
Ms. Crumell urged the Commission to think carefully about that in the future. The HPC has the
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job of deciding whether the project meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and whether
it is appropriate in terms of scale and design for the neighborhood.

Ryan Huizenga, resident of Heritage Hill, related that he previously lived at 354 Richard Terrace
where two massive apartment buildings are going up at the corner of Atlas and Wealthy. They
are very large buildings and literally overlook his back yard at 354 Richard Terrace
approximately 100 ft. away, which he still owns. The house didn’t fall down and they didn’t have
any foundation damage and there was a significant amount of excavation about 100 ft. away.
What was disturbing about the project was that originally there was something proposed on that
corner that looked very different than what was actually built. What was actually built ended up
with fiber cement siding, balconies incongruously hanging off of it and dryer vents sticking out
the front. What is proposed here is a very high quality building. From a historical perspective it
is a Chicago style building along Eastern. The Cherry Street building is a little bit larger in scale
but it’s not any larger than the ones being constructed behind his house on Richard Terrace.
He would agree that the balconies are an issue and he would agree they are problematic from a
historic perspective. He suggested porches instead. Mr. Huizenga stated that he now lives
near the intersection of Wealthy and College, which is where a lot of their historical precedent is
being drawn from; where there are 15 and 20 unit buildings on that corner. The proposed
buildings are not much different than those and they are a ½ mile removed. Mr. Huizenga
doesn’t feel they are out of scale from a historical perspective. Wealthy Street and Cherry
Street are fairly highly traveled streets and there are 15 and 20 unit apartment buildings in
Heritage Hill that literally sit next to 1,500 sq. ft. houses. Therefore, from strictly a preservation
perspective he doesn’t feel it is necessarily out of scale. It may be different than the
neighborhood is used to and it may be disturbing. It would be great if there were single family
homes here but what is the likelihood of that. Mr. Huizenga commended the architects for doing
a fantastic job on the architectural design and for respecting the existing architectural fabric of
the neighborhood.
Elizabeth Hoffman Ransford, resident of Fairmount Square and sub-committee representative
for the East Hills Council of Neighbors, stated that she felt the process was very smooth,
amicable, and effective. Not everyone got everything they wanted out of the process, and that
includes the applicant. From the perspective of the EHCN there was a list of things they
desired; a high quality coherent development, historically sensitive design, contextual siting of
the buildings, high quality material – preferably brick, street access to the apartments rather
than access through the underground parking, green space, limited parking, to save the mature
trees at the corner of Cherry and Eastern, and at the very least heights lower than the existing
house at 758 Cherry. Ms. Hoffman Ransford stated that she leaves it to the HPC to decide on
the design; that isn’t the job of the neighbors. In terms of the process she feels it was
successful and that people’s voices were heard even though not everyone got everything they
wanted. It is a model for future developments of this scale.
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Matt Franko, 223 Charles, related that he was part of the steering committee and is co-chair of
the business association. He and his wife moved to the neighborhood in November because
they wanted to be in an urban, denser, more diverse environment. This project fits that, which is
why he supports it.

Ms. Uebbing noted that some of the concerns the Commission heard this evening, socioeconomic concerns, traffic, density, rental vs. owner-occupied, are beyond the scope of the
HPC review. The HPC references the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards in their
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Mike Corby responded to comments. As an observer of the process he offered some
background. He explained that the steering committee process began by looking at other
buildings in the area. It was clear that most of the architecture in the area, outside of the larger
urban apartments, were 2 – 2 ½ story. It is not uncommon to be 12 ft. away from your neighbor
and you are looking out onto their property. While there are currently no homes on this
particular site, that is the way it is in the neighborhood. They aren’t creating a new situation in
this neighborhood. A lot of the examples they looked at had those relationships. With respect
to the 2 ½ story building on Cherry, one of the things discussed in the steering committee was
to look at the two streets differently. The earlier concept was basically one concept wrapping
around the house. Cherry Street is a different street than Eastern so they are being treated
differently. The developer wanted three stories. Ms. Ransford stated that the house was the
reference point for height. In earlier concepts they looked at the peak of the house. In the
current design they focused more on the eve; the effective mass of the house. Both buildings
respect that reference point and are scaled off of that vs. the peak. Mr. Corby clarified that the
Commission suggested that the developer pursue the steering committee; the Commission did
not appoint the committee. Out of respect for those that participated he feels that it worked well.
When they began the conversation in the steering committee they realized that the purpose
wasn’t to create something that one side felt was getting all they wanted and the other side
getting nothing; they realized that and said that the product they arrive at may or may not be
liked by everyone on the committee but as a whole it was to be something they all felt good
about and he feels that was the case. They understood that the constituency may not like it and
the members of the steering committee were not speaking on behalf of their constituency. Mr.
Corby feels the HPC should continue this practice for future sites because he believes it did
work and he feels the project will be very successful. Mr. Corby responded to additional
comments relating that this will be a managed apartment project so, even though it will be
apartments, there will be a manager taking care of the site. Cherry Street Capital manages a
number of properties and they are known as a high quality manager. The developer isn’t driving
the density here; they are staying within the limits of the allowed density. The consideration for
the HPC is the scale and massing. He feels that if they look at it the way they did in the early
meetings, where they looked at precedent in the neighborhoods, he believes it feels good.
Mr. Corby addressed the concern expressed by Ms. Works about the balconies being added
just prior to the application submittal. He explained that Ms. Works wasn’t able to attend some
of the later meetings. The balconies referred to on the Cherry Street building were always in the
project. They tried to recess them so they felt more porch like. They looked at some early
concepts where they had brick shrouds around the entryway and the group didn’t like that look
so the shrouds were removed. Perhaps the porches on the sides weren’t as noticeable with the
shrouds but they were always there. They are recessed more like a porch type element.
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considerations. The other concerns fall under Zoning, Traffic Safety, etc. and the HPC has no
control over those issues.

Ms. Miller noted that public comment did remind her of one item she wished to address; venting.
In past projects applicants have returned because those details weren’t worked through.
Mr. Pease related that there is a parapet on the building that will be used to screen condensing
units as well as penetrations; vent stacks will be through the roof.
Ms. Gavin stated that the proposed is a vast improvement over what the Commission saw
before. She appreciates the discussion regarding the process but that is not part of the
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Mr. Maxam indicated that those are also his two major concerns. The balconies, specifically on
the west side, are a larger concern. The form and massing of the Cherry building is tied to the
issue of density. There are so many apartments in the building. He appreciates that the height
is similar to the eve height of the larger neighboring house but it seems to dominate the house
to the west of it. There is precedent for large, mid-century modern apartments along Cherry but
those are set far back on much larger lots and it seems like the built mass to lot ratio here is
very unlike what you would see at the Hillmount or Oakwood.
Ms. Gavin added that the Italianate house is far larger than any of the surrounding structures.
When considering the Hillmount, it is surrounded by mansions; the adjacent structures are much
larger in terms of height. In this case, as you start to go west on Cherry Street and into Cherry
Hill, the houses get shorter. One person made a comment that when you look at a view of
these structures from Charles Street it would look very different than when looking from Eastern
or from Cherry. That would be a view worth seeing if discussing the height of the Cherry Street
building.
Ms. Miller stated that the original massing of the Eastern building was more solid. By pulling the
courtyard in they were able to reduce that feel. The Cherry building is starting to indicate a
recess and maybe through some manipulation of that they can find some common ground. Ms.
Miller agreed about the balconies; it doesn’t feel like a character found in the immediate vicinity.
Mr. Clark agreed with comments related to the Cherry Street building. He agrees that the forms
and context presented here are not found elsewhere. Mr. Clark applauded the architect and
designer. It is a terrifically designed building on Eastern. However, given the context and form
of the other residential structures there he doesn’t feel it fits the context or character. The rest
of the structures along Eastern are 2 – 2 ½ story, single family residential structures with the
exception of the two across the street. The prominent feel, the prominent character is 2 – 2 ½
story, single-family residential structure. Regardless of how they are occupied, that is the
structure format. Therefore, he can’t support the project with this mass of a building in such
great difference from the residential style structures surrounding it.
Mr. Rodriguez asked if his thoughts were related specifically to the Eastern structure and if so,
then what about the Cherry structure.
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Commission’s consideration; their consideration is whether this project adheres to the Secretary
of Interior Standards and the local guidelines. Ms. Gavin feels that the Eastern building does; it
is wonderful. However, she feels the massing and height on the Cherry Street structure is a
little bit big. Aesthetically the building is pleasing but in the general vicinity of this structure there
are no garden level apartments. She wonders if that is what makes it feel so much larger even
though it’s not that tall. Ms. Gavin stated that she also objects to the balconies hanging off the
side of the building.

Mr. Clark stated that he feels there is precedence enough for a multiple level apartment building
concept, but maybe not this massive. There is a 2 – 3 story commercial building about a block
down and there are other modifications that have been made in that general vicinity on Cherry
that would be representative of a similar structure. As presented, with the balconies, the height,
and the massing, it is just too large given that context.
Ms. Miller disagreed with the thought that you can’t look at the property across the street on
Eastern. There is also a three story building just south of the Project Rehab building. As a
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corner this is transitioning from a more single family home neighborhood and working toward
Cherry where there is a bit more density. Because this is happening at the corner and not in the
center of the neighborhood she feels that is where these types of structures are seen.
Ms. Baldwin and Mr. Rodriguez agreed.

Ms. Gavin stated that she finds it common throughout the districts/city to see this familiar brick,
multi-unit form that is located throughout residential districts. It is a familiar form that doesn’t
seem out of character for the neighborhood even though there are adjacent single-family
homes.
Mr. Clark agreed that that form is located within the district and within the city. However, given
all of the 2 – 2 ½ story single-family structures up and down Eastern this is different, and
different in a context that he doesn’t feel it meets Standard 9.
Ms. Gavin noted that there is a multi-family half a block away on Eastern. It is a lower multi-unit
but it has a courtyard and is a very similar form. There is also a 5-6 story structure at the corner
of Wealthy and Eastern.
Mr. Clark related that he was thinking back to their training when the trainer specified that you
typically consider what is present within a viewing distance of a block radius. The prominent
form when you are standing there, especially looking south, is 2 – 2 ½ story single family
residential structures.
Ms. Miller stated that when she is looking at the form the Cherry building, massing wise, is right
there with respect to height. She doesn’t see it protruding above anything that is going to affect
the feel of the neighborhood in a verticality sense.
Ms. Gavin asked for clarification; Cherry or Eastern.
Ms. Miller replied both, in terms of height, are fitting in.
Ms. Gavin stated that it appears the building on Cherry would be looking over the building
immediately adjacent to the west and that would be the case for all of the buildings on the east
side of Charles.
Ms. Miller noted however that it is stepping down. The tallest is at the corner, the proposed
steps down from that, and there is another step down to the houses.
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Mr. Clark stated that he isn’t viewing it as the corner; the corner is the existing Italianate
structure.

Mr. Maxam agreed the building on the corner is the tallest but it isn’t the most massive. Ms.
Gavin added that it isn’t the character of that block; the pattern on that block is 2 stories and it is
a fairly short 2 stories with the Italianate being much taller.
Ms. Uebbing stated that she has been struggling with the site and environment because it has
been an empty site with the exception of the corner house. When looking at the proposed infil,
considering the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and the training they’ve had, this does
seem to fit. Ms. Uebbing agreed with Ms. Miller that the corner building creates the height and
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even though the building proposed on Cherry is taller than the building to the west it is stepping
down and it isn’t overpowering the house on the corner.

Mr. Rodriguez stated that there are some similar units at Wealthy and College. Ms. Miller
added that that is their compromise to bring the height down. Ms. Baker added that there is a
home across the street that has a daylight basement. Mr. Maxam added that the building
across the street is also a multi-family and it is a form that isn’t on the corner; it is one removed
from the corner, similar to the Eastern building. You could make the argument that that is in
keeping with the pattern.
Ms. Miller recognized the quality of materials proposed for this project. This is obviously a more
expensive project to build and she is grateful that they are presenting these materials that seem
to fit seamlessly. They are tried and true materials that will fit the neighborhood well and
continue over time.
Mr. Rodriguez asked if anyone had any concerns about the canopies over the entrances of both
buildings; the steel canopy. It isn’t something that he sees anywhere in the district.
Ms. Gavin agreed that that isn’t something they see but it is new construction and the materials
echo materials in use in the district. It provides rain cover. While it is a modern building the
element is still made from traditional materials. Mr. Maxam noted that on Eastern it is proposed
on a building that still has very traditional form and is a fairly minor feature that differentiates it
as new.
Ms. Baker asked Commissioners how they would view the proposed balconies if they were
completely flush with the building and not projecting from the face.
Mr. Maxam didn’t feel the concern was so much that you see them from a front elevation but
that the people using them will be in a watch tower of a position looking down on neighbors.
Ms. Gavin argued that she doesn’t believe they can address the use. There is a form for
balconies that are flush in this type of building. The Hillmount has recessed balconies that
aren’t hanging out over the structure and changing the lines and rhythm of the building. Ms.
Gavin stated that she wouldn’t have a problem with the balconies being recessed.
Ms. Baldwin asked if the objection to the balconies is that they don’t belong on that style of
building.
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Ms. Gavin indicated that she could agree with that finding but has issue with the garden level
apartments because that isn’t a form anywhere in context in that neighborhood, in the block, or
within the area.

Ms. Gavin replied that that type of balcony doesn’t occur in the district. Mr. Maxam suggested
that the real root of the concern expressed by citizens is the social dynamic that space creates;
that you are under someone’s view or there are people out there smoking in the middle of the
night. With a window you generally wouldn’t have that but the behavioral aspects aren’t part of
the Standards. Balconies present on the front of a building is different than balconies on the
side of a building.
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Ms. Uebbing drew attention to how removed they are from the street and the impact it would
have from the street. As you are walking down the street you may not notice the balcony/void
on the side. Ms. Gavin argued that it isn’t a 2 story house; it is a massive structure and the void
openings would have a more dramatic effect.
Mr. Maxam stated that he is more concerned about the view from the balcony than of the
balcony. It is not a pattern of the neighborhood to have balconies. Mr. Maxam referred to
Standard #9; spatial relationships.
The Commission reached consensus of no balconies on the side. If balconies are desired then
they would have to be on the front or possibly the rear, and recessed.
Ms. Baker asked that the Commission address the underground parking.
Ms. Gavin indicated that she isn’t troubled by the underground parking.
Ms. Baldwin asked if there was any negative impact on buildings in the area of Division where
two buildings were recently removed.
Ms. Baker explained that a great deal of research went into that, before the demolition occurred,
to determine how it could be done without damaging other buildings.
Ms. Baldwin noted that they will have to put in footings here. She asked if that can be done
safely.
Ms. Miller stated that she looks at it similar to the sewer separation project that has been
occurring. They are going down 30 feet in the streets, which is very close to foundations. They
put meters on the houses to monitor movement. There are tools available to monitor damage
caused by vibrations. Mr. Rodriguez added that in general digging doesn’t cause as much
vibration as driving pylons would cause. There was a new home built next to his 145 year old
home, 8 ft. away with a full basement, and they didn’t experience any problems. Mr. Rodriguez
stated that he is confident that with due diligence they can manage the impact. Mr. Maxam
added that from a construction point of view it isn’t really different than a basement; it is a
basement for cars and it isn’t a zero lot line situation. He is sympathetic to the neighbor’s
concerns but a property owner does have the right to build things and that requires building
foundations.
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Ms. Gavin added that the balconies she is thinking of that are recessed are also within a “U”
shape on the building more so than hanging out of the sides. Mr. Clark stated that the balconies
on the Hillmount are on the front façade. He agreed it is in the “U” and not on the sides.
Additional discussion occurred trying to determine if there are any buildings in the district with
side balconies. Balconies on the Waters Bldg. are also all on the front. Ms. Gavin suggested
that what they may actually be objecting to is the placement of balconies on the side of the
building. Ms. Gavin pointed out that if recessed it creates a void in the wall and there aren’t
voids in walls in historic structures.

Ms. Uebbing recalled the concern expressed about setting precedent. As they do with all
cases, they consider applications on an individual basis and in this case there is a grade change
that helps facilitate the underground parking. She feels that it has been done with a lot of care
in terms of the guidelines.

Packet Pg. 114

3.4
Grand Rapids Historic Preservation Commission
April 1, 2015
Page 26

Ms. Miller agreed. She doesn’t feel it is causing any damage to the character of the surrounding
district. It is tucked away and preserves the green space.

AWARDS:
2015 Awards – Selection of 2015 Historic Preservation Award winners.
Motion by Mr. Clark, supported by Ms. Baldwin, selecting 230 Fountain NE and 262 Union
SE to receive the residential project award. Motion carried unanimously. (Clark, Miller,
Uebbing, Baldwin voted in favor – remaining Commissioners were out of the room).
Motion by Mr. Clark, supported by Ms. Miller, selecting Barry VanDyke, John Leegwater
and Kevin Doenier to receive the special recognition award. Motion carried unanimously
(Ms. Gavin was not present for the vote).
Motion by Ms. Gavin, supported by Mr. Clark, selecting 16 Monroe and 413 Eastern SE to
receive the commercial project award. Motion carried unanimously.
Motion by Mr. Clark, supported by Ms. Gavin, selecting 47 Jefferson SE/Westminster
Presbyterian Church and 46 Logan SW/Baker Lofts to receive the group project award.
Motion carried unanimously. (Mr. Rodriguez did not participate in the selection or the
vote)
PUBLIC COMMENT: None.
DISCUSSION: The HPC related that they recently had a training session with Rob McKay from
the State Historic Preservation Office. The training included a bus tour and discussion about
new construction infill in existing neighborhoods. They discussed building height and what is
appropriate.
The HPC briefly discussed some of the advice they were given. Ms. Miller suggested that the
advice they were given is one person’s opinion and he is not in Grand Rapids. This HPC
represents this community by taking what they glean from training and using it as guidelines. It
doesn’t mean they can’t tweak it for what is best for this community and each district.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Apr 1, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Mr. Rodriguez MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION AS SUBMITTED BASED ON THE
LOCAL PRESERVATION GUIDELINES AND THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S
STANDARDS 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 9 & 10, WITH THE EXCEPTION OF THE BALCONIES
PROPOSED FOR 750 CHERRY SE; ANY CHANGES TO THE BALCONY PROGRAM MUST
RETURN FOR REVIEW BY THE HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION. SUPPORTED
by Ms. Gavin. YEAS: 6. NAYS: 1 (Clark). MOTION CARRIED.

Ms. Gavin argued that they can’t tweak it for what’s best for their community.
Ms. Miller countered that there are a lot of gray areas. Ms. Gavin agreed and it is a subjective
interpretation of guidelines that leave a lot for the body to determine and interpret. They can
interpret it the best they can, knowing the community, the patterns, development patterns, and
history of the community.
Ms. Baker agreed that the HPC can’t change the rules but they can interpret them.
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Ms. Uebbing recalled Mr. McKay advising that new construction doesn’t come into consideration
when reviewing a new infil project because they are to be looking at the historic fabric of a
neighborhood. She suggested that that is something they forget during their reviews and it is
something that is pointed out by developers/applicants. Sometimes those things are structures
approved by former Commissions or before a district was designated.

Ms. Baldwin added however that that ruling shouldn’t be used as rationale for a current
decision/ruling.
Ms. Uebbing stated that when they are looking at new infill new construction doesn’t count. It is
present and they can see it and it is modern, which is where she gets hung up. It is someone’s
modern interpretation of architecture so how can the Commission say it’s not to be considered.
Ms. Gavin argued that it is because it is someone else’s modern interpretation of the Standards.
The HPC is charged with judging the modern interpretation that is brought before them in an
application. How someone else judged it doesn’t enter into a present decision; they can only
look at the historic structures and their interpretation of the Standards, not someone else’s.
Ms. Baldwin clarified that they can only look at the historic structures. The new structures can’t
be used.
Ms. Baker added that there are also variables to consider. Very rarely would the HPC see an
application for the exact same lot. Every lot is located differently, has its own issues, and has its
own neighbors so there are differentiations in each application as well. It is those differences
that the HPC should highlight when they are responding to statements such as “well this one got
approved…” It is necessary to look at all the variables and understand how each of the
individual nuances applies to the Standards. There will be empty lots with buildings separating
them. It is the nuances of each lot that has to be considered.
Ms. Gavin stated that she was comforted by the fact that this is a problem unique to Grand
Rapids at this point. There isn’t a lot of precedent for how to deal with infil in historic districts.
Ms. Miller agreed. Cities are growing so they have to be prepared for moving forward. She
doesn’t feel someone that doesn’t live in Grand Rapids and understand the culture should be
telling them what they should be doing. She feels they interpret the Standards and do what is
best for the community.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Apr 1, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Ms. Gavin indicated that she appreciated what Mr. McKay said about that; it was a decision in
its time with the information that was before the Commission at that time and that body’s
interpretation of the rules.

Ms. Uebbing pointed out that it is important to stick to the guidelines and not personal opinions.
Ms. Baker agreed. The burden of proof is on the applicant. The determination as to whether or
not they meet the intent of the qualification is up to the Commission. She agreed that it is gray.
Whatever the interpretation is, it has to be related to a Standard(s).
Mr. Maxam again commented on the advice they received that new construction doesn’t count
as context. That seems to be counterintuitive to anything in his head.
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Ms. Baker advised that the Commission’s legal jurisdiction is over the historic district and the
contributing historic features within said district. New construction is not the historical context.
Ms. Miller asked, if that is the case, why they have 10 year old buildings come to them for a
Certificate of Appropriateness.
Ms. Baker replied that they still have to be reviewed to determine that what they propose doing
to it doesn’t have a negative impact on the district and surrounding historic structures.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Apr 1, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

ADJOURNED: 8:45 p.m.
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Minutes of the
GRAND RAPIDS HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
5:00 p.m. Wednesday, June 3, 2015
1120 Monroe Ave. NW
Public Hearing Room 2nd Floor
CALL TO ORDER

ABSENT:
STAFF PRESENT: Rhonda Baker and recording secretary Carol Gornowich
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES of May 6, 2015 – Ms. Miller MOVED TO APPROVE the
minutes of the May 6, 2015 meeting. SUPPORTED by Mr. Rodriguez. All in favor. MOTION
CARRIED.

STAFF COMMUNICATIONS AND REPORTS
Certificates of Appropriateness Issued by Staff
247 Hollister SE
900 Cherry SE
147 Prospect NE
579 Lafayette SE
151 Boltwood NE
912 Fairmount SE
318 Pleasant SE
644 Union SE

221 College NE
423 Madison SE
40 Monroe Ctr NW
264 Hollister SE
925 Fairmount SE
160 Campbell NE
30 College SE
249 James SE

535 Lyon NE
227 Charles SE
400 Morris SE
248 Morris SE
233 Fulton E
232 Oakley NE
511 Union SE
330 Henry SE

529 Lyon NE
321 James SE
425 Union SE
241 James SE
438 College SE
340 Cherry SE
304 College SE
233 College SE

NEW BUSINESS
645 Cherry SE (CHD) – Request to replace deteriorated exterior panels.
Scott Crowley was present to discuss the request. He explained that the building was rehabbed
in 2008 using federal and state historic tax credits. There is a wood feature that is deteriorating
causing leaking inside the building. He proposes replacing the entire ribbon that wraps around
the building. Mr. Crowley stated that he has researched two options. One option is cement
board that would be adhered to the side of the building with a drip edge to prevent future
leaking. The second option is a metal cladding system that would also prevent future leakage.
Mr. Crowley related that his preference is the metal material but either would be acceptable
options.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Jun 3, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

MEMBERS PRESENT: Emily Uebbing, David Maxam, Kerry Baldwin, Lisa Miller, Jenn Gavin
and Michael Rodriguez

Ms. Miller asked the panel sizes for the system he prefers.
Mr. Crowley stated that they would be manufactured to the 8 ½ x 10 size so that they are
exactly the same size as the panels that exist today. There is a drip edge that will be put in and
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match the color of the existing windows. The panels come with a framing piece around them
and that will match the color of the existing panels. The metal panel is a more expensive option
but they prefer that over the cement board because with the cement board there is a texture
effect that is different than what is present today. The smoothness of the metal is more
consistent with what is present today.
Mr. Crowley responded to Mr. Rodriguez indicating that the depth wouldn’t change.

Ms. Miller suggested that the material is an adequate substitute. They don’t know what was
there originally. She agrees that using the metal panel fits the character of the building and
having the same panel size will integrate seamlessly into what was there previously.
Ms. Miller MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION AS SUBMITTED, THE METAL PANEL
OPTION, BASED ON THE LOCAL PRESERVATION GUIDELINES AND THE SECRETARY
OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS 2, 6 & 9. SUPPORTED by Ms. Gavin. MOTION
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
____________________________________________________________________________
57 College NE (HER) – Request to remove carriage house & construct new garage.
Ms. Baker clarified that there are two separate applications before the Commission; the request
to demolish should be considered first.
Andrea Boylan explained that the garage is a hazard and they would like to demolish it. They
had two engineers review the structure and they were both of the same opinion.
Ms. Boylan responded to questions stating that they will keep the concrete pad. Ms. Baker
clarified that if they receive approval for a new garage they will have to remove the whole thing
to construct a new garage. If they don’t build in its place then they will have a parking pad.
Ms. Baldwin asked if the pad remains intact.
Ms. Boylan replied that it is, to the best of her knowledge. She hasn’t gone into the structure
because of the condition.
Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none.
Ms. Gavin stated that while she is always reticent to demolish a structure it looks as if this one
does pose a significant safety hazard. Therefore, she would vote to support the application.
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Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none.

Commissioners agreed.
Ms. Gavin MOVED TO APPROVE THE REQUEST TO DEMOLISH THE GARAGE
STRUCTURE WITH THE ISSUANCE OF A NOTICE TO PROCEED BASED ON CRITERIA A;
THE RESOURCE CONSTITUTES A HAZARD TO THE SAFETY OF THE PUBLIC OR TO
THE STRUCTURE’S OCCUPANTS. SUPPORTED by Mr. Rodriguez. MOTION CARRIED
UNANIMOUSLY.
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The Commission next discussed the proposed construction of a new garage. Ms. Miller asked if
they have any additional renderings of the proposed garage.
Ms. Boylan replied that because of the time line they weren’t able to get more drawings.
Ms. Baker suggested that the Commission could potentially approve the application in concept
with the understanding that they would come back with the detail of the application.
Ms. Miller asked if the garage doors would be overhead doors in operation.

Ms. Baker again stated that the Commission could approve in concept; size, placement, etc.
Ms. Uebbing indicated that she would like to see side and rear elevations, whether there will be
any windows, any doors besides the overhead doors, siding clarification, etc. Ms. Uebbing
noted that the staff report identifies items to be clarification.
Ms. Boylan responded to additional questions relating that the proposed garage will actually be
smaller in size. The existing is a three-car garage and they propose a two-car structure. The
pad will have to be modified for that change.
Ms. Miller stated that proceeding with constructing a 2-stall garage, 1 ½ stories in height, is
conceivable but the Commission would like to see some additional details and renderings.
Mr. Maxam indicated he would like further detail on the overhang above the doors and how it
wraps around the sides. If it doesn’t wrap around then he would like to see where the transition
is made with the one type of siding above the other siding below.
Ms. Gavin indicated that she would like clarification on the siding and whether the plan is to
have vertical siding on the second story and horizontal clapboard on the first story.
Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none.
Ms. Gavin MOVED TO TABLE TO ALLOW THE APPLICANT AN OPPORTUNITY TO
PROVIDE ADDITIONAL DETAIL. SUPPORTED by Mr. Maxam. MOTION CARRIED
UNANIMOUSLY.
____________________________________________________________________________
239 Union SE (HER) – Request to retain porch reconstruction work.
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Ms. Boylan replied yes. They aren’t proposing windows in the doors.

Chelsea Roelofs was present to discuss the application. She explained that they bought the
house a few years ago and it was in significant disrepair. They are now getting around to the
outside of the home after making the inside livable. They began working on getting an
application in and apparently the second page was lost. They had requested approval to repair
the porch as well as the roof, which was sinking. When she secured her permit she actually
asked to pay for an additional building permit in case they found more damage than they
expected. They were granted the additional permit but apparently there was miscommunication
as to the full spectrum of what they were working on. They repaired the roof exactly the same
as it was to make it sound. They were then working on the deck boards. The porch floor was
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severely dilapidated OSB covered in astro-turf over 2 x 6’s. The only thing that was in good
shape were the 2 x 6’s. As they began rebuilding that is how they replaced it. Ms. Roelofs
related that she called Ms. Baker to seek approval for changing the rails on the porch and it
wasn’t until then that she learned she had done something wrong. She is present to determine
how it can be fixed.
Ms. Roelofs responded to questions indicating that she will be painting all of the new posts and
floor boards. The new stairs will be enclosed just like they were before. She is also hoping to
install a more historical skirting.

Ms. Roelofs stated that the rails will be painted. She is proposing rails 31” high. She explained
that they put in new columns because there was only one support post on the entire porch. The
rest were empty square casings. Ms. Roelofs related that they didn’t change the location of the
posts, didn’t move the stairs or change any dimensions. The new columns were made to look
like what was there with the chamfered edge. They followed the detail that was there. The only
change is that they didn’t put in the beveled piece at the bottom. At this point they’ve left it
square but they can put that in.
Ms. Miller asked if the example of the handrail that was provided is 31 inches in height.
Ms. Roelofs agreed. She noted the decorative bracket at the top of the column in that example
and indicated she would like to do something similar to that if acceptable.
Ms. Uebbing reviewed a historic photo noting that there wasn’t any bracketing then so the
Commission wouldn’t recommend it.
Ms. Roelofs was comfortable with that recommendation. She recalled from the staff report that
there was a question about whether or not a rail would go down both sides of the stairs. She
explained that what they removed was painted PVC so she is open to what the Commission
feels is appropriate in terms of whether it is on both sides or not. They will be using wood.
Mr. Rodriguez referred to the photo depicting existing conditions. It appears that the post is
flush with the end of the deck boards and not centered on the framing.
Ms. Roelofs clarified that that isn’t how the framing is going to be finished; it will all be squared
correctly. That photo was “in progress”. Ms. Roelofs responded to Ms. Uebbing indicating that
they retained the bead board ceiling but will likely have to replace the area where the roof
leaked.
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Ms. Baker indicated that she can staff approve the skirting.

Ms. Gavin asked if the subfloor beneath the OSB was tongue and groove.
Ms. Roelofs replied that there was no evidence of tongue and groove anywhere on the porch,
which is why they did something to match the stairs that were there. They appeared to have
been there for some time.
Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none.
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Ms. Baldwin stated that she has the impression that the applicant is being very sensitive to the
character of the house with this repair and rebuild. The main problem is that the application
wasn’t received in full the first time. Had the Commission seen the complete application as
presented she would have felt it was appropriate.
Ms. Gavin stated that she likely wouldn’t have found the deck boards to be appropriate. The rail
also seems a bit high. It appears that what was there before was significantly lower than 31”.

Mr. Rodriguez suggested no higher than 31”. Others agreed. Mr. Rodriguez stated that he also
struggles with the deck boards, even though it will be painted. It reads much like a deck and not
like a porch floor. He questions whether that is significant enough to rip it all out.
Ms. Gavin explained that she is sensitive to this issue because she had the same issue with her
own house.
Mr. Maxam asked if the replacement of the deck boards could be considered a like for like
replacement since what was present before was not tongue and groove.
Ms. Baker replied no; it is the introduction of a new system. What was there was the 1 x 6
subfloor, OSB, and carpet. An in kind replacement would have been the OSB, which is
something they don’t necessarily want to replicate.
Ms. Miller wondered if there was any way to install a trim to clean up the end of the deck
boards. Mr. Rodriguez agreed that sometimes people will boarder deck boards.
Ms. Gavin noted that the deck boards are rounded. Therefore, in addition to the dimensions,
which are not the same as they would be on a historic porch floor, the surface is rounded and
bumpy and doesn’t provide the nice smooth exterior flooring appearance that a historic porch
would have. Additionally, the boards typically run the other way.
Ms. Gavin wondered if they are at a height where they could use the deck boards as a subfloor
rather than take it all out. Ms. Baker wasn’t sure about where it meets the door. Mr. Rodriguez
added that the risers could be a potential issue also.
Ms. Baker stated that they could potentially reuse some of the material because they will need
some sort of substructure to support the porch floor.
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Ms. Baker explained that the measurement will be taken from where the bevel begins. There is
a range that she can staff approve.

Ms. Baldwin asked if they have to use tongue and groove flooring. Ms. Uebbing stated that that
is what the guidelines require.
The Commission discussed the rail design and all felt it was acceptable. Ms. Baker explained
that she can staff review/approve the handrail on the stairs as well as the porch skirting.
Mr. Rodriguez MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION AS SUBMITTED AND PER
TESTIMONY WITH STAFF REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF THE HAND/GUARDRAILS AND
PORCH SKIRTING, WITH THE EXCEPTION OF THE PORCH FLOOR, WHICH IS DENIED,
BASED ON THE LOCAL PRESERVATION GUIDELINES AND THE SECRETARY OF THE
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INTERIOR’S STANDARDS 2, 3, 6, & 9. SUPPORTED by Ms. Baldwin. YEAS: 5. NAYS: 1
(Maxam). MOTION CARRIED.
Ms. Gavin MOVED TO GRANT THE APPLICANT ONE YEAR TO REPLACE THE FRONT
PORCH DECK BOARDS WITH TONGUE AND GROOVE FLOOR BOARDS WITH STAFF
REVIEW AND APPROVAL. SUPPORTED by Mr. Rodriguez. MOTION CARRIED
UNANIMOUSLY.
____________________________________________________________________________

Tommy Fitzgerald was present to discuss his application. He explained that he has what he
believes was a three season porch on the back of his home. He believes that when they
installed siding they decided to enclose it completely. What is present now is a 1970’s style
door facing the back yard and an odd window on the north side of the house. He would like to
remove the 1970’s door and install a 6 ft. french door in that wall, which is just under 12 ft. He
would like to mirror that door system on the north wall as well so that there would be two sets of
french doors on the corner of the home. That room happens to be the kitchen and they would
like to bring back the three season porch feel that he believes was original to the house. That
assumption is based on removing some of the knotty pine interior finish and observing the
framing of what appeared to be two picture windows and a screen door on the north wall. The
window on the south wall would be replaced with a new wood window to match what is present.
Ms. Miller asked what they will walk out onto from the french doors on the north.
Mr. Fitzgerald replied that they have an approved and constructed deck that isn’t shown in the
photos. He clarified that the window opening on the south wall is not being modified in size,
they are just replacing it. They were considering a picture window rather than a double hung
window.
Ms. Baker explained that the south window is not being considered at this time.
Mr. Fitzgerald responded to Mr. Maxam relating that the siding that is taken out for the
installation of the french doors will be used to patch damaged areas. He would love to remove
the siding but that isn’t affordable at this time.
Ms. Gavin related that often times the original siding is still present.
Mr. Fitzgerald understood and perhaps that will be a project for another summer.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Jun 3, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

416 College SE (HER) – Request to remove a rear door and window; install 2 French door
systems.

Ms. Uebbing clarified that the proposed doors will be wood and won’t have any muntins.
Mr. Fitzgerald agreed. He had considered muntins but he believes going with the plain glass
will be best.
Ms. Uebbing noted that they included three options for the trim.
Mr. Fitzgerald stated that he believes they should keep the trim very simple. Mr. Maxam
agreed.
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Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none.
Mr. Maxam stated that this is a solid application. Given the nature of the addition and the
presence of the siding he feels the proposed changes are acceptable. It is also a non-character
defining façade and the north façade where the French door is proposed is set back.

Mr. Maxam MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION AS SUBMITTED, OPTIONS A
AND/OR B FOR THE TRIM, BASED ON THE LOCAL PRESERVATION GUIDELINES AND
THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS 2, 9 & 10. SUPPORTED by Ms.
Baldwin. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
323 Hollister SE (FSQ) – Request to retain vinyl windows.
Jerzy Aniszczyk was present to discuss his application. He explained that he lives in Saginaw
and this was his first home purchase in Grand Rapids. He worked with a realtor who never
mentioned that the property was located in a historic district. He also had an inspector inspect
the house and he never mentioned that the house was historic. The inspector advised that the
windows were rotted out and needed to be replaced. Most of the windows had already been
replaced with vinyl but there were some wood windows remaining. He hired Wallsite Windows
to replace all of the windows in the house with vinyl windows so that they all looked the same.
Wallsite only deals in vinyl windows and perhaps even if they knew the home was in a historic
district they didn’t say so because they wanted the job. Mr. Aniszczyk stated that he is now
stuck with the vinyl windows after spending a lot of money and the house needs a lot of other
work. He would like to replace the metal doors and the vinyl siding isn’t in good condition.
When looking at other houses in the area he notices how deteriorated they are. Mr. Aniszczyk
asked that he be permitted to retain the windows as they are and the next time he does work on
the house he now knows that it requires approval. He explained that he bought the house for
his son and likes Grand Rapids and would like to move here also.
Ms. Baldwin asked if any of the wood windows still exist.
Mr. Aniszczyk replied that there were 3 or 4 wood windows and the rest were already changed.
The contractor took the windows that were taken out. He wondered why the contractor wasn’t
told it was a historic district when they pulled the permit.
Ms. Gavin asked if the size of the openings was changed on some of the windows.
Mr. Aniszczyk replied that he believes the structure is different but not the size of the opening.
He isn’t pleased with them either after spending $7,600.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Jun 3, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

The Commission discussed the trim options and determined that options A & B are acceptable.

Ms. Gavin asked if they told him they would be changing the opening size.
Mr. Aniszczyk again stated that he believes it is the same. The trim on the inside is the same
but on the outside they wrapped out further than they should have. He stated that he is
planning to reduce the size of that trim on the outside.
Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none.
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Mr. Rodriguez stated that the realtor, inspector and seller all did the applicant a disservice and
that is unfortunate. Mr. Rodriguez suggested that for any future work Mr. Aniszczyk contact Ms.
Baker because she is very helpful. Now they are left with what to do with something that is
already done and, in his opinion, questionable as to how you could successfully salvage it; what
is a pragmatic response to something that is in clear violation of the guidelines.
Ms. Baker advised that the first question to consider is whether it is in violation, based on this
structure.

Mr. Maxam noted that this is different than other cases they have seen where a whole house full
of wood windows has been replaced with vinyl in that a lot of the damage was already done;
approximately 50% of the windows were already vinyl pre-district. In those instances it is a like
for like replacement. It is a vinyl sided house and a number of vinyl windows by right and a few
remaining wood windows which were swapped out.
Ms. Gavin suggested that the window opening size of some of the vinyl windows was altered
with this replacement.
Ms. Miller feels that the size of the trim was increased giving the appearance that the opening
size changed.
Ms. Uebbing asked if the commission feels that the windows that were wood need to be
replaced with wood windows to match what was there. In the future he could then install wood
windows in all of the openings. It appears that the north elevation had 3 wood windows, 3 on
the west elevation, and 3 on the south.
Ms. Baker advised that the Commission needs to be very clear if they are going to require that
he replicate the decorative window on the north façade. The Commission has already
determined that the building is contributing and the character of the building has been
determined. The Commission also determined that the windows that were removed were
contributing features to the building. Next is to follow the steps for correcting that.
Ms. Uebbing recalled that typically in the past they have offered a certain amount of time per
side. In this case she would be willing to consider 2 years per side because of the amount of
money he put into the windows.
Photos of the building were circulated and it was noted that many of the changes were made
before the district was designated.
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Mr. Rodriguez and Ms. Gavin replied that it is. Ms. Gavin added that there were a few nice
historic windows remaining before the replacements occurred.

Ms. Miller stated that she questions whether this is a contributing building due to the fact that
the changes that were made pre-district have degraded the character and contribution of this
structure.
Ms. Gavin argued that buildings in historic districts in this condition are restored all the time. It
is a slippery slope if they say it is no longer a contributing structure.
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Mr. Maxam stated that he wouldn’t argue that it isn’t contributing at all but his concern is for the
neighborhood as a whole. He wondered if they are making the situation worse by having vinyl
siding, a majority of vinyl windows and some wood windows. It will be a horribly mismatched
house. The character is so compromised he questions whether it would be best to go with
consistency.

Ms. Baker feels the argument she is hearing isn’t disrepair but rather integrity.
Discussion took place regarding a Notice to Proceed. The determination was that there were no
grounds to issue a Notice to Proceed.
Mr. Maxam asked the number of windows that were wood and replaced with vinyl.
There are a total of 21 windows. Ms. Uebbing indicated that there were 9 wood windows
removed and replaced with vinyl. Ms. Baker related that there is one wood window remaining in
the bay.
Mr. Maxam asked what will happen with the trim when the wood windows are put back in.
Ms. Baker explained that all of the windows were clad; at issue is the fact that the wood
windows were replaced with vinyl.
Ms. Uebbing suggested allowing the applicant 2 years per side to replace the wood windows.
Additional discussion took place regarding requiring the replacement due to the character of the
home as it is now. Ms. Baker explained that the only way around requiring the replacement is to
find that the wood windows were non-contributing based on the current character.
Ms. Uebbing feels the wood windows that were there was the last contributing feature of the
home. Ms. Gavin agreed.
Discussion took place regarding the fancy window on the north façade. Mr. Rodriguez stated
that it can be replicated. The Commission suggested he could choose which side to start on.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Jun 3, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Ms. Gavin indicated that she understands Mr. Maxam’s point but that one window would have
been the key defining feature that would have allowed someone in the future to preserve the
structure and restore it to its former glory and now it’s gone. She doesn’t believe they can say
that because it was in a state of disrepair that it would be better to just have it all match in vinyl.
That isn’t doing the neighborhood or structure any service.

Mr. Maxam MOVED TO APPROVE RETENTION OF THE VINYL WINDOWS THAT
REPLACED PREVIOUSLY EXISTING VINYL WINDOWS AND TO DENY RENTENTION OF
THE VINYL WINDOWS THAT REPLACED WOOD WINDOWS (9). THE APPLICANT IS
GRANTED TWO (2) YEARS PER SIDE TO REPLACE THE NINE WINDOWS. NEW WOOD
REPLACEMENT WINDOWS ARE TO BE REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY STAFF PRIOR
TO PURCHASE AND SHALL MATCH THE ORIGINAL WINDOWS IN SIZE AND MUNTIN
PATTERN. THE MOTION IS BASED ON THE LOCAL PRESERVATION GUIDELINES AND
THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS 2, 5, & 6. SUPPORTED by Ms.
Gavin. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
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Mr. Aniszczyk stated that he believes there were only 6 wood windows remaining. The
Commission advised him to clarify that with Ms. Baker.
DISCUSSION

Motion by Mr. Maxam, supported by Ms. Miller, to grant Ms. Uebbing authorization to sign
the letter on behalf of the entire body. Motion carried unanimously.

PUBLIC HEARING
111 S. Division – Request for an extension regarding the mural removal.
Bob Dykstra was present requesting an extension regarding the mural removal. He explained
that he has been very involved in securing his financing and just closed last week so he didn’t
have time to address the paint removal testing on the brick. He is requesting a 90 day
extension. They are doing some grout work so they would like to do all the work at once. With
the financing they have they have a 60-90 day window to complete the work. Mr. Dykstra
clarified that he is requesting the 90 days to complete the testing and remove the paint.
Ms. Baker clarified that he will have to come back to the HPC after the testing is done for the
sub-committee to report on whether it will be healthy for the building to remove the paint.
Ms. Gavin asked if it is feasible to complete the testing within 30 days.
Mr. Dykstra agreed.
Ms. Baker indicated that she can arrange for the sub-committee to meet with Mr. Dykstra midJuly at the building.
Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none.
Ms. Gavin MOVED TO GRANT A 30 DAY EXTENSION TO MEET WITH THE SUBCOMMITTEE TO CONDUCT PAINT REMOVAL TECHNIQUE TESTING. SUPPORTED by
Ms. Miller. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Jun 3, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Letter to Representative Dillon regarding funding for economic development programs in
the State of Michigan – The Commission reviewed the prepared letter and offered their full
support.

ADJOURNED: 6:20 p.m.
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Minutes of the
GRAND RAPIDS HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
5:00 p.m. Wednesday, July 1, 2015
1120 Monroe Ave. NW
Public Hearing Room 2nd Floor
CALL TO ORDER

ABSENT:
STAFF PRESENT: Rhonda Baker, Richard Garbrecht, and recording secretary Carol
Gornowich
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES of June 3, 2015 – Ms. Miller MOVED TO APPROVE the
minutes of the June 3, 2015 meeting. SUPPORTED by Mr. Maxam. All in favor. MOTION
CARRIED.

STAFF COMMUNICATIONS AND REPORTS
Certificates of Appropriateness Issued by Staff
969 Cherry SE
238 Lafayette NE
270 Henry SE
314 Claremont NE
359 Division S
1017 Wealthy SE
24 Ransom NW
431 Lyon NE

607 Union SE
1002 Fairmount SE
324 Lyon NE
345 Robey SE
208 College NE
407 College SE
541 Paris SE
336 Wealthy SE

329 Robey SE
127 Union NE
232 Morris SE
216 Henry SE
244 Paris SE
416 College SE
832 Wealthy SE

314 Union NE
340 James SE
573 Paris SE
236 James SE
332 Morris SE
336 James SE
454 Wealthy SE

OLD BUSINESS
57 College NE (HER) – Request to construct a new garage was tabled for more details; the
owner has since withdrawn the request.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Jul 1, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

MEMBERS PRESENT: Emily Uebbing, David Maxam, Kerry Baldwin, Lisa Miller, Jenn Gavin,
Michael Rodriguez and Christopher Reader

Ms. Uebbing related receipt of an email, dated 6/8/2015, from the applicant requesting that their
application be withdrawn at this time. They plan to resubmit next year.
619 Wealthy SE (CHD) – Seeking approval of adding security camera’s to previously approved
rehabilitation plan.
Neale Bauman, The Design Forum, was present to discuss the request. He explained that they
would like to install security cameras on each of the four corners of the building. The proposed
cameras are quite small, measuring 2 inches in diameter. Mounting would take place in the
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mortar joints. One camera would be pointed in each direction for a total of 8 cameras; two at
each corner.
Ms. Miller asked if there is any concern that the awnings would obscure the cameras.

Mr. Bauman responded to additional questions stating that the cameras will have a dark finish;
they will not be white. It may be possible to match the color of the brick, with the exception of
the lens cover, which would be black. Placement is proposed as two cameras at each corner;
four on the original building and four on the new addition. The cameras would be placed near
the top of the wall of the original building and at least that high on the new addition, but possibly
a bit higher.
Ms. Gavin entered the meeting.
Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none.
Mr. Maxam MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION AS SUBMITTED AND PER
TESTIMONY, WITH THE STIPULATION THAT THE CAMERAS ARE A DARK COLOR AND
THAT MOUNTING TAKE PLACE WITHIN THE MORTAR JOINTS, BASED ON THE LOCAL
PRESERVATION GUIDELINES AND THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS
1 & 10. SUPPORTED by Ms. Baldwin. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
____________________________________________________________________________
NEW BUSINESS
4 E Fulton (HSD) – Request to install an internally lit sign above the corner canopy.
Grace Smith, Design Smiths, was present to discuss the request. She explained that they are
seeking approval for a sign at the front corner of the building. The sign will be solid aluminum,
individual letters, vinyl faced and lit from behind. The sign is proposed to match the two signs
approved in 2013 for the Tower Pinkster signage on the north and west sides of the building.
Ms. Miller asked if the sign will match in the way that it is illuminated as well as letter height.
Ms. Smith explained that it is actually larger because it is on the canopy but it is close. The
proposed sign meets the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. Ms. Smith responded to
additional questions relating that to the best of her knowledge “JOIN THE MOVEMENT” will be
solid and not lit. The raceway is underneath the letters. It mimics the height of the stainless
steel flashing behind.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Jul 1, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Mr. Bauman replied that they are somewhat concerned about that and they may have to change
the placement to underneath the awning should that be the case. If so, they will come back to
staff with the request to change the location.

Ms. Baker referred the Commission to the photo of the Tower Pinkster canopy noting that the
same raceway was used for that signage. Ms. Smith added that the canopy was rebuilt/is not
original.
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Ms. Smith circulated a photo from the late ‘40’s or early ‘50’s pointing out that a much larger
sign was present in the subject location at that time. It was much more ornate and it was a
neon sign.
Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none.

Ms. Baker clarified for Mr. Maxam that the sign will curve with the awning.
Ms. Baldwin stated that her only concern is the location because that entrance is such a
defining feature of the building. After seeing the original signage that isn’t a valid argument.
Ms. Baldwin agreed with the comments offered by Ms. Miller.
Ms. Baker explained that there may be a Zoning issue with the smaller portion of the sign that
reads “JOIN THE MOVEMENT”. In order to meet the Ordinance they may have to increase the
height of the letters so that they are taller than the raceway. If the Commission intends to
approve she asked if it would be possible for the motion to include the potential of increasing the
height of those letters a maximum of 4 inches so that they are taller than the raceway.
Ms. Miller MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION AS SUBMITTED AND PER
TESTIMONY, INCLUDING THE OPTION OF INCREASING THE HEIGHT OF THE “JOIN THE
MOVEMENT” LETTERS BY A MAXIMUM OF FOUR (4) INCHES WITH STAFF APPROVAL,
BASED ON THE LOCAL PRESERVATION GUIDELINES AND THE SECRETARY OF
INTERIOR’S STANDARDS 1 & 3. SUPPORTED by Ms. Gavin. MOTION CARRIED
UNANIMOUSLY.
____________________________________________________________________________
500 E Fulton (HER) – Request to construct glass wind blocks at rear entries.
Michael Triant, owner/manager of the Waters House Apartments, was present to discuss the
request. He circulated a photo of one of the existing doors and a drawing of the proposed glass
wind barriers proposed for the south doors on the building. The panel would be installed on
either side of the doors to create a wind break. Over the last winter seasons there have been
severe winter storms that have literally taken the doors off of the hinges. The panel would be
constructed of a hollow core frame, painted white the same as the door frame, without grilles or
mullions. It would be clear tempered glass at the top and bottom with a break in the middle. A
panel would be installed on both sides of south doors 1, 2 and 3. Mr. Triant explained that last
season they installed heavy duty commercial cush-arms to try to combat the wind and not only
did they perform but they allowed the wind to take the hinges right off because the cush-arm
didn’t break free and it began to break the welds on the metal frames. Mr. Triant added that
they explored other options of trying to keep the doors from flying open but what that resulted in
was leaving the door open and not securing and closing it like it should be for security and
privacy of the building. The idea is to cut off the west prevailing wind that comes through the
south side of the building and stop it from catching a door when someone walks in or out.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Jul 1, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Ms. Miller stated that she appreciates how the proposed sign matches the construction of the
Tower Pinkster signage that was previously approved by the Commission. The proposed sign
is scaled appropriately. The internally lit aspect of the sign is appropriate for a building of this
time.

Ms. Uebbing asked if there is any concern about wind and the use of the glass.
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Mr. Triant replied no, not with tempered glass. They have used tempered glass in other
locations and it seems to be the best for visibility making it safe for someone walking out the
door; no one can hide behind the panel. It will also allow the lights that are on the building to
shine around the door area at night.

Ms. Miller asked if the guard rail will be retained.
Mr. Triant replied no; those will be removed. He clarified for Ms. Baldwin that both the top and
bottom sections of the barrier will be tempered glass. There will be a split rail so that it isn’t one
large piece of glass and it would be located at the height of the existing guardrail.
Mr. Triant responded to Ms. Gavin relating that door 1 is the closest to College at approximately
200 ft. from the street. Door 2 is further up the hill and door 3 is tucked behind the building with
no visibility from College.
Ms. Uebbing added that College is one-way in the southerly direction in that area. Ms. Gavin
added that there is a fair amount of foot traffic in the area.
Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none.
Ms. Baldwin indicated that she doesn’t find anything problematic with the application.
Ms. Miller agreed. It is a fairly unobtrusive solution and the clear glass will recede and not be
too noticeable.
Ms. Gavin stated that since it can be removed, it isn’t damaging the structure, and is fairly
invisible she has no problem with the request.
Ms. Baldwin MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION AS SUBMITTED BASED ON THE
LOCAL PRESERVATION GUIDELINES AND THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S
STANDARDS 2, 9 & 10. SUPPORTED by Ms. Gavin. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
10 College NE (HER) – Request to relocate outermost rail from colonnade and install a metal
balustrade in its place.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Jul 1, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Mr. Triant clarified for Ms. Miller that the wind barriers are proposed for the three south doors.
There won’t be any installed on the front of the building. Installation will involve mounting into
the mortar joints on the building and into the frame of the awning. They will be attached to the
outer column of the awning. The bottoms of the columns have significant deterioration that
needs to be repaired at the same time.

Peter Termaat was present on behalf of Central Reformed Church to discuss the request. He
related that they have some security issues in the courtyard area. They currently have a 3 ft.
rail along that area that is original to when the church was built in 1957. They would like to
remove those rail sections and put them in the area of the east facing entry which is where all
the barrier free parking is. It will serve to keep the historic rail on site and fit nicely with the
landscape that is present. They propose replacing the 3 ft. rail with a balustrade type material
as shown in the application material. The height of the balustrade is proposed at 6 ft. It wouldn’t
necessarily stop a professional thief but is intended to prevent vandalism and security. Mr.
Termaat circulated a sample of the finial that would be atop the balustrade. A gate would be
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necessary, including hardware for panic in case of a fire. The way they can install the gate and
maintain both the look and security would be to place a piece of lexan around the panic bar to
prevent someone reaching in.
Ms. Miller asked where the panic hardware would be mounted on the gate.

Ms. Uebbing clarified that they are only proposing the 6 ft. balustrade for the outside wall of the
courtyard; the inside courtyard wall would maintain the existing 3 ft. rail.
Mr. Termaat agreed. Based on the Photoshop illustration it is likely that the 3 ft. rail will be
visible through the proposed 6 ft. balustrade. He pointed out that the existing rail has a small
arrow-type shape that is similar to the finial proposed. It also has a circle in it which they are
trying to replicate with the circles at the top of the balustrade to try to keep some continuity in
the design.
Ms. Baldwin asked if they are concerned that the two different height rails will look peculiar.
Mr. Termaat doesn’t feel it will. He related that it is approximately 100 ft. to the curb on College
so he doesn’t feel it will be very visible. It is the only solution to the vandalism and security
issues.
Mr. Maxam asked if they considered leaving the existing rail and adding another panel above
that.
Mr. Termaat replied that they did. When they looked at the design they didn’t feel it looked very
good because the new section would have to have the 4 inch openings and the lower section
doesn’t. The openings in the lower section would allow a smaller person to crawl right through
them. Based on the current code you wouldn’t be able to install what is present there today.
Mr. Maxam disagreed. He explained that because there is no risk of fall in that area that the 4
inch rail opening doesn’t apply.
Ms. Uebbing pointed out if the existing rail were to remain with another section added on top
then the top of the existing rail could be used to step on to scale the higher portion.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Jul 1, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Mr. Termaat replied that it will be at the standard height according to code. Mr. Termaat stated
that they are in the process of reworking the courtyard. They had some drainage/foundation
issues and addressed those concerns and would now like to upgrade the courtyard with some
nicer furniture and sculpture. The sculptures are currently chained to the columns so that they
aren’t stolen again.

Mr. Termaat responded to Mr. Rodriguez relating that the existing rail is wrought iron. The
proposed replacement is aluminum. They will be custom fabricated for the openings, which are
7 ft. wide. They will attach to the columns with mounting taking place in the mortar joints.
Brief discussion took place regarding mounting within the mortar joints. At the conclusion of the
discussion Mr. Termaat committed to making sure that all mounting occurs in the mortar joints
and at the base of the columns. Any existing holes not reutilized would be filled.
Ms. Gavin asked if they looked into replicating the existing rails at a greater height.
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Mr. Termaat replied that Buist Sheet Metal did the roof and copper downspouts so he inquired
with them and was provided contact information for two different iron companies who said they
weren’t interested because it was a small job. They informed him that there are companies out
east or in Ohio that they could go to but it would be necessary to remove one of the existing
rails for them to try to fabricate from. His guesstimate was $2,000 - $3,000 per section
minimum. That is cost prohibitive for the church.

Mr. Rodriguez noted that the vandalism and security are an unfortunate situation not within the
applicant’s control. While the solution is sensitive and he believes meets the Standards, he
would be willing to consider a Notice to Proceed considering the hardship of the security issues.
Ms. Baker asked if it is based on the uniqueness of the situation; basically being an interior
courtyard.
Mr. Rodriguez agreed.
Ms. Gavin felt a Notice to Proceed would be appropriate based on the safety issue.
Ms. Baker explained that the Commission has to establish what makes this different from
anyone else stating they have a safety issue.
Ms. Gavin noted that in this case the applicant has attempted every other possible measure to
try to make the courtyard a safe location and that has failed. It appears that if they were to
attempt to replicate the design of the current rail and simply raise it that it would be cost
prohibitive and cause financial hardship to the applicant.
Ms. Miller disagreed with the suggestion of a Notice to Proceed. Everyone has the potential for
vandalism issues. She would equate this situation to security cameras. Although security
cameras weren’t available when this was built, they are a measure approved for others to
mitigate security concerns. By increasing the size of the ornamental fence it provides a solution
for their security concerns. Ms. Miller stated that she supports this request. The historic
material is being preserved and reused on site, which is a nice solution. Ms. Miller doesn’t feel
the proposed balustrade takes away from the character of the overall structure and it doesn’t
damage existing materials.
Ms. Uebbing added that the proposed material can be removed and the existing material is
being retained on site. If the security measure wasn’t necessary in the future it would be
possible to reinstall the existing rail. Ms. Uebbing agreed with Ms. Miller that a Certificate of
Appropriateness would be warranted.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Jul 1, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none.

Ms. Gavin asked if Ms. Miller was equating small security cameras with doubling the height of
the rail.
Ms. Miller agreed. She feels they have equal impact on the building. The proposed application
doubles the height of the rail but it is fairly transparent.
Ms. Gavin indicated that she can agree to a Certificate of Appropriateness based on the fact
that it can be removed and the historic materials are being retained and could be replaced
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should the safety issue be resolved in the future. However, Ms. Gavin doesn’t agree that this
change doesn’t have a significant impact on the appearance. She feels it makes it look more
fortress like and that it makes the courtyard more difficult to see into. The finials alone have a
different appearance than the historic gate.

Ms. Gavin replied no. She understands their purpose and it makes sense. However, she
doesn’t agree that it has little impact on the building; she feels it has a significant impact on the
building. She has been persuaded that a Certificate of Appropriateness is warranted given that
it can be removed and has no impact on the historic building.
Mr. Maxam feels the finials are why it is so unappealing, in addition to removing historic rail
material.
Ms. Baker noted that the property is non-contributing to the district.
Mr. Maxam argued that the finials create a fortress-like, defensive look that is the exact opposite
of what is present now. The existing treatment is very inviting and welcoming. The finials
present a much different face to the public.
Ms. Gavin agreed.
Ms. Uebbing disagreed. If the arches were smaller she might feel that way but they are very
large arched openings. She appreciates the Photoshop rendering as it provides a good feel for
the scale. They picked up the cue from the existing railing and are 6 ft. tall. When do they
become visual noise in an archway that is already an arcade?
Ms. Gavin agreed that there is an arrow in the existing rail. Mr. Maxam suggested that if it were
a solid top rail it may be more consistent with the existing. Ms. Gavin added that the finial detail
they picked out is oblique in the pattern that is in the historic fence; it isn’t pointing up above the
transverse piece of the fence. She feels it has the effect of looking more like a security fence,
more imposing and less inviting.
Ms. Uebbing pointed out that they are looking to reduce vandalism. Ms. Miller added that this is
a 1960’s building and is not a contributing building on the block. There are single family homes
that likely have fencing similar to this in the area.
Ms. Uebbing asked if the idea is to offer a different option for the finial. She asked if anyone is
strongly opposed to the finial as proposed.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Jul 1, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Ms. Miller asked if Ms. Gavin would be more comfortable without the finials and simply allow the
6 ft. height.

Mr. Maxam feels it would make a significant difference if the finial were not present. Ms. Gavin
noted that the fence being replaced has a flat transverse beam with nothing protruding on top.
She feels it would be more in keeping with the style of fence that is there if it didn’t have the
finials.
Ms. Uebbing suggested that the finial differentiates the new from the original.
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Mr. Rodriguez stated that he feels most strongly about removing the wrought iron rail that will
likely never go back, which is why he would be in favor of a Notice to Proceed rather than a
Certificate of Appropriateness.
Ms. Uebbing asked even though it is a non-contributing building. Ms. Baker explained that it is
a matter of text that needs to be changed to make it contributing. It is a fine line because the
desire is to maintain the integrity for when that correction is made.

Mr. Rodriguez stated that that is reassuring. Based on the contributing definition of the district
he would vote to approve.
Ms. Baldwin indicated that she has been persuaded. After hearing the arguments about the
finials she agrees that the appearance isn’t as inviting. However, what she struggled the most
with are the two different heights that will be present with the new gate installed. When you look
through the taller one you will see the shorter behind it. That seems chaotic. That would likely
be improved if there were no finials but she doesn’t feel strongly enough not to approve as
proposed if there is a reason for them.
Ms. Gavin asked that the applicant explain the rationale for the finials.
Mr. Termaat explained that the purpose of the finials was that he felt it matched the detail on the
original rail in appearance. They initially looked at the flat top fence except that 6 ft. for a 20 yr.
old is nothing to scale. They wanted something on the top to deter them from scaling the fence.
Mr. Termaat offered that a different finial could be selected.
Ms. Gavin explained that it isn’t a question of the shape of the finial but the fact that there is
one.
Mr. Termaat explained that the security situation has gotten serious. They’ve had to call an
ambulance to take care of people that are passed out or who have overdosed. It is closed in on
three sides completely.
Ms. Gavin felt that was compelling enough to allow the finials if in fact it is a younger population
they are dealing with.
Mr. Termaat stated that he can only guess at the age bracket based on the drug paraphernalia
and liquor bottles they have cleaned up. He wasn’t present when the ambulance was called.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Jul 1, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Ms. Gavin stated that it can be replaced. Ms. Uebbing agreed. It can be replaced and is
remaining on site.

Mr. Maxam asked if they considered keeping the existing rail and placing a taller fence in front
of those piers. After a brief discussion on the suggestion the Commission determined that that
wasn’t a viable option.
Ms. Miller MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION AS SUBMITTED, AND PER
TESTIMONY, BASED ON THE LOCAL PRESERVATION GUIDELINES AND THE
SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS 2, 9 AND 10, AND IN PART BECAUSE IT
IS A NON-CONTRIBUTING BUILDING. SUPPORTED by Mr. Rodriguez. YEAS: 5. NAYS: 1
(Maxam). MOTION CARRIED.
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330 State SE (HER) - Request to construct a rear addition.
Mark and Ann Azkoul were present to discuss the proposed project. Mr. Azkoul related that
they will be converting the subject property to their residence and they are present asking
permission for a garage as well as a connector between the garage and the building. He
clarified for Ms. Gavin that the gate shown is existing and they are asking permission to move
that forward due to a problem with loitering, trash, and vomiting.

Mrs. Azkoul stated that those are existing windows. They won’t be altered; it is just that the
screen porch will be in front of them. They won’t be removing them.
Mr. Rodriguez asked if they will be reusing the existing gate that they propose moving forward.
Mr. Azkoul agreed. Mrs. Azkoul added that there is a space near the wing wall that they will
have to close off. They will match the gate with the treatment they use there and it will be a
fixed element.
Ms. Miller observed that the rendering of the south elevation is different than the architectural
drawings. On the rendering there is a panel and the windows aren’t divided; they are solid
windows.
Mr. Azkoul stated that either would be fine with them. He indicated that as shown in the
rendering would be their preference.
Ms. Miller clarified for the record that the porch above the garage is shown differently in the
rendering vs. the architectural drawing. The applicant has expressed a preference for how it is
shown in the rendering, which will be used as the record for the design. Ms. Uebbing noted that
the rendering shows a solid panel system below the screens and the architectural drawing
shows three separate panels below the screens. Commissioners weren’t necessarily opposed
to either option.
Mr. Reader entered the meeting.
Ms. Miller noted the presence of a screen material dividing the drive and the front area. She
asked if that is existing.
Mr. Azkoul replied no. That is an early drawing and is no longer being proposed. That area will
be closed off to match the gate material.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Jul 1, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Ms. Miller asked about the window dimensions on the south elevation.

Ms. Uebbing asked how that and the gate will be affixed to the building.
Mr. Azkoul related that that part of the building is drivet and it will be attached there, the same
as the gate is currently attached to the building.
Ms. Uebbing asked if they had any detail on the overhead garage door.
Mrs. Azkoul circulated the garage door detail. Mr. Azkoul clarified that it will be a smooth finish
not the fake wood texture.
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Ms. Miller asked if the fencing is present now.
Mr. Azkoul replied that they currently have a chain link fence. They propose to replace it with a
horizontal slat wood fence. Mrs. Azkoul added that the new fence will go in the same location
as the existing fence. They have spoken with the neighbor and she supports their proposal.
Ms. Baker related that the location of the fence meets the Zoning Ordinance requirements. The
good side of the fence will have to face the neighbor.

Ms. Uebbing suggested adding a top to the fence to prevent trees from growing between. Mr.
Azkoul agreed that that would be a good idea. They could add a cedar cap.
Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none. Ms. Uebbing related receipt of several
letters in support. The letters also related that the proposed changes will aid Mrs. Azkoul with
respect to physical challenges she faces. The letters were submitted by Chandra Stieninger
from the Runaway and Homeless Youth Drop-In Center; Rob Metzgar; Kate Lynn; Dr. Rhonda
Mejeur; and Philip Mullliner.
Ms. Miller noted that in previous Commission meetings this building has been deemed noncontributing. Therefore, what they are considering is how the proposed changes affect the
surrounding environment, district, and streetscape. From a massing standpoint she feels the
addition fits well within the neighborhood and matches what is existing. It complements the
existing structure by the fenestration pattern, overall details, fascia, etc. Therefore, the rear
addition will not destroy the character of the existing fabric of the neighborhood. They are also
removing some asphalt and adding green space, which improves the health and wellbeing of
the neighborhood. With respect to the front, they are asking to add freestanding planters and
will not impact the existing structure. Moving the gate forward is reusing what is present and
slightly relocating it. Ms. Miller doesn’t feel that impacts the overall character either. Overall
this package is complete and easy to approve.
Mr. Rodriguez MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION AS SUBMITTED AND PER
TESTIMONY BASED ON THE LOCAL PRESERVATION GUIDELINES AND THE
SECRETARY OF INTERIOR’S STANDARDS 1, 2, 9 & 10. SUPPORTED by Ms. Miller.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
It was clarified that either the rendering or architectural drawing of the south façade would be
acceptable.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Jul 1, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Mr. Azkoul suggested they will likely make it double sided.

214 E Fulton (HER) – Requesting to add and replace windows; add rear stair; and add roof top
access.
Ms. Miller related that she will need to recuse herself due to her professional relationship with
the applicant(s).
Motion by Mr. Maxam, supported by Mr. Rodriguez, finding that Ms. Miller has a potential
conflict of interest. Motion carried unanimously.
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Ms. Metz referred to the narrative submitted with the package and provided updates where
changes were made. She related that Greg Metz, Lott3Metz, spoke with Heritage Hill
representatives Craig Nobelin and Jay Fowler. They had no issue with the project as
presented. They did have one question that Ms. Metz will elaborate on as she goes through the
proposal. Ms. Metz explained that the 1959 building is a commercial, vernacular, noncontributing building according to the period of significance in Heritage Hill. It was the National
Cash Register Company and its most recent use was as a pharmacy. The owner and design
team recognize that it is technically non-contributing but they attempted to make the design
choices in keeping with the design in general; replacing, replicating or restoring certain elements
with some elements being changed yet meeting Guideline 10 where in the future a future owner
could return it relatively easily. The owner plans to locate a mortgage company in the building
and he desires a modern space for the employees and customers and hopes to gain a lot more
natural light on the second story and a better street presence. Ms. Metz related that the second
floor was likely storage or repair space for the National Cash Register Co. and only has two
windows. The interior reflects that.
Ms. Metz described proposed changes and improvements on the north elevation; the main
façade facing Fulton. She clarified that the most recently submitted drawings represent the
plans for this façade vs. what was submitted with the application. Originally there was a
horizontal metal band that divided the first and second floor on the exterior. It is shown in the
1961 assessor’s photo but is no longer visible but may be under the permanent awning that was
installed. They propose that that horizontal element be repaired if possible or rebuilt to match
what was there originally. Ms. Metz explained that all of the windows currently in the building
are not original; everything has been changed since it was built in 1959. Therefore, any of the
proposals they make will not remove original fabric but will be new windows. They propose
installing a storefront that is not an exact replica of the 1961 assessor’s photo but they feel it is
in general keeping with the period. The owner is considering signage as shown in the
assessor’s photo but that is not part of this request. The second story window is like a picture
window. The proposal there is to keep the width but drop it down to the floor; lengthening the
opening to get more light and to allow the people within the building to engage more with the
street. The new window would be more in keeping with the 1961 photo than what is present
now, mimicking the fenestration but not an exact match. It will have more of the pattern that
was there. Ms. Metz clarified that in the original submittal they were proposing a patio addition
for the front but that has been eliminated and there is no change proposed for that area.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Jul 1, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Jennifer Metz, Past Perfect, was present on behalf of the request. Ms. Metz related that Past
Perfect is a historic preservation consulting firm in Grand Rapids since 1996. Past Perfect has
been involved with many of the buildings and districts the Commission has reviewed. Ms. Metz
related that she also served on the Historic Preservation Commission from 1996 – 2002, serving
as Chair for two years. Ms. Metz thanked the seated Commission for their work. Ms. Metz
clarified that there have been some changes to what was submitted in the original application
package.

Ms. Metz described the proposed changes to the south elevation. A roof deck is proposed at
the southwest corner. It will sit below the parapet and will be painted steel. The rails that are
proposed are shown in the most recently submitted color rendering. Per code they are required
to have two modes of egress from the rooftop deck. Therefore, there will be an exterior stair
and they will extend an interior existing stair up with an access box that has an angled roof to
deemphasize it. That will be a new element. Windows are proposed on the south elevation
also. Currently there is one window in the internal stairway. New windows are proposed and
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Ms. Metz commented on the east elevation. She noted that there is evidence that the building
originally had ten windows on the first floor. It is difficult to determine whether they were
operable windows. The windows are bricked in at this time. They propose returning the
windows and installing the style of window that was shown in the circulated photo. They would
also like to add ten windows of the same opening size above on the second floor. They would
differentiate the new openings by taking out the sill. Just as someone bricked in the first floor
windows, someone could brick in the proposed second floor windows with minimal change.
Ms. Metz related that no changes are proposed on the west elevation. The west elevation abuts
another building. Above that building there is a lot of graffiti and the owner would like to know if
he can have permission to paint that wall if they aren’t able to safely remove the graffiti. Ms.
Metz asked for permission to work with Ms. Baker to determine whether removal is feasible and,
if not, for her to approve painting.
Ms. Baker referred to the photo and stated that it appears that attempts have been made to
remove the graffiti. She asked if there have been efforts to remove it or if what appeared to be
gray was where they painted over past graffiti.
Ms. Metz replied that she didn’t know. Mr. Metz was also not certain. He asked to work with
staff on that.
Ms. Baker again referred to the photo suggesting that 50% or better of that façade is likely
already painted.
Discussion took place regarding the potential for removing the paint. Mr. Metz related that the
brick is Chicago common. Ms. Baker indicated that if it is all graffiti, from a variety of artists,
plus someone’s attempt to cover it with paint there may be different chemical based types of
paint making removal more difficult. It can be attempted if the Commission desires.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Jul 1, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

one change is that they would like to have them operable. Ms. Metz circulated a photo of the
proposed window style. She related that the window has been used on other projects in the
city. It would have an aluminum mill finish and all windows would have clear glass. The bottom
portion of all of the new windows will have awning operation of the bottom section, with the
exception of the picture window on the second floor of the main façade. Ms. Metz related that
the question raised by Mr. Fowler related to the longevity of the metal siding of the proposed
rooftop access. He wondered if masonry would be more suitable in terms of longevity but felt
comfortable leaving that to the HPC. Ms. Metz stated that in their opinion there is too much
involved in trying to match or not match, where does it connect to the historic building, and the
metal sided structure could be more easily removed in the future if someone desired. Ms. Metz
stated that it is also easier to set back and is more distinctively new.

Mr. Metz again asked to work with staff to determine whether removal is feasible and if not then
to grant Ms. Baker the authority to authorize painting rather than have to come back.
The Commission was comfortable with that.
Ms. Metz stated that that was the only issue on the west elevation. It is critical to the owner that
the graffiti be gone or painted over.
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Ms. Uebbing asked if there is any concern that having the back stairway would allow for easier
access to the roof and lead to even more graffiti.
Mr. Metz noted the 6 ft. high wood fence as an effort to deter that. It likely wouldn’t deter the
truly motivated but the owner understands the potential. He really wants the rooftop deck for
use by employees. However, a building that is occupied is less likely to be tagged with graffiti.

