
 
AGENDA 

BIRMINGHAM HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION MEETING 
MUNICIPAL BUILDING-COMMISSION ROOM-151 MARTIN STREET 

WEDNESDAY – November 6th, 2019 
*********** 7:00 PM*********** 

 
1) Roll Call 

2) Approval of the HDC Minutes of October 16th, 2019 

3) Courtesy Review 

4) Historic Design Review 
A. 135 Pierce – Planthropie 
B. 487 Willits – Edgar Lamb House 

5) Sign Review 

6) Study Session 

7) Miscellaneous Business and Communication 
A. Pre-Application Discussions 

1. 100 N. Old Woodward 
B. Staff Reports 

1. Administrative Sign Approvals 
2. Administrative Approvals 
3. October Demolitions 

8) Adjournment 
 
Notice: Individuals requiring accommodations, such as interpreter services for effective participation in 
this meeting should contact the City Clerk's Office at (248) 530-1880 at least on day in advance of the 
public meeting. 

 
Las personas que requieren alojamiento, tales como servicios de interpretación, la participación efectiva 
en esta reunión deben ponerse en contacto con la Oficina del Secretario Municipal al (248) 530-
1880 por lo menos el día antes de la reunión pública.  (Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964). 

 
 

A PERSON DESIGNATED WITH THE AUTHORITY TO MAKE DECISIONS MUST BE 
PRESENT AT THE MEETING. 
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 HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION 
MINUTES OF OCTOBER 16, 2019 
Municipal Building Commission Room 
151 Martin, Birmingham, Michigan 

            
Minutes of the regular meeting of the Historic District Commission (“HDC”) held 
Wednesday, October 16, 2019. Chairman John Henke called the meeting to order at 7:02 
p.m.  
 
1)  ROLLCALL 
 
Present: Chairman John Henke; Board Members Natalia Dukas, Patricia Lang, 

Michael Willoughby; Student Representative Klea Ahmet 
   
Absent: Vice-Chairman Keith Deyer; Board Member Doug Burley, Gigi Debbrecht; 

Alternate Member Kevin Filthaut 
 
Administration: Nicholas Dupuis, City Planner 
  Laura Eichenhorn, Transcriptionist 
 

10-39-19 
 
2)  Approval Of Minutes 
 
Motion by Mr. Willoughby 
Seconded by Ms. Lang to approve the HDC Minutes of October 2, 2019 as 
submitted. 
 
Motion carried, 4-0. 
 
VOICE VOTE  
Yeas:  Willoughby, Lang, Dukas, Henke 
Nays:  None 
 

10-40-19  
 
3)  Courtesy Review (none) 
 

10-41-19 
 
4)  Historic Design Review (none) 
 

10-42-19 
 

5)  Sign Review (none) 
 

10-43-19 
 

6) Study Session (none) 
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10-44-19 

 
7) Miscellaneous Business and Communication  
 

A. Pre-Application Discussions  
 

1. 100 N. Old Woodward 
 

City Planner Dupuis reviewed the history of the 100 N. Old Woodward building, explaining: 
● The building was built in 1889 and was a two-story brick building.  
● In 1969 the brick was covered over with marble and the City Commission at the 

time granted a license agreement for the facade to encroach into the public right-
of-way.  

● If the brick under the marble could be restored it would be a major contribution 
to the Maple-Old Woodward intersection.  

● Victor Saroki, architect for the potential project at 100 N. Woodward, indicated he 
and his team would be interested in maintaining the brick if it was still in good 
condition.  

● With the planned stepbacks on the upper floors it is unlikely that the proposed 
project will feel more imposing than the building that is currently there.  

 
Mr. Saroki then presented the architectural drawings and potential project to the HDC. He 
said: 

● If his team were to peel the travertine off the facade and discover the brick was 
in poor shape, they would endeavor to restore the brick or duplicate the original 
historic aesthetic should direct restoration not be possible.  

● The Palladium Building in Birmingham would give an accurate sense of the scale 
of the proposed building. The corner of the building at Hamilton is five stories in 
height.  

● While the proposed building would be five stories, it would also have its upper 
floor facades stepped back. 

● His team is seeking a way to add on to this building in a way that is appropriate in 
terms of what the City needs and in terms of its aesthetic, historical and 
architectural context.  

● The team would consider whether they would want to pursue use of the roof for 
building occupants. 

● The facades of the Tiger and Boyd buildings would intentionally be done in a newer 
style in order to distinguish them from the older facades. 

● He could not say for sure, but the facades of the Tiger and Boyd buildings would 
probably be done to match the style of the upper floors. 

● He would consider whether the entrance to the upper floors should be located on 
the Maple or Old Woodward side. The N. Old Woodward streetscape is superior to 
the Maple streetscape in terms of views, amenities, and parking, which is why the 
plans currently designate the entrance as being on the N. Old Woodward side. A 
Maple entrance, however, would be located on the non-historic part of the building 
which could be preferable from a preservation standpoint. 
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● The potential buyer would not want to purchase the building without some 
certainty that they could proceed with plans that would make a development at 
this location profitable. The decision to pursue a four- or five-story building would 
be a matter of the likely return on investment for the potential buyer. 

● Andres Duany, head of the teams that developed both the City’s 2016 Plan and 
current master plan, is of the opinion that Birmingham is now a five-story City, 
and buildings with that massing and scale are appropriate for the City’s 
streetscape. 

● If these projects are done well they can both preserve the history of the City and 
be a part of the City’s careful but continued development. 

