
 

 

AGENDA 
VIRTUAL BIRMINGHAM HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION MEETING 

WEDNESDAY – December 16th, 2020 
***************** 7:00 PM***************** 

 
Link to Access Virtual Meeting: https://zoom.us/j/91282479817 
Telephone Meeting Access: 877 853 5247 US Toll-free 
Meeting ID Code: 912 8247 9817 
 

1) Roll Call 
2) Approval of the HDC Minutes of November 18th, 2020 
3) Courtesy Review 
4) Historic Design Review 

A. 743 W. Frank – King-Argus House 
5) Sign Review 
6) Study Session 
7) Miscellaneous Business and Communication 

A. Pre-Application Discussions 
B. Draft Agenda 

1. January 6th, 2021 
C. Staff Reports 

1. Administrative Sign Approvals 
2. Administrative Approvals 
3. Demolitions 
4. Action List – 2020/2021 
5. Historical Preservation Collaboration Matrix 

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 NOVEMBER 18, 2020 

Held Remotely Via Zoom And Telephone Access 
            
Minutes of the regular meeting of the Historic District Commission (“HDC”) held Wednesday, 
November 18, 2020. Chairman John Henke called the meeting to order at 7:03 p.m.  
 
1)  ROLLCALL 
 
Present: Chairman John Henke; Vice-Chairman Keith Deyer; Board Members Gigi 

Debbrecht, Natalia Dukas, Patricia Lang, Michael Willoughby (all Committee 
members located in Birmingham, MI) 

   
Absent: None 
 
Administration: Nicholas Dupuis, City Planner 
  Laura Eichenhorn, City Transcriptionist 
 
Chairman Henke asked all meeting participants to be mindful of not speaking over each other. 
 

11-92-20 
 
2)  Approval Of Minutes 
 
Motion by Mr. Willoughby 
Seconded by Ms. Dukas to approve the HDC Minutes of November 4, 2020 as 
submitted. 
 
Motion carried, 6-0. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE  
Yeas:  Willoughby, Dukas, Debbrecht, Deyer, Henke, Lang 
Nays:  None 
 

11-93-20 
 
3)  Courtesy Review 
 
None. 
 

11-87-20 
 
4)  Historic Design Review 
 

A. 361 E. Maple – Hawthorne Building  
 

Chairman Henke noted that the HDC received a letter from Mel and Geri Kaftan and a 
memorandum from Timothy Stoepker, legal representative for the Kaftans, both in opposition to 
the proposed project. 
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CP Dupuis gave an overview of the item. 
 
Chris Longe, architect for the project, and Victor Simon, owner of 361 E. Maple, were both 
present. 
 
Referencing a similar design proposed by the applicant in 2018, Chairman Henke asked Mr. Longe 
to distinguish between the previous design and the current one the owner is proposing.  
 
Mr. Longe stated: 

● The original facade is now included in the proposal. 
● The new proposal includes more dramatic stepbacks than the previous proposal. 
● The new proposal includes design elements for that aim to complement the design of the 

building to the east.  
 
Mr. Willoughby proposed that the second and third stories could be stepped six feet back from 
the first story, with the fourth story stepped back further from the third and the fifth story stepped 
back even further from the fourth. He originally recommended the six feet back for the second 
and third stories because the drawings showed that the first floor