Mr. Metz agreed. Originally they had proposed a patio in that location but now it will remain as
is. Part of that decision relates to the fact that Planning doesn’t allow them to do anything in
that area.
Ms. Gavin asked if the proposed windows on the east elevation come in a three-pane version
like the historic window.
Mr. Metz stated that from the original photos there appeared to be four. The windows will be
custom made and the more you add the more expensive they become. He clarified that the
windows there today are not original windows. They considered it but ultimately they are new
windows. .
Ms. Uebbing clarified that they are doing the four on the second floor. Mr. Metz agreed adding
that it will have a thicker center mullion, which isn’t the way it is today.
Mr. Reader asked if they will be adding a concrete sill under the lengthened window on the
second floor front elevation.
Mr. Metz replied that they weren’t planning to. He prefers not adding a sill unless he has to so
that it isn’t misconstrued as always having been there. If it is a new cut they propose no sill.
The sills are still present for the ten windows on the main floor that were bricked in. For the
upper floor new windows they propose no sills. Underneath the storefront they are showing an
8 inch lower bulkhead of pre-cast concrete to give reference to the past. He also clarified that
the new storefront will go straight across and will not dip in.
Brief discussion took place regarding whether the rooftop stair enclosure should be metal or
masonry. Mr. Metz related that they are showing it as metal. Mr. Fowler simply raised the
question of masonry. Mr. Metz responded to Ms. Uebbing stating that he feels the longevity of
the material proposed is fine and will outlast 90% of materials used today. He prefers this
material because it differentiates itself from the original building, which he feels is an important
distinction. With masonry he would be concerned that it may be considered to have been
original.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Jul 1, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Mr. Reader clarified that initially they were going to correct the green concrete at the front but
that is now out of the plan.

Ms. Uebbing asked if it will be flush with the east elevation wall or if it will be stepped back.
Mr. Metz stated that as it is shown now it is set back about 4 inches. He may be able to push it
back to 6 inches from the edge of the east wall. He believes he can get it back a few inches off
the back wall also. He prefers it not be flush and he can flash around it to prevent water
penetration, which is another reason he prefers the metal to masonry.
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Mr. Maxam asked about drainage.
Mr. Metz indicated that he would likely have to have a gutter and will likely dump it back onto the
main roof.
Mr. Maxam asked for clarification on the lengthening of the front window.

Ms. Baker asked what the dimensional difference is.
Mr. Metz replied approximately 30 inches. The width will remain the same and the head will not
be altered; only the sill will be lowered. He clarified that basically it will be dropped to the floor.
Ms. Gavin asked if the penthouse will be visible from the front.
Mr. Metz stated that the penthouse is present in all of the renderings but you can’t really see it.
Ms. Baker added that it is a very long building and it is set way back. It is possible to catch a
glimpse of it from the alley and from Jefferson.
It was clarified that the most recent submittals represent the changes that have been testified to;
the June 29, 2015 email submittal and the color rendering of the south elevation submitted at
the meeting (dated 7/1/2015 by Ms. Baker).
Ms. Uebbing invited public comment.
Ryan Huizenga, 433 Madison, commented on the windows suggesting there may be too much
emphasis on the differentiation of the second floor windows proposed on the east elevation with
no sills. The local standard says they should be compatible with the existing openings. The
Secretary of the Interior ITS 14, which is an interpretive technical standard, also has a number
of photos of new windows that have been cut in to buildings and the windows in those examples
do have sills and the existing windows in those buildings also had sills. Therefore, he doesn’t
feel there is a strong argument to say they should be differentiated by having no sill. He feels it
would make sense for them to have a sill for the purpose of emphasizing the compatibility of the
new openings with the structure and that they will be easily discernable that they are new. He
feels the finish product would look better if they all matched and he doesn’t believe it would be
against the guidelines.
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Mr. Metz explained that they wish to bring more daylight into the space. The owner is
passionate about being part of the city. He has and is attracting younger employees and wishes
to be able to connect more with the street and have more presence.

Ms. Uebbing pointed out that the building was constructed in 1959, which places it outside the
period of significance for the district. With regard to the public comment, when placed outside
that period of significance there can be more designer freedom allowed. The differentiation
doesn’t necessarily have to be upheld because technically it isn’t within the period of
significance.
Mr. Rodriguez asked for clarification. If the building is outside the period of significance, the
materials are not historic, is painting masonry still not recommended?
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Ms. Gavin stated that given that the building is outside the period of significance this is a
tremendous application. She applauds the applicant for the sensitive restoration of the building.
Everything appears to be in order. It is sensitively done and nothing is adversely affecting the
surrounding buildings or streetscape and everything can be undone when/if this building is
incorporated into the period of significance at a later date.
Mr. Rodriguez agreed with the comments offered by Ms. Gavin. He added that the metal
cladding for the staircase seems very appropriate as it was described.
Mr. Reader noted that beyond the addition of the windows to the sidewall the primary changes
are the change in the shape of the first floor façade on the front and the change in the window
opening. He asked for thoughts on those two changes.
Ms. Uebbing felt the applicant addressed that when they pointed out that what is currently there
is not the original. It isn’t replacing an original material with a new material. She feels that
meets the guidelines given that it is a building that is not contributing.
Ms. Gavin agreed adding that it is a closer match to what it would have been originally.
Mr. Maxam MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION AS SUBMITTED AND AS AMENDED
BY THE EMAIL SUBMITTAL ON 6/29/2015 AND THE 7/1/2015 SOUTH ELEVATION
RENDERING SUBMITTAL, AND PER TESTIMONY, GRANTING STAFF THE AUTHORITY
TO WORK WITH THE APPLICANT TO DETERMINE WHETHER PAINT REMOVAL ON THE
WEST ELEVATION IS FEASIBLE AND, IF NOT, TO GRANT APPROVAL TO PAINT OVER
IT, BASED ON THE LOCAL PRESERVATION GUIDELINES AND THE SECRETARY OF THE
INTERIOR’S STANDARDS 1, 2, 9 & 10. SUPPORTED by Ms. Gavin. MOTION CARRIED
UNANIMOUSLY.
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Ms. Baker replied that when it is outside the period of significance the HPC is considering what
the proposed changes do to the overall character of the historic district. Therefore, you want to
make sure you are not making a non-contributing building more non-contributing or doing
something that would adversely affect the neighborhood. With respect to non-historic materials,
the HPC should consider what is appropriate for that era of material, what its construction was
intended to handle, and will it cause degradation to the building thereby having a negative
impact on the neighborhood? To Mr. Huizenga’s point, it is plausible but she has seen it viewed
two different ways when it comes to differentiation. She has seen plenty of National Register
projects get kicked back from the Feds where they don’t want to see sills; they want it
differentiated so it is obvious that it is a new opening. She has also seen it the other way. It is a
case by case basis as to what the trigger points might be.

Ms. Miller returned to the meeting.
265 James SE (CHD) – Request to retain glass block that was placed in basement window
openings.
Ms. Uebbing related that the applicant has requested this matter be tabled to the September
meeting as they are currently out of the country and wish to be present.
Motion by Mr. Rodriguez, supported by Ms. Gavin, to table the application to the
September meeting. Motion carried unanimously.
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1130 Wealthy SE (WSD) – Request to place additional solar panels on roof.
Erin Wilson, Director of the Wealthy Theater, and Drew Sorenson, Rockford Construction, were
present to discuss the request. Mr. Wilson recalled that they have solar panels that were placed
on the roof with the approval of the HPC a couple of years ago. They were installed with a
ballast system even though they were toward the back of the building. The proposed is a
similar system and won’t penetrate; it can be easily removed. Before installing the solar panels
they would replace the roof material as it is nearing the end of its lifespan.

Mr. Wilson replied the entire main theater roof. The solar panels are only going where shown.
Ms. Uebbing asked what the roofing material is.
Mr. Sorenson replied that it is rubber roofing; the same material that is there now. It will look the
same.
Ms. Miller asked how high off of the roof the solar panels will be.
Mr. Sorenson replied 1.5 ft. on the back and approximately 9.5 inches at the bottom. Mr. Wilson
stated that when you park behind the theater it would be too high up to see. With the previous
installation of panels there was a small amount that was visible if you were far enough back yet
it was still tucked away. This would follow that same thought.
Mr. Maxam asked for clarification on the solar panel mounting.
Mr. Sorenson explained that it basically uses weight to hold it down; it isn’t mechanically
fastened at all to the structure. The panels are 4 ft. wide and there will be 8 in a row going
around the dome of the roof. The racking system is connected and they use that and blocks to
hold it down.
Mr. Maxam asked if anyone looked at the structural integrity of the roof.
Mr. Sorenson replied that the architect designer that did the work for the theater in 1996 will be
reviewing that before they do it. He stated that it is a small load of approximately 3.5 lbs. per sq.
ft. Mr. Wilson added that it is the part of the roof that has the redwood sized joist beams.
Mr. Reader asked if the yellow square on the plans depicts the exact placement location on the
roof.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Jul 1, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Ms. Uebbing asked if they plan to replace the entire roof.

Mr. Sorenson replied it is pretty close.
Ms. Gavin clarified that it won’t be visible from Wealthy.
Mr. Sorenson agreed. Ms. Baker added that it really won’t be visible from Sigsbee either.
Mr. Sorenson stated that from Sigsbee you can see the dark dome roof but not clearly and they
are only adding 1.5 ft.
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Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none.
Mr. Reader noted that the panels will hardly be visible from any angle.
Ms. Miller agreed that it is non-invasive, even the method of attachment. It is matching the
slope of the roof.

Mr. Maxam MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION AS SUBMITTED BASED ON THE
LOCAL PRESERVATION GUIDELINES AND THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S
STANDARDS 2, 9 & 10. SUPPORTED by Ms. Miller. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
DISCUSSION
925 Cherry SE (FSQ) – Informal Advisory Discussion – Solar panels on chapel and auto
garage building roofs.
Ms. Uebbing noted that this is an advisory discussion only and no formal decision will be made.
Any comments or recommendations made during an advisory discussion are not binding on the
applicant or the HPC.
Jason Spaulding, Brewery Vivant, was present for the discussion. He stated that he realizes the
solar panels are a push for a historic district but would like to ask the advice of the Commission
as to whether there is any potential for it. Sustainability is very important to him and his
company and they plan to be in the district for a long time. They would be pleased if they could
reduce their dependence on fossil fuels. They believe they can offset approximately 20% of
their total energy use by what they are proposing. It would involve quite a large array of panels
however. Solar power in Michigan is already a bit of a challenge so the amount of panels you
have makes a difference. They are showing panels on all of the roofs that seem to make sense.
A question did come up about placing them on flat roofs and they did analyze that. With the
way the sun comes up and over, and with the shadows and the presence of mechanical
equipment in place on the roofs, it makes it less attractive or too difficult. The more you spread
the panels out it is difficult to tie them all together. What they are showing would be a large
expenditure and quite a process so they wish to evaluate it before pursuing additional planning.
Ms. Uebbing suggested that for the purpose of the discussion they reference the drawing that
labels the roof sections A (west face of pub roof), B (east face of pub roof), and C (brewery
roof).
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Mr. Rodriguez agreed that for all of those reasons it meets the Standards.

Mr. Reader stated that in his review of the requirements it is difficult to see any way to allow
sections A & B. Section C is feasible in that it isn’t very visible from the ground.
Ms. Uebbing agreed as to section B as it is the most visible.
Mr. Spaulding stated that the west side of the roof isn’t visible at all from Cherry St. because of
the way the other buildings are constructed. He agreed that the east side is pretty visible.
Ms. Baker pointed out that the district goes to Lake Dr. so the Commission has to be respectful
of Lake Dr. also.

Packet Pg. 144

3.6
Grand Rapids Historic Preservation Commission
July 1, 2015
Page 18

Mr. Spaulding understood. He stated that he doesn’t have photos from Lake Dr.
Ms. Baker explained that the Commission does have pictures from that vantage point.
Mr. Spaulding stated that from Cherry St. the barrel roof has a bit of a radius that would hide
some things but it would be visible from the parking lot or sidewalk.

Mr. Spaulding replied that they would have to use brackets and, unlike the last project the
Commission considered, these panels would be affixed. The brackets would be about 5 inches
and the panels themselves are just under 2 inches.
Mr. Maxam referenced a house in Ann Arbor in a historic district that has a 12/12 peaked roof
with panels. Because the panels cover pretty much the entire plane of the roof it doesn’t look
bad; it looks very intentional. He feels that is a big plus for this with respect to the guidelines
and what is and is not recommended. Mr. Maxam read from the guidelines “it is not appropriate
to install vents, solar collectors, antennas, skylights, or mechanical equipment in locations that
will compromise character defining roofs or on roof slopes prominently visible from the street”.
Mr. Maxam suggested that it comes down to what they consider “prominently visible”. There
are places where you can see it but the fact that the structure has a parapet on the gable end
makes it different than a house that has overhangs.
Ms. Baker suggested the Commission begin with roof section C. The general consensus was
that the panels would be acceptable on that roof section.
Ms. Gavin asked Mr. Spaulding if he had photos of an actual installation of this product.
Mr. Spaulding offered a spec sheet. He stated that he did see one of the panels and it looks like
glass over the top of dark blue. He stated that the drawing is a pretty accurate representation of
what it would look like.
Ms. Baker raised the question of roof section A and the potential impact from Lake Dr.
Ms. Uebbing agreed with Mr. Maxam that covering the entire roof, and because there is a
parapet, it may be acceptable.
Mr. Reader clarified that if it appears to be the roofing material it would be acceptable. If it looks
like mixing and matching then it wouldn’t.
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Ms. Miller asked if the thickness of the profile coming off the roof would be less than 1 ft.

Ms. Baker stated that it would be a glass roof façade then.
Ms. Gavin stated that she wants to be able to support it for sustainability reasons but the issue
she has with it is that it isn’t a traditional roofing material in so far as it is reflective, it is glass,
and it will have a different appearance and texture.
Ms. Uebbing noted that for sections A & B there is a parapet. In her opinion that is the historic,
contributing piece at the roof line; it isn’t the roof itself. The gable is still present but it is covered
with a different material. She suggested that it would be as if they had slate tiles and wished to
replace them with asphalt shingles.
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Ms. Gavin argued that that isn’t a historic material.

Ms. Uebbing stated that in this location there is a lack of green canopy present. If someone on
College with a wooded lot came in with the same request she would feel differently.
Ms. Gavin argued that that isn’t addressed in the Standards. Ms. Baker added that if there is a
tree canopy it reduces the ability to see the panels. If this is found to be appropriate and a
homeowner came in, with a similar roof situation, with the same request and the HPC chose to
deny the request what argument would be made for the denial? This is more visible and has
less of a tree canopy to screen the view of it.
Mr. Maxam noted that they can’t really consider the use but there is something about the fact
that this is a commercial context that makes it more acceptable.
Ms. Baker asked if the commercial content makes it more acceptable and if so, how? Those
are the things the Commission should explore. There is a very different character on Lake Dr.
than there is on Cherry.
Mr. Spaulding stated that their building is LEED certified, which is difficult to do with a historic
building but they have blended those two things together. He understands that the Commission
has to consider the guidelines but this would be part of that dual historic and progressive at the
same time.
Ms. Gavin stated that she is reading the Standards to say that solar collectors can’t be placed
on roof slopes prominently visible from the street. That being said, she asked if it might be
possible for them to make up the difference of roof section B by using some of the flat roof
portions if the Commission found in favor of roof sections A and C.
Mr. Spaulding explained that what is shown is the ideal situation where they could get the most
energy. If they had to eliminate section B completely they would have to consider whether it still
makes sense. His guess is that it would but it just wouldn’t be quite as effective as what is
proposed. They wanted to get a reaction to what they would like to do and consider their options
from there. If that particular section is problematic then that is something they can consider.
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Ms. Baker stated that the Commission has to deal with this in a holistic sense and not just one
project. There are plenty of brick and masonry houses in Heritage Hill that have parapets and
very visible sloped roofs like the chapel building. She asked if the Commission would say it is
okay on an 1880’s house. Based on the comments she has heard, they match; it has an
asphalt roof, it has a parapet, it has a visible plane and it can now have this panelized glass roof
instead of a matted asphalt. It will be necessary to differentiate it more if it is found to be okay in
one circumstance but not another or be okay with someone in a residence coming in and asking
for the same thing.

Ms. Gavin suggested that that is the section that is most visible and the section the Commission
would have the most difficulty with. If that could be redistributed then they may be able to get
the same amount of surface area. She stated that she is not reading the Standards in such a
way that she could find it possible to approve section B.
Mr. Maxam again referred to the language noting that it says “on slopes prominently visible from
the street”. It doesn’t say “on slopes that are visible from the street”. He feels there is room left
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there intentionally for something that is visible from the street but not prominent. He would
argue that since this has a parapet, and since the roof slope goes down onto a flat roof, that it is
visible from the street but not a prominent feature.
Ms. Baker asked to hear from other Commissioners.
Mr. Reader suggested that if the Commission can’t find for section B he doesn’t feel they can
find for section A because that section is just as visible from Lake Dr. He noted that they were
considering the view from alleys in other requests.

Mr. Reader stated that he would love for it to work but he doesn’t feel either section is
appropriate.
Mr. Rodriguez stated that he has no love for asphalt shingles, although that isn’t the
consideration. He asked what the reflectivity of the panels is. He feels that would be the largest
visual obstacle to overcome.
Mr. Spaulding replied that they aren’t meant to reflect energy but rather absorb it. It wouldn’t be
like having a mirror surface. He suggested that it will be rather dull. He doesn’t know exactly
what would be reflected but with the angled placement on the roof it wouldn’t shine back at
people; the angles would reflect it up. The point though is that it is not reflective. It is glass but
not reflective glass.
Ms. Baker suggested that it may be possible to do a site visit to a couple of places that have
solar panels in place. Mr. Spaulding offered that he could also get a sample panel.
Ms. Baker asked if they looked into the asphalt shingle version of the solar panels.
Mr. Spaulding replied that they did and the benefit realized doesn’t warrant the cost.
Ms. Baker asked to hear from Ms. Miller, Ms. Baldwin and Ms. Uebbing.
Ms. Miller stated that she is leaning toward Mr. Maxam’s assessment of the guidelines. The
roof is not a prominent feature from the street because it is viewed more from the sides. Even
though you can see it, because of the industrial area and the nature of the use she would
encourage sections A & B.
Ms. Baldwin disagreed. She feels it is a very prominent roof. The only thing that is somewhat
persuasive is the argument of the commercial character of the area.
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Ms. Gavin argued that it is set far back, it is behind a parking lot, and it is the rear façade.

Mr. Rodriguez asked what if it was the building next to Maru Sushi. Ms. Miller stated that she
would find that to be a prominent roof from the street. It is turned and viewed from straight on.
Ms. Baldwin again stated that she feels the subject roof is prominent.
Ms. Gavin argued that the Standard doesn’t say that it has to be prominent; it says that it has to
be prominently visible. If you look at it in two dimensions and look at the percentage of roof that
is visible she doesn’t feel it is prominent. Ms. Gavin responded to Mr. Reader’s statement about
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Ms. Uebbing agreed with Ms. Miller and Mr. Maxam, and could support sections A, B & C,
because she interprets “roof slopes prominently visible from the street” as the building next door
having the gable running side to side whereas the subject gable runs front to back. She doesn’t
interpret that as a roof slope prominently visible from the street. Yes, it is visible but it isn’t a
prominent roof. It isn’t a colonial, two dormer style roof that is facing the street; that is a
prominent roof to her. Ms. Uebbing stated that she also feels that way because they propose
filling the entire space with the panels.
Ms. Baker asked how she would address the peak noting that they are coming short of the peak
with the panels.
Commissioners didn’t have a response.
Mr. Rodriguez stated that he doesn’t see the subject roof slopes as prominent but they are
visible. Due to the fact that there is a parapet wall, the fact that each end terminates into an
adjacent structure, and that you cannot see it from straight on, he feels it would be lost in the
visual noise. Also, the greater surface area of panel the better in this case rather than having
small islands or a single row. He would love to see examples of installed panels if possible.
Ms. Baker cautioned those that don’t find the roof to be an important feature of the building. It
should be gauged on something more than the fact that it isn’t facing the street or it has a
parapet. She suggested they look more toward the context of the neighborhood because it is
too akin to a potential residential owner wanting to come in and do this or another potential
commercial building wanting to do this and has the same scenarios in those elements but it may
not read as appropriate in those particular situations. It is necessary to be able to differentiate
the two in a reasonable manner that will not only hold up in court but also be obvious to the
average property owner. Ms. Baker understands the arguments being made but doesn’t feel it
is enough of an argument.
Mr. Rodriguez suggested the roofs terminating into existing structures.
Ms. Baker pointed out that others terminate into other additions on a house.
Mr. Maxam suggested that that combined with the parapet, the setback from the street, the
massing of more interesting architectural features and buildings in front of it, in a commercial
district, and the history of it being a commercial building, all come into play.
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the Lake Dr. façade being as prominent as the Cherry façade. When you look at the
streetscape there it doesn’t have the same character as the Cherry St. facades. There are very
few windows, a lot of dumpsters and she would argue that in this case that it would get lost
amidst all of the mechanicals that are already visible from that façade, which is why she was
comfortable with section A but not section B.

Ms. Baker suggested that there may be other commercial buildings where it is not appropriate.
Mr. Maxam stated that if he saw the exact same context and circumstances in Heritage Hill
where someone had a gable turned as this is, a parapet wall that was the prominent façade,
and it was setback with another mass in front of it so it didn’t come down to the edge he may be
able to support it on a house with all of those circumstances.
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Ms. Baker related that with past Commissions if it was visible from the public right-of-way it was
automatically a no. She wants to be sure that if the Commission is interpreting things different
from past applications that there is a solid footing for doing so.
Ms. Gavin again stated that she would like to approve this but when looking at the Cherry St.
façade it appears that a quarter of the visible façade from the street will be solar panel.
Ms. Uebbing stated that when she looks at the picture she feels it begins to look like a standing
seam roof.

Ms. Uebbing clarified that she wasn’t suggesting it wouldn’t be obvious but it starts to look more
like a standing seam roof because it is covering the entire surface.
Ms. Baker asked Mr. Spaulding if it would be possible to get one or two of the panels on the roof
on a temporary basis to provide a visual of what it will look like. She clarified that it may involve
some expense to him with no guarantees but it may aid in the discussion.
Mr. Spaulding stated that he has heard enough to understand that the Commission is conflicted
enough that they should continue to consider it. He stated that the discussion was very helpful.
Ms. Baker clarified that section C doesn’t seem to be any problem at all and section A seems to
be plausible from several angles.
NEW BUSINESS RESUMED
101 E Fulton (LL – Veterans Park) – Request to replace rear windows with doors for new use
of caretakers building.
Mr. Reader related that he would be recusing himself due to the fact that he was co-chair of the
committee.
Motion by Ms. Gavin, supported by Ms. Miller, finding that Mr. Reader has a potential
conflict of interest. Motion carried unanimously.
Ms. Uebbing related that she was also on the committee. However, she was representing the
HPC.
Ms. Baker recalled that in 2013 the HPC adopted the plan for rehabilitation of Veteran’s Park.
The portion of the plan that was required to come back was the building because there were
three different scenarios for adapting the building to a new use at the time. At that time it was
being used as offices for the Children’s Museum and they are interested in a more
commercial/retail use. They are also proposing to add bathrooms back into the park. The only
way to provide the bathrooms is to add doors to the back of the building for access. Discussion
went back and forth on how to do that and, for safety reasons, it was determined that it would be
better to separate the men’s entry door from the women’s and they are doing that by creating a
service room for the Parks Dept. in between the bathrooms. The fourth door would be the
secondary access for the user of the commercial/retail space. Ms. Baker clarified that what they
would like to do is remove the four windows and install doors in the openings. The existing door
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Ms. Gavin and Ms. Baldwin both felt it would be obvious.
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would be used in one of the window openings and one of the windows taken out would replace
that existing door. The doors will be six panel doors; they have to be solid and can’t have
windows. Ms. Baker noted that the front door has barely any windows.
Ms. Gavin noted that the roof needs some repair work and it isn’t included in the application.

Ms. Miller observed from the drawing that the window they are moving is squared off. She
asked if they are reusing an existing window with an arched top. Ms. Baker agreed that they
are reusing an existing window and she will address that with the architect.
Mr. Maxam asked the reason for swapping the door and windows. Ms. Baker replied that she
believes it is the flow of the internal space.
Ms. Uebbing related that she was on the committee representing the HPC. The discussion
came from not knowing who will use the space. It could be something like a coffee shop or
tourist information location. Therefore, they are trying to make it as general and leasable as
possible. The main focus however was keeping the men’s and women’s restroom entrances
separated for safety reasons.
Ms. Miller stated that she views this building as an important civic structure in a public park. It is
difficult to visualize this side as the back of the building because every side has an equal
amount of character. It is a perfect structure filled with wonderful details that have remained
intact. The door present on the back may not always have been in that location. The interior
layout seems to be driving the exterior and she doesn’t feel that should be the case. They
should find a way to preserve the exterior and reconfigure the interior.
Ms. Baker explained that the public bathrooms have to be accessed from the outside and not
interior space.
Ms. Uebbing explained that another consideration was handicap accessibility. The basement is
no longer functioning nor would they consider reopening those bathrooms. It is unsafe and
inaccessible.
Ms. Miller stated that she feels there are better solutions than the proposed.
Ms. Baker explained that there have been four renditions of them trying to move around the
interior space to make it work. Each rendition had some impact on the sides, front or back
because there is no way to add bathrooms without doing this.
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Ms. Baker related that there are several maintenance items they will be doing and those items
were staff approved.

Ms. Miller suggested a vestibule at the center point and then they enter.
Ms. Baker explained that they won’t create an interior vestibule for safety reasons.
Ms. Miller suggested just having bathrooms at each corner then.
Ms. Baker explained that they still need two additional doors; the second means of egress for
the lease space and the equipment storage area for the Parks Dept.
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Ms. Gavin suggested the door for the Parks Dept. storage wouldn’t necessarily have to be from
the exterior.
Ms. Uebbing recalled from the original discussion that they had looked at other National Park
Service buildings that have been reused and converted, which is why they are using existing
openings. This was the alternative to losing the building altogether because they can’t find a
use for it.

Ms. Gavin observed that while this isn’t creating new openings it is replacing a significant
portion of transparency with solid doors.
Ms. Uebbing argued that this type of change has been approved at the National level.
Ms. Gavin feels this is a very important building. It has significant details not found elsewhere in
the City. What is being proposed is ruining the exterior to make the interior more leasable and
she is wholeheartedly against that.
Ms. Baker asked how the Commission would feel about them adding a window to the doors for
the lease space and storage space, similar to the existing window system. The bathroom doors
will have to be solid.
Ms. Miller and Ms. Gavin stated that it isn’t required to provide handicap access in an existing
historic building. Ms. Gavin stated that if they need ADA accessible bathrooms then there
should be a separate structure built into the plan and not mess up a historic structure of some
significance and a great deal of beauty. It is being trashed.
Ms. Baker noted that this is historically the park bathroom.
Ms. Gavin argued that the proposal changes the opening patterns, opacity, and pretty much all
of the exterior to retrofit the interior for a modern bathroom that doesn’t need to be there.
Ms. Miller asked if the bathrooms will be open 24/7. Ms. Uebbing replied no; they will be open
similar to the hours that the facilities at Rosa Parks are open.
Ms. Baker recommended that if the Commission is leaning toward denial that they table instead.
Otherwise it will be portrayed by the media as the HPC denying ADA access to the vets and
their families.
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Ms. Miller asked why the plan isn’t mirrored. There is an existing door, why not use that and
mirror it on the other side? Ms. Baker recalled they had that as one proposal but it used up so
much interior space when splitting the two restrooms.

Ms. Gavin asked that the bathrooms go into a new building. Ms. Baldwin asked where a new
building would go. Ms. Uebbing added that that doesn’t fit with the park plan that has already
been approved.
Ms. Gavin stated that she appreciates the work that went into the Park Plan but she can’t see
changing every opening on that elevation to accommodate the interior layout. It is the most
prominent elevation; it fronts on the park and it is every opening. If this were any other
application where they were being asked to change every opening it wouldn’t pass.
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Ms. Baker asked if they were to reduce the number of doors to three, by eliminating the slop
sink, if the Commission would be more comfortable. It would provide ADA access to the lease
space and the bathrooms. One of the openings is already a door so that would mean two
windows changing to doors.
Ms. Miller suggested having two outside doors and a center door to provide symmetry.

DISCUSSION:
44 Ionia – Ms. Baker recalled that the HPC granted approval to replace the double entry doors.
They were full light metal entry doors. The difference from what was approved and what is
present is the knee wall kick plate. The glass was supposed to end where it did on the other
door and it is a difference of approximately 4 inches. Ms. Baker asked if that is minimal enough
of a change that it can be retained or do they have to go back to the builders and have them
remade. There is no pictorial evidence of what was originally there.
All Commissioners agreed that it was a minimal change that doesn’t have any visual impact.
Fee Schedule – Ms. Baker related that the new fee schedule was released.
ADJOURNED: 7:45 p.m.
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Ms. Miller MOVED TO TABLE THE REQUEST TO ALLOW STAFF AN OPPORTUNITY TO
WORK FURTHER WITH THE APPLICANT. SUPPORTED by Mr. Maxam. YEAS: 5. NAYS:
1 (Uebbing). MOTION CARRIED.
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Minutes of the
GRAND RAPIDS HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
5:00 p.m. Wednesday, August 5, 2015
1120 Monroe Ave. NW
Public Hearing Room 2nd Floor
CALL TO ORDER

ABSENT: Lisa Miller and Jenn Gavin
STAFF PRESENT: Rhonda Baker and recording secretary Carol Gornowich
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES of July 1, 2015 – Mr. Maxam MOVED TO APPROVE the
minutes of the July 1, 2015 meeting. SUPPORTED by Mr. Rodriguez. All in favor. MOTION
CARRIED.

STAFF COMMUNICATIONS AND REPORTS
Certificates of Appropriateness Issued by Staff
245 Monroe NW
480 Fountain NE
168 Prospect NE
344 Hollister SE
222 Division S
232 Wellington SE
733 Wealthy SE

221 John NE
340 Union SE
265 James SE
125 Ottawa NE
505 Collee SE
135 Lafayette NE
325 College SE

320 Madison SE
545 Fountain NE
222 Madison SE
314 Claremont NE
505 Fountain NE
536 Lafayette SE
516 Cherry SE

524 Morris SE
235 Union SE
305 Morris SE
332 College SE
500 E Fulton
541 Madison SE

OLD BUSINESS
101 E Fulton (LL) – Table to the September meeting.
Ms. Baker related that the applicants are out of the country and request their application be
tabled until the September meeting.
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MEMBERS PRESENT: Emily Uebbing, David Maxam, Kerry Baldwin, Michael Rodriguez and
Christopher Reader

Motion by Mr. Maxam, supported by Mr. Rodriguez, to table to the September meeting.
Motion carried unanimously.
____________________________________________________________________________
422 E Fulton (HER) - 3rd floor sliding vinyl door.
There was no representation for the discussion.
Ms. Baker recalled that last year the applicant replaced a 3rd floor front elevation French door
with a vinyl sliding door. The HPC denied the applicant’s request to retain the new door and
alterations to the opening. The applicant was granted 12 months to submit a new application for
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replacing the existing vinyl sliding doors with a system that would meet the guidelines. At that
point the HPC would establish a time frame for the installation of an approved system. Ms.
Baker related that she spoke with the applicant briefly, shortly after the meeting last year, and
that is the only communication there has been. The applicant was sent an email as well as a
letter and there was no response.
Ms. Uebbing clarified that the HPC granted him time to submit an appropriate design for
replacement. Since he hasn’t done that, the HPC can dictate what is to be done.

There was no public comment.
Mr. Maxam recommended that the HPC require a like for like replacement to match what was
there previously.
Ms. Baldwin recalled from the staff report the possibility of changing the operation of the doors
to open in rather than out.
Ms. Baker clarified that the operation doesn’t matter so long as it sits on the correct planes.
It could be a fixed, locked in place unit or open in or out.
*Chris Reader entered the meeting.
Ms. Uebbing suggested they need to replace the vinyl sliding door with wood French doors to
match what was removed.
Ms. Baker indicated that it was a multi-light French door system.
Ms. Uebbing suggested 3 months to replace the existing vinyl slider with a multi-light wood
French door system. The HPC has no preference as to whether the doors are fixed or
operational. She noted that the applicant was granted a year and took no appropriate action.
Ms. Baldwin asked if the owner can return for an extension after the 3 month period if he is
unable to complete the work in that time frame.
Ms. Baker indicated that he could provide proof that the door has been ordered; a substantial
effort toward compliance.
Mr. Maxam MOVED TO REQUIRE REMOVAL OF THE VINYL SLIDING DOOR, WHICH IS TO
BE REPLACED WITH AN ALL WOOD FRENCH DOOR TO MATCH THE DOOR THAT WAS
REMOVED, WITHIN THREE (3) MONTHS. THE MOTION IS BASED ON THE LOCAL
PRESERVATION GUIDELINES AND THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS
2, 5, 6, & 9. SUPPORTED by Mr. Reader. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
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Ms. Baker agreed; the Commission should determine what he needs to do and by when.
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NEW BUSINESS
440 Lafayette SE (HER) - Request to retain porch flooring.
There was no representation for the request. Ms. Baker explained that she sent the property
owner a complaint and they responded by submitting an application requesting to retain the
porch flooring.

Ms. Baker clarified that the Commission is addressing the porch floor as well as the trim framing
the lattice skirting. The trim is somewhat smaller than what it had been formerly. The trim
board immediately below the porch flooring is quite a bit different now however.
There was no public comment.
Mr. Reader stated that he is comfortable with the majority of the framing but the horizontal piece
directly beneath the floor is inappropriate.
Ms. Uebbing agreed that that trim piece and the flooring are substantially different.
Mr. Maxam suggested it may be possible for the applicant to use a router and make tongue and
groove. Mr. Reader suggested it would be cheaper to purchase it.
Ms. Baldwin agreed that the porch floor needs to be tongue and groove.
Ms. Uebbing observed that the horizontal trim piece doesn’t match at the corner.
Ms. Baker noted that the former piece is very heavy but none of the other framing was. It
should all be even. The before condition was off balance. The question is whether the
Commission wishes to replicate that. Ms. Baker clarified that the applicant has the option of
either painting or staining the floor and ceiling but the rest must be painted.
Mr. Reader recognized that the former trim was the depth of the first stair board. Mr. Maxam
suggested it should be the depth of the floor joists.
Ms. Uebbing indicated that she could support the change given that the trim around the base of
the house is a smaller piece.
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Ms. Uebbing noted that this is the only porch visible from the front. It is a change, particularly
the way it wraps around the stairs; the trim is no longer carried around the side. Additionally,
tongue and groove flooring is the preference.

Ms. Baker clarified that it isn’t original; none of the skirt is. This house was restored and former
asphalt siding removed. The entire porch was rebuilt. They were given permission and approval
to restore the home and to build the porch with tongue and groove floor like it had before.
Mr. Rodriguez stated that he would be inclined to require an even skirt frame all the way around
the porch even if it isn’t the same as the house trim. The transition from the top stair riser to the
narrow trim on the side is awkward and highlights the out of proportion large openings of the
lattice.
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Ms. Baldwin agreed that it does look awkward where it meets the piece above the stairs.
Mr. Maxam and Mr. Reader agreed with Mr. Rodriguez.

Mr. Rodriguez clarified that his suggestion was that only the board directly beneath the porch
floor be that dimension and that the remainder remain as is; to match what was there before.
Mr. Reader MOVED TO DENY THE REQUEST TO RETAIN THE PORCH FLOOR AND TO
REQUIRE REPLACEMENT WITH TONGUE AND GROOVE FLOORING. THE HORIZONTAL
TRIM PIECE DIRECTLY BENEATH THE PORCH FLOOR SHALL MATCH THE SIZE OF THE
PREVIOUS TRIM/THE FRONT STAIR RISER. THE APPLICANT IS GRANTED TWELVE (12)
MONTHS TO COMPLETE THE WORK. THE MOTION IS BASED ON THE LOCAL
PRESERVATION GUIDELINES AND THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS
2, 6, & 9. SUPPORTED by Mr. Rodriguez. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
168 Prospect NE (HER) – Request to combine two driveway approaches.
Clayton DeVries was present to discuss the request. He explained that they would like to try to
align the drive approach with the driveway and eliminate the hump that is between the two
driveways and make it one approach. A tree has been taken out, which was the reason for the
existing configuration.
Ms. Uebbing asked if he will need City approval of the new curbing and apron.
Ms. Baker explained that the Engineer’s Office has verbally indicated that they don’t have any
opposition to the request. They will be required to use City licensed contractors to do work on
City property.
Mr. DeVries clarified for Mr. Reader that basically they will be removing the small triangle and
having one approach across the entire width. They will not be removing the grass strip between
the two houses but the drive will be shifted south by approximately 1 ft. and extended 20 ft.
behind the house. The approach will move over to line up with the edge of the house.
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Ms. Baker noted that the board above the top step is required to enclose the risers so it can’t be
altered to make it small enough to match the rest. However, it would be possible to take the
vertical trim piece on the side of the steps and run it up to the porch floor so that it separates the
step from the skirt. The eye wouldn’t wrap that piece around then. Otherwise, the likely result
will be a very fat frame leaving very little of the lattice exposed. If the desire is to have all of the
trim even it will have to be that fat all the way around.

Ms. Baker clarified that it is essentially a one foot shift of everything. Ms. Uebbing noted how
the proposal was drawn in on the survey.
Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none.
Mr. Reader and Mr. Maxam expressed their comfort with the request.
Ms. Uebbing found it helpful to have the explanation about the presence of a tree that led to the
existing configuration as she questioned why there would have been the triangle.
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Ms. Baker related that there is precedent for what is proposed in the neighborhood.
Ms. Baldwin feels that in this particular situation it makes sense to allow this.
Ms. Baker noted that there is a similar situation at the other end of the block.

24 S Division (HSD) – Request to remove windows, alter a window, replace a door and paint
brick.
Lucky Chana was present to discuss his request. Juan Davis was also present. Mr. Chana
explained that there are four items they are requesting. They would like to brick-in two window
openings on the east elevation. One of the windows is in conflict with the interior wall of the
bathroom and the other is in conflict with the Fire Code due to the presence of the fire escape.
Mr. Chana stated that the second item is the request to paint the north, south, and east
elevations of the building. Last year he spent $37,000 to fix the bricks and tuckpoint. However,
water continues to seep through the bricks and come into the building damaging different areas
of walls. They would like to use some kind of sealant or paint. Mr. Chana stated that he prefers
paint because there is some graffiti on the north side and painting would address that problem
as well.
Mr. Chana identified the third item as the desire to replace the door that provides access from
the sidewalk to the 2nd and 3rd floors. It is currently a metal door with a small window. He would
like to replace that door with a metal door with full glass to match the storefront door.
The final item is to raise the window sill in the kitchen on the third floor south elevation because
it currently falls below the kitchen counter. If the Commission is agreeable and would like them
to make all four windows on that floor consistent in height they are willing to make that change
so that it doesn’t look odd.
Ms. Uebbing asked if the windows are wood.
Mr. Chana replied that they are all wood windows that they replaced approximately three years
ago. He clarified that if the Commission allows him to raise the sill of just the one window for
the counter purpose he is comfortable with that. However, if they feel it more appropriate to
raise the sill of all four windows on that façade he is willing to do so.
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Ms. Baldwin MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION AS SUBMITTED BASED ON THE
LOCAL PRESERVATION GUIDELINES AND THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S
STANDARDS 2, 9 & 10. SUPPORTED by Mr. Reader. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
____________________________________________________________________________

Mr. Davis related that he prepared the drawings for Mr. Chana. Mr. Davis clarified that the
reason for raising the height of the sill is that it is currently below the kitchen counter. If a
cabinet is placed in that location it would be visible from the exterior. If they raise it 42-48” on
the inside it will be above the counter. All of the windows on that floor, on the south elevation,
are the same size. Just changing two windows to accommodate the kitchen may look odd. To
provide consistency it may be more appropriate to change all four windows to match in size.
Mr. Davis added that the request to brick-in the two windows on the east elevation relate to the
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location of a bathroom and the location of the fire escape. If the bathroom window isn’t brickedin it would be possible to see into the bathroom because of the low sill height.
Mr. Chana clarified that the kitchen windows he wishes to raise the sill height on are on the third
floor. The south elevation plans that were submitted mistakenly showed the windows on the
second floor being reduced in height.
Mr. Reader noted from the drawing that the kitchen cabinets end at the window. He asked if the
desire is for them to extend below the cabinetry.

Ms. Uebbing clarified that the building was re-tuckpointed. Photos in the file from 1994 depict
failing brick indicating that the building has been having problems with the brick for quite some
time.
Mr. Reader asked if the door depicted in the packet photo is the existing door. Mr. Chana
agreed. He would like the new door to be metal and match the storefront system.
Mr. Chana circulated photos of interior moisture damage indicating that that damage occurred
after the tuckpointing was done. He responded to Ms. Baldwin indicating that there was some
ice damming at the southeast corner and they called several people because they have a brand
new roof. They couldn’t locate any leak in the roof. The water got behind the bricks, expanded
and caused the bricks to begin popping. Everyone they consulted said that the brick is so soft
that it should be sealed somehow.
Mr. Rodriguez clarified that there is a parapet wall with a membrane that goes up the side of the
parapet with a cap on top. Mr. Chana agreed.
Ms. Uebbing noted that the windows that were previously replaced are wood. She asked if the
windows they propose to shorten would also be wood windows.
Mr. Davis agreed. They will be the same style of window but shorter; double hung and
operational. Mr. Chana added that they would be 3’ x 5’ in size.
Mr. Rodriguez asked what the infill material will be if those windows are shortened.
Mr. Davis replied that they will find a brick to match. If the Commission approves the painting
then it will all match.
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Mr. Davis agreed.

Ms. Baker pointed out that that area is metal. Mr. Davis stated that the metal panel would be
the infill material. The east elevation is where they propose infilling the two windows with brick.
Ms. Baldwin asked if the water getting through the brick is happening everywhere. Mr. Chana
replied that it is happening on the north and south walls but not on the east and west walls and it
isn’t the entire wall that is affected.
Ms. Uebbing noted that there was no one present for public comment.
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The Commission addressed each of the four requested items as outlined in the staff report. The
first item is a request to infill two windows on the east elevation with brick. The windows were
installed as part of the 2012 rehabilitation and they now wish to remove them because one
conflicts with interior bathroom space and the other conflicts with fire code.

Ms. Baker clarified for Ms. Baldwin that those windows were not bricked in previously. Windows
on the south side were boarded. On the east side there was a variety of interior boards and
windows with missing sashes. There were only a couple of windows bricked in and most were
just missing and boarded. The one window visible in the photo before the fire escape was
present was approved to be bricked in as part of the original plan.
Ms. Uebbing noted that it is a fire escape on the rear of the building that isn’t visible from the
street. Ms. Baker clarified that from an angle you can see it from the street but it is a sharp
angle. You can get a sense for what is there but you can’t see definition.
Mr. Reader stated that historically it had a fire escape. Ms. Baker agreed. Mr. Reader stated
that he doesn’t feel the presence of a fire escape makes the window pattern any less valid.
Ms. Baker clarified for Mr. Maxam that on the interior of the two windows is a bathroom and a
mechanical room. Ms. Baker also further explained that the Fire Dept. could allow retention of
those windows based on the findings of the HPC.
Mr. Reader related that he is reticent to brick over any more windows in the building even if they
are on the back. He feels it violates the minimal change and retaining and preserving the
character.
Ms. Uebbing asked if they can use an interior film on the bathroom window.
Ms. Baker replied that they can, with HPC approval. Mr. Reader suggested that there are a
number of interior treatments that can be used to keep windows from being transparent.
Mr. Rodriguez stated that he would be comfortable with any treatment that maintains the
window openings; interior shadow box or screening of the glass on the inside. He agrees that
those window openings are character defining. They have arched headers and limestone sills.
He finds it difficult to understand why they would have to be removed, particularly because the
Fire Code will permit them to stay.
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Ms. Baker clarified that if it is a pre-existing condition on a historic building the Fire Dept. can
waive the requirement, although their preference would be that it meets the code. There is an
avenue for them to allow things to be maintained that are historic features of a historic building.

The Commission discussed the requested painting of the north, south and east elevations due
to the failing brick.
Mr. Rodriguez offered his professional opinion. The brick is a very soft, old brick and
occasionally they do spall in the normal course of their material lifespan and that wouldn’t be
surprising. It looks as though a hard Portland based mortar has been used for the tuckpointing,
which on occasion can actually fracture the brick. He doesn’t know if that is the case here or
not. Damage like this, where bricks are actually stepping out from the wall doesn’t typically
happen over the course of a year or even 5 – 10 years because of a water leak; he suggested it
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is related to decades of moisture. It is possible that there is still moisture inside the wall cavity
and that the bricks themselves have retained moisture like a sponge. He suggested that there
is some other problem solving that needs to occur. In any case painting would not solve the
problem. Painting will visually unify it temporarily but is not an effective moisture barrier.
Ms. Uebbing stated that if there is moisture on the inside that moisture still needs to get out. Mr.
Rodriguez agreed that that is possible. He doesn’t know for certain that there is moisture in the
wall. He agreed that if that were the case it would cause the paint to peel. It is difficult for him
to recommend painting masonry in any exterior application.

Mr. Rodriguez replied that they don’t know for a fact that it is seeping. There is staining on the
inside but it is very likely that that moisture already exists; saturated materials inside an
inaccessible wall cavity. He has never heard of water getting through an exterior brick to the
point where it causes damage. It is more likely a roof leak or parapet wall leak that has
happened over the course of decades. With respect to the request to paint, he doesn’t believe
that painting it will solve anything other than temporarily visually unifying it. He also would not
recommend a sealer.
Mr. Reader agreed adding that there is a potential for more long term damage.
Ms. Uebbing recalled the applicant’s concern about the graffiti. Ms. Baker indicated that she can
work with the applicant to address the graffiti should he desire to do so.
The Commission discussed the request to replace the existing metal door that provides access
from the sidewalk to the second and third floors. Ms. Uebbing noted that the existing door is
metal and they are asking to replace that door with a metal door with either a half or full-light.
Mr. Maxam felt a full light door would be most appropriate.
Mr. Reader asked if the new door would have an aluminum frame the same as the existing
door.
Mr. Chana replied that it would.
The Commission agreed that the proposed door would be appropriate.
The Commission discussed the final item; raising the sill height of two windows on the third
floor, south elevation, to accommodate kitchen counters. The applicant has suggested that they
would be willing to raise the sill of all four windows so that they are uniform.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Aug 5, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Ms. Baldwin asked what people do when they have this kind of seepage.

Mr. Rodriguez asked if the Commission received specifications on the size, design and
operation. Ms. Uebbing referred to her notes indicating that they would be 3’ x 5’, double hung,
wood windows.
The applicant was invited forward to further discuss this item. Mr. Davis clarified for Ms. Baker
that the width of the windows would remain the same; only the sill height would be raised.
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Mr. Chana stated that the current height of those windows is 84 inches. They would like to raise
the sill to approximately 2 inches above the counter.
Ms. Baker noted that they have offered to replace all four windows going across for uniformity.
She suggested another option of reducing the height of all four windows in the same plane; two
on the second floor and two on the third floor.

Mr. Reader stated that he wouldn’t favor a change to the existing windows. The original window
openings are present and they have appropriately been replaced recently. Essentially the same
sash line continues around the entire building.
Mr. Rodriguez asked if the windows are original. Mr. Reader stated that they are replacements
of the original windows. Ms. Baker clarified that there is no way to determine if the openings are
original to the building. Whether they are historic or not is a different question.
Mr. Rodriguez explained that it isn’t uncommon for commercial or institutional buildings to have
different styles or sizes of windows on different floors. There tends to be a hierarchy that gets
lighter as you go higher, or smaller as you go higher. He stated that he would be comfortable
with shortening the windows no greater than what they have suggested but all on a single floor.
Mr. Maxam stated that he would support reducing the height of all four windows in that bay on
the third floor by ¼ the total window height.
Ms. Uebbing expressed her appreciation for Mr. Reader’s comments. However, because they
don’t have evidence of what was there originally she feels that in this instance they can allow for
the change. Ms. Uebbing noted the presence of the metal siding and recognized Mr.
Rodriguez’s comments regarding the hierarchy of windows as you go up on a building.
Mr. Maxam added, for the record, that he would find this change acceptable based on the
location in the modern metal panel, the lack of character of the openings, the lack of original
openings, it being a less prominent façade and recessed from the plane in that façade. He feels
the combination of those elements makes this an allowable change.
Ms. Baldwin agreed. She asked if there are any suggestions for the applicant with respect to
the failing bricks.
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Ms. Uebbing expressed her preference for having all four going straight across the third floor
being uniform. Commercial buildings tended to be more uniform. She referred to an adjacent
building shown in the photo noting that the windows on different floor levels differ in size but are
uniform on each floor.

Mr. Rodriguez suggested that the spalling bricks be replaced and that the roof be regularly
monitored for moisture content. It is possible to get a moisture meter inside a wall cavity and
numerically understand what is occurring. He again stated that he is certain that painting won’t
address the problem.
Ms. Baldwin agreed that she is not in favor of painting.
Ms. Uebbing suggested the roof could be in good condition but the flashing around the parapet
wall or cap could be an issue. Mr. Rodriguez added that if you put a roof over a pool of water it
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Mr. Rodriguez MOVED TO APPROVE 1) THE FRONT DOOR REPLACEMENT PER
TESTIMONY WITH A FULL LIGHT METAL DOOR AND, 2) THAT THE SILL OF THE FOUR
(4) THIRD FLOOR WINDOWS ON THE SOUTH ELEVATION MAY BE RAISED A MAXIMUM
OF FORTY (40) INCHES ABOVE THE INTERIOR FINISH FLOOR AND THAT EXTERIOR
SIDING INFIL MATCH THE EXISTING MATERIAL AND TO DENY 1) THE REQUEST TO
INFIL TWO WINDOWS ON THE EAST ELEVATION WITH BRICK AND, 2) TO PAINT OR
APPLY SEALER TO ANY OF THE EXTERIOR MASONRY. THE MOTION IS BASED ON
THE LOCAL PRESERVATION GUIDELINES AND THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S
STANDARDS 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 9 & 10. SUPPORTED by Mr. Maxam. MOTION CARRIED
UNANIMOUSLY.
____________________________________________________________________________
604-606 Union SE (HER) – Request to replace metal front porch roof with asphalt shingles.
There was no representation for the application. Ms. Baker related that the porch roof is failing.
It has been haphazardly patched in various locations over time. The applicant wishes to replace
the porch roof with an asphalt shingle to match the house roof.
Ms. Uebbing felt it made more sense to have shingles on the porch since the house is also
shingled.
Mr. Rodriguez disagreed. It is common to have a standing seam porch roof on a shingled
house. Ms. Baker agreed; it was common to mismatch. Mr. Rodriguez added that it was done
that way due to the low slope of the roof.
Ms. Baker noted that nearly every porch roof in that area has an asphalt shingle roof regardless
of the pitch. She clarified for Ms. Uebbing that they are not proposing to change the pitch of the
roof. She also clarified that there is no evidence one way or the other indicating whether the
metal roof is original but it doesn’t have to be original to be historic, character defining or
contributing to the building.
Mr. Reader stated that it is very likely historic.
Mr. Rodriguez indicated that he is entirely opposed to replacing a metal roof with shingles. He
feels it is very character defining. He finds the houses around it to be irrelevant for the poor
decisions they made in the past.
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takes a long time for that water to actually get out and the effects of that contained moisture can
live on for a very long time.

Mr. Maxam noted that the house to the north has a steeper porch roof, which is appropriate for
shingles. Generally shingles aren’t recommended for less than a 4/12 pitch.
There was discussion related to the 1936 photo, which did not provide concise information
of a metal roof. The question for the Commission to consider is whether the metal roof is
contributing to the building and is it character defining. The guidelines provide direction based
on the answer to that question.
Mr. Maxam suggested that shingles would likely leak based on the low slope.
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Mr. Rodriguez suggested that that isn’t their consideration. Hypothetically, if they wanted to
install a rubber membrane, which is appropriate for flat roofs, he would be opposed because he
feels metal is character defining for bay windows, porches, dormers, etc. Tin, steel, or copper
roofs were common.
Ms. Baker suggested that the Commission table the request to the next meeting to allow the
applicant an opportunity to be present and discuss their request.

DISCUSSION
320 Madison SE – Ms. Baker related that the property owner was granted approval to install a
rail on the back. The stair rail installed is not what was approved. The Certificate of
Appropriateness required that the top rail terminate into the post. This is a back porch. The
deck has been present for quite some time. There is another set of stairs that goes up and has
the same finish as the subject rail. Ms. Baker asked the Commission if it is a minor enough
change to allow them to retain it.
The consensus was that it was a minor change.
Section 106 review – Ms. Baker related that a Section 106 review is being done for the newest
line of the BRT. Proposed stations would be located at the street and not have any direct
impact; indirect impact would be minimal.
325 Eastern SE – Ms. Baker reviewed a photo of the rail with the Commission. She explained
that a 4 x 4 post with a turned handrail on the side was added to the front steps.
Mr. Maxam suggested a black pipe rail. Ms. Baker indicated that that was her first thought as
well but nothing is going to look right because nothing added will be consistent with the metal
rail that is existing. Housing is requiring the stair rail. Mr. Reader agreed that a black pipe rail
would be the least obtrusive.
301 College NE – Ms. Baker presented before and after photos of the rail. She noted that it is
the exact same design and location. The only difference is that it is approximately one panel
width taller than what was present. It is on the side of the house but faces Crescent because it
is on the corner of College and Crescent. Ms. Baker indicated that the new rail is approximately
4-5 inches taller than the rail they replaced. She asked if the Commission considers it a minimal
change in this location or is it a negative impact and should be cut down.
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Mr. Reader MOVED TO TABLE THE REQUEST TO THE SEPTEMBER MEETING TO ALLOW
THE APPLICANT AN OPPORTUNITY TO BE PRESENT. SUPPORTED by Ms. Baldwin.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

The Commission didn’t feel it was noticeable without the “before” information. Mr. Reader
suggested sending them a letter advising them that the change was observed but found to be a
minimal enough change that enforcement wouldn’t be pursued. The letter should also advise
them that they should seek approval for future changes prior to work being done.
Ms. Baker asked if the Commission considers this minimal or should it be cut down.
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Mr. Maxam stated that had it come before the Commission in the form of an application he
would have voted to approve.
Ms. Baldwin related that she was borderline.
Mr. Reader was comfortable with the change.

The consensus reached was that it was a minimal change and enforcement is not necessary.
Staff will send the owner a letter advising them of the observation, that no action would be
taken, and that future changes should be approved first.
PUBLIC COMMENT – None.
ADJOURNED – 6:15 p.m.
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Mr. Rodriguez stated that he didn’t like it but didn’t feel strongly about it either.
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Minutes of the
GRAND RAPIDS HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
5:00 p.m. Wednesday, September 2, 2015
1120 Monroe Ave. NW
Public Hearing Room 2nd Floor
CALL TO ORDER

ABSENT: Kerry Baldwin
STAFF PRESENT: Rhonda Baker, Richard Garbrecht, and recording secretary Carol
Gornowich
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES of August 5, 2015 – Ms. Miller MOVED TO APPROVE the
minutes of the August 5, 2015 meeting. SUPPORTED by Mr. Rodriguez. All in favor. MOTION
CARRIED.

STAFF COMMUNICATIONS AND REPORTS
Certificates of Appropriateness Issued by Staff
333 Donald SE
241 Wellington SE
863 Fairmount SE
60 Union NE

213 College NE
334 Hollister SE
401 Crescent NE
533 Paris SE

326 College SE
18 Prospect SE
25 Sheldon SE
460 Fountain NE

304 Robey SE
216 James SE
578 College SE

OLD BUSINESS
101 E Fulton (LL) – Tabled to the September meeting.
Ms. Uebbing related that the applicant has asked that their postponement be extended to the
November meeting.
Motion by Ms. Gavin, supported by Ms. Miller, to table the request until 11/4/2015. Motion
carried unanimously.
____________________________________________________________________________
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MEMBERS PRESENT: Emily Uebbing, David Maxam, Michael Rodriguez, Christopher Reader,
Lisa Miller, and Jenn Gavin

265 James SE (CHD) – Request to retain glass block in basement windows.
Ms. Uebbing indicated that this applicant would like their application postponed until the October
meeting.
Motion by Ms. Miller, supported by Ms. Gavin, to table the request until the October
meeting. Motion carried unanimously.
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604 Union SE (HER) – Tabled to allow applicant an opportunity to appear.
There was no representation for the application and consideration was moved to the end of the
agenda.
____________________________________________________________________________
111 S. Division (HSD) – The request to retain the mural was placed into subcommittee and
extended back in June.

Mr. Rodriguez related that he and Ms. Miller met with the property owner last week but the
stripper was not ready to be demonstrated and another meeting was rescheduled for a time
when he could not be present.
Ms. Miller stated that they met on site this morning and there was no attempt to remove the
paint with chemical strippers. There was a duct tape adhesion test where they took a piece of
duct tape, placed it on the painted surface, let it sit for ten minutes, and then pulled it off to
reveal there wasn’t any paint that came with the tape.
Ms. Gavin added that that test was in one location. The applicant indicated that his contractor
recommended that he not attempt the chemical strippers. The subcommittee advised them to
bring that to the Commission at large.
Ms. Uebbing asked Mr. Rodriguez if he had any insight based on his experience.
Mr. Rodriguez indicated that he has never used chemical stripper on masonry. He did confer
with colleagues who have. In the case of the soft, sand-lime brick they described that each
circumstance is unique. In their experience it was not impossible but very difficult and required
repeated applications.
Property owner Bob Dykstra was present along with his contractor Rick Bylsma. Mr. Bylsma
related that at the request of Mr. Dykstra he went to the property and reviewed the situation.
Mr. Dykstra asked him if he could remove the paint with a chemical stripper. Mr. Bylsma
advised him that he has done that before and it doesn’t work. Peel Away 7 is the product likely
being suggested here. Mr. Bylsma commented on the condition of the brick relating that some
of it has been brush blasted; a quick blast with sand. That process compromises the common
brick because the strength of common brick is the face. Once the face is compromised the
brick turns into power, which is why wire brushing, wire wheeling, sandblasting and power
washing are not advisable. When you apply a chemical stripper to common brick, whether or
not the face has been compromised, the stripper sucks into the brick. The process involves
applying one gallon of stripper to 50 sq. ft. A fiber backed paper is then applied and it is to
remain for 24-36 hours. When you peel the paper off the paint is supposed to stick to the
fibered backing but it doesn’t. In his experience it may come off after two or three coats but if
there isn’t enough material/paint for it to adhere to it doesn’t work. Mr. Bylsma stated that he
isn’t sure what the artist used; it almost seems to be a solid color stain/oil because there is no
build to it or mill thickness. It doesn’t look like paint or latex stain and it has soaked in. Mr.
Bylsma stated that he is confident the stripper won’t work and he can’t wire brush it because the
brick will be damaged. He also stated that he can’t get it out of the mortar. Even with the Peel
Away it wouldn’t pull it out of the cracks and crevices. Mr. Bylsma stated that Peel Away works
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Subcommittee members were identified; Mr. Rodriguez, Ms. Miller, and Ms. Gavin.
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okay with a hardened brick. He has used it on pillars and siding. Mr. Bylsma stated that the
duct tape is the classic test for adhesion. Whatever the artist used has soaked in and there is
no mill thickness to it at all. He suggested that the only way to get it off would be to wire wheel
it, which would be a mess and would damage the brick more than what would be removed. As
far as the brick holding moisture, Mr. Bylsma stated that it is breathing and it is letting moisture
through. If the product used were removed it would cause the bricks to be a powdery mess that
would have to be coated with something because of the damage. There are some clear
products that could be used but the paint will be in the mortar joints for a long time.

Ms. Baker replied that it is one of them. There are a number of similar products with essentially
the same base and Peel Away is the only one that uses the paper. The other products are just
a thick gel application but have the same basic chemical compounds.
Mr. Bylsma related that he used the product on a chimney on Madison. He put two applications
on and was able to remove the paint from the brick but it remained in the mortar joints and all
the small crevices because it just won’t peel it out, which is why contractors use power washers.
Anything over 1,000 psi is illegal but some do it anyway.
Ms. Gavin asked Mr. Bylsma how many times he has used the product on common brick.
Mr. Bylsma replied that he has done that twice and in both cases the brick was in good
condition but had been painted. Mr. Bylsma identified the locations as Westminster Church and
the other was the chimney on Madison. Mr. Bylsma stated that when the subject brick was
sandblasted it created profile; little divots and pits which hold the paint. With common brick that
has been brush blasted it is loaded with profile and he doesn’t believe he would be able to get
the paint out without crumbling the brick.
Ms. Gavin recalled from the site visit that Mr. Bylsma stated that only a portion of the building
had been brush blasted.
Mr. Bylsma agreed stating that the portion that was blasted is visually different and the
hardened face is gone.
Ms. Miller asked Mr. Bylsma if he had a recommendation for an instance when it is necessary to
apply paint to brick; what type of paint provides the most moisture transmission.
Mr. Bylsma stated that there is a masonry stain product but he has had the best luck when
priming with oil based primer that is thinned. It slows the dry so that it soaks in. Whatever is
used initially is what you want to soak in. He stated that he usually puts an additive like EmulsaBond into latex and it slows the dry so that when you put it on it soaks in. A top quality 100%
acrylic is applied over it and he has had great experience putting paint on common brick.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Sep 2, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Ms. Gavin asked Ms. Baker if the Peel Away 7 is the product she recommended to the
applicant.

Mr. Rodriguez asked Mr. Bylsma if he has any experience removing paint from limestone. He
noted that there are limestone sills on that wall as well.
Mr. Bylsma stated that he has tried and it is basically the same thing. If the first coat soaks in it
is basically impossible, similar to stucco. It has so much profile you can’t get it out of all the
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holes and crevices. If the first coat dries really fast and has a lot of build then it will come right
off when heated up.
Mr. Rodriguez recalled from the original consideration on this matter that some of the mural
extends onto adjacent buildings. The HPC received letters/testimony from those building
owners that they did not want the mural there. He asked Mr. Dykstra if that was the case.
Mr. Dykstra agreed that one building owner does not want it there.

Ms. Baker advised that the HPC is considering the original request of the applicant; to retain the
paint on the wall.
Ms. Gavin asked if the mural has to be approved by the Arts Council if the HPC approves
retaining the mural.
Ms. Baker replied no. Staff has already had a conversation with them. It isn’t an advertisement.
Mr. Rodriguez asked about the adjacent property that doesn’t want paint on their wall.
Ms. Baker replied that staff can work with them to remove it if possible. The HPC cannot hold
this applicant to testing removal on the neighboring property. It is a private property issue and
they will have to work it out amongst themselves.
Ms. Gavin recalled from the site visit that it appeared that a couple of stripping tests had
occurred on the building to the west; there were several areas that weren’t painted.
Ms. Baker indicated that that building is owned by United Way and she can discuss that with
them.
Mr. Dykstra stated that the United Way building was painted when he bought his property and it
goes back quite a while but the artist did paint over that pre-existing paint.
Ms. Uebbing drew the discussion back to the original request; to retain the paint.
Mr. Maxam asked the sub-committee if they felt everything that could reasonably be tried had
been done and how they feel about the results. There were a good number of neighbors
unhappy with the mural application and if removal could work to a certain degree that may be
positive.
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Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none.

Ms. Baker advised that the HPC is not considering the mural/content; it is simply consideration
of paint on the wall.
Ms. Gavin indicated that her concern after hearing testimony is that the brick may be in better
shape if the mural is painted over with the proper paints to protect it. Mr. Bylsma indicated that
an oil based primer and a high quality acrylic top coat would fare well. She didn’t recall that they
heard testimony as to whatever is on the brick will protect the brick in any way. If it is just a
colorant it may be leaving the sand blasted brick exposed.
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Ms. Baker advised that the HPC should consider whether the paint is doing harm, which is a
base reason for not allowing painting of masonry; it harms the actual product. That should be
the first question considered before the HPC ponders whether another coat of something is
necessary because what was originally applied is actually harming the building. Ms. Baker
clarified that the first question to consider is whether the existing coat of paint is doing any
detriment to the building.
Ms. Uebbing noted that because of the brush blasting the brick face has been compromised.

Mr. Maxam asked what percent of the façade has compromised brick.
Ms. Uebbing noted that the brick is already failing and the paint on it isn’t protecting it.
Ms. Baker clarified that the considerations for the HPC are whether the paint is currently
causing detriment and, would removing it cause the brick further detriment or worse detriment
than the paint is; what is best for the health of the brick façade?
Ms. Gavin added that another consideration is whether something should be done further to
stabilize it. She noted that the HPC received an opinion that removal of the paint would make it
worse but they haven’t heard an opinion that the brick is healthy and stable in its present
conditions and whether the colorant/stain may be leaving it as exposed as it would have been
had it just been brush blasted. Ms. Gavin recalled that there is approximately 30% that has
been blasted.
Ms. Miller asked if they are to consider whether it should be painted again now that it has been
painted with a mural that isn’t desirable to neighbors.
Ms. Baker replied that it is an existing painted surface and theoretically you could paint it again.
Murals are supposed to be approved by the Arts Advisory Council before they are done.
Mr. Reader clarified that the options are to leave it or have it removed.
Ms. Gavin added that another option would be to paint over it.
Ms. Baker explained to Ms. Gavin that they would have to have justification for requiring it be
painted over.
Ms. Gavin indicated that she would like an opinion as to whether the brick is stable in its present
condition. It has been blasted in some form and the face of the brick is gone. Therefore, the
brick is open to the elements. There is a light coat of some kind of colorant on it and they don’t
know if that is sufficient to prevent moisture from seeping in from the exterior.
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Ms. Baker stated that there is spalling at the top. There is a varying state of condition.

Ms. Baker explained that there is no way to prove that that compromise was part of this
particular project. The blasting could have been done decades ago.
Ms. Uebbing agreed with Mr. Reader then that the considerations for the Commission are
retaining it or finding a way to remove it and which is more harmful.
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Ms. Miller stated that she doesn’t feel removal has been fully explored. The task of testing the
chemical strippers was not completed, which is what the sub-committee was for; to witness that
and it wasn’t even attempted. Does the Commission need to see that or do they rely solely on
the testimony?

Ms. Gavin surmised then that if it is possible to remove the paint from the brick face without
further damage to it that that might be an improvement.
Mr. Rodriguez agreed. He feels the entire wall needs to be repointed but he isn’t sure they can
hold the applicant to that as part of this application.
Ms. Gavin suggested it is worth considering that a fair portion of the wall may have the brick
face intact. The adhesion test was on one portion of the wall as well so they don’t know if it was
adhering well on the brick that had been blasted and not on the brick that hadn’t been blasted.
Ms. Gavin agreed with Ms. Miller that the task that the sub-committee was charged with
overseeing hasn’t been completed. While she respects Mr. Bylsma’s opinion they might be
remiss if they don’t try it. He indicated that he has only attempted this on two buildings despite
his lengthy and prestigious career.
Mr. Reader agreed that the testing wasn’t very thorough and pretty far from a scientific test. It
would have been nice to see the test actually done in a couple of areas. At the same time he is
somewhat skeptical of success.
Mr. Maxam interjected that the level of success is another consideration. Obviously it won’t be
possible to get every little bit out of every mortar joint and probably not off of every bit of brick. If
the concern is the health of the brick and it can be made to breathe 90% better than it does now
then the bricks that still have their face may benefit from the removal. It may be that they want to
require something be put on the bricks that have been blasted to better protect them.
Mr. Reader clarified that applying a coating to protect deteriorating brick is not before them as
part of this consideration. The brick will disintegrate over time.
Mr. Rodriguez agreed. However, it will occur very slowly unless there is direct water in a
consistent way.
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Mr. Rodriguez expressed that it is frustrating, particularly given how much effort went into
multiple site visits and scheduling. However, he is satisfied with Mr. Bylsma’s testimony, given
his experience, that there may not be a way to successfully remove the paint from the brick.
However, whether or not paint would or would not be removed from mortar joints isn’t
necessarily a concern to Mr. Rodriguez because mortar is always the sacrificial element of a
masonry wall.

Mr. Reader indicated that he would like to see an actual attempt on the solid faced bricks as
well as the blasted bricks.
Ms. Uebbing asked if tabling again is the appropriate course of action. She also asked if the
sub-committee is willing to make another site visit.
Ms. Baker agreed that if actual testing is desired then the action the Commission should take
would be to table.
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Ms. Miller indicated that she would like to see the chemical applied and given the proper curing
time. She does not want to see them perform the test; she wants to see the finished product.
Mr. Reader MOVED TO TABLE TO THE NEXT MEETING TO ALLOW THE SUBCOMMITTEE AN OPPORTUNITY TO REVIEW TWO APPLICATIONS OF STAFF
RECOMMENDED CHEMICAL REMOVER; ONE AREA OF BLASTED BRICK AND ONE
AREA OF NON-BLASTED BRICK. SUPPORTED by Ms. Miller. MOTION CARRIED
UNANIMOUSLY.

Ms. Uebbing clarified that the Commission desires that the due diligence be done. They will
address it further once they’ve seen the actual tests performed.
____________________________________________________________________________
NEW BUSINESS
1030 Wealthy SE (WSD) – Request total rehabilitation of building including removal of concrete
block additions; replace windows and alter landscaping.
Tom Nemitz, Cornerstone Architects, was present to discuss the application. Mr. Nemitz
explained that this building is a small, one-story building located to the west of 1034 Wealthy.
They believe that the building was constructed in the 1920’s for Ebling Blacksmiths. They
propose removal of the concrete block additions on the east and north sides, which they don’t
feel are contributing and they believe were added at some point in the ‘50’s based on limited
photos they have. They also propose restoring the glazed clay terra cotta tile that was often
used for structural support. In this case it is a finish material, although the corners are brick.
There are some remainders of steel sash windows, primarily on the west side, that they intend
to keep and restore and likely install storm windows on the interior if the building gets used. At
this point there is no intended use for the building other than storage for some of the bikes that
the employees would use. Off of the alley there is an overhead garage door they may utilize for
recycling and trash to keep it off of the alley. Mr. Nemitz continued relating that any place they
have the glazed tile they intend to tuckpoint and repair. Based on what they can see it appears
to be in relatively good shape. They aren’t quite sure what conditions they will uncover when
they remove the concrete block. They have some methods for repair, primarily using epoxy and
some glazing. Mr. Nemitz related that they plan to replace some windows and also add
windows on the east side. Those windows would be replicas of what they propose for the 1034
building, which is a replica factory sash window. It has a steel look but aluminum material. The
back side of the building will have a replacement garage door similar to the existing door. They
plan to explore the possibility of repairing the existing door, as that would be their first choice. If
replacement is necessary, they have found some comparable doors that were included in the
application packet. Mr. Nemitz stated that there are no indications as to what was originally on
the north face. When they take the concrete block feature off they are suggesting a design for
the north side that they feel fits with some of the other character of the window style. They are
also requesting to add canopies. A new roof is proposed. There are sky lights that are covered
over currently. They intend to keep those as is for now. They hope to find a use for the building
in the future and would open those up. There is also quite a bit of landscaping proposed for the
courtyard between the buildings and in front of this building.
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Mr. Dykstra asked what if it doesn’t work.

Mr. Reader asked if the opening exists behind the concrete block structure now.
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Mr. Nemitz replied that what they are left with once the concrete block is taken out is an opening
about 8-10 ft. wide, which is what they would infil with the window and door structure proposed.
The canopy would be above it.
Ms. Uebbing clarified that they won’t be increasing the size of the opening; they will simply fit a
window and door into the existing opening.

Ms. Miller asked how many windows are being added to the east elevation and whether the
door opening is existing.
Mr. Nemitz replied that there is a door there now. They will install a new window and door.
Ms. Miller asked if every opening is new.
Mr. Nemitz replied that there are three new openings proposed. There is one that exists that
has the old factory sash.
Ms. Uebbing clarified the east elevation, moving left to right, is identified on the rendering as 7,
7, 5, 7, 1. The 1 represents an existing opening and the 7’s are new openings.
Mr. Nemitz agreed. The #5 represents the existing door.
Ms. Miller noted the presence of a sill over the existing window on the east elevation. She
asked if they would be replicating that.
Mr. Nemitz replied that they will replicate both the concrete lentil and the concrete sill on the
new openings. It is a detail that is consistent on the building.
Mr. Rodriguez related that he used to work at this address and he is excited to see it brought to
a higher use. With respect to the roof, it is a tin roof that is only about 15 years old and could
last a very long time. He recommended that they retain the handmade copper sky lights.
Mr. Nemitz agreed that they will retain the sky lights.
Mr. Rodriguez asked about the glazed structural block. He noted that there are a few places
where the existing block is damaged. He asked if they are able to find a source to replicate
something similar or perhaps a patch that would replicate that surface.
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Mr. Nemitz agreed that they are working with the width of the opening. It looks like at some
point someone had torn something out and expanded with the block addition.