● If his team ends up breaking ground on this project, it will be essential that the 
plans for the single story of underground parking be maintained. 

 
Chairman Henke noted that under the Secretary of Interior standards the travertine is 
considered historic because the building received historic designation in the 1980s. He 
also said: 

● He has seen two other buildings in town negatively impact the adjacent buildings 
in the pursuit of underground parking, so the logistics of putting in one story of 
underground parking would be a concern. 

● With the plan’s five-story proposal, this building would be the tallest at the Maple-
Old Woodward corner, and would feel like a five-story building even with the 
proposed stepbacks. 

● 101 N. Old Woodward Ave, located in the same Maple-N. Old Woodward 
intersection, is unlikely to be able to build higher due to structural impediments. 

● When the travertine is peeled the underlying facade will start deteriorating as soon 
as work on the underground parking commences. 

● Restoration of the facade to its original appearance would not be preferable. 
● Having a full HDC weigh in on this proposal would be the most appropriate next 

step in Mr. Saroki’s due diligence. 
● A few renderings would likely help the discussion of the proposed project.  
● He is very in favor of open rooftops with green space, for this and other projects. 
● There is ongoing discussion regarding how developed the City’s downtown should 

become, and how the light and air would change if the City becomes a five-story 
City whereas it was previously a two- to three-story City. 

● Walking by the Daxton Hotel on Woodward will give an accurate sense of what a 
five-story building feels like when viewing it from street level.  

 
Mr. Saroki said he does expect that 101 N. Old Woodward will be able to build higher 
sometime in the future. He said that even though it may be structurally challenging it 
would not be impossible. He also said he would be willing to make some renderings of a 
four-story building in this location, in addition to renderings of the currently proposed 
plans, to see if there is a significant difference.  
 
Mr. Willoughby said he was inclined to support a project like this. He continued: 

● Stepping the third floor back, as the plans propose, will allow the team to restore 
the first two floors while distinguishing the upper floors from the lower historic 
ones. 
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● Many historic buildings throughout Europe have had new parts added on to them 
in aesthetically appropriate ways. Projects like that allow a community to maintain 
the historic feeling while allowing for development and investment in the 
community’s properties.  

● Mr. Saroki’s proposal is a good one, especially in regards to the respect it exhibits 
for the historic portion of the building.  

● This project would not likely remain the only five-story building in this intersection 
if these plans come to fruition. The other buildings would likely follow suit. 

 
Ms. Lang said this proposal merits serious consideration on the part of the HDC members. 
 
Mr. Saroki said he had heard the present HDC members’ feedback, and would try to return 
for another pre-application discussion with some conceptual renderings. He thanked the 
HDC for their time. 
 

2. 163 W. Maple  
 

City Planner Dupuis summarized the proposed plans for Seven Daughters, a coffee shop 
and roaster which is not in a historically designated building but would be located in the 
historic district. 
 
Maryam Razak, owner of Seven Daughters, said she wanted to remove the box structure 
and cut back to the existing glazing of the building, so the facade would be completely 
flat. She asked if she would be able to do the whole application as an administrative review 
in order to save herself time and resources. 
 
Chairman Henke advised Ms. Razak that she would not be able to receive approval 
administratively, but would have to return to the HDC. He also advised her to spend a bit 
more time with her architect working on some clearer renderings that will show her goals 
accurately. He said if her application is done well she should only have to come before 
the HDC once.  
 
City Planner Dupuis told Ms. Razak that if she wanted to be on the November 6, 2019 
HDC agenda that he would need her application and the majority of her materials by 
Monday, October 21, 2019. 
 
Ms. Razak thanked the HDC for their time. 
 

3. 366 W. Brown (Fence)  
 

City Planner Dupuis summarized the item, saying 366 W. Brown would be willing to use 
the lattice top fencing or the Kingston fencing. 
 
The HDC told City Planner Dupuis that they would prefer the Kingston fencing in a matte 
white. 
 

4. 384 W. Brown (Windows)  
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City Planner Dupuis summarized the item. 
 
After discussion, the HDC asked City Planner Dupuis to determine whether the owner 
intended to match and replace the remaining historic windows, or the newer windows 
which are not historic. The HDC said City Planner Dupuis could then administratively 
approve the windows if all the window specifications are reviewed to ensure that 
whichever windows are being replaced will be replaced with historically accurate 
windows.  
 
Chairman Henke stated that there is significant documentation regarding the historic 
windows for this house because this project’s historic aspects were much discussed 
when the architect, Robert Ziegelman, built these homes.  

 
B. Staff Reports  
 

1. Administrative Sign Approvals  
 

2. Administrative Approvals  
 

135 Pierce received a number of small administrative approvals. City Planner Dupuis 
then found the glass being replaced on their windows, which was not reviewed or 
approved by the City.  
 
The HDC agreed that the responsible parties should be brought in before the HDC for a 
historic review. Chairman Henke said that the building’s owners have repeatedly 
undertaken, or attempted to undertake, changes to the building’s exterior without City 
review or permission.  
 
487 Willits received approval for a number of different changes in 2018, but when City 
Planner Dupuis went for a final inspection several more changes had been made without 
City review or approval. Some of these changes included a different color of exterior 
paint, the addition of shutters, a different roof, different gable details, and changes to 
the summer home in the back of the home. As a result, City Planner Dupuis is requiring 
that the owners of 487 Willits return for a historic review as well. 
 
Chairman Henke confirmed that owners are expected to modify their buildings to meet 
the HDC’s requirements, even if the historic review occurs after the unapproved changes 
have already been implemented. 