Mr. Nemitz replied that they have been successful in the past in finding glazed but often times it
is unglazed because it was used as a backup. They have been successful in finding glazed,
and sometimes pieces of glazed, which is also helpful because they can epoxy the face in
place. They aren’t sure of the exact quantities necessary until they get the block off. They
would be willing to return to the HPC after they remove the block portions and present samples
of what they may need to recreate. If they aren’t able to find a reasonable match they have
casted independently and glazed it.
Ms. Gavin suggested reusing what they remove for the windows.
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Mr. Nemitz replied that he isn’t certain they are removing much of the clay tile. There are a
couple of areas where they may be able to salvage where they are creating the new openings
but he isn’t aware of the condition underneath the block. Even if they can salvage the faces,
that will be helpful.
Ms. Baker clarified for the Commission that this project and the 1034 Wealthy project are tax
credit projects that will be subject to additional review.

Mr. Nemitz explained that they typically set the structure away from the actual wall construction
and use threaded rods going in so that it is a small hole opening. They will certainly try to hit the
mortar joints but with the clay tile it is somewhat haphazard. Whatever damage is done will be
minimal; the size of a threaded rod. One of the benefits to adding the new openings and the
concrete lentil is that it enables them to possibly utilize that, and the joints between it and above,
for the mounting.
Mr. Reader asked if they will be installing a lentil behind the north elevation canopy.
Mr. Nemitz replied that they will be for aesthetic and structural reasons.
Mr. Rodriguez recalled that the fascia of the south façade is wood.
Mr. Nemitz agreed. They will repaint that as is.
Ms. Miller asked about lighting.
Mr. Nemitz replied that they will be putting lighting in the canopies of this building. There is also
some site lighting proposed. Mr. Nemitz stated that the lighting installed in the canopies will be
down-lighting and won’t cause the canopies to glow.
Ms. Baker related that the bulk of the proposed landscaping will be on the 1030 site. Therefore,
she advised the Commission to review that aspect.
Mr. Reader asked if the entry canopy detail is the final design or just what they think might
happen once they get the block down.
Mr. Nemitz clarified that they aren’t sure of the size. The image is accurate from the standpoint
that they intend to use a divided light metal system that has a door in it with a transom above
the door. In terms of whether it is 10 ft. wide or 8 ft. wide they will either add or remove a divided
light panel. The concept is what they propose, they just aren’t certain of the dimensions at this
point.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Sep 2, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Ms. Uebbing asked if the canopies will be mounted into mortar joints.

Ms. Baker suggested that those details can be worked out with staff.
Mr. Maxam clarified that the intent is to respect the existing opening and not take out any more
of the tiles.
Mr. Reader clarified that he wants it to be what is shown, or something very similar, and not be
surprised.
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Mr. Nemitz expressed his understanding.
Ms. Uebbing suggested the Commission consider the landscaping.
Ms. Baker noted that an ornamental fence, brick piers, rain garden and reflecting pool are
proposed. Currently it is concrete, asphalt and dirt.

Mr. Nemitz responded to comments relating that the proposed café table seating will not be
permanent. If a future tenant of the 1030 building doesn’t want furniture there then it likely won’t
happen. The intention is that it would be a great outdoor space for both buildings, once
occupied, to utilize. He described the proposed reflecting pool as a stainless steel tub/trough. It
will be approximately 36” above grade but the exact details haven’t been worked out. It will be
high enough that you could see it if seated but not so high that you have to look over. Mr.
Nemitz provided some history noting again that this was originally constructed for a blacksmith.
The area where they hooked harnesses and horses to the side of the building is still intact.
When the landscape architect first came up with the reflecting pool idea Mr. Nemitz likened it to
a trough for horses, although he believes it was unintentional. The idea is that it would be
above ground and easy to maintain. If future owners don’t want it then it is something that can
be easily removed.
Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none. Ms. Uebbing related receipt of a letter
from the East Hills Council of Neighbors expressing their support for this request as well as the
1034 Wealthy request.
Ms. Baker asked if the Commission is comfortable with the proposed ornamental fence.
The Commission was agreeable. Ms. Gavin noted that it could be removed in the future. Ms.
Uebbing noted that the maximum permitted height is 4’.
Ms. Gavin questioned the appropriateness of the addition of window openings on the east
façade. It seems to introduce a new pattern and destroy historic block in the process.
Mr. Rodriguez noted that there are window openings in the block addition. The only new
window opening on that elevation is adjacent to the existing opening for the door in the middle.
Mr. Reader clarified that they aren’t certain what is present behind the block addition. He asked
if there are openings present behind that addition.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Sep 2, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Mr. Maxam stated that what is present is not character defining.

Mr. Rodriguez clarified that there are two openings in the block addition.
Ms. Miller suggested that the proposed placement of the new openings is sensitive to the overall
character and she doesn’t’ think that takes away from the character of the original building by
adding a few openings toward the back.
Ms. Uebbing added that it is a change of use for the building and the addition of windows
doesn’t diminish the appearance of the building.
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Mr. Maxam asked if the new will be differentiated from the old enough. He suggested that
maybe they not replicate the lentil detail, although he is comfortable with it as proposed.
Additionally, it will be subject to further review.
Ms. Gavin clarified that the particular concern she has is the window being added adjacent to
the door. She feels it destroys some symmetry that seems to be the hallmark of the building.
On the west elevation the windows are symmetric and the addition of the window adjacent to
the door doesn’t seem to be in keeping with the character of the rest of the building.

Ms. Uebbing stated that given the location it won’t be visible as shown in two dimensions.
Mr. Rodriguez stated that he isn’t opposed to the addition of new openings but he is curious
about how the new factory style windows will look. He asked if anyone has experience with
those.
Mr. Maxam asked Mr. Nemitz if the windows proposed are the same windows used on the
American Seating building.
Mr. Nemitz replied that he believes the windows on the American Seating building are Tubelite.
They are considering a couple of different manufacturers for these buildings. The reason they
submitted the St. Cloud cut sheets is that they know those have been approved for tax incentive
projects before. There are no less than four manufacturers that are approved for the factory
style constructed of aluminum. St. Cloud and Parrett both keep the rail sizes narrow like the
original steel were. However, they are aluminum and therefore a little thicker than the steel
profiles. The glazing putty joints are very similar. They are replicated in the aluminum on the
divided lights.
Mr. Maxam recalled that the critical aspect when replicating large areas of factory sash is that
the lights are individually divided so that each pane of glass makes its own reflection as
opposed to getting one big reflection from the entire window that is just gridded off.
Ms. Miller MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION AS SUBMITTED AND PER
TESTIMONY BASED ON THE LOCAL PRESERVATION GUIDELINES AND THE
SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 9 & 10. SUPPORTED by
Mr. Rodriguez. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
____________________________________________________________________________
1034 Wealthy SE (WSD) – Request total rehabilitation of building including opening the
storefront; replacing and adding windows; and adding canopies.
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Mr. Reader finds it to be both asymmetric and symmetric based on the actual facades.

Mr. Nemitz was present to discuss this application as well. He explained that this building is
located to the east of the previously reviewed building. It is a two-story building with a
combination of textured face brick on the Wealthy St. façade and sand lime brick on the other
three sides. The building has a regular pattern of windows on the west side that will be replaced
with the factory sash replicas. Currently there is a mix match of different kinds of infills in those
openings; a combination of double hung with infill and plastic with infill. They propose utilizing
the existing openings and installing the new windows. The Wealthy Street façade, based on
historic photos, had a 6 over 1 window pattern. They will replace the upper level windows with
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the 6 over 1 double hung style window. Currently they are a vinyl clad standard double hung.
The lower level storefront currently has a wood siding placed over it. They peeled away one
area on the inside and discovered that there is a diffused glass transom and what appears to be
the original framing for that. The lower window has some cracks in it but the glass appears to
be intact. They plan to pull all of the wood off and they hope that the frame will be in decent
shape, repairable, or that they can recreate the frame based on evidence beneath. They will
likely replace the panes with an insulated glass unit because of the cracks but if the diffused
glass is in good shape they would love to retain it. They have also found a replica for that glass
but wish to compare the two side by side to be sure of a close match. The hope is that the store
front can be restored to what is shown in the historic photos of the grocery store. New doors will
be placed on the Wealthy Street façade on each side of the building. On the east side they plan
to replace the windows and glass block that exists in some of those openings but also add new
openings. In the past there was a building that abutted this building but it is no longer there.
The lot is used for parking and will continue to be used for parking. The proposed new
openings would be consistent with the pattern on the west side. Where windows aren’t shown
relates to structural walls inside that define where the old elevator and stair were. Windows will
also be replaced on the back side. There is an overhead door that is not historic and they
propose replacing that with what is shown on the elevations. There will be some tuckpointing
required but it is minimal. Some tuckpointing work has been done already on the parapet.
There will also be some cleaning but it will be done per the preservation briefs and National
Park Service Standards. Mr. Nemitz related that this building will also have canopies identical
to those proposed for 1030 Wealthy. The elevations provided in the packet identify the
proposed locations. There are new overhead doors that will be added. There is an overhead
door on the northwest corner facing west that will be replaced with a glass opening, which they
feel will be more in keeping with the pattern of the factory sashes they are installing. This
building will also get a new roof. The limestone accents on the top of the Wealthy St. façade will
be retained. There is clay tile that forms the parapet cap and typically they are able to pop
those off, run a membrane underneath and then reinstall them. That is the intent unless they
discover those tiles are in bad shape. The fencing proposed is intended to shield the parking lot
to the east and will provide a continuous street front presence from 1030 to 1042 Wealthy.
There is lighting proposed. A historic photo depicts an original surface applied RLM shade type
fixture and that is what they propose in some areas for some general lighting; basically in the
same location as shown on the photo or as close as they can determine.
Mr. Nemitz clarified for Mr. Reader that where ever there are existing openings they are using
that opening. Typically the lentils are already in place so if you widen those then the lentil
support is compromised. They would certainly not reduce the size of the opening. Mr. Nemitz
again clarified that they are proposing new openings.
Mr. Reader referred to the west elevation. He asked if the width, including the door and two
panes, is the width of the current window.
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Mr. Nemitz agreed.
Mr. Reader asked what their approach will be if the parapet tiles are in bad condition.
Mr. Nemitz related that they are difficult to find and salvage and that also depends on how many
they would need. If it becomes very difficult or they start breaking they would likely come back
and ask for a metal wrap at the top and more consistent with what is being done today as
opposed to the old clay. They have done it on a couple of different buildings and in some cases
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they pop off really well and other times they have been very brittle and difficult to remove. If
necessary they would come back and provide detail on a prefinished metal coping to top that
off. They were successful in removing the tile at the 16 Ionia building but unsuccessful with the
25 Ionia building; same neighborhood, different conditions.

Mr. Nemitz replied that they will probably keep it in tact for many of the same reasons the
Commission heard in an earlier consideration this evening. The sand lime brick is rather tender.
The brick on this building is actually in pretty good shape and in most cases the hard fired face
is intact with the exception of a couple of spots on the back where it isn’t. Sometimes more
harm can be done than leaving it on and hoping it wears off. Mr. Nemitz is aware that that paint
has been on there a while but they probably won’t try to remove it. Another thought they’ve had,
where it interferes with the aesthetics, is to try to match the color of the sand lime brick with a
covering but that can sometimes run into issues with permeability. For now he feels the safest
alternative is to cut the opening in and leave what is there there.
Mr. Rodriguez referred to the application noting that they intend to follow the preservation briefs
regarding tuckpointing. In order to match the color, texture and profile accurately he suggested
they will have to rake back the joints and often it is a detail that doesn’t make it down the line to
the masons that are actually doing the work.
Mr. Nemitz agreed. Often they have the specifications accompany the construction documents.
They will include the mortar mix in the specifications, which in these cases it would be a high
lime content; softer mortar. With the textured brick they should actually Vaseline the brick and
then mortar it because if the mortar gets in the texture it is extremely difficult to get out. Those
nuances would be included in the specifications. They also typically ask for a mock-up of the
mortar mix after drying of what the color sample would be.
Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none.
Mr. Rodriguez finds the application to be very well thought out.
Ms. Gavin added that it is in keeping with the Standards.
Ms. Miller added that the addition of new window openings on the east façade has been well
thought out and is sensitive to what is present on the west façade. If there hadn’t historically
been an abutting building it is very likely there would have been windows there.
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Mr. Rodriguez observed that there are some isolated locations of paint on the brick. The most
severe area is at the northeast corner. It appears that a lot of that will be removed with the
expanded door opening. He asked if they have researched any ideas for what will remain.

Ms. Baker suggested that there will likely be some minor changes as they work through the
project. They will be working with SHPO and the National Park Service also. Would it be
acceptable to the Commission for staff to review and approve minor changes assuming that the
Park Service is agreeable to the change(s)?
The Commission agreed.
Ms. Baker noted on one elevation that she crossed off signage and it was not part of this
application. If they would like to do simple, non-lit letters that are sized correctly, meet Zoning
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requirements, and are on top of the canopy, is that something that staff can review? If they
change it, want to light it, or do some other kind of signage she can bring it back to the
Commission.

Mr. Maxam MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION AS SUBMITTED AND PER
TESTIMONY BASED ON THE LOCAL PRESERVATION GUIDELINES AND THE
SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 9 & 10 WITH THE
STIPULATION THAT ANY MINOR CHANGES ARE SUBJECT TO STAFF REVIEW AND
APPROVAL. SUPPORTED by Ms. Miller. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
____________________________________________________________________________
38 W. Fulton (HSD) – Request to install a non-lit upper level wall sign on west elevation.
Ms. Baker noted that updated plans were placed at Commissioner’s seats.
Sherry Willis, CWD Real Estate, and Kevin Curtis, Sign-A-Rama, were present to discuss the
request. Ms. Willis explained that they would like to add a sign to the west side of the building
to allow for a major tenant to have signage. What they propose is similar to what was done at 1
Fulton for the Grand Rapids Brewing Co.
Ms. Miller asked if the sign in the photo is to scale.
Kevin Curtis replied that it is close to scale. Ms. Willis stated that they don’t want it to be too
large. Her understanding is that they would be permitted a larger sign, per code, but they felt it
looked out of scale with the building.
Mr. Maxam asked the depth of the sign.
Mr. Curtis replied that the letters are ¼ inch thick. There would be studs on the back side of the
letters that would go through the face of the metal panel and bolt from the back side.
Ms. Miller clarified that the letters are mounted to a large panel.
Ms. Willis agreed adding that the panel would be painted to match the building so it wouldn’t be
seen. By doing that there wouldn’t be as many holes in the building.
Ms. Baker asked if there is sufficient room from the top of the sign to the beginning of the
architectural detail for the lights so they stay out of the architectural detail.
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The Commission agreed.

Ms. Willis replied that their most recent representation didn’t show the lights. What they
propose for lighting would be to have a non-permanent structure behind the parapet that the
lights would be attached to and come over the top of the parapet. Ms. Willis provided the
example of Grand Rapids Brewing stated that the proposed lights would be smaller and they
would use fewer; likely 3-4 lights across the sign.
Ms. Baker advised that they will have to come back with full detail of the proposed lighting. The
Grand Rapids Brewing sign is much closer to the top of the building than the proposed sign.
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Mr. Reader asked if the sign panel will be mounted into mortar joints.
Ms. Willis replied yes.

Ms. Baker clarified that an approval of this request should include the condition that they receive
necessary Zoning approvals and/or a variance.
Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none.
Mr. Reader stated that he has no objection to the sign. He asked though what would happen if
they receive a request for a sign over the next set of windows.
Ms. Baker replied that the Commission would be looking at a new request independently and if
it isn’t appropriate then it’s not. Just because one sign is approved doesn’t mean all signs
requested would be approved.
Ms. Baker asked that if the Commission approves this request that they clarify that the approval
is based on the drawing submitted 8/31/15.
Mr. Maxam asked if they know whether there is a row lock brick or soldier course above the
arches. He clarified that the sign should be above that detail with a full brick course between.
Mr. Maxam MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION, PER THE DRAWING SUBMITTED
8/31/2015, WHICH DOES NOT INCLUDE LIGHTING, WITH THE STIPULATION THAT THEY
OBTAIN NECESSARY ZONING APPROVALS/VARIANCES AND THAT THE SIGN BE
PLACED AT LEAST ONE FULL BRICK COURSE ABOVE THE DOUBLE ROW LOCK BRICK
ARCH. THE MOTION IS BASED ON THE LOCAL PRESERVATION GUIDELINES AND THE
SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS 1 & 9. SUPPORTED by Mr. Reader.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
____________________________________________________________________________
256 Prospect SE (HER) – Request to construct side porch and replace a roof.
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Richard Garbrecht, Sign Inspector, provided some background. He explained that upper level
signage is permitted in this zone district but for buildings that are less than 6 stories it counts
against their total allowed wall signage. This particular building has two common entrances.
Common entrances do not authorize any wall signage except for building directory signs, which
are approximately 6 sq. ft. or less. Therefore, the proposed sign would require a variance from
the BZA because there is no available wall signage for this building.

Mr. Rodriguez noted that he is the applicant in this case.
Motion by Ms. Gavin, supported by Mr. Maxam, to recuse Mr. Rodriguez. Motion carried
unanimously.
Mr. Rodriguez related that he has lived in the home for 3 ½ years, the last couple of months as
the homeowner. As a new property owner he has a great list of intended projects. He proposes
to replace a section of asphalt shingles on the northwest area of the roof. He referred to a
photo depicting the front elevation relating that the area in question is the lowest slope above
the small window. It is a very low ceiling interior stairwell that has little to no insulation. The
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combination of the low slope and no insulation has created ice damning issues each of the
winters they have lived there, thus far with minor leaks. They would like to replace that section
of shingles with standing seam copper. Mr. Rodriguez circulated an image depicting how the
metal will meet the shingles of the main roof.

Mr. Rodriguez replied that it is so as not to replace the entire roof; only the lowest slope where
they have the leaking. The metal material is better suited to preventing leaking into the ceiling
from the ice damns. Traditionally the standing seams would be gently hammered flat with a
mallet. A continuous strip of metal flashing then covers the top of those pans and the roofing
material goes over the top of it. The photos circulated shows copper transitioning to slate but
the same principle applies to asphalt shingles.
Ms. Uebbing asked if the copper would extend beyond the front gable where it meets the low
ceiling roof area.
Mr. Rodriguez explained that there is a valley between the front gable and the side gable and it
would go directly underneath that valley. In the drawing it may appear to go above that but it
would be below the valley transition. There is a change in slope and that is where the metal
would stop and the shingles begin.
Ms. Uebbing related that she would be concerned where the gable soffit meets the valley and
then the metal roof and all that is going on in that corner.
Mr. Rodriguez explained that the valley is a closed shingled valley and the standing seam pans
would butt up beneath that. The sheet metal would go directly underneath that valley and then
the shingles on top of that. It will be necessary to remove some of the shingles but they will be
replaced like for like.
Ms. Miller asked if the home was originally built as a duplex.
Mr. Rodriguez replied no; it was originally constructed as a single family. He moved on to the
next item proposed. Based on his research the home was constructed as a single family in
1870. It is a very traditional and humble Victorian vernacular style. There have been at least
two major additions since 1870. The first addition enclosed what he believes was a porch with
the interior stairwell and also the double gable visible from the north elevation. He believes that
was done at some point between 1912 and 1936. A third addition was added to the back side
of the house, which is a very unsightly two-story box that he intends to remove at some point in
the future. Mr. Rodriguez explained that when he looked into what defines not only this property
but also the block, he found that the defining features of the similar vernacular Victorian homes
was a front gabled roof, usually wooden siding with ornamented window trim and other humble
but definite trim details in the soffit. What was missing from their home compared to the others
is a well-defined porch. All of the other surviving homes on the block have front or side porches
of some type. Ms. Baker helped him do some research into houses that are no longer standing.
Mr. Rodriguez circulated photos of two houses that would have been directly south of the
subject property, neither of which remain. They are very similar in the slope of the roof, the
detail of the window trim and have identical window fenestration. Both of the homes had very
prominently placed front porches, which helps him when considering what the character of the
block was at one point. There is currently a covered entrance with two door openings; one for
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Ms. Miller asked the benefit of transitioning from asphalt to copper.
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the upper unit and one for the lower unit. There are four risers and a low sloped hip roof. From
what they can tell it has existed since at least 1936. Due to its age it requires consideration as
to whether or not it is contributing to the character of the property. Their instinct is that it
doesn’t; there is nothing notable about the material or construction method and it doesn’t fit with
the character of the block, based on their research. The proposal is to remove the steps and
the covering above them and replace with an 8 ft. wide, 27 ft. long porch that will cover both
entrances as well as provide for some seating area for themselves and their tenants. The
materials will be what are very common to houses of this age and are well represented on the
block and in other neighboring historic districts. They propose brick piers with a wooden porch
skirt, a 29 inch tall handrail that connects to two newel posts and three full height posts that
support a standing seam copper roof. None of the existing door or window openings will be
altered in any way. All of the trim will remain intact.
Mr. Rodriguez responded to questions relating that the stairs will be beneath the plane of the
roof. He explained that there are two reasons for that. Functionally stairs are often the first thing
that go due to exposure to the weather and in this instance, if he were to put the steps off the
plane of the porch they would empty out almost into the driveway, which he feels is awkward
and unsafe. Mr. Rodriguez referred to the site plan noting the existing foot print of the house
and the foot print of the proposed porch.
Ms. Uebbing noted the presence of a gutter coming off of the double gable that will run off onto
the new porch roof. She asked how that run off will be addressed.
Mr. Rodriguez replied that there is an existing downspout drop between the two north facing
gables. The downspout will terminate at the new roof and there will be a copper, ½ round gutter
around the entire perimeter of the new roof.
Ms. Uebbing noted that there is rhythm in the column, railing, and stairs but in looking at the
elevation the stairs aren’t really landing centered on either door or between the doors.
Mr. Rodriguez explained that one possibility would have been to construct stairs that cover the
full width of both entrances but they thought it made more sense to have them lead up visually
to one entrance considering that at one point it was a single family home and at some point in
the future they are hopeful to turn it back into a single family home.
Mr. Rodriguez responded to Mr. Maxam relating that the home was converted to a two-family at
some point between 1912 and 1936. The oldest insurance map he found was from 1895 and
that showed just the front gable, neither of the side gables, and it didn’t show what is now an
interior stairwell but it implied that there was a porch at that corner. His guess is that the interior
stairs were located on the back of the property and were somehow absorbed into a later
addition or removed but he doesn’t know that for sure. He doesn’t believe the current floor plan
upstairs or down resembles anything like it was originally. He believes that where the low
sloped roof is present now there was likely a porch when first constructed.
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Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none.
Mr. Rodriguez left the room during the Commission’s deliberation.
Ms. Gavin suggested that the low slope roof replacement seems necessary to prevent leaks in
the future.
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Mr. Reader stated that he finds the transition to be odd.
Ms. Gavin noted that she has seen it with a tin roof before but not with a standing seam roof.
Mr. Maxam noted that in the drawing it does look odd but when looking at the photograph you
see a much steeper difference between the two pitches. In the 1936 photo the difference
between the two roof pitches stands out and it seems less strange.

Ms. Miller stated that it is what it is. By changing material it seems to highlight the addition,
which doesn’t take away from the character of the original structure.
Mr. Maxam related that at first he wasn’t in favor of it because it seemed rather arbitrary. Now,
knowing that it was originally a porch, and porches very often had a metal roof, that makes him
think it speaks to the history of the building.
Mr. Reader stated that there is an obvious transition and he is okay with the point where the
change is proposed. It seems like an artful change.
Ms. Gavin stated that she isn’t sure to what extent copper would have been a material that was
used. Standing seam seems odd.
Ms. Uebbing recognized that that statement is contrary to what they said about porch roofs
recently.
Ms. Gavin indicated that she wasn’t present at that meeting but she did review the minutes.
Ms. Baker noted that it is a current standing seam metal roof though.
Ms. Uebbing recalled that she brought up historic standing seam roofs and they do exist.
Ms. Gavin related that she has seen a lot of metal roofs but not a lot of standing seam metal
roofs. She asked if anyone else has seen them.
Mr. Reader replied that he has but usually they are farm house vernacular.
Ms. Baker stated that the only one she is aware of right now is in the 200 block of Lafayette. It
is a high bred Italianate evolved into a Queen Ann. It is original standing seam metal roof and a
block north of it there is another one that has an original standing seam metal roof. They did do
them but there aren’t a lot of examples left in town.
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Mr. Reader agreed that it is also obvious in the ’75 photo.

Mr. Reader clarified that he wasn’t so much objecting to that. It really isn’t a porch roof; it is a
painful mess really.
Ms. Uebbing asked Mr. Reader if he was questioning the copper aspect or that it is standing
seam.
Mr. Reader clarified the metal.
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Ms. Baker stated that she has only seen copper on institutional roofs.
Mr. Reader added that it is a long length of metal. It is a metal roof in a place on a house where
you typically wouldn’t see a metal roof, in his opinion.
Ms. Gavin suggested that copper would be a pretty fine metal for this application. She would
expect to see tin or steel. Ms. Uebbing agreed. Copper is very extravagant, especially for this
type of application.

Ms. Gavin feels it will age to be just as invisible as tin. Mr. Maxam agreed that today copper
tends to age to more of a bronze color more so than the traditional green color. Ms. Miller
suggested that there would really be no difference if they were to approve a standing seam
because those come in colors.
Ms. Uebbing stated that given the vernacular side of it, regardless of the aged look that copper
gains over time, she doesn’t know that the copper material fits this application. She is fine with
the standing seam metal roof for this problem but she feels the copper is too extravagant. If it
were an Italianate or a high Victorian it would make more sense.
Ms. Gavin stated that she sees a lot of metal porch roofs but unless they are outside of district
they are tin or steel. She has seen modern applications of copper roofs but not any historic
copper roofs.
Mr. Maxam stated that he likes the idea of copper because it is a quality material that will hold
up well and likely do a good job with the ice problem. However, using ice and weather shield
underneath shingles may also produce a situation that would stand up to the weather okay. He
isn’t convinced that the copper is the only way to solve the water problem. With the right
flashing and materials he would suspect that could be solved with shingles also. He likes the
fact that the metal calls out that this used to be a porch. The copper will be bright the first few
years but it will age.
Ms. Gavin pointed out that they allow aluminum windows where they used to be steel; the effect
is the same.
Ms. Baker suggested the Commission begin discussion on the porch because the roof being
discussed will tie directly into the new porch roof. It won’t be an isolated roof where everything
else is asphalt. If approved it would also have a rather large porch roof of the same material.
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Ms. Baker asked if the color differentiation will be too much.

Ms. Gavin agreed that that makes sense. She feels the question is whether the metal should be
copper, steel or tin.
Mr. Maxam feels that the new roof could be copper. It is new and would be a differentiation
from the old.
Ms. Uebbing noted however that the porch roof will tie into the low sloped section under
consideration.
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Ms. Miller suggested they first need to agree, or not, that they both need to be the same
material. If they aren’t the same material she suggested it will detract from the character and
create white noise.

Mr. Reader stated that he doesn’t favor metal in the low sloped area. He feels there are ways to
address the water issues. If you are going to the effort of putting on a copper roof he feels there
are other ways to address it in a less visible manner for the same expense. There is a pretty
long history of asphalt shingles in that location. It isn’t a completely flat roof. He stated that that
stretch of roof pains him.
Ms. Baker asked if he reads it more as part of the body of the main roof and should be
consistent with the main roof.
Mr. Reader referred to guidelines 4 and 6 stating that it is now part of the history of the house
and should be replaced with like materials.
Mr. Maxam offered that the argument he would make for metal on that section is that metal roof
in the district generally signifies a porch. It was once a porch and he likes the fact that it tells
the story that this used to be a porch.
Ms. Gavin agreed that it is part of the story of the house.
Mr. Reader agreed but he doesn’t know that it is their charge to tell the story of the missing
porch; it is their charge to judge the house as it is and will be.
Ms. Baker clarified that that wasn’t the former roof of the porch; it is a roof that was put over the
stairs.
Ms. Gavin related that her argument for the metal related to preventing the leaking but if it can
be done with shingles…
Mr. Maxam stated that the metal would be far better to prevent leakage.
Mr. Reader argued then that you could justify the whole roof would be better.
Ms. Gavin disagreed. A new asphalt roof would clearly prevent any leaking on the main
structure.
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The Commission agreed that the two need to be consistent; the same kind of metal. It would be
okay if the low sloped area were redone with shingles.

Ms. Gavin asked staff if they have an opinion with respect to metal being better at preventing
leaking or whether there is something that can be done with flashing and asphalt shingles to
prevent leaking.
Ms. Baker replied that you can do either. It all comes down to how it is installed and how it is
flashed regardless of the material. Ms. Baker stated that she doesn’t have a clear
understanding of exactly where the problem is occurring or what they’ve tried in the past. Mr.
Rodriguez is a new owner but has lived in the house for a few years so he might know some of
the history of how it has been addressed.
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Mr. Reader suggested that if you are going to the expense of installing that much copper roof it
would be reasonable to take the shingles and decking off, insulate, and reinstall asphalt roofing
with modern materials under the shingles.
The Commission discussed asking Mr. Rodriguez what has been done to address the problem
in the past. They decided to discuss the porch first should there be any questions they have for
him on that item.

Ms. Baker related that the Commission can dictate the color of the metal roof just like they do to
a degree with the asphalt because it does affect the weight and how it feels.
Ms. Gavin stated that because this is a new roof she is not opposed to the copper; it
differentiates from the old.
Mr. Maxam added that it will be a little loud at first but it will age out pretty quickly.
Mr. Reader agreed that once it ages he doesn’t suspect a passerby will identify it as copper.
Ms. Gavin suggested it is similar to using fiber cement siding. It isn’t an appropriate material for
the building at the time it was constructed but the appearance is the same as an appropriate
material or close enough to the appearance of an appropriate material to justify the use of it.
Mr. Reader suggested that the first question to consider is whether the existing stair/porch is
contributing.
Mr. Maxam stated that it has obviously been there a very long time but it isn’t original. It has
some character to it but the way the stairs go right up to the door and if walking out the door
there is no flat space to step onto before you go down the stairs.
Ms. Uebbing felt Mr. Rodriguez made a good point in providing photos of other homes on the
block; the character of the block.
Ms. Gavin indicated that it doesn’t look like much thought was put into the existing stair and the
hipped roof is odd. It is a fairly perfunctory way to prevent weather when fumbling with your
keys. It isn’t an intentional design. It wasn’t placed there to add to or contribute to or be in
keeping with the character of the home.
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Ms. Uebbing stated that she appreciates the simplicity of the porch columns, rails, and stairs.
She doesn’t have a problem with the porch itself but the copper roof is too extravagant for this
style of home. A standing seam metal roof, colored or not, would be more appropriate.

The Commission agreed that the existing stair/porch is not contributing.
Ms. Uebbing commented on the scale of the proposed porch. Because of the size of the home
it seems to fit.
Mr. Maxam noted that a large area of the porch is dedicated to stairs. The remaining area for
seating is fairly small.
Mr. Reader doesn’t feel it is out of scale with the neighbor from the 1912 map.
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Ms. Gavin agreed.
Mr. Reader commented on Standard 9 noting that the new work shall be differentiated from the
old but shall be compatible. He asked how the proposed differentiates itself.
Ms. Uebbing replied that there are no columns present now. It will be a porch with the stairs
inset, which isn’t seen very often. If it were removed in the future would the integrity of the
house remain? She feels that yes, overall the character of the house is not defined by the
porch.

The Commission invited Mr. Rodriguez in to answer questions. Ms. Uebbing indicated that the
Commission has questions related to the odd pitched roof area that he would like to reroof. Ms.
Baker asked the nature of the leak, where is it leaking, and what efforts have been taken to fix it
in the past?
Mr. Rodriguez explained that it collects a large volume of snow during the winter and it sits
there. There is little opportunity for insulation above the stairs. The snow melts, gets to the
eave and very large ice damns form extending 2-3 ft., and more, beyond the drip edge. The
nature of the leaks are slow winter leaks that get underneath the shingles above the ice damn.
Beyond shoveling, heat tape may be an option but in his experience it isn’t the best option when
compared to a superior roofing material.
Ms. Baker asked about installing ice and water shield further up.
Mr. Rodriguez stated that he doesn’t know to what extent ice and water shield are present now
but knowing the contractor that installed the roof he expects that they did install it.
Ms. Uebbing asked if there would be an opportunity to insulate if the roof decking were
removed.
Mr. Rodriguez replied that the only possibility would be to use spray foam insulation. He hasn’t
opened that cavity up to determine how much space there is. His experience is with sheet
metal and that is the solution he is most comfortable with and traditionally provides the longest
life.
Ms. Gavin asked if he considered steel.
Mr. Rodriguez replied that he did not. The reason for that is that all of the gutters, downspouts
and flashing are currently copper. To do steel it would be necessary to insulate the copper
gutter straps and downspouts in order to prevent corrosion. Steel is possible but not his
preference.
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Ms. Baker added that the pitch of the roof alone will make it obvious that it isn’t original.

Mr. Rodriguez again left the room.
Ms. Gavin suggested that it isn’t unusual for the flashing to be copper and is a good reason for
using copper.
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Ms. Baker suggested a straw poll regarding the copper metal roof on the odd sloped portion of
the roof. Three Commissioners agreed and two were not in favor.

Ms. Gavin MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION AS SUBMITTED AND PER
TESTIMONY WITH THE CAVIAT THAT THE TWO ROOF SURFACES, ODD SLOPED AREA
AND NEW PORCH, MATCH OR THE PORCH COULD BE METAL AND THE ODD SLOPE
ASPHALT SHINGLES TO MATCH THE HOUSE. THE MOTION IS BASED ON THE LOCAL
PRESERVATION GUIDELINES AND THE SECRETARY OF INTERIOR’S STANDARDS 2, 4,
6, 9 & 10. SUPPORTED by Mr. Maxam. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
____________________________________________________________________________
PUBLIC HEARING
None
DISCUSSION
21 Union SE (HER) – Advisory Discussion – Advisory discussion regarding potential for
construction of a garage located underground either toward the rear of the lot or in front
between the house and Union.
John Leegwater, Midtown Craftsmen, was present to discuss the potential for construction of a
garage. He provided some history of the property relating that Union is a one-way street to
Fulton. The house was there before others on Union and the walk on the north side of the
house was likely the original front of the house facing Fulton. The Union side is considered the
front yard now. Because of the location on the corner the Zoning Ordinance considers both the
Union and Fulton frontage to be front yard. The house is a two-family and recent new owners
have discovered they have no parking and they fight for parking on the street every day. Mr.
Leegwater related that the owners asked him to envision a garage for them. Option one is
shown with a garage placed at the back corner. That location meets nearly all of the Zoning
requirements. However, there are approximately 20 trees along the north side of the property,
some of them 3 ft. in diameter. From Union to the house, on the north side, there is a mound of
approximately 8 ft. and then it goes back down toward the rear of the property. Therefore,
constructing a garage in that location would require removal of trees at the cost of
approximately $20,000 and total excavation of the mound, fill in the back and create a driveway
to access the garage. The drive would be along the north side of the house. Mr. Leegwater
related that there are condominiums adjacent to the site and they have a garage at the back but
that site is lower. Mr. Leegwater stated that they would likely need a variance for the setback
but he believes they could meet all of the other requirements. The dilemma is the cost of
approximately $100,000 to construct a garage in that location. Option 2 would involve zoning
issues because the location is the true front yard and garages aren’t typically located in the front
yard. He has spoken with Zoning staff and they suggested he present this option to the HPC to
determine if it is even an option in terms of Historic Preservation. Mr. Leegwater described the
setting again noting that Union is one-way. The College Apartments garage sticks out in that
area as you drive down the road. Therefore, if you sunk a garage in the only thing you would
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Brief discussion took place regarding roofing material options should the applicant change his
mind on the copper. The Commission felt that the two roof surfaces, odd sloped area and new
porch, should match or the porch could be metal and the odd slope asphalt shingles to match
the house.
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see from the street would be the garage doors with a driveway to the garage, which would be an
earthen mound, and possibly a small rail to keep people from falling.
Mr. Reader asked if the driveway would come in off of Union for Option 1.
Mr. Leegwater agreed. They would have to ask permission from the College Apartments
ownership for access from the rear and his understanding is that wouldn’t be likely.

Mr. Leegwater replied that it would be 10 ft. wide at the curb but would increase in width to
accommodate the two doors. The client would consider a smaller garage as well. However, if
going to the trouble of the garage construction Mr. Leegwater suggested two stall would be their
choice.
Mr. Leegwater stated that these owners have realized that they bought a property with no
parking and street parking is difficult. In the next 20 years on street parking will become even
more difficult. The end result is a beautiful house in Heritage Hill that isn’t marketable because
they can’t use it unless spending a lot of money to get a garage at the back.
Ms. Uebbing related that she is intrigued by Option 2. It is a creative solution. With the
topography it may fit in well. She feels that because it is new construction it is something they
could consider.
Ms. Gavin noted that there is some historic precedent in Eastown; there are a number of
bungalows and four squares with underground garages.
Mr. Rodriguez stated that he believes there is one on this street.
Ms. Baker related that there are several examples of built in garages that are part of the
structure. Only one comes to mind that isn’t part of the structure and it is located on the corner
of James and Wealthy. It has a very small one-stall garage, obviously historic, and partially
sub-grade. There are several in the Petoskey area but what she noted was different is that they
aren’t set back and don’t have an expanse of concrete leading up to them; they are closer to the
sidewalk.
Mr. Maxam related that there are some similar garages on the west side. He asked Mr.
Leegwater if the floor of the garage would be at the level of the public sidewalk.
Mr. Leegwater suggested it would likely be a bit lower. Their service walk is 5-6 ft. above the
public walk closer to the house, which is why he placed the garage closer to the house and
lower in the grade. If it was closer to the street more of it would be visible. The intention is that
it would be entirely subgrade.
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Ms. Baker asked how wide the driveway would be.

Mr. Maxam suggested considering only burying it 3-4 ft.
Ms. Baker stated that everything would have to be scaled out to determine what visual impact it
would have on the house. If it is snug to the south the eye may go over it because of the
presence of the adjacent parking garage.
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Ms. Uebbing spoke to Ms. Baker’s comment about the impact a garage may have on the house.
She noted that the front of the house was originally on Fulton so the portion of the house this
could potentially be blocking is the back corner.
Ms. Baker advised that they also have to be respectful of the streetscape; you don’t want it all
the way to the front because that is front yard for everyone else on Union.
Ms. Miller agreed that the further back the better. The drive could start out as a single lane and
then flare out closer to the garage.

Mr. Maxam suggested that another concern may be a retaining wall with this garage sunk in and
the adjacent car port being up higher.
Mr. Leegwater agreed that some retaining wall would be necessary in that area. They would
have the same issue on the north also.
Mr. Reader asked how they would access the house from the garage.
Mr. Leegwater replied that there would have to be steps taking them up from the garage level to
the grade of the house.
Mr. Rodriguez indicated that his concern is what the perception of accessing the house would
be from a pedestrian standpoint. There is a pretty defined path to both doors currently.
Ms. Uebbing pointed out that with either option there is likely to be landscaping necessary.
Mr. Leegwater agreed. There are concrete stairs now and those would be removed and they
would have to rework how the north side functions as well.
Ms. Baker summarized that the question before the Commission is whether the concept is
feasible.
The Commission agreed that the concept is feasible.
____________________________________________________________________________
927 Virginia SE (FSQ) – Requesting an extension of time to correct door issue.
Ms. Baker related that the property owner is requesting another 12 months to replace the door.
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Ms. Gavin stated that she would prefer it be smaller than two stalls.

Motion by Mr. Reader, supported by Mr. Maxam, granting a 12 month extension to correct
the door issue. Motion carried unanimously.
____________________________________________________________________________
OLD BUSINESS CONTINUED:
604 Union SE (HER) – Tabled to allow applicant an opportunity to appear.
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The applicant was not present. Ms. Baker explained that if they choose to install a metal roof
she can provide staff approval. When originally considered the Commission wasn’t in favor of
the change to asphalt but wanted to give the applicant an opportunity to present their request.
Ms. Gavin stated that she is not in favor of the change from metal to asphalt.

13 S. Division – Ms. Baker related that there will be a request for three signs at this location.
She asked if staff can approve the request provided they remove the bottom bracket so it
doesn’t feel so modern and heavy and so it will look more like a shingle style projecting sign.
The Commission agreed.
Motion by Ms. Gavin, supported by Ms. Miller, granting staff the authority to review and
staff approve three (3) new signs provided the lower bracket is removed so that the blade
signs appear to be more historic. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
____________________________________________________________________________
PUBLIC COMMENT
None
ADJOURNED: 7:40 p.m.
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Motion by Mr. Maxam, supported by Ms. Gavin, TO DENY THE APPLICATION BASED ON
THE SECRETARY OF INTERIOR’S STANDARDS 2, 5, 6, & 9. MOTION CARRIED
UNANIMOUSLY.
____________________________________________________________________________
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Minutes of the
GRAND RAPIDS HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
5:00 p.m. Wednesday, October 7, 2015
1120 Monroe Ave. NW
Public Hearing Room 2nd Floor
CALL TO ORDER

ABSENT: Emily Uebbing
STAFF PRESENT: Rhonda Baker and recording secretary Carol Gornowich
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES of September 2, 2015 – Ms. Miller MOVED TO APPROVE the
minutes of the August 5, 2015 meeting. SUPPORTED by Mr. Rodriguez. All in favor. MOTION
CARRIED.

STAFF COMMUNICATIONS AND REPORTS
Certificates of Appropriateness Issued by Staff
13 S Division
1041 Wealthy SE
551 Crescent NE
561 Madison SE
437 Prospect SE
64 Ionia SW
604-606 Union SE

226 Crescent NE
251 Charles SE
38 Prospect SE
121 Prospect SE
121 Madison SE
417 Union SE

644 Union SE
335 James SE
542 Union SE
214 E Fulton
70 College SE
226 Henry SE

500 E Fulton
255 Charles SE
426 College SE
411 Paris SE
756 Wealthy SE
570 Paris SE

OLD BUSINESS:
265 James SE (CHD) – Request to retain glass block in basement windows.
Charles Schilling was present to discuss his request. He explained that they purchased the
house in April of this year. They were living in Japan at the time and were not aware of any
historic preservation requirements. Their daughter and her friends moved into the house. They
were worried about the basement windows as some were boarded and others in poor condition.
Mr. Schilling related that he researched it from Japan and contracted a company to install glass
block windows not realizing it wasn’t permitted. When they returned from Japan they made
other improvements to the home investing quite a bit of money. Mr. Schilling indicated that it is
his understanding that they are now required to remove the glass block windows even though
only one is really visible from the street. Mr. Schilling suggested making some aesthetic
improvements to the window that is visible from the street to make it more feasible to retain it.
The windows were installed to provide more security than the deteriorated/boarded windows
that were present.
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MEMBERS PRESENT: David Maxam, Kerry Baldwin, Michael Rodriguez, Christopher Reader,
Lisa Miller, and Jenn Gavin
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Ms. Miller clarified that there are no glass block windows on the front/east façade. She asked
how many are on the north side.
Mr. Schilling agreed there are none on the front. He stated that there are two on the north. Ms.
Baker clarified that there are three on the north side.

Ms. Baker clarified that there are three on the north, one on the south and one on the west.
Mr. Rodriguez indicated that occasionally glass block can be screened with a window that might
mimic what had been there originally. He asked if they have explored that possibility.
Mr. Schilling replied that they have not but they could do something like that, particularly the one
on the southeast corner that is so visible. He related that the color of the original was a very
dark green or black and they could install boards that would mimic that appearance. The
windows were blocked from the inside with pieces of siding or something similar that didn’t have
a pleasing appearance.
Ms. Gavin asked if the glass block windows are recessed or flush with the foundation.
Mr. Schilling replied that some are recessed and others are relatively flush but he believes there
is some room on each. He suggested that the recess varies from ½” to 3”, depending on which
window.
Mr. Maxam invited public comment; there was none.
Mr. Reader feels the windows on the north are recessed enough that they aren’t highly visible.
He could find for retaining those windows. However, he feels the others are highly visible and
he would not have approved those had they come to the Commission prior to installation.
Ms. Miller noted that the west window is at the back.
Mr. Reader agreed. However, it is visible from some angles and is fairly large. Ms. Baldwin
agreed that the west window is large and very visible.
Ms. Miller stated that she is more concerned with the two windows toward the front; the south
window at the corner and the front window on the north side.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Oct 7, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Ms. Miller noted the presence of one glass block window on the south side at the corner. Mr.
Schilling agreed adding that there is also one on the south side at the back. Mr. Schilling
circulated photos of the window at the southeast corner of the house before the glass block
installation and after installation.

Ms. Baldwin feels the west window is more visible than any on the north. Mr. Reader agreed
that it is visible from Evans.
Ms. Miller explained that she didn’t realize that the house was on a corner. She retracted her
statement and agreed with the others regarding the west window.
Ms. Gavin stated that the north windows are visible from the public right-of-way. If those on the
north are recessed enough to have a storm window that mimics the pattern of the original
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windows she may be agreeable to placing them over the glass block because it is close to the
neighboring house. The guidelines are clear regarding the other facades.
Mr. Rodriguez asked if the Commission would be opposed to a screen that mimics the original
windows, even on the most visible.
Ms. Gavin suggested there wouldn’t be enough room because the glass block is too flush. Ms.
Miller added that part of the historic detail of the window is the recess.

Ms. Gavin suggested the two rear windows on the north façade could be treated with a storm
window if they are recessed far enough.
Ms. Miller suggested they may be able to screen with vegetation between the two houses.
Ms. Gavin wasn’t in favor of vegetation. She doesn’t believe that an evergreen screen would
provide cover during the winter. She referred to a photo provided by staff noting that the glass
block windows are very flush with the foundation. Based on that photo she would not favor
screening the windows on the north façade.
Ms. Baldwin agreed that there are two on the north façade that are somewhat visible from the
sidewalk. She wasn’t aware of a third north window when she was walking however.
Mr. Reader doesn’t feel it makes sense to retain only one.
Ms. Gavin stated that if the rear window on the north isn’t visible to the public then it would be a
savings to the owner not to have to replace it.
Mr. Rodriguez asked if the Commission would be in favor of screening the windows on the north
side, subject to staff review and approval of a sufficient recess. If it isn’t feasible then they
would have to be replaced with windows to match what was present.
The Commission agreed with Mr. Rodriguez.
Ms. Baker stated that if the Commission gives the owner the option then she can work with him
on site to determine if it is feasible.
Additional discussion took place regarding whether the Commission would have approved the
glass block windows had the application come to them prior to installation.
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Mr. Reader stated that he feels the transparency is also important.

Ms. Baldwin MOVED TO DENY RETENTION OF THE GLASS BLOCK WINDOWS ON THE
SOUTH AND WEST FACADES GIVING THE APPLICANT THE OPTION TO EXPLORE THE
POSSIBILITY OF SCREENING THE THREE WINDOWS ON THE NORTH SIDE, WITH STAFF
REVIEW AND APPROVAL. IF SCREENING THE NORTH WINDOWS IS NOT FEASIBLE
THEN THE TWO EASTERN WINDOWS ON THE NORTH SIDE ARE TO BE REPLACED.
REPLACEMENT WINDOWS SHALL MATCH THE ORIGINAL WINDOWS IN STYLE AND
SIZE, WITH STAFF REVIEW AND APPROVAL, AND SHALL BE REPLACED WITHIN ONE
YEAR. THE MOTION IS BASED ON THE LOCAL PRESERVATION GUIDELINES AND THE
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SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS 2, 6, & 9. SUPPORTED by Mr. Rodriguez.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
____________________________________________________________________________
111 S. Division (HSD) – The request to retain the mural - subcommittee report.

Ms. Gavin provided the subcommittee report relating that they met on site this morning. An
attempt has been made to strip a spot on the wall using a stripper, hose, and stiff brush. The
attempt was unsuccessful. Mr. Bylsma was also on site. In his opinion it was a latex stain that
was used on the majority of the façade. There are portions that are also spray painted. In his
opinion the latex stain permeated the brick and is not doing any harm to it. He suggested that it
may be possible to paint over the brick. Ms. Gavin wasn’t certain whether he felt it would further
protect the brick or whether it would just be for aesthetic purposes.
Ms. Miller felt that his opinion was that additional latex stain would do no harm and would be for
aesthetic purposes, which may be beneficial to neighbors who wish to rectify the situation on
their buildings. Ms. Miller stated that Mr. Bylsma used a product called Peel Away 7. He
applied it and let it sit on the brick surface for a day and a half. He then used a bristle brush to
try to loosen it and used water to remove. She related that there was an enormous amount of
the product that needed to be used and there is an issue with capturing the runoff water when
rinsing the product.
Ms. Gavin added that the run off could not be drained to the storm system; it would have to be
collected and removed. Mr. Bylsma estimated it would be approximately 10,000 gallons of
water to treat that wall.
Ms. Miller referred to the photo provided noting that while it did remove a majority of the paint
there is still fine pinpoints of paint stuck in the grout and the sandy face of the brick. It isn’t clear
whether applying that amount of chemical will actually do more harm than leaving the paint/stain
on. The sense she got was that leaving it on would be okay in terms of the health of the brick
and the health of the building. It isn’t a latex seal trapping moisture in.
Ms. Gavin noted that in some of the areas that were spray painted there is some paint peeling
that has begun.
Mr. Reader clarified then that the subcommittee’s opinion is that the test was fundamentally
unsuccessful.
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Mr. Dykstra was present for the discussion.

Ms. Miller agreed. She doesn’t feel it is reasonable to expect to be able to remove this amount
of paint from the building. She is concerned about further damaging the face of the brick. It is
already in a tenuous situation and she feels that it needs to be left alone and let it weather on its
own.
Mr. Rodriguez agreed, if they trust the contractor’s analysis, which he does. The majority of the
material is not causing further harm.
Mr. Maxam asked if there is any issue with respect to the mural.
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Ms. Baker advised that the Commission is not considering the content; the Commission’s review
strictly relates to the paint on the brick.

Mr. Rodriguez MOVED TO APPROVE RETENTION OF THE PAINT ON THE MASONRY
GIVEN THAT ATTEMPTS TO REMOVE IT WERE UNSUCCESSFUL AND, PER THE
TESTIMONY OF THE CONTRACTOR, THAT THE PAINT IS NOT HARMING THE BRICK.
THE MOTION IS BASED ON THE LOCAL PRESERVATION GUIDELINES AND THE
SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARD #1. SUPPORTED by Ms. Gavin. MOTION
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
____________________________________________________________________________
144 S. Division (HSD) – Extension expiring regarding temporary securing and masonry
removal. Project update and new request.
Marge Palmerlee, Degage Ministries, was present to provide the Commission with an update.
She recalled that they were previously before the Commission regarding the façade of the
building that is in need of repair. They received approval to install netting that is currently
holding the façade in place. They have since entered into a buy sell agreement with another
local non-profit to purchase the building. They are fully aware of the needed repairs. Rockford
Construction is the dual agent for both entities and they have prepared a projected time line for
the prospective buyer to address the repairs once they purchase the building.
Mr. Maxam invited public comment; there was none.
Mr. Rodriguez agreed with the staff report recommendation that the Commission not approve an
extension until 2018 but rather a shorter amount of time to ensure the agreement in place
continues to move forward.
Ms. Miller agreed. She suggested six to twelve months to receive an update.
Ms. Miller MOVED TO GRANT AN EXTENSION OF ONE YEAR, AT WHICH TIME THEY
SHALL RETURN TO THE COMMISSION TO PROVIDE AN UPDATE ON THE PROJECT
AND THE SALE OF THE PROPERTY. SUPPORTED by Mr. Rodriguez. MOTION CARRIED
UNANIMOUSLY.
____________________________________________________________________________
1130 Wealthy SE (WSD) – Request alteration to approved solar panel installation location.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Oct 7, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Mr. Maxam invited public comment; there was none.

Erin Wilson, Director of Wealthy Theater, was present to discuss the request. He recalled that
the Commission approved the installation of additional solar panels. As they moved forward
with the construction and roofing he wished to explore another way to add them without putting
them on the old roof. The contractors informed him that it would cost a bit less and provide
more solar potential by installing them at the top of the wall on the Sigsbee St. side. Mr. Wilson
related that the back wall is not original material; it is basically metal siding. Therefore, he is
seeking to amend the location of the solar panel installation.
Mr. Wilson responded to questions relating that at this time, if this request is approved, they
would not be adding any panels to the roof. He clarified that the installation on the wall would

Packet Pg. 195

3.9
Grand Rapids Historic Preservation Commission
October 7, 2015
Page 6

be as shown in the packet material; two strips. Located behind the building is parking lot, up to
the street. After crossing the street there are residences. There is a rain garden in the parking
lot but it doesn’t provide screening. Mr. Wilson explained that part of the reason for the
proposed location of the solar panels is to have it be on display to demonstrate their efforts at
sustainability.
Ms. Gavin asked how reflective it would be.
Mr. Wilson replied that it would basically be all black.

Ms. Gavin appreciates the applicant’s efforts to not add stress on the domed portion of the
historic roof. The appearance of the solar panels isn’t offensive, especially being on the back of
the building facing an alley. The panels will be installed on a non-historic material and can be
removed in the future if desired.
Ms. Gavin MOVED TO APPROVE THE AMENDMENT TO THE LOCATION OF THE SOLAR
PANEL INSTALLATION BASED ON THE LOCAL PRESERVATION GUIDELINES AND THE
SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARD #9. SUPPORTED by Mr. Rodriguez.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
____________________________________________________________________________
NEW BUSINESS:
147 Union NE (HER) – Request to retain alterations to front porch roof.
Robert Minch was present to discuss the request. He related that he purchased the property in
2004. At the time it was in terrible condition and he has lovingly brought it back; new roof, paint,
electrical, and remodeled interior. Mr. Minch explained that the flat roof on the front experiences
ice buildup during the winter, which has deteriorated the roof. He spoke with Ms. Baker and he
was approved for a like for like replacement. He informed his contractor that he needed the roof
to be done as close to original as possible while keeping in mind that he wanted the roof to last.
The contractor advised him that a 2/12 pitch was the best solution to prevent the standing ice in
the winter. Colors were matched and all the original moldings were reinstalled as close to
original as possible. The primary concern was the front of the new roof. The fascia is 7 ½
inches and at the tallest point it is 13 inches. The contractor stated that they made those
decisions based on looking at comparable homes in the neighborhood with flat roofs.
Mr. Minch asked if other alterations can be made if the current configuration is not acceptable.
He submitted photos of his property and neighboring properties. Mr. Minch explained that he
spoke with another roofer who indicated that he could install wood trim around the north porch
face with crown molding overlay and install lap siding from soffit to extend the proposed fascia
and paint all of it to match. The roofer will be providing a CAD drawing of his plan.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Oct 7, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Mr. Maxam invited public comment; there was none.

Mr. Maxam noted the good condition of the front porch ceiling.
Mr. Minch related that it is new. He has invested approximately $5,500 into the porch. The roof
does not leak.
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Mr. Reader stated that he appreciates the efforts made to retain the original materials.
Mr. Maxam invited public comment; there was none.

Mr. Rodriguez agreed. If the pitch was determined to be a problem he agrees there would have
been a way to address it that wouldn’t have looked foreign to the façade.
Ms. Gavin agreed that it is unfortunate. You place your faith in a contractor and try to do the
right thing. Unfortunately the dimensions of that roof overwhelm the structure.
Ms. Baker clarified that the staff approval was for replacement in kind. She asked if the
Commission would like to table to consider what the new contractor proposes.
The Commission agreed. Mr. Maxam stated that it is a matter of the geometry and material in
that it is a metal fascia.
Mr. Rodriguez MOVED TO TABLE TO THE NOVEMBER MEETING TO ALLOW THE
APPLICANT AN OPPORTUNITY TO PRESENT PLANS TO ALTER THE PORCH ROOF.
SUPPORTED by Ms. Miller. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
____________________________________________________________________________
437 Prospect SE (HER) – Request to construct rear addition.
Mr. Maxam related a conflict of interest; he is assisting with the design of this project.
Motion by Ms. Miller, supported by Ms. Gavin, finding that Mr. Maxam has a conflict of
interest. Motion carried unanimously.
Mr. Maxam left the meeting.
Steve Ruis was present to discuss the request. He related that he owns 437 and 431 Prospect
SE and lives nearby. He bought the homes in 2011 and has been working to improve them
steadily, generally with staff review and approval. Mr. Ruis provided some history relating that
the houses are matching. They were originally built for sisters. Each is now a little different and
they have both been converted to four-unit dwellings since 1940/1950. The subject house is
missing the front porch and had a typical extension porch on the back that was added on to
around the time it was divided into apartments. As the grade drops away at the back there is
structure that sticks out at what appears to be the third story, although it is really the second
floor of the house. It stands on steel poles. He knew he would eventually have to do something
with it because the steel poles won’t support that structure forever. Having discussed it with
engineers he isn’t certain engineers were ever involved in that addition. Mr. Ruis stated that his
options are to either replace it with some sort of steel structure, which would be significantly
larger in terms of the amount of steel and cross bracing, or to place more building underneath

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Oct 7, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Ms. Miller stated that it is unfortunate that the contractor didn’t get it quite right. It is apparent
that he gleaned some detailing from the adjacent house. However, when looking closely at the
detail of the porch roof it is part of the family of the rest of the detailing on the main house. The
new roof obviously doesn’t fit the aesthetic of the porch. It’s as if an entire new assembly was
placed on top of it. It would have been possible to change the pitch of the roof to 2/12 and still
integrate the same detailing and it would have looked close to original.
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the existing structure. He is proposing to add more building underneath. They have worked to
provide an addition that would meet the Standards in form and in keeping with the rest of the
structure. Ultimately he would hope that it looks better than the existing steel columns or what
he might have to replace that support with.

Mr. Ruis replied no. The basement windows were boarded when he purchased the property.
As he has worked through the improvements to the home he has been doing those one at a
time. He is seeking approval to repair those or replace in kind, including the double-hung on the
north façade. Mr. Ruis clarified for Mr. Reader that the new structure will support the existing
extension. They have tried to maintain the entry and provide a glimpse of the old sleeping
porch on the second floor. One of the brackets will remain.
Mr. Ruis explained to Ms. Gavin that most of the foundation has been parged with cement over
the years with some of it being in better condition than others. It will be possible to see some of
the original foundation in the area where they will be leaving it open. The property next door
hasn’t had as much parging and the stone foundation is visible most of the way around.
Ms. Baker advised the Commission that the front porch has been staff approved.
Ms. Miller invited public comment; there was none.
Ms. Gavin feels that the request is very sensitive to the history of the house and its neighbor.
Creating the structure beneath the existing porch is an artful way of supporting the existing
structure without changing the character of the house. She would be comfortable approving as
proposed.
All agreed.
Mr. Reader stated that one detail he is sorry to see go is the more central bracket under the
porch. However, it is a nice approach.
Mr. Reader MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION AS SUBMITTED BASED ON THE
LOCAL PRESERVATION GUIDELINES AND THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S
STANDARDS 2, 9 & 10. SUPPORTED by Ms. Gavin. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
Mr. Maxam returned to the meeting.
411 Paris SE (HER) – Request to alter side addition and add posts to porch.
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Ms. Miller asked if they will be removing any original window openings.

Ray Lantinga was present to discuss the request. He related that he and his wife purchased the
property last fall. Years ago someone decided that the corner lot didn’t need a back yard and
they constructed a building there. The lot seems to be larger than the house but not by much.
The house was divided into two units 80+ years ago. It is located next to an alley that parallels
Wealthy St. To gain entry to the second floor apartment a stairway and small porch was added
on the side. A former neighbor complains that it is on the alley right-of-way and it may be.
There is also an entry door on that alley. The step used to get into the side door does get
scraped by snow plows. To improve the situation they hope to change that door to be rear
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facing rather than alley facing and also to change the view from the street; to have a porch as
the entry rather than just stairs up to a door.

Mr. Lantinga explained that he had a contractor come to look at it and determine if the top could
be addressed. His advice was that it would be a lot of money to change it and if it wasn’t
leaking he suggested waiting until a new roof is required. Ideally they wouldn’t have either post.
He is suggesting however that a second post be added at this point. He was originally planning
to cut the rail so that the post could go from top to bottom but instead he would propose
wrapping the lower baluster on the left post and then repeat that design on the right post so that
when they aren’t needed they can be removed and the existing railing would remain.
Mr. Reader asked if the existing post is weight bearing.
Mr. Lantinga replied that it appears to be, although he hasn’t tested it.
Ms. Baker advised the Commission that the front porch is not original; it was added in the
1920’s.
Mr. Maxam invited public comment; there was none.
Mr. Reader doesn’t feel that any of the proposed changes affect anything of historic
significance. It doesn’t change the details of the house in a way that obscures the important
features of the house.
Mr. Maxam asked if he is comfortable with the addition of the second post for the upper porch.
Mr. Reader replied that it adds symmetry.
Mr. Rodriguez indicated that he doesn’t like the second story post but what the applicant is
proposing is better than what is present now. He is happy to hear that the applicant would like
to remove both in the future.
Ms. Gavin agreed.
Mr. Reader MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION AS SUBMITTED BASED ON THE
LOCAL PRESERVATION GUIDELINES AND THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S
STANDARDS 2, 4, 9 & 10. SUPPORTED by Ms. Miller. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
____________________________________________________________________________

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Oct 7, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Mr. Maxam referred to the 1930’s photo noting that there is no post above and no center post
on the porch.

967-971 Cherry SE (FSQ) – Request to retain the new front vinyl windows.
There was no representation for the application and consideration was moved to the end of the
agenda.
____________________________________________________________________________
916 Fairmount SE (FSQ) – Request to replace rear wood French doors with fiber glass French
doors.
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Zac Kapolka was present to discuss the request. He recalled that he was last before the HPC
eight years ago regarding this house. When they purchased it it was in horrendous condition.
They spent a lot of time and money on a total rehabilitation, including following the guidelines of
keeping all of the original windows and doors and replacing what was necessary with materials
that followed the guidelines. The door in question was brand new 8 years ago. It is a wood
French door on the rear of the house. It is a new opening they created from what was a window
of the same exact width. Beyond the French doors they have a free standing deck. The
problem they are facing is that the nice new wood door only lasted 8 years because of the
exposure to the elements. The wood door on the front of the house opens onto a porch so
there is no rain/elements beating on it. The subject door deteriorated after only 8 years and
they were hoping for 20 years. They would like to replace that door as close to what it looks like
except for the material so that it will last longer than 8 years.
Mr. Reader referred to the photos provided in the application package.
Mr. Kapolka identified from one photo that the door has deteriorated to a point that the wood is
disintegrating at the bottom. He responded to Mr. Reader indicating that the opening isn’t
standard size so he can’t go to a hardware store and buy a door. It is 4 inches taller than a
standard door opening. What they propose is having a door custom made to fit the exact width.
There wouldn’t be any changes to the size of the opening. The molding would be removed, the
door taken out and the new installed, and then reinstall the molding. The exterior trim would
remain the same. The piece across the top is the original exterior piece from when it was a
window.
Ms. Miller asked about the detail of the door and whether there would be any mullions or
decorative glass inserts or whether it would look like the existing.
Mr. Kapolka replied that it would look just like the existing; a flat pane of glass.
Ms. Gavin asked if the fiberglass would be smooth or have a wood texture to it.
Mr. Kapolka replied that the company told him that it would be painted just like the wood door is
today and it will look just like a wood door would if it was painted.
Ms. Baldwin asked the expected life span of the fiberglass door.
Mr. Kapolka replied at least 20 years.
Mr. Rodriguez asked if they considered any other wood door options.
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Mr. Kapolka replied that they asked for a quote and they could replace it like for like but it would
be a lot more expensive and wouldn’t last as long as they would like it to.
Mr. Rodriguez asked if it was from the same company.
Mr. Kapolka replied the same retailer; Carter Lumber.
Ms. Gavin asked if the trim around the door has held up.
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Mr. Kapolka replied that it has held up pretty well. He doesn’t know what was different about
the trim. The biggest issue is the bottom of the door.
Ms. Gavin asked if the threshold is slanted at all.
Mr. Kapolka replied that it is. Water doesn’t pool there but snow does collect.

Mr. Kapolka stated that the door was a treated pine material. He explained that they ended up
not getting the door they wanted. There were some issues with that. Fortunately the company
that sold the door to their contractor in the first place is working with them to provide a
replacement.
Mr. Maxam invited public comment; there was none.
Ms. Miller stated that it is obvious that this door is on the addition of the house and on the rear
façade. Because of the location on the house there is no protection and it is obviously failing.
Ms. Miller stated that the door wasn’t contributing originally and she finds the proposed fiber
glass door acceptable because it is part of an addition that is differentiating itself from the
original house and painted to match.
Ms. Baldwin stated that she agrees, on this location on this particular house.
Ms. Gavin disagreed with the rationale that it is acceptable because it is on the addition. She
would agree that with the extreme weathering she may be comfortable with a Notice to Proceed,
the weathering being a special circumstance. She wonders if the door had been constructed of
cedar in the first place if it may have withstood the weather.
Mr. Rodriguez agreed. It isn’t the fact that the door is wood as much as the species, etc. He is
uncomfortable giving an approval because they agree that the wood is somehow defective. He
would be more comfortable with a Notice to Proceed given that the door gets direct sun and
heavy precipitation. Ms. Gavin added that the owner has experienced a financial hardship in
having to replace a door that they just purchased 8 years ago.
Mr. Maxam added that the door being replaced is not a historic door and it is on a rear façade.
Ms. Gavin MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION, WITH THE ISSUANCE OF A NOTICE
TO PROCEED, BECAUSE SPECIAL CIRCUMSTANCES EXIST: THE DOOR IS IN A
LOCATION THAT IS WITHSTANDING UNUSUAL WEATHERING; THE DOOR THAT WAS
APPROVED AND INSTALLED 8 YEARS AGO FAILED DUE TO UNFORSEEN
CIRCUMSTANCES; REPLACEMENT OF THE DOOR WITH A NEW WOODEN DOOR
PROPERLY INSTALLED AND SEALED WOULD POSE A FINANCIAL HARDSHIP; THE
DOOR AND LOCATION IS NOT A HISTORIC ELEMENT OF THE HOME. SUPPORTED by
Ms. Baldwin. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
____________________________________________________________________________
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Mr. Maxam suggested that the trim was likely rot resistant cedar.

573 College SE (HER) – Request to replace double wood garage doors with single overhead
door.
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Alejandro Quiroga was present to discuss the request. He related that he and his wife moved
from New York City to work in Grand Rapids. They had a number of offers from around the
country and when they saw Heritage Hill that did it for his wife. They had never heard of Grand
Rapids before that. Mr. Quiroga stated that they recently purchased and love this house. They
are committed to taking appropriate care of the home and preserving the historic value. The
garage doors are falling apart and need to be replaced. The garage is an addition that connects
to the kitchen. Mr. Quiroga stated that the driveway is long. They have spoken with a number
of contractors about their options. They know they need to replace the doors but they also want
the functionality aspect to work. It is important to them to be able to have a covered garage.
They weren’t provided with any options for wooden doors that would open. The doors could be
replaced like for like but they couldn’t make them functional. The proposed door would be
custom built. It would not be flashy or modern. They are trying to be respectful. They believe
that the garage is an addition and the doors already look horrible. The new door will be similar
to what the existing door looks like. It will not open with the same mechanism it opens with now;
it will be a single door opening from the top. By making that change they will be able to use the
garage.
Mr. Maxam invited public comment.
Ryan Huizenga, 433 Madison, clarified that he was present speaking on his own behalf and not
the Heritage Hill Association. He indicated that he hasn’t seen the replacement door and
therefore would not speculate whether it is appropriate or not. He stated that he has looked at
this situation before and it is difficult to match the door using a three panel overhead door
because the existing door has glass ½ way down. Mr. Huizenga stated that Holmes-Hally
Industries makes a mechanism for a one-piece door that opens in the overhead direction. They
have others that mount differently also. Mr. Huizenga clarified that his point is that sometimes
you can modify the door to be one piece and have an overhead operation that you can connect
an electronic door opener to. That way you can keep the original door or even the identical
look.
Mr. Quiroga responded to the comments. He stated that they did look into that possibility. They
even looked into whether it would be possible to shave the door because it is extremely heavy.
You can’t make it functional to open in any way. If you open it on the sides a car will never fit. It
has to open from the top to be able to use the garage for its intended purpose. Mr. Quiroga
stated that they explored the possibility of changing it to an overhead door but it will never work
because it is too heavy.
Ms. Gavin stated that while the garage is at the rear of the property it is still quite prominent. It
is a strikingly beautiful door and is certainly contributing to the property. She isn’t certain what
they can do to salvage it. Ms. Gavin recalled a similar situation on Madison where the operation
of the door was changed. Ms. Gavin stated that she would not be in favor of removing the door
if there is a way that it can be used. It appears that the bottom has some deterioration but the
rest appears to be functional.
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Mr. Rodriguez agreed that he finds the doors to be contributing. He is divided on whether or not
the function of the door is contributing. He is impressed that the applicants went through the
work of pursuing their options, which suggests that they are willing to find an appropriate
solution. The image of the proposed new door doesn’t impress Mr. Rodriguez as being in
character with the rest of the house.
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Ms. Gavin stated that if they determine that a new door is appropriate she would like the new
door to have the same appearance as the original door even if the mechanism is different.
Ms. Baldwin asked if that is possible with the windows that go down so far.

Mr. Reader agreed that it is a historically significant door. It doesn’t appear to be deteriorated
enough that it can’t be repaired. If it were in a state that it cannot be repaired he feels it would
be possible to replace it with a door of identical construction. He would think that it would be
possible to make it work as it is currently designed but that doesn’t solve the issue of the garage
being too narrow for a car. Mr. Reader stated that he could not support an entirely different
door without any effort to repair the existing door.
Mr. Maxam recognized that there are several issues; the style of the door, the material of the
door, and the operation. There has been some testimony that it might be possible to make the
door work and the owner states that they did look into that.
Ms. Gavin asked Ms. Baker if there have been other situations where the operation of a historic
door has been changed.
Ms. Baker replied no. In the past the operation has typically been found to be one of the
contributing features of the garage. There have been a couple of instances where there are two
functionalities in one door. The subject door is on a unique pivot system. There was another
case that was on a roll back system but on the side like a curtain. It was very heavy and
nothing like that exists anymore. They were able to keep them in place and then install a new
door in the opening. They ended up with two garage doors in that case. That isn’t exactly the
situation here. It may be feasible to do a door but not a roll up. It would have to be all one unit
and it may be feasible to do that with a new door constructed of wood to look the same yet
much lighter than the existing door.
Mr. Maxam read the guideline related to outbuilding doors. Only when a historic door is beyond
repair will a replacement be considered. If the historic door is beyond repair the replacement
door should match the historic door in design, dimensions, operation and material. If matching
a historic door is not technically and economically feasible the proposed replacement door
should contain some of the elements of the historic door or of a door design appropriate with the
period and design of the structure and main structure.
Mr. Reader feels the existing door could be repaired to operate as it did.
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Ms. Gavin recalled from public comment that there is potential for having a modern door built
that has the same appearance but that pivots on a singular pivot.

Ms. Gavin agreed and since they agree that it is contributing then that is the only option.
Ms. Maxam asked if there is any interest in tabling to allow the owner to return with an
alternative design.
Ms. Miller asked if the Commission would consider an alternative mechanism. The swing
mechanism is a unique piece that may not be easily sourced anymore. Would the Commission
be willing to consider the pivot up?

Packet Pg. 203

3.9
Grand Rapids Historic Preservation Commission
October 7, 2015
Page 14

Ms. Gavin stated that the historic door is too heavy.
Ms. Miller suggested it could be rebuilt, like for like, but lighter material so that the operation
could be successful.
Ms. Baker asked if the Commission would consider that if they provide evidence that by making
repairs to the existing door they would basically be building a new door.

Ms. Gavin MOVED TO TABLE TO ALLOW THE APPLICANT AN OPPORTUNITY TO WORK
WITH STAFF TO DETERMINE IF THE EXISTING DOOR CAN BE REPAIRED AND MADE TO
OPERATE USING THE EXISTING MECHANISM, OR ANOTHER MECHANISM AS A LAST
RESORT. SUPPORTED by Mr. Rodriguez. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
____________________________________________________________________________
200 Ionia SW (HSD) – Request to open up the first floor of the north elevation.
Grace Smith was present to discuss the request. Western Michigan University representatives
were also present. Ms. Smith explained that WMU would like to open up the view into the
building on Cherry St. They would not be doing anything on Ionia, which is the original front of
the building and remains as the main entrance. Cherry Street is the secondary entrance. The
building is somewhat odd; you enter at mid-level between the basement and first floor. When it
was renovated and WMU received tax credits in 1999 and 2000 they pulled the floor back so
that you could see into the space but then they installed glass block windows and you can’t see
in. There is a huge atrium space there that they would like to use for a manufacturing program
and bring manufacturing back to the building as an educational program. They would be
installing large equipment, including a 3D printer, so that it would be visible from the street. The
thought is that having the equipment visible from the street will get people excited about
manufacturing again and recognize that this is a traditional manufacturing building. Ms. Smith
read a quote from the opening of the building in 1917 that described it as a large and most up to
date factory, the very latest in design, embodying all the approved features in factory
construction. Ms. Smith feels the proposed is an appropriate reuse of the building. There are
also some windows and doors on the south and west sides of the addition, which was put on in
1999/2000.
Ms. Miller asked if they will be adding a window on Ionia.
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Ms. Gavin agreed. She would need evidence that the existing door is beyond repair. Ms.
Gavin suggested the applicant work with staff to find some local contractors that are well versed
in historic garage door functions.

Ms. Smith replied yes; in the addition portion that was put on during the renovation. Ms. Baker
explained that where the vertical glass begins is where the addition begins.
Mr. Maxam asked if the intent is to remove the brick panels on the Cherry façade between the
first floor and the basement windows.
Ms. Smith agreed. The top of the windows will remain where they are now. New glass would
go down to the concrete sill. The concrete sill will also remain the same. The glass block and
the brick panels that separate the basement and first floor would be removed.
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Mr. Reader asked if there is anything changing with the garage doors on Cherry.
Ms. Smith replied that those will remain the same.
Mr. Maxam asked if they have had a structural analysis with respect to removing the brick that is
bracing the vertical column.

Mr. Rodriguez asked if they considered just the removal of the glass block and retaining the
brick.
Dawn Gaymer, WMU, replied that it was discussed. One of the windows will be removable.
The 3D printers will be donated by manufacturers in the area and they will need to move
through that window opening.
Mr. Rodriguez clarified that to get the machines into the building they need a cut out that large.
Ms. Gaymer agreed. Ms. Smith added that the goal is that the glass will be very clear. The
glass will not be operable but it will be removable.
Ms. Gavin asked if they could utilize an existing loading dock to get the equipment in.
Ms. Baker explained that they are dealing with floor issues. The floors are off set and they
wouldn’t have access to the space they need to put the equipment into.
Ms. Gavin asked how large the printers are.
Ms. Gaymer did not have the dimensions. She stated that they are multi-million dollar printers
that are very large; larger than the existing windows.
Ms. Smith added that there are also machines and training labs in that space so there will be
other large equipment as well.
Ms. Gaymer explained that one part of the floor will become the Advanced Manufacturing Lab
for Grand Rapids Community College.
Mr. Reader asked if the awnings will be removed.
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Ms. Smith stated that Progressive is doing the design and her assumption is that they have
done that. She made a note to verify that that has been done.

Ms. Smith replied that they will remain. They are individual over the windows.
Mr. Maxam invited public comment; there was none.
Mr. Rodriguez stated that he fully supports the removal of the glass block windows. However, it
is difficult to imagine approval of removing the historic masonry, including the limestone window
sills. Perhaps it would be possible to approve opening up as few as possible of the openings to
facilitate moving the machinery. When the building was renovated two of those openings
became doors, which doesn’t seem to detract from the character of the façade. However, he
feels removing all of them would.
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Ms. Baldwin stated that she favors removing the glass block also. Removing all that brick would
significantly change the character of that façade.

Mr. Reader referred to the image labeled “1” in the application packet. The pattern of the
window sills between the brick pillars is compelling. He feels it has been lost a bit with the new
doors. He is not in favor of removing the masonry.
Ms. Miller disagreed. While she never favors removal of a historic material this building has
been modified repeatedly from its original character. There are distractions already happening
and the addition of the floor to ceiling windows wouldn’t detract from the overall character of the
building. The repetition of the vertical columns remains, as well as the repetition of all the
windows carrying down. The windows are obviously new and she doesn’t feel it would be a
large enough distraction from the character of the building to add the proposed.
Mr. Maxam stated that he has a number of concerns, the first being the structural integrity.
Eliminating the masonry between the columns changes the unbraced length of that column. He
would want to see something from a structural engineer confirming the proposed would be
feasible. Mr. Maxam referred to guideline #2 stating that if the Commission reaches the
decision that there has to be a way to get the equipment in the building then he may be able to
accept one opening. It is an interesting design but the use of the building will come and go and
it likely won’t always be a 3D print lab. He would hate to see the building changed in an
irreversible manner. The need for the removal, to move the large equipment in, is an
extraordinary claim they don’t see every day. Therefore, he would also like specifics on how
large it is, how much does it weigh, is it possible that it could be assembled inside the building
after being brought in in pieces.
Ms. Gavin asked if the modern doors could be removed long enough for them to get the
machinery inside rather than disrupting the masonry.
Ms. Miller understands that the point is to be able to move things in and out as technology
changes.
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Ms. Gavin agreed. While Mr. Rodriguez’s suggestion is intriguing, in looking at the door
openings added during the remodel perhaps a similar opening could be made at the opposite
corner so that the symmetry of the building is maintained. Ms. Gavin clarified that she was
suggesting the eastern bay on Cherry so that it would match the openings on the other corners.
Ms. Gavin agrees that removing the brick banding significantly changes the window patterning
and character of the building. She has concerns about the structural changes as well.

Ms. Gavin clarified that the use is not a consideration for the Commission.
Mr. Maxam noted however that the use seems to be material to the change.
Mr. Reader referred to the photo identified as #9. He suggested they could access the space
via the doors in the upper corner of the photo.
Ms. Baker explained that those doors don’t access the lower level. She added that the
equipment isn’t the entire reason for opening these up. They want to introduce manufacturing
back to the building and allow it to be seen by the public.
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Ms. Gavin applauds the desire to bring manufacturing back to the building and for it to be seen.
She appreciates the desire to remove the glass block windows to facilitate that but she doesn’t
believe that removal of the brick banding is necessary for the manufacturing to be seen.

Ms. Gavin suggested tabling the request to allow the applicant to gather more information about
the machinery and how it needs to be moved in and whether they have other options.
Mr. Reader asked if the Commission would approve the change to the façade if that is the only
way to get the equipment in.
Ms. Gavin replied maybe one bay but not the entire façade.
Mr. Rodriguez replied that he would consider as minimal a change as possible to the masonry
to get the machinery in or out.
Mr. Reader MOVED TO TABLE TO THE NOVEMBER MEETING TO ALLOW THE
APPLICANT AN OPPORTUNITY TO PROVIDE ADDITIONAL INFORMATION AND
EXPLORE OTHER OPTIONS FOR GETTING THE MACHINERY INTO THE BUILDING.
SUPPORTED by Mr. Rodriguez. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
____________________________________________________________________________
333 Robey SE (WSD) – Request to retain new windows.
Ryan Ogle was present to discuss the application. He explained that he is the owner of the
house and a silent owner of the construction company that did work on the house. He
explained that they installed wood windows but they were not done to the historic standards,
which was due to some poor communication between some new hires and the construction
company. Mr. Ogle feels it is important to point out that he is investing money in the
neighborhood and the house. He wasn’t trying to get away with putting in cheap windows or
vinyl windows; there was just miscommunication on the measurements and the exact style. The
windows that were installed are custom wood windows at a cost of $10,000. The neighborhood
was deemed historic quite late and this is one of few houses with new windows on the street.
He replaced windows that had plexiglass, bullet holes, and metal holding them together. There
are some homes on the street that have vinyl windows that were put in before the designation.
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Mr. Rodriguez and Mr. Maxam both agreed. Mr. Maxam referred to Standard 9 stating that
exterior alterations shall not destroy historic materials that characterize the property. Ms. Gavin
added that Standard 10 states that new additions and adjacent or related new construction shall
be undertaken in such a manner that if removed in the future the essential form and integrity of
the historic property and its environment would be unimpaired.

Mr. Ogle stated that they are asking to retain the wood windows.
Ms. Miller asked if the original windows were in place prior to this installation.
Mr. Ogle replied that he doesn’t know if they were original.
Ms. Miller stated that the divided light windows are examples of original windows in the house.
Mr. Maxam added that those same windows are shown in the 1930’s Assessor’s photo.
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Ms. Baldwin asked if they have any of the original windows.
Mr. Ogle replied that there may be a couple in their warehouse. Most of them were quite rotted
however.
Mr. Maxam wondered if there is any possibility of modifying the sashes.

Mr. Reader asked if all of the window opening sizes were changed.
Ms. Baker clarified that the new windows were inserted into the existing window frames, making
them smaller. They are smaller by a couple of inches all the way around.
Mr. Ogle again stated that he is open to creative solutions. Having to take these windows out
and put in new will break the project. His intent wasn’t to do it wrong and they paid a lot of
money for custom wood windows in a crooked house where windows don’t fit. He suggested
that adding the muntins could be a solution or perhaps just replace the front windows so that the
road view matches.
Mr. Maxam invited public comment.
Rebecca Smith Hoffman reminded the Commission that the district was designated in 1998.
The requirements of the historic district are clear. She is happy that people are investing in the
area and a lot of people that live in the area are doing the right thing and those that come in to
make money from it should be expected to do the same.
Ms. Miller stated that this is another unfortunate result of not applying for a Certificate of
Appropriateness, at which time staff could have provided clear direction. The original windows
were present as a basis for design. The character of the divided lights really needs to remain
with the house. There was quite a pattern and losing the divided lights misrepresents the
original look of the house. The other issue is the detailing of the wood window. It isn’t the
original opening anymore; there is another 2 inch frame around it that doesn’t match the original
detail.
Ms. Gavin agreed. Had the request to alter the size and style of the windows come before the
Commission it would likely have been denied.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Oct 7, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Mr. Ogle stated that he would be open to considering creative solutions such as adding muntins
so that they at least have the appearance.

Ms. Miller added that the window detailing was really the only sophistication of the house. It is a
fairly simple house without much ornate trim. The repetition is what made it special. Ms. Gavin
added that the change makes the window frames look larger than they are and it begins to look
like a vinyl window because it is so wide.
Mr. Maxam recalled that they have seen similar situations and have granted the owner a
generous amount of time to make the correction.
Ms. Gavin pointed out that the south and east facades are the most prominent. She suggested
one façade per year.
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520 Crescent NE (HER) – Request to retain removal of 2 boarded window openings and one
boarded door opening.
Mr. Ogle was present for this discussion as well. He stated that he is not the owner of this
house. His painting company was hired to do paint work here and through the course of the job
there was some breakdown in communication. The owner had stopped by and asked the
painters to make some adjustments and change some things, which is why some work was
done and not applied for because it is not what they were originally hired to do. Mr. Ogle stated
that the porch was done to meet the Standards and was supposed to involve replacing one or
two rotten boards but escalated to the point that nearly 50% was replaced.
Ms. Baker advised that the porch, the south rail and the dish were staff approved. The
Commission is considering the removal of the boarded openings.
Mr. Ogle stated that there were two windows and a door that were covered with plywood. The
owner asked for those to be removed and when they took the plywood off they found that on the
inside there were walls. At some point the two window openings and the trim were removed.
The contractors used clapboard siding to fill in those openings. The door was also walled over
on the inside and they replaced the plywood with the correct siding to match the existing. They
are asking to retain those changes.
Ms. Miller noted the presence of the stoop and rail where the door was covered. Ms. Baldwin
added that there is a roof overhang present also.
Mr. Ogle agreed that that is still there.
Ms. Miller stated that the door is obviously not an original opening. Ms. Baker agreed adding
that there is no way to know whether the windows were original.
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Ms. Gavin MOVED TO DENY THE REQUEST TO RETAIN THE NEW WINDOWS BASED ON
THE LOCAL PRESERVATION GUIDELINES AND THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S
STANDARDS 2, 5 & 6. THE WINDOWS ARE TO BE REPLACED WITH WOOD WINDOWS
THAT MATCH THE STYLE AND SIZE OF THE ORIGINAL WINDOWS, WITH STAFF
REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF THE DESIGN. REPLACEMENT SHALL OCCUR AT A RATE
OF ONE SIDE PER YEAR, BEGINNING WITH THE FRONT FAÇADE, FOLLOWED BY THE
SOUTH FAÇADE AND THEN THE NORTH AND WEST SIDES AT THE OWNER’S
DISCRETION. SUPPORTED by Ms. Miller. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
____________________________________________________________________________

Mr. Ogle stated that the two windows that were filled in were somewhat hidden toward the back
of the house.
Ms. Baker responded to Ms. Gavin indicating that the historic photos don’t show that side of the
house. It has had a lot of openings added and changed over the years as it was converted to
multiple units.
Mr. Ogle related that the current owner has only had it for approximately one year and he didn’t
wall these opening over on the interior; he purchased it that way.
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Ms. Baker stated that the porch where the door was is not original and the one behind it is not
original either.
Mr. Maxam invited public comment; there was none.
Ms. Baker stated that the door and the back window were boarded in every photo she has that
shows those particular locations. There are very few images that catch even a glimpse of the
other window opening.

Ms. Miller suggested that had this come before the Commission to remove the door they would
have asked that the stoop, rail and roof also be removed.
Mr. Rodriguez agreed that with those elements remaining it provides a very confused character.
Ms. Gavin agreed that based on the limited knowledge they have of those openings they likely
would have approved the removals but they would have required removal of the stoop and roof
as well.
Mr. Reader suggested that there may have originally been a window opening where the door
was.
Ms. Miller asked if the infill siding was done appropriately.
Ms. Baker replied yes; they did a nice job. She responded to Ms. Gavin indicating that if the
Commission approves retaining the removals they can require that the roof and stoop structures
be removed.
Ms. Gavin MOVED TO APPROVE THE RETENTION OF THE SIDING OVER THE 2 WINDOW
AND DOOR OPENINGS AS THEY WERE NOT ORIGINAL TO THE HOME AND DO NOT
CONTRIBUTE TO THE HISTORIC CHARACTER OF THE HOME, WITH THE CONDITION
THAT THE STOOP, RAIL AND ROOF OVER THE DOOR BE REMOVED AND
APPROPRIATE REPAIRS BE MADE WITHIN ONE YEAR, BASED ON THE LOCAL
PRESERVATION GUIDELINES AND THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS
#2. SUPPORTED by Mr. Rodriguez. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
____________________________________________________________________________
DISCUSSION:
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Ms. Baldwin noted that the window removed doesn’t match any of the other windows on that
side of the house. Ms. Baker already established that the door removed was not original.

1059 Wealthy SE (WSD) – ADVISORY DISCUSSION – Informal discussion of development
concepts for the old McDonalds site.
Joe Maragil, Green Cane Property, related that they purchased this property in 2012. They’ve
made a couple of efforts at possible redevelopments and he feels they’ve learned a lot in the
process. They began again from scratch, hired Integrated Architecture, in hopes of looking at
the property holistically in terms of the neighborhood and historic district. They feel they are
presenting a plan that is in line with the needs of the community and the District. Mr. Maragil
recalled that when they were last before the Commission he was provided with detailed minutes
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Mike Corby, Integrated Architecture, stated that he discussed the site and the previously
proposed project with the applicant. They’ve crafted a plan that they feel works well. They had
a number of conversations with individuals and small groups and formally presented twice to the
East Hills Council of Neighbors and received feedback. They felt it was important to get that
input before presenting to the HPC. Mr. Corby recognized that they have provided a lot of
information but they feel it is important to show the Commission as much as possible in hopes
of getting substantial feedback before preparing for the formal submission. They recognize that
this is a significant project for the neighborhood and for the City as there aren’t a lot of big
parcels like this that they can reestablish as contributing sites. They began by looking at the
edges of the site. Mr. Corby presented slides to help illustrate their thought process. He
described where the site is low and rises along Calkins. Freyling Place is fairly flat. For the
most part the site is asphalt at this point with a few trees and a small utility feature in the
southeast corner. The width of Calkins and Freyling are more akin to an alley even though they
are public streets. They aren’t hospitable pathways so they tried to introduce some
hospitableness to them and establish architectural edges. They looked at trying to do it as a
block development. It isn’t all the same type of building but they wanted the detailing and
consistency to be there so that it feels like it is part of a redeveloped block at this moment in
time. There is commercial in the area so they looked at continuing the commercial edge along
Wealthy and then transitioning to the north with residential. Mr. Corby presented additional
slides of current conditions. The current edge on Calkins has a retaining wall with a fence on it
and there is a drop of 5-6 ft. They wanted to create a building to help the transitional grade and
they feel they’ve been successful with that.
Mr. Corby provided history of the site relating that it was originally a nursery; Freyling Mendel
Nursery. It was a live work operation with a residence on the site and green houses. Mr. Corby
identified the former location of the retail portion of that operation relating that it spilled out to the
street having a different edge on Wealthy. He related that they kept the original use in mind as
they began the design process.
Mr. Corby identified the location of commercial uses to the east as well as parking at the back of
those uses. They didn’t want to take their commercial portion of the development any further
north than the adjacent commercial uses. He identified where the residential portion of the
development would begin, in line with the residential homes on Calkins. Mr. Corby stated that
the commercial building hugs the street nicely. Because of the narrowness of Calkins they
pulled back the east edge of the proposed building so that it opens up a bit more naturally and it
then throats back down to what is currently there in terms of the property line. They have
tucked some parking in the northwest corner of the commercial “L” and have created an east
west pedestrian and vehicular connection. They tried to use parking strategies there that felt
more street-like using some parallel and angled parking. Along Calkins they considered a row
house type concept as it helps them transition the grades so they create residences along the
street. One of the things they wanted to do along Calkins was get it to be a bit more hospitable
by introducing some on-street parking, a sidewalk, green space and porches before the
architecture starts. He feels it provides a better relationship between the architecture and that
lane. On Freyling, because it is fairly flat, they are proposing 6 house-like units that are actually
two stacked units. Each of the houses has a stairway that connects to the upper level of the
houses. They refer to them as quads in the plans because there are four units in each building.
The cadence on the street however is that of six homes.
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from the meeting. He asked if that would be possible following this discussion as it was helpful
to them in their process.
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Mr. Corby related that the property owners have spoken with the property owner to the north
and have a tentative agreement to create a 20 ft. easement; 10 ft. on each property. That
easement would provide for a new walkway that would terrace down the grades from east to
west. It would also provide the potential for seating areas.

Mr. Corby explained that they analyzed the heights of buildings. He provided an overhead view
of the proposed development. They are proposing some green roofs in the development. They
wanted the predominant street front to be two stories. Because of the type of residences at the
back they needed to have a few more residences in the mixed use building so they are
proposing a third floor but they address it with setbacks from Wealthy and also from the west.
Mr. Corby presented renderings. He explained that they have looked at using brick and some
traditional detailing, although it does have a modern sense to it. There is a lot of transparency
at the base. Planters are proposed at the base level that pay homage to the Freyling Mendel
history. Mr. Corby further described the materials as metal cornice, brick detailing, and metal
windows. The second level of that building is proposed as office use. He explained that they
like the idea of opening up the corner with a bit more transparency. The cornice and brick are
maintained but they have taken some of the brick out. He identified a planter that isn’t readily
visible but would support plants to grow up cables at the front of the building bringing some
green into the architecture and again paying homage to the history of the site. Mr. Corby
described how the building is pulled back at the corner of Calkins to provide for some additional
room and also accommodate potential outdoor dining area. On the east side of the main
building they will be using a blade type canopy, which is familiar to the neighborhood. He
identified the location of the entrance to the office level and residences. They will be using a
live wall as a marker for that rather than using a colored panel; rather than an architectural
material they will use a natural material to mark it and stay with the theme of using nature when
they can.
Mr. Corby presented renderings of the row houses on Calkins. They will be two and a half
levels with a half level below grade. He identified the location of the common corridor and stair
that would lead to each level. The porches would have a brick base. They will use three
different bricks on the building. Samples of the brick were circulated. They looked to the
neighborhood to determine which colors were prevalent. They like the idea of using plantings
as edges or rails. They propose planter boxes that help contain the porch, give it a sense of
place, and provide a bit more separation between the porch and the street to give it more of a
private feeling. There is a small amount of green space at the front. They propose parallel
parking and a walkway in an effort to widen Calkins and make it friendlier for pedestrians.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Oct 7, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Mr. Corby related that the small parking areas and parallel parking spaces will be treated with a
different material than asphalt to help support the parking for the new residences. He identified
the location of an alley way that would back load the cars into a sublevel of the row houses and
also provides access to additional parking spaces. They are currently exploring the number of
residential uses. The plan attempts to balance the scale yet also make sure there are enough
units to make it financially feasible.

Ms. Miller asked if there will be windows below grade and whether they would have window
wells or a retaining wall.
Mr. Corby replied that the head of the windows is above grade but a portion will be below grade.
The landscape will terrace down and it will be a natural grade change. He continued the
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description of the row houses relating that the materials will also include a painted siding,
painted trim, and wood windows that are metal clad. They are considering marking the
buildings, somewhat symbolizing a colored front door, with the address of each of the entrance
points on a metal sign or door.

Mr. Corby clarified that the main building is shown with a buff color brick with a darker brick as
the base. They’d be using a cast stone trim for accents. The medium tone brick will be used on
the row houses and the residential on Freyling Place.
Mr. Corby related that the owners would like to name the block Freyling and Mendels block.
They are showing a subtle cornice sign that would be mounted on the main building. It provides
a sense of place based on the history of the site. It becomes a true mixed use block for the
neighborhood that has a moniker that has some basis in the site’s history.
Mr. Corby invited questions.
Ms. Gavin asked if the neighbors are in support of the plans as presented.
Mr. Corby replied that they are.
Mr. Reader noted that reference photos of buildings in the neighborhood were provided and it is
apparent that there was an effort made to pick up some of the detailing. Mr. Reader also noted
that none of the commercial buildings in the neighborhood have planters at the front and they all
have somewhat of a flat façade.
Mr. Corby agreed that others do not have the planters. They presented a rendition without them
and another with them to the neighbors and they preferred the planters because of the history.
It is somewhat different than you would see but it has a relation to the past. Mr. Corby
welcomed the Commissions thoughts. The neighbors felt it was a nice way to pay homage to
the former retail edge that was there.
Ms. Miller asked if the plan is to have something climbing creating a green screen.
Mr. Reader clarified that he was referring to the planters along Wealthy. The other retail
buildings in that stretch have a flat façade.
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Mr. Corby presented a rendering of the Freyling Place residences. He stated that they are
smaller footprint buildings. They have varied them in color and porch elements using two
different types of porches. The detailing is horizontal siding, painted trim and a metal clad wood
window. The porches will be either a brick pier porch or a painted metal column porch. The
bases of the houses are brick; one of the bricks they will be using in the other two buildings.

Ms. Gavin noted from the historic photo that they had either produce or flowers out in front of
the building. She feels it is a nice nod to the history.
Mr. Reader stated that to him it appears those things were on the street side of the sidewalk.
Mr. Corby clarified that they opened up the fronts and the plants were actually spilling out onto
the street. He stated that it isn’t a critical point of the design and he would welcome input. It
has a clear historic basis.
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Mr. Corby provided more explanation of the other plantings proposed for the front. He
explained that the planter itself won’t be seen. There are vertical cables that extend from the
horizontal sign band level to the cornice line that would allow for vines to grow up. It will be
similar to a green screen.
Mr. Rodriguez asked if they’ve used that system before.

Mr. Rodriguez noted that Cathedral Square has something similar to that as does the UICA
parking garage. He was trying to recall a situation where it has worked well.
Ms. Miller noted that typically that application is to hide or screen something.
Mr. Corby stated that if it is on a south wall it works very well. If it isn’t on the south it takes a
while to actually grow.
Ms. Miller questioned the location on the front façade. She feels the proposed live wall is
acceptable because it is setback from the street and it is being used to identify an entrance.
However, she doesn’t feel there are a lot of structures on Wealthy that have a green wall at the
sidewalk. She would rather have the transparency.
Mr. Corby explained that that is why they used cables instead of a green screen. They wanted
threads of green to go up.
Ms. Miller stated that her concern is if it doesn’t work. Ms. Gavin added that it will likely be
brown most of the year.
Mr. Maxam stated that the worst case scenario is that there will be some cables there.
Ms. Gavin suggested that if the idea is to give a nod to the green house she would prefer to see
the greenery inside so that there is a chance that it will be green most of the year. Her concern
is that it will look like dead foliage most of the year.
Mr. Corby stated that if you use the right type of ivy it will stay green all year. He gave an
example of the use of the system on the Phoenix building. That is more of a green screen
however. He stated that you have to use the right materials and it will grow; it won’t be bare
cables for long. At Cathedral Square it grew about 3 ft. a year and they had to start trimming it
after that because it was growing over the top of the green screen.
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Mr. Corby replied that they have.

Mr. Corby explained that the main building follows the cant in the street. The transparent part of
the building is squared off so the shelf is basically a tapered wedge that provides enough room
for a good planting bed.
Ms. Miller asked if any of the second floor roof along Wealthy will be utilized for anything.
Mr. Corby replied yes; the units there will have some sort of small terrace. However, most of
the roof will be vegetated roof.
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Ms. Miller recalled from the previous submittals and discussions with architects that there was
discussion about height and what appropriate height is. Ms. Miller was interested to hear from
other Commissioners about the third story being set back as opposed to being brought to the
front edge of the façade. She feels the height should be at the street and as you proceed back
toward the residential neighborhood then it should taper down and scale back.
Mr. Maxam feels that essentially the height is at the street in that it is at the south side of the site
on the south building. It is pulled back a bit from the edge in respect for the fact that everything
on Wealthy is generally one- or two-story. A full three stories at Wealthy seems too much.

Ms. Baker noted the grade change on Calkins.
Mr. Corby indicated that they did consider the tree stories at the street but it felt too imposing.
Mr. Maxam agreed that three stories is tall on Calkins but it is adjacent to the commercial on
Wealthy and the associated parking behind it; it isn’t adjacent to the residential on Calkins.
Ms. Gavin stated that she would not favor three stories at the street on Wealthy.
Ms. Baldwin agreed.
Ms. Baker asked Mr. Corby if he was aware of how much the grade changes for the house
directly behind Verhey.
Michael Jenn, also present with the applicant team, stated that at the far end of the site it is up 7
ft. It is 750 at Wealthy and 757 by the time you get to the end of the street.
Mr. Corby clarified that on the north end of Calkins it is 7 ft. higher than the Wealthy and Calkins
intersection. Freyling Place only rises about 2 ft. from south to north. If you walk that it doesn’t
feel like there is much rise at all.
Ms. Baldwin stated that she likes the way they have tucked the cars in. She also likes the
parallel parking in front of the units on Calkins. Ms. Baldwin asked how many parking spaces
per unit they are proposing.
Mr. Corby stated that they wanted to provide one parking space per residential unit. They also
spoke with Ms. Schulz of the Planning Dept. about parking and she related that there is
community parking in the area for the commercial businesses and she didn’t feel they had to
accommodate all of the parking that might normally be needed. Even though you don’t get the
sense that there is a lot of parking they are creating 55 spaces. Part of that has to do with the
strategies they are implementing, including the spaces tucked under the row houses.
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Ms. Miller asked if three stories is okay on Calkins.

Ms. Gavin asked Ms. Miller if she was referring to the height of the main building at the back.
Ms. Miller suggested that they may have scared the applicant when they were here previously
discussing the former design. She feels the height belongs on Wealthy. That is where the
commercial area is and then the height and density should trickle down as you move toward the
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back of the site. She clarified that she would not be opposed to bringing that height all the way
to the front.
Ms. Gavin asked the height difference between the commercial building and the row houses.
Mr. Jenn stated that the top of the residential of the front building is 792 and the top of the row
houses is 786; a difference of 6 ft.

Mr. Rodriguez agreed with Ms. Miller that having the height at Wealthy wouldn’t be a bad thing if
done well. He isn’t opposed to it as shown but also doesn’t want to discourage any possibilities
of exploring height at the street. It may be that the Commission is divided a bit on that point
however. Mr. Rodriguez stated that the site plan looks fantastic. It seems very true to compact
urban form. Mr. Rodriguez asked for some clarifications. He asked how the cornice on the
building that fronts Wealthy looks in profile and how it connects to the masonry walls.
Mr. Corby explained that it will be made of metal. It will have a top horizontal piece and a
vertical fascia piece. The metal detail actually comes down into the masonry; it is embedded in
the masonry and then rises up and goes to the top of the cornice. He stated that it is almost as
if it is a larger scale I-beam.
Mr. Rodriguez clarified that the vertical piece is recessed slightly from the face of the brick.
Mr. Corby agreed.
Ms. Miller asked if that vertical face is where the signage will go.
Mr. Corby explained that in some earlier renditions they were showing a fabric canopy. They
received feedback from neighbors and recognized that while there are some canopies there
aren’t a lot on the street. They have an expression line on the building. Signage can occur on
the brick façade or on the expression band. They didn’t include a lot of the signage information
in the packet except for the naming of the block.
Ms. Miller asked if they would address lighting in the formal submittal.
Mr. Corby agreed. He stated that they probably won’t propose any vertical lighting along
Calkins because of the narrowness. There will be spill off from the porches. They will address
lighting on the façade of the main building and the balance of the site.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Oct 7, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Mr. Corby added that the cornice line of the commercial building is at 781. He pointed out that
the grade rises on Calkins.

Mr. Rodriguez observed that the windows of the façade facing Wealthy appear to have a
slender sill. He asked if that is stone or cast stone.
Mr. Corby replied that it will be cast stone; cultured limestone.
Mr. Rodriguez asked if the windows are set back from the face of the brick.
Mr. Corby agreed that they are.

Packet Pg. 216

3.9
Grand Rapids Historic Preservation Commission
October 7, 2015
Page 27

Mr. Reader asked if the masonry above the windows is a different color.
Mr. Corby replied that they will be using two brick colors. One is darker and one lighter so it will
be an alternating pattern. It is subtle but provides some significance on the fascia.

Mr. Corby explained the basis for that design. It is a reference to the gabled roofs on the other
side of the street. They didn’t want it to be foreign. They are asphalt shingled roofs. He
recalled the image of the greenhouses and the shed staggered roofs. Originally they showed
them all pointing in the same direction but they felt that was too foreign.
Ms. Miller asked if siding goes up into the peak or if it is a different material.
Mr. Corby referred to the rendering and pointed out where asphalt shingle is proposed and
where the painted siding is proposed.
Ms. Miller asked what is on the façade of the peak.
Mr. Corby replied painted siding. They wanted to do something that was fresh yet still
comfortable with some unique distinction.
Mr. Maxam stated that if the reference is the green houses then doing them all the same
direction makes more sense. It would seem a little less like a gable that has been cleaved in
half.
Ms. Gavin stated that she isn’t aware of a reference of a half gable anywhere in the City that
makes sense in this context.
Mr. Corby stated that there are a lot of half gables in this neighborhood.
Mr. Reader indicated that he doesn’t believe people will understand the green house reference
long term.
Mr. Maxam clarified that he isn’t entirely opposed to shed roofs and he’d like to see a rendering
of them in all the same direction. As shown they look like horns.
Mr. Corby stated that he likes the idea of using the shed roofs and if they do them in all the
same direction it has a more literal connection to what was there. The quality of them is
definitely familiar; the scale, the materiality, windows and trim.
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Mr. Maxam stated that he really likes the character of the residential units along Calkins. He
also likes the planters in the rails because there is so little green on the site. However, he finds
the roof line on Freyling very jarring.

Mr. Maxam asked if they will have overhangs.
Mr. Corby replied that they will have a gutter on the side so they will have a bit of protrusion.
Mr. Reader pointed out that no one will ever really have the view as shown in the rendering.
The furthest you will get away is across the street.
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Mr. Corby added that Freyling is the most interesting frontage. They thought getting some
diversity in the architecture was good. They explored some different colors and some of the
neighbors advised them to go bolder than they had originally. There are a lot of saturated tones
proposed and they aren’t a bunch of the same bland houses. They have a distinction yet still
feel like houses that might be along there, except perhaps the shed roof. Mr. Corby stated that
with the shed roof they have the ability to create a distinct block; something that feels like it has
some reference. The simplest thing would be to put a gable on but they didn’t feel that was
paying homage to the site. If the reference is a bit esoteric that is okay and isn’t something that
has to be so obvious.
Ms. Gavin suggested that if the façade wasn’t painted a contrasting color it might work better. It
almost seems like they are arbitrarily highlighting something that perhaps isn’t the strongest
feature. She understands that they want it to be different and differentiate new from old, which
is important in the standards.
Mr. Corby stated that they did look at that originally and it looked strange and really highlighted
the gable as a half-gable.
Mr. Maxam suggested there may be an opportunity to have a variety of roofs. They don’t all
have to be the same. There is just something that he isn’t comfortable with in terms of the
roofs.
Mr. Reader stated that he likes a lot of the rest of it. The scale works well. He likes the window
sizes and the shapes.
Ms. Gavin stated that she likes the modern interpretation of the historic porch materials.
Mr. Corby pointed out that they are using the planters again here as an edge to the porches.
Mr. Rodriguez stated that for him the planters feel somewhat forced. It is a little too
homogenous that each one has a built in planter.
Mr. Reader stated that he always worries about maintenance but that isn’t really part of their
consideration. He stated that he doesn’t mind the planters on the residential street context but
he feels they are odd in the retail context. It forces a setback from the windows along Wealthy.
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Mr. Jenn added that it is a very tight street so you would be looking at it from the streetscape,
which is where you get the gable reference more. Another thing about the elevation is that the
paired units are offset by 4 ft.; one is set back from the other. It isn’t quite as flat as it appears in
the drawing.

Mr. Rodriguez and Ms. Gavin stated that they feel opposite. Ms. Gavin really likes them on the
Wealthy façade.
Mr. Reader pointed out that it forces a setback from the windows. If you go up to the other
commercial buildings on the street the window is right there. They didn’t build them like that by
accident. It was meant so that pedestrians would come up to the window and look at what’s in
the display.
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Ms. Baldwin noted however that a lot of businesses put large planters out in front of their doors
and windows. Ms. Gavin agreed. They may not be built in but they are frequently present.
Ms. Baker stated that typically the planters are in the right-of-way.
Mr. Maxam asked if the proposed planters are in the right-of-way.
Mr. Corby replied that they are one foot into the right-of-way but they can avoid that if they push
the building back.

Mr. Reader stated that if they are going to have them he would prefer to see them on the street
side of the sidewalk to provide more of a barrier between vehicular traffic and pedestrians. He
would prefer not to have them at all though.
Ms. Gavin reminded the Commission that the original building that was there had something
similar so she feels in this case, while it might not be something they have in modern times, it is
a nice and appropriate nod to the original structure that stood there.
Mr. Reader stated that essentially it is a retail building in a district with existing retail buildings
from the era of the building that was removed. If you look at any of those retail buildings the
planters just aren’t a feature.
Ms. Gavin stated that neither are cables with ivy. It is a modern building.
Mr. Rodriguez commented on the vertical address signs on Calkins stating that they seem very
commercial. He isn’t sure that is in keeping with that stretch of the street, which is definitely
residential.
Ms. Baldwin stated that she had the same reaction.
Mr. Maxam likes the concept but wonders if once they are up they will seem too large.
Ms. Gavin stated that she likes the sizing of the metal plate but not the size and orientation of
the numbers.
Mr. Corby explained that they have a door like proportion to it. He feels the proportion is good
but perhaps the numbers are too bold.
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Mr. Rodriguez asked how others felt if the planters weren’t built in; if they were stand alone.

Ms. Gavin stated that it feels like commercial signage.
Mr. Maxam stated that he was referring to the bold color to the panel rather than the numbers
but agreed that the numbers are big. He likes the panel and maybe there are options for sizing.
Ms. Miller advised them to address the railing on the roof of the Wealthy façade in the formal
application if there will be outdoor area.
Mr. Corby understood. He added that the mechanicals for the buildings will be furnaces with
compressors outside. All of the compressors will be located on the roof vs. on the ground.
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They aren’t visible in the renderings because the parapets are screening them. They wanted to
make sure that what little green space they were creating wasn’t populated with a bunch of
compressor units. The noise will also be better on the roof vs. between or around buildings.
Mr. Maxam asked if the parapet is tall enough to be the guardrail along Wealthy.
Mr. Corby replied that it is.

Mr. Corby stated that the residences will be able to vent off the roof. If there will be any venting
that will be visible that will be identified in the formal submission. He stated that they are also
considering the possibility of green roofs on the porch roofs.
Ms. Baker advised Mr. Corby that the size of the address numbers is limited to 12 inches for
residential use and 36 inches for non-residential use.
Mr. Maxam asked if the introduction of commercial on Calkins will be permitted by Planning.
Mr. Corby indicated that this is a TBA zone district and the bigger question was having
residential at grade.
Ms. Miller stated that the residences along Freyling feel a little low. However, because of the
quality of the photos she isn’t certain what the existing homes on the street are like.
Mr. Corby stated that they are approximately 2 ft. from grade to porch height.
Mr. Reader stated that the existing homes on the other side of the street are very low. Ms.
Baker agreed; they are almost at grade.
Mr. Corby stated that they wanted to get their units off the grade but not to the point that it would
require rails.
Mr. Rodriguez congratulated the team on a lot of hard work.
Mr. Corby thanked the neighbors for their time and input.
____________________________________________________________________________
NEW BUSINESS RESUMED:
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Ms. Miller advised them to also consider venting so that they aren’t coming out the front
facades.

967-971 Cherry SE (FSQ) – Request to retain the new front vinyl windows.
There was no representation for the application. Ms. Baker related that they received staff
approval to replace the aluminum siding with new aluminum siding in kind and the windows with
new, in kind, wood windows. Their contractor installed vinyl windows with grills on the inside
and has since filed bankruptcy. Ms. Baker presented a photo that provided a glimpse of what
the building looked like previously. The applicant is asking to retain what was installed. It is a
façade that essentially has no historical character left. There is virtually nothing left to the
building other than the physical shape and location it is in. It has aluminum siding, mismatched
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windows, and T111 and now vinyl windows. The former wood windows looked like windows
that someone had laying around and stuck in at some point. Now they are vinyl with a similar
grill pattern with interior muntins.
Ms. Baker asked that the Commission consider the basic question of whether this façade is
contributing.
The Commission agreed that it is not contributing.

Mr. Maxam asked if they would have approved the vinyl windows had they come in with the
request before installation.
Ms. Gavin replied no.
Ms. Baker asked why not.
Ms. Gavin stated that even though the façade is not contributing there are no vinyl windows in
the District.
Ms. Baker advised that saying it isn’t appropriate simply because it is vinyl is not sufficient for
denying something.
Mr. Maxam stated that it isn’t in character with the district.
Ms. Baker asked what impact the changes on this building have to the overall district.
Mr. Reader referred to the guidelines stating that new work will be compatible with historic
materials.
Ms. Baker stated that there are no historic materials on this building. The reason vinyl windows
aren’t permitted in historic buildings is based on profiles and sashes and things of that nature
and how they relate to the historic materials of that particular building. When you are looking at
a façade that has no historical character or materials left to it, what is the effect on that building
and the effect of the greater district?
Ms. Gavin suggested that there may be historical materials left; they are just covered up.
Ms. Baker advised that there is nothing on that façade. There might be a little bit of brick behind
the aluminum but she didn’t see a lot when they were taking it off.
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Ms. Gavin argued that they still wouldn’t let vinyl windows in the district even if not contributing.

Mr. Rodriguez stated that there are bits and pieces.
Ms. Gavin read from the Standards; the work shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale
and architectural features to protect the historic integrity of the property and its environment. Its
environment is the district. These vinyl windows are incompatible with the district because there
are no other vinyl windows in the district.
Ms. Baker disagreed. The building next door has vinyl windows.
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Ms. Gavin argued that they are pre-district and that doesn’t count.
Ms. Miller stated that technically they can let new construction have vinyl windows.
Ms. Baker agreed. The Commission just approved a fiberglass door.

Mr. Reader stated that he can’t honestly say that the vinyl windows detract. On the other hand
he doesn’t want to say that anything goes.
Ms. Baker advised that the windows that were there weren’t historic. She agreed with Mr.
Reader that that is why you have to specify why it is okay in this particular location. It could be
a Notice to Proceed. It could be a denial.
Ms. Gavin stated that it isn’t a Notice to Proceed; there is no financial hardship.
Mr. Maxam asked if it is just the 5 or 6 windows.
Ms. Baker agreed. The others in the bay were replaced in kind; vinyl to vinyl.
Mr. Maxam stated that in terms of consistency on the property there is a pretty strong case for
vinyl. To put wood in would make a mish mash of different things.
Ms. Miller observed that the vinyl windows appear to be further recessed.
Ms. Baker stated that they are pretty close to the same location as the former.
Ms. Miller MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION TO RETAIN THE VINYL WINDOWS
BASED ON THE FACT THAT THE FAÇADE HAS BEEN DEEMED NON-CONTRIBUTING
AND THE INTRODUCTION OF THE VINYL MATERIALS WILL NOT DETRACT FROM THE
CHARACTER OF THE PROPERTY OR THE STREET. THE INTRODUCTION OF VINYL IS
COMPATIBLE WITH THE FAÇADE OF THIS PROPERTY. THE APPROVAL IS BASED ON
THE LOCAL PRESERVATION GUIDELINES AND THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S
STANDARDS 2, 9 & 10. SUPPORTED by Mr. Rodriguez. YEAS: 5. NAYS: 1 (Gavin).
MOTION CARRIED.
____________________________________________________________________________
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Ms. Gavin argued that it was on the rear façade and was granted with a Notice to Proceed.
There is a huge difference between a Notice to Proceed and a Certificate of Appropriateness.

PUBLIC COMMENT: None.
ADJOURNED:

8:30 p.m.
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Minutes of the
GRAND RAPIDS HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
5:00 p.m. Wednesday, November 4, 2015
1120 Monroe Ave. NW
Public Hearing Room 2nd Floor
CALL TO ORDER

ABSENT:
STAFF PRESENT: Rhonda Baker and recording secretary Carol Gornowich
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES of October 7, 2015 – Ms. Miller MOVED TO APPROVE the
minutes of the October 7, 2015 meeting. SUPPORTED by Ms. Baldwin. All in favor. MOTION
CARRIED.

STAFF COMMUNICATIONS AND REPORTS
Certificates of Appropriateness Issued by Staff
801 Broadway NW
538 Madison SE
515 Pleasant SE
420 Lafayette SE
1755 Michigan NE

659 Union SE
248 College SE
244 College SE
314 Madison SE
329 Morris SE

40 Pearl NW
659 Wealthy SE
440 Logan SE
1052 Wealthy SE

516 Cherry SE
310 Union SE
520 Union SE
234 Lyon NE

OLD BUSINESS
101 E Fulton (LL) – Request to replace east windows with doors was tabled on July 1, 2015.
Mr. Reader related that he co-chaired the committee that developed the design. He suggested
it may be appropriate that he recuse himself.
Motion by Ms. Gavin, supported by Mr. Rodriguez, finding that Mr. Reader has a potential
conflict of interest. Motion carried unanimously.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Nov 4, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

MEMBERS PRESENT: Emily Uebbing, David Maxam, Kerry Baldwin, Michael Rodriguez,
Christopher Reader, Lisa Miller, and Jenn Gavin

Mr. Reader temporarily left the meeting room.
Samuel Ojo, SKO Design Group, was present to discuss the project.
Ms. Uebbing recalled that this matter was tabled at the applicant’s request. She noted that
amended drawings have been submitted.
Mr. Ojo explained that the amended drawings comply with the HPC’s request to mimic what the
previous elevation looked like with very little interference with the façade.
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Ms. Miller asked if cut sheets are available for the proposed light fixture.
Ms. Baker clarified for the Commission that they are only considering the new doors on the east
wall. There are a couple of windows that will have interior frosting applied because they are
located in bathrooms, which was addressed approximately a year ago.
Mr. Maxam asked if 6-panel wood doors are proposed.
Mr. Ojo agreed. He also clarified that they will retain the limestone panel.

Ms. Baker replied that it is a flat/flush door. Ms. Miller clarified that all three doors will be
consistent.
Mr. Ojo agreed. He stated that the doors will be painted to match the trim. The cut sheet
provided represents the door style they propose.
Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none.
Mr. Maxam stated that he appreciates that the amount of change is as minimal as necessary to
put the building back into productive use.
Ms. Gavin added that the rearrangement of doors and windows is far more in keeping with the
original symmetric façade of the building and more closely complies with the Standards.
Mr. Rodriguez agreed.
It was noted that any limestone removed is to be retained on site.
Ms. Gavin MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION AS SUBMITTED, AND PER
TESTIMONY, BASED ON THE LOCAL PRESERVATION GUIDELINES AND THE
SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS 1, 2, 9 & 10. SUPPORTED by Mr.
Rodriguez. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
____________________________________________________________________________
Mr. Reader returned to the meeting.
147 Union NE (HER) – The request to retain porch roof alterations was tabled on October 7,
2015.
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Mr. Maxam asked the material of the existing door.

There being no representation present for the request, the matter was moved to the end of the
agenda.
200 Ionia SW (HSD) – Request to table until December 2nd meeting.
Motion by Mr. Maxam, supported by Ms. Gavin, to table to the December 2, 2015 meeting.
Motion carried unanimously.
____________________________________________________________________________
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573 College SE (HER) – Request to table until December 2nd meeting.
Motion by Ms. Gavin, supported by Mr. Reader, to table to the December 2, 2015 meeting.
Motion carried unanimously.
NEW BUSINESS

Jason Spaulding, Brewery Vivant, was present to discuss the request. Mr. Spaulding brought a
solar panel with him to provide the Commission with a clear understanding of what is proposed.
He identified the brackets that would be mounted to the roof noting that the panels would be
removable if desired at some point in the future. He explained that on the barrel roof they are
trying to get some elevation to maximize the sunlight. There will be an approximate 7 degree
rise to achieve that. The panels on the chapel will be flush mounted. Mr. Spaulding also
referred to the panel recalling that there had been some question about the potential glare. He
recalled that there was some question about the chapel roof and the possibility of getting the
panels close together. He related that that will be possible. However, on the barrel roof there
are a few stacks coming out of the roof that they will have to work around.
Mr. Spaulding presented photos demonstrating that there is a unique area that protrudes out
that will help to hide the panels on the west side. While this will be a significant investment they
feel it is important to the company.
Ms. Gavin asked if they were able to get a panel onto the roof to observe what the glare might
be as seen from the street.
Mr. Reader stated that he is comfortable with seeing the actual panel that is proposed.
Ms. Gavin asked how much glare there would be in direct sunlight.
Mr. Spaulding replied that the panels have a matte finish and they are designed to absorb rather
than reflect. His impression is that there won’t be a blinding glare.
Mr. Maxam noted from the photos that as one faces the front of the building the parapet on the
left is larger than the one on the right. Mr. Spaulding agreed. Ms. Miller added that the peak of
the roof is offset from the dormer.
Mr. Spaulding stated that it is interesting from the interior in that there are stained glass
windows at the front and back and they are not perfectly aligned. He suggested that that had
something to do with the design of the parapet.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Nov 4, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

925 Cherry SE (FSQ) – Request to install solar panels on the east and west face of the chapel
roof as well as the barrel roof of the brewery building.

Ms. Baldwin recalled discussing the possibility of putting panels on the flat portion of the
rectangular area of the building.
Mr. Spaulding agreed. However, shadows affect the effectiveness. They did some studies to
determine where shadows would interfere as the sun goes over the building. It may be possible
to squeeze in a couple of panels between some machinery on that portion of roof but there
would still be shadows at certain points. It is less efficient having the panels spread out in
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random locations and makes the installation more difficult. Mr. Spaulding stated that the first
consideration was to consider placing the panels in all of the flat areas and there just weren’t
enough locations to make that worth pursuing.
Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none.

Ms. Miller disagreed. That façade is set back from the street quite a bit. It is also nearly twostories. Seeing the rendering, and the actual panel, she feels that it becomes more of a field
rather than individual solar panels. Because it is a field it tends to recess rather than become
highlighted.
Ms. Uebbing stated that the other thing that stands out for her in this case is the parapet wall.
While it won’t hide it from certain angles she feels it helps to diminish it overall. Even the barrel
vaulted roof has a parapet wall.
Ms. Miller recalled from the Advisory Discussion that as a Commission they were comfortable
with the sections identified as “A” and “C”; they were really only questioning the section
identified as “B”.
Mr. Reader referred to the Standards. Standard 2 states that the historic character of the
property shall be retained and preserved. He feels that it would be. Nothing is being removed
or altered other than the roof material, which is just being obscured.
Ms. Uebbing compared it to covering the existing roof with new shingles.
Mr. Reader addressed Standard 9 indicating that nothing would really be changing. With
respect to Standard 10, if the panels were removed in the future it would essentially be an
asphalt roof again. When considering the guideline related to skylights, solar system & roof
accessories the factor to consider under the “not recommended” section is whether the one
slope is prominently visible. It is visible but he isn’t certain that it is prominent. He feels that the
field of panels set tightly doesn’t damage the effect of the building.
Mr. Maxam agreed that it hinges on the word “prominent”. The fact that it has a parapet in front
of it gives the architectural prominence to the parapet roof. Another unique situation with this
property is that the sloped roof comes down onto a one-story flat roof that further diminishes the
prominence of the main roof. The building is also set back a distance from the street, further
diminishing the prominence of that roof plane. It is also a very commercial context. With
respect to the barrel vaulted roof, he doesn’t believe it was ever intended to be a decorative
rooftop; it has always been somewhat of a utilitarian roof. He doesn’t feel the proposed
installation diminishes the character of the building. If it were an original slate or tile roof he may
feel differently. In this case, in this context, with this geometry and this setting he is comfortable
that it meets the guidelines.
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Ms. Baldwin recalled from the previous discussion that she was the Commissioner most
concerned about the visibility of the panels on the chapel roof, east side, from the street or
sidewalk; the section identified as “B”. She continues to have that concern although seeing the
panel is helpful.

Ms. Gavin related that she was torn at the time of the Advisory Discussion. In looking at the
sample provided, the dimensions and the patterning on it, she isn’t convinced that it will look so
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very different than an asphalt roof. It is obviously a different material but it isn’t the replacement
of a slate roof with this material. It doesn’t damage historic material and it can be removed.
She feels the word prominent is important when considering the local standard. From Lake Dr.
it will be possible to see more of the roof but from the beginning she wasn’t convinced that that
façade was meant to be seen. She would support the request.

801 Broadway NW (LL) – Request to build a balcony in rear alcove.
Ms. Miller related that she is employed by the architectural firm involved in this project.
Motion by Mr. Maxam, supported by Mr. Rodriguez, finding that Ms. Miller has a potential
conflict of interest. Motion carried unanimously.
Ms. Miller temporarily left the meeting room.
Greg Metz, Lott3Metz Architecture, and Chris Beckering, representing the applicant and Clark
Place Residential Condominium Assoc., were present to discuss the project. Mr. Metz
submitted additional photos from the internal area of the site to aid in visualizing the request.
Mr. Metz presented an aerial view of the old American Seating site that was listed on the
National Register many years ago. The photos provided in the submitted packet were photos
that one could take from the street and/or a vehicle. As is evidenced by the photos, it is very
difficult to see back into the subject location due to the trees and landscaping. The request to
build a balcony in the subject area is due to the fact that they were adamant that they didn’t
want any additions to the north façade.
Mr. Beckering added that there were several condominium owners along the north elevation
that requested balconies and the Association voted against supporting sporadic balconies on
that elevation. They were comfortable with the applicant requesting a balcony in the proposed
location.
Mr. Metz noted from the submitted information that they are proposing a privacy screen on the
west side of the balcony due to the presence of apartments, and the bedrooms within,
approximately 15 ft. away. The apartment association requested some form of screening for the
privacy of those residents. The privacy screen is currently proposed as wood and the intent
would be to paint it so that it would blend in. They are open to suggestions for another material
if the Commission is so inclined. Two railings are also proposed; one on the north and one on
the south. The south rail is shown as a glass rail on the submitted drawings. However,
because there is nothing present to the south they would rather do that rail out of metal. Again
they are open to suggestions or recommendations from the Commission.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Nov 4, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Mr. Maxam MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION AS SUBMITTED, AND PER
TESTIMONY AND SAMPLE PROVIDED, BASED ON THE LOCAL PRESERVATION
GUIDELINES AND THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS 2, 9 & 10.
SUPPORTED by Mr. Reader. YEAS: 6. NAYS: 1 (Baldwin). MOTION CARRIED.
____________________________________________________________________________

Ms. Baker asked for more detail on the proposed metal rail.
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Mr. Metz suggested a 2” top and foot rail with ½” verticals at 4” spacing. It would be a painted
metal rail with round or square vertical spindles. He stated that no one will ever see that railing
other than those on the balcony.
Mr. Metz also requested an advisory opinion from the HPC with respect to placing a canopy
over the balcony at some future point. It could be removable or fixed.

Ms. Uebbing noted that the building is brick. She asked if mounting of the canopy would occur
in mortar joints if it was to be attached to the structure.
Mr. Metz related that it is actually a concrete post and beam system with brick infill. They
cannot attach to the brick due to the condition so everything will be attached to the concrete.
Mr. Metz pointed out from the submitted drawings that the heavy lines represent the concrete.
There will be two brackets at each concrete point to hold up the balcony.
Mr. Reader asked the size of the brackets.
Mr. Metz replied 4” x 4”.
Mr. Reader asked about the underside of the balcony. Ms. Uebbing clarified that the question is
about the appearance from underneath.
Mr. Beckering explained that you can’t stand beneath it and look up because there is a singlestory building beneath it. Mr. Metz added that if you could you would be viewing the underside
of wood or composite decking on steel.
Ms. Gavin indicated that she is considering what the view from the opposing building will be and
asked if they have the support of the owner.
Mr. Beckering explained that the building she was referencing is Off-Broadway Apartments; it is
one unit of the Master Association. The Master Association has been involved in discussions
and are comfortable with the request. They would like the privacy screen however.
Mr. Reader asked about the emergency lighting noted on the plans.
Mr. Metz clarified that the emergency lighting is no longer required. The project was initially
much more complex and has been scaled back dramatically. Mr. Metz stated that in his opinion
this location is much more hidden then what was approved for the Eldridge building.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Nov 4, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Ms. Baker advised the Commission to deliberate on the formal request and make a decision
and then offer any advice they may have on a canopy.

Mr. Beckering added that there is only one location where you can stand at grade and see it.
Ms. Gavin suggested it could be seen from within the building.
Mr. Metz stated you would have to be on a lower floor and be looking up because it is so close.
Ms. Uebbing clarified that this is only proposed for the one location and is not intended to be
repeated on the building.
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Mr. Metz agreed.
Ms. Baldwin asked if they are also adding the door or if there is a door present now.
Mr. Metz agreed that they will also be adding the door; it is currently just a brick wall. It will be
the only opening on that façade. The door will be a typical aluminum door with a full light.

Mr. Metz replied yes. Mr. Beckering related that there is corrugated/wavy metal over the
existing first floor balconies on the apartment building and over the canopies at the entrances.
During the original restoration project they were required to replicate that material. They would
be happy to use that material if that is preferred by the Commission.
Mr. Maxam explained that the reason for his suggestion is that generally a fence looks like it
belongs on the ground. Ms. Gavin suggested that a flat panel steel might disappear more.
Mr. Metz doesn’t feel it will disappear. The intent should be to make it so that when one looks at
it they don’t do a double take. He stated that a flat panel would be fine.
Ms. Gavin asked for further clarification as to where the corrugated metal is currently in place.
Mr. Beckering referred to the drawings identifying where that material is used.
Ms. Gavin noted that in those applications the material is not vertical.
Mr. Metz agreed. The only verticals in the building are concrete, brick and glass.
Mr. Reader asked the color of the proposed door.
Mr. Beckering replied that it would likely match the existing brick color or be black. Ms. Gavin
noted that all of the metal on the building is black. Mr. Beckering added that if the privacy
screen is approved then no one would see the door other than those present on the balcony.
Mr. Metz clarified that they would like approval for a glass rail on the north side, a simple metal
rail on the south side and the privacy screen of corrugated metal. The south rail will not be
visible to anyone other than those on the balcony. The application proposes a glass rail for the
south side but he is amending that request at this point.
Ms. Uebbing summarized that currently proposed are three different rail materials. Mr. Metz
agreed.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Nov 4, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Mr. Maxam asked if they would be open to making the privacy screen metal.

Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none.
Ms. Uebbing suggested they discuss the door, rails and balcony and then offer any advice on a
canopy.
Ms. Baker related that every door on the building is aluminum. The Commission was
comfortable with an aluminum door as proposed. The Commission was also comfortable with
the balcony addition as proposed. The rails were discussed further.
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Ms. Uebbing indicated that she would prefer to see more consistency in the rail system. She
feels that metal fits the style of the building. She can also appreciate the south rail not being
glass and would therefore support the request for metal in that location. She suggested that if
the south rail is metal then the privacy screen should also be metal so it is more consistent for
those that are on the balcony. She agreed that the glass north rail would provide some
openness. Ms. Uebbing indicated that she would be comfortable with staff approval of the metal
rail and privacy screen.

Mr. Reader suggested that a square tubing system for the south rail would be consistent since
they would be using that to hold up the corrugated privacy screen.
Ms. Gavin stated that even though there is a point of reference of corrugated metal on the
structure she doesn’t know if that necessarily translates to being appropriate for a vertical
privacy wall or that that particular material would blend well with the square tubing.
Ms. Uebbing suggested that since this is a new addition they could ask for a standard south rail
and something in metal that may be more modern for the privacy fence. The applicant can
come up with a plan for staff review and approval. If it has a modern feel the balcony will be
read as new and it will maintain consistency between the rail, privacy wall, and glass rail.
Ms. Gavin wasn’t certain about staff approval because she isn’t certain what varieties of modern
metal fencing would be unobtrusive.
Ms. Baker noted that it will have to be solid to be an effective screen. The options are a metal
with a wave of some sort or a flat panel.
Mr. Maxam indicated he would be comfortable with either of those. Ms. Baldwin and Mr.
Reader agreed. Mr. Rodriguez indicated he also has no preference on any of the rail materials
because this location is so visually unobtrusive that it will not matter; there will be no visual
impact on the character of the building.
Mr. Maxam noted that most of the angles of view would be from within the applicant’s property.
Mr. Reader agreed.
Ms. Gavin stated that she would prefer metal for the privacy screen and as non-decorative as
possible so as not to call attention to it since it is a blank wall now. She would prefer that it not
be corrugated.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Nov 4, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Mr. Maxam recalled that the applicant was willing to use corrugated steel to match what was
present elsewhere on the building.

Additional discussion took place regarding the screen wall and the Commission reached a
consensus of a painted metal screen wall and that corrugated metal would be fine.
Mr. Maxam MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION AS SUBMITTED, WITH THE
EXCEPTION OF THE WOOD SCREEN WALL, WHICH IS DENIED. THE PRIVACY SCREEN
SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED OF METAL IN LIEU OF WOOD WITH STAFF APPROVAL OF
THE FINAL DESIGN AND PAINT COLOR FOR THE METAL. THE MOTION IS BASED ON
THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS 1, 2, 9 & 10 AND THE LOCAL
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PRESERVATION GUIDELINES. SUPPORTED by Mr. Rodriguez. MOTION CARRIED
UNANIMOUSLY.
The Commission offered advice on a potential future canopy.
Mr. Reader stated that he doesn’t strongly support the idea because it would make the balcony
less transparent.

Mr. Rodriguez agreed. He feels there is an opportunity for a canopy to make the privacy wall
less awkward.
Ms. Baldwin agreed with Mr. Rodriguez and Mr. Maxam.
Ms. Miller returned to the meeting.
445 Union SE (HER) – Request for the addition of flat trim at the mitered outside corners of the
siding.
Matt Kolenda was present to discuss the application. He explained that he has several photos
that show examples of what he is proposing as well as the condition of his home. Because he
was unfamiliar with the format of the HPC meeting he did not produce hard copies but does
have them on his computer and would gladly present them to each Commissioner. Some of the
photos were included in the packet. Those that differ from what are in the packet include photos
of damage to the plaster on the interior and examples of homes in the immediate area that are
similar in architecture and have the feature he would like to add.
Ms. Baker suggested the subcommittee members provide their report.
Mr. Maxam stated that there is fairly significant damage to the siding, the south side in
particular. Some of the corners at the rear, which may be a later addition, are in pretty rough
shape. He doesn’t feel it is specific to the corners however. The majority of the corners on the
house seem to be in reasonably good shape for its age. The north side corners seem to be in
much better condition.
Ms. Miller asked if there are gutters on the house.
Ms. Baker replied that the owner recently received a Certificate of Appropriateness to install
gutters.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Nov 4, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Mr. Maxam feels that for all the reasons the balcony is okay a canopy over the top would be
also.

Mr. Rodriguez provided his observations from the subcommittee visit to the property. He noted
that the siding protected by the porch is in outstanding condition for its age. The areas directly
beneath the eaves also appear to be in relatively good condition. The further down the house
you go or in the case of the dormers and the closer they are to the roof the worse shape they
are in. It is certainly because of water.
Ms. Gavin added that the northwest corner seems to be in the worst shape. She noted that the
door frame is also in deteriorated condition. There are numerous instances where there are
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large holes in the siding, which could also be the source of a great deal of the water damage.
Ms. Gavin stated that the majority of the corners that are in rough shape could likely be repaired
with a bead of caulk. There are larger sections that would need to be repaired but by and large
there is a great deal of siding that remains salvageable.

Ms. Gavin suggested then that the plaster damage may have a source other than the mitered
corners.
Mr. Kolenda stated that it is consistent with some of the other corners but is worse in that area.
Mr. Reader stated that because of the path that water takes it can be very difficult to determine
the source of interior damage.
Mr. Kolenda stated that the damage is localized to the corners and not in broad areas of the
walls. He sees the trim as being a long term solution to the infiltration as he would be able to
tuck some flashing or wrap around the corner. They would like to insulate and he is concerned
that the insulation will get moisture and mold in the future. They discussed caps and that may
preserve the look from the street. However, he did find a home that had the caps and he thinks
it looks more like a band aid applied to something that was failing. Mr. Kolenda feels the
proposed trim is suited to that style of home, even though it isn’t original to this home. He feels
it would be a better fix long term and it would look appropriate.
Ms. Uebbing stated that when observing water damage like this often times it starts in the attic.
She asked if there is insulation in the attic. She suggested that the damage may be the result of
ice dams.
Mr. Kolenda replied that there is insulation in the attic and the roof is approximately 10-15 years
old. It is a single layer roof on new sheeting.
Mr. Rodriguez stated that without seeing the attic and interior walls it is difficult for him to
suggest a cause. Plaster can fail from direct water infiltration or even wicking of humidity in a
vulnerable spot. Mr. Rodriguez stated that he tends to agree with the applicant that the best
long term solution would be to eliminate open miters at the corners.
Mr. Kolenda offered to present the interior photos. It was suggested that the interior conditions
aren’t necessarily relevant to the request. In any event the water infiltration issue has to be
resolved.
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Mr. Kolenda agreed that the north side is certainly the better side of the house and the corners
don’t look as bad but that is actually where he has discovered more plaster damage; more than
on the south side. The northeast side is where he has had the worst damage to the plaster and
that is where one of the better looking corners is.

Ms. Baker clarified that the request is to add flat stock corner trim.
Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none.
Mr. Rodriguez suggested that they can all agree that mitered siding corners are a distinctive
feature. He likes it but doesn’t see it as a suitable long term solution for weather proofing the
interior or keeping the miters closed. They almost always split or open or both. He would be in
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Mr. Reader referred to Standard #9; that the exterior alterations will not destroy historic
materials, features and spatial relationships that characterize the property. There are other
houses that have this particular pattern but they aren’t common.
Ms. Gavin disagreed. She related that she took photos of multiple houses on the same block
with the same mitered corner treatment in good condition. Ms. Gavin circulated the photos.
While this corner treatment may not be the most enduring, it appears to have been very
common on this particular block and therefore she feels that makes it particularly distinctive for
this house. Ms. Gavin noted that the photos are of homes on the same side of the street within
the same block. It was interesting that the houses on the opposite side of the street did not
have mitered corners. While she is sympathetic to the fact that this may not be the best design
it is still the distinctive design and still has historic significance. She feels that Standard #5
directs them to preserve those. Standard #6 directs that they be repaired rather than replaced.
She feels strongly that the mitered corners should be repaired.
Ms. Miller stated that it is unfortunate that this house was likely not maintained in many years
and deteriorated over time. She can’t help but think that if it was maintained they wouldn’t be
addressing this issue. Do they allow a lapse in maintenance to aesthetically change some of
the historic details? The mitered corners and the saw tooth edge in some of the gables are two
features that pair nicely with each other. She feels they would be remiss to let the mitered
corners go just because it wasn’t maintained properly.
Mr. Rodriguez found Ms. Miller’s arguments convincing.
Mr. Maxam related that he wasn’t familiar with the method of repair for mitered corners so he
contacted a contractor and asked. The person he consulted has repaired mitered corners
before using a brand of epoxy that is also used to repair windows; Avatron. Mr. Maxam
described the process of making the repairs using that product.
Ms. Uebbing asked if the contractor had any advice for putting flashing in behind it to help
protect the structure of the house.
Mr. Maxam replied that they didn’t discuss that. It was just a matter of repair.
Mr. Rodriguez suggested that it wouldn’t necessarily have to be continuous flashing; it could be
stepped. It wouldn’t be visible on the surface but in theory it would be water tight.
Ms. Uebbing stated that she is curious to see how the addition of gutters might also help. If they
approve the applicant’s proposal they will lose the detail of the flared edges at the bottom and
she has a problem with that. With respect to Standard #9, it is something they can consider but
in looking at the character of this house she feels that flare is a defining characteristic. Adding
the corner boards would change the style of the home.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Nov 4, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

favor of approving the request to replace the mitered corners with trim because it is stylistically
appropriate to this house.

Mr. Reader clarified that he was using Standard #9 to argue against changing it; not for it.
Mr. Maxam felt that Standards #2 and #3 also apply:
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Mr. Rodriguez recognized that he was the only Commissioner that spoke in favor of approving
the application. Based on the discussion he has been convinced otherwise. He thanked Ms.
Gavin for sharing the photos and Ms. Miller for her input. With respect to Standard #5,
distinctive construction technique or examples of craftsmanship, as difficult as the mitered
corners are to maintain he would not be able to support approval of the proposed application.
Ms. Uebbing referred to the photos provided by Ms. Gavin pointing out that each house has its
own unique character. The subject house is different than those Ms. Gavin photographed and if
they approve the change that specific character to that property would be lost. While the
architectural element does exist in the neighborhood it doesn’t mean they should approve the
loss of that character on the subject property.
Mr. Reader added that if they were to approve then they may begin to go down the slope where
every house that has mitered corners could potentially be changed to corner boards. It is a
distinctive feature and it is interesting that there is a stretch of them in this block but he doesn’t
feel they are that common. It is certainly a detail worth preserving.
Mr. Reader MOVED TO DENY BASED ON THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S
STANDARDS 2, 3, 5, 6 & 9. SUPPORTED by Ms. Gavin. MOTION CARRIED
UNANIMOUSLY.
147 Union NE (HER) – The request to retain porch roof alterations was tabled on October 7,
2015.
There was no representation for the application. Ms. Baker recalled that this application was
tabled last month. The applicant is requesting to retain the front porch roof alterations. He has
had a contractor draw up a couple of options with the hope of trying to make the roof a bit more
compatible with the house. Ms. Baker described one option as putting lap siding on the north
and south sides so that it lines up and plays off of the house. The other drawing submitted is a
side elevation showing how they would add a fascia and small crown to the front/east façade of
the porch trying to give the roof some definition vs. the flat element that is there now.
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#2 – The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The removal of
distinctive materials or alteration of features, spaces, and spatial relationships that
characterize a property will be avoided.
#3 – Each property will be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and use.
Changes that create a false sense of historic development, such as adding conjectural
features or elements from other historic properties, will not be undertaken.
Mr. Maxam feels that adding the corner trim would add a conjectural feature. He also feels that
Standard #5 applies; distinctive materials, features, finishes, and construction techniques or
examples of craftsmanship that characterize a property will be preserved.

Ms. Miller noted that the pitch/slope isn’t noted but it seems way too big.
Mr. Rodriguez seemed to recall from testimony that the contractor built it to 2/12.
Mr. Reader suggested that there are ways to add pitch to this roof that wouldn’t have affected
the edges and could have been acceptable. He doesn’t feel there is any way to approve what is
proposed.
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Ms. Baker clarified that they are basically asking to retain what is there and put siding on. They
would peel off the aluminum, add a Z-channel and then try to apply the elements to make it fit
more contextually with the building.

Mr. Reader recalled that the applicant’s goal was to preserve the original materials and he
worked hard to do that. Mr. Reader agrees that he has; they are there under the box that was
added. Mr. Reader feels that what needs to happen is that the original spatial relationship
needs to be returned and the pitch needs to be modified in a different way. He feels that
Standards 2 & 9 apply in this case. Standard 9 states: New additions, exterior alterations, or
related new construction will not destroy historic materials, features, and spatial relationships
that characterize the property. Mr. Reader stated that this alteration clearly relates much
differently with the house than it did. He also feels that Standard #3 applies. It is the addition of
an element that is creating a completely new style of porch roof; it is a conjectural feature.
Ms. Miller stated that, based on Standard #9, it is introducing a new massing that is not
appropriate to the context of the house.
Ms. Gavin suggested that the most grievous Standard that has been violated is #6; rather than
repairing the roof he replaced it with an altogether new roof that was not the same style.
Mr. Maxam agreed that Standard #6 is most relevant. The key is that new features are to match
the old in design.
Mr. Reader suggested that Standard #2 also applies; the alteration of features, spaces and
spatial relationships that characterize a property will be avoided.
Mr. Rodriguez asked if the Commission should also discuss their proposal to rectify the
situation. The matter was tabled to allow the applicant an opportunity to provide a proposed
alternative.
Ms. Baker asked if the proposals submitted, that would alter the existing structure, rectify or
remedy the faults of the original alteration.
Ms. Gavin replied that it does not and therefore remains in violation of Standards 2, 3, 5, 6, 9 &
10.
Ms. Gavin MOVED TO DENY THE APPLICATION BASED ON THE LOCAL PRESERVATION
GUIDELINES AND THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS 2, 3, 5, 6, 9 & 10.
THE APPLICANT SHALL REMOVE THE ROOF ADDITION AND REPLACE THE ORIGINAL
ROOF WITH LIKE MATERIALS WITHIN EIGHTEEN (18) MONTHS, WITH STAFF REVIEW
AND APPROVAL. SUPPORTED by Mr. Rodriguez. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
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Ms. Miller raised the question as to whether the Commission is comfortable with the way they
basically lowered a secondary roof on top of the porch.

DISCUSSION
2016 HPC Meeting Schedule – The proposed schedule was briefly discussed.
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Ms. Miller MOVED TO ADOPT THE 2016 HPC MEETING SCHEDULE. SUPPORTED by Mr.
Reader. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
2015 HPC Meeting Schedule – Ms. Baker explained the change made to the 2015 schedule;
changing the January 2016 meeting from January 6 to January 20, 2016.
Mr. Maxam MOVED TO ADOPT THE CHANGE TO THE 2015 HPC MEETING SCHEDULE.
SUPPORTED by Mr. Reader. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

Ms. Gavin MOVED TO RETAIN THE EXISTING OFFICERS; Chair – Ms. Uebbing, Vice-chair
– Mr. Maxam, and Secretary – Ms. Miller. SUPPORTED by Mr. Rodriguez. MOTION
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
Grant Application Support – Ms. Baker related that staff will be applying for a Certified Local
Government Grant to do some updating to the National Register nominations and local historic
reports and a letter of support from the HPC is necessary.
Ms. Gavin MOVED TO SUPPORT THE REQUEST FOR A CERTIFIED LOCAL
GOVERNMENT GRANT AND TO AUTHORIZE MS. UEBBING, AS CHAIR OF THE HPC, TO
SIGN A LETTER OF SUPPORT ON BEHALF OF THE HPC. SUPPORTED by Mr. Rodriguez.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
____________________________________________________________________________
ADJOURNED: 6:30 p.m.
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2016 Officers – Appointment of Officers 2016
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Minutes of the
GRAND RAPIDS HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
5:00 p.m. Wednesday, December 2, 2015
1120 Monroe Ave. NW
Public Hearing Room 2nd Floor
CALL TO ORDER

ABSENT:
STAFF PRESENT: Rhonda Baker, Richard Garbrecht, and recording secretary Carol
Gornowich
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES of November 4, 2015, October 27 & October 29, 2015 – Ms.
Miller MOVED TO APPROVE the minutes of the November 4, 2015 meeting, as well as the
notes from site visits on October 27 and October 29, 2015. SUPPORTED by Ms. Baldwin. All
in favor. MOTION CARRIED.