 
3. September Demolitions 

 
10-45-19 

 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
No further business being evident, the board motioned to adjourn the meeting at 8:23 
p.m. 
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Nicholas Dupuis 
City Planner    



MEMORANDUM 
 

Planning Division 
 
DATE:   November 6th, 2019 
 
TO:   Historic District Commission 
 
FROM:  Nicholas Dupuis, City Planner 
 
SUBJECT: Historic Design Review – 135 Pierce – Planthropie  
  
Zoning:   B-4 Business Residential, D-4 Downtown Overlay 
Existing Use:   Commercial 
 
History 
The St. Clair Edison Building was designed by Birmingham Architect John H. Buckberrough in the 
Federal Style in 1909. The Construction was performed by Birmingham contractor G. Wm. Crary. 
In 1950, the building was cut laterally and raised to remove a large generator from the basement. 
At that time, the upper portion was raised 6.5 ft. to create a second floor. The building is now 
used for commercial purposes. 
 
Proposal 
The applicant recently submitted building plans and an Administrative Approval application for a 
tenant buildout and minor exterior changes to 135 Pierce. The changes were predominantly 
interior, with the exterior changes limited to paint, landscaping changes, a replacement of two 
accessory windows, and new signage. In mid-October, City Staff observed some unapproved 
work being performed to the front bay window that included the removal of the wood window 
mullions and replacement of the glass. The applicant has now submitted a Historic Design Review 
application for the newly proposed glass (please note, the work has already been performed, and 
this approval is being sought retroactively).  
 
The applicant is proposing to replace the former single paned glass with 1/8 thick double paned 
clear float glass with a 90% Visual Light Transmittance. The glass is made by Midwest Glass, and 
the applicant is retaining the same size, shape and number (21) of small square windows as 
existed. The glass meets the glazing ordinance that states only Clear glazing is permitted on 
storefront facades at the first floor. Clear glazing is defined as glass with a minimum Visual Light 
Transmittance of 80%. The applicant has also proposed new window mullions to secure the new 
glazing, which will be painted white as previously approved. 
 
Chapter 127, Section 127-18 of the City Code states that when work has been done upon a 
resource without a permit and/or a performance bond, and the commission finds that the work 
does not qualify for a certificate of appropriateness, the commission may require an owner to 
restore the resource to the condition that the resource was in before the inappropriate work or 
to modify the work so that it qualifies for a certificate of appropriateness. If the owner does not 
comply with the restoration or modification requirement within a reasonable time, the commission 



may seek an order from the county circuit court to require the owner to restore the resource to 
its former condition or to modify the work so that it qualifies for a certificate of appropriateness. 
If the owner does not comply or cannot comply with the order of the county circuit court, the 
commission or its agents may make a claim against the performance bond, if any, and enter the 
property and conduct work necessary to restore the resource to its former condition or modify 
the work so that it qualifies for a certificate of appropriateness in accordance with the court's 
order. The costs of the work done shall be charged to the owner, and may be levied by the city 
as a special assessment against the property. When acting pursuant to an order of the county 
circuit court, the historic district commission or its agents may enter a property for purposes of 
this section. 
 
Recommendation 
The proposed glass replacement meet the Secretary of the Interiors guideline numbers 1 and 5. 
The commercial use is in keeping with the historical character and does not require a change to 
the defining characteristics of the building and its site and environment, and the distinctive 
features (bay window) that characterize the building are to be preserved. However, the removal 
of historic materials or alteration of features and spaces that characterize a property was not 
avoided, as the existing single-pane glass was discarded and replaced with double pane glass 
(guideline #2). The proposed glass should maintain the historic character of the previous glass 
in terms of visibility and interaction from the street. 
 
The Planning Department recommends APPROVAL of the Historic Design Review and the issuance 
of a Certificate of Appropriateness for the work being completed at 135 Pierce – Planthropie. 
 
Wording for Motions 
I move that the Commission APPROVE the Historic Design Review application and issue a 
Certificate of Appropriateness for 135 Pierce - Planthropie. The work as proposed meets ''The 
Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation" standard numbers ________. 
 
I move that the Commission APPROVE the Historic Design Review application and issue a 
Certificate of Appropriateness for 135 Pierce - Planthropie, provided the following conditions are 
met:  (List Conditions). ''The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation" standard 
number(s) ________ will be met upon fulfillment of condition(s). 
 
I move that the Commission POSTPONE the Historic Design Review application and the issuance 
of a Certificate of Appropriateness for 135 Pierce - Planthropie, until the following conditions are 
met:  (List Conditions). ''The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation" standard 
number(s) ________ will be met upon fulfillment of condition(s). 
 
I move that the Commission DENY the Historic Design Review application for 135 Pierce - 
Planthropie. Because of ________ the work does not meet 'The Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards for Rehabilitation" standard number(s) ___________. 
 
Notice to Proceed 
I move the Commission issue a Notice to Proceed for number ________. The work is not 
appropriate, however the following condition prevails: ________and the proposed application will 
materially correct the condition. 
 



Choose from one of these conditions: 
a) The resource constitutes hazard to the safety of the public or the structure's occupants. 
 
b) The resource is a deterrent to a major improvement program that will be of substantial benefit 

to the community and the applicant proposing the work has obtained all necessary planning 
and zoning approvals, financing, and environmental clearances. 

 
c) Retaining the resource will cause undue financial hardship to the owner when a governmental 

action, an act of God, or other events beyond the owner’s control created the hardship, and 
all feasible alternatives to eliminate the  financial hardship, which may include offering the 
resource for sale at its fair market value or moving the resource to a vacant site within the 
historic district. have been attempted and exhausted by the owner. 

 
d) Retaining the resource is not in the best of the majority of the community. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR'S STANDARDS FOR REHABILITATION AND 
GUIDELINES FOR REHABILITATING HISTORIC BUILDINGS 
 
The U. S. secretary of the interior standards for rehabilitation are as follows: 

 
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 its 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 property shall be preserved. 