STAFF COMMUNICATIONS AND REPORTS
Certificates of Appropriateness Issued by Staff
241 Warren SE
650 Donovan SE
314 Donald SE
419 Morris SE

439 Lyon NE
329 Morris SE
346 Wealthy SE
330 Fountain NE

346 James SE
241 Henry SE
445 Union SE
921-23 Wealthy SE

335 James SE
332 Morris SE
40 Monroe Ctr.

OLD BUSINESS
573 College SE (HER) – Request to table garage door application until January.
Ms. Uebbing related that the applicant is requesting that their application be tabled again.
Motion by Ms. Miller, supported by Mr. Rodriguez, to table the application until January.
Motion carried unanimously.
____________________________________________________________________________
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MEMBERS PRESENT: Emily Uebbing, David Maxam, Kerry Baldwin, Michael Rodriguez,
Christopher Reader, Lisa Miller, and Jenn Gavin

200 Ionia SW (HSD) – Request to alter the first floor north elevation and south elevation.
Grace Smith, Ginny Seyferth, Chad Gould and Kurt Hassberger were present on behalf of the
request.
Ms. Seyferth related that she is present as a Member of the Board of Talent 2025, which is an
initiative Fred Keller began approximately 7 years ago. It has grown to have a membership of
approximately 95 CEOs from 13 counties in Michigan. Collectively they represent
approximately 160,000 jobs in the market. They are trying to put West Michigan on the map to
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look at talent as a commodity in the future. If the education system, from cradle to career,
understood what the jobs of the future would be it would be a great opportunity to strengthen the
economy for the future. Talent 2025 is broken into working groups. The working group that
came up with the idea of restoring manufacturing as a priority for this region is a group made up
of 30-40 CEOs that represent manufacturers of varying sizes. That group began a journey
considering how they can inspire the next generation to look at manufacturing as a great
opportunity and to consider some of the stem and steam jobs in the market. Some of the early
work began putting employers together. GRid70 and Blue35 are projects that Ms. Seyferth and
Mr. Hassberger have been involved with from the onset where employers are co-locating jobs
that tie into the sciences, technology and engineering. They found that that clustering of
different kinds of jobs co-locating really inspires people to see different ways of looking at a
product. Meijer personnel is working alongside personnel from Steelcase and Mercy Healthy.
They are collaborating on some of their ideas. Because of the need to fill those jobs in the
future the employers had the idea to come up with a collective hub. The GRid is known
nationally as a design nest. The employers’ research revealed that they need that same kind of
nesting in a maker environment so that prototyping and trial and error on machinery could be
done. The group started walking around the neighborhood of Heartside to try to find a location
close to the GRid. They approached Western with the idea, understanding that there would be
a need for a great amount of equipment. They came up with the idea of an AMP (Advanced
Manufacturing Partnership) lab.
Ms. Seyferth explained further that this is an opportunity for young adults who want to make
something. They first aligned the educators and Talent 2025 now has the high schools
connected with what they are learning at Community College. If someone wants to earn a
certificate in the subject space they will be able to. Additionally, Community College has aligned
with Ferris, Grand Valley, and Western Michigan to make sure the programming is available for
someone who wishes to go further in their education. Another reason the group approached
Western, besides the physical location of the building and it being within walking distance from
the GRid, Blue, and UICA, was to determine if there was a way to really illuminate the use for
people just visiting the area or those living in the area to be able to see inside at what
manufacturing would look like.
Ms. Seyferth wishes for the HPC to understand that this is a huge collaboration of employer
groups working alongside each other. She related that they went to the MEDC and proposed
this idea and were successful in securing a $2.9 million grant to purchase the equipment. The
employers had to help match that with approximately $4 million of equipment that would go into
the subject facility. It is complex equipment on a very large scale. This is likely one of the
model collaborations that this community will have seen in decades because it is competitive
employers working together with a number of different education units. The story that kept
coming back from the manufacturers is that this is what the subject building used to be; it was a
saddle factory, sewing, furniture painting, etc. The thought was to tell the story of the building
while preserving manufacturing for years to come.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Dec 2, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Grand Rapids Historic Preservation Commission
December 2, 2015
Page 2

Architect Grace Smith referred to the PowerPoint presentation stating that in order to keep any
building viable it must adapt to a variety of needs, indefinitely. The process of doing that is
change. Ms. Smith stated that they also need to keep in mind that what is proposed today may
change in a few years. They are proposing the Advanced Manufacturing Partnership, which
would be 21st Century design and engineering prototypes. The presentation also identified
several pieces of the equipment, sizes and weight. Ms. Smith explained that the reason for the
desire to remove some of the windows was to be able to get some of the equipment in and be
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able to see it. Transparency is also important because they want people to see what they are
doing and for it to be an exciting space where people can get excited about how things are
made. By activating the interest at the street level, a vibrancy is created that adds to the
revitalization of the neighborhood that has been going on for years. Ms. Smith noted that this is
one of the first buildings to lend to the revitalization of the area 15 years ago.

Ms. Smith referred to the slide of the building exterior with red “x” markings which identifies the
location of the 2-story space, an exit stairwell, and the lobby space that occupies two bays. The
following three slides represent existing conditions, the original request to remove six of the
brick panels, and the current request to remove three panels. The space in the middle is the 2story space and the other two are in the area of the lobby space. The smaller of the two pieces
of equipment shown in the PowerPoint is to be in the lobby space and the larger equipment in
the 2–story space. They need to be able to get the equipment to both levels. Providing the
proposed transparency would give a view of the equipment and activity within. Ms. Smith noted
that the next few slides provide dimensions and structural information. Ms. Smith pointed out
that there are new windows proposed in the addition, which has not been a focus of discussion.
When the addition was constructed 15 years ago there were a number of alterations approved
by the HPC. There was removal of brick to provide the two entrances on Cherry and Ionia in
the same locations where they are asking to remove the brick panels. The window styles on the
entire building changed significantly. The large cornice was added to the top and awnings were
added over the first floor. The basement level windows were removed and replaced with glass
block. The first floor was cut back in the area of discussion. The exterior fire escape was
removed, large mechanical penthouses were added and a large addition was added to the
south side of the building. Ms. Smith referred to an additional slide noting photos of the building
before and after the approved alterations. She stated that significant alterations have already
been made. The proposed change is not radical in relation to what has already been approved.
The Secretary of Interior’s Standards state that it is important that alterations needed to assure
continued use of a historic building do not radically change, obscure, or destroy characterdefining spaces, materials, features, or finishes. Alterations may include cutting new windows
on secondary elevations. Ms. Smith noted that the subject elevation is a secondary elevation;
the primary elevation is Ionia. She feels the radical change took place 15 years ago and what
they are proposing now is in line with the changes that were already approved. Ms. Smith
indicated that 84 sq. ft. of brick is proposed to be removed, which is .8 % of the two elevations
of Cherry and Ionia. The College is able to retain the brick on site in storage, if desired, to
potentially rebuild the panels in the future if that change is ever requested.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Dec 2, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Ms. Smith referred to a slide in the PowerPoint presentation depicting a person of average
height on the sidewalk looking into the building. She noted that it isn’t possible to look straight
into the building because of brick panels; you can only see up at the ceiling and down at the
floor on the lower level with a very limited site line. The goal of the project is to remove some of
those brick panels for transparency and for getting equipment in.

Ms. Smith pointed out that windows were recently added to the side of the Serrano Lofts
building. It is a very prominent side of the building and also a secondary side but it is very
visible. They have removed a large portion of the ghosted historic sign to install a window also.
There were also windows recently placed in an area where there had been previous windows
with an arched top. Ms. Smith feels it is significant that those changes were permitted on a
building just down the street in the same historic district.
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Kurt Hassberger, Rockford Construction and Talent 2025, noted that he has been before the
Commission a number of times for Cherry Street Landing projects. Mr. Hassberger noted from
the staff memo that the proposed would be a continuation of a change made in 1999. He
pointed out that he was the applicant that stood before the HPC and received approval for that
change. He feels it is significant because at that time they created an entrance in the building
that has been there through an entire 15 year lease with Western Michigan that they have
recently renewed. Mr. Hassberger suggested that continuing that transparency further down
makes a lot of sense. Without the transparency they feel it would be a major deterent to what
they feel is a major improvement and program for the city. So much of what has happened in
Cherry Street Landing is around talent attraction to companies. This is a bit different; it is an
effort to attract people to an industry and they need to see it in order to be attracted. It is a
critical element and why this particular project works so well here is that there are people
present, people they hope to be able to attract to the industry. Mr. Hassberger asked that the
HPC favorably consider the application.
Ms. Miller asked for a better explanation of the lobby area.
Mr. Gould explained that the lobby is at street level. Ms. Seyferth added that you have to walk
up stairs to access the lobby.
Mr. Reader referred to diagram 9 clarifying that they propose extending the floor over to the
second…
Mr. Gould clarified that they will have to get people in through a secure point and then up the
stairs safely so they need a little more floor area to do that. Therefore, they will expand some of
the floor area behind where the existing security desk is and push it back.
Ms. Seyferth referred to a PowerPoint slide and identified the location of the security desk. She
related that the goal is to have the space open for many hours. If someone is trained on the
machine they would have an opportunity to use the equipment at a time convenient to them.
They would have to go through the security system first. There will be two floor levels of
learning going on inside.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Dec 2, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Ms. Smith concluded her presentation stating that what is proposed allows the building to be
more interactive with the public and ties it into the vitality of the neighborhood, which is
important for the revitalization of Heartside as a creative think-tank for 21st century
manufacturing and economic development. Ms. Smith stated that the transparency, allowing
people to see into the building and getting them excited about how things are made is part of
the goal of teaching people that manufacturing isn’t the same old-fashioned line production that
it used to be in their grandfather’s age; it is new and exciting.

Ms. Miller asked if the large doors for getting the machinery in and out would operate on a daily
basis or only when moving machinery in and out.
Ms. Smith replied that it would not be daily. The windows would be removed to put equipment
in and out only. Ms. Seyferth likened it to a car dealership opening the large showroom window
to put a new car inside.
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Mr. Reader noted that they already have an opening where the existing door is and it is roughly
the size of the new bay opening they hope to make. He asked why they can’t bring the
equipment in at that point.
Ms. Smith replied that they wouldn’t have access to the 2-story space from that point of access.
Mr. Reader asked if a lift will be used to place the equipment.

Mr. Hassberger clarified that in 1999 there was a substantial portion of the ground floor floor
removed to create a commons area underneath. If you brought things in the existing door you
wouldn’t be at the proper level in either direction; you would have to go up or down with the
equipment, which would be very difficult. The machines will not be located at ground level.
Ms. Smith added that the weight of the equipment is significant; the lightest being 3,000 lbs. and
ranging up to 20,000 lbs.
Mr. Maxam referred to photo #4 in the packet noting the presence of signage on the west
elevation.
Ms. Smith clarified that they will remove the signage if necessary to accommodate installation of
the new windows proposed in the addition that was constructed 15 years ago.
Mr. Reader noted that the entire wall of the new addition is brick and it seems like it would be a
possible location to open it up and take the machinery in.
Ms. Smith stated that they can’t get the equipment to the lower level from there and it doesn’t
have the ceiling height needed.
Mr. Gould added that the entire back portion of the floor plan is devoted to machines and
production training oriented space. The lab at the front will be more of a show case lab with the
specialty equipment. It will run the prototyping work. The GRCC educational program happens
in the back/the new addition portion.
Mr. Maxam referred to the south elevation and asked if the white box furthest to the east is
intended to be a loading dock.
Mr. Gould agreed. That is where steel sections will come in to be used in production.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Dec 2, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Mr. Gould replied that they will actually utilize a crane arm for some of the equipment.

Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none.
The Commission engaged in discussion.
Ms. Miller noted that modifications are proposed for the north, south and west elevations. She
stated that she is comfortable with the proposed modifications to the south and west elevations
as proposed. All Commissioners agreed.
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Ms. Miller noted that the Commission has two proposals for the north elevation and she would
support adding 3 bays. She feels it creates a better window pattern and there is a striking
repetition of glass to brick on every floor.
Mr. Maxam stated that he sees it as somewhat of an extension of the entry bay but it doesn’t go
so far as to eliminate the entire historical record of how this building met the ground; there is still
some evidence on each side of the original pattern. It is a change more minimal than the
original proposal.

Ms. Uebbing agreed with Ms. Miller that the rhythm and proportions remain. Losing all of the
brick band was mentioned as a significant change. Removing it in only three bays, and
retaining the brick on site, isn’t a complete loss of a defining characteristic.
Mr. Reader explained that his concern is that the HPC has already authorized fairly extensive
changes to this building. He doesn’t feel those are a free pass for future changes. They don’t
know what the use of this building will be in 10 or 15 years and as they go through these cycles
and continue to chip away at the fabric of what makes it a unique artifact of its manufacturing
time he is worried that the next time around it will be the next three bays. He feels there is
some risk to the integrity here.
Mr. Rodriguez agreed. However, he is leaning toward supporting the request but not because
he feels that there is a retention of rhythm. When he considers the guidelines he notes that
altering window openings is inappropriate and is only considered under compelling
circumstances. This is a uniquely compelling circumstance and that would be the only reason
he would consider approving the request and in only three of the six bays at a maximum so that
in 10 or 15 years, were there to be a change, the original rhythm would still be understood and
could be restored as such.
Ms. Baldwin agreed with Ms. Rodriguez. Ms. Baldwin stated that she appreciated the
programming explanation as she feels it is a compelling reason for supporting the changes,
especially if the brick is retained on site.
Mr. Reader agreed that it is a compelling project. However, it isn’t necessarily a permanent use
and the building is permanent.
Ms. Uebbing asked Mr. Reader if the brick could be put back in place if the use were to change
in the future.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Dec 2, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Ms. Uebbing asked Ms. Miller if she was suggesting that the request meets Standards 1 & 9.
Ms. Miller agreed. Mr. Maxam added that Standard 2 also applies somewhat.

Mr. Reader presumed that it could be but didn’t feel that was a compelling argument.
Ms. Uebbing pointed out that the use of buildings does change over time. In order to
accommodate the change of use, and based on the Standards, the alteration can be permitted
since it could be restored in the future.
Ms. Gavin agreed with Mr. Reader insofar that she feels opening up the bays destroys the
rhythm of window patterns on the property. She also feels that having the bays open from the
entry point to the mid-point destroys the symmetry of the building to an extent on that façade.
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Therefore, she would generally be opposed to the particular pattern the applicant is proposing
this time around. However, she is compelled to allow additional openings for the reason that
this restores the building to its original use, which is favored by the Standards. She also
appreciates that the brick would be retained so that it could be restored in the future.

The Commission agreed.
Mr. Rodriguez MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION AS SUBMITTED based on the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 1, 2, 9 and 10 and the Local Preservation Guidelines
with the stipulation that historic materials be salvaged and retained on site for future use.
SUPPORTED by Mr. Maxam. YEAS: 5. NAYS: 2 (Gavin, Reader). MOTION CARRIED.
____________________________________________________________________________
NEW BUSINESS:
28 Jefferson SE (HER) – Request to construct side porch and install front yard ground sign.
Shaun Willis was present to discuss the request. He related that in rebuilding the porch they
are adding a wheelchair ramp to provide handicap accessibility. The preferred material for the
ramp is concrete. Rather than just standard gray concrete he would like to use a tinted concrete
or even a light stamping so that wheelchairs can still maneuver it. His idea is a brick pattern
along the edges and a cobblestone pattern in the center. The ramp goes up to the landing so
he would like to use the same treatment on the landing as well as the front steps and the small
pathway connecting to the driveway and to the street. Mr. Willis clarified that the sides of the
porch will be as proposed; to match the existing granite that currently wraps the building. The
tinted/stamped concrete is intended for the walking surface.
Ms. Baker referred to page two of the plans noting a graspable handrail on the inside of the
railing system but on page four it is shown as a bent pipe rail separate from the spindled railing
system. She asked if they have decided on which system they will use.
Mr. Willis stated that he didn’t have a preference and would be comfortable with the
Commission making a selection.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Dec 2, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Ms. Baker clarified the Commission’s findings in support of the request: it is a minimal change
for a new use as the historical band rhythm and overall weight and base are retained. The new
is compatible with the existing overall rhythms and with the new patterns and designs. The
overall compelling reasons for change to a window and retaining brick on site saves rather than
destroys historic material.

Ms. Baker asked the proposed distance from the sidewalk to the sign and the distance from the
sign to the building. It is shown on the drawing but there are no dimensions listed.
Mr. Willis stated that it would be approximately 2 ft. from the public sidewalk and approximately
6 ft. from the house. There is plenty of room to provide clear vision when pulling out of the
drive.
Ms. Baker suggested that if the Commission is amenable to the sign then a minimum distance
from the house should be stipulated. They will have to get a variance for the sign placement
because they don’t have the set back distance required by Zoning.
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Ms. Baldwin asked if the size of the sign meets the Zoning requirements.
Mr. Garbrecht replied that he believes it meets the size requirements. If anything it may be a
little too large.

Mr. Maxam asked for clarification of the porch foundation wall. The application indicates that it
will be blocks or stone to match the existing. The section view shows split face cut stone block.
He asked if it will be a split face stone product or a concrete block.
Mr. Willis replied that they haven’t found an exact match for what is present now but the intent is
to match what is present on the house. If they can get it but it isn’t the right match he would
prefer to use synthetic and have it match perfectly.
Ms. Baker suggested that the Commission can specify cut stone.
Ms. Uebbing asked if they have chosen a spindle style for the porch.
Mr. Willis replied that he would follow the recommendation of the Commission.
Ms. Baker suggested that the Commission reference the spindle design on page 2. She
advised the applicant that the side porch appears to be original and the cut out panel design for
the rail is historic.
Ms. Miller asked if the decorative panel design is taken from another detail on the house.
Mr. Willis replied that he believes that is on the other side.
Ms. Baker added that it is in the front gable and there is a decorative cut out freeze board on the
side porch as well.
Ms. Uebbing asked if the proposed stamped brick pattern would wrap down the side of the ramp
or would it just be on the flat surface.
Mr. Willis indicated that he hadn’t thought that far yet but it may look nice to have a ridge of brick
stamp with the cut stone beneath it.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Dec 2, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Mr. Willis stated that the sign can be reduced in size if necessary. The letters will be metal with
an anodized finish. The sign base will be made of brick and painted white to match the house.
The cap will be black limestone if it is available, otherwise it will be painted black.

Mr. Maxam explained that it would be difficult to line it up to make it look like actual brick.
Ms. Baker added that there is a fair chance that ADA will not permit the stamping.
It was clarified that if the concrete wraps around to the face of the porch it needs to be plain and
not stamped.
Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none.
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Mr. Maxam stated that everything from the porch up looks fine. He is concerned about the
treatment of the concrete. The section view makes it look like it could be split face CMU.
Ms. Uebbing noted from testimony that the applicant explained it would match existing.

Mr. Rodriguez suggested an alternative that does have historic precedent; bare concrete
surfaces were often treated with a thin soft sand veneer. It is difficult to achieve but it is
possible and is still done today.
Ms. Miller stated that she has concerns about the size of the sign. It isn’t drawn to scale in
relationship to the house. In looking at the drawings it appears that the newel post in front is
approximately 3 ft. tall so you can get an idea of how tall the sign will be. She feels the sign
needs to be scaled down to no more than 4 ft. tall.
Other Commissioners agreed.
Mr. Reader noted that the newer signs in monument park are 3 ft. to the top and they are big
signs.
Ms. Gavin agreed that 3 ft. in height would be more in keeping with the scale of the home and
the streetscape.
Mr. Rodriguez suggested limiting the height to no higher than the floor of the porch.
After further discussion regarding the sign height the Commission agreed that a height between
3 and 4 ft. would be appropriate. The sign should be centered between the house and sidewalk
and the height should be reduced to 3 ½ ft. The width should be reduced as well to maintain
proportion.
Mr. Maxam MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION based on the Local Preservation
Guidelines and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 1, 2, 6, 9 & 10 with the
stipulations that 1)the concrete porch not be stamped or patterned, 2)that the stone
foundation of the porch, ramp and stairs shall match the existing foundation with staff
approval of the product, and 3) that the sign be centered between the house and
sidewalk with a maximum size of 3’ 6” in height and 5’ wide. SUPPORTED by Ms. Miller.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
____________________________________________________________________________

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Dec 2, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Mr. Maxam stated that he doesn’t find a standard poured concrete slab to be inappropriate. He
has concerns about a decorative stamped pattern introducing a false historic detail that wasn’t
there. The stamping is an approximation of what bricks or stone might look like and if it isn’t
going to be brick or stone he would prefer regular concrete. The house has plenty of beauty in
and of itself and there is no need to draw attention away from that.

123 S Division (HSD) – Request to replace windows, doors, change windows, remove balcony
and renovate storefront.
Dan Terpstra was present to discuss the application. He related that he is one of the property
owners and will also be acting as general contractor on the project. Mr. Terpstra referred to the
staff memo to address the questions. He explained that on the front of the building there are
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currently three doors. Two of the doors are ¾ light doors and service the existing commercial
space. The third door on the north end is a steel door that provides access to the stairway to
upstairs. They propose replacing all three doors with a ¾ light oak door. The original plans
showed an 8 ft. high door. The existing doors are 7 ft. so they have revised the plans to be a 7
ft. door to match what is present. The transom above the existing doors will remain the same
size. They would like to use clad windows to replace all of the windows. As noted by Ms. Baker
most of the windows are beyond salvage. Most of the windows on the front are still wood but
some have been altered and others have been replaced. Mr. Terpstra presented a sample of
the proposed windows. The interior of the window is wood. The exterior has a clean profile.
The sash is wood and wrapped with metal. The exterior jams are an aluminum extrusion. The
existing sashes and jambs would be completely removed and the new windows would be made
to match the size of the windows that are present so that the opening is filled exactly the same.
Mr. Terpstra clarified for Ms. Miller that the new windows would include screens. Mr. Terpstra
related that they propose using the same windows on the rear of the building. The windows on
the front would be a clear sash with no mullions. The windows on the rear, north and south
would have a two over two design. The muttin strip would be on the exterior, a spacer piece
between the glass and a wood piece on the back side. The doors on the back are proposed as
fiberglass doors. Fiberglass doors are proposed because of the exposure on that side of the
building and the doors aren’t protected. The three doors on the east/front are back in an alcove
and protected from wind and rain.
Mr. Reader asked if the french doors on the rear fit within the existing opening.
Mr. Terpstra replied that the opening, brick to brick, is 61 inches. Therema-Tru has a double
french door that has a rough opening of 60 ½ inches.
Mr. Reader noted that the door pattern on the rear switches back and forth.
Mr. Terpstra agreed. He explained that the door on the third floor is an existing opening. The
interior layout drove the placement of the other two doors. On the second floor the existing door
is actually built inside a window opening. If you are inside the building you have to step up 2’ to
get through the door. The windows in the building are 8’ and they placed a standard door into
the window opening.
Ms. Gavin noted that the balcony on the second floor seems to obscure part of the arch.
Mr. Terpstra indicated that the scale may be somewhat off. The face band of the balcony will be
8 or 10 inches but the actual joists that return back to the building and hold the decking are
small C-channels so when you actually get back to the building the band at the front won’t be
overlaying that arch; it steps up. Mr. Terpstra recalled that Ms. Baker was also concerned about
the size of the transoms over the tops of the doors on the west side. He referred to the photo of
existing conditions on the rear noting the presence of a steel door on the third floor. The height
of that door is 8 ft. and he proposes installing 8 ft. doors in those openings. The existing
window openings are 8 ft. high and two ft. off the floor. When the window opening is dropped to
the floor, for the installation of a door, it provides a 10 ft. high opening so with an 8 ft. door they
will be able to install a transom of approximately 2 ft.
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Mr. Maxam asked about the storefront.
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Mr. Terpstra related that they were proposing to do a wood construction and set thermal
windows in it. However, he noticed what they had done across the street at 76 S. Division with
aluminum storefront and they would like to do the same with this building. Mr. Terpstra
circulated a photo of a knee wall in another building and the detail they propose. Beginning at
grade they would like to put in a pre-cast stone of approximately 8” to get the wood elements off
the concrete. On top of that 8” pre-cast they would build the panel design as depicted in the
photo. The pre-cast concrete and panel on the bottom would total approximately 24 inches and
from that up to the existing reeded glass would be glass they would enclose with storefront
framing. The part that would be exposed on the front would be about 2 inches wide with the
glass fitting into the groove. Ms. Baker expressed some concern to the architect regarding how
they would address the corners. The storefront corner element is 4 ½ x 4 ½. The reeded glass
is self-supporting. None of the storefront structure holds anything up. The front of the building
is held up by a column in the center of the building so the storefront can be taken out and
replaced leaving the reeded glass in place. Mr. Terpstra commented on the proposed balconies
and submitted a photo of balconies present at Eastown Flats. He explained that that is the
design they propose. They will be attached to the building being through-bolted through the
brick with a steel C-channel on the inside of the building that runs from the floor up to the ceiling
holding the weight of the balcony against the building. The support angles shown going up also
tie into the steel C-channel.
Ms. Uebbing asked if it is possible to go through the mortar rather than through the brick.
Mr. Terpstra agreed that they can.
Ms. Uebbing asked about the two upper most window openings on the west elevation where
they propose vents.
Mr. Terpstra explained that they are vents for the attic space. There is an approximate 4 ft. attic
space in the building. Originally they would have been vents for cross draft and to get the hot
air out of the attic space. The vents that were in there are broken and there is just plywood
covering those now. He would like to use a metal vent so that it is maintenance free and
durable.
Mr. Reader commented on the storefront. It appears that the existing vertical elements are
narrower than what is proposed.
Mr. Terpstra agreed. The existing storefront is single-pane glass and the metal structures at the
joints are approximately 1 ¼ inches. The corners will definitely be a lot bigger. Another option,
to eliminate the large corner, would be to do a butt glaze. They would still use the channel on
the end against the masonry and there would also be a channel on the bottom. At the corner
they could butt joint the two pieces of thermal. It could be capped with a small piece of colored
clad aluminum and reduce it to about 1 ¼ x 1 ¼.
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Mr. Reader felt that would be more appropriate.
Mr. Terpstra noted that there were previously two windows where the garage door is now
present on the west elevation. They propose reconstructing that using the same arches to put a
window and a door in. He explained that when he purchased the building there was a fairly
large inventory of brick in the basement. He isn’t certain whether it is original brick from when
they did the garage door, or something that was accumulated from another project, but there is
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Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none. She related receipt of a letter from the
owners of 121 S. Division, directly north of the subject building. They share a common wall and
an exterior fire escape located on the west wall of each building. They are in support of the
removal of the outdoor metal fire escape attached to the west facing wall of the two buildings.
The staircase was an addition added when the upper floors of the building were used as a hotel
and later an SRO residence. The current fire escape stairs were not intended to serve 121 S.
Division but criss-crosses between the two buildings. 121 S. Division doesn’t have any west
doors accessing the fire escape stairs. At one time the buildings were under common
ownership, which allowed for the attachment of the stairs.
Mr. Reader stated that he is comfortable with the project as proposed with the exception of the
larger channels at the corners in the storefront system. He prefers the butt glazing idea.
Mr. Rodriguez agreed. He feels a 4 x 4 channel would look too large at the corners.
Ms. Gavin asked if they typically allow clad windows in a commercial application. They are
replacing wood windows.
Ms. Baker replied that it is case by case.
Ms. Gavin feels that the cladding on the windows changes the character of the windows. She
would not be in favor of the aluminum clad windows.
Mr. Rodriguez agreed.
Mr. Maxam noted the Kendall building, which is just outside of the district, has clad windows.
Ms. Baker added that Berkey & Gay and the Boardwalk Apartments have custom ordered clad
windows.
Mr. Maxam related that he recently attended a construction expo and they had a seminar on
historic windows. The proposed windows were specifically mentioned because they have the
extra pieces that give it more of a historic look. He would not be opposed to the proposed clad
windows.
Ms. Gavin recalled requiring like for like replacement of wood windows in the past.
Ms. Baldwin feels the clad windows would be acceptable. Mr. Reader agreed. He stated that
he doesn’t believe he would notice a difference from the street. Ms. Miller was comfortable with
the clad windows.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Dec 2, 2015 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

plenty of brick on site they will be able to use that matches the back of the building for that
reconstruction.

Ms. Gavin recalled other examples of buildings with clad windows and changed her position on
the replacement with clad windows. She stated that the horizontal piece at the top of the side
rails strikes her as jarring.
Ms. Uebbing related that her eye is not drawn to the storefront of this building; it is drawn up.
While you may not be able to tell that it is clad, you would be able to highlight the trim and
details around the windows and you would be able to paint the wood window. If it is clad it will
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always be that color. She would prefer wood windows on that elevation and allow the clad on
the other three sides.
Ms. Gavin agreed with that compromise. She suggested that on the most significant façade
they should require like for like replacement.

Mr. Rodriguez MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION based on the Local Preservation
Guidelines and the Secretary of Interior’s Standards 2, 6, 9 & 10, provided that all of the
double hung windows on the east façade are wood, not clad, and that the storefront
window system have butt glazed joints and not 4 x 4 aluminum casing, per testimony.
SUPPORTED by Ms. Gavin. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
____________________________________________________________________________
251 Charles SE (CHD) – Request to replace sliding garage door with wood replica on metal
frame with overhead operation.
Verbatim
Monica
My name is Mike Monica. I’m passing around a sample of the door that was
disposed of. I had some contractors working on the garage. That purple door was hanging on
the outside, was actually attached there, and it was in pretty bad shape, it was rotten at the
bottom and so the contractors just disposed of it when they took the actual orange door from the
inside, that was a historic door, and they turned it around, cleaned it up, painted it. They didn’t
see anything historic about the other one and as you can see from the sample there is nothing
historic about that piece of wood or any of the fasteners in it and so they discarded it. So I am
here to request that a replacement door be approved. I would prefer to have an overhead door
as opposed to a stationary door as I use that stall to park my car in. I would be willing to style
that door so that it matches the other door, the historic door that’s on the garage now. It would
be…I’ve looked at two different options; building the door – having a custom door built out of
wood. That option would cost me approximately $7,500 just for the door. In addition to that I
would have to spend money to have it installed, opener, all that would cost close to $10,000.
For closer to $3,500 I can purchase a flush steel overhead door and have wood adhered to the
outside so that it will appear to look like the historic door that is there and then I can go ahead
and slide that historic door over the approved overhead door that’s already hanging on the right
side of the garage and it will look like a building again I guess. It will look more uniform. So,
that’s my request.
Uebbing

Questions for the applicant.

Maxam

I’m still trying to get caught up on which door…

Gavin

I’m so confused.

Maxam

This door…
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Mr. Rodriguez and Ms. Baldwin were supportive. Ms. Baldwin felt the point about being able to
paint them was important.

Monica
Yeah, that’s an overhead door that was approved by the Commission and it was
approved under the stipulation that the sliding door that sits on the front of the garage would
cover it. (several other voices heard at the same time) In the picture that I passed out there is…
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Maxam

But it would not be sliding. Got ya.

Rodriguez

And where does the purple door come into play?

Monica
That was the door, the historic door that was discarded by the contractors. They
were - I brought them in to put some trim on the door to fix it so that it would work again
because it was falling apart so it too was kind of stationary on the left side.
Baker

Sorry, his picture and mine are the only one that I show…it’s this one.

Maxam

That purple door is…

Monica

The purple door is not on that picture there. I’m sorry.

Reader

Okay, so…

Monica

It was actually taken down for a while before we cleaned up the garage.

Uebbing

Everybody’s talking – hold on.

Reader

Can I…

Uebbing

I want to hear what the applicant was saying.

Monica
No, it’s alright. So, in the picture that you’re seeing with the two yellow, or the
two…that colored picture there that Lisa has in her hand, the other one, the one where it’s,
yeah, that one right there – those. The one on the bottom, the purple door is actually down.
You can see the metal hardware has been taken down. We had to…this garage was in really
bad shape so we had to save it so we had to take that hardware down. I had it cleaned up and
powder coated black and I put it back up and while we were doing that the purple door was
stored off to the side so we’ve re-hung that door at Rhonda’s request because we just didn’t
have…we didn’t have the time to get to it so it hung there for a couple of years so earlier this
year I requested a contractor come in and try to fix that door. A better option, he took the
historic door, again in that same picture…
Miller
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you can see that door, the orange door, that sits in the back, that was fastened there stationary;
it was not moving. So that was the door that they actually took down and put on the outside as
a sliding door now and that would be covering the overhead door that is already approved. So
what I’d like to do is just have another overhead door installed on that left bay so it would look
like the sliding door that’s on the building now.

Is this the purple door?

Monica
No, that’s the door that was stationary. The purple door is not in that picture. So,
if you look at those two pictures that Lisa’s holding, the door on the left side…
Baker

Are you referring to the top picture or the bottom?

Monica
around.

I’m referring actually to both because it’s the same door. We just turned it
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Baker

The existing and before – I’m trying to help Carol.

Gornowich

I have no clue what you’re talking about.

Gavin

I don’t really either.

Monica
Well let’s just put it this way. The door, the purple door that was on the building
was discarded and it was made out of the material that is running around here. So, there is a
sliding door on the outside of the door…or on the outside of the garage now. It is one of the
original doors that was on the building. Okay. So, now I’ve got a hole on the left side. So I can
use my sliding door to cover that right now but that exposes the overhead door. The overhead
door is supposed to be covered by the sliding door, that was....We put it on there for security
purposes and convenience of course so all I’m looking to do is just have another door so that
when the sliding door is on the right covering the overhead door I have another door on the left
that looks like it…
Gavin

Got it.

Monica
It’s also a modern door that I can use and make it worthwhile to stay in the
neighborhood.
Reader

Can I explain what I think? So you started with this.

Monica

Mm, hmm. Exactly.

Reader

And then you redid it and this is…

Monica

That’s the way it looks today.

Uebbing

Chris, you can’t just say “this”. Carol can’t just write “this”.

Reader

I’m sorry. In the existing picture this is the sliding door that was on there.

Uebbing

The one window.

Reader

There was another door behind it which was…

At same time Baker Is now gone. Gavin

Was the purple door.

Reader

Yeah, which was the right door in this picture. So this door is missing, correct?

Baker

The left door is…

Monica

Technically yes.

Reader
door.

So you want to replace the left door with an overhead door that looks like the left

Monica

It will look like that. It would have a…
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Reader

So it will be a solid piece that will.

Gavin

But you would still have the sliding door to cover up the…

Monica

Overhead door on the right.

Gavin

Got it.

Baker

Which was a requirement of the Commission’s approval a year ago.

Gavin

Yes, which makes sense.

Reader

Alright.

Uebbing
Okay. So I just want to clarify. Your application says you’re replacing the wood
door with a new wood door but you just said, per testimony, you want to use a metal door and
put wood facing on it.
Monica
I believe I put on the application that it was one or the other; that I would either
build it out of wood or I would use a metal door as a base and cover it with wood. I hadn’t had
my estimates back but as I mentioned to you it’s quite a bit – it’s pretty cost prohibitive to make
the door – have a custom wood door made so it’s a lot more efficient to start with a flush steel.
Uebbing

And that will be able to roll up and…

Monica

Exactly. I would have an opener on it so that it could be closed.

Uebbing

No I’m just saying with the metal and then the wood clad it will still fit.

Monica
Oh yeah, yup. I’ve talked to Overhead Door about that and they are confident
they can put that together and make it work.
Uebbing

Any other questions?

Gavin

Thank you.

Monica

Sorry to be confusing.

Gavin

I had trouble with the packet. I finally understand it.
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Monica
Well no. It would be an irregular overhead door. What they would do is they
would take the panels and the would adhere the wood to the outside of it so when it’s in a down
position it would look like that but it would roll up like a regular door.

Monica
I was bringing you through an odyssey which is this garage so thank you very
much for hearing me.
Uebbing
Yes, thank you. I think you can have a seat and if we need more clarification
we’ll call you back up. Is there anyone in the public who wishes to speak to this application?
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Again, no one is running for the microphone so we can deliberate now that we all understand.
The current door that slides was supposed to hide the overhead door. He’s going to build a new
overhead door to match the historic door. I think it’s a pretty complete packet. Is there any
concern about what he’s doing.
Rodriguez
I do have a question for staff. Rhonda, do we not have to approve a request to
retain the removal of this door I’m holding right now?
If you approve his project you are.

Rodrigues
We’re implying that. I don’t want to forget that because the applicant stated that
it’s not historically significant but from a materials perspective the wood grain on this is tighter
than anything you can find today, which is why it lasted that long. I just want to point that out
there because it’s one of these things that happens again and again, it’s old throw it away, and it
still has life in it and I think that’s unfortunate.
Baker
Yeah. What you’d want to definitely say is you’re not saying that the door that
was there was not historically contributing but it is gone so we are left with the option of having it
completely rebuilt as it was or whether or not his proposal to rebuild it in a different fashion is
also acceptable.
Rodriguez

Okay.

Uebbing

unintelligible…or do you feel differently about it?

Rodriguez

Do we need any deliberation or am I the only one?

Uebbing

I asked if there was any concern and no one spoke up so…

Reader

I wasn’t sure if we were there yet, sorry.

Uebbing

I’m trying to move us on.

Reader
I get it. I get it. You know, I think my concern here is that, you know essentially it
runs the risk of you throw it out and then you get to build whatever you want.
Maxam
I look at it as if the applicant had come and say hey I have this historic door I’m
gonna try to make it operable. I would have approved making that historic door operable. In
this case it’s not going to be the exact same wood but it will be the same look.
Baker

If the door had been beyond repair?

Maxam

Yes.

Baker

Assuming that?

Gavin

What about the cost factor? $10,000 for a single garage door seems…
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Baker
You have to look at economic hardship and they haven’t supplied any information
for that. Because you have to base it off what the property is worth, what their value…there is a
whole long list associated with that.

Reader

Well what are we approving? Because there’s an or…

Uebbing

The application.

Baker

So either rebuilding it with wood or rebuilding it laminated.

Reader

Yeah, which one are we…or either one?

Maxam

This one would allow, at the owner’s discretion, to do either door.

Rodriguez

SUPPORT.

Uebbing

Okay. There’s a motion and support. All in favor?

Uebbing, Rodriguez, Maxam, Baldwin, Miller
Uebbing
Reader, Gavin

Aye.

So, who is opposed?
(non-verbally indicate their opposition)

Uebbing
Motion carries. Thank you.
____________________________________________________________________________
923-925 Wealthy SE (WSD) – Request to build front stoop.
Mark Roodvoets was present to discuss the request. He related that they would like to remove
the concrete stoop at the front and replace it with a wooden porch more suitable to the house.
Ms. Uebbing asked the size of spindles proposed.
Mr. Roodvoets stated that he would seek assistance from Ms. Baker as to the appropriate size
spindle. The columns in front will be wood.
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Maxam
Moving us along, I’m gonna float a motion and see if it gets shot down or not. I
MAKE A MOTION THAT WE APPROVE THE APPLICATION to…the application at 251
Charles per the Local Guidelines and Standards 2, 5, 6, 9, 10.

Ms. Uebbing asked if he would be asking Ms. Baker’s assistance with the design of the rail also.
Mr. Roodvoets replied that his understanding is that the rail should be 32 inches high, with two
inches between the spindles. At this point he would propose a square, 2 x 2, spindle.
Ms. Baker suggested they could reference the example provided in the Guidelines book.
Mr. Rodriguez noted that the proposal indicates either cedar to match or cedar shank.
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Mr. Roodvoets agreed stating that it would match what is in the peak, including the triangle cut.
Mr. Rodriguez asked if he has a preference.
Mr. Roodvoets replied that he would leave the decision to his wife and daughter. He responded
to Ms. Miller indicating that the pitch of the roof would match the existing.

The Commission agreed that the proposal is compatible. Ms. Gavin thanked the applicant for
his efforts. So often properties have been altered to be almost unrecognizable and applicants
don’t take the time and effort to try to restore the historic facades. This is a very nice example
of restoration.
Ms. Gavin MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION, per testimony, based on the Local
Preservation Guidelines and Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 2, 6, 9 & 10, with staff
approval of the spindles and the design of the peak at the porch stoop. SUPPORTED by
Mr. Maxam. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
____________________________________________________________________________
PUBLIC HEARING
1059 Wealthy Street SE (WSD) – Request to demolish the existing building and construct six
new buildings.
Ms. Miller asked Mr. Maragil if Mark Miller is a team member on this project.
Mr. Maragil replied that he was at one point but currently he is not.
Ms. Miller wished to make the Commission aware that her husband was consulting on this
project at one point.
Mr. Maragil related that they have retained Nederveld but Mr. Miller hasn’t been working on the
project.
The Commission didn’t feel there was a conflict of interest.
Mr. Maragil related that he is a partner with Green Cane Property, the property development
company that purchased this site in December of 2012. Mr. Maragil recalled that the site was
previously occupied by McDonalds and a strip mall was added to it in the late 90’s or early
2000’s. They have been working diligently with the neighborhood and their architects to put
together a design that they feel is extremely contextual and brings some life back to what is
currently a fairly dormant part of the City. They are proud of the proposed development.
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Ms. Uebbing noted the applicant is proposing a porch addition that is substantiated by
documentation, including the historic photo. He is replicating a portion of the original porch.

Mike Corby, Integrated Architecture, recalled that they had a rather extensive discussion on this
project previously. He noted that they have provided additional information. They have also had
a contractor review the design and it is feasible from a cost perspective. The basic design
submitted is not a lot different from the earlier presentation. The connection to the heritage of
the site with the naming of the building was important to them. Mr. Corby identified some subtle
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differences in the project. They are still proposing six buildings. The Wealthy St. façade set
back for the third story was previously shown at 25 ft. They understood from discussions that
25 ft. wasn’t totally necessary but they still feel some setback is appropriate to maintain the twostory façade along Wealthy. By reducing the amount of setback it helps them to have a bit more
space in the residential units. The setback as shown is now 20 ft. at the corner and
approximately 17.5 ft. on the western portion. The setback from the west façade to the third
story is still 20 ft., which is what it was in the previous iteration. Another change along Wealthy
relates to the planters that were shown partially recessed and partially protruding along
Wealthy. Those have been removed and it is now a more typical street front detail with the
base brick and the setback that it had previously. The siding they are using is currently
proposed as a painted hardie siding. In the previous iteration they had a flush siding but they
aren’t able to find a product with the flush siding so they will be using clapboard type siding and
it runs horizontal.
Mr. Corby identified the changes to the row house buildings. He noted that there is a bit more
detail. The lighting fixtures are also shown in the packet. They also show how they are
addressing roof water with the down spouts, collection systems and where they would be
located on the façade. Again they will be using clapboard siding vs. a flush siding. Ms. Baker
asked for clarification on what appears to be shutters. He explained that in some instances they
are using a different colored siding adjacent to a window to reference a shutter even though it
isn’t one. They felt it was a detail that was appropriate. Mr. Corby noted that there are a lot of
examples in the area of the roofs of the porches being active spaces. In the previous version
they showed just roofs. They’ve added a small railing system to allow for active use of that
space. The design of the porches hasn’t changed a lot other than the addition of that painted
metal railing with vertical spindles.
Mr. Corby addressed the buildings on Freyling Place. He stated that they considered different
roof forms. They want to do something that feels like it is familiar, in the sense that it isn’t a
drastic departure in terms of detail and slopes, but yet a little different. They feel that because
of the nature of the street and how this architecture is experienced that the ½ gable to ½ gable
works well. The other elements haven’t really changed. One aspect somewhat different than
what is included in the packet is that the siding is lap siding as mentioned with the other
buildings. The siding that forms the gable ends is a flush siding but it is shown in the packet as
a lap siding. He clarified that it is a ship lap siding but it is flush and will be a painted product.
The fascia on the porches is indicated in the packet as a metal fascia but will actually be a
painted Hardie product.
Mr. Maxam asked if the Hardie siding will have a wood texture or smooth.
Mr. Corby replied smooth.
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Mr. Reader asked for further explanation of the shutter reference on page 40.
Mr. Corby explained that it is in the same plane as the field siding but it is painted a different
color. There will be a seam at its vertical point. It is basically a subtle nod to a shutter but is
really just a difference in the paint color.
Ms. Gavin asked what other options for roof style on the Freyling Pl. buildings they considered
and whether they had any illustrations available.
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Mr. Corby related that they considered running the roof forms so that the shingles were all south
facing. They discussed the roof style with the neighbors and they preferred the proposed
application to the staggered style. They also looked at simple gables but because of the width
of the houses they just seemed to look a little strange. They feel the proposed is the right
approach.
Mr. Reader asked if the edge is vertical.

Mr. Rodriguez clarified that there will be no eave whatsoever.
Mr. Corby agreed. There is a gutter system and the water discharges at the downspouts.
Mr. Rodriguez asked how the shingles meet the siding.
Mr. Corby referred to the detail provided on page 41. A built in gutter system allows them to
keep a clean edge to the siding and the water drains off the roof into that gutter system.
Ms. Uebbing invited public comment.
Jennifer Peter, 352 Calkins, asked what they will be doing about the road. She has difficulty
now getting into her driveway. She was hopeful that through this process she would end up
with a regular sized road in front of her house.
Mr. Corby responded that they can’t do a whole lot with the road. It is one-way and meets City
standards for a one-way street. Currently the west edge of the road terminates with the
retaining wall and fence. They will be using colored concrete to place on-street parking so that
the street feels wider even though the road itself isn’t being widened. They will also be adding a
sidewalk on the west side of the street so that it is a more pedestrian friendly experience and
there won’t be a chain link fence anymore. Corby responded to Mr. Maxam relating that the
distance between the current property line, where the retaining wall and fence are now, and the
face of the building will be approximately 20 ft.
Ms. Uebbing related receipt of letters of support from Ryan Genzink at 301 Calkins, Matthew
Rietsma of 328 Calkins, and the East Hills Council of Neighbors. Carol Moore wrote with
concerns about the odd roof lines on Freyling and the 100% permanent rental nature of this high
density project. She would prefer less density, more green space and more amenities that
would attract potential owner-occupants in the future. Doing so would be a stabilizing influence
for the neighborhood in general and create a far more pleasant experience for residents that live
close to the project.
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Mr. Corby replied that there will be asphalt shingles on the sloped portion and painted siding on
the other two portions.

Mr. Corby clarified another aspect that has transpired since they last presented to the
Commission. He recalled mentioning the easement on the north edge previously. Since that
time Mr. Maragil has worked out that easement with the neighbor to the north so they have the
20 ft. pedestrian easement; 10 ft. from the neighbor to the north and 10 ft. from the subject site.
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Mr. Reader stated that he is very pleased with how this has developed. The only element he
finds issue with are the faux shutters, which are asymmetrical and feel oddly tacked on. There
is historic precedence for poorly placed shutters.

Ms. Gavin related that she continues to take issue with the roof lines on Freyling. When
considering the Standards it says that new buildings shall be compatible with surrounding
buildings in form, size, scale, massing, proportions and roof shape. While she appreciates that
it is somewhat of a modern twist on a traditional roof shape, the strange void in the center reads
as alien and she finds it not in keeping with the Standards.
Mr. Maxam indicated that during Advisory Discussions he wasn’t a huge fan of those roof lines
and he continues to have mixed feelings about them. He appreciates the 3D view that shows
the variation in the plane. In that sense, the offset along with the gap makes them read as
individual sheds instead of one strangely split gable. Seeing it in 3D like that he likes it more
than he did before. He appreciates that it sheds the majority of the water off the roof to the
sides of the building rather than if they were all sheds facing south half the roof would drain to
the center of the building.
Ms. Baldwin indicated that she never had a problem with the roof design as proposed. She
prefers that they don’t all face the same direction.
Ms. Uebbing stated that she appreciated Mr. Reader’s comment at the previous meeting that
you will never see them straight on as they are shown in the elevation. It does read more as
individual shed roofs because the street is so narrow.
Ms. Gavin disagreed. She feels they will appear as drawn when viewed from the houses across
the street.
Mr. Maxam asked what others feel about the overhang.
Mr. Rodriguez stated that the lack of eaves is difficult for him to support. The deep shadow line
is such a crucial architectural feature on all of the homes in that neighborhood. It is difficult for
him to be in support of a roof absent those.
Ms. Gavin agreed.
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Mr. Maxam agreed that the shutters are a new element not previously discussed. He doesn’t
really see the need for them but understands them as a modern architectural detail. They are
so abstracted that they aren’t shutters; it is just a change in siding color and is an unusual paint
detail meant to reference a shutter. If it were his building he would leave them off.

Mr. Maxam stated that another perspective is that it is obviously a point of differentiation. It is a
modern building and there are cues on the buildings that say they are not historic buildings.
Ms. Miller agreed that the detail of the overhang fits the modern roof style. She also agrees with
Ms. Gavin that the roof line feels awkward and is embedded more into the residential than if it
were up towards Wealthy. As you go back on the site she feels it is important to pay homage to
the surrounding residential in mimicking the roof lines.
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Ms. Gavin feels that all of the treatments on these buildings are modern interpretations of
historic forms so it isn’t that this is the only differentiation between these buildings and the
historic buildings across the street.
Ms. Uebbing asked for comments regarding the commercial building on Wealthy.
All agreed that they found no issues with the building along Wealthy or those on Calkins. Mr.
Rodriguez was pleased to see the large address signs removed from the Calkins buildings.

Mr. Reader indicated that his only concern with those buildings are the roofs.
Ms. Gavin suggested that if the roofs were more familiar she could get behind the lack of eaves.
Ms. Uebbing asked if the historic nature of the site lends any support to the roof lines as
proposed. Ms. Gavin replied that if they were greenhouse roofs they would be oriented in the
same direction. It isn’t a form familiar throughout the district. The green houses were razed
long ago and there aren’t other green houses in the district. Therefore, she doesn’t find that to
be a compelling argument. She feels the proposed roof lines fail to meet Standard 9.
Mr. Reader indicated that size, scale, proportion and massing all work for him. The 3D view
does work but it is an odd view from across the street.
Ms. Gavin argued that the Standards specify that roof shape shall be compatible; new buildings
to be compatible with the surrounding buildings that contribute to the overall character of the
historic district in terms of height, form, size, scale, massing, proportions, and roof shape. That
would include the buildings across the street on Freyling. There is no instance of a roof shape
with a center void anywhere in the district.
Ms. Uebbing countered that Standard 10 directs that new additions and adjacent or related new
construction will be undertaken in such a manner that, if removed in the future, the essential
form and integrity of the historic property and its environment would be unimpaired. Ms.
Uebbing felt that would be the case if these buildings were to come down in the future.
Ms. Gavin disagreed. She believes Standard 10 speaks to new additions to a historic property,
not to infil.
Ms. Uebbing disagreed. She interprets it differently.
Ms. Baker asked about Standard 1.
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Additional discussion took place regarding the Freyling buildings.

Ms. Uebbing feels that the overall site and design works well with the neighborhood.
Mr. Reader MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION AS SUBMITTED AND PER
TESTIMONY based on the Local Preservation Guidelines and the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 9, & 10. SUPPORTED by Ms. Baldwin. YEAS: 4.
(Reader, Maxam, Uebbing, Baldwin). NAYS: 3 (Miller, Rodriguez, Gavin). MOTION
CARRIED.
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Mr. Corby related that they purposely omitted signage as something that will come back later,
which is why the large numbers were eliminated. They will come back at a later date however.
Mr. Lagren asked if bike parking can be added at a later time. Ms. Baker replied that that can
be staff approved.
Ms. Miller left the meeting.

There was no representation for the application.
Mr. Rodriguez asked if the proposal relates to only the main roof or the porch roofs as well.
Ms. Baker replied that she would suspect both.
Ms. Gavin feels the metal roof is fairly common on the main house with this style of architecture.
Mr. Reader agreed that it should be replaced with metal.
Ms. Gavin noted that Standard 6 requires that a new feature match the old in design, color,
texture, and, where possible, materials. Standard 2 directs that the historic character will be
retained and preserved and that removal of historic materials shall be avoided.
Ms. Gavin MOVED TO DENY THE APPLICATION based on the Local Preservation
Guidelines and the Secretary of the Interior Standards 2, 5, 6, & 9. SUPPORTED by Mr.
Maxam. YEAS: 5. NAYS: 1 (Uebbing). MOTION CARRIED.
ADJOURNED: 7:45 p.m.
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303 Fulton E (HER) – Request to replace standing seam metal roof with asphalt shingles.
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Minutes of the
GRAND RAPIDS HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
5:00 p.m. Wednesday, February 3, 2016
1120 Monroe Ave. NW
Public Hearing Room 2nd Floor
CALL TO ORDER

ABSENT: David Maxam
STAFF PRESENT: Rhonda Baker, Richard Garbrecht, and recording secretary Carol
Gornowich
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES of December 2, 2015,– Ms. Gavin MOVED TO APPROVE the
minutes of the December 2, 2015 meeting. SUPPORTED by Mr. Rodriguez. All in favor.
MOTION CARRIED.

STAFF COMMUNICATIONS AND REPORTS
Certificates of Appropriateness Issued by Staff
328 Visser SE
334 Charles SE
328 Visser SE
1106 Wealthy SE
216 John NE
1052 Wealthy SE
40 Pearl NW

201 Sheldon SE
234 Madison SE
1154 Wealthy SE
211 Union NE
311 Robey SE
546 Morris SE
512 College SE

44 Lafayette NE
425 Union SE
515 Fountain NE
120 Prospect SE
210 Diamond SE
222 Henry SE
1154 Wealthy SE

10 College NE
923 Virginia SE
341 Freyling SE
441 Union SE
40 Pearl NW
24 Lafayette SE

NEW BUSINESS:
307-309 Union SE (HER) – Request to replace doors, remove rear additions, construct a small
rear addition.
Chuck Posthumus was present to discuss the request. He described the home as a 2,400 sq.
ft., 1880 structure with a painted brick exterior. The porch on the east side was taken off some
years ago and then replaced in a good manner. Mr. Posthumus related that when they
purchased the property it was being used as a single family even though it had been
restructured as a two-family. Their intent is to return it to a single family and occupy it in the
near future. The property is before the HPC this evening for the items noted in the staff report.
The biggest item is at the rear where they are trying to straighten some things out that were
done to it as a two-family. A doorway was punched through on the main floor at the rear. That
doorway is part of a stairway that goes from what was accessible from the kitchen to the second
floor. They plan to open that up to make the stairway active again from the kitchen to upstairs.
The door that was punched in would be removed and filled with brick. It appears that the shed
on the lower area may have replaced a Bilco door assembly for access to the lower level. In the

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Feb 3, 2016 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

MEMBERS PRESENT: Emily Uebbing, Kerry Baldwin, Michael Rodriguez, Christopher Reader,
Lisa Miller, and Jenn Gavin
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Mr. Posthumus commented on the proposed bay. He noted that there is an existing bay on the
south side with detail that includes small brackets, carpentry details and painted details. They
were intending to duplicate that bay but after further review of the guidelines they questioned
whether it should be a reproduction. Ms. Baker suggests doing a little less historic
representation of that. Mr. Posthumus understands that position and noted that it would be less
costly not to replicate it. Therefore, they have submitted three options: a) replicating the south
bay, b) a more simplified version of the south bay without the brackets and less detailing, and c)
pulling the bay in further and not having windows facing north and south. With option C it would
be a little less large on the top and on the bottom, instead of wood construction, they would use
a painted brick to echo the painted brick of the main house. Option C would reduce the height
of the roof on the back bay, pull it in, and it would be more stepped.
Mr. Posthumus identified other items to be addressed by staff approval and invited the
Commission’s feedback.
Ms. Uebbing clarified the options for the bay. Option A was submitted in the packet. Option B
is the same as was submitted in the packet but with less detail and ornamentation. Option C,
per testimony, and as depicted in the drawing dated 2/3/16.
Mr. Reader asked if the applicant has a preference between Option B and Option C.
Mr. Posthumus replied that they are leaning toward Option C after giving it further consideration.
At this point they are requesting approval of Option C.
Ms. Gavin asked if the vertical siding detail on C is present elsewhere on the home.
Mr. Posthumus replied that the tongue and groove wood is in a couple of locations on the gable
ends of the porches and to some extent on the south bay.
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basement there is a standard sized door with a step up to go out through the shed. Above that
shed are two windows they believe are not original that they propose replacing with a boxed
bay. That would also facilitate better construction out of the basement. Out of the basement
they propose two, two-thirds glass, panel doors. The intent is to tear out the floor in the
basement and increase the height a bit in the basement and make it useable space since there
isn’t currently a garage on the property. They will remove conduit and an upper light, remove
the meters that are beneath the stairs, and remove the rear deck and stairs. There is an
existing opening that the conduit and assembly to the air conditioner goes through and that will
be made back into a window. Mr. Posthumus related that there is an existing stair at the
northwest corner of the main level that is in disrepair and that will be widened and improved.

Ms. Gavin asked if the painted groove cedar identified in Option C would be tongue and groove.
Mr. Posthumus agreed adding that it would match.
Mr. Reader referred to Option C asking if they intend for the roof pitch to match the roof pitch of
the porches.
Mr. Posthumus agreed.
Ms. Baker asked the width of the boards.
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Mr. Posthumus replied that they appear to be 5 inches. On the south bay, in the side panel,
there is a tongue and groove, painted, smooth board. In that area it is on an angle and he
believes it to be vertical in the end panels. If it is important to match the tongue and groove
boards of the south bay that would be acceptable to him.
Ms. Gavin asked if there is a preference for the basement door treatment. A simple flat panel
door is shown vs. french doors.

Ms. Uebbing clarified that the work proposed for siding, trim details, windows and doors will all
be wood.
Mr. Posthumus agreed.
Ms. Uebbing asked if they will be able to retain brick from the back so that if the work they do is
removed that brick would be available.
Mr. Posthumus related that the existing windows are shorter than others in the house. They will
increase the height of those windows but the width will remain fairly close to the same. The
reduction in the size of the bay will cover less brick and they will leave the brick behind the roof
line and likely keep it exposed inside the bay.
Ms. Baldwin asked if any brick was saved on site when the door was previously punched out.
Mr. Posthumus replied no. They will be matching the brick in size, scale, and surface texture,
and tooth it in. He explained that part of the reason he is now proposing they brick the exterior
of the lower level push out is so that he can get the mason their more solidly and provide a big
enough job.
Ms. Miller wished to confirm that the deck flooring and the stair risers will be closed.
Mr. Posthumus agreed.
Ms. Miller asked if there will be skirting under the north porch.
Mr. Posthumus replied that there was a 6’ high wooden fence there when they purchased the
property. That has been removed and behind that is wood lattice. Behind the lattice is a
vertical board that they will try to keep for the enclosure.
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Mr. Posthumus clarified that the intent is that they will be two-thirds glass. It has a single panel
on the bottom vs. the two panel bottom section that he found in the existing door. They would
intend that they all match.

Ms. Miller indicated that they can work with staff if that needs to change.
Mr. Posthumus noted that there is a window in the basement in that area.
Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none.
Ms. Baldwin feels the application is thorough and that the applicant has been attentive to the
Standards and guidelines both in trying to maintain the character of the house with the new
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addition and not making it an exact copy of the existing bay. Ms. Baldwin stated that her
preference is for Option C.
Mr. Rodriguez stated that he would be comfortable with any of the three options. They are all
quite sensitive, well thought out, and satisfy the guidelines. The applicant prefers Option C but
he wouldn’t want to dissuade the applicant from pursuing elements of any of the other two
proposals should that come up during the project.

Mr. Reader agreed with the comments offered by Mr. Rodriguez.
Ms. Miller suggested that in Option A the ornamentation is mimicking what is there but not
duplicating it. She would support Options B & C, but not Option A.
Ms. Uebbing agreed with Ms. Miller. Based on Standard 9 she finds Option A to be too much of
a replication. She would be in favor of Option B or C.
Ms. Gavin MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION, INCLUDING OPTION B AND/OR C,
PER TESTIMONY AND DRAWINGS AS SUBMITTED 2/3/2016, BASED ON THE LOCAL
PRESREVATION GUIDELINES AND THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS
2, 3, 5, 6, 9 & 10. SUPPORTED by Ms. Miller. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
249 James SE (CHD) – Request to retain two vinyl sliding basement windows.
John Otterbacher was present to discuss the application. As explained in the application, they
moved into the subject property in 1981. At that time the basement windows were boarded up
around the entire house, including the windows in question. Mr. Otterbacher doesn’t recall
exactly when they removed the boards on the windows but he recalled that the reason they
removed the boards was that they were getting some leakage inside. Mr. Otterbacher stated
that they should have known better but they made no application when they replaced the
windows. At some point in the ‘80’s they removed the boards covering the windows and
discovered that the wood on the windows was rotted at the bottom. He had a friend replace the
frames at that time and that lasted a period of years. Between 2007 and 2008 the windows
were again leaking and when he looked at them with a friend he discovered they had rotted out
again at the bottom. They discussed the situation and decided, without making application to
the HPC, that it made sense to replace the rotting wood frame with a plasticized frame that
would have a better chance of withstanding the ice that accumulates in the driveway. Mr.
Otterbacher explained how the driveway is located between the subject home and another and,
despite how well the drive is shoveled, ice accumulates on either side of the driveway. The
neighbor’s windows have also been affected. Therefore, he had the windows replaced. Mr.
Otterbacher stated that the reason he didn’t apply is that he wasn’t aware of the requirement.
He recently learned of the requirements when he and his neighbor decided it was necessary to
replace the driveway. Mr. Otterbacher related that they are requesting to retain the windows as
installed. The windows are located between the houses and do not show from the street. It
was their best effort to deal with the problem as they understood it.
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Ms. Gavin related that she prefers Option C because she feels the massing and scale is more
appropriate to the structure.

Ms. Uebbing observed from the 2006 photo that the former windows had three or four vertical
pieces.
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Mr. Otterbacher stated that he doesn’t recall. When they replaced them in the ‘80’s they had
someone build an approximation of the windows. He recalled that the person doing the work
had had some concerns because the windows swung out and if he replicated that operation
they wouldn’t be able to have a screen.
Ms. Uebbing clarified that she was asking to try to determine if the muttin pattern shown in the
photo was present when the boards came off the windows. The new vinyl windows don’t repeat
that pattern.

Mr. Otterbacher replied yes. Based on memory, there is one basement window opening on the
south side and that window has not been replaced; it must be original. He believes that window
was also boarded over when they bought the house. West of the subject windows there is
another window that was boarded when they bought the house and remains boarded up.
Ms. Miller asked if some of the original wood material was left in the opening when the
replacement windows were installed. It appears that the wood frame is still there.
Mr. Otterbacher didn’t recall. He remembers asking his friend to get vinyl windows as close to
what was present as possible.
Ms. Gavin asked if they had considered an aluminum clad window to resolve the problem.
Mr. Otterbacher replied that they did not.
Ms. Miller explained that she was asking about the wood that may still exist because if they are
experiencing water infiltration that may continue if the wood is deteriorated.
Mr. Otterbacher stated that he isn’t aware of any leakage in the area of the windows since the
vinyl windows were installed.
Ms. Miller asked when the vinyl windows were installed.
Mr. Otterbacher replied that his best recollection is that it was done in 2007 or 2008. The first
time they replaced them was in the ‘80’s.
Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none.
Ms. Gavin posed the question of whether the Commission would approve this request had it
come before them prior to the work being done; likely not. However, they are also dealing with
windows that appear to not be historic. Ms. Gavin shared Ms. Miller’s concern that the vinyl
windows may not resolve the problem because they appear to be placed in wooden frames.
Any ice accumulation taking place in the driveway will continue to impact wooden window
frames, which was why she had asked about an aluminum clad system. While she is
sympathetic, it is difficult to find intact basement windows in the districts. From the street façade
she feels the change in the window opening and mullion pattern is significant.
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Ms. Miller asked if there are any original windows on the home.

Mr. Rodriguez suggested the possibility of tabling the request to give the applicant an
opportunity to have a contractor assess the condition of the window frames the vinyl
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replacements are in, as well as the other windows. If the Commission’s concern is to retain
historic material it may be good to have that information.
Ms. Miller suggested forming a sub-committee for a site visit.
Mr. Rodriguez agreed but he would like the applicant to have the opportunity to have someone
able to perform the work assess the condition.

Mr. Rodriguez MOVED TO TABLE THE REQUEST to allow the applicant an opportunity to
have the condition of the existing basement windows assessed (vinyl replacement
windows and existing wooden frames) AND TO FORM A SUBCOMMITTEE to visit the
property for an assessment of the subject windows and remaining original windows.
SUPPORTED by Ms. Miller. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
Mr. Reader, Ms. Baldwin and Mr. Rodriguez volunteered for the subcommittee.
349 Division S. (HSD) – Request to replace windows and doors and repair to storefront.
343 Division S. (HSD) – Request to replace windows.
303 Division S. (HSD) – Request to replace windows, infill boarded openings with brick and
aluminum trim.
138 Division S (HSD) – Request to replace windows.
344 Commerce SW (HSD) – Request to replace windows.
Architect Kim Destigter was present along with Chris Bennett and Rebecca Long from Dwelling
Place. Mr. Destigter identified 349 Division as Lenox Apartments, 343 Division is Liz’s House,
303 Division is Calumet Flats Apartments, 138 Division is Chaffee Apartments, and 344
Commerce does not have another name. Mr. Destigter related that they have submitted their
applications to the State. Rob McKay has approved it and sent it on to the Department of
Interior. Mr. Destigter noted that a lot of the items listed on the individual applications have
been staff reviewed.
Ms. Baker agreed that most of the work can be staff reviewed/approved. The window
replacements and the infil of openings with brick on the 303 Division building is for HPC review.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Feb 3, 2016 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Mr. Reader agreed that he would like to know the condition of the remaining windows. He is
also curious to know if the window pattern on those windows match the patterns present in the
2006 photo of the subject windows.

Mr. Reader clarified that they propose replacing wooden replacement windows with metal
replacement windows of essentially the same design.
It was clarified that the proposed windows are aluminum clad. Ms. Miller asked if they will be
introducing any new mullion patterns, etc.
Mr. Destigter replied that his understanding from Rob McKay is that they are replacing a
replacement window. The existing windows don’t have a frame, only a jamb liner.
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Ms. Baker explained that the State has required that the new replacement windows, replacing
the existing replacement windows, basically match the existing windows in overall design and
operation. Any existing historic elements of the trim that exists has to be replicated.
Mr. Destigter agreed. The casing on the sides varies per building. What they have specified is
to match the existing casing with an aluminum extrusion to match to the extent possible.

Mr. Destigter related that the arched windows on the upper half of the sidewalk on the north
elevation previously had an area well. At some point the sidewalk was put up against the
building and the windows were blocked in with concrete masonry. Over the top of the concrete
masonry they placed T111 siding, which is present now. They want to remove the T111 and
asked Rob McKay what the State would approve. Mr. McKay stated that they would approve a
brick that matches the existing so that it is understood that it is bricked in and some day it could
be removed. The brick they have specified is the closest they could get to the existing brick. It
has a slightly darker hue to it. Mr. Destigter explained further that as you go down the street
there is some T111 in the larger windows. Behind those windows there is a basement used by
God’s Kitchen for storage and on the right-hand side there is an electrical panel. They propose
removing the boarding, evaluate what was there originally and try to restore it, and install glass
and paint it black due to the electrical panel behind it.
Ms. Uebbing clarified that that is at the northwest corner.
Mr. Destigter agreed; at the bottom of the hill on the north side of the building.
Mr. Reader noted that on the west side there are openings where they propose infil as well.
Mr. Destigter agreed. However, that will be a different brick to match that side. They haven’t
found that brick yet and they will be required to submit samples to ensure it matches the
existing.
Ms. Uebbing clarified that the infil brick will be set back a bit and it will not be feathered in.
Mr. Destigter agreed. It will be set back between a ½ inch and an inch because the depth
varies.
All Commissioners were comfortable with the applications.
Ms. Gavin MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATIONS FOR 349 S. Division, 343 S.
Division, 303 S. Division, 138 S. Division, and 344 Commerce SW based on the Local
Preservation Guidelines and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 2, 5, 6, 9 & 10.
SUPPORTED by Mr. Rodriguez. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
____________________________________________________________________________
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Mr. Reader ask that Mr. Destigter explain the infil to take place at 303 Division.

50 Louis NW (HSD) – Request to install an internally lit channel letter sign at the top of the
south wall near the west corner.
Nate Zevenbergen, Universal Sign, and Sam Cummings, CWD Real Estate, were present to
discuss the proposed sign. Mr. Cummings related that they propose the installation of signage
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on the non-contributing façade of the building that they rebuilt a few years ago. The sign
attachment and electrical would take place in the mortar joints in keeping with the Standards.
Ms. Miller asked if the Arch Paging sign has been removed.
Mr. Cummings replied that it is gone.
Mr. Reader clarified that there would be two signs on that façade if this request is approved.

Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none.
Mr. Reader stated he is somewhat torn, based on the guidance that interior lit signs are not
recommended and the fact that they were previously allowed.
Ms. Uebbing noted that the proposed location is non-historic and the sign would not be covering
any historic detail.
Ms. Baker explained that in the past, with buildings of similar height, the Commission made a
distinction between what is experienced at the pedestrian level vs. what you experience at the
upper level from a greater distance. That is how signs more modern in their lighting forms have
been permitted at the top level of the historic buildings and not permitted at the pedestrian level.
Ms. Gavin stated that she is comfortable with the proposed signage based on Standard 10; it
can be removed in the future without harming the building and it is on a non-contributing façade.
Ms. Gavin MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION AS SUBMITTED based on the Local
Preservation Guidelines and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 1, 2, 9 & 10.
SUPPORTED by Mr. Reader. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
DISCUSSION:
250 Ionia SW (HSD) – Advisory Discussion – Demolition of non-historic building and
construction of a 128 foot or 12-story building that will span from Ionia to Commerce.
Bill Arens, Studio Intrigue Architects, was present for the discussion. He provided some
orientation relating that the conceptual building fronts Ionia and occupies the entire block
between Ionia and Commerce, also fronting Bartlett. The building is essentially 8 stories along
Ionia, which is similar in height to the adjacent buildings to the north and south. There is an
existing building on the subject site and the owner proposes removal of that building and
replacing it with this structure. The building would step up to 12 stories on the east side. It is
stepped down along Ionia to make it more pedestrian friendly and conform to the existing
structures to the north and south, in keeping with some of the historic character of the buildings
present in the area.
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Mr. Cummings agreed. He added that there was previously a lit sign on the east/Louis side at
about mid-level for USA Wealth.

Mr. Arens presented a video to provide some context and how the proposed building relates.
Mr. Arens explained that there are a couple of reasons for the proposed height. The square
footage that the 12 stories provides is necessary for the economic feasibility of the project.
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Additionally, it offers more opportunity to provide a variety of uses/occupancy types within the
structure. It could potentially be condominiums, a hotel component, etc. The proposed height
has some advantages and could bring more variety to the area.
Ms. Miller asked if there is a parking component.
Mr. Arens replied yes. Parking would be located on the lower level on the Commerce side.

Mr. Arens replied that he believes some of the parking may be visible from Commerce but there
could potentially be some option to vary that if need be.
Ms. Miller asked if the first and second story would be screened parking vs. glass store front.
Mr. Arens replied that they haven’t gotten down to the detail of how it would be configured.
There is a possibility for some screening there. He isn’t sure whether or not they would build
out leasable space in front of it on that side. On the other side there would definitely be some
leasable retail space in front of it to continue and build upon the pedestrian friendly aspect on
that side.
Ms. Miller clarified that the Commerce side would be 12 stories.
Mr. Arens agreed. His understanding of Commerce is that it is more auto-oriented whereas
more of the pedestrian oriented activity is on the other side, which is one reason for the
proposed orientation.
Mr. Reader explained that he doesn’t believe Commerce is auto-oriented by design; that the
end goal is not that Commerce be parking. They would like for it to work at some point. Mr.
Reader asked how the height of the front façade compares with the Globe building.
Mr. Arens replied that the Globe is approximately 83 ft. in height. The main roof of the proposed
building is closer to 89 ft. There are little tower elements that stick up another 2 ft. or so on each
end. He related that the building at 240 Ionia, to the north, is 90 ft. in height.
Ms. Uebbing asked when the 2-story building to the south was built.
Ms. Baker replied that it was built around the turn of the century; 1900-1915.
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Ms. Miller asked if it would be a liner building with occupied space in front of the parking or
would the parking be visible from Commerce.

Mr. Reader asked if there are height limits.
Ms. Baker explained that it is based on massing and scale; height limits are defined based on
the context of the location.
Ms. Gavin asked if they have an illustration of the Commerce side that is not “white box”.
Mr. Arens replied that they have very simple illustrations but it is still basically a white massing
model.
Ms. Baker clarified that the main goal of this discussion is to consider massing.
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Ms. Gavin clarified that her interest is what the current street façade of Commerce looks like.
Photos included in the packet were reviewed and brief discussion occurred amongst various
Commissioners as to the existing building heights.
Ms. Baldwin left the meeting.

Mr. Arens added that the Globe also has a tower element at the middle that bumps up to
approximately 100 ft. There is some precedent for elements that protrude up higher in this
area.
Ms. Miller suggested that the new buildings in the area are not considered precedent because
they are not historic. With respect to site placement, the proposal obviously maxes out the site.
Building to the right-of-way is what they like to see. While it is too early in the process to
consider details, she feels the Commission can provide some insight on height, massing,
proportion and scale. The Ionia side feels like it contextually fits the rhythm of the larger
warehouse type masses. She would like some renderings of the Commerce side to get a sense
of the scale. It is more difficult to react to that side at this point. Because there isn’t a lot of
volume on that street it feels somewhat foreboding. Once they develop the façade and perhaps
break it up or step it a bit that may help.
Mr. Arens agreed that potentially it could be broken up to soften it. Even if it is 12 stories there
are ways they can provide relief or reveals to prevent it from being a completely solid wall.
Mr. Reader related that he wouldn’t be opposed to Ionia being another story taller vs. what is
shown. He feels the mass would work and that it would provide some variety. Making it match
exactly is somewhat odd.
Ms. Miller asked if Mr. Reader was suggesting increasing the height a bit along Ionia and
reducing it along Commerce.
Mr. Reader agreed.
Ms. Gavin stated that she is bothered by the rhythm. There seems to have been an effort to
make it feel less heavy by introducing cut outs. The old factory buildings have a very regular
pattern of openings. Ms. Gavin stated that in addition to the scale and massing she is
concerned about the irregular pattern of openings on the building; it seems jarring.
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Ms. Baker identified existing building heights. Of the historic structures, there are 4 story
buildings and as you go to the north they are 5 and 6 stories. The Globe is one of the taller
buildings at just over 7 stories.

Ms. Uebbing explained that the Commission looks to the context of the historic neighborhood.
They will look at the historic buildings around this rather than the new construction that has
occurred. While there are new buildings in the area with this different kind of rhythm, the
historic fabric is what the Commission will compare the infill to.
Ms. Miller commented on the storefront; the pedestrian experience. As shown it feels like it is a
double height store front. The scale is quite large. When looking at surrounding buildings they
have single height storefronts with a pattern of supports, glass, a knee wall, and not just a wall
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of 20’ glass. She suggested they pay particular attention to the pedestrian experience and try to
humanize the scale a bit.
Ms. Gavin related that she is bothered by the height on Commerce but it is difficult to tell at this
stage what it will look like. There isn’t anything historic in this neighborhood that is that tall.

Ms. Gavin agreed that the historic buildings tend to be giant boxes. The variation is more of a
modern element for this area.
Ms. Miller recognized that one difficulty with such a large foot print is using the inner space and
trying to get daylight, etc.
Ms. Gavin stated that she also feels strongly that there is no precedent in the historic fabric of
the neighborhood for the kind of oblique departure from the façade edging out over the
streetscape. She doesn’t feel the Standards would allow them to permit something like that in
this setting.
Mr. Arens explained that one of the reasons they were looking at elements like that is related to
the Standard of not copying what is there historically and making some distinction with the
newer buildings constructed. The intent is to show that this is a newer building even though the
scale is in keeping with the surroundings.
Ms. Baker suggested it may be an element they need to see in a more defined fashion.
Mr. Rodriguez agreed with Ms. Gavin that it will be a very tough sell. The Standards do talk
about new construction being very distinguishable from historic construction but he doesn’t feel
they will have any problem with differentiation here. Mr. Rodriguez doesn’t feel there is a need
to introduce any new elements that distinguish it any further; it will be quite clear.
Ms. Gavin felt that if they had a large brick box with factory sashes and they needed to
distinguish it then that might be an instance when they would add a new inventive design
element. Ms. Gavin shared Ms. Miller’s concern about the height of the store fronts. Because
this is a downtown neighborhood with significant pedestrian activity the height of the first floor is
important. The anchor of the building at the street façade needs to be more substantial. It is
very airy and light and almost feels like it is floating.
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Mr. Reader commented on the cut outs. He noted that the Globe has a huge mass, even on the
side streets. He suggested that the cut outs could go right up to the street and mimic the bulk of
the Globe.

Mr. Arens asked if the Commission is looking for more of a solid base.
Ms. Gavin replied not necessarily a solid base but perhaps pillars or a suggestion of pillars.
Mr. Reader suggested they reference the other storefronts on the street for some direction.
Ms. Miller added that use of materials is another way to tie the building into the neighborhood;
introducing some known materials that have weathered time. She also advised the applicant
that there may be soil conditions for them to contend with on the site.
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Ms. Miller noted that the Commission hasn’t discussed the potential demolition of the existing
structure.
Ms. Gavin related that she had a conversation with staff about that. Because the structure is
not historic they don’t have to apply the same Standards for demolition.

Ms. Gavin expressed that she has grave concerns about the height, massing, rhythm, the first
floor transparency, height and massing of the first floor, and materials.
Ms. Miller feels those things can be tweaked. This is very early in the process. It is really all
about the massing and everything else can be massaged to what it needs to be.
Mr. Arens expressed his understanding of what he heard in terms of the height and massing.
He heard that the Commission may be open to 9 stories on the west side rather than 8 and
spreading the space out more vs. going to 12 stories.
Ms. Baker invited Mr. Rodriguez’s comments.
Mr. Rodriguez agreed that the 2-story storefront will not be something they can approve. The
oblique towers on the northwest and southwest corners are probably going to meet opposition.
He is not opposed to 8 or 9 stories, and possibly more, on Ionia. He feels 12 stories on
Commerce in a single massing would be difficult. While the Commission doesn’t discuss use,
the effects of use on the exterior are something they do consider. If there is to be parking
integrated anywhere into the structure then unscreened parking would be difficult to approve as
well.
Kyle MacMillan, Studio Intrigue Architects, arrived to the meeting. He indicated that the
northeast corner is where parking would be concentrated so that the first floors can have a
focus on commercial storefront retail area. The upper floors, depending on how much room
there is, are being considered for residential, hotel and/or condominium uses. With respect to
screening the parking, the entrance to the parking garage would be visible but you wouldn’t be
able to tell that there was an open parking garage on the back corner; it would be screened. On
the south side there would be offices on the first four floors.
Ms. Miller clarified then that it would be a liner building with the parking embedded.
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Ms. Baker added that the Commission would essentially be looking at it as an approval to
facilitate a major improvement project. Ms. Baker expressed her understanding of what she has
heard from the Commission thus far: that they are apprehensively, possibly interested and that
more information is necessary.

Mr. MacMillan agreed. The north side of the building and the alley is where the outside of the
deck would be.
Mr. Rodriguez feels a large site like this provides a perfect opportunity to do the liner building.
Mr. MacMillan added his comments regarding the design noting that it is very conceptual.
There is a desire to incorporate an outdoor area like a rooftop patio or some other functional
space. One of the initial designs included an outdoor walking track.
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Mr. Reader shared that the Commission previously commented on the historic buildings in the
area. He noted that the Globe is essentially a box that occupies the entire site. The
Commission had some concern about the cut outs on the proposed building. Mr. Reader feels it
would be better to mass it right up against the street all the way back.

Mr. Arens indicated that if this is largely residential on the upper floors there could be some
challenges to bringing all the walls out because of the need for daylight into each of the units
and building code requirements. One nice thing about stepping things is that you can achieve
more light in the units.
Ms. Uebbing asked if it is big enough to consider a courtyard.
Mr. Arens replied that they originally had included a courtyard but the daylight doesn’t actually
go all the way down. Mr. MacMillan added that courtyards are always a good idea on paper but
in this climate they aren’t always so friendly because of the shadow and tendency to be cold.
Ms. Miller feels that some Commissioners may be reacting to the stepped nature of the building
because it does look like a lot of different components put together. Perhaps if the mass was
simplified. It could undulate and have those cut outs but perhaps with a more refined aesthetic
where it looks like a more unified design.
Ms. Baker asked if the Commission has a desire to put a cap on the height to assist them in
their design process.
Ms. Gavin stated that she would be comfortable with it being as high as the pop out on the
Globe.
Ms. Baker stated that that is essentially 8 stories. It is technically 7 stories but it is
approximately 81-82 ft. to the main roof line. 240 was supposed to be built at 86 or 87 ft.
Ms. Miller stated that you have to look at the floor to floor. 10 ft. floor to floor is really tight,
which is what is shown now and it feels like a relatively short 12 story building. There will
obviously be mechanicals on the top that aren’t shown and an elevator penthouse.
Ms. Baker clarified that this is not an approval of the height; it is just to give them feedback.
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Ms. Miller added that the Commission also talked about the height along Commerce and how
the buildings along that street are much lower in scale and smaller in scale. They had
suggested the possibility of shifting some of the height to Ionia.

Ms. Gavin suggested 1 or 2 stories above the Globe, max.
Ms. Uebbing referred to the preliminary west elevation. She feels if it was capped at
approximately 100 ft. that would be appropriate. It is currently shown at 120 ft. at the tallest
point. 240 Ionia is shown at 90 and the Globe is 83 ft. She agrees with Mr. Reader in that it
doesn’t need to be a flat top across the block. She asked how others feel about a point
somewhere around 100 ft.
Mr. Reader agreed. If it is height weight proportionate he feels it could work.
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Ms. Gavin added that if they want to step something back to have a walking track or some other
feature she would prefer to see that happen at the top of the building. There just isn’t any
precedent in the historic fabric for the way it undulates on the side now. There have been some
successful projects with a stepped back element at the top that lends itself well to the character
of the neighborhood and is a familiar form.

Ms. Baker clarified that the Commission is struggling with the overall shape.

NEW BUSINESS RESUMED:
718 Wealthy SE (CHD) – Request various alterations as part of the structure’s rehabilitation.
There was no representation for the application. Ms. Baker identified an updated submittal
distributed to the Commission prior to the start of the meeting. She identified the property as
the former EToy’s. It is basically an 1800’s house with a 1920’s commercial storefront at the
front. What they propose to do with the house is remove all of the asphalt based siding and
restore all the wood detail and siding underneath. They will replace in kind whatever is missing
or deteriorated. All of the windows will be rehabilitated. The windows at the front are not
original. The front second story has a set of sliders that has the appearance of a sliding door
cut in half. They will remove those and restore the historic double hungs in what they estimate
to be the original locations. They are hoping to find the historic sun burst beneath the siding
and if not they plan to recreate it. On the east elevation they will be taking out a secondary door
and replacing it with a window.
Ms. Miller asked if they are doing vinyl replacement windows.
Ms. Baker replied that there are a couple of vinyl sliders at the back and they won’t be doing
anything with those. There is a boarded up opening on the west side rear addition bump out. It
is awkwardly placed and has been boarded forever. They plan to remove that and infill with
staggered siding. They are not asking for the skylight any longer. They wish to remove the
back chimney. On the storefront they propose removing all of the T111 and the makeshift
windows. The prism glass is existing and painted. They want to restore and retain it. The
original parapet is still there but it is painted and needs some repair work. The brick piers are
still there and most of the knee wall is still there but not all of it because the storefront has
changed over time from being a very wide double entry to a single recessed entry and the side
entry. They won’t be changing the configuration of the current storefront, not going back to the
double width, but they will go back to a full storefront system in aluminum fashion trying to mimic
more of the design you would have seen with the larger panels vs. a lot of smaller ones. They
are keeping the transom design. The recessed entry to the east that provides access to the
upstairs still has the tin pressed ceiling and they will be retaining that. Anything historic will be
maintained. They are putting in a more appropriately designed door than what is there now.
They will go to a full-light aluminum storefront to match the rest of the storefront. The use will
be residential on the upper level and a real estate office on the first floor.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Feb 3, 2016 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Ms. Uebbing stated that when she looks at this as presented it reminds her of a building in Las
Vegas that is one building but looks like multiple buildings. That is a bit difficult to read in the
historic neighborhood, especially here where there are big boxes. Making it read more as one
cohesive building may be something they want to consider further.
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Mr. Reader referred to the east elevation noting that they propose restoring the prismatic glass.
He asked if they are putting glass in the original window opening and whether it extends out
past the edge of the building.
Ms. Baker related that the only way you can see any of that is if you are in the recess. She also
has some questions for them on that elevation because of the limited space between the
buildings. She isn’t sure what their intention is or how they will get in there.

Ms. Baker replied that given the use she would anticipate the use of standard AC units, which
they can put in the rear of the building.
Ms. Uebbing asked if there is a reason for removing the brick chimney on the back.
Ms. Baker replied not to her knowledge. It is a brick chimney very similar to the one at the front
of the house.
Ms. Gavin recalled that in the past they have determined chimneys to be character defining.
Ms. Baker agreed that they can be.
Ms. Uebbing recalled that part of it has related to how visible they are.
Ms. Gavin stated that it is visible.
Ms. Baker stated that it is shorter and has definitely been truncated over time.
Ms. Gavin stated that it feels suggestive of the house behind the storefront.
Ms. Uebbing noted that the one at the front will remain and it is the chimney visible in the
photos.
Ms. Baker stated that the one at the back can be seen from the side street and the City parking
lot. It has been substantially shortened over time and is rather stubby in height. It is red brick
like the one at the front. The applicant hasn’t explained their reason for removal but she would
assume it is because it won’t be used.
Mr. Rodriguez MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION as updated in the submittal of
2/3/16 with the stipulation that the new brick in the restored storefront matches the
existing brick and that mechanical equipment placement be staff approved, based on the
Local Preservation Guidelines and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 1, 2, 5, 6, 9 &
10. SUPPORTED by Ms. Miller. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
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Mr. Rodriguez asked about mechanical equipment.

241 Charles SE (CHD) – Request to demolish garage.
There was no representation for the application. Ms. Baker related that this is a request to
demolish the garage. The request is to remove it completely but it doesn’t specify removal of
the pad. Ms. Baker assumes it includes the pad given that it is one of the major problems with
the garage. She suggested that if the Commission is amenable to approval that the motion
specifies removal of the pad and reseeding.
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Ms. Uebbing feels it is unfortunate. When they built garages cars were new and they didn’t
really know what they were doing or treat the construction the same, or maybe it was used as a
stable.
Ms. Baker stated that they built them as utilitarian, disposable structures. Many were built
without footings and without pads.

Ms. Gavin disagreed. Just because it isn’t unique doesn’t mean it isn’t contributing. It is
contributing. It is a utilitarian structure but it is still contributing to the site plan and the house.
Ms. Uebbing argued that it will be replaced with another garage. She feels that a lot of times
when they have been cared for, still utilitarian and not unique, that then there is more of an
argument.
Ms. Gavin felt the demo criteria to consider is that it is unsafe, not that it isn’t contributing. She
feels it is contributing. Just because it is in disrepair doesn’t mean that it isn’t contributing. This
particular structure constitutes a hazard to the safety of the public because of its structural
condition and therefore, she would be comfortable allowing demolition for that reason alone.
Ms. Baker stated that an approval would be granted with a Notice to Proceed if found to be a
contributing structure.
Ms. Gavin MOVED TO APPROVE THE DEMOLITION OF THE GARAGE WITH THE
ISSUANCE OF A NOTICE TO PROCEED, FINDING THAT IT MEETS THE CRITERIA FOR
DEMOLITION BECAUSE THE STRUCTURE’S CONDITION CONSTITUTES A HAZARD TO
THE SAFETY OF THE PUBLIC OR TO THE STRUCTURE’S OCCUPANTS, WITH THE
STIPULATION THAT THE PAD BE REMOVED AND THE SITE RESEEDED. SUPPORTED
by Mr. Reader.
Mr. Rodriguez asked if the Commission can approve a new concrete pad for parking rather than
reseeding.
Ms. Baker replied that she can staff approve that provided they meet the Zoning requirements.
Mr. Rodriguez clarified then, that at a minimum, they would have to seed the site. Ms. Baker
agreed.
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Ms. Uebbing stated that this looks like another that could be found in the district and it isn’t one
of a kind and unique. It doesn’t need to be considered contributing other than the fact of its age.

The question was called. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
PUBLIC COMMENT: None.
ADJOURNED: 6:55 p.m.
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Minutes of the
GRAND RAPIDS HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
5:00 p.m. Wednesday, March 2, 2016
1120 Monroe Ave. NW
Public Hearing Room 2nd Floor
CALL TO ORDER

ABSENT: Emily Uebbing, Christopher Reader, and Jenn Gavin
STAFF PRESENT: Rhonda Baker and recording secretary Carol Gornowich
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES of February 3, 2016 – Ms. Miller MOVED TO APPROVE the
minutes of the February 3, 2016 meeting. SUPPORTED by Mr. Rodriguez. All in favor.
MOTION CARRIED.

STAFF COMMUNICATIONS AND REPORTS
Certificates of Appropriateness Issued by Staff
126 Madison SE
314 College NE

521 Madison SE
244 Henry SE

58 Ionia SW

OLD BUSINESS:
249 James SE (CHD) – Request to retain two vinyl sliding basement windows tabled to
subcommittee. The owner has asked that the request be tabled to the April 6th meeting in order
for them to be present.
Motion by Ms. Miller, supported by Mr. Rodriguez, to table to the April 6, 2016 meeting.
Motion carried unanimously.
NEW BUSINESS:
44 Ionia SW/50Weston SW (HSD) – Request to replace false door panel with a window and
infill a recessed entry to accommodate a window; both are along the east alley façade.
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MEMBERS PRESENT: David Maxam, Kerry Baldwin, Michael Rodriguez, and Lisa Miller,

Scott Page, Dwelling Place, was present to discuss the request. He explained that on the
interior of the alley wall there is a community room with no windows. Residents don’t favor the
room because it is dark. They would like to install windows in what were formerly overhead
doors and infilled years ago. There is also a doorway, which is blocked off on the inside, and
undesirable activity occurs in that space. They would like to bring that out and add that space to
the community room and place a window in that location as well. The windows would match all
of the other windows in the building. They are proposing one window centered in each bay. It
would look similar to the center window in photo 1 submitted with the packet.
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Mr. Maxam asked if they will be infilling with concrete in the area of the existing stairs that lead
to the inoperable door.
Mr. Page replied that the plan is to infill with concrete to make it match, including painting it.
Mr. Maxam invited public comment; there was none.

The Commission was in agreement.
Mr. Rodriguez MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION AS SUBMITTED BASED ON THE
LOCAL PRESERVATION GUIDELINES AND THE SECRETARY OF INTERIOR STANDARDS
2 & 9. SUPPORTED by Ms. Miller. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
230-234 Prospect SE (HER) – Request to construct a garage.
Gerry Wheeler was present along with builder John Shipper. Mr. Wheeler related that they
propose constructing a garage on the property at the back corner. The proposed two-stall, twodoor garage is a fairly basic design.
Mr. Wheeler clarified the proposed location for Mr. Maxam.
Materials were discussed. Mr. Shipper explained that they propose a composite siding with a
reveal of approximately 4 7/8”. The average reveal on the house is 4 3/8 to 4 3/4.
Ms. Miller noted that the foundation is proposed as concrete block. She asked if it will be split
face.
Mr. Shipper clarified that the concrete block is just a leveling course. The pad will be a solid
slab with one row of 8” block as a leveling course with the construction on top of that. It will not
be split face block.
Mr. Maxam invited public comment; there was none.
Mr. Rodriguez feels the size, scale, and massing are all appropriate to the neighborhood as well
as the existing house. The fiberglass pedestrian door and steel overhead doors make him a bit
uncomfortable. He asked about the precedent for new construction with those materials.
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Mr. Rodriguez noted that the existing infill material is not historic or character defining. Given
the documented nuisance in the recessed entry area he would be happy to approve the
application as is.

Ms. Baker replied that it is less about the materials and more about the design. Those materials
have been approved in the past.
Ms. Miller added that because the man door is off to the side and not a key feature from the
street she is comfortable with the fiberglass door. She agreed with Mr. Rodriguez regarding the
scale, siting, and proportion.
Mr. Maxam recognized that windows are proposed in the garage doors; two design options
were submitted. He asked if Commissioners had strong feelings about either of the designs.
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The Commission was comfortable with either. Mr. Maxam offered his opinion indicating that he
would lean toward the design with no muntins because there aren’t any on the house.
Ms. Miller MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION AS SUBMITTED AND PER
TESTIMONY, WITH EITHER WINDOW STYLE, BASED ON THE LOCAL PRESERVATION
GUIDELINES AND THE SECRETARY OF INTERIOR STANDARDS 1, 2, 3, & 9.
SUPPORTED by Mr. Rodriguez. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

Douglas Dok was present to discuss the proposed demolition of the existing garage and to seek
advice for the design of a new garage. The existing garage is deteriorated, as outlined in the
reports of Ms. Baker and Mr. Black. Mr. Dok explained that they share a driveway with the
property to the north. The slope of the drive brings water to the front edge of the garage and
has run like a small creek at times through the garage to the back causing erosion to the pad of
the garage. The rear 5-6 ft. of the pad is cracked and has subsided. There is also a retaining
wall running the width of the property at the back. Part of the retaining wall has broken away
and tilted out of plumb. In 2012 Mr. Dok sought advice from a contractor and the challenge was
getting to the underlying drainage issues. Mr. Dok feels he has received good advice from
professionals and if allowed to demolish the existing garage and rebuild they will raise the
elevation of the garage and provide drainage at the front edge directing run off to the south in
the area of the existing maple tree.
Mr. Dok expressed his appreciation for Ms. Baker’s help to this point. He understood at the time
he submitted this application that he has not provided sufficient information necessary for
approval of a replacement garage. He would appreciate advice from the Commission regarding
the design and would plan to return with a formal application if the Commission finds in his favor
for demolition of the existing garage.
Mr. Maxam asked for more detail regarding the retaining wall.
Mr. Dok explained that there is a retaining wall along the back of the property running the width
of the lot. The wall is 6-8 ft. in height. At some point the wall cracked vertically and the portion
behind the garage, and extending a bit south, has tilted at the top out of plumb. If they are able
to remove the existing garage and have free access to the retaining wall his hope is to be able
to reinforce the wall and bring it back to plumb. He would also propose moving the location of
the new garage east by a couple of feet and opening up a bit more green space. The existing
garage is 22’ x 22’ and he would propose the new garage at 20’ x 20’.
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319 Morris SE (HER) – Request to demolish deteriorated garage. Request advisory discussion
for new garage design.

Ms. Miller asked the distance between the back of the existing garage and the retaining wall.
Mr. Dok replied that it is difficult to say. When looking at it it appears to be approximately 3’ but
the top of the wall is tilted outward approximately 8-10”. He understands that there are side
setback requirements that he would have to meet. He has space to move the garage a couple
of feet to the south without having to alter the driveway because the driveway is a bit wider than
the face of the garage.
Mr. Maxam invited public comment on the requested demolition; there was none.
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Ms. Miller expressed her appreciation for the thoroughness in researching the viability of
repairing the existing structure. It has a lot of character but is obviously too far gone and meets
the criteria as posing a hazard to the safety of the public. Ms. Miller feels the Commission can
approve the requested demolition based on that Standard.
The Commission was in unanimous agreement.

Mr. Rodriguez MOVED TO APPROVE THE PROPOSED DEMOLITION, WITH THE
ISSUANCE OF A NOTICE TO PROCEED, BASED ON CRITERIA A; THAT THE RESOURCE
CONSITUTES A HAZARD TO THE SAFETY OF THE PUBLIC OR TO THE STRUCTURE’S
OCCUPANTS. SUPPORTED by Ms. Baldwin. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
The Commission entered into an advisory discussion regarding a replacement garage. Mr. Dok
related that he looked around his neighborhood for examples. His thought is for something
simple and not particularly adorned. In the past they considered rebuilding the garage like it is
now with a stucco exterior, or something similar in appearance, and the same roofline, which he
refers to as a Scotch-hip, with exposed rafters along the sides. If the Commission feels that is
the direction he should take he is willing to do so. However, as he looked around and gave it
further consideration he noted that the garages behind him are all clapboard of some kind. He
would propose fiber cement for the durability and less maintenance. He was thinking of a
square, 20’ x 20’ garage with perhaps a hip roof all the way around. He has seen a number of
those nearby. The garage door would be more in keeping with the district vs. what is present
now. He would like to have a service door, which they don’t have now, but he isn’t certain he
wants any windows unless required to have them.
Ms. Baker suggested they begin discussion with the roof. She asked if there were any concerns
with a hip roof. Mr. Dok has provided a couple of options, one with a much lower pitch to the
hip.
Mr. Maxam suggested that the design labeled “alternate full hip roof” has a pitch too low to be
recommended for shingles to be applied to it. He recommended a pitch similar to what is on the
house or to the existing garage.
Ms. Miller noted that there seems to be a common pitch for most of the garage structures in the
immediate neighborhood. Mr. Rodriguez suggested it is likely 6/12.
Ms. Miller stated that the key with the new structure will be to make it blend in; not to have a roof
line that is too tall or too flat but blend in.
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Ms. Baker advised that if the Commission finds the existing garage to be contributing then their
approval of the demolition would be a Notice to Proceed.

Ms. Baker asked for thoughts about Mr. Dok’s desire for no windows; the Commission was
comfortable with that.
Ms. Baker moved the discussion to the siding.
Mr. Maxam stated that stucco would be wonderful. The existing garage has a lot of character.
It has a couple of different materials and the Scotch-hip. If Mr. Dok is leaning that way he would
encourage him.
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Ms. Miller asked if the house is brick on all sides.
Mr. Dok replied that it is. He shared that he had a thought about brick columns. The existing
garage has a brick column on one side and a wood column on the other side. He would not be
opposed to the idea of having brick columns on either side of the garage door of a color and
style consistent with what is on the house.
Ms. Miller indicated that she doesn’t feel it is necessary but if it is strong in design and
something he desires then they could consider it.

Mr. Rodriguez stated that he is comfortable with clapboard. The front elevation of the proposed
garage shows a fairly wide lap and he would discourage a lap any wider than 6 inches.
Anywhere between 4 and 6 is pretty typical.
Mr. Maxam related that Hardie has a 4 x 8 or 4 x 10 panel with somewhat of a stucco texture on
it. It would likely have to have battens or some sort of flashing at the vertical joints but it would
be somewhat of an easy to apply board product that would be in keeping with the stucco feel.
Ms. Miller felt that would be a material they could consider because it is new construction.
Mr. Dok indicated he would look into that product.
Ms. Baker advised Mr. Dok against the use of EIFS or dryvit.
Mr. Maxam commented on the roof line. He suggested that a gable or Scotch-gable would be
more appropriate than a hip. With respect to construction, with a hip every rafter and/or truss is
unique.
Ms. Miller suggested a gable, hip or Scottish-hip would be appropriate. In looking at the second
proposed garage illustration she feels it is a nicely proportioned garage that would tend to go
away and not take away from the character of the house.
Mr. Maxam advocated for not doing a hip. If building a hip then why not do it like the existing
roofline?
Mr. Dok felt the point was well made about the cost of doing a full hip all the way around.
Mr. Maxam observed the piece of trim over the garage door with a subtle taper. Mr. Dok
indicated he would definitely like to do that. He believes that the piece below it was added to
accommodate the replacement garage door.
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Ms. Baker asked for comments on clapboard siding.

Mr. Maxam identified the soffits as another consideration; whether they are to be boxed in or
exposed rafter tails.
Mr. Dok related that the existing structure has exposed rafter tails. He likes that detail.
547 Cherry SE (HER) – Request 4 outdoor seating areas.
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Brian Hamrick, Marty Green, and Archie Warner were present to discuss Oakwood Manor. Mr.
Hamrick related that at 7-stories tall Oakwood Manor is the tallest building in Heritage Hill and is
located at the corner of Cherry and Union. It was built in 1920 and opened in 1923. Many
people think that the property is a retirement home or hospital and it is neither; it is a 96 unit
market rate apartment building. Mr. Hamrick and Mr. Green purchased the property
approximately a year ago. When they purchased it it was very tired, dated, and very neglected
on the inside and outside. They have spent the past year focusing on the inside of the building.
They’ve looked at all of the historic details and tried to bring them back to life. They’ve
refinished a number of original hard wood floors in the units. In the hallways, underneath
carpet, is original terrazzo flooring. They are slowly removing the carpet and refinishing the
terrazzo floors. Mr. Hamrick related that his favorite improvement is in the expansive lobby.
There was an old carpet in the lobby covering the original tile floor. They have removed the
carpet and restored the original tile floor bringing in new furniture, paint and fixtures making it a
beautiful lobby. They’d like to take that same concept of revitalizing the historical character on
the inside and do the same thing on the outside of the building.
Mr. Hamrick explained that they are present this evening to discuss the outside improvements
they wish to make. Another reason they are present is because of the vacant commercial
space in the building. At the southeast and southwest sides of the basement there is vacant
commercial space. Ever since the property opened in 1923 there have been primarily 3 types of
businesses that have occupied that space; restaurants, hair salon and grocery store.
Approximately 6 months ago they approached X Ventures who is assisting them in marketing
the property for commercial tenants in the basement space. The response they’ve received so
far has been rather overwhelming from restaurant operators but every one of them has
indicated that locating there would be contingent upon getting approval for outdoor seating. Mr.
Hamrick related that there are four locations where they would like to place outdoor seating.
They would also like to widen the drive on the south side of the building and add approximately
6 parking spaces. The proposal also includes landscaping, lighting and bike racks.
Mr. Hamrick introduced landscape architect Archie Warner, Harder & Warner, who is assisting
them with a plan and vision for the outside.
Mr. Warner related that he has done some work in the historic districts of Grand Rapids and he
has maintained the Frank Lloyd Wright house on Madison for well over 20 years. Mr. Warner
provided a Power Point presentation indicating that there are seven specific areas for
improvement; the courtyard seating, west patio, east patio, courtyard driveway, main entry
walkway, bike rack locations, and accent lighting. The existing courtyard seating was pictured
and Mr. Warner explained that currently there isn’t much rhyme or reason to it. It is very dated
and doesn’t work well. They are proposing two sunken patios in this area. He explained that
this works well because it breaks things up from the residents, patrons, and people going into
the businesses. There is also a separation with two planters/seat wall, and paver inlays will add
an interesting aesthetic to the area. Mr. Warner presented a photo of an existing 70-80 year old
tree explaining that it is in a well 1.5 – 2’ deep, which leads him to believe that the grades
present today are not the same as when the tree was planted. Mr. Warner feels that provides
justification for the sunken patios proposed. Materials proposed for the courtyard are paver
inlays, seat walls with limestone caps, block walls of a complimentary color to the building, and
chunk stone walls used to solve a grade issue on the back side of the patio.
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Mr. Warner presented the plans for the west patio. He explained that the two commercial
spaces are difficult environments for commercial tenants because of the frontage. In order to
improve their chances at success he feels they need to do something significant. There is a
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Mr. Warner described what is proposed for the east patio area, which will be similar to the west
patio. He believes this will be the main entrance to this space for patrons and more substance
is necessary for them to be seen and successful. This area has been created as another small
seating area giving more frontage to the space. A small seat wall planter is proposed to break
up the spaces of people entering and those seated. A trellis system is proposed and will be
planted with vines. Proposed materials are limestone capped wall; a small planter style wall
that will wrap the area and divide the two spaces. The trellis system would be two post
construction and include interesting architectural cuts in the cedar. A vine planting will be grown
on the trellis so that from the street it is all greenery.
Photos of the existing and historic courtyard driveway were presented. Mr. Warner believes that
the drive space was quite a bit larger in the past. They propose increasing the width of the drive
by 10 – 12 ft. to the south in order to add six parking spaces. No trees or anything other than
grass will be impacted by the width expansion. A paver inlay drop off location in front of the
walkway is proposed.
Ms. Baker noted from the application that the drive was proposed to be widened by 9 ft. She
asked if they are requesting 9 ft. or the 10 – 12 ft. as stated.
Mr. Warner replied that 9 ft. would be the minimum necessary. He responded to Ms. Miller
indicating that they weren’t intending to install a curb at this point. A curb may work against
them because the elevation actually drops at that point.
Mr. Warner was excited to share plans for the main entry walkway. He presented a photo of
current conditions noting that it is in disrepair with concrete that isn’t level and is cracked. There
are existing pillars that are falling apart. It is basically a blank slate and something needs to be
done with it. Mr. Warner noted that the building is set far off the road and almost disappears
even though it is one of the largest buildings in the district. To bring it back to its former glory
would be nice but they don’t want too much hardscape. He feels that by splitting the walkway
they can create greenery all along the front and between the two walkways. As you approach
the building you step up with more greenery at the top providing a courtyard feel. Materials
proposed in this area are block pillars with limestone caps, ledgestone walls 12-18” tall and
terracing up from the drive circle, with hedges and an upright flowering tree being prominent in
the design.
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patio proposed in the center. However, at any point where you view the area from the street
there is greenery that breaks it up. Plantings can be strategically utilized to prevent views of the
concrete from the road. A small ledge stone wall is proposed off to the side and the walk has
been changed to a stronger architectural design leading patrons to that location. A triangle bed
is also proposed to break up some concrete from the street. Materials proposed for this area
are concrete patio surface, terraced ledge stone walls on the corner of the building addressing
the grade, and plantings.

Bike racks are proposed at the north side of the west commercial space and on the east just
south of the sidewalk. Bike racks similar to what are found at Brewery Vivant are the style they
propose.
Ms. Baker asked how much concrete would be added for each pad/bike rack area.
Mr. Warner replied that they would be approximately 4’ x 10’.
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Mr. Hamrick referred to exhibits 3a and 4a for the bike rack locations. Mr. Warner clarified that
it would likely be best to connect the concrete path to the bike rack area.
Mr. Warner presented examples of accent lighting proposed. His intent is that one sees the
light but not the fixture. They accomplish that with the use of bullet lights, wall cap lights, path
lighting, and wall washes.
Ms. Miller recalled from testimony that there would be ledge stones at the entry from the parking
drive to transition up the hill. She asked if their estimate is for just a couple of courses of that.

Ms. Miller also noted that there are no planter walls for the other planting areas at the entry.
She asked if it will be just low planting.
Mr. Warner agreed.
Ms. Miller asked if they have material samples for the planter walls or the paver inlays. It is
difficult to tell from the submission what the pattern and sizes are.
Mr. Warner indicated that there are a lot of different options for size; they could choose a brick
very similar to the building or something that would complement yet contrast the building a bit.
Ms. Miller wondered if it will be a consistent brick size or a random size like the inlay pattern
depicted.
Mr. Warner replied that he would lean toward random.
Mr. Maxam wished for a clarification when the term “brick” is used. Is that intended to mean
concrete masonry unit paver or actual terra cotta/clay brick?
Mr. Warner replied that brick paver is how he would clarify that. When using the term brick it
would not be something that would imbibe moisture causing problems. The brick pavers are
intended as a walking surface. It is a concrete product rather than clay.
Mr. Rodriguez raised questions about the brick planter walls or pillars as shown in photos
labeled 4c, 4d, and 6f. He isn’t certain how the brick units are constructed. There appears to
be an implied joint but no mortar.
Mr. Warner explained that they would be bound with a construction adhesive. They would be
set on an aggregate base, leveled, and then stacked using construction adhesive. There would
be a floating footing.
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Mr. Warner replied that for every two steps they will need a course.

Mr. Rodriguez noted that the limestone caps shown in the same photos vary from square cut
edges to beveled edges and to rusticated texture. He asked if they are proposing one in
particular.
Mr. Warner expressed his preference for the bevel. He feels it has the strongest lines. Ms.
Baker noted that the bevel style is pictured in 4d.
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Mr. Rodriguez recalled from testimony that the trellis is intended to be cedar. He asked if it
would be painted or stained.
Mr. Warner replied that he would stain it but with a natural stain. The idea isn’t to see the cedar.
It would be nice looking but as it eventually gets total coverage you won’t see much of it
anyway. He would anticipate using a clear coat stain to make it look nice and protect it.

Mr. Warner replied that they have. However, the cost is much higher due to the excavation
necessary, pouring the footing, etc.
Mr. Rodriguez indicated that when looking at the existing building and the piers at the sidewalk
steps he recognizes that those are brick and mortar construction. It would be his preference
that the additional above grade masonry reflect that rather than introducing new sizes and
textures that didn’t exist previously.
Mr. Maxam stated that it seems to be a major change to split the front staircase. He asked for
more detail on the island.
Mr. Warner explained that they still have to address the grade so in the island he would propose
some of the same ledge stone copings as outcroppings, not a solid wall, and within the island
doing some dwarf style grasses that gives it a bit of height, yet remains skinny, and filling it with
a ground cover that they can repeat on both sides. As you look at it from the street there would
be greenery in the middle rather than the steps. From the front you will see the steps but it will
almost look like they appear and disappear with nature or landscaping around them.
Mr. Maxam referred to the plan noting that there appears to be a total of six risers; 3 at the lower
level, a landing, and then another 3.
Mr. Warner agreed. He responded to Ms. Baker relating that they won’t be required to have a
handrail due to the number of risers.
Mr. Warner clarified for Mr. Maxam that they plan to remove all of the concrete present now
except for the interior steps.
Mr. Maxam referred to the photo of existing conditions noting that there appears to be three
risers, a landing, four risers, a section of sidewalk, and then another four risers. That would
suggest that somewhere in the design a few more steps will be necessary.
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Mr. Rodriguez commented further on the brick pillars and brick planter walls. He asked if they
have ever achieved a similar structure using traditional brick and mortar construction.

Mr. Warner indicated that if that is the case then where they exist now would be the obvious
location for another set of two risers.
Mr. Maxam recognized the presence of what appears to be a gas lamp in front.
Ms. Baker indicated that if it is original it would be electric based on the date of construction.
Mr. Maxam asked if the wrought iron will be removed.
Mr. Warner indicated that it will remain around the water feature.
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Mr. Hamrick recalled that Mr. Warner agreed to an additional 9 ft. for the drive width expansion.
He requested approval for 10 ft. rather than 9 ft.
Mr. Warner added that he has a property at the corner of Evans and Union. It would be nice to
be able to walk up the street and to the left and go into this historic building and potentially enjoy
a meal. He feels it is a potential asset for the community.

Ms. Baker advised the Commission that they are not reviewing the proposed use. The
Commission is considering only the impact to the outside; does it fit character. They are
working with the Planning Dept. and will seek variances from the Board of Zoning Appeals for
the use. They may also need variances for the location of the seating and driveway expansion.
Ms. Baker asked, should the Commission find their proposal appropriate, to allow staff to review
and approve changes if they have to shift the seating area at the southwest corner all the way to
the west side out of the front yard and if they have to shift the one on the east side further north
or around to the north corner. If it goes further into the front yard then it would definitely come
back to the HPC.
Ms. Baldwin began the discussion relating that as a neighbor she is thrilled that they are taking
on this project. It is a wonderful building but it has been neglected. The sensitivity they’ve
shown inside the building is coming across in the plans for the outside. Ms. Baldwin stated that
she is somewhat concerned about splitting the walk that goes straight up the middle because
there is so much symmetry with the building the way that it is.
Mr. Rodriguez offered his opinion. He feels that splitting the sidewalk is appropriate because a
straight line is still maintained from the street to the entrance of the building. It is no less of an
interruption than the central fountain is already. It is still symmetrical but simply divides it in two
equal paths.
Mr. Maxam added that he is concerned a bit because the historical fountain is such a great and
original feature to the building and splitting the walkway makes it less visible; it minimizes the
fountain’s prominence.
Ms. Miller disagreed about the fountain. From the street she didn’t realize there was a fountain
there. Her impression is that it was meant more to be enjoyed from the courtyard. A lot more
eyes will be on it if they get the outdoor seating online. She appreciates wanting to keep the
focus on the fountain but she doesn’t believe you perceive the fountain from the street now.
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Mr. Maxam invited public comment; there was none.

Mr. Rodriguez wished to further discuss material choices for the planters and walls. He feels
that landscaping block, not brick and mortar or stone and mortar, will minimize the character of
the existing masonry on the site and the existing structure. He asked how others feel about
that.
Mr. Maxam expressed some uncertainty about the number and variety of materials that are
proposed. Ledge stone is large, very rustic, and a very natural looking product. He doesn’t
know that there would have been a great deal of it present historically. He doesn’t feel it
detracts from the building as much as the concrete blocks that are trying to be brick. They are
really made of concrete and they are concrete blocks that tend to be tumbled and have rounded
edges and the construction isn’t with mortar, which is very different character than the masonry
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they generally see in the surrounding neighborhood and on the building. The limestone on the
building is cut straight, tailored, crisp corners. He appreciates that the ledge stone cap with the
bevel lends to that refinement but the stacked blocks is very different.
Mr. Rodriguez indicated that he doesn’t find them problematic as pavers but when they are
above grade and have implied mortar joints but the masonry units are of different sizes and
there is no true mortar joint he feels it detracts.
Ms. Baldwin clarified that Mr. Rodriguez would prefer for it to be brick.

Ms. Baker asked if something similar to the knee walls that exist at the sidewalk was what he
was envisioning; traditional brick.
Mr. Rodriguez agreed.
Ms. Baker asked the applicant if the steps and knee walls at the public sidewalk will remain.
Mr. Warner indicated that at this time the plan is that they will remain.
Mr. Maxam clarified that the walks at the circular drive and up to the building are concrete until
reaching the point that is shown in the plan as hatched areas. He asked if a seating area is
shown on the plan directly south of the fountain.
Mr. Warner explained that there are a couple of different reasons for the courtyard. One is for
the commercial space they are proposing in the building but secondly for the residents of the
building. It is an opportunity to give them the ability to use the courtyard without being patrons
of the commercial operations. The area between the fountain and the planting area provides an
opportunity for a perfect sitting area for the tenants of the building. The plan indicates a table
and four chairs in that area.
Mr. Maxam asked if the intent is to pave up to the existing fountain with brick boarder.
Mr. Warner replied yes.
Mr. Maxam asked about drainage with respect to the lowered seating areas in the courtyard.
Mr. Warner explained that the water will be brought out to the front to the green areas. A classic
4” tile underground with a trench drain will achieve that.
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Mr. Rodriguez agreed, for the brick pillars and planter walls that are above grade.

The Commission discussed the proposed cedar trellis. Mr. Maxam noted that the wooden
timber look is not something seen on the building. However, on one hand it is a landscape
element that will be covered in vines. He wondered if a steel trellis would be more in keeping
with the wrought iron on the building and site.
Mr. Maxam asked how others feel about the chunk stone walls, which is a split face masonry
product. His opinion is that the product falls in a realm between natural but not refined like the
building is. Similar to the block pavers, they strike him as a very contemporary landscape
product rather than a historic material. The historic materials are all very cut, polished, refined
and mortared.
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Ms. Miller stated that the chunk walls don’t offend her like some of the other things do. She is
concerned about the pavers because they are an engineered look. The chunk walls feel much
more natural and seem to go away in the setting.

Ms. Baldwin agreed that it does seem like a lot of different materials.
Mr. Maxam noted that the existing building has brick and concrete with limestone caps.
Ms. Miller suggested they break the application up and discuss each area.
The Commission began the discussion with the driveway. The Commission was comfortable
with the addition of the parking spaces and the widening by 10 ft.
The east patio was discussed. The trellis is proposed in that area. Ms. Miller stated that
regardless of the material choices the layout seems to make sense. For the most part it is
mostly plants being installed there with some concrete for the patio. It is primarily two materials;
concrete and the planter wall. She doesn’t feel that introducing two materials there overwhelms
the site. She would also be comfortable with staff approving a shift of the patio based on what
Zoning requires. The Commission agreed. Ms. Miller stated that she considers the trellis a
landscape element that is free from the building. It is visible from the street but integrated with
the plantings it will tie the area together. Mr. Maxam added that it is a very minor element
compared to the mass of the building. The Commission agreed.
The west patio was recognized as a bit more visible from the street but essentially the same as
the east patio. Ms. Miller noted that the material to consider is concrete pad and some
plantings. A larger pad is proposed in the area for bike racks. Ms. Miller likes that area for the
bike racks because it is tucked around the building. It is a logical location for the bike rack. The
Commission was comfortable with staff approval should shifting to the north be necessary.
Ms. Baker asked if the Commission was comfortable with the bike rack on the east side. The
Commission was agreeable.
Discussion regarding the front/main walk followed. It was clarified that the steps and retaining
wall at the public sidewalk are staying. Some landscaping will be added to that area. The next
consideration moving north is the paver inlay in the drop off area. Ms. Miller indicated that she
would prefer to see a material that is not an engineered looking product like the randomness of
the pavers they have proposed. She isn’t certain if there is a concrete brick look and size that
can be used instead of that to tie it to the brick edge around the fountain.
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Mr. Maxam related that another concern he has is the variety of materials. He would prefer to
see the pallet limited rather than a number of different things. The Commission isn’t exactly
certain what all the paving and wall products are but there is ledge stone, chunk stone, concrete
block, and pavers of some type. It may be too busy but some of the confusion may come from
looking through the packet and the different sample photos provided.

Ms. Miller noted that north of the drop off area is where the stair is split and it will be necessary
to add a couple more risers on both sides.
Mr. Maxam wished to discuss the inlay area further. He wondered if the inlay material was too
much/too busy. Ms. Miller is not offended by them trying to delineate the point of entry. It isn’t
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Mr. Maxam observed that the next element is the new lighted brick pillars with limestone caps
and flower pots on top. Mr. Rodriguez finds the limestone caps and flower pots appropriate.
Exhibit 6f shows that. He has the same concern about what the masonry unit of brick actually is
and how it is constructed. The Commission was supportive of the design but may wish to
consider an alternative material.
Mr. Maxam stated that he is somewhat concerned about splitting the walk given that the original
is such a strong access point. Mr. Rodriguez feels it still remains strong. Mr. Maxam
recognized that the next element is splitting the stairs into multiple sets of risers. Per testimony
it will be necessary to have a third set of risers. There were no expressed concerns with
splitting the stairs. Ms. Miller added that there is nothing special about the existing stairs and
she is fine with adjusting them as needed.
The next element discussed was the seating area with brick pavers. Ms. Miller feels that the
seating area is appropriate use of that space; providing an area for tenants to enjoy the
courtyard. Mr. Maxam appreciates the seating area in front of the fountain. He would rather
see the concrete on either side continue and go through rather than have it broken with the inlay
material. The seating area could remain accented thereby defining the central seating area.
Mr. Maxam also wondered if a bit of space should be left around the fountain. As designed
currently there is concrete around the fountain. Ms. Miller feels that with the brick edge it has it
will delineate what is historic and what is new. Commissioners agreed that the concrete path
should continue uninterrupted by paver inlays on either side of the center seating area.
A cross paver inlay pattern proposed north of the fountain was discussed next. Mr. Rodriguez
feels it is appropriate. It differentiates what is otherwise wide open space. It makes reference
to the foot print of the fountain. Mr. Maxam observed that the width of it is wider than the
fountain. It seems that it ought to be bound within the width of the fountain to line things up.
Ms. Baldwin agreed noting that the planting area south of the seating area appears to be the
same width as the fountain. The Commission expressed their preference for the pavers
depicted in exhibit 2f vs. what is shown in exhibit 6c.
There were no concerns expressed regarding the recessed seating areas.
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something seen from the street. Mr. Rodriguez feels that because it is specific to where the
stairs are that it can be read as appropriate with the formal building symmetry and points of
entry. If the entire drive were paved that way he may take issue with it. Ms. Baldwin had no
objection to the inlay. Mr. Maxam suggested that what may stand out to him is that the
geometry doesn’t go with the curve and the parking spaces are next to it and the material is
concrete.

Ms. Baker proposed that the Commission approve the plan in concept, so they know they are
permitted to do the pocket seating areas, with the idea that they come back with details. The
Commission agreed. It would also give them an opportunity to determine placement of the
additional risers.
Mr. Rodriguez MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION IN CONCEPT WITH DETAILS
FOR THE BRICK PAVER INLAYS AND ABOVE GRADE BRICK WALLS AND PILLARS TO
RETURN FOR FURTHER REVIEW. SEATING AREAS ON THE EAST AND WEST SIDES OF
THE BUILDINGS MAY BE MOVED NORTH, WITH STAFF REVIEW AND APPROVAL IF
NECESSARY. THE PROPOSED FRONT DRIVE PAVING MAY BE INCREASED UP TO 10
FT. IN DEPTH. THE APPROVAL IS BASED ON THE LOCAL PRESREVATION GUIDELINES
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AND THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR STANDARDS 1, 2, 5, 9 & 10. SUPPORTED by
Ms. Baldwin. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
PUBLIC HEARINGS:
338 Pleasant SE (HER) – Public Hearing – Construct a new house on a vacant lot.
AND

Ms. Miller recused herself due to a potential conflict of interest.
Mr. Maxam explained to those present that due to a lack of quorum the Commission will
entertain public comment but will not be making a decision on these applications this evening.
Mr. Maxam invited public comment.
Andrew Noff related that he owns a two-family home at the corner of Prospect and Pleasant
next to the vacant lot at 338 Pleasant. He is concerned that the size of the proposed house will
not be consistent with the size of other houses in the neighborhood. His home is approximately
3,800 sq. ft. and the house on the other side is between 2,500 and 3,000 sq. ft. The proposed
home is roughly 1,200 sq. ft. It would be the smallest house on the block. It is also his
understanding that they intend to remove the landscaping and create a wall at the back. He is
concerned about safety with respect to the wall. Mr. Noff stated that the size of the lot is also a
concern.
There were no additional comments. There was no Commission discussion or action taken on
these applications.
DISCUSSION:
248 Prospect SE (HER) – Advisory Discussion – One story rear addition.
Mr. Rodriguez recused himself in order to present with the homeowner. Homeowners Sally &
David Shepardson were also present to discuss the proposed project.
Mr. Rodriguez provided some history of the house, which was also described in the Commission
packet. The house was originally constructed in 1885 and has always been a single family
home. It was moved about 40 ft. from the north to its current location and set on a new
foundation. At that time what was the front entrance was removed and a flat roofed side
entrance was constructed as well as a flat roofed porch on the opposite side of the house. A
two-story addition was also removed from the rear of the building at that time and not
reconstructed. The homeowners would now like to construct a one-story rear addition. The
footprint would be a bit offset from the center of the house. The original intention was to make
the addition symmetrical on the back of the elevation but they found it would be impossible
without impeding access to the garage, which has since been built on the site. Therefore, they
propose shifting the additions slightly south. The proposed addition would have an approximate
footprint of 15’ x 22’. They considered several different options for the roof geometry taking

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Mar 2, 2016 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

336 Donald SE and 335 & 341 Robey SE (WSD) – Public Hearing – Construction of three
new houses on vacant lots, one facing Donald & two fronting Robey.
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note that they have to effectively drain water off the house and not interfere with the second
story window opening on the rear elevation. They are also dealing with topography that slopes
up in the rear of the site. They felt that a flat roof would best achieve those goals and not
interfere with the character of the house, which is at its core a vernacular Greek Revival style.
Mr. Maxam referred to the photo included in the packet asking if the four cones identify the
location of the proposed addition. Mr. Rodriguez agreed that that is the rough proposed foot
print as drawn.

Mr. Rodriguez clarified that that was a previous proposal that they have since decided against.
An updated drawing has been submitted this evening. Mr. Rodriguez explained that they
couldn’t have a gable roof without interfering with the existing window. They also found that a
hipped roof severely limited the floor to ceiling height on the farthest east side of the property
because it slopes up as you approach the rear. Finally, along with staff, they felt that a fully
hipped roof was at odds with the essential characteristics of the house.
Mr. Maxam asked about the existing porch.
Mr. Rodriguez explained that that was added after the house was moved, which occurred in
1998. The flat roof porches were both added at that time.
Ms. Miller asked if the proposed columns are similar in size to the existing columns.
Mr. Rodriguez replied yes.
Ms. Miller asked the rationale for the three different types of window in the addition.
Mrs. Shepardson explained that they wanted to match the house when you see it from the
street. The two windows on the north side are the same as in the kitchen. That height will
provide an opportunity on the interior for a gas fireplace, bookcase, etc. On Prospect there is
no real front yard and the prettiest part of the yard is in the back. She wanted casement
windows to be able to enjoy the view of the garden.
Ms. Miller understands the window selection for the north and south sides. However, she
questions the divisions of the windows overlooking the porch. There seems to be too much
going on.
Mr. Rodriguez clarified that the concern is that there are too many divided lights. Ms. Miller
agreed.
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Mr. Maxam noted that the packet included a hip roof design.

Mr. Rodriguez asked if there is any opposition to the use of a casement window. Ms. Miller had
no objection to that.
Brief discussion took place regarding the proposed door and the divisions. Mr. Rodriguez
related that the south door is a 1/3 light door with no divisions. Ms. Miller suggested that the full
light door was fine, perhaps with no divisions however.
Mr. Maxam felt that there seems to be some conflict with the rhythm of the windows and the
door in relation to the spacing of the porch columns. Ms. Miller disagreed. It is the back side
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and there is no real symmetry in the house other than the front façade. Mr. Maxam clarified that
all of the windows on the house are punched windows and this is a ribbon of windows. Ms.
Miller argued that a lot of houses of this era had sun rooms where they wished to capture as
much daylight as possible and so they changed their window patterns to achieve that. Ms.
Miller feels that if the windows are simplified it won’t feel as busy.

Mr. Rodriguez indicated that that was an element they were very interested to hear the
Commission’s opinion on. The very simplified fascia/cornice reflects what exists on the noncontributing side porches. They wondered if they should continue the simplified differentiated
trim pattern or do they make wider eaves with a more classically informed molding?
Mrs. Shepardson stated that it is such a simple house and she feels that simplicity is what will
make it come together.
Ms. Miller doesn’t feel that what is proposed detracts from the character of the existing house.
She agreed that simpler is better in this case.
Mr. Maxam wondered if there was something that could be done to make the cornice line look
more intentionally designed.
Mr. Rodriguez related that the pitched roof on the main house has an approximately 16” soffit. It
lost the cornice or shingle molding long ago. He asked if the Commission would be inclined to
see something similar repeated on the addition even if it isn’t on the lower flat roofed porches.
Ms. Miller suggested that may help create a shadow line and some detail.
Mr. Maxam noted that on the side elevation that piece tapers due to the slope of the roof. He
offered the suggestion of a parapet to improve the look of the addition from the sides if that
works with the roofing installation.
Mr. Rodriguez appreciated the suggestion understanding however that a consequence would be
that the parapet would be visible on the east elevation.
Mr. Maxam added that if doing a parapet they should consider whether it will have a cap on it or
just the membrane wrapped up and over.
Mr. Rodriguez indicated that they have two proposed flat roof materials and they haven’t
decided on one yet. If they select the metal roof it would be very easy to integrate a coping into
that. If a membrane roof they could do something of a similar effect as well.
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Mr. Maxam asked about the fascia/cornice.

Mr. Rodriguez invited comments on the small shed roof supported by the posts on the far east
side. He explained that the intent was to protect the doorway from the elements as well as the
out-swing of casement windows that are proposed there. They thought the 8 x 8 wooden posts
referenced those that already exist on the north and south sides.
Ms. Miller indicated that she likes it. She likes the concrete pad. She feels the metal roof is
appropriate. It is scaled fine.
Mr. Maxam asked if there will be two risers around it.
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Mr. Rodriguez replied that where the walkway meets the driveway on the north it will be at
grade. As it approaches the south it will be 4-6” above grade and there will be a 7” step into the
house. Because they have a grade change from west to east the best way they can keep that
above grade is to bump the trim up 8” as it turns the corner.
Ms. Miller asked the ceiling material of the covered walkway.
Mr. Rodriguez replied bead board ceiling.

Mr. Rodriguez replied that it would be a beam, fully trimmed, and the ceiling would be above
that.
Mr. Rodriguez wished to point out that in order for this addition to happen they have to remove
an existing window. The doorway between the existing house into the new addition would be
cut out of an existing window opening on the east side. It is on the back of the building but as
far as they know it is original. The head height of the window will remain the same and the
change would be reversible if desired in the future. By moving the addition to the south rather
than centering it they were able to retain operation of the existing awning window from the
kitchen. It also gives them a small area to contain all of the exterior mechanical equipment that
is on that elevation.
Mr. Maxam referred to the south elevation noting what appears to be a single riser going up to
the door from the porch floor.
Mr. Rodriguez agreed. The porch floor is the poured concrete walkway that connects to the
existing driveway. At the driveway, on the north side, it will be at grade with no step. There is a
slope change going south so there may be 4-6” of the slab exposed above grade and there will
be a step up to the door.
Mr. Maxam wondered about having the porch floor at the location of the step up to the door.
There would then be a couple of steps out into the yard.
Mr. Rodriguez indicated that their concern would be that precipitation wouldn’t have an
obstructed path into the door.
Mr. Rodriguez related that proposed materials are painted wood for the siding, trim and
windows. For the shed roof they propose either standing seam copper or standing seam
galvanized steel. If the upper flat roof ends up being copper the lower roof will have to be
copper. He asked if the Commission feels strongly that it must be copper vs. steel.
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Mr. Maxam asked if the piece that defines where the ceiling is is a trim piece or a beam.

The Commission was comfortable with either.
SPECIAL MEETING
Ms. Baker explained that, per the by-laws, the Chair can request a special meeting.
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Mr. Maxam requested that staff prepare for a special meeting to be held on March 16 or
March 23, 2016 to address the public hearings they were unable to address at this
meeting.

PUBLIC COMMENT: None
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ADJOURNED: 7:25 p.m.

Packet Pg. 294

3.14

Minutes of the
GRAND RAPIDS HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
5:00 p.m. Wednesday, March 16, 2016
1120 Monroe Ave. NW
Public Hearing Room 2nd Floor
CALL TO ORDER

ABSENT: Emily Uebbing and Lisa Miller
STAFF PRESENT: Rhonda Baker and recording secretary Carol Gornowich

PUBLIC HEARINGS:
338 Pleasant SE (HER) – Public Hearing – Construct a new house on a vacant lot.
Brian Swem, Lott3Metz Architecture, indicated that it has been six weeks since they submitted
the application and the owners have changed their minds on a few things. Mr. Swem submitted
a sample of the proposed siding as well as plans that have been slightly revised. He provided a
general description of the proposed house. The site is relatively small; approximately 70 ft.
square. The Secretary of Interior Standards speak to character defining features but this is a
vacant site. The only recognizable character defining feature is the fact that the site slopes from
corner to corner approximately 7 ft. The significant grade change on the site poses both
challenges and exciting opportunities for the property. In order to preserve the existing grade as
best they could they’ve sited the house and garage in a manner that caused the least
disturbance to the grade. There won’t be large retaining walls in an effort to flatten the site.
Therefore, there will be six steps up to the porch on the front and only one step to a stoop in the
back. The garage is even higher and the back of the garage becomes a retaining wall. The
house is being setback to match the neighboring property. There aren’t many houses fronting
Pleasant on that block so they selected the house next door. The neighboring porch may be a
bit closer to the sidewalk than what they propose but in terms of the actual home setback they
are basically identical. Mr. Swem related that the house will have 32 ft. of frontage. Even
though it is a smaller home it presents its largest face in a 32 ft. wide porch to the street. He
feels that is important because the way the homes in the district address the street are a big
part of what make a neighborhood. The house will be 1 ½ stories. As mentioned in the staff
report, there is a significant swing of houses in the neighborhood but 1 ½ story houses do exist.
The house will be a simple, small bungalow. They tried to keep it simple but not go too far
afield.
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MEMBERS PRESENT: David Maxam, Kerry Baldwin, Michael Rodriguez, Christopher Reader
and Jen Gavin

Mr. Swem commented on proposed materials. The foundation will be smooth concrete block. It
is simple and won’t stand out and is of its time. They are proposing clad wood windows. Any
divided lights or grilles will be at a minimum on the exterior. They are proposing all wood doors
at this time. However, he does appreciate the staff comments about fiberglass and steel. If the
Commission is inclined to grant them the option of door materials, that would be welcomed.
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Mr. Swem identified the aspects that have changed since the original submittal. They added
grilles to the upper sash of all of the double-hung windows. They have modified the style of the
main entrance. A canopy has been added at the rear mirroring what is proposed on the front
porch. Some of the windows have also changed. There was a double-hung window on the west
side of the house near the back entrance. That has been changed to an awning window to
provide them some more space in that room. There were two double-hung windows on the
back of the house for the back bedroom. Those windows have been changed to a large awning
window. They have added a double-hung to that room on the east wall. The owner also wished
to add an awning backsplash to their kitchen, which is on the back wall of the living/kitchen
area. Columns on the front porch are 2 inches thicker and the overhang may be a couple of
inches bigger.
Mr. Reader asked about the siding.
Mr. Swem explained that the siding proposed is a 5 ½ inch Dutch lap, a sample of which was
circulated. It is very similar to Hardie plank siding but more durable; it is rated for ground
contact. It will hold finish longer and it doesn’t wick water like Hardie board does. Mr. Swem
also clarified that the sample presented to the Commission is the trim they will use; the smooth
option of the product.
Ms. Gavin asked if the windows in the dormer open and, if so, how?
Mr. Swem replied that he isn’t certain if they open. If they do open they will be an awning or
casement style opening. The appearance from the exterior would be the same regardless of
whether it opened on the side or top.
Mr. Rodriguez referred to the porch section. He clarified that tongue and groove wood decking
is proposed.
Mr. Swem agreed. At this point they are proposing wood.
Mr. Rodriguez explained that functionally it would be a good idea to put that on a slope. In
addition, the deck boards as shown are laid parallel to the house whereas perpendicular to the
house is preferable for preventing water from being caught in the grooves. Mr. Rodriguez also
noted that the trim of the skirt appears to be placed at the same level as the porch decking.
Functionally that is likely a place where water will get trapped. Additionally, a traditional porch
tends to have decking that extends beyond the skirt. He would like to see some consideration
put into that detail.
Ms. Gavin agreed.
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Mr. Swem responded to Mr. Reader indicating that the back stoop will be a concrete pad. Mr.
Swem responded to Mr. Rodriguez relating that adding slope to the front porch is not a problem.
The plans before the Commission are not construction documents. Moving forward they will be
meeting building code requirements. He also understood the comments about changing the
direction of the deck boards and extending them beyond the skirt trim.
Ms. Gavin asked the width of the columns on the south elevation.
Mr. Swem replied that they will match the front; 10 inches.
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Mr. Maxam invited public comment; there was none. He read a letter from Mr. Knauf, who was
present at the last meeting when this request was tabled. Mr. Knauf expressed concern about
the size of the house. He doesn’t feel it fits in with this part of the neighborhood. The house is
proposed at 1,200 sq. ft. and the houses in the area range in size from 1862 – 3334 sq. ft. Mr.
Knauf also expressed concern about a tree/landscape between 336 and 338 Pleasant. He isn’t
certain whose property the landscaping is on but if it is removed there will be a safety hazard as
there is a wall next to the landscaping between the two properties. If the house is approved the
owner should be required to add some type of safety barrier between the two properties that is
appropriate to the historic district. Mr. Knauf also included a photo of the retaining wall and a
site diagram illustrating the sizes of the houses around the proposed house. The illustration
appears to include one house in each direction.
Ms. Gavin related that she lives in a bungalow in the neighborhood. While she is sensitive to
the comments expressed by Mr. Knauf, she noted that there are three bungalows within a block
and a half radius on the same street, one of which faces Pleasant and is located on Union. All
of them are less than 2,000 sq. ft. and one of them is likely the same size as what is proposed
based on the street view. Ms. Gavin feels the proposed size is sensitive to the neighborhood.
She also feels the proposed structure is exceptionally well done. The changes in the siding and
some of the details clearly delineate it from the historic structures surrounding it without giving it
a false sense of history. She feels it is a nice interpretation of a modern bungalow.
Mr. Rodriguez referred to the staff report prepared for the previous meeting. The front porch rail
and stair rail have spindle spacing of 4 inches on center, which is significantly larger than is
typically seen in the district. Mr. Rodriguez asked Mr. Swem to address that.
Mr. Swem circulated photos of other houses in the area. He related that he rides his bike to
work and travels along Pleasant every day. He saw that comment in Ms. Baker’s report. On
Pleasant, between Madison and Union there are four properties that have a railing detail very
similar to what is proposed. They are all historic properties. On James, near his office, there is
an infill development that has a very similar rail detail that was approved by the HPC. He isn’t
sure he understands the concerns about spindle spacing on an infill development.
Ms. Gavin related that she believes two of the rails on homes on Pleasant were added predistrict or possibly without approval of the HPC.
Mr. Swem argued that they do in fact exist in the district and this is an infill house. The rail he
has proposed is very much of its time. People today aren’t typically building with spindles closer
together than they need to be by code.
Mr. Maxam asked that Ms. Baker speak to the guidelines on that.
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Ms. Baker related that it isn’t a hard and fast rule when it comes to infill. She pointed it out in
the report because the standard/average is 2 inches when looking at historic buildings. She just
wanted to make sure that the Commission was aware what they were proposing. Whether or
not it is found to be appropriate for this particular design, location and build is up to the
Commission. Ms. Baker referred to the photo of other houses with similar rails indicating that
the blue house was a replacement in kind rail, which is why it is taller. Two of the others have
been there a long time. The infill project did receive approval.
Ms. Gavin indicated that she doesn’t believe the properties on Pleasant received approval.
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Mr. Swem indicated that while he stands behind the rail that he designed he is willing to adjust
the spindle spacing in order to achieve the desired approval.
Ms. Gavin stated that it is a minor detail but it helps make the rhythm along the block to have
the spindle width a bit closer together. As Mr. Swem pointed out in his presentation, the façade
and the porch are important details in that area of the district and she would prefer closer
spindle spacing.

Ms. Gavin clarified that the blue house rail was a replacement in kind before district and the
other three did not obtain Certificate of Appropriateness.
Mr. Swem explained that his intent with submitting the photos is that they have been there for a
long time. He showed the infill house because it was approved by the Commission, although
not nearly as close to the subject property.
Ms. Baker suggested that the wider spacing can be a point of differentiation between old and
new, compatible yet slightly deviated. There are a number of ways it can be looked at.
Ms. Gavin noted that there is a fairly dramatic change in the siding type, which is nice because it
differentiates it from the old. She feels a nod to the railing would be appropriate.
Ms. Baldwin indicated that she isn’t overly concerned with the rail as proposed.
Mr. Maxam suggested that it is a fairly minor detail.
Ms. Gavin indicated that her preference would be for closer spacing.
Mr. Rodriguez disagreed that it is a minor detail; he feels it is rather significant. If the applicant
hadn’t provided the evidence of similarly spaced spindles, done with or without approval, he
would be inclined to say no to 4 inch spacing. Commissioner Gavin contends that some of them
may or may not have had Certificate of Appropriateness approval but they don’t know that. At
this point he is comfortable with the rail as presented.
Ms. Gavin related that she witnessed her neighbor replace the spindles on one of the houses
pictured and he didn’t have a C of A displayed. However, she can accept the rail as submitted
because it is infill and the Standards aren’t as strict with regard to the spindle spacing. She
doesn’t feel the examples presented are pertinent however.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Mar 16, 2016 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Mr. Reader stated that given the photos submitted he is comfortable with the rail as designed.

Mr. Maxam feels that because of the traditional design of the home the closer spacing of the
spindles would be preferred.
Ms. Gavin related that as a pedestrian she has found the examples he presented rather jarring
and often wondered about them.
Mr. Reader was comfortable with the rail as proposed.
Mr. Rodriguez asked how other Commissioners felt about the potential of fiber glass or steel
doors.
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The Commission was comfortable with those options should the applicant choose, subject to
staff approval.
Ms. Baker asked the Commission if they would be comfortable with a composite porch floor
product rather than wood.

Mr. Rodriguez MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION, PER TESTIMONY AND THE
DRAWINGS RECEIVED ON 3/16/16, BASED ON THE LOCAL PRESERVATION
GUIDELINES AND THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR STANDARDS 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 9 &
10, with the following stipulations:




The detailing of the front porch deck boards and skirting shall be staff approved with
allowance for composite deck boards should that be the applicant’s preference.
Steel or fiberglass doors are approved as options for the house and garage.
Spindles on the front porch rail shall be spaced less than four (4) inches on center,
with staff review and approval.

SUPPORTED by Ms. Gavin. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
336 Donald SE and 335 & 341 Robey SE (WSD) – Public Hearing – Construction of three
new houses on vacant lots, one facing Donald & two fronting Robey.
Greg Metz, Lott3Metz Architecture, was present to discuss the proposed new construction.
Property owner Josh Smith, Fulton Group, was also present. He provided some history on how
they came to be in possession of the properties. He feels it may be fun to be able to fill in the
void of these properties. Mr. Smith invited Mr. Metz to present the proposal.
Mr. Metz explained that they are proposing three new infill houses where houses were formerly.
Mr. Smith is a private developer and has cost concerns related to the development. They will
begin as rental properties in an effort to recoup some of his investment before going on the
market for sale. It is important to him that this is a quality project using quality materials. The
houses have small footprints consistent with the neighborhood. Most of the houses in the
neighborhood are old Dutch worker housing and fairly small. Mr. Metz related that he
considered a number of different roof pitches, studied the pattern of roofs in the neighborhood,
and he believes the 8/12 makes the most sense and visually fits in the best. They worked with
a surveyor to survey the heights of the porches on all sides of the infill houses, which helped to
determine where they want the proposed houses to fall. The street falls from north to south so
they wanted the houses to do the same thing and follow that pattern. They didn’t want these
houses to have front doors taller than adjacent properties, or lower; they want to be consistent.
The exterior window configuration, siding, and trim are consistent with the neighborhood rhythm.
They propose quality materials that stand up to the test of time.
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The Commission agreed.

Mr. Metz explained that after completing a significant amount of the design work they met with
Rebecca Smith-Hoffman and Carol Moore. Overall they were happy with the designs. He
presented the different roof pitches considered and they agreed that the 8/12 made the most
sense. After meeting with them a few changes were made. They had more exposure for one of
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the lap siding trim and they wanted that tighter so that change was made. They also had more
of a board and batten house and they didn’t favor that so they changed it to lap siding. Mr. Metz
related that they were happy to make those changes as their opinions are respected. They care
deeply about these neighborhoods. Ms. Moore also suggested adding a roof to the rear door,
which was a great suggestion and made sense. After making the suggested changes they met
with the East Hills Neighborhood Association Board. They were very receptive and happy with
the proposal. They were glad that they are dealing with the parking issue that exists in the
neighborhood. Mr. Metz noted from the staff report that one of Ms. Baker’s comments related to
the driveway. Parking is a problem in this neighborhood. The streets are very narrow and,
especially during the winter, it is difficult to get plows through and difficult for trash pick-up.
Therefore, they worked to get the cars associated with these houses off of the street. They are
adding three new driveway approaches removing that much more ability to park in the street.
Mr. Metz noted that there is a brand new house on Freyling and people are parking on the grass
there because there isn’t enough driveway space. They don’t want people in these new homes
to be parking on the grass. These properties exceed the green space requirements of the
Ordinance while most properties in the neighborhood do not meet that standard. They don’t feel
it impacts the historic integrity of the neighborhood.
Mr. Metz distributed material depicting rhythms of the neighborhood and one change they are
suggesting. Based on some research, he learned that Chapel Hill, NC Historic Guidelines
encourage screening of wider parking areas. Mr. Metz explained that for the front area they
propose using open pavers and they are also showing some bushes. The bushes would be 3-4
ft. in height to provide some screening. He would intend to work with staff on the appropriate
species. The plan shows that the intent is to get three cars off the street because it is possible
that there could be three tenants in a house. During the summer they also anticipate that part of
the driveway will be the patio where they grill and spend time outside.
Mr. Metz clarified that this project will require Planning approval. He stated that he feels they
meet Secretary of Interior Standards 3, 9 & 10. Mr. Metz invited suggestions and comments
and questions. He feels these houses reflect the demands and needs of a modern household
and that they will be a positive addition to the neighborhood.
Mr. Reader asked if the porches are cement.
Mr. Metz agreed that the porches are concrete, which is very typical of the neighborhood. At
first he was surprised by that but then realized that the houses are all so close to the street.
They were likely all wood at one point but became deteriorated due to the elements rather
quickly and were rebuilt with concrete.
Mr. Rodriguez asked the height of the porch floor and whether a rail would be required.
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Mr. Metz explained that if they are less than 30 inches between the porch floor and grade then
they don’t need a rail. They are fairly confident they can do it without rails. His preference is
that the porches are open to the neighborhood.
Ms. Baker added that there are a lot of them in the area that don’t have rails.
Mr. Rodriguez clarified that he feels the design is appropriate. He just wanted to be sure rails
wouldn’t be necessary. Mr. Rodriguez asked if the drawings for 335 Robey are accurate based
on the testimony that Ms. Smith-Hoffman and Ms. Moore desired tighter spacing.
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Mr. Metz clarified that the drawings submitted are the revised drawings.
Mr. Rodriguez asked about the shakes proposed for the gable at 336 Donald and whether they
are individual composite shakes or panels.
Mr. Smith replied that they are panels. Mr. Metz added that they have a lap seam.

Ms. Gavin noted that the door design for the rear of the house has 2 raised panels on the
bottom with 12 panes above. She asked if there is a particular reason for choosing that design
over a simpler door.
Mr. Metz replied that they like the amount of glass as it provides more daylight.
Ms. Gavin explained that she takes some issue with the Colonial feel of the panels at the bottom
but they are rear doors.
Mr. Metz suggested that if they could find a door that is simpler they would.
Mr. Maxam clarified that none of the proposed houses have muntin bars on the windows but the
rear doors do. He suggested the doors shouldn’t have them either.
Mr. Metz agreed adding that that was an oversight.
Ms. Gavin suggested that without the muntin bars she would be fine with the raised panels.
Mr. Maxam invited public comment.
Randall Jelks related that his family owns two properties on Robey and therefore they are
familiar with the block. Mr. Jelks wished to make the Commission aware of some of the history
of the block. It was a Dutch worker block and by the late 1960’s black families moved in and
Dutch families moved out. The City neglected the community for a great deal of time. By the
1980’s when he moved to Grand Rapids the community was seen as a ghetto with the landlords
living from Beverly Hills to Hudsonville. The neighborhood and the neighbors have endured for
a long time. Most of the neighbors were black people that migrated from the south. Like their
Dutch counterparts they came here to work and many of the families remain in the
neighborhood. Mr. Jelks related that one of his concerns about the neighborhood and the offstreet parking is that there are children on the block. One of the joys of the block is that it is a
place where the kids like to play out in the streets. Mr. Jelks related that he grew up in New
Orleans where they played in the street and not in Michigan back yards. In New Orleans the
houses are close together so they played in front of the house out in the street. Kids on Robey
do that also. Mr. Jelks related that his only concern is the children crossing the driveways on
their bikes going down the block. Mr. Jelks also hopes that the modest income people that live
in the neighborhood are kept in mind. Everyone desires their property values to rise but these
are working people. The renters on the block should be made aware that they are living on a
diverse block. Mr. Jelks shared an experience he had at an area store and being viewed with
suspicion. He asked that the landlord work with the neighborhood organization to make the
neighbors aware of what is going on. They can’t take time off to attend these meetings. They
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Mr. Metz noted that Ms. Baker’s staff report also commented on the rail at the rear. They are
happy to do whatever is desired there.
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should be made aware what is going on and who is available to respond to their questions and
concerns.
Ms. Gavin thanked Mr. Jelks for coming to speak on behalf of his neighborhood. She related
that she too resides in a diverse neighborhood and is sensitive to the issues. She is also very
familiar with some of the working neighborhoods that were built for Dutch immigrants and she is
also sensitive to the concern about driveways. Ms. Gavin asked if there are other driveways on
the street.