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

7. Chemical or physical treatments, such as sandblasting, that cause damage to historic 
materials shall not be used. The surface cleaning of structures, if appropriate, shall be 
undertaken using the gentlest means possible. 

8. Significant archaeological resources affected by a project shall be protected and 
preserved. If such resources must be disturbed, mitigation measures shall be 
undertaken. 

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. 







































MEMORANDUM 
 

Planning Division 
 
DATE:   November 6th, 2019 
 
TO:   Historic District Commission 
 
FROM:  Nicholas Dupuis, City Planner 
 
SUBJECT: Historic Design Review – 487 Willits – Edgar Lamb House 
  
Zoning:   R-3 Single-Family Residential 
Existing Use:   Single-family Residential 
 
History 
This house was commissioned to local builder Mr. Logan by Martha Baldwin in 1898.  The house 
was to be built for Mr. Edgar Lamb who was the janitor at the High School in Birmingham.  Several 
modifications have been made over the years.  In the 1930’s Scott Hersey remodeled the interior 
by adding a fireplace and removing interior partition walls.  In the 1950’s the small windows on 
either side of the fireplace were replace with bay windows.  This property was renown in the 70’s 
for its gardens, which were maintained by Mrs. Veinott, also known as Grandma Roses.   
Proposal 
The applicant was approved for exterior renovations to the house on May 16th, 2019 by the 
Historic District Commission. The approved changes included: 

 Remove the previously installed aluminum siding and replace with new cedar wood lap 
board siding; 

 Paint the body of the house BM “Storm Gray” and the trim BM “White Dove” 
 Replacing several existing single pane bay windows with double hung windows; 
 Removing the existing greenhouse on the rear of the building and rebuild with a pitched 

roof and sliding doors; 
 Replace garage door; 
 Replace railing and windows above garage doors; 
 Convert the flat roof on the garage to a pitched roof; 
 Demolish the trellis on the back deck. 

Upon the completion of a final inspection by City Staff, several changes were made from the 
approved site plan that were not approved by either the Historic District Commission or the 
Planning Division. The changes observed were as follows: 

1. Body of the house was approved to be painted "storm gray" with "white dove" trim. House 
currently all white. 

2. Window shutters not present on approved plans. 
3. 4 light sconces not on approved plans. 
4. Front door design appears to be different from approved plans. 



5. Apparent new wood on soffits not described in approved plans. 
6. Architectural details on dormers not on approved plans (bargeboard, gable decoration). 
7. Small ribbon windows above new door wall/windows over garage appear to be different 

sizes. 
8. Railing post cap detail does not match plans. 
9. New mechanical equipment enclosure on east elevation not on approved plans. 
10. Shingle roof appears to be new/not proposed during plan review and different style than 

what existed. 
11. "Summer House" in rear not complete, missing walls, ceiling, finishes etc. Existing cinder 

block walls demolished further than implied on plans (2 entire sides of the building), 
contractor explained they were deteriorated beyond repair. 

The applicant has submitted revised plans detailing the changes that were made from conception 
to construction which include notes addressing the observations made during the final inspection. 
The plans also include a redesign of the unfinished summer house. The summer house is now 
proposed as an open air space with a fireplace. The south and east walls that were removed will 
remain open, and a pillar at the southeast corner of the former garage will support the roof. The 
roof is still proposed as pitched, and will have shingles to match the main residence. 
The paint color that is currently on the house is Benjamin Moore White Dove OC17. The color is 
flat on the cedar shingles and low luster on siding and trim. 
The photographs from the final inspection and the staff report and minutes from the May 2018 
Historic District Commission meeting are attached for your review. 
Recommendation 
The proposed changes to the approved site plans appear to meet Secretary of the Interiors 
guideline numbers 2, 1 and 9. The property will remain a single-family residence (#1), and the 
historical character of the property is preserved through the renovations that were performed, 
and the changes made from the approved site plans do not jeopardize such (#2). Similarly, the 
exterior alterations (specifically the changes from the approved site plan) do not destroy the 
historic materials that characterize the property and remains compatible with the massing, size, 
scale, and architectural features to protect the historic integrity of the property and its 
environment (#9). 
It is important to note, however, that the observations made during the final inspection include 
the removal/change of gable details and the shape of the bargeboard on the dormer, as well as 
the removal of two complete walls from the garage (“summer house”) in the rear. These 
observations contradict with the above recommendations referencing guideline numbers 2 and 9. 
The architect/applicant has advised that the gable details on the dormers pre-renovation were 
added later in the houses life as faux-historical details. The Secretary of the Interior’s guideline 
#3 rebukes conjectural architectural details that are unoriginal, yet guideline #4 reminds us that 
changes to the property over time may have acquired historical significance in their own right. 
The Historic District Commission should discuss the circumstances of these changes, 
along with the removal of two deteriorating original walls at the “summer house” in 
the rear. 
The Planning Division recommends APPROVAL of the Historic Design Review application and the 
issuance of a Certificate of Appropriateness for the work completed at 487 Willits. 
 