Ms. Baker advised that there are clear vision requirements that they will have to meet.
Ms. Gavin related that when someone new moves into the neighborhood they introduce
themselves, welcome them to the neighborhood, and remind them that there are children living
there.
Mr. Jelks clarified that he is not criticizing the applicant. He just wished to reinforce those things
because he doesn’t believe the neighborhood association speaks for everyone; they don’t take
a lot of time for working people anymore. Mr. Jelks related that he is very happy. They own a
house next to a proposed new home. The infill is very important for the community.
Mr. Reader asked if the main concern about the driveways is the screening and wanting to be
sure that drivers can see the children.
Mr. Jelks agreed. Kids don’t look, they just ride.
Mari Beth Jelks clarified for the Commission that they own 345 Robey Pl. They are happy that
the proposed setbacks are in alignment with existing homes. She feels they have presented
very good designs. Mrs. Jelks echoed the concerns regarding the driveways. Not every house
has a driveway and it will be important that they are visible so that drivers can see the children.
Mrs. Jelks thanked staff and the HPC for the work that they do.
Commissioners offered their comments.
Ms. Gavin feels the application is very thorough, very well designed, and meets the Standards.
She is sensitive to the concerns of the neighbors. However, in reviewing the plans, the
screening on the driveway is only screening the parking side and not the portion where they
drive out. As a mother with a child she is more concerned with the cars parked on the street
and a child running out than she is with cars coming out of a driveway.
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Mr. Jelks replied that there are but they are quite visible.

Mr. Reader expressed interest in the pavers. It isn’t a traditional driveway material but it is an
interesting approach to create a bit more green space.
Mr. Maxam indicated that he wouldn’t favor that type of paver in every situation in the historic
districts but in this location it seems like an ingenious solution to a tight lot problem.
Ms. Baldwin feels it is very clever to combine the green space with a hard, usable platform.
Mr. Rodriguez suggested that it is a flexible green space.
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Ms. Gavin related that she views it as a modern interpretation of the two-track with the green
strip between. She understands Zoning no longer permits that treatment. Her only concern
would be that the planting material between the pavers would be of a design that would
withstand the rigors placed upon it. She finds it to be a nice modern interpretation of an old
design that creatively solves a problem that exists in the neighborhood. It is interesting to note
that these houses were originally designed to be disposable; they were intended to be torn
down after the workers were done with them. It is a testament to the skill of the builders that
they are still standing.
Ms. Gavin MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION AS SUBMITTED, PER TESTIMONY
AND THE SITE PLAN SUBMITTED 3/16/16 INCLUDING THE LOT SIZE, THE DRIVEWAY
APPROACH LOCATIONS, AND WINDOW WELL SETBACKS, WITH THE STIPULATION
THAT STAFF REVIEW AND APPROVE A SIMPLIFIED REAR DOOR DESIGN, BASED ON
THE LOCAL PRESERVATION GUIDELINES AND THE SECRETARY OF INTERIOR
STANDARDS 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 9 & 10. SUPPORTED by Mr. Rodriguez. MOTION CARRIED
UNANIMOUSLY.
PUBLIC COMMENT: None.
ADJOURNED: 6:00 p.m.
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Mr. Maxam recalled from testimony that people are parking on their green space because the
neighborhood is so tight and parking is so limited.
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Minutes of the
GRAND RAPIDS HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
5:00 p.m. Wednesday, April 6, 2016
1120 Monroe Ave. NW
Public Hearing Room 2nd Floor
CALL TO ORDER

ABSENT: Kerry Baldwin and Lisa Miller
STAFF PRESENT: Rhonda Baker and recording secretary Carol Gornowich

STAFF COMMUNICATIONS AND REPORTS
Certificates of Appropriateness Issued by Staff
342 Calkins SE
516 Union SE
230 E Fulton
248 Morris SE

216 College NE
601 Fountain NE
7 Ionia SW
700 Wealthy SE

717 Cherry SE
550 Avalon SE
553 Wealthy SE
19 Lafayette NE

349 Robey SE
25 Lafayette SE
542 Union SE
516 Cherry SE

NEW BUSINESS:
349 Robey Place SE (WSD) – Request to replace deteriorated siding and trim with fiber cement
and to remove two rear windows.
Gordon Reyers was present to discuss the request. He explained that he purchased a
condemned home. It has deteriorating siding. He has installed a new roof and cleaned up the
yard. He is asking to replace the siding and eliminate two windows that are already covered on
the inside.
Ms. Uebbing clarified that if fiber cement board is approved, or if replacing in kind, that the same
reveal will be used and that all of the trim would match existing.
Mr. Reyers agreed. He explained that the siding could have been installed already but this
process has held up the work and now the contractor is backed up for two months.
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MEMBERS PRESENT: Emily Uebbing, Christopher Reader, Jenn Gavin, David Maxam, and
Michael Rodriguez,

Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none.
Mr. Rodriguez related that he visited the property and his finding was that, for the most part, the
siding is in relatively good condition, with the exception of the rear/west side. Clearly there are
a few pieces that are deteriorated and need replacement but his opinion is that it is, in large
part, salvageable.
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Ms. Gavin asked if any Commissioners felt that wood replacement wouldn’t be appropriate on
the west façade. Her observation was that approximately 30% of the wood clapboard was
missing on the west elevation but what remained, especially at the top portion of the structure,
was in relatively good condition. Typically fiber cement or replacement sidings don’t marry well
when they abut cedar siding. Her opinion is that either the entire façade should be replaced
with a replacement siding or portions of that façade should be replaced with cedar and she is
leaning toward cedar. She doesn’t find a compelling reason to replace that small of a portion
with fiber cement. Ms. Gavin asked if it is significantly less expensive to use fiber cement than it
is to use wood.
Mr. Maxam replied that often times the material cost will be less but it isn’t a huge amount of
square footage. He added that the cost of the material is not part of their consideration unless it
is a hardship.
Ms. Uebbing clarified that if they are considering allowing fiber cement on the west façade they
would have to do the entire façade. It appears that most of the wood siding is intact so it would
only be necessary to replace missing pieces if using wood. Rather than replacing the entire
façade with fiber cement it would be more cost effective to infil with wood where it is missing
and where it is damaged.
Ms. Gavin agreed.
Mr. Reader indicated that he was surprised that the exposed siding seemed pretty solid.
Ms. Gavin agreed. The trim board, the corner board on the northeast side in particular, will
likely have to be replaced.
Mr. Rodriguez suggested that another consideration is how they treat the corner boards,
window trim, etc. Some of those seem to be in worse condition than the clapboard siding. He
asked what material would be permitted for that.
Ms. Gavin asked if it would have to be cedar if they are recommending wood for the siding.
It was clarified that the Commission would not be specifying cedar, but rather wood siding. Mr.
Rodriguez suggested that the existing siding may actually be pine but he wasn’t certain.
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Mr. Maxam identified that the paint is clearly not in good shape. However, there aren’t a lot of
splits or rot. He did observe a damaged corner but houses with much worse siding have
generally been repaired like for like.

The Commission next discussed the windows. Ms. Baker clarified that the two first floor
rear/west windows are proposed to be covered over. Her understanding is that they are both
covered over on the interior. The narrow window looks like it has been cut in half with a new
sash put in.
Mr. Maxam offered his opinion that it isn’t a particularly character defining façade.
Ms. Gavin noted that when looking at the two windows on the first floor one of them has the
same trim treatment and top treatment as the front façade. The other has a later appearing
molding treatment; the window on the addition. She agreed that it isn’t a particularly character
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defining façade but she feels that removing all of the windows from the first floor might affect the
historic character of the property.
Mr. Maxam asked what is inside the space.
Ms. Baker replied that there isn’t anything currently; it is gutted. It is an extremely small footprint
of a home so they will be working with a very tight layout to try and make anything work
functionally. She believes that that side contains the kitchen and bathroom.

Ms. Uebbing noted that one window is already cut in half vertically and the other window is
shorter. She appreciates the fact that the trim is there but she doesn’t feel the narrow window
fits the rhythm of the façade. Additionally, it is the rear of the house. There is pictorial evidence
if someone in the future wanted to put another window in. The Commission has been more
liberal on rear facades because they aren’t visible from the street. Given the dimension of both
windows she doesn’t feel covering them is an issue.
Mr. Rodriguez stated that he appreciates the smaller windows, if only for their whimsy, but he is
not prepared to argue that they are character defining because they have clearly been altered
beyond what was originally there.
Ms. Gavin MOVED TO DENY THE REQUEST TO REPLACE THE SIDING AND TRIM WITH
FIBER CEMENT BOARD AND TO APPROVE THE REQUEST TO REMOVE THE TWO
REAR, FIRST FLOOR, WINDOWS FINDING THAT THE REPLACEMENT OF THE WOOD
SIDING WITH FIBER CEMENT SIDING DOES NOT MEET THE LOCAL STANDARDS OR
THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR STANDARDS 2, 6 & 9 AND THAT THE REMOVAL OF
THE WINDOWS DOES MEET THE LOCAL STANDARDS AND SECRETARY OF THE
INTERIOR STANDARDS 2, 6, & 9. SUPPORTED by Mr. Rodriguez. MOTION CARRIED
UNANIMOUSLY.
OLD BUSINESS:
249 James SE (CHD) – Request to retain two vinyl sliding basement windows, which was
tabled to subcommittee.
John Otterbacher was present to discuss the request. He explained that his friend has been
trying, on his behalf, for six weeks. Last night he came up with a name of a person that does a
lot of approved work in Heritage Hill and he will be providing estimates. Mr. Otterbacher
explained that he doesn’t have any other information.
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Ms. Gavin suggested that an argument for removing the windows might be to restore
functionality for a modern homeowner. She agreed that it is an extremely small house.

Mr. Rodriguez asked if during their ownership there have ever been gutters along the driveway
side of the house.
Mr. Otterbacher replied not to his recollection. That may contribute to the water leaking into the
basement but the snow and ice have been the major factors.
Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none.
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Mr. Rodriguez related that he visited the site when snow was melting off the roof. He observed
dripping onto the driveway and splashing up against the house. While he was there the window
frame, sill, vinyl replacement and glass were all quite wet. He also noticed that there was moss
build up, peeling paint and some soft areas in the replacement wooden sill, which leads him to
believe it is a perennial problem. Mr. Rodriguez would recommend that gutters be installed on
the driveway side, although the Commission cannot require that. He feels it would be a huge
improvement for the long term problem. The vinyl windows present are within a wooden frame
and wooden sill.
Mr. Reader indicated that it was raining during his visit and it was splashing. On those windows
in particular there was a lot of water. Further down the driveway there seems to be less splash.
The roof may be directing a lot of water into that area.
Mr. Maxam related that there are wooden window manufacturers that make a chemically treated
wood window that makes it nearly impervious.
Ms. Uebbing clarified with Mr. Reader that he observed other basement windows that have a
pattern that could be replicated.
Mr. Reader clarified that there are five basement window bays on the subject side of the house.
Three of them are boarded and the other two are the subject windows. Original windows
appear to be in place around the rest of the house and they appear to be in good condition.
Ms. Uebbing expressed her concern for the fact that water is still splashing on it and it is a vinyl
window sitting in a wood frame. That wood is still being affected by the water. If there is a
wood product that will better repel the water then it seems that these windows should be
replaced with a pattern that matches the rest of the basement windows because the example is
present. Ms. Uebbing asked Mr. Rodriguez if a storm window over the outside might help
prevent water damage.
Mr. Rodriguez felt it may help but again they can’t require it. His recommendation would be
gutters. Should wood windows be replicated to match the original they could also recommend
they be made by someone knowledgeable in species and number selection. The basic question
for the Commission to consider however is whether the replacement windows are in violation of
the Standards.
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The subcommittee members provided a report. Mr. Reader noted that the other windows along
the driveway have been boarded over and these two have been replaced. It is likely that the
subject windows were once boarded. It appears that the original sills are solid and some of the
inner trim may be less solid. There are clear patterns in the remaining basement windows
around the rest of the house and the replacement windows do not replicate them.

Mr. Reader feels they are. He referred to Standard 6 stating that they clearly don’t match in
design, color, texture and visual qualities, and where possible materials. In every way they
don’t meet the Standard. Other Commissioners agreed.
Ms. Baker suggested that if the Commission is inclined to deny that the Commission grant 12
months to allow the owner ample time to work with contractors.
Mr. Reader MOVED TO DENY BASED ON THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S
STANDARDS 2, 5, AND 6, GRANTING THE OWNER 12 MONTHS TO REPLACE WITH
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WOOD WINDOWS TO BE REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY STAFF. SUPPORTED by Mr.
Rodriguez. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
Mr. Otterbacher asked, since the windows were previously boarded, if he could simply board up
what is present now.

Mr. Otterbacher wished to make comments, clarifying that he was not arguing with the
Commission’s decision. He feels the Commission has been sensitive and attentive and they will
find a way to comply. Mr. Otterbacher explained that his wife became upset the prior evening
when discussing the situation because long time neighbors, the Smiths, left the neighborhood
and their stated reason for doing so was that Mr. Smith felt everything he tried to do to upgrade
the house was at odds with the intent of the Committee. Mr. Otterbacher explained that he and
his wife both support government. However, he also knows from mistakes he has made in the
past that there is a difference between intent and effect of even the most urgent intervention.
He feels it is important to consider that. The Smith’s lived there for many years and one of the
last things Mr. Smith said to Mr. Otterbacher before leaving is that he couldn’t take anymore.
They raised their family there but left the neighborhood because he couldn’t keep his house up
to where it had to be apparently. Mr. Otterbacher suggested that sometimes perfection can be
the enemy of the good. Not everyone is in the same financial position and he hopes that the
Commission is balancing the quality of the buildings in the neighborhood with the lives of the
people in the neighborhood. It really bothered them that the Smith’s left the neighborhood after
all those years because he felt he couldn’t do it. Mr. Otterbacher again stated that he wasn’t
referring to himself, that they will be fine, and he has no argument with the Commission’s
decision.
Ms. Uebbing responded to Mr. Otterbacher relating that the meetings are open to the public and
the Commission does try to work with applicants when they come in. She welcomed Mr.
Otterbacher to come and observe that.
Ms. Gavin expressed her appreciation for Mr. Otterbacher’s comments about intent and effect.
The Commission does take it very seriously and she is sorry that their long-time neighbor left.
445 Union SE (HER) – Request to replace deteriorated siding with either fiber cement board or
LP engineered siding.
Matt & Elizabeth Kolenda were present to discuss their request. Mrs. Kolenda provided some
background relating that they bought the property about 1 ½ years ago, vacant and in disrepair.
They have been tackling one project at a time. To date they have replaced all of the plumbing
due to burst pipes, replaced all of the electric, and installed new furnaces because there were
none present. They have remodeled bathrooms, restored plaster and original wood trim. They
want to do everything right the first time and not have to go back and have to address it again.
They want to raise their family in this house. They are currently working on the exterior. Their
plan was to epoxy/repair and restore all of the trim. The sections of siding that were obviously
in disrepair were going to be replaced with wood siding and then paint the house. They dove
into addressing the trim and found that the wood siding is much more deteriorated than they
thought. The majority of the siding has to be replaced and they don’t have the time or finances
to do it. The main concern is that their 1 yr. old son has elevated lead blood levels. They had
their water tested and there were zero traces of lead. They’ve tested interior surfaces and
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Ms. Baker replied that he could have replaced deteriorated boards with new boards but instead
new windows were installed, which causes the loss of the right to do that.
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Matt Kolenda explained that he professionally restores windows on historic buildings. He has
done a lot of lead tests and often times they are a heavy shade of pink, approaching red. When
he tested the exterior of their home it was fire engine red. He has wondered if perhaps the lead
paint on their home is uniquely rich in its lead content. During his lead certification process he
learned that often times lead was added by the end user. Dutch Boy had a product called white
lead and someone may have gotten carried away with it. Mr. Kolenda referred to the material
they’ve provided. A painter provided a quote on the siding and trim painting. He mentioned that
simply scraping and adding more layers of paint would only add more weight to the harmful
surface that is present. They believe the home was repainted in an abatement fashion within
the last ten years. Most of the areas where the paint has failed are the areas that were scraped
down to bare wood. It is delaminating everywhere. Mr. Kolenda noted that the main areas of
concern are the south and west sides. When looking at the siding you can see the separation in
the laps. The nails have rusted through and when you tap on the siding it sounds like vinyl; it is
barely attached to the house in some places. They’ve also found, in taking the trim off around
the window casings and doing the epoxy work, that the trim is more substantial; it is 1 ¼” thick.
The material is hardy even though it is heavily weathered. The siding is not; it is much thinner.
Mr. Kolenda provided a sample of their siding. He explained that it is one of the better pieces
yet it is obvious that it is slightly cupped and likely could be broken in half. In the photos it is
evident that some of the siding is severely cupped, particularly where it butts into the trim, at the
corners, and roof lines. Their original intent was to get a paint shaver out and scrape it all down.
With the cupping that tool isn’t likely an option. The Commission may also have noticed on their
site visit that they have pieced in some areas of the lap siding, which is when they realized that
it is beyond repair. Anywhere they disrupted it it was very brittle and he suspects that the more
they would piece in, the more they would destroy in the process. Mr. Kolenda stated that they
were as careful as can be. What they are proposing is just replacing the lap siding. They fully
intend to maintain and preserve all of the original trim and have already done that in some
cases. They’ve added the shake shingles to the list and have no problem using natural cedar
for the shakes. That doesn’t have as big of a cost impact as the siding. The quote they
received just to do the repairs on the south, west and part of the east side was approximately
$17,000 in materials alone. When they received that quote they began exploring what other
options they may have. The fiber cement or engineered wood would cost $9,000 to do the
entire house and provide them with a 30 year warranty on the finish. Mr. Kolenda recalled that
they were before the Commission last year for a discussion about the corners of the house. He
presented a sample he constructed for one of the options that would resolve the corners, given
the mitered detail. The construction option utilizes a metal bracket. It is the most tested and
recommended procedure for a corner detail like that. Another option is a woven corner, similar
to how shakes would be installed around the corner. They would be open to either option. Mr.
Kolenda added that they would also be able to put a house wrap behind it in the process. In this
situation, because of the corners, they can’t just tackle the couple of bad sides; they have to
wrap around unless they are able to find a way to utilize the brackets and tie into some of the
existing areas. There are no trim boards or opportunities to just stop. Mr. Kolenda emphasized
that what it comes down to for them is trying to do the project cost effectively and in a time
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haven’t found any lead traces. They tested the paint on the exterior and found extreme
amounts of lead. Now it is a matter of finding a solution to resolving the siding and getting it
fixed so that the home can be painted and within a time frame that it is a safe place for them to
raise their child. They currently put booties on the dog’s feet every time he goes out. They
can’t really do anything with the soil until they get the siding done. With their resources it would
take at least 5 years to get it done if they have to use wood siding. Mrs. Kolenda stated that
they can’t take that risk with their family due to the presence of the lead.
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frame that it is safe for their family. Mr. Kolenda stated that their son is in the top 2 ½ percentile
in the country, which was alarming to learn.
Ms. Gavin attempted to provide the parents with a level of comfort relating that her son’s lead
levels were double that of their son’s during their remodel project and he has suffered no ill
effects.
Ms. Uebbing clarified that their request is to replace the lap siding with fiber cement board.

Ms. Baker indicated that they are seeking approval for the option of fiber cement board or LP
engineered siding.
Mr. Kolenda indicated that there isn’t much of a difference. They are both close to the same
cost and provide similar warranties.
Mr. Maxam asked that Mr. Kolenda speak to the flare at the bottom of the lap siding where they
flare out and how the corner would work.
Mr. Kolenda replied that it would be exactly as it is now. There is no reason they can’t replicate
that.
Mr. Reader asked what LP engineered siding is.
Mr. Maxam stated that it is a brand. Ms. Baker added that it isn’t fiber cement. It is a different
man made product. It has been approved on a couple of new infil houses.
Mr. Kolenda related that he doesn’t recognize a benefit of one vs. the other.
Ms. Baker related that the LP siding has a better depth to it than fiber cement board does in
terms of the overlaps, profiles and reveals that are achieved.
Mr. Kolenda clarified that the model he constructed used fiber cement siding. It is 5 ¼ installed
with the 2 ¾ reveal that their house has. They can either do 5 ¼ and overlap them more or they
can use an 8 ¼, split it in half and have two boards. Mr. Kolenda referred to his model pointing
out that the white detail is the thickness of their trim and it would still be stout enough to
protrude past the siding. They would retain all of the existing trim. They have removed trim
around windows, done the epoxy work, insulated behind the trim and sealed up the window
cavities. Of the three sides of the house that they have done so far he has only had to replace
one board.
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The Kolenda’s agreed.

Ms. Gavin asked if the saw tooth detail would be rebuilt using wood.
Mr. Kolenda agreed. He feels that some of that can be salvaged. The shakes on the north side
are in great shape so they would only have to do the south and east sides.
Mrs. Kolenda related that they bought the house because her husband always dreamed of
having a house in Heritage Hill. They fell in love with all the detail and the last thing they want
to do is have it lose any of the character. They don’t want anything to look different than it does
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now. Mr. Kolenda agreed that they value the character of the house. If they had endless funds
they would be putting wood siding back up.
Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none.

Ms. Gavin stated that if the house didn’t have the distinctive corners that it had the Commission
could enable them to utilize a modern material on the elevations where all of the siding is bad.
Because of the historic detail there doesn’t appear to be a way that is economically feasible for
them to replace the deteriorated siding with historic materials.
Ms. Uebbing recalled the unique features from the discussion about the corners. She
appreciates that they propose keeping the cedar shake material. If there were corner boards
they could look at it on a façade by façade basis where the deterioration is more prevalent.
However, in looking at it as a total replacement of lap siding, there is so much of it and no
feasible way of having the original material with the new. Therefore, it doesn’t seem to make
sense in this application to require that.
Ms. Gavin added that in many cases the Commission would likely allow an applicant to work on
one side at a time but the technical feasibility, given the lead count and the child in the home, is
compelling.
Mr. Maxam suggested that Standards 5 & 6 would apply.
Ms. Gavin asked if the new material can be mitered.
Mr. Rodriguez replied not likely. The applicant described either a metal corner bracket or a
woven siding technique. It isn’t mitered but butt joints one every other course change. That is
typically how cedar siding is done.
Mr. Maxam read Standard 6 noting that deteriorated historic features are to be repaired rather
than replaced. Where the severity of deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature
the new feature will match the old in design, color, texture and, where possible, materials.
Ms. Gavin added that the Secretary of Interior Guidelines specifically state that if using the
same kind of material is not technically or economically feasible then a compatible substitute
may be considered. The economic and technical feasibility of restoring four sides of cedar, with
lead present and a small child in the home, would allow the Commission to approve and it is
different than economic hardship; it is feasibility as opposed to hardship. The applicant isn’t
being asked to divulge their financials, it isn’t feasible for this specific property because of the
corners, the size of the house, value of the house and livability of the house.
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Mr. Reader related that he visited the site. He found that the only side that appears to be
salvageable would be the north side. The west and south sides are rough and appear that way
all the way up. Based on the quotes for repair of existing, Mr. Reader is comfortable with
replacement.

Mr. Maxam suggested they discuss the corners. Are Commissioners comfortable with the metal
corners or are the woven corners more appropriate?
Mr. Rodriguez indicated he is comfortable with either. From the street he doesn’t believe you
would be able to discern the difference.
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Ms. Uebbing agreed. Ms. Gavin added that she can see the bracket but it is likely less visible
on the fiber cement than it would be on wood.
Mr. Maxam asked if there is any preference for fiber cement or LP siding.

Mr. Maxam was curious what the LP with the woven corners would look like. He suspects it
may be a cleaner detail.
Mr. Rodriguez stated that it works great with cedar but he hasn’t seen it mimicked in this
material. He suggested that if the Commission is comfortable with the detail as presented in the
model they could approve it and, should an alternative be desired that it be brought back for
staff approval.
Mr. Maxam indicated that he would prefer the use of LP if the woven corner would be a cleaner,
neater detail without the corner brackets.
Mr. Rodriguez indicated that he is comfortable with what has been presented.
Mr. Maxam didn’t feel strongly enough to make it a requirement, just a recommendation.
Ms. Gavin MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION, FINDING THAT IT IS NOT
ECONOMICALLY FEASIBLE TO REPLACE THE MATERIAL IN KIND WITH WOOD AS
REQUIRED BY THE STANDARDS BUT THE STANDARDS ALLOW, WHEN TECHNICALLY
AND ECONOMICALLY INFEASIBLE, THE USE OF A COMPATIBLE SUBSTITUTE
MATERIAL. IN THIS CASE THE COMMISSION RECOMMENDS THAT THE APPLICANT
ATTEMPT THE LP SIDING WITH WOVEN CORNERS BUT APPROVES BOTH OPTIONS,
PER TESTIMONY AND THE APPLICATION AS SUBMITTED, BASED ON THE SECRETARY
OF THE INTERIOR STANDARDS 2, 5, 6, & 9 AND THE LOCAL PRESERVATION
STANDARDS. SUPPORTED by Mr. Rodriguez. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
650 Wealthy SE (CHD) – Request to construct a new storefront.
Andy Molesta was present on behalf of Terra Firma Holdings LLC. He related that they are
applying for a new storefront on the building.
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Mr. Reader feels that you can tell there is a bracket. That technique is repeated on a number of
houses on Union and it is important to preserve it so if that is how it can be preserved, given the
materials, he can support it

Ms. Uebbing felt that the application was rather thorough and invited questions from the
Commission.
Mr. Maxam asked about the proposed faux leaded insulated glass in the storefront on the north
elevation.
Mr. Molesta explained that they propose one solid window and they will mimic the grid using a
wood grid on the inside so it would be seen through the window. The color would likely match
the frame and would not be white. He stated that they are trying to mimic what is present at Art
of the Table down the street. It is important to keep the same height that is present now. There
is an angled roof on the structure that starts high on the west side near the Winchester and then
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decreases in elevation as you go to the east. Therefore, they had to maintain the height to hide
the roof. His understanding is that the slope occurred when the second story came down. The
story he got from the neighbor was that a former owner removed columns from the second floor
and didn’t replace them with anything and the weight from a snow storm caused collapse.
There are other stories as well.
Ms. Baker added that based on City records it burned in the ‘80’s so they took it down and built
the mansard/parapet that is present.

Mr. Reader noted that normally leading would come all the way through to the front. In his
opinion what is proposed doesn’t really mimic leaded glass.
Mr. Maxam asked if they are open to alternatives.
Mr. Molesta stated that they are definitely open to alternatives. The grid could even be
completely removed. They were just trying to add a bit of detail.
Ms. Gavin asked if they could apply the grid to both sides.
Mr. Molesta replied yes.
Mr. Rodriguez asked why not true leaded glass.
Mr. Molesta replied cost.
Mr. Maxam asked if “insulated glass in storefront” means aluminum storefront.
Mr. Molesta agreed; clear glass, no tint, two panel, insulated. They are hoping to have a black
finish.
Ms. Baker stated it would be like the Winchester.
Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none.
Mr. Reader expressed that he is not in favor of the grid behind the glass. If it is going to be
there because of a desire to mimic that pattern it has to be both on the inside and outside.
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Ms. Baker responded to Mr. Maxam indicating that what is present at Art of the Table is true
leaded glass.

Mr. Maxam asked if there is any historic record of storefront.
Ms. Baker replied only in the 1930’s photo. There is really no way of knowing for certain what
was original. However, they don’t have to replicate original, they just have to have something
that is compatible or a modern version of something.
Mr. Maxam suggested at a minimum the grid should be on the outside, or the inside and
outside, or there should be no grid at all.
Mr. Rodriguez agreed. However, he wonders what material might be used to replicate the
dimension of lead cane. Lead cane is very small even on wider caned channels. He has
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difficulty imagining it working well. He wouldn’t be comfortable approving a faux leaded glass
window but would absolutely support true leaded glass.

Mr. Maxam indicated that he would be comfortable with a small aluminum bar stock of some
kind, at least ¼ - ½ inch.
Ms. Baker advised that most of the storefront systems that have the faux divided lite on the
outside are made of that. They aren’t typically made out of wood. Because they are so small
and exposed to the weather wood would tend to warp.
Ms. Uebbing referred to the 1930’s photo. While they aren’t recreating that storefront, paying
homage to what could be painted glass or solid panels is appropriate. She would prefer single
panes matching the division of the rhythm of the lites below. It is simple and calls back to the
older storefront.
Ms. Baker advised that if the Commission finds the divided lites inappropriate they can deny that
portion. However, if they are compatible with the surroundings and they are appropriate then
they should be approved. Ms. Baker suggested Standard 9 was applicable.
Mr. Reader agreed. Essentially they are responding to historic materials, features, sizes, scale
and proportion. The reason the Commission is having a negative reaction is that it is one of
those elements that if done wrong looks odd and fake; it won’t ring true as a detail. He would
advocate for no grid or actual divided lites.
Ms. Uebbing expressed her preference for no grid but she would be comfortable with divided
lite.
Ms. Gavin didn’t have a strong preference either way. She doesn’t see that there is precedent
for a grid of that nature in the district but she doesn’t find that the scale, massing or proportion of
a snap in metal grid would be jarring in the district.
Mr. Reader noted that with a true leaded window there is no elevation of the grid beyond the
glass. As proposed it is similar to laying a lattice over it to fake it and it will likely look fake.
Another way to look at it is as a modern interpretation.
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Because this is not a recreation of a storefront but rather a new modern interpretation of a
historic storefront Ms. Gavin doesn’t believe they can require the applicant to install lead caning.
If they like the way the divided lite looks, the rhythm and the patterning is similar and in keeping
with the rhythm in the district elsewhere, regardless of whether they use lead or wood.
However, even in new infill the Commission wouldn’t approve a false divided lite on the interior
only.

Ms. Gavin stated that she doesn’t necessarily like it aesthetically but she does view it as a
modern interpretation and she doesn’t believe the Standards prevent them from allowing it.
Mr. Maxam MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION WITH THE STIPULATION THAT THE
FAUX LEADED GLASS GRILLES ARE ALUMINUM, OF A DIMENSION NOT TO EXCEED ½”
WIDE AND ¼” DEEP, WITH REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF THE FINAL DIMENSION BY
STAFF, OR THAT THE GRILLES BE OMMITTED ENTIRELY. INTERIOR GRILLES SHALL
NOT BE PRESENT WITHOUT AN EXTERIOR GRILLE. THE MOTION IS BASED ON THE
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SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR STANDARDS 1, 2, 6 & 9. SUPPORTED by Ms. Gavin.
YEAS: 4. NAYS: 1 (Rodriguez). MOTION CARRIED.
248 Prospect SE (HER) – Request to construct a one story rear addition.
Mr. Rodriguez requested to be recused in order that he may present the request on behalf of
the applicant.

Mr. Rodriguez introduced himself, present on behalf of Grand River Builders. Property owners
Sally and David Shepardson also introduced themselves.
Mr. Rodriguez related that they are requesting approval for a rear addition to the home. He
recalled that they were before the Commission last month for an advisory discussion with
almost an entirely different Commission in attendance. Mr. Rodriguez related that the house is
a vernacular Greek Revival style built in 1885 and relocated to its present site less than 20
years ago. The home is on a new foundation. The two side porches/entrances were
constructed at that time. A two story rear addition was removed and not rebuilt and they are
now requesting to build a rear addition. The dimensions proposed are approximately 23 x 15,
single-story. When the drawings were presented last month for the advisory discussion they
appreciated the feedback they received. Two items that seemed to be most bothersome were
the sloped roof rather than a true flat roof, which seemed to interfere with the integrity of a
cornice line, and the multiple divisions on the east facing casement windows. Both of those
issues have been addressed in the formal submission. They are proposing a true flat roof with
a built in gutter, which will allow for a consistent cornice line around all four elevations. They
have also simplified the division of lights on the casement windows; two over two.
Mr. Rodriguez clarified for Ms. Uebbing that the covered walk roof does have two small hips. It
is a low slope so they are proposing standing seam metal, either galvanized steel or copper. He
also clarified that the roof for the covered walkway will terminate just beneath the entablature of
the larger addition roof.
Mr. Reader asked if the trim details replicate the existing side porch.
Mr. Rodriguez replied yes and no. The basic proportion is similar to those but they have gone a
little further and added molding not present on the side porches. A detail that they have added,
and are requesting an option for, are the corner boards of the outside corners. Last month for
the advisory discussion they had drawn 5 ¼” wide corner boards for the siding to terminate
against. They are requesting the option to use applied pilasters similar to what is on the existing
side porch. The door shown on the east elevation has not been decided upon in detail so they
are requesting approval of the project with the details for that door to be staff approved. At a
minimum it will be 2/3 lite and perhaps ¾ lite. All of the windows and the door will be wood.
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Motion by Mr. Reader, supported by Ms. Gavin, recusing Mr. Rodriguez. Motion carried
unanimously.

Mr. Rodriguez left the room during deliberation.
Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none.
Mr. Maxam recalled that the original design had a visibly sloped roof on the back. He
appreciates how the elevation looks now with the crown molding.
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Mr. Maxam MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION AS SUBMITTED AND PER
TESTIMONY REGARDING THE 2/3 LITE DOOR, WITH FINAL DETAIL TO BE APPROVED
BY STAFF, BASED ON THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR STANDARDS 1, 2, 5, 6, 9 &
10. SUPPORTED by Ms. Gavin. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. (Mr. Rodriguez did
not vote)
701 Wealthy SE (CHD) – Request to install open faced channel letter lit sign.

Ms. Baker explained that they are proposing two halo lit signs on the new portion of the building,
similar to Peppino’s sign lighting. She clarified for the Commission that the sign will be back lit
having a halo effect. The letters are solid, not translucent. It will have a similar look to how it is
shown in the south elevation with light coming from behind the sign. It is somewhat of a modern
take on neon.
Ms. Baker clarified that the application itself indicates halo lit and the relating documents
submitted did make reference to internal illumination but she has clarified with the applicant that
the halo, back lit sign is what is proposed, which can be specified in a motion.
Ms. Gavin indicated that she would prefer that the letters were internally illuminated because
that is what would have been there.
Ms. Baker stated that it would have been a neon sign vs. a plastic cover that glows and would
have had a completely different lighting look. The request does meet Zoning code but a permit
will be necessary.
Mr. Maxam MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION WITH THE STIPULATION THAT THE
SIGNS BE HALO/BACK LIT BASED ON THE LOCAL PRESERVATION GUIDELINES AND
THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR STANDARDS 1 & 9. SUPPORTED by Mr. Reader.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
____________________________________________________________________________
DISCUSSION:
Preservation Awards
Residential Preservation Project Nominees: 714 Union SE, 356 Calkins SE, 603 Wealthy SE,
609 Wealthy SE, 28 Lafayette NE, 232 Morris SE, 333 Fountain NE and 19 Lafayette NE.
The Commission selected 28 Lafayette NE, 19 Lafayette NE, and 333 Fountain NE to receive
awards.
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There was no representation for the application.

Special Recognition Award Nominees: Heather Edwards, Pleasant Park, Lockwood Family,
and Jerry Meyer. The Commission selected Heather Edwards and Pleasant Park to receive the
awards.
Commercial Preservation Project Nominees: 1106 Wealthy SE, 615-26 Lyon NE, and 40 Pearl.
The Commission selected all three nominees to receive awards.
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Group Preservation Project Nominees: Monument Park, Congress School, and Stuyevesant
Apartments. The Commission selected Congress School to receive the award.
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ADJOURNED: 6:50 p.m.
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Minutes of the
GRAND RAPIDS HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
5:00 p.m. Wednesday, May 4, 2016
1120 Monroe Ave. NW
Public Hearing Room 2nd Floor
CALL TO ORDER

ABSENT:
STAFF PRESENT: Rhonda Baker and recording secretary Carol Gornowich
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES of March 2 and 16, and April 6, 2016,– Ms. Miller MOVED TO
APPROVE the minutes of the March 2 and 16, and April 6, 2016 meetings. SUPPORTED by
Mr. Reader. All in favor. MOTION CARRIED.

STAFF COMMUNICATIONS AND REPORTS
Certificates of Appropriateness Issued by Staff
20 Gay SE
326 Cherry SE
111 College NE
139 Prospect NE
520 Union SE
832 Wealthy SE
532 Union SE
1100 Wealthy SE

422 Fulton E
38 Gay SE
519 College SE
533 Paris SE
240 Prospect SE
29 Gay SE
48 Lafayette SE
248 College SE

258 James SE
266 Prospect SE
340 Prospect SE
345 Morris SE
557 Paris SE
271 Eastern SE
354 Washington SE

323 Paris SE
271 Eastern SE
230 Fulton E
40 Pearl NW
60 Union NE
480 Fountain NE
159 Lafayette NE

NEW BUSINESS
319 Morris SE (HER) – Request to construct a new garage.
Douglas Dok was present to discuss the request. He reminded the Commission that he was
previously before them with a request to demolish a seriously dilapidated garage. That request
was approved and the garage was demolished in March. He is now seeking approval of the
design of the proposed new garage. The proposed design is fairly simple. Mr. Dok recalled that
the former garage was 18’ wide x 22’ deep and the proposed garage is 20’ x 20’.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of May 4, 2016 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

MEMBERS PRESENT: Emily Uebbing, Christopher Reader, Jenn Gavin, David Maxam, Kerry
Baldwin, Lisa Miller and Michael Rodriguez

Mr. Rodriguez entered the meeting.
Mr. Dok recalled that the design of the new garage was discussed at the previous meeting. He
related that he took the comments of the Commission into consideration in the proposed design.
He recalled that the discussion included the possibility of using fiber cement stucco-like 4 x 8 or
4 x 10 panels vs. clapboard siding. His contractor took some time investigating the product and
he is concerned that the joints between the panels are butt joints. His concern is that when it is
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laid over OSB on top of wood studs that there could ultimately be some shifting of the panels
that would create problems with the butt joints. His recommendation is to use the clapboard
siding, which is what is proposed; a Hardie Board or similar fiber cement material. A 6 inch
reveal would be provided on the siding. Mr. Dok recalled that they also discussed the roof pitch
in March and they feel the suggested 6 x 12 pitch is appropriate. Mr. Dok presented a sample
of the proposed shingle, which is a close match to the house shingles. The trim would be 1 x 6
fiber cement, except on the fascia on the gable ends where they propose 1 x 8. The rafter tails
would be trimmed with 1 x 4’s. Mr. Dok suggested rather than trimming the rafter tails that they
could go with a longer or wider fascia board. The garage door would be embossed insulated
steel, the specifications of which have been included in the Commission’s packet. The door
style would be raised panel with six lites. The service door, which would be on the south side of
the structure, was initially proposed as fiber glass but since then they learned that a steel door
of the same design can be acquired for approximately half the price. Therefore, the steel
service door is proposed. That too would have raised panels and a 4 or 6 lite window.
Mr. Dok related that they presented two east elevations, which is the elevation facing toward the
street. Design one echoes the design of the former garage that had a scotch hip/partial hip.
This design includes a freeze board over the garage door opening that had a very slight rise at
the center point. The alternative, design two, is more traditional with straight gable ends. The
thought with this design is that it better reflects the house gable.
Ms. Miller asked if the freeze board is a reference to the original garage.
Mr. Dok agreed adding that it is included on both designs.
Ms. Uebbing clarified that the freeze board is in addition to the 1 x 6 trim board at the top of the
garage door.
Mr. Dok agreed. The freeze board was inset in the former garage. There was a framed in
portion he believes was a change when the overhead door was replaced sometime in the past.
He believes that the trim would be recessed from the surface.
Ms. Gavin clarified that the old trim was slightly recessed from the freeze board.
Ms. Uebbing expressed concern about the recessed trim suggesting it may be problematic with
water and snow collecting over the door.
Mr. Maxam noted that you don’t typically see two pieces of trim right next to each other that are
the same depth. Perhaps a thicker piece can be used to provide some reveal between the two.
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Ms. Uebbing stated that her concern is the recess.
Mr. Dok clarified that the freeze board with the taper would set flush with the overall opening
and the siding would come down to it. The trim piece underneath that would be recessed is his
understanding.
Mr. Maxam clarified that the tapered piece should be proud of everything else.
Mr. Dok agreed.
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Ms. Miller asked if detail is available for the proposed service door.
It was noted that the specifications were included in the Commission packet. Ms. Uebbing
recalled that it is proposed with a 4 or 6 lite window and raised panels.
Mr. Dok clarified that the specifications in the packet are for the originally proposed fiber glass
door but he would propose a steel door of the same design provided the material is not
objectionable.

Mr. Dok replied that it will be smooth.
Ms. Gavin noted that the garage door included in the packet is shown with the wood grain. It
was suggested that the smooth finish would be more appropriate.
Mr. Dok was agreeable to the smooth finish overhead door.
Ms. Miller asked if the foundation will be masonry block units.
Mr. Dok clarified that the foundation will be poured.
Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none.
Ms. Miller indicated that all of her questions and concerns were addressed during discussion.
She finds the scale and either design appropriate.
Ms. Gavin indicated that she has a slight preference for Design 1, which echoes the former
garage without copying it. However, she would be agreeable to either design.
Mr. Maxam indicated that he also favors Design 1.
Ms. Miller MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION, PER PLANS AND TESTIMONY, with
the following conditions:
1. Smooth Hardie Board or similar fiber cement lap siding is approved.
2. A steel service door, per testimony, is approved
3. The finish of the proposed overhead door shall be smooth. If the smooth finish is not
available the applicant shall consult staff for approval of an alternate door/finish.
The motion is based on the local preservation guidelines and the Secretary of Interior
Standards 1, 2, 3, & 9. SUPPORTED by Ms. Gavin. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of May 4, 2016 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Ms. Uebbing asked if the Hardie Board siding will be smooth or woodgrain.

248 College SE (HER) – Request to replace non-historic garage doors & install glass block in
basement window opening located on rear half of house.
Chris Tallarico was present to discuss the application. He explained that they propose replacing
the garage doors. When they purchased the property approximately 8 months ago the garage
doors didn’t open due to heaving of the concrete. They had to cut the bottom of the left side
door to get the door to partially open. The right side door is beginning to rot at the bottom due
to the roof line. They propose a gutter on the garage to prevent that in the future. They are
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open to a variety of materials for the garage doors. Mr. Tallarico explained that there are 13
basement windows in the home. A number of the windows are broken. The front window is
badly rotting but he understands that it would be undesirable to replace that because of the view
from the street. They are seeking approval to replace the windows on the back half of the
house with glass block. All of the basement windows are boarded up from the inside with
insulation between the boards and the windows. The basement is very dark, damp and musty.
They desire to get air flow through the space and some natural light to help to clean that space
up.

Mr. Tallarico replied that they prefer overhead doors as period correct as they can get. The
doors that are present are not original.
Ms. Baker clarified that they have submitted some basic door designs for consideration. They
are seeking metal as an option.
Ms. Uebbing asked the difference between option 1 and option 2.
Mr. Tallarico reviewed the submission as Ms. Baker added the option numbers to the photos.
He stated that option 1 has handles on the doors. He clarified that they are open to the design
of the doors but they would like some glass in them for natural light.
Mr. Rodriguez commented on the proposed glass block windows asking if the original windows
are still intact.
Mr. Tallarico replied that the original windows are there. Someone put a piece of insulation over
the windows on the inside and then a piece of plywood. Some of the windows are in decent
shape and others are broken and/or cracked in the corners. They are proposing only to replace
those at the back of the house; the window behind the existing fence on the side, one on the
north side at the northeast corner and one on the south side. The window at the northeast
corner can’t be seen from the sidewalk.
Ms. Uebbing asked if they’ve considering restoring the windows rather than replacing them with
glass block.
Mr. Tallarico replied that they hadn’t.
Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of May 4, 2016 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Ms. Miller asked if they propose the garage doors as pivot style or overhead doors.

The Commission discussed the garage doors.
Ms. Gavin appreciates that changing the garage doors to the overhead mechanism won’t be
exactly the same as the historic mechanism but it will bring the doors closer to the original
design. In considering the proposed garage doors the Commission is considering scale and
massing. That being said, the doors selected appear to be more of a craftsman style door. She
isn’t sure there is a modern door that would be a bit more appropriate or perhaps have a bit
more transparency.
Mr. Maxam clarified that the doors that are there are not the historic doors.
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Ms. Gavin agreed. The existing doors appear to have been built in the 1980’s out of deck
boards and plywood. They made somewhat of a dutch door system, not entirely unattractive,
but not necessarily appropriate for the house either. Ms. Gavin appreciates the effort to make
the garage doors appear to be more historically appropriate but she isn’t sure about the choices
in the packet.

Ms. Miller feels it is important to downplay the fact that they are replacing a double pivot door
with an overhead door. She feels they should look at a door that doesn’t have expressed
horizontal panels where the pivot points are in the door. In looking at option 3 there is no
expressed trim piece. She agrees that square windows vs. the arched windows would be more
appropriate because there is no reference to the arch in the existing architecture. She would
suggest a simple window pattern and keep the doors as simple as possible so as not to
reference any period but rather have them blend in. By applying the handle hardware it will look
from the street like a pivoting door to fit the carriage house era. Ms. Miller stated that with
options 1 and 2 the doors appear fairly smooth with vertical rails. Option 2 seems too busy with
the mullions.
Ms. Gavin suggested that if the windows in option 1 are just a simple vertical band and the
windows are rectangular and not arched on the top she would find that to be appropriate.
Mr. Reader indicated that he wouldn’t want to see the simulated hinges installed.
Other Commissioners agreed.
The Commission discussed the glass block windows proposed.
Ms. Miller clarified which windows are proposed for replacement; on the north side the far
eastern window, one on the east side, and on the south side the far eastern window behind the
fence line.
Ms. Gavin feels the Standards are clear and that the original windows should be repaired. She
doesn’t find a compelling reason to replace them with glass block.
Mr. Maxam agreed. It sounds like it is a basic matter of maintenance. Standard 2 requires that
the character of the property shall be retained and preserved. Removal of historic materials or
alteration of features and spaces that characterize a property shall be avoided.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of May 4, 2016 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Ms. Uebbing referred to the 1936 photo noting that there appears to be several panels on the
doors. Therefore, when she considers the options presented she likes the paneling in option 4
but maybe instead of the arched lights they could look into different openings. The paneling is
what she is considering in the historic photo.

Ms. Gavin agreed.
Mr. Rodriguez also agreed. However, if the applicant were to return after doing further
investigation and find that some of the windows are beyond repair then he believes they could
give them an option to replace with glass block, following the standards for glass block
installation.

Packet Pg. 322

3.16
Grand Rapids Historic Preservation Commission
May 4, 2016
Page 6

Ms. Baldwin agreed. She related that she knows these windows well because she can see
them from her own window. The windows they’ve identified wouldn’t be visible from the public
right-of-way.

Ms. Gavin added that if the Commission were to approve glass block they would have to
obscure it with a screen or storm window so it likely wouldn’t be a cost saving measure.
Mr. Maxam feels this is a case for like for like replacement regardless of the location of the
window.
Ms. Miller MOVED TO APPROVE REPLACEMENT OF THE GARAGE DOORS, OPTION 1 OR
SIMILAR, WITHOUT SIMULATED HINGES AND WITH FINAL DESIGN TO BE REVIEWED
AND APPROVED BY STAFF based on the local preservation guidelines and the Secretary
of the Interior’s Standards 2, 3, 4, & 9. SUPPORTED by Mr. Reader. MOTION CARRIED
UNANIMOUSLY.
Ms. Miller MOVED TO DENY INSTALLATION OF GLASS BLOCK WINDOWS IN BASEMENT
WINDOW OPENINGS based on the local preservation guidelines and the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards 2, 3, 6, & 9. SUPPORTED by Mr. Rodriguez. MOTION CARRIED
UNANIMOUSLY.
____________________________________________________________________________
746 Wealth SE (CHD) – Request to demolish rear brick half of the commercial building.
Mr. Maxam expressed his desire to recuse himself on this application as he is the architect on
the project.
Motion by Ms. Miller, supported by Ms. Gavin, finding that Mr. Maxam has a conflict of
interest. Motion carried unanimously.
Architect David Maxam, general contractor Trevor Petrullia, and property owner Ken Armour
were present to discuss the application. Mr. Maxam explained that they are seeking approval to
demolish the rear half of the building. The application packet includes a letter from Classic
Engineering relating the findings of the preliminary investigation. The building is in very poor
condition. There was a previous application for demolition in 1993 that didn’t move forward.
The storefront was more recently updated and is in relatively decent condition compared to the
rest. The back of the building is interesting construction; it is glazed terra cotta tile but not the
standard larger size. It is closer in size to a brick but not quite that small. Approximately 60% of
the mortar is missing and when inside the building you can see light through the back wall
mortar joints. As you look down the driveway some leaning is evident. When standing in back
of the building looking toward the street you can see that the east side of the building is peeling
away. The building to the east has a pitched roof that drains all of the water into the alley way
between the two buildings. There is a newer gutter, downspout and drain tile that carries the
water away toward the back of the buildings and he suspects for years that all of the watershed
off that roof was going into the alley causing water, swelling and damage to the foundation of

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of May 4, 2016 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Ms. Uebbing recalled instances where restoration wasn’t possible yet an applicant was required
to replace in kind. Since the original windows are there to provide a good example it is likely it
would be easier to find a replacement window rather than install glass block. The historic look
should be maintained when possible, even if it is the rear of the house.
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the subject building. There is a great deal of foundation damage in the basement of the
building. Mr. Maxam clarified that they are not seeking approval to demolish the sided portion of
the building, only the glazed block addition that is beyond repair.

Mr. Reader asked if the steel beam shown in the photo is anchored into the cement column that
comes up and through the building.
Mr. Petrullia replied that that is in the front half of the building, not the portion proposed for
demolition.
Mr. Maxam added that the steel beam is clearly something that was salvaged from another
building and put in there at some point. It is too long so they stuck it out the side of the building.
There are old bolt hole patterns from wherever it was previously installed.
Mr. Maxam commented further on the condition of the structure proposed for demolition. When
looking at the west side there is an upper story window and the wall that it is in bows forward.
The window surface is approximately 4 inches out from where it should be to be in line with the
face of the building. The mortar and lintel in the area of the glass block window below it is also
gone.
Mr. Petrullia added that at one point the roof was replaced and the joists aren’t load bearing on
the existing joists from the original. They don’t know where the weight is being transferred down
to. It could become a safety hazard with a heavy snow load.
Mr. Maxam agreed that there is no clear structural logic from how the load paths get from the
roof down to the foundation. With the walls so much out of plumb and that much of the mortar
missing there could be a case of wind loading also.
Mr. Reader asked if there will be a view into the existing building once this portion comes down.
Mr. Maxam explained that they will be designing a new addition to replace this section of the
building and they would return to the Commission to present that. They won’t take the subject
addition down until the new addition is approved.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of May 4, 2016 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Mr. Maxam explained that the tile isn’t like brick that could be removed leaving the load bearing
studs behind it. If the tiles were removed the roof and floor would come down, neither of which
are in good shape themselves. The only way to repair it would be to literally take every block
down and there would be nothing but the deteriorated foundation. Every block would then have
to be relayed and he isn’t certain the building code would permit the use of that material.
Additionally all of the mortar that is left would have to be cleaned off of the tiles and it isn’t likely
that would be possible without damaging them.

Mr. Petrullia indicated that they don’t want to move forward with the drawings and design if the
demolition isn’t approved.
Mr. Maxam added that the alternative would be to clad the back in a Hardie Panel siding with an
exposure to match existing siding.
Ms. Baldwin asked if there is a wall present now between the two sections of the building.
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Mr. Petrullia stated that there is but there is a pass through it from the staircase. It is sketchy as
to what it is holding.
Ms. Baldwin asked if there is any concern that removal of the rear portion will impact the front
portion.
Mr. Maxam explained that there will be a structural evaluation before it comes down. Mr.
Petrullia added that the structural analysis should be complete this week with a full report from
Classic Engineering on what needs to be done and if the demolition is even possible.

Mr. Maxam replied that it is highly suspect and there are differing opinions. The floors have a
great deal of warp in them. Mr. Armour added that the steel beam mentioned goes all the way
across to the neighbor’s property. Mr. Maxam stated that the foundation for that portion of the
building is highly suspect and there has been at least 4 inches of fall across one of the
bedrooms upstairs. They hope to be able to jack it up and get things level enough to utilize floor
leveling compound and have a reasonable floor there. Otherwise they will have to replace floor
joists. They will know more when the structural report is complete.
Ms. Gavin asked if there is any way to salvage the blocks from the rear portion for some other
use.
Mr. Maxam stated that they are very brittle so they won’t come down and clean up well like brick
does.
Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none.
Mr. Maxam left the meeting room during the Commission deliberation.
Ms. Gavin stated that the first question to consider is whether the addition is a contributing
feature. Because of its age she feels it is contributing. Therefore, they have to consider the
demolition criteria for this application. In reviewing the packet and considering the testimony
she feels demolition criteria A has been met; the resource constitutes a hazard to the safety of
the public or to the structures occupants. It sounds as if it would be impossible to repair it.
All agreed.
Ms. Gavin MOVED TO APPROVE THE DEMOLITION OF THE REAR BRICK HALF OF THE
COMMERCIAL BUILDING, WITH THE ISSUANCE OF A NOTICE TO PROCEED, with the
stipulation that demolition not occur until plans are approved for the new addition and
construction must begin within 30 days of demolition. The Commission finds that the
request to demolish meets Demolition Criteria A and is a hazard to the safety of the
public. SUPPORTED by Mr. Rodriguez. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
____________________________________________________________________________

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of May 4, 2016 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Ms. Baldwin asked if they feel the wooden portion of the building is salvageable.

PUBLIC HEARING
111 College NE (HER) – Request to demolish the old Kent Skills Center building located at the
northwest corner of Fountain and College.
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Ken Klomparens, Executive Director of Facilities for Grand Rapids Public Schools, Drew
Hutchinson of Pioneer Construction, and Engineer Mike Murphy were present to discuss the
request. Mr. Klomparens explained that this request to demolish the original tech-ed building at
the corner of Fountain and College was generated when Superintendant Neal was appointed.
She went on a listening tour and one of the comments she got from public comment was to
please remove the building because it doesn’t fit the neighborhood. It was then incorporated in
the transformation plan that the School Board adopted and it was also identified in the bond
program that was passed last fall. Mr. Klomparens related that they will retain the curb cut on
College and construct a bus turn-around to help alleviate some of the traffic. There will be some
level of landscaping done on the rest of the parcel. However, they will wait to do that until they
do the complete campus under the bond program in a few years. In the meantime the site will
be filled in and seeded.
Mr. Klomparens responded to comments indicating that demolition would begin as soon as
school is out.
Ms. Miller asked if the sidewalk is going to remain.
Mr. Murphy stated that there will be a portion of the sidewalk within the site, adjacent to the
building, that will come out during demolition. The reconnection of the sidewalks is still in
design with the bus loop.
Ms. Miller asked why the sidewalk in the green space isn’t being removed; the triangular portion.
Mr. Murphy clarified that parts of it will connect to the bus loop. The triangular piece will connect
northerly to the bus stop location.
Ms. Gavin noted that trees are to be preserved to the extent possible.
Mr. Murphy agreed, with the exception of a few trees in planters on the north side of the
building.
Mr. Maxam asked if it will be four to five years before the final redevelopment of the site.
Mr. Klomparens replied that at this point they haven’t determined the final priorities for bond
projects but it is likely the Central campus will be in the second group thereby putting it
approximately 3 years out. The bus loop will go in immediately but final campus improvements
will be three years out.
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Ms. Uebbing invited public comment.
Jack Hessler, 50 College, offered full support for the demolition. He asked about the duration of
demolition, hours during which demolition will occur, and whether there will be any street
closures. Mr. Hessler stated that he is also somewhat concerned about the 3 to 5 year plan and
what the property will look like in the meantime. If it is grass that will be fine but they don’t want
it to look like a left over construction site for three years.
Drew Hutchinson, Pioneer Construction, responded to the questions. They will begin mass
demolition approximately 6/14/16 and anticipate completion toward the end of August. Site
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restoration will be complete mid-September with grass planted on the site. Demolition activities
will take place during daylight hours, approximately 7 a.m. to 4 p.m.
Jim Payne, President of the Heritage Hill Association, offered support for the request. The
building was constructed in 1972 and is not a historic building. Speaking as a resident, Mr.
Payne stated that they are looking forward to this demolition. The neighborhood came up with
an idea of baking a cake that looks like the school and cutting it up and serving it to the
neighborhood. They are going to do that and have a ceremony.

Ms. Miller explained that it isn’t a contributing building so they don’t need to address the
Standards.
Mr. Rodriguez MOVED TO APPROVE THE DEMOLITION REQUEST finding that the
building is not a contributing resource and that it meets Demolition Criteria D; retaining
the resource is not in the interest of the majority of the community. SUPPORTED by Ms.
Baldwin. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
Mr. Klomparens related that the cake ceremony will take place on June 8 behind the building.
____________________________________________________________________________
DISCUSSION
422 E Fulton – Inquiry regarding French doors on carriage house.
James Rybaski was present for the discussion. He provided history of his business profile,
involvement in the community, and how he has been awarded for providing quality housing and
safety. The care, quality of workmanship and repairs, decorating, and compliance with housing
codes are extremely important to him with respect to the subject carriage house. Certain safety
issues are extremely important and must be addressed and rules of the historic district must
evolve and change over time to ensure the greater safety of residents and the integrity of the
building in certain instances. Mr. Rybaski recalled that a women’s life was lost in the area
recently and there are a lot of different situations that happen in the area that contribute to a
landlord being interested in more than just the income from his rental properties. Mr. Rybaski
related that he has invested over $185,000 in the mansion and carriage house restoring the
building interiors. He cares for his tenants also. Mr. Rybaski related that he is seeking approval
for French doors for the subject property. This matter arose when dealing with the rot in the area
of the balcony, which was causing other damage to the building. For the safety of the tenant in
the lower unit she vacated the premises and the balcony had to come down. Ms. Baker has
advised that one option it to put a new balcony up and another option is to take the carriage
house back to the original historic look it had years ago. Mr. Rybaski has decided to eliminate
the second floor French doors and replace them with windows, which have been staff approved.
On the first floor he is seeking approval for new French doors.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of May 4, 2016 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Mr. Rodriguez asked if anyone disagrees that retaining the resource is not in the interest of the
majority of the community.

Ms. Baker clarified that there are no clear records as to when the French doors were installed.
Mr. Rybaski agreed that the doors are not historic. A former property owner installed them and
they were installed backwards, allowing water to get in and cause the rot in the area of the
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balcony. The proposed French doors are as close as he can find with the same mullions and it
looks exactly like the former doors. It is a thermal pane door for the insulation factor. The door
is made out of wood but the skin is metal for safety purposes. A wood door would not provide
the safety factor that the proposed door would because it could split/be kicked in.
Mr. Rybaski began to circulate photos of work done in the Heritage Hill district that does not
meet the Standards.
Ms. Uebbing asked if the proposed door is a clad door.

Ms. Uebbing noted that the former door had a larger kick panel. If safety is a concern it would
seem that having that larger panel would be important. The proposed door now has more
glass.
Mr. Reader clarified his understanding of the request; to retain a wood framed metal door.
Mr. Rybaski agreed. The door provides more safety and looks just like it used to other than the
slightly smaller kick plate.
Mr. Maxam asked the height of the door.
Mr. Rybaski replied that it is a standard residential door. There has been no change to the
width or height of the opening.
Ms. Uebbing invited public comment; there was none.
Mr. Reader observed that in the photo of the doors with the brass plates it appears that there
are storm doors in front of the French doors. In the second photo of the deconstruction the
actual doors behind the storm doors are more visible.
Ms. Uebbing noted that in each of the photos there is a larger kick plate.
Ms. Baker provided some history for the Commission. The building was converted in 1941 and
1948 to multi-family units; the number of units was increased in 1948. There is also some
evidence of remodeling in 1920 and 1927, as well as when it was converted in the ‘40’s but
there is no record of the extent of the remodeling.
Ms. Gavin presumed that the subject doors are not historic then.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of May 4, 2016 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Ms. Baker clarified that the framing is wood but the door itself is metal.

Ms. Baker replied that they are in every photo that she has dating back at least 43 years.
Ms. Gavin pointed out that had this application come to them before the removal of the doors
the Commission would have required replacement with wooden doors. In terms of safety,
statistically someone is far more likely to force entry through a window than through a door.
She doesn’t find the safety argument compelling.
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Mr. Maxam agreed. Wood doors can provide just as much security as metal. If there was a
desire to enter through these doors it would simply be a matter of breaking the glass and
operating the handle.

Ms. Baker advised that the Commission can provide advice or take formal action. If the door is
found to be inappropriate yet the Commission wishes to approve it then a Notice to Proceed
would be the direction to take. If found to be inappropriate per the Standards it can be denied or
it can be approved as a Certificate of Appropriateness.
Mr. Maxam noted that the metal doors have a molding around the glazing panel that stands
proud, which is not present on the previous wood doors. That is a profile change between
historic and new. There is also the issue of the bottom style.
Ms. Baker suggested that another option is that the Commission treat this as an advisory
discussion and make a recommendation, which would allow staff the ability to do more research
at the library if the issue of contributing or non-contributing is a concern.
Ms. Uebbing felt that would be the appropriate course of action since they don’t know if the
wood doors are original. If requiring the applicant to replace in kind then it shouldn’t have that
extra row of windows.
Ms. Miller noted that the new door has an elongated proportion in its width and the mullions in
the windows. The door that was removed fit the spatial relationships better with the existing
windows. The new door is causing a dynamic that doesn’t fit with the existing windows.
Ms. Baker clarified that if the Commission offers an advisory opinion then staff would investigate
the age of the doors further to determine if they fall within a contributing era of the district. If
found to be the case then the recommendation would typically be to replace in kind. If it is
determined that it falls outside of that then it could be revisited.
Mr. Maxam suggested that the simple fact is that the door faces the street. Is a steel door
appropriate in that instance? If they provide an advisory it seems that the application will just
come right back to them. At this point he would suggest denying the request.
Ms. Baker asked if she were to discover that the balcony went in in 1955 whether that would
weigh in on the Commission’s review and change their view of the metal door.

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of May 4, 2016 5:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Mr. Rodriguez stated that from his perspective the safety issues are hypothetical; there is no
documented safety issue related to the wooden doors. Mr. Rodriguez asked staff if the
Commission is treating this as an advisory discussion or as a Notice to Proceed.

Ms. Gavin didn’t believe that would impact her opinion because of the pattern of the openings
and the rythym of the façade. Even if it were non-contributing it is necessary to respect the
pattern of window openings and the overall historic street scape. She feels in either case the
Commission would deny.
Ms. Gavin MOVED TO DENY RETENTION OF THE STEEL FRENCH DOORS, based on the
local preservation guidelines and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 2, 6, 9 & 10,
granting the applicant 12 months to replace the steel doors with wood doors, which are
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to be reviewed and approved by staff. SUPPORTED by Mr. Rodriguez. MOTION CARRIED
UNANIMOUSLY.
Mr. Rybaski stated that he has to get this work done. He asked if the replacement has to be
French doors.
Ms. Baker replied yes and they have to match what was there previously.

Ms. Baker agreed that he could.
239 Union SE – Request for an extension of time to correct front porch floor.
Ms. Baker related that the property owner is requesting a 12 month extension. Since the
applicant was last before the Commission she has discovered that the contractor did not build
the porch structure correctly and it will all have to be reconstructed to meet building code.
Ms. Gavin noted from the letter that the applicant is seeking an extension of 18 months.
Ms. Baker indicated that 12 months from her deadline is actually 18 months out.
Ms. Miller MOVED TO GRANT AN EXTENSION UNTIL OCTOBER 2017. SUPPORTED by
Mr. Reader. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
135 Lafayette NE – Request for an extension of time to correct garage door.
Ms. Baker related that the applicant is asking for an extension of time for his garage door but he
hasn’t indicated how much time he is asking for. The original time frame granted to correct the
violation was 18 months. This is the first extension being requested.
Ms. Miller MOVED TO GRANT A SIX MONTH EXTENSION TO COMPLETE THE WORK OR
TO MAKE SUBSTANTIAL PROGRESS WITH A RETURN TO THE HPC FOR A PROGRESS
REPORT. SUPPORTED by Mr. Reader. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
PUBLIC COMMENT
None.
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Mr. Rybaski asked if he could reuse the doors removed from the second floor.

ADJOURNED: 6:40 p.m.
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22 JEFFERSON SE - REQUEST TO CREATE A NEW WINDOW OPENING ON REAR
BUILDING
BACKGROUND:
The applicant received a CoA from the HPC in July of 2018 to re-open windows and introduce
new opening in the block outbuilding located at the rear of the property. Since this time they
have run into an issue with the proposed location of the west façade 2nd floor proposed opening
and are seeking to lower it.
The building in question is located at the back of the lot behind the circa 1880s house. The
building is an industrial style block warehouse structure constructed circa 1940’s as part of
Mullian’s Carpet & Rug business used namely for rug cleaning.
GUIDELINES
Local Guidelines
Windows & Doors
Installing additional window and door openings. If such additions are necessary they should be
installed on a rear or non-character defining façade, but only if they do not compromise the
architectural integrity of the building. The design of such units must be compatible with the
overall design and material of the buildings existing units.
SECRETARY OF INTERIOR STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES
#1
A property shall be used for its historic purpose or be placed in a new use that requires minimal
change to the defining characteristics of the building and its site and environment.
#2
The historic character of the property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of historic
materials or alteration of features and spaces that characterize a property shall be avoided.
#9
New additions, exterior alterations or related new construction shall not destroy historic
materials that characterize a property. The new work shall be differentiated from the old and
shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale and architectural features to protect the historic
integrity of the property and its environment.
#10
New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be undertaken in such a manner
that if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its
environment would be unimpaired.
STAFF NOTES & GUIDELINES
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As noted above the applicant is seeking to make an alteration to the
previously approved location for the new window opening proposed for the second floor of the
west façade. This is a new opening, not a recreation or restoration of a historic opening.
The style, material and dimensions of the window will not change it will still mimic the size,
soldier course, and muntin pattern of the existing second floor window on the same façade with
dimensions of 3.4’ tall and 6’ wide. The change requested is to drop the window the height of
one course of block lower than the head height that was approved, one block lower than the
height head of the other 2nd floor window on the same façade. The request is being made as the
proposed location is in conflict with structural members. Per the applicant the roof slopes down
from south to north to a roof drain in the NW corner of the roof. The roof joists bear on the
course which would become the window header and as such they are seeking to drop the
window. Staff would interject a possible consideration, should the HPC find the proposal to be
in appropriate, would dropping the existing opening one course as well be appropriate?
Guidelines
Installing additional window and door openings. If such additions are necessary they should be
installed on a rear or non-character defining façade, but only if they do not compromise the
architectural integrity of the building. The design of such units must be compatible with the
overall design and material of the buildings existing units. Is the new opening and window
compatible with the character of the building? Will it compromise the integrity of the structure?
A property shall be used for its historic purpose or be placed in a new use that requires minimal
change to the defining characteristics of the building and its site and environment. Is this a
minimal change to the overall character?
New additions, exterior alterations or related new construction shall not destroy historic
materials that characterize a property. The new work shall be differentiated from the old and
shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale and architectural features to protect the historic
integrity of the property and its environment. Is it compatible but differentiated? In this instance
is it necessary to be differentiated? If it should be differentiated does it meet that requirement? If
not could it be accomplished by not having the soldier course or by other means?
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From: Alicia Miller [mailto:aliciajmiller2@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 12, 2019 1:06 PM
To: Baker, Rhonda <rbaker@grand-rapids.mi.us>
Subject: Fwd: 22 Jefferson

We have run into an issue during construction at 22 Jefferson.
The location of the new window was approved by the commission. Structurally, it isn't possible
to keep the window where we have shown because the roof structure slopes down from S-N to a
roof drain in the NW corner of the roof. The roof joists bear on the the course which would
become the new header.
We had looked into supporting the joists internally but that would require a ledger across the top
of the window. visible both on the interior and exterior.
What would be required to get approval to drop the window a course?

See the sketch below.
Let me know if you need any additional information.

Thanks,
Alicia VanderArk
616-322-9970

Attachment: APPLICANT REQUEST (22 JEFFERSON SE - NEW WINDOW OPENING)

Rhonda,
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PROPOSED NEW
WINDOW LOCATION

APPROVED WINDOW
LOCATION

NEW WINDOW LOCATION

22 JEFFERSON AVE
GARAGE RENOVATION
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22 Jefferson Ave SE
New Window Location

The roof joists step down around the roof drain and at the location of the new window, they bear on the
CMU course which would need to be removed. We briefly explored using joist hangers to structurally
support the roof and still keep the new window in the previously approved location. However, they would
be clearly visible through the window on the exterior and would be very unsightly on the interior. We are
requesting to place the new window one course lower than was previously approved, keeping the same
window size and lite proportions.

Roof
Drain

Attachment: ADDITIONAL INFORMATION (22 JEFFERSON SE - NEW WINDOW OPENING)

The existing roof slopes down from south to north to a roof drain at the Northwest corner of the garage.
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top of approved window
bottom of exist. joists

previously approved window location
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Attachment: PREVIOUS MINUTES AND MOTION (22 JEFFERSON SE - NEW WINDOW OPENING)
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Attachment: PREVIOUS MINUTES AND MOTION (22 JEFFERSON SE - NEW WINDOW OPENING)
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Attachment: PREVIOUS MINUTES AND MOTION (22 JEFFERSON SE - NEW WINDOW OPENING)
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Meeting Date: March 20, 2019
559 COLLEGE AVE SE - REQUEST TO RETAIN MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT
BACKGROUND:
City Staff became aware that new a/c units were installed along with several exterior lines at 559
College SE without the required City Mechanical permit nor a CoA. Staff contacted the owner
and she subsequently submitted a CoA requesting to retain the system as it currently exists. On
November 7, 2018 the HPC denied the owners request but allotted her six months to return to the
HPC with a new plan that would address the issues with the exterior lines. The owner has since
met with City Staff and her contractor and is returning to the HPC with amendments to the
existing set up.
The house in questions dates to circa 1905.
PRESERVATION GUIDELINES:
Mechanical Equipment
Recommended:
Energy conservation and mechanical upgrade concerns should be addressed in a manner that
ensures that they do not cause damage or diminish the historic character of the building, the site,
or the district.
Install new equipment when necessary so that it causes the least alteration possible to the
building’s floor plan, the exterior elevation, site and environment and the least damage to historic
building material.
Installation of air conditioning units, if required by the new use, in such a manner that historic
materials and features are not damaged or obscured.
All mechanical equipment should be installed in the least visible location, normally the rear of
the structure.
When mechanical equipment is affixed to a building it must be installed to avoid damaging the
structure.
Mechanical equipment should be installed low to the ground, using as little space as possible to
decrease the visual impact.
Screening material may include vegetative material, lattice, fencing or other compatible material.
All proposed screening materials and designs must be reviewed and approved by the HPC or
staff.
Visual and physical affects to the structure or neighborhood must also be taken into account.
The equipment should be made to blend with the surrounding by painting it to match the
structure and screening it with appropriate materials.
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Not Recommended:
Installing a new mechanical system so that character defining structural features are radically
changed, damaged or destroyed.
Installing vertical runs of duct, pipe and cable in places where they will damage or obscure
character defining features.
Radically changing the appearance of the historic building.
SECRETARY OF INTERIOR STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES
#2
The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The removal of historic
materials or alteration of features and spaces that characterize a property shall be avoided.
#5
Distinctive materials, features, finishes and construction techniques or examples of
craftsmanship that characterize a property will be preserved.
#9
New additions, exterior alterations or related new construction shall not destroy historic
materials that characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated from the old and
shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale and architectural features to protect the historic
integrity of the property and its environment.
STAFF NOTES & GUIDELINES
The owner is seeking approval of amendments to the denied system that was installed without
permits in hopes that the alterations will bring the system into a compliance with the guidelines
and standards. As noted at the November meeting the owner has Scoliosis and as part of her
medical needs her home requires a consistent temperature and humidity level throughout the year
and to attain this air conditioning is required.
The proposal as submitted will relocate the two grey residential units located at grade next to the
southwest porch to the 2nd floor roof located at the rear of the house. Relocating these units will
allow them to remove the two lines located on the south elevation, which are visible from the
public right of way.
At this time the owner is not seeking any other alterations to the remaining lines located on the
west and north elevations, nor have they included any information as to what was explored for
those lines, why they are proposing to leave them as is, nor why they cannot be included in the
roof top relocation or through the basement. Upon speaking with the owner it is my
understanding that she will discuss this with her contractor (who is anticipated to be present at
the HPC meeting) in hopes of being able to address these concerns as they were raised at the last
meeting by commissioners.
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Below is the staff write-up from the previous meeting, it is simply
being included to bring our new commissioner, and or, any other commissioner that may not
have been present at the November meeting up to speed.
As the work commenced it was done in a manner that cannot be approved by HP Staff and as
such the owner is before the HPC seeking to retain the work as it currently exists. As of today the
contractor applied for a mechanical permit but has not obtained approval. To reach the upper
floors the contractor installed ground units in the side yard near the rear of the house and
proceeded to run several lines up the outside walls of the west, north and south elevations all the
way to the 3rd floor running the lines along corner boards and over flat fascia boards under the
roof eaves. The lines were then covered with plastic casing, one assumes to make them either
blend with the surroundings or to look like downspouts, but that is an assumption on staffs part.
The reasoning for the exterior lines noted by the contractor are in part related to Zoning
restrictions and manufacturers limitations. Staff does not understand the reference to the Zoning
Code as that code only requires a distance of 3’ between the units and the lot lines, something
that could be achieved on both sides and the rear. Additionally, the information submitted does
not indicated what other installation methods or locations were looked at. To better understand
what options are available for such installations I sat down with one of our mechanical inspectors
and he described a few possible options that may work at this residence with less exterior affect.
·
·
·

·

Did they look into using an existing chase, like a closet, does something like this exist on
the interior where lines could have been tucked into?
There are round small 3” to 4” ducts available today that work with an air handler that
could have possibly been placed in interior walls or spaces, was this looked at?
An air handler could have been placed in attic space allowing direct ducts on the inside to
the interior spaces, Are there unfinished spaces in the 3rd floor that could have been
utilized for an air handler and then the ducts could have gone directly into the ceiling of
the 2nd floor and into any finished 3rd floor spaces with no exterior lines, was this
considered and explored?
Additionally, upon review of the exterior I pondered the following possibility (which the
inspector also said would meet code). There exists a very low pitch roof on the rear
portion of the house where the unit(s) could have been placed by creating a small
platform and rail system, with little to no visibility from the ground. If the unit(s) were in
this location the lines could have been run straight into the 3rd floor and also straight
down into the 2nd floor through the roof, thus providing a short distance from the unit to
the head and having no lines on the exterior walls and only minor ones on the roof which
would not be visible. The roof looks to have sufficient space for at least 2 of the units if
not all three and the distance to the head may be less than the existing location and
certainly not more. Even if only 2 units could be located there, there also appears
opportunity to move one unit to the north side, possibly on the flat porch roof which
would also greatly diminish the amount of exterior lines.