 



Wording for Motions 
I move that the Commission APPROVE the Historic Design Review application and issue a 
Certificate of Appropriateness for 135 Pierce - Planthropie. The work as proposed meets ''The 
Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation" standard numbers ________. 
 
I move that the Commission APPROVE the Historic Design Review application and issue a 
Certificate of Appropriateness for 135 Pierce - Planthropie, provided the following conditions are 
met:  (List Conditions). ''The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation" standard 
number(s) ________ will be met upon fulfillment of condition(s). 
 
I move that the Commission POSTPONE the Historic Design Review application and the issuance 
of a Certificate of Appropriateness for 135 Pierce - Planthropie, until the following conditions are 
met:  (List Conditions). ''The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation" standard 
number(s) ________ will be met upon fulfillment of condition(s). 
 
I move that the Commission DENY the Historic Design Review application for 135 Pierce - 
Planthropie. Because of ________ the work does not meet 'The Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards for Rehabilitation" standard number(s) ___________. 
 
 
 
Notice to Proceed 
I move the Commission issue a Notice to Proceed for number ________. The work is not 
appropriate, however the following condition prevails: ________and the proposed application 
will materially correct the condition. 
 
Choose from one of these conditions: 
a) The resource constitutes hazard to the safety of the public or the structure's occupants. 
 
b) The resource is a deterrent to a major improvement program that will be of substantial 

benefit to the community and the applicant proposing the work has obtained all necessary 
planning and zoning approvals, financing, and environmental clearances. 

 
c) Retaining the resource will cause undue financial hardship to the owner when a 

governmental action, an act of God, or other events beyond the owner’s control created the 
hardship, and all feasible alternatives to eliminate the  financial hardship, which may include 
offering the resource for sale at its fair market value or moving the resource to a vacant site 
within the historic district. have been attempted and exhausted by the owner. 

 
d) Retaining the resource is not in the best of the majority of the community. 
 
 
 
 
 



THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR'S STANDARDS FOR REHABILITATION AND 
GUIDELINES FOR REHABILITATING HISTORIC BUILDINGS 
 
The U. S. secretary of the interior standards for rehabilitation are as follows: 

 
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 its 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 property shall be preserved. 

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

7. Chemical or physical treatments, such as sandblasting, that cause damage to historic 
materials shall not be used. The surface cleaning of structures, if appropriate, shall be 
undertaken using the gentlest means possible. 

8. Significant archaeological resources affected by a project shall be protected and 
preserved. If such resources must be disturbed, mitigation measures shall be 
undertaken. 

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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MEMORANDUM 

 
Planning Division 

 
DATE:   May 11, 2018 
 
TO:   Historic District Commission 
 
FROM:  Matthew Baka – Senior Planner 
 
SUBJECT: Final Historic Design Review – 487 Willits – Edgar Lamb House 
  
Zoning:  R-3 Single-Family Residential 
Existing Use:  Single-family Residential 
 
History 
This house was commissioned to local builder Mr. Logan by Martha Baldwin in 1898.  The house 
was to be built for Mr. Edgar Lamb who was the janitor at the High School in Birmingham.  
Several modifications have been made over the years.  In the 1930’s Scott Hersey remodeled 
the interior by adding a fireplace and removing interior partition walls.  In the 1950’s the small 
windows on either side of the fireplace were replace with bay windows.  This property was 
renown in the 70’s for its gardens, which were maintained by Mrs. Veinott, also known as 
Grandma Roses.   
 
Proposed changes  
The current proposal to renovate the exterior of the home will remove several changes that 
were made to the original structure.  These changes include the following; 
 

 Remove the previously installed aluminum siding and replace with new cedar wood lap 
board siding; 

 Paint the body of the house BM “Storm Gray” and the trim BM “White Dove” 
 Replacing several existing single pane bay windows with double hung windows; 
 Removing the existing greenhouse on the rear of the building and rebuild with a pitched 

roof and sliding doors; 
 Replace garage door; 
 Replace railing and windows above garage doors; 
 Convert the flat roof on the garage to a pitched roof; 
 Demolish the trellis on the back deck. 

 
The following description will detail the elevations on each elevation 
 
North (front) elevation 
The elevation of the house facing Willits is proposed to two new double hung Anderson 
windows to replace the existing aluminum windows.  As with the rest of the home this elevation 
is also proposed to replace the existing aluminum siding with beveled lapboard siding on the 
first floor and cedar shake siding on the second floor. 
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West elevation 
On the west elevation of the house the applicant is proposing to replace the two large single 
pane bay windows with two sets of side by side double hung windows in each location.  The 
garage door is proposed to be replaced with a new garage door and opening with rounded top.  
Above the garage door the applicant is proposing to replace the existing windows and metal 
railing with a 10’ sliding door, and new 24” x 48” windows.  The metal railing is proposed to be 
replaced with a new wooden railing.  As with the rest of the home this elevation is also 
proposed to replace the existing aluminum siding with beveled lapboard siding on the first floor 
and cedar shake siding on the second floor. 
 
South (rear) elevation 
On the south elevation the applicant is proposing to replace the existing door wall with fixed 
windows.  The greenhouse is proposed to be removed and replaced with a door wall and 
pitched roof.  As with the rest of the home this elevation is also proposed to replace the existing 
aluminum siding with beveled lapboard siding on the first floor and cedar shake siding on the 
second floor. 
 
East elevation 
On the east elevation the applicant is proposing to replace one double hung window and install 
two more in the reconstructed greenhouse room.  As with the rest of the home this elevation is 
also proposed to replace the existing aluminum siding with beveled lapboard siding on the first 
floor and cedar shake siding on the second floor 
 
Sec. 127-11. Design review standards and guidelines. 
 

1.  (a)  In reviewing plans, the commission shall follow the U.S. secretary of the 
interior's standards for rehabilitation and guidelines for rehabilitating historic buildings as 
set forth in 36 C.F.R. part 67. Design review standards and guidelines that address special 
design characteristics of historic districts administered by the commission may be followed 
if they are equivalent in guidance to the secretary of interior's standards and guidelines 
and are established or approved by the state historic preservation office of the Michigan 
Historical Center. 

 
 (b)  In reviewing plans, the commission shall also consider all of the following: 
 
  (1) The historic or architectural value and significance of the resource and its 

relationship to the historic value of the surrounding area. 
 
  (2) The relationship of any architectural features of the resource to the rest of the 

resource and to the surrounding area. 
 
  (3) The general compatibility of the design, arrangement, texture, and materials 

proposed to be used. 
 
  (4) Other factors, such as aesthetic value, that the commission finds relevant. 

 
 

 
 
 



 - 3 -

RECOMMENDATION 
Guideline #9 of the Secretary if the Interior’s Standards state that new additions, exterior 
alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy historic materials that characterize the 
property.  All of the siding is aluminum and is not historic material.  The windows that are 
proposed to be removed are also aluminum and are not historic.  The garage door location was 
added in the early 1990’s as was the greenhouse. 
 
Accordingly, the Planning Division recommends that the Commission APPROVE the design 
review application for 487 Willits. 
 
The work does meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines 
for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings, standard number 6, “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.”  As the applicant has not provided evidence illustrating that the materials cannot 
be repaired. 
 
"THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR'S STANDARDS FOR REHABILITATION AND 
GUIDELINES FOR REHABILITATING HISTORIC BUILDINGS" 

 
 

The U. S. secretary of the interior standards for rehabilitation are as follows: 
 

  (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 its 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 property shall be preserved. 
 
  (6) Deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather than replaced. Where the 

severity of deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new 
feature shall match the old in design, color, texture, and other visual qualities 
and, where possible, materials. Replacement of missing features shall be 
substantiated by documentary, physical, or pictorial evidence. 

 
  (7) Chemical or physical treatments, such as sandblasting, that cause damage to 

historic materials shall not be used. The surface cleaning of structures, if 
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appropriate, shall be undertaken using the gentlest means possible. 
 
  (8) Significant archaeological resources affected by a project shall be protected and 

preserved. If such resources must be disturbed, mitigation measures shall be 
undertaken. 

 
  (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.  

 

Notice To Proceed 

I move the Commission issue a Notice to Proceed for number ________. The work is not 
appropriate, however the following condition prevails: ________and the proposed application 
will materially correct the condition. 
 
Choose from one of these conditions: 
a) The resource constitutes hazard to the safety of the public or the structure's occupants. 
 
b) The resource is a deterrent to a major improvement program that will be of substantial 

benefit to the community and the applicant proposing the work has obtained all necessary 
planning and zoning approvals, financing, and environmental clearances. 

 
c) Retaining the resource will cause undue financial hardship to the owner when a 

governmental action, an act of God, or other events beyond the owner’s control created the 
hardship, and all feasible alternatives to eliminate the  financial hardship, which may include 
offering the resource for sale at its fair market value or moving the resource to a vacant site 
within the historic district. have been attempted and exhausted by the owner. 

 
d) Retaining the resource is not in the best of the majority of the community. 
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 BIRMINGHAM HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION 
MINUTES OF MAY 16, 2018 

Municipal Building Commission Room  
151 Martin, Birmingham, Michigan 

             
 
Minutes of the regular meeting of the Historic District Commission (“HDC”) held 
Wednesday, May 16, 2018.  Chairman John Henke called the meeting to order at 
7:05 p.m. 
 
Present: Chairman John Henke; Board Members Adam Charles, Vice-

Chairman Keith Deyer, Michael Willoughby; Alternate Board 
Members Kevin Filthaut, Dulce Fuller 

 
Absent: Board Members Doug Burle, Natalia Dukas,Thomas Trapnell  
 
Administration: Matthew Baka, Sr. Planner 
  Carole Salutes, Recording Secretary 
 

05-12-18 
 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
HDC Minutes of April 4, 2018 
 
Motion by Mr. Willoughby 
Seconded by Chairman Henke to approve the HDC Minutes of April 4, 2018 
as presented. 
 
Motion carried, 5-0. 
 
VOICE VOTE  
Yeas:   
Nays: None 
Absent:  Burle, Dukas, Trapnell 
 
The Chairman cautioned the petitioners that since only five board members were 
in attendance, they could postpone their hearing to the next meeting when a 
more complete board might be present.  All agreed to go forward this evening. 
 

05-13-18 
 

HISTORIC REVIEW 
607 Bates 
Major Jones House 
Bates St. Historic District 
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Zoning:  R-3 Single-Family Residential 
 
History:  The Historic Major Jones House is located on the north half of a large lot 
at 607 S. Bates. The south half of the lot is vacant. The Historic Major Jones 
House was constructed in 1865 and is believed to be one of the oldest homes in 
the Bates St. Historic District. The house was designated historic in 1978 and the 
Bates St. Historic District designation came into effect in January of 1998.  
 
The house served as a two-unit rental property for several years, and it has been 
vacant for many years. In 2003, the owner was cited for maintenance violations, 
and in 2006, after making several requests to demolish the property, the owner 
was cited for Demolition – by - Neglect (DXN). The owner was required to make 
several repairs to upgrade the condition of the house. The house has been sold 
several times and reviewed by the HDC for potential renovations. However, none 
of those approved plans were executed, and the current owner was approved to 
renovate the property with a new proposal. 
 