GUIDELINES
Energy conservation and mechanical upgrade concerns should be addressed in a manner that
ensures that they do not cause damage or diminish the historic character of the building, the site,
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or the district. Does the installation as it exists diminish the historic
character of the building and or the district?
Install new equipment when necessary so that it causes the least alteration possible to the
building’s floor plan, the exterior elevation, site and environment and the least damage to
historic building material. Is the equipment necessary? What is the level of alteration and the
impact to the character and historic materials and features? Is the method utilized the least
impactive? Are there other types of systems or other methodologies, locations or means
available?
Installation of air conditioning units, if required by the new use, in such a manner that historic
materials and features are not damaged or obscured. Is the equipment needed? If so, does it
obscure or damage materials and features?
All mechanical equipment should be installed in the least visible location, normally the rear of
the structure. Mechanical equipment should be installed low to the ground, using as little space
as possible to decrease the visual impact. The location of the lines are along the north, west and
south elevation walls near the roof lines and along the corners and base of the wall(s). The north
and west are nearer the rear whereas the south is towards the center and front. The units are
located at grade on the rear southwest side of the house.
When mechanical equipment is affixed to a building it must be installed to avoid damaging the
structure. Has the installation caused damage?
Visual and physical affects to the structure or neighborhood must also be taken into account.
The equipment should be made to blend with the surrounding by painting it to match the
structure and screening it with appropriate materials. What is the visual effect to the structure
and surrounding neighborhood?
Installing vertical runs of duct, pipe and cable in places where they will damage or obscure
character defining features. Radically changing the appearance of the historic building.
Does the installation damage or obscure character defining features and/or the historic character
of the house?
The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The removal of historic
materials or alteration of features and spaces that characterize a property shall be avoided. New
additions, exterior alterations or related new construction shall not destroy historic materials
that characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated from the old and shall be
compatible with the massing, size, scale and architectural features to protect the historic
integrity of the property and its environment. Does the installation alter any features? Does it
affect important special relationships? Is it compatible in terms of massing and scale? Is it
compatible in terms of style, design and architectural features?
Does this meet the guidelines and standards, would it have been found to be appropriate if
applied for before the work commenced?
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Good afternoon Rhonda,
Please see below message and attached - this is the plan the gentlemen and I put together for moving
the unit for the 3rd floor and hiding the most offensive lines (lines that will go away have been circled in
the attached photos).
Susannah Dirkse

Due to the mechanical maintenance code appliances on a roof will need safety railings around the roof
permitter. To make this look right, I would propose a simple railing with 6” newel posts like the
neighbors back porch north of your house. I have include some pictures of the type of railing I would
use. Safety railing per code are to be anywhere from 36"-42” tall, while typical railings on historical
houses are much less than that, I would ask what rail height in this location is allowed?
Let me know if you need anything else or have questions!
Respectfully,
John Leegwater
Midtown Craftsmen LLC

Attachment: Owners Submittal (559 COLLEGE SE - MECHANICAL)

Here is the picture of the location for the AC condenser. We will work with Rick at Preferred Roofing to
integrate a level pad into the pitched rubber roof to set the condenser unit on. The current roof
structure can support the additional load of the condenser.

Location for A/C unit – 2nd floor roof rear of the house
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Attachment: PHOTOS (559 COLLEGE SE - MECHANICAL)
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Attachment: PHOTOS (559 COLLEGE SE - MECHANICAL)
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Attachment: PHOTOS (559 COLLEGE SE - MECHANICAL)
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Attachment: PHOTOS (559 COLLEGE SE - MECHANICAL)
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Attachment: PHOTOS (559 COLLEGE SE - MECHANICAL)
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Attachment: HPC MINUTES FROM PREVIOUS MEETING (559 COLLEGE SE - MECHANICAL)
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Attachment: HPC MINUTES FROM PREVIOUS MEETING (559 COLLEGE SE - MECHANICAL)
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Attachment: HPC MINUTES FROM PREVIOUS MEETING (559 COLLEGE SE - MECHANICAL)
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Meeting Date: March 20, 2019
547 PARIS SE - REQUEST TO CONVERT REAR SUN PORCH WINDOWS FROM SINGLE
PANE TO DOUBLE PANE
BACKGROUND:
The owner is seeking to convert the existing true divided light six pane wood casement windows
located in the rear sun porch into double pane while retaining the historic window framing.
LOCAL PRESERVATION GUIDELINES
Windows
Recommended:
Retain and preserve windows and doors that contribute to the overall historic character of the
building including their functional and decorative features.
When possible repair and retain the original windows and doors is preferred.
Not Recommended:
Removing or radically changing windows or doors which are important in defining the overall
historic character of the building so that, as a result, the character is diminished.
SECRETARY OF INTERIOR STANDARDS
#1
A property shall be used for its historic purpose or be placed in a new use that requires minimal
change to the defining characteristics of the building and its site and environment.
#2
The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The removal of historic
materials or alteration of features, spaces, and spatial relationships that characterize a property
shall be avoided.
#5
Distinctive materials, features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of
craftsmanship that characterize a property will be preserved.
#9
New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy historic
materials that characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated from the old and
shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale and architectural features to protect the historic
integrity of the property and its environment.
#10
New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be undertaken in such a manner
that if removed in the future the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its
environment would be unimpaired.
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STAFF NOTES & GUIDELINES
The applicant is requesting to essentially convert each of the 6 individual single panes of glass
into double panes while maintaining the existing window frame and muntins. It would convert
from single pane true divided light to double pane true divided light. Per the owners submittal
the existing glass is 1.5/16” and the new glass will be 7/16”. This will cause a shrinkage to the
profile depth of the muntins as well as the exterior frame as it brings the glass and the outer
muntin closer to the outer face of the window sash, please note the owners drawings. The owner
has stated that the existing windows, per his window worker, can handle the alteration physically
as well as the additional weight without compromising its structural integrity. Things to
consider are any visual and physical affects to the windows as well as the structure as a whole.
Staff highly recommends that Commissioners visit the site to get a full understanding of the
existing windows and the request being made.

Guidelines
Not recommended - removing or radically changing windows or doors which are important in
defining the overall historic character of the building so that, as a result, the character is
diminished. A property shall be used for its historic purpose or be placed in a new use that
requires minimal change to the defining characteristics of the building and its site and
environment. Is this a radical change to the overall design and integrity of the structure? Is it a
minimal change? Does this diminish the character of the feature and as a result the structure?
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Attachment: PHOTOS (547 PARIS SE - ALTER WINDOWS)
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Meeting Date: March 20, 2019
209 S DIVISION - REQUEST TO REPLACE THE FRONT FACADE
BACKGROUND:
The applicant is seeking to remove all of the brick and stone from the front façade located
between the storefront and the bottom of the upper cornice as the façade is moving and failing.
The owner is seeking to replace the brick with new brick and the stone with limestone.
The building in question was built in 1910 and is the Peck Building and is the third and final real
estate development constructed by drug store magnets, the Peck Brothers. The building has cast
stone sills and lintels and terra cotta cornice and name plate.
LOCAL PRESERVATION GUIDELINES:
Exterior Building Feature
Masonry
Recommended:
Protect, maintain and preserve masonry features and surfaces that contribute to the overall
historic character of the building and site.
If replacing a deteriorated detail remove only the deteriorated portion in-kind rather than the
entire surface or feature.
Consider compatible substitute material only if using the original material is not technically
feasible.
SECRETARY OF INTERIOR STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES
#2
The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of historic
materials and alteration of features and spaces that characterize a property shall be avoided.

#5
Distinctive materials, features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of
craftsmanship that characterize a property will be preserved.
#6
Deteriorated historic features will be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity of
deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature will match the old in
design, color, texture, and, where possible, materials.
#9
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New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall
not destroy historic materials that characterize the property. The new work shall be
differentiated from the old and shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale, and
architectural features or to protect the historic integrity of the property and its environment.
STAFF NOTES & GUIDELINES
The applicant is seeking to remove the failing façade and replace it with new brick and
limestone.
The existing façade of 209 Division consists of red brick, stone and terra cotta. The brick façade
is a veneer that was constructed with ties to the building structure, these ties have rusted through
and as a result the veneer is pulling away from the building with visible bulging occurring
causing a threat to the public. With an imminently pending road project to take place out front it
is clear that these issues need to be addressed as soon as possible. Further details related to the
current condition and the cause of the condition is laid out in the submittal.
The proposed work would include:
· Remove and dispose of the brick and stone headers and sills.
·
The Peck sign will be saved and reinstalled but if it is damaged in removal or
determined by the contractor to be beyond repair they have no proposal for recreating
it. This should be addressed during discussion.
·
New brick is proposed to replace the historic but no details about the brick other than
the name has been included in the packet. The design of installation was also not
included other than to state that it will be similar to the existing.
·
Install new limestone headers and window sills in a similar shape/configuration to the
existing. What does similar mean? How different will it be?
·
Intend to create a small slope of mortar atop the projecting brick panels to help shed
water away. A detail of this would be beneficial.
·
The plans call for pressure washing the east elevation, this is the same elevation
proposed for the façade removal. What exactly is proposed to be power washed?
Power washing of masonry or metal is prohibited with any pressure over 100psi.
Guidelines
Protect, maintain and preserve masonry features and surfaces that contribute to the overall
historic character of the building and site. The historic character of a property shall be retained
and preserved. The removal of historic materials and alteration of features and spaces that
characterize a property shall be avoided. If replacing a deteriorated detail remove only the
deteriorated portion in-kind rather than the entire surface or feature. Deteriorated historic
features will be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity of deterioration requires
replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature will match the old in design, color, texture,
and, where possible, materials. Consider compatible substitute material only if using the
original material is not technically feasible. It appears that the façade is pulling away from the
building and needs to be taken down and reinstalled in order to correct the issues. Question 1 are the brick and stone contributing features? Question 2- does all or part of these features need
to be removed to correct the failure? Question 3 - can the historic material be salvaged and
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reinstalled and if not why? Question 4 - if the historic material
cannot be reused are the proposed replacements appropriate per the guidelines and standards?
New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy historic
materials that characterize the property. Does the work destroy historic materials that
characterize the property? Is the replacement compatible?
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Historic Preservation Commission
APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS

PROPERTY ADDRESS: 2^f

2> i

P/^/2-C AVcA^Lte ^5 W

APPLICANT'S MAILING ADDRESS: ^

^

r

TELEPHONE # HOME/CELL:

_WORK:

PROPERTY OWNER'S NAME:

UP
Z\V-.

C^\<yK

/\-U-e/UL<.< LhHA ^-P

PROPERTY OWNER'S MAILING ADDRESS: Zt^ ^ TBfp£:eSif^ ^US ^

/^J>^

j

1. Describe in detail each proposed exterior alteration, improvement or repair.(Use additional paper if necessary)

hh^c/i^A. S

omJ e/^^f/7'cei/'in/^

What are the approximate start and finish dates ofthe proposed work? Start:

2.2-^ Completion:

see

A

j~M

Complet

^ 2-C(^

APPLICATION APPROVALS EXPIRE AFTER 12 MONTHS
APPLICANT'S
SIGNATURE!

, ^-Cpyxh^ . l-f-S

FEES; A NOMINAL FEE DOES APPLY TO COA APPLICATION REVIEWS AND ARE DUE WITH APPLICATION.PLEASE

Attachment: APPLICATION PACKET (209 S DIVISION - FACADE)

APPLICANT'S NAME:

fyj/t DATE:

SEE THE ATTACHED FEE SCHEDULE FOR AMOUNTS.

NOTE; UPON RECEIPT OF APPLICATION STAFF WILL FIRST DETERMINE IF IT IS COMPLETE AND SECONDLY IF IT CAN

BE STAFF REVIEWED OR IF IT REQUIRES HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION REVIEW(FOR A PRE
DETERMINATION PLEASE CONTACT STAFF). ALL WORK MUST BE COMPLETED WITH GOOD WORKMANSHIP.
MEETING CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRY STANDARDS. IF ANY CHANGES ARE PROPOSED FOR AN EXTERIOR DESIGN
FEATURE,THE HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION MUST REVIEW THE APPLICATION.
FOR APPLICATIONS REQUIRING REVIEW BY THE HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION PLEASE NOTE THAT
ATTENDANCE AT THE COMMISSION MEETING IS STRONGLY RECOMMENDED.SEE ATTACHED INSTRUCTIONS.

The Commission meets the first and third Wednesday of each month in the 2"'' Floor Conference Room at 1120 Monroe Ave NW at
5;00P.M. The applicant may call(616)456-3451 for assistance in completing this application.

Please contact staff upon completion of approved work for final inspection.
OVER
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2. Is there any pending action by another City Department or Regulatory Agency?(Housing Inspection, Zoning, Etc.)
YES
NO ^ If yes, please specify:
3. Is this request the result ofa disability? YES

NO

1/ If yes, please

explain:^

4. Does the property or will it have a fire alarm system or smoke detector? YES

/
^

NO

IMPORTANT

The following information will help the Commission and/or Staff understand the work you propose to do, please
also include any other information that you feel will assist the review of your application.

Photograph of the entire structure in its present condition as seen from the street. The photographs
should be labeled with the address and date of photo.

^

Current close-up photographs ofeach portion ofthe structure, in its present condition, that is
proposed for alteration, removal or replacement. Each photograph should be labeled to indicate
what is shown, address, and date of photograph.
Elevation drawings(scaled or near to scale) of any side ofthe structure proposed for alteration,
improvement or new construction, showing complete architectural details to be added, removed or
altered. If proposed work involves any alteration, removal or improvements of one architectural

detail (example: a window, door entrance or roof cornice), then scaled drawings ofthese details
may be submitted in place of elevation drawings.
Sketch identify all existing and proposed materials and finishes.

^

Materials list, including size and type of material.

^

Physical samples of materials, items or devices to be installed, or manufacturer's brochures.
Illustrations/pictorial information which accurately depict color, texture and scale of all new
materials, items or devices.

NOTE:

All photos, drawings and physical samples,etc., become the property of the HPC/City of
Grand Rapids. These may be returned to the applicant upon request after no longer needed

Attachment: APPLICATION PACKET (209 S DIVISION - FACADE)

MATERIALS TO BE SUBMITTED BY APPLICANT

by the Commission/City.

RETURN THIS FORM AND SUPPORTING MATERIALS TO:
fflSTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION

1120 MONROE AYE NW 3'^ FLOOR
GRAND RAPIDS MI 49503
PHONE:616-456-3451

EMAIL: rbaker@grcitv.us
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070

6-J2/410

DIVISION PARK AVENUE LTD

700
hCHECK Mm

CHECKING ACCOUNT
101 DIVISION AVE S STE 103

$ **77.00

o^DE^i OF^ City of Grand Rapids

**************************************************************************************************

Seventy-Seven and 00/100

DOLLARS

City of Grand Rapids
1120 Moroe Avenue NW

Grand Rapids, Ml 49503

MEMO

5";
AUTHOfiCaED SIGNATURE

Application for HPC OA
ii>D0LL3E.ii" i:OU LOOO I ELi:
DIVISION PARK AVENUE LTD

U
1136

CHECKING ACCOUNT

City of Grand Rapids
Date

Type Reference

3/7/2019

Bill

Application for HPC

3/7/2019

Original Amt.
77.00

Balance Due
77.00

Discount

Application for HPC CA

Payment
77.00

Check Amount

PNC Account 6273 -
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3/7/2019

GRAND RAPIDS. Ml 49503-4222

77.00
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KENT
COMPANIES
LEADERS IN CONCRETE"

130 60'" St. SW I Grand Rapids, Ml 49548|- 616.534.4909|800.968.2345 i

February 20, 2019

616.534.4890

SCOPE OF WORK

Kyle Salay
Brookstone Realty Management

RE: Division Park Apartments Facade Repair

Kent Companies proposes to furnish labor and material according to the following scope of work:
General Conditions

• Obtain sample of existing mortar and submit to third party testing company for historical
mortar analysis.

• Apply for lane closure/temporary occupancy permit in order to close the sidewalk and
parking lane.

• Provide, install, maintain, and remove lane shift barricades and signage as needed to
complete the work.

•
•
•
•
•

Provide, install, maintain, and remove construction fence where needed.
Remove existing awnings and store on-site or nearby as directed.
Provide lifts and other equipment required to complete the work.
Provide and erect scaffolding required to complete the work.
Complete safety checks every day when working on the job site.
• Provide daily cleanup of work related debris from the sidewalk and common pedestrian
areas.

Demolition - Access to businesses will be restricted during this time. We will help provide an

emergency exit for afterhours use. We have assumed the windows can remain in place during this
work.

Dismantle existing pass through scaffold and store on-site.

Furnish and install temporary plywood covers over windows and doors in the demolition

Attachment: APPLICATION PACKET (209 S DIVISION - FACADE)

Cell: 616.309.5888
ksalav(3)brealtvm.com

area.

Remove and dispose of the fagade bricks from the top of the 1^^ floor through the top stone
above the 3''^ floor (leaving the 1 floor brick and parapet wall intact).
Remove and dispose of stone headers and window sills.
Remove existing "Peck" monument with care and store off-site.
Remove temporary plywood covers from windows.
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Facade - Access to businesses will generally be maintained during this phase. Occasional
Interruptions should be expected but we will coordinate these with Brookstone and the tenants.
The work below will be completed In general accordance with recommendations provided by JDH
Engineering.

Provide and erect pass-through scaffold in order to reconstruct the facade.
Provide miscellaneous parge coating and/or tuckpointing and brick replacement to the
backup brick after inspection by JDH Engineering.
Install new brick (Haverford, Engineer Size Brick) back into the faQade with a layout similar
to what was removed as to not significantly change the aesthetics of the building.
Use historical mortar mix as recommended by third-party that will be similar in color and
composition to the existing.

Furnish and install metal flashing and brick weeps in course immediately above new

Tuckpoint the exposed brick on the parapet wall facing east which remains in place.
Provide sloped mortar on top of all outset brick accents to help water shed away from the
building instead of resting on top of the brick and getting behind the brick.
Caulk exterior of windows where brick was replaced.
Pressure wash east elevation of the building.

Dismantle and remove scaffolding from site when work is complete.
Reinstall awnings that were previously taken down.

Note: Proposal assumes that the City of Grand Rapids will approve a traffic shift to allow for
closure of the parking lane and about half of the existing southbound lane. Proposal assumes that
the sidewalk and access to the front of the building can be completely blocked for the duration of

demolition. We anticipate demolition will take approximately 2 weeks, but could vary based on
weather and site conditions.

Care will be taken during removal of the existing "Peck" monument to preserve it, however, if it is
damaged or cannot be salvaged we have NOT included a replacement monument.

The scope of work above assumes that the windows can stay in place as they are and that no
additional work will be required to preserve them besides what is proposed above.

This proposal also assumes the replacement brick (Haverford, Engineer Size) and limestone sill
samples which are submitted to Brookstone will be approved for use by the historical commission.
This proposal does NOT include any costs associated with salvaging and re-using the existing

Attachment: APPLICATION PACKET (209 S DIVISION - FACADE)

headers.

Furnish and install new limestone headers and window sills in a similar shape/configuration
to the existing.
Reinstall the existing "Peck" monument.

materials on the building fagade.

We have not included acid washing of the brick after placement because of the potential to damage
the existing windows.
EXCLUSIONS:

Demolition/repair to existing concrete headers at the first floor level.
Any work on the brick or sills on the 1 floor.
Structural repair to the backup brick if encountered.
Demolition or installation of windows or storefront systems.

Waterproofing or temporary protection for windows other than described above.
Lead or asbestos abatement.

Prevailing wages, testing and inspection, winter conditions, engineering, permits, or bonds.
Any other items not specifically identified in the scope of work above.
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NO WORK ON 1" FLOOR

r^-

MONUMENT

SALVAGE PECK
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jFinish

Mode

79 days

209 Division
Start Construction

sa

Pi

A

mi

6

j Mar 31.'19
5,.i 5 .[.M ! T • w I T I F

W 1 T

Notice to proceed

79 days

FrI 3/22/19
FrI 3/22/19

Apr 7,'19
[Apr 14,'19
S i S 'Mi r 'Wl T l F LS..1 S. .1 M 1. T

Odays

Fri 3/22/19

Fri 3/22/19

Obtain traffic permits 5 days

Fri 3/22/19

Thu 3/28/19

Order Sills/Brick

3 days

Fri 3/22/19

Tue 3/26/19

Lead time for new

30 days

Wed 3/27/19

Tue 5/7/19

2 days

Fri 4/12/19

Mon 4/15/19

2 days

Tue 4/16/19

Wed 4/17/19

Demo Facade

10 days

Thu 4/18/19

Wed S/1/19

Install pass thru
scaffolding
Open
Sidewalk/Remove
temp window

1 day

Thu S/2/19

Thu 5/2/19

1 day

Fri 5/3/19

FrI 5/3/19

5 days

Mon 5/6/19

FrI 5/10/19

nBiafcnaeanwna

brick/siils/headers
7

a

Road/Sidewalk
Closure

Remove walk thru

scaffolding
9

mi

11

enclosures
12

mi

Tuckpoint parapet
wall

13

Rebuild Pagade

45 days

Wed 5/8/19

Tue 7/9/19

14 "

Open Road

1 day

Wed 7/10/19

Wed 7/10/19

1S ilS

Project Division Park Prelimina
Date: Tue 2/26/19

Apr 21,'19

T. i.F i 5 I S 'MI t .wI t, ! f [ S,

Wed 7/10/19
Wed 7/10/19
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Progress
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Summary

Irtactlve Summary

Martual Summary
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Date; Tue 2/26/19

May12.'19

Miy19.'19

May26.'19

Task

Summaiy

Milestone

Split

n

...

■

1

Manual Task

Page 2

Manual Summary

P

Manual Summary Pollup m

Duration-only

External Milestone

External Tasks

fimsh-onty

start-only

3

C

jJun2,'19
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Inactive Summary

Inactive Milestone

Inactive Task

Project Summaiy

s lMl T lwl T l F ' s l s lMi T _wl_T_i,J. i..5, . ..S. .1..M 1. T .! .W..i .T. l.f .L S... .5 i .M. L T .1

M«y5.'19

'tzz

T..i.F. [l

Project Division Park Prelimina

S..L.M 1 T.

Apr 28.-H

Jun9.-19

Manual Progress

Progress

Deadline

W i T : F I S __S.. j.M.i T, .i W.. 1..T .

l/un16,'19

♦ 6/17

.i ..S 1 S .1 M : ..T. ! W
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JDH
Structural

Engineering

February 18, 2019
Mr. Karl Chew

Re: 209 S. Division Brick Facade Review

In late 2016 you were working with Kent Companies(Kent)on replacing some brick
panels that had bowed, some significantly. Kent opened up one of these and found
some conditions that they were not comfortable with, and asked you to engage us to
help figure out what should be done.
We visited the building on November 17, 2016, and found the brick fagade to be In
questionable condition, with the bowed brick panels Kent was going to replace, but with
other bowed conditions that needed to be addressed. We conversed over the next

couple of months, and on February 16, 2017 we looked closer at the panel Kent had
removed; we found that the brick ties that had been installed originally had rusted off,
and the veneer brick was just sitting there, only Incidentally tied back to the rest of the
wall.

The walls were constructed with stepped-out brick panels between the window bands

that were very dependent on the brick ties: the added eccentricity of the stepped-out
panels caused them to bend outward (without the ties), to the point of cracking the
mortar joints on the exterior surface in some of the panels. Additionally, some of the
brick piers between the windows were bowed out as well; in fact one pier was taken
down and rebuilt some years ago in a building renovation project. At least one other
pier was found to be severely bowed outward, and we've been watching that pier ever
since.

We expected that these piers were not carrying ail the brick above: the stone shelf near
the top of the building appears to cover the total width of the brick wall (it's visible in
the area above the upper level ceiling), and we expected that the window head-stones
probably did the same. This would remove that load from the bowed piers, and would
allow Kent to remove piers and/or panels "here and there", as needed,for replacement.
Recently, however, we found that the window head-stones are not embedded into the
backup brick wall, but they match the width of the face brick, and the piers and bowed
panels are carrying the full weight of the face brick above. This makes the
repair/replacement of the brick facade more difficult...and more urgent!
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Dear Karl,

JDH ENGINEERING INC 3000 Ivanrest Avenue SW.Suite B . Grandville, Ml 49418 . P616.531.6020. F616.531.8637
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We've attached some pictures and sketches that help identify the conditions of the
facade. Please review and let us know if you have any questions, or need more
information.

Sincerely,

Ralph DenHartigh, PE
JDH Engineering Inc.
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An additional factor adding urgency is the renovation of Division Ave. This activity will
no doubt cause vibration to be imparted to the building, which will speed up the
deterioration/bowing of the brick facade; the repair/replacement should be completed
before significant work is done on Division Ave. We understand that Kent is working up
a proposal to do this work. We've communicated back and forth on this difficult
project, and we're glad to help think through this process; as noted,this work should be
performed as soon as possible!
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Brick panel is bowed and warped, brick shifted at ends

f

Closeup of bowed brick panels.
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Deflected shape of sill stone; brick ties are rusted.
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SE view of building facade, Nov. 2016

Brick panel removed and stone sill undulations.

Brick piers are bowed.
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Task
Mode
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11

12
13
14
15

Task Name

Duration

209 Division
Start Construction
Notice to proceed
Obtain traffic permits
Order Sills/Brick
Lead time for new
brick/sills/headers
Road/Sidewalk
Closure
Remove walk thru
scaffolding
Demo Façade
Install pass thru
scaffolding
Open
Sidewalk/Remove
temp window
enclosures
Tuckpoint parapet
wall
Rebuild Façade
Open Road
Division Ave Road
Const. Begin

Project: Division Park Prelimina
Date: Fri 3/8/19

Start

Finish

Predecessors
W

76 days
76 days
0 days
5 days

Thu 3/21/19
Thu 3/21/19
Thu 3/21/19
Thu 3/21/19

Thu 7/4/19
Thu 7/4/19
Thu 3/21/19
Wed 3/27/19

3

0 days
30 days

Thu 3/21/19
Thu 3/21/19

Thu 3/21/19
Wed 5/1/19

3
5

2 days

Thu 4/11/19

Fri 4/12/19

3FS+15 days

2 days

Mon 4/15/19

Tue 4/16/19

7

10 days
1 day

Wed 4/17/19
Wed 5/1/19

Tue 4/30/19
Wed 5/1/19

8
9

1 day

Thu 5/2/19

Thu 5/2/19

10

5 days

Fri 5/3/19

Thu 5/9/19

11

45 days
1 day
0 days

Thu 5/2/19
Thu 7/4/19
Mon 6/17/19

Wed 7/3/19
Thu 7/4/19
Mon 6/17/19

10,6
13

T

F

S

Mar 31, '19
S
M

T

W

T

F

S

Apr 7, '19
S
M

T

W

T

F

S

Apr 14, '19
S
M

T

W

T

F

S

Apr 21, '19
S
M

T

W

T
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Manual Task

Start-only

Deadline

Split

Inactive Task

Duration-only

Finish-only

Progress

Milestone

Inactive Milestone

Manual Summary Rollup

External Tasks

Manual Progress

Summary

Inactive Summary

Manual Summary

External Milestone
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F

S

Apr 28, '19
S
M

T

W

T

F

S

May 5, '19
S
M

T

W

T

F

S

May 12, '19
S
M
T

W

T

F

S

May 19, '19
S
M
T

W

T

F

S

May 26, '19
S
M
T

W

T

F

S

Jun 2, '19
S
M

T

W

T

F

S

Jun 9, '19
S
M

T

W

T

F

S

Jun 16, '19
S
M

T

6/17

Project: Division Park Prelimina
Date: Fri 3/8/19

Task

Project Summary

Manual Task

Start-only

Deadline

Split

Inactive Task

Duration-only

Finish-only

Progress

Milestone

Inactive Milestone

Manual Summary Rollup

External Tasks

Manual Progress

Summary

Inactive Summary

Manual Summary

External Milestone
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1120 Monroe Ave NW
Grand Rapids, MI 49503

Meeting Date: March 20, 2019
300 MADISON SE - REQUEST TO REPLACE TILE ROOF WITH ASPHALT
BACKGROUND:
The applicant is requesting to replace the historic tile roof as well as caps and edging with
asphalt shingle roofing. The house in question dates to 1912 and the tile roof appears to be
original to this structure with various repairs made over the decades.
PRESERVATION GUIDELINES
Roofs
Recommended:
Retaining and preserving roofs and their functional and decorative features that are important to
the character of the building. This includes but is not limited to roof shape, cupolas, cresting,
chimneys, weather vanes and roofing material.
Repairing a roof by reinforcing the historic materials. Repairs will also generally include the
limited replacement in kind of those extensively deteriorated or missing parts of feature when
there are surviving prototypes.
If using the same kind of material is not technically or economically feasible then a compatible
substitute material may be considered.
When roofing material is clearly distinctive to a buildings style, retaining or replacing it in kind
is important and all efforts should be exhausted before replacement with a substitute material is
considered.
Not Recommended:
Radically changing, damaging or destroying roofs.
Stripping the roof of sound historic materials such as slate, clay tile, wood or metal.

SECRETARY OF INTERIOR STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES
#1
A property shall be used for its historic purpose or placed in a new use that requires minimal
change to the defining characteristics of the building and its site and environment.
#2
The historic character of the property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of historic
materials or alteration of features and spaces that characterize a property shall be avoided.
#3
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Each property shall be recognized as a physical record of its own
time, place and use. Changes that create a false sense of historical development, such as adding
conjectural features or architectural elements from other buildings, shall not be undertaken.
#4
Most properties change over time; those changes that have acquired historic significance in their
own right shall be retained and preserved.
#5
Distinctive features, finishes and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship that
characterize a building shall be preserved.
#6
Deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather than replaced. Were 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.
STAFF NOTES AND GUIDELINES
The applicant is requesting to replace the tile roof with asphalt shingle roofing. The house was
built in 1912 and per the Assessors records the house had a tile roof in the 1930’s. One can
fairly safely infer that the house was built with the tile roof. Per the owners testimony there have
been many repairs made to this roof over the decades by previous owners and by themselves but
leaks continue to occur. Additionally it appears that some of the past repairs were done
inappropriately and have subsequently caused further damage to the roof and made future
maintenance difficult in the areas where the tile was glued. Compound this with the continued
deterioration and the fact that this tile is no longer made and cost for new tile has lead the owner
to seek replacement. See application packet for further details.
The owner is seeking full removal and replacement with an asphalt shingle roofing system, they
have supplied a couple of style options for review. Staff has sought additional information from
the owner as to whether or not they investigated the feasibility of either:
1) Retaining the tile on the front more visible portions of the roof and using any tile
they can salvage from the back of the house to do so and then replace the back
and less visible locations with asphalt.
2) Retaining the decorative tile ridge as a possibility, even if the asphalt is approved.
Can this ridge and finial detail be used as the ridge cap or placed over asphalt
ridge cap?

GUIDELINES
Retaining and preserving roofs and their functional and decorative features that are important to
the character of the building. When roofing material is clearly distinctive to a buildings style,
retaining or replacing it in kind is important and all efforts should be exhausted before
replacement with a substitute material is considered. Is the tile a character defining feature of
the building? Is the roofing repairable? If the roofing is beyond repair can it be replaced in-kind?
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If it cannot be replaced in-kind the next step is to determine if it
qualifies for a Notice to Proceed (note the guideline below)?
If using the same kind of material is not technically or economically feasible then a compatible
substitute material may be considered. The tile that is currently on this house is no longer
manufactured and salvaged tile is limited to non-existent. Does this make it technically
infeasible to replace in-kind? If it is replaced with a new tile it will, one, not be in-kind and two,
does it qualify as economic infeasibility. This is not to be confused with economic hardship, the
owner is not arguing economic hardship. The applicant has submitted two cost estimates to
replace the roof with new (not in-kind) tile, they came in at: $130,000.00 - 182,000.00; and,
$350,000.00. The home is valued at $450,000.00, which makes the cost of the roof at minimum
more than a quarter of the value of the house and at maximum over 85% of the value of the
house.
What evidence has the applicant brought to explain the condition of the existing roof and why it
can’t be repaired? If the roof is determined to be beyond repair then technical and economic
feasibility come into play. Has the owner supplied adequate information to illustrate that either
or both of these conditions exists in this request?
CHAPTER 68
Sec. 5.395(6)
Work within a historic district or on a historic landmark shall be permitted through the issuance
of a Notice to Proceed by the Commission if any of the following conditions prevail and if the
proposed work can be demonstrated by a finding of the Commission to be necessary to
substantially improve or correct any of the following conditions:
(a)
The resource constitutes a hazard to the safety of the public or to the structure’s
occupants.
(c)
Retaining the resource will cause undue financial hardship to the owner when a
governmental action, act of God, or other events beyond the owners control
created the hardship and all feasible alternatives to eliminate the hardship…have
been attempted and exhausted by the owner.
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Meeting Date: March 20, 2019
200 MADISON AVE SE - TOTAL RENOVATION TO CONVERT CHURCH TO
RESIDENTIAL
BACKGROUND:
This is a large, multi-faceted project involving site renovations, and renovation of the existing
church structure to convert it into residential use. The Church structure has been vacant for a few
years, it was listed for sale and eventually went to auction in December of 2018.
PRESERVATION GUIDELINES:
ENVIRONMENT & SITE
Recommended:
Retaining historic relationship between buildings, landscape features and open spaces.
Paving should be consistent in design, materials and scale with historic features. For paving,
simple scored concreted, stone, paving brick or other historic materials are recommended over
concrete block, asphalt, or exposed aggregate or other modern concrete treatments..
Not Recommended
Introducing any new building, streetscape or landscape feature that is out of scale or otherwise
inappropriate to the setting’s historic character.
Introducing a new landscape feature or plant material that is visually incompatible with the site
or destroys site patterns or vistas.
Paving
Recommended:
Paving should be consistent in design, materials, and scale with historic features. For paving,
simple scored concrete, stone, paving brick or other historic materials are recommended over
concrete block, asphalt or other modern concrete treatments.
The paving of rear yards will be reviewed based on site configurations, historical features and
hard surface to grass ratio.
Not Recommended:
The paving of front and side yards for surface parking is not recommended as it jeopardizes the
relationship between buildings and streetscape.
Concrete block, asphalt and exposed aggregate are not recommended materials for paving.
WINDOWS AND DOORS
Recommended
Retain and preserve windows and doors that contribute to the overall historic character of a
building, including their functional and decorative features, such as frames, sash, mutins, sills,
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heads, moldings, surrounds, hardware, shutters, glazing, panels, side
lights, fanlights, and thresholds.
Replacement windows and doors should fit existing openings ad be consistent with the existing
trim and other features of the structure. Appearance of the finished window or door is the
paramount concern. Steel, vinyl, aluminum or fiberglass seldom matches the appearance of
wood and they do not lend themselves to the application of added detailing. Detailing, such as
the use of inset panels, carving, beveled glass and other features may be considered if consistent
with the style of the structure.
Not Recommended
Removing or radically changing windows and doors that are important to defining the overall
historic character of the building, so that, as a result, the character is diminished.
Changing the number, location and size or glazing pattern of windows and doors through cutting
new openings, blocking-in, and installing replacement sash which does not fit the historic
opening.
If additional window and door openings are necessary they should be installed on a rear or noncharacter defining façade, but only if they do not compromise the architectural integrity of the
building. The design of such units must be compatible with the overall design and material of
the buildings existing units.
Changing or closing existing window and door openings are considered inappropriate and will
only be considered under compelling reasons. If a change is required the pattern of proposed
openings should be characteristic of a complementary to the historic building and the historic
district context.
HEALTH AND SAFETY REQUIREMENTS
Recommended
Comply with barrier free and safety codes in a manner that ensures the preservation of characterdefining features.
Placing needed additions on the rear of the building or on an inconspicuous side keeping its size
and scale limited in relationship to the historic building.
MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT
Recommended
Installing new mechanical equipment if required so that it causes the least alteration possible to
the building’s the exterior elevation, site and environment and the least damage to the historic
building material.
All mechanical equipment shall be installed in the least visible location, normally the rear of the
structure.
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When affixed to the building mechanical equipment must be
installed to avoid damaging the structure.
Screening materials may include vegetative materials, paint, lattice, fencing or other compatible
material. The equipment should be made to blend with the surrounding by painting it to match
the structure and screening it with appropriate material.
All efforts should be made to house commercial equipment on the interior of the building. Where
this is not possible then roof top installation is the preferred location for commercial structures.
Not Recommended
Installing a new mechanical system so that character defining or structural features are radically
changed, damaged or destroyed.
Radically changing the appearance of the historic building.
SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS FOR REHABILITATION
#1
A property shall be used for its historic purpose or be placed in a new use that requires minimal
change to the defining characteristics of the building and its site and environment.
#2
The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of historic
materials or alteration of features and spaces that characterize a property shall be avoided.
#3
Each property shall be recognized as a physical record of time, place and use. Changes that
create a false sense of historic development, such as adding conjectural features or architectural
elements from other buildings, shall not be undertaken.
#4
Most properties change over time; those changes that have acquired historic significance in their
own right shall be retained and preserved.
#5
Distinctive features, finishes and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship that
characterize a property shall be preserved.
#6
Deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather then replaced. Where 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.
#9
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New additions, exterior alterations shall not destroy historic
materials that characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated from the old and
shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale and architectural features to protect the historic
integrity of the property and its environment.
#10
New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be undertaken in such a manner
that if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its
environment would unimpaired.
STAFF NOTES & GUIDELINES
As you are aware this is a multi-faceted project. In an attempt to make the review as easy as
possible staff has broken down the application with the following categories: site and
environment; mechanical; windows; and masonry. The pertinent guidelines will be placed at the
end of each item.
SITE & ENVIRONMENT
Minor Elements
Exterior Building Lighting - Staff reviewable
Replacement and addition of walk ways - staff reviewable
Parking & Drive
Construct an asphalt driveway and parking area at the east side of 200 Madison and the west side
of 203 Morris SE. These areas are currently filled with greenspace. As a reminder both
properties are corner lots and by Zoning definition have two side yards, two front yards and no
rear yards. The project will require creation of:
·
A modified radius (the approved district design) approach. Approach at side walk
will be 22’ wide and will only widen out slightly toward the road.
·
Reduction of grade toward the Morris property as it is slightly higher than 200
Madison.
·
Introduction of a retaining wall. The retaining wall will consist of interlocking
landscape blocks of a color to match 200 Madison. The wall will not exceed 28”
and will be located along the east side of the proposed parking area and drive.
·
Paving of a portion of the west side yard of 203 Morris. The paving for the Morris
site will include portions of the driveway and 3 parking spots. The three parking
spots will consist of paving that is roughly 27’ wide (north to south) and 20’ deep
(east to west). The paving will begin 3’ south of the north wall of the building and
be located 4.6’ from the south wall, and 4’ from the western most wall.
·
Paving east side yard of 200 Madison. Total driveway width is 22’ which would
be carried south to the southeast corner of the property. The paving will widen
out to the east onto the property of 203 Morris for 3 parking spots and will widen
out to the west behind the addition of 200 Madison, for 3 additional parking spots.
The paving will remain 5’ from the east wall of the addition for a green buffer.
The location of 200 Madison is something of a transitional area, it is at the edge of the
commercial sector on State Street and is transitioning into residential and office. On the north
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side of Cherry is the large 1920s apartment building, three midcentury office buildings, and two historic buildings converted for office use. On the south side
of Cherry are the church, a large scale 1920s apartment building, Morris Manor, and a medical
building. Madison south of Cherry consists of larger scale homes. It is a slightly eclectic
location. While traditional site layouts and driveway widths are the norm along Madison there is
a discrepancy along this block of Cherry where we find a mix of residential scaled site features
and more commercial scale. STAFF HIGHLY RECOMMENDS THAT COMMISSIONERS
WALK THE AREA TO OBTAIN A CLEAR UNDERSTANDING ITS CHARACTER. Existing
Driveway Width Reference (estimate):
o 401 Cherry - 13’
o 415 Cherry - w/out walk 17.5’ w/ walk 20’.
o 425 Cherry - w/out walk 13’ w/ walk 16’
o 415 & 425 Cherry a but each other so in total it reads as 30’ to 36’
o 415 Cherry connects to 435 Cherry - 29’
o 435 Cherry connects to 445 Cherry - 22’
o 455 Cherry - 16’
o 434 Cherry - 14’
o 200 Madison (cherry side) - 22’
Guidelines & Standards
Retain historic relationships between buildings, landscape features and open spaces. Will the
additional pavement and parking affect the historic relationships and streetscape and if so how?
Introducing any new streetscape or landscape feature that is out of scale or visually
incompatible with the site or destroys site patterns or vistas or, is otherwise inappropriate to the
setting’s historic character, is not recommended. What are the affects to the site patterns or
vistas?
Paving should be consistent in design, materials and scale with historic features. The proposed
material is asphalt. The existing driveway at this location has asphalt, the immediate
neighborhood is namely concrete for the residential structures and asphalt for the non-residential
structures.
A property shall be used for its historic purpose or be placed in a new use that requires minimal
change to the defining characteristics of the building and its site and environment. The historic
character of a property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of historic materials or
alteration of features and spaces that characterize a property shall be avoided. Will it alter
spaces that characterize a property or neighborhood? Is this a minimal change to defining
characteristics?
ADA Ramp
Remove an existing walk and stair that currently runs from the sidewalk on Cherry south to the
main entrance and install in its place a concrete ramp. The ramp will maintain the same style
hand rail that currently exists and will be located in the same location with the exception that it
will turn to the east before returning to the sidewalk to meet ADA slope requirements.
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Guidelines & Standards
Comply with barrier free and safety codes in a manner that ensures the preservation of
character-defining features. Placing needed additions on the rear of the building or on an
inconspicuous side keeping its size and scale limited in relationship to the historic building. The
ramp is being placed in the same location as an existing walk and stairs.
MECHANICAL
At&t Cabinet
To accommodate the proposed east side parking, the AT&T box that is currently located to the
east of the addition, will need to be relocated. It is currently being proposed to move the cabinet
next to the other existing cabinet that is located just north of the northeast corner of the addition.
The boxes are proposed to be screened with plantings. Such boxes fall under FCC rule and we
have limited say in placement (if not attached to a structure) but can require screening when
there is sufficient room without causing traffic hazard.
Vents, A/C Units & Electrical Meters
A/C units are currently located on the east side of the building as well as in the sunken alcove
located along the north façade of the original building. The application is proposing to remove
the units from the east and install all units in the sub-level alcove.
All electrical meters are proposed to be placed on the south wall of the addition near its east
corner.
There are existing wall vents located on the south and north elevations, those will be retained as
is, with minor repairs if needed. Additional wall vents will be added that are 6”x 6” and flush to
the wall. They will be located on the south and north elevations and painted to blend with the
brick.
Parking vents - to accommodate the use of the lower level of the addition for parking it must be
vented. To accomplish this they are proposing to replace the glazing in one east sub-level
window, in four north sub-level windows, and in one west sub-level window with vents. The
openings will not be changed and the sashes will be maintained as is.
Guidelines/Standards
Installing new mechanical equipment if required so that it causes the least alteration possible to
the building’s the exterior elevation, site and environment and the least damage to the historic
building material. Installing a new mechanical system so that character defining or structural
features are radically changed, damaged or destroyed. Are the proposed methods of addressing
the various mechanical needs sensitive to the site and the structure? Do they radically change or
destroy the character of the site and structure or significant features?
All mechanical equipment shall be installed in the least visible location, normally the rear of the
structure. All of the equipment is noted to either be sub-level or on non-street facing facades.
When affixed to the building mechanical equipment must be installed to avoid damaging the
structure. It should be clarified that if approved the electrical meters and associated items are to
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be attached to the building through mortar joints. The new wall
vents will require removal of a few bricks, if approved should they be maintained on site?
WINDOWS & DOORS
Windows
None Stained Glass
The double hung windows and those located in the addition appear to have some sort of film to
them which makes them fairly clear but wavy or textured. None of this opaqueness appears to be
historic to either structure. The applicant is seeking to remove the glazing in these locations and
install new clear glazing while maintaining the existing windows and muntins.
Colored Glass
As noted in the application summary there are 14 diamond patterned leaded windows, of those,
seven retain their historic colored stained glass. Those 7 will be restored and retained as is. The
remaining 7 windows with era 1950s/1960s glass are proposed to have their sashes and leading
restored by the glass replaced with clear glass.
Stained Glass - Sanctuary
In 1975 the church underwent an interior renovation that included replacement of all the stained
glass windows in the sanctuary, as such the windows that are currently in this location are not
historic and are not old enough to be contributing to the building. The applicant is requesting to
retain the windows but to replace the non-historic stained glass with clear glass.
New Windows
In addition to restoring the existing windows the applicant is seeking to create one new window
opening and to install one new window into an existing opening. On the south elevation midpoint
of the belt course there is an opening that is boarded, the applicant is seeking to infill the opening
with a new fixed window.
To increase interior light the applicant is seeking to create a new window opening on the north
elevation of the addition, first floor where there is currently a blank wall. The new window will
be the same size as those above and next to it and will line up under the 2nd story window. The
new window will be custom made to match the design of the existing windows with wood head
and side jams and paintable PVC composite sash and sill.
Doors
All existing doors will remain with the exception of the non-historic doors located on the east
side of the tower and the west lower entry.
The tower door will be replaced with a full light door. The lower level entry system will be
replaced with a flat metal overhead door painted black to blend into the shadows.
Guidelines/Standards
Retain and preserve windows and doors that contribute to the overall historic character of a
building, including their functional and decorative features. As noted the existing opaque and
stained glass is not historic, save the 7 indicated above. Those proposed for replacement are the
non-historic.
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The Standards ask if the proposed change to accommodate the new use is a minimal change to
the defining characteristics of the building and its site and environment. Is the replacement of
the glazing with clear glazing a minimal change to the defining characteristics?
If additional window and door openings are necessary they should be installed on a rear or noncharacter defining façade, but only if they do not compromise the architectural integrity of the
building. The design of such units must be compatible with the overall design and material of
the buildings existing units. The one proposed new opening is located on a street elevation, but it
is located in the 1950’s addition on a blank wall. Does the creation of this opening compromise
the architectural integrity of the building as a whole and/or the addition? Is the design of the unit
compatible?
MASONRY
The applicant is seeking to undertake minor repairs to the exterior masonry that include tuckpointing and where needed brick replacement. All work will be in-kind and could be approved
by staff, but to avoid two permits for the same project these items are included in the HPC
packet.
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APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
PROPERTY ADDRESS:__________________ _________________________DATE:______________
APPLICANT’S NAME:____________ _____________________________________________________
APPLICANT’S MAILING ADDRESS:__________________ _________________CITY:_____._______ZIP:_______ _____
TELEPHONE # HOME/CELL:_______________WORK:______________ EMAIL:_________________________________

PROPERTY OWNER’S MAILING ADDRESS:__________________ ____________________________________________
1. Describe in detail each proposed exterior alteration, improvement or repair. (Use additional paper if necessary)

See Attached

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
What are the approximate start and finish dates of the proposed work? Start:__________________Completion:________________

APPLICATION APPROVALS EXPIRE AFTER 12 MONTHS
APPLICANT’S
SIGNATURE:__________________________________________________________________________________
FEES: A NOMINAL FEE DOES APPLY TO COA APPLICATION REVIEWS AND ARE DUE WITH APPLICATION. PLEASE
SEE THE ATTACHED FEE SCHEDULE FOR AMOUNTS.

Attachment: NARRATIVE (200 MADISON SE - PARKING & WINDOWS)

PROPERTY OWNER’S NAME:______________ ____________________________________________________________

NOTE: UPON RECEIPT OF APPLICATION STAFF WILL FIRST DETERMINE IF IT IS COMPLETE AND SECONDLY IF IT CAN
BE STAFF REVIEWED OR IF IT REQUIRES HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION REVIEW (FOR A PRE
DETERMINATION PLEASE CONTACT STAFF). ALL WORK MUST BE COMPLETED WITH GOOD WORKMANSHIP,
MEETING CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRY STANDARDS. IF ANY CHANGES ARE PROPOSED FOR AN EXTERIOR DESIGN
FEATURE, THE HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION MUST REVIEW THE APPLICATION.
FOR APPLICATIONS REQUIRING REVIEW BY THE HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION PLEASE NOTE THAT
ATTENDANCE AT THE COMMISSION MEETING IS STRONGLY RECOMMENDED, SEE ATTACHED INSTRUCTIONS.
The Commission once a month in the 2nd Floor Conference Room at 1120 Monroe Ave NW at 5:00P.M. The applicant may call
(616) 456-3451 for assistance in completing this application.

Please contact staff upon completion of approved work for final inspection.
OVER
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Is there any pending action by another City Department or Regulatory Agency? (Housing Inspection, Zoning, Etc.)
YES___ __ NO_______
If yes, please specify:_______________
X
_____________________________________________________

3.

X ___ If yes, please
Is this request the result of a disability? YES______ NO___
explain:_____________________________________

4.

X
Does the property or will it have a fire alarm system or smoke detector? YES_________
NO___________

IMPORTANT

MATERIALS YOU MAY WANT TO SUBMITT WITH YOUR APPLICATION
_________

Photograph of the entire structure in its present condition as seen from the street. The photographs
should be labeled with the address and date of photo.

_________

Current close-up photographs of each portion of the structure, in its present condition, that is
proposed for alteration, removal or replacement. Each photograph should be labeled to indicate
what is shown, address, and date of photograph.

_________

Elevation drawings (scaled or near to scale) of any side of the structure proposed for alteration,
improvement or new construction, showing complete architectural details to be added, removed or
altered. If proposed work involves any alteration, removal or improvements of one architectural
detail (example: a window, door entrance or roof cornice), then scaled drawings of these details
may be submitted in place of elevation drawings.

_________

Product Spec – Information

_________

Materials list, including size and type of material.

_________

Physical samples of materials, items or devices to be installed, or manufacturer’s brochures.
Illustrations/pictorial information which accurately depict color, texture and scale of all new
materials, items or devices.

NOTE:

All photos, drawings and physical samples, etc., become the property of the HPC/City of
Grand Rapids. These may be returned to the applicant upon request after no longer needed
by the Commission/City.

Attachment: NARRATIVE (200 MADISON SE - PARKING & WINDOWS)

The following information will help the Commission and/or Staff understand the work you propose to do, please
also include any other information that you feel will assist the review of your application.

RETURN THIS FORM AND SUPPORTING MATERIALS TO:
HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
1120 MONROE AVE NW 3rd FLOOR
GRAND RAPIDS MI 49503
PHONE: 616-456-3451
EMAIL: rbaker@grcity.us
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200 Madison Avenue SE
HPC Application

L3M Project No. 309 l 19 l 01

March 7, 2019

In the early 1950s, a two-story rectangular brick addition with a three story tower sited
perpendicular to the original building was constructed on the north side. This addition housed
offices, classrooms, a kitchen, and community space. At this time, the main entry was relocated
to the base of the tower section of the addition, and the Colonial Revival surround, consisting of
Ionic columns, cornice, and half-round pediment was moved from the original entry at the west
elevation to its present location. The original entry was bricked over and replaced by two round
windows and a cross.
Sometime prior to 1970, an entry leading to an interior ramp to the basement level of the 1950s
addition with a concrete terrace above was excavated and constructed.
In 1975, after Bethel Pentecostal Church purchased the building, a number of interior changes
were made: the current stained glass windows in the sanctuary were installed, alterations were
made to the classroom/ administrative/office spaces, the orientation of the sanctuary was
changed by removing the altar from the east and adding a pulpit to the west end of the space. A
full-immersion baptismal tank was also added at this time behind the pulpit.
The building was sold to Faith Ministries Center Church in 1989. Some alterations to the interior
were made during their tenure in the building. It has been vacant and for sale since the end of
2015.
The proposed plans include the renovation of the building and the classroom/administrative wing
into twenty-two low-income housing units with a community room and some interior parking in the
basement level. There will be no additions or demolitions to the existing building.
The owners hosted an open house and walk-through on the evening of February 26, 2019.
Feedback from that meeting resulted in minor changes including the elimination of a proposed
fence between the property to the east facing Morris Avenue (per that owner’s request)
eliminating the proposed roof deck and adding dog waste dispensers for the use of residents with
dogs (per neighbor request). The meeting was publicized by the Heritage Hill Association and
attended by neighbors. The owners have also met with the Heritage Hill Association zoning
committee who asked them to remove two parking spots next to the existing church and have
landscaping instead. The proposed parking spots have been removed and a green strip is
adjacent to the building.

Attachment: NARRATIVE (200 MADISON SE - PARKING & WINDOWS)

The original section of the Central Christian Church at 200 Madison Avenue SE was constructed
in 1919-1922. The two-story, rectangular, brick building sets on a raised basement and features
Colonial Revival detailing on an otherwise rather severe façade.

The previous owner, Faith Ministries Center Church, has salvaged non-historic elements that
were of sentimental value to their congregation.
The owners feel that the proposed change of use and necessary changes to the building respect
the neighborhood by returning an existing historic resource to active use through respectful
rehabilitation to provide much-needed affordable housing.

200 Madison – HPC Application
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Following are exterior alterations, improvements and repairs being proposed (plan #s indicated
for reference):

1. The basement level parking garage requires mechanical venting to mitigate exhaust and
carbon monoxide build up. The four lower level windows along Cherry (see 02/A203) are
currently in a window well and not visible from the street which is why those have been
selected to have louvers placed in lieu of glazing for intake air. The exhaust fan venting
will be placed in the rear area on the east side (see 01/A101) utilizing an existing below
grade stair exit. This area is not visible to the public and as it utilizing existing
infrastructure will not alter the existing conditions. Guideline 2,9
2. A new barrier free ramp is being proposed on the west side at the 1950’s addition. It will
replace an existing concrete walk and stairs and be of similar orientation and location as
the existing. The code required railings are to be similar to existing (painted metal tubes).
See C1.0, C2.0, C3.0, C6.0 and 02 & 03/A203 – Guideline 2,9
3. The access to the internal parking is proposed to be through what is now a utilitarian door
(entrance added sometime in the 1960s) area recessed underneath the main entry facing
Madison. It is proposed that an overhead door will replace the double steel pedestrian
door with sidelight entry. (see 03/A203). The new overhead door will match the width
and height of the existing opening. The door will be black to match the existing condition
today, keeping the same appearance and to not call attention to it as a feature. Guideline
2,9
4. It is proposed to rebuild a portion of the concrete at the main entry (01/A102) due to
failing concrete and water penetration. The existing painted metal railings will be reused
or replaced to match existing if damaged beyond reuse. Guideline 2,6,9

Windows
5. It is proposed to keep and restore the sanctuary window frames, but remove the
geometric colored glass of 1975 and replace with clear glazing. The existing clear glass
storm windows are also to remain. See 02, 06, 07/A203 Guideline 2,6,9
6. Some non-decorative windows (all located in the classroom/administration/office/kitchen
areas of the facility) are in poor condition and include an opaque privacy glass. It is
proposed to replace this opaque glass in these areas with clear glazing to allow for
natural light and improve energy efficiency. The original existing frames are to remain
and be repaired as required. See A203 & A204. Guideline 6
7. For light and ventilation, it is proposed that one new window opening be added on the
north side of the 1950’s addition (see 02/A203). The window will align with the opening
above, it will be the same size as the adjacent windows and it will match the frame and
muntin shapes as closely as possible (with variables indicating it is a new window, but not
calling so much attention as to detract from the façade). The window cut sheet is
attached. Note that the perimeter of the window is in two planes, but it is subtle and will
be hard to notice from a distance. The dimensions of the frame and muntins are very
close to the existing. The new infill window on the south façade will also be this except
no muntins. Guideline 9
8. The original church portion of the building has fourteen, diamond-patterned, leaded
windows. It is proposed to fix and repair all fourteen. Half (7) are diamond-patterned,
colored stained glass windows at the western end of the original church portion and these
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will be restored to match existing. The other seven diamond-pattern windows include
opaque “white” glass frames will be restored, but new transparent clear glass will be used
to allow for natural light on the interior. The existing opaque glass in it is not original, but
was likely added sometime in the 1950s or 1960s (see 02, 03, 06/A203 & 03/A204).
Guideline 2,5,6

9. Replace the existing exterior lights with new LED fixtures and where indicated on the
drawings add new LED lighting as required by code. Guideline 9 See A100
10. Where not visible to the public and in secondary facades, through wall vents for the
apartments are to be placed and will be painted to match the adjacent surface. Where
possible these will reuse existing vents and/or openings. See A203 & A204. Guideline 9
11. Brick is in very good condition, but where mortar needs to be replaced it will be repointed
with exact match in hardness, consistency, and color. The chimney cap will be repaired
or replaced to match the existing. Guideline 2,6

Site
12. A new asphalt driveway and six-space parking area is being proposed on the east side of
the property (see C2.0, X3.0, & C6.0). A low retaining wall will be placed along the
western edge. Landscaping that is existing to remain and new proposed per C6.0 A
historic easement exists along the east sideway for a driveway currently. Guideline 9
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Original windows to be restored

Existing blocked in lower window on east side
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Current images

East side – existing stair proposed to be smaller and utilized as a vent for indoor parking
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Existing chimney cap

Existing recessed area

Existing West Elevation

Existing door & window at roof

Photo showing entry (w/ no snow)
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Existing Northwest Corner
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Existing East Elevation

Existing South Elevation – looking west

Existing East Elevation (south side)

Existing South Elevation – looking east
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Existing West Elevation
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D ES C R IPTION

The Impact Elite family of wall luminaires is the ideal complement to
site design. Incorporating modular LightSquares technology, the Impact
Elite luminaire provides outstanding uniformity and energy-conscious
illumination. Combined with a rugged construction, the Impact Elite
luminaire is the ideal facade and security luminaire for zones surrounding
schools, office complexes, apartments and recreational facilities. UL/cUL
listed for wet locations.

Type

Catalog #
Project

Date

Comments
Prepared by

C on s t r u c t i o n

El e c tri c a l

Mo u n ting

Heavy-wall, die-cast aluminum
housing and removable hinged
door frame for precise tolerance
control and repeatability. Hinged
door inset for clean mating with
housing surface and secured via
two captive fasteners. Optional
tamper-resistant Torx™ head
fasteners offer vandal resistant
access to the electrical chamber.

LED drivers mount to die-cast
aluminum back housing for
optimal heat sinking, operation
efficacy, and prolonged life.
Standard drivers feature electronic
universal voltage (120-277V
50/60Hz), 347V 60Hz or 480V 60Hz
operation, greater than 0.9 power
factor, less than 20% harmonic
distortion, and are suitable for
operation in -40°C to 40°C ambient
environments. All fixtures are
shipped standard with 10kV/10kA
common – and differential – mode
surge protection. LightSquares
feature an IP66 enclosure rating
and maintain greater than 90%
lumen maintenance at 60,000 hours
per IESNA TM-21. Emergency
egress options for -20°C ambient
environments and occupancy
sensor available.

Gasketed and zinc plated rigid steel
mounting attachment fits directly
to 4” j-box or wall with the Impact
Elite “Hook-N-Lock” mechanism
for quick installation. Secured with
two captive corrosion resistant
black oxide coated allen head set
screws concealed but accessible
from bottom of fixture.

Optics

Choice of 10 patented, highefficiency AccuLED Optics™
distributions. Optics are precisely
designed to shape the light
output, maximizing efficiency and
application spacing. AccuLED
Optics technology creates
consistent distributions with the
scalability to meet customized
application requirements. Offered
Standard in 4000K (+/- 275K) CCT
and minimum 70 CRI. Optional
3000K, 5000K and 5700K CCT.
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Fin ish

Cast components finished in a
five-stage super TGIC polyester
powder coat paint, 2.5 mil nominal
thickness for superior protection
against fade and wear. Standard
colors include black, bronze, grey,
white, dark platinum and graphite
metallic. RAL and custom color
matches available. Consult the
McGraw-Edison Architectural
Colors brochure for the complete
selection.
Warran ty

Five-year warranty.

D IMENS IONS
Cylinder

Quarter Sphere
9"
[229mm]

7"
[178mm]

18" [457mm]

18" [457mm]

9" [229mm]

Trapezoid

ISC/ISS/IST/ISW
IMPACT ELITE LED
1 LightSquare

9" [229mm]

Solid State LED

Wedge
7"
[178mm]

8"
[203mm]

WALL MOUNT LUMINAIRE
CERTIFICATION DATA

9" [229mm]

16-1/2" [419mm]

8-1/4" [210mm]

H OOK -N-LOC K M OUN T I N G

ENERGY DATA
Electronic LED Driver
>0.9 Power Factor
<20% Total Harmonic Distortion
120-277V/50 & 60Hz, 347V/60Hz,
480V/60Hz
-40°C Minimum Temperature
40°C Ambient Temperature Rating

SHIPPING DATA

ER

C

*www.designlights.org

YS

TEM
S

S

Approximate Net Weight:
18 lbs. (8 kgs.)

TD514030EN

D

16-1/2" [419mm]

UL/cUL Listed
LM79 / LM80 Compliant
IP66 LightSquare
DesignLights Consortium® Qualified*
ISO 9001

TIFIE
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Specifications WM1926
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Project:
Quantity:

Fixture Type:
Customer:

Specifications

6 7/8”

Finish:
A polyester powder coat high quality finish is
electro-statically applied and baked at 430°
for exceptional durability and color retention.
Products undergo an intensive five-step
cleansing and pretreatment process for
maximum paint adhesion.

Electrical:
Universal voltage 120-277 is standard.
0-10V, TRIAC and ELV dimming protocols
are standard.

Marine grade finish provides superior salt,
humidity and UV protection. This coating
withstands up to 3000 hours of continuous
salt spray, comes with a 5-year warranty
and is available in either a textured or gloss
surface.

See page 2 table for LED module and driver
specs, voltage and dimming protocols.

Weight: 4.0 lbs

WM1926

Modifications:
Consult factory for custom or modified
designs.

Certifications:
UL Listed for wet locations.

10 3/4”

Catalog Logic

WM1926 M009LD

LED

Light Source &
Wattage

RLM Style

D

W

40K

Dimming/No
Dimming

Distribution

CCT

UNV RTC

PC

41

Voltage Driver Housing Accessories

Finish

Catalog Number

1

2

3

4

5

WM1926
1

6

7

UNV

LIGHT SOURCE & WATTAGES

7

(GU24 Socket Only; 120v only)

GR08

(8” Wire Grill)

M009LD

(9w, 850 lumen, Cree module)

PC

(Button Photo Cell) Remote Only

DIMMING

2

D (Standard 0-10v, TRIAC and ELV dimming)
S (Sunset dimming- Dims smoothly from 2700K to
1800K; 9w only)

ACCESSORIES

ACCESSORIES

GU24

*EMG-LED5

(5w, LED Emergency Driver, remote
placement, Cree module only)

*EMG-LED7

(7w, LED Emergency Driver, remote
placement, Cree module only)

GR08 (8” Wire Grill)

*For Emergency lumen output data, see Resources
section at www.ANPlighting.com.

See page 2 for dimming protocols and limitations.

8
3

W (T5 Wide Distribution with Dome LED Lens)
N (T5 Narrow Distribution with Flat LED Lens)

4

FINISHES

DISTRIBUTION

COLOR TEMPERATURE (CCT)

Standard Marine
Grade Grade
40

NA

41

101

42

102

Standard Marine
Grade Grade
53

100 Copper Clay

Black

56

109 Silver

Forest Green

61

106 Black Verde

27K

(2700K)

43

114

Bright Red

70

118 Painted Chrome

30K

(3000K)

44

107

White

71

105 Painted Copper

35K

(3500K)

40K

(4000K)

5

RTC

112

Bright Blue

72

108 Textured Black

123

Sunny Yellow

73

47

120

Aqua Green

76

49

NA

Galvanized

77

125 Matte Black
Textured
121 Architectural
Bronze
127 Textured White

50

111

Navy

78

124 Textured Silver

51

103

Architectural
Bronze

10

130 Aspen Green

52

104

Patina Verde

11

131 Cantaloupe

12

133

Lilac

13

132 Putty

VOLTAGE

UNV (120-277)

6

45
46

DRIVER HOUSING
(Driver Canopy)

PC Button Photo Cell
(Remote Only)

8
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5 1/8”

Material:
RLM shades are constructed of heavy duty
spun aluminum. All fasteners are stainless
steel. Inside of shade is reflective white
finish for all colors except galvanized paint
finish. Screw hardware may not match
paint.

EMG-LED

DRIVER HOUSING

RTCNC (Driver Canopy/No Spun Cover)
Premium Marine
Grade Grade

Premium Marine
Grade Grade

RTC

64

116

Candy Apple Red

65

122

Cobalt Blue

119

Extreme Chrome
Textured Desert
Stone
Butterscotch

82

128

Graystone

66

115

Caramel

69

113

Gunmetal Gray

68

126

Black Silver

83

134 Oil Rubbed Bronze

81

129

80

117

67

RTCNC

10182018

Consult factory for additional paint charges and availability

© 2019 ANP Lighting. All rights reserved. These specifications are intended for general purposes only.
ANP reserves the right to change material or design, without prior notice, in a continuing effort to upgrade its products.

1-800-548-3227
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ANPlighting.com
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Development Center
1120 Monroe Ave NW
Grand Rapids, MI 49503

Meeting Date: March 20, 2019
706 WEALTHY STREET SE - ADVISORY DISCUSSION - NEW BUILDING
BACKGROUND:
The owner came before the HPC in December of 2018 for an advisory discussion of preliminary
plans for a new building on the vacant lot at 706/708 Wealthy SE, the drawing and minutes have
been included in the packet. The owner is back before the HPC for a new ADVISORY
DISCUSSION to obtain feedback on the changes they have made that are based on HPC input
from the previous discussion.
As you will recall the site recently held the Wild Bunch building, a two story wood frame and
clapboard commercial building from the late 1800s. This building was approved for demolition
by the HPC in September of 2018 as it posed a threat the safety of the public. As a reminder any
new building on this site need not replicate the historic building, it may be a new design that is
compatible with the district.
This is an Advisory Discussion only and is not a formal review; no formal decision will be made
at this meeting. Any comments or recommendations made during an advisory discussion are not
binding upon either the applicant or the HPC. Advisory discussion should not be construed as
either approval or denial of a project or any portion thereof.
GUIDELINES
Sec. Int. Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings
Setting
Not Recommended:
Removing or radically changing those features of the setting which are important in defining the
historic character.
Removing or relocating historic buildings or landscape features, thus destroying their historic
relationship within the setting.

Local Guidelines
New Construction
Recommended:
The success of new construction within a historic district relies on understanding the distinctive
architectural character of the district.
Retaining site features that are important to the overall historic character.
Retaining the historic relationship between buildings, landscape features and open spaces.
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New construction siting should be reviewed based on existing district
setbacks, orientation, spacing and distance between adjacent buildings.
Design new construction so that the overall character of the site, site topography, character
defining site features and district vistas and views are retained.
Conform to design guidelines involving site and environment.
Design new buildings to be compatible with the surrounding buildings that contribute to the
overall character of the historic district in terms of height, form, size, scale, massing proportions
and roof shape. Giving special attention to proportions of the front façade.
Utility connections shall be placed to minimize visibility from the street.
Design the spacing, placement, scale, orientation, proportion and size of window and door
openings in new construction to be compatible with surrounding historic buildings.
Utilize window and doors in new buildings that are compatible in material, subdivision,
proportion, pattern and detail with the windows and doors of surrounding historic building that
contribute to their character.
Select materials and finishes that are compatible with historic materials and finishes found in
surrounding historic buildings that contribute to their historic character.
Design new buildings so that they are compatible but discernable from adjacent historic
buildings.
The introduction of compatible but contemporary new construction can add depth and contribute
interest to the district if the new design and location reflect an understanding of and
compatibility with the character of the district.
Not Recommended:
Introducing any new building that is out of scale or otherwise inappropriate to the settings
historic character.
Introducing a new feature that is visually incompatible with the site or that destroys the site
patterns and vistas.
Introducing new construction on to a site which is visually incompatible in terms of size, scale,
design, materials, color and texture or which destroys relationships on the site.
SECRETARY OF INTERIOR STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES
#1
A property shall be used for its historic purpose or be placed in a new use that requires minimal
change to the defining characteristics of the building and its site and environment.
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#2
The historic character of the property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of historic
materials or alteration of features and spaces that characterize a property shall be avoided.
#3
Each property shall be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and use. Changes that
create a false sense of historic development, such as adding conjectural features or architectural
elements from other buildings, shall not be undertaken.
#4
Most properties change over time; those changes that have acquired historic significance in their
own right shall be retained and preserved.
#5
Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship that
characterize a property shall be preserved.
#6
Distinctive 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.
#9
New additions, exterior alterations or related new construction shall not destroy historic
materials that characterize a property. The new work shall be differentiated from the old and
shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale and architectural features to protect the historic
integrity of the property and its environment.
#10
New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be undertaken in such a manner
that if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its
environment would be unimpaired.
STAFF NOTES
The owner is seeking input on their latest design for a new two story building on the vacant lot at
706-708 Wealthy Street SE. The new design is a reflection of comments and suggestions made
by the HPC in December during the previous discussion. As the context of massing and scale
was well vetted at the first discussion and as it has not changed this discussion shall focus on
design, materials, proportion and scale of features, and site.
One note from staff. On the north elevation drawing a sign is depicted above the 2nd floor (706
Wealthy) which isn’t really defined and will require input from Zoning.
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Staff has included streetscape and aerial images of the location to
give an understanding of the historical context and character of the affected portion of the
district, but it is advised that all Commissioners also walk the neighborhood.
Existing basic historic design elements within the affected area of the historic district:
·
·
·
·
·
·
·
·

A mix of commercial and residential buildings.
Scale ranging from low 1 story to tall 2 story structures.
All historic commercial buildings, with the exception of gas stations, were built
up to the sidewalk.
The residential structures are set back to accommodate front yards.
General material consists of wood, glass and masonry with a few exceptions of
metal panes on 50’s gas stations.
Window design is largely double hung with large plate glass storefronts.
Roof shapes are flat with or without parapets on the commercial structures.
Cornices, transoms & knee walls/bulkheads are typical commercial features.

Rather than reiterate everything staff will simply highlight certain elements:
·
Two story structure situated at the sidewalk with flat roof and fiber cement board
trim and an upper cornice.
·
Clapboard style fiber cement siding on the north and south elevation and CMU
block for the east and west elevations.
·
Storefront is traditional in style with fiber cement trim, cornice, glass system,
bulkhead, and what looks to be a flat possibly metal or wood entry canopy.
·
A 2nd floor deck with metal railing is proposed for the rear. The submittal is a
little confusing but it appears that they propose to install a 6’ wood privacy with a
green wall on top of it to enclose the lower portion of the deck. The use of a
fence to enclose the lower portion of the deck is not something that meets zoning
code, if the owner removes the fence and utilizes only a green wall (non-solid
framing) that may potentially comply with zoning code.
·
A small patio, walk path and parking are proposed for the rear portion of the lot.
The parking as indicated does not appear to meet zoning code as the code requires
a 5’ buffer on either side of the parking between the east and west property lines.
This might be accomplished through shrinking the widths of the spaces to the
minimum allowed, 8’, and by shrinking the width of the walk but that is
something the owner can look into as they formulate their final submittal.
As a reminder the overall scale (height, width, depth and placement) of the building itself was
well vetted in December and as such feedback shall focus on design, proportion and scale of
features, materials and site.
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Attachment: PREVIOUS ADVISORY PLANS (706 WEALTHY SE - ADVISORY DISCUSSION)
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