Approval History:  On June 21, 2017, the applicant appeared before the Historic 
District Commission seeking approval of an addition to the Major Jones House. 
The application was approved with the exception of the front porch. The 
Commission requested that the applicant consider altering the design in a way 
that accentuates the original portion of the home and its detail features.  
 
Accordingly, the applicant submitted revised plans in August of 2017. The 
applicant was approved on August 16, 2017 to expose the window and restore 
the decorative wood details shown in the historic photos available for the house.  
 
In addition, the applicant was granted the required variances at the July 11, 2017 
Board of Zoning Appeals meeting to construct the copula and the gabled ends 
that were previously identified as dormers. 
 
Proposal:  The applicant is now returning to the commission to request additional 
modifications to the approved plan.  The following changes are proposed: 
• Change of window color; 
• Change of roofing color; 
• Add glass block windows; 
• Replace masonry apron on porch with lattice for ventilation; 
• Combine two kitchen windows into one; 
• Replace stone wall with wood fence and 10 ft. arborvitae; 
• Replace original windows; 
• Replace original wood siding. 
 
On April 4, 2018 the HDC reviewed and approved the proposed changes to the 
approved plan with the exception of the removal of the original siding and 
windows. The applicant requested that portion of the proposal be postponed to a 
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later date in the hopes that a full board would be in attendance. Accordingly, the 
applicant is now requesting approval of the remainder of the proposed changes. 
 
Chairman Henke noted the board has not received any evidence of window and 
siding deterioration since the last meeting. 
 
Mr. William Finnicum, the architect, was present with the homeowners, Mr. and 
Mrs. Joseph Angileri.  Mr. Finnicum noted the house, currently under 
construction, has no house wrap, vapor barrier, insulation, or flashing to protect 
the walls.  He took Chairman Henke's advice from the last meeting and consulted 
a window expert, Mr. James Turner, who walked him through the process of 
rebuilding an old window.  
 
Their other option is to have windows made new to replicate the original.  They 
would be primed and painted and have integral flashing installing to the wall. 
Glazing from the old windows would be used.  The tie breaker for these windows 
is the addition of flashing and no exposure to lead paint.  Mr. Finnicum felt  the 
newer windows would have more durability over the years.  Also, If they rebuild 
four existing windows, two more replacements would be needed anyway. 
 
With respect to siding, the original has a 3/4 in. overlap which is not enough.  The 
house has two types of siding.  He would like to replace with siding that has  
more overlap which will give it more integrity.  They will not change anything or 
take away any of the architectural features.  The original siding must be removed 
in order to install a house wrap, get flashing between the edges of the windows 
and the house, and add insulation.   
 
Chairman Henke maintained that the original windows can be rebuilt. 
 
Mr. Finnicum projected a PowerPoint that showed the rotted siding with 
deterioration around the nails where moisture has gotten in. He followed that with 
pictures of historic homes in Birmingham where the original siding has been 
replaced: 
• 571 S. Bates 
• 612 S. Bates 
• 347 W. Brown 
• 384 W. Brown 
• 536 Stanley 
• 555 Stanley 
• 587 Stanley 
• 1119 Southfield 
He felt these set adequate precedent for replacing original siding. If the original 
siding on this house is put back now, it will just have to be redone in the future. 
 



Historic District Commission 
Minutes of May 16, 2018 
Page 4 of 8 
 
Mr. Angileri spoke to say that he doesn't think anything they are proposing is 
contrary to the ordinances.  They are trying to make the home efficient and bring 
it up to the characteristics of the neighborhood.  When it comes to the windows, 
they don't think the new windows will affect exterior appearance.  The siding is 
different.  The old wood has to be taken off and may get broken in the process.   

 
Chairman Henke noted the HDC's mandate is to keep the historic house as 
original as possible.  If it is completely redone with new windows and siding it 
may look like an old house but it will not be.  Mr. Angileri indicated that he wants 
to make the house as energy efficient as possible; however Chairman Henke did 
not think that necessitates completely stripping it.  
 
Mr. Charles said he doesn't see the efficiency gain if the glass remains the same.  
Mr. Finnicum answered the old windows don't have integral flashing as the   
replicated windows would. 
 
Mr. Willoughby was surprised the proposed replacement siding is so thin.  He 
would like the sash to match.  The board is not even sure that what is on the 
home is original. 
 
Mr. Charles recalled that in his renovation of a home they were able to salvage 
the siding.  He knew that it could be saved from one elevation on this house.  
The lead based paint can be safely removed using lead removal guidelines. 
 
Mr. Angileri noted the best case is that 30% of the siding is bad. Chairman Henke 
observed tonight is the first time the board has seen any of this.  Seventy percent 
of the siding is probably okay.  He asked to be shown that they actually have a 
deteriorated situation and that the boards need to be replaced.  The more narrow 
of the two lap sidings that are installed is probably the one that is consistent with 
this house.  The original windows can be redone and put back in. 
 
Mr. Willoughby noticed that none of the board had an objection to pulling the old 
siding off in order to put on Tyvek.  The percentage of deteriorated boards will be 
clearer when the boards are off.  Then an intelligent decision can be made 
whether to put them back on or replace them. 
 
Motion by Mr. Willoughby 
Seconded by Chairman Henke that the board approves of the project as 
submitted for 607 Bates, the Major Jones House, with the exception that 
the applicant will repaint/repair the windows, remove the siding in order to 
install Tyvec, and at that time make an assessment of the siding that was 
removed and give us a count if more than 50% is removed.  Administrative 
approval can be issued if that is the case. 
 
Amended by Chairman Henke 
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Seconded by Mr. Charles and agreed to by the makers of the motion that a 
drawing is needed with respect to the foam and how that changes the 
exterior.  Further, removal of the siding should be monitored to ensure that 
it is done carefully. 
 
There were no comments from members of the public at 8:15 p.m. 
 
Motion and amendment carried, 5-0. 
 
VOICE VOTE  
Yeas:  Willoughby, Henke, Charles, Filthaut, Fuller 
Nays: None 
Absent:  Burle, Dukas, Trapnell 
 

05-14-18 
   
HISTORIC DESIGN REVIEW 
487 Willits 
Edgar Lamb House 
 
Mr. Baka highlighted the proposed work: 
 
History:  This house was commissioned to local builder Mr. Logan by Martha 
Baldwin in 1898. The house was to be built for Mr. Edgar Lamb who was the 
janitor at the high school in Birmingham. Several modifications have been made 
over the years. In the 1930’s Scott Hersey remodeled the interior by adding a 
fireplace and removing interior partition walls. In the 1950’s the small windows on 
either side of the fireplace were replaced with bay windows. This property was 
renowned in the 70’s for its gardens, which were maintained by Mrs. Veinott, also 
known as Grandma Roses.  
 
Proposed changes: The current proposal to renovate the exterior of the home will 
remove several changes that were made to the original structure. These changes 
include the following;  
• Remove the previously installed aluminum siding and replace with new cedar 
wood lap board siding;  
• Paint the body of the house BM “Storm Gray” and the trim BM “White Dove;”  
• Replace several existing single pane bay windows with double hung windows;  
• Remove the existing greenhouse on the rear of the building and rebuild with a 
pitched roof and sliding doors;  
• Replace garage door;  
• Replace railing and windows above garage doors;  
• Convert the flat roof on the garage to a pitched roof; and  
• Demolish the trellis on the back deck. 
 
The following details the changes on each elevation: 
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North (front) elevation  
The elevation of the house facing Willits is proposed to have two new double- 
hung Anderson windows to replace the existing aluminum windows. As with the 
rest of the home this elevation is also proposed to replace the existing aluminum 
siding with beveled lapboard siding on the first floor and cedar shake siding on 
the second floor.  
 
West elevation  
The applicant is proposing to replace the two large single-pane bay windows with 
two sets of side-by-side double-hung windows in each location. The garage door 
is proposed to be replaced with a new garage door.  Above the garage door the 
applicant is proposing to replace the existing windows and metal railing with a 10 
ft. sliding door, and new windows. The metal railing is proposed to be replaced 
with a new wooden railing. As with the rest of the home this elevation is also 
proposed to replace the existing aluminum siding with beveled lapboard siding on 
the first floor and cedar shake siding on the second floor.  
 
South (rear) elevation  
The applicant is proposing to replace the existing door wall with fixed windows. 
The greenhouse is proposed to be removed and replaced with a door wall and 
pitched roof. As with the rest of the home this elevation is also proposed to 
replace the existing aluminum siding with beveled lapboard siding on the first 
floor and cedar shake siding on the second floor.  
 
East elevation  
The applicant is proposing to replace one double-hung window and install two 
more in the reconstructed greenhouse room. As with the rest of the home this 
elevation is also proposed to replace the existing aluminum siding with beveled 
lapboard siding on the first floor and cedar shake siding on the second floor. 
 
Mr. Tom Holleman, the architect, was present with Mr. Eric Vogle, the builder.  
Mr. Holleman indicated their goal is to replace all of the non-conforming changes  
that have been made to the home over the last 50 years. 
 
Chairman Henke noted this house is being put together the way it is supposed to 
be; however, he struggles with replacing the flat roof on the garage with a pitched 
roof.  Mr. Vogle noted the shakes will be cedar, hard nailed. 
 
Motion by Mr. Charles 
Seconded by Ms. Fuller to approve Historic Design Review for 487 Willits, 
Edgar Lamb House as proposed. 
 
Motion carried, 5-0. 
 
VOICE VOTE  



Historic District Commission 
Minutes of May 16, 2018 
Page 7 of 8 
 
Yeas:  Charles, Fuller, Filthaut, Henke, Willoughby 
Nays: None 
Absent:  Burle, Dukas, Trapnell 
 

05-15-18 
 
STUDY SESSION 
Overlay Signage Standards (not discussed) 
 

05-16-18 
 
MISCELLANEOUS BUSINESS AND COMMUNICATIONS 
 
A. Staff Reports 
 

-- Administrative Approvals  
 

 137 W. Maple Rd., Drybar –  
• Installation of one set of illuminated letters; 
• Installation of one illuminated blade sign; 
• Installation of vinyl graphics on storefront windows. 

 
 268 W. Maple Rd., St. Croix – Installation of wall sign and double-sided blade 

sign. 
 

 217 S. Old Woodward Ave. – Remove and replace signage on west-facing 
wall with dimensional letters and logos per specification. 

 
 135 S. Old Woodward Ave., Verizon – New business sign for new business, 

west elevation, front façade. 
 

 B. Communications 
 
-- Commissioners’ Comments (none)   

 
05-17-18 

 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
No further business being evident, the Chairman motioned to adjourn the 
meeting at 8:34 p.m. 
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      Matthew Baka    
      Sr. Planner     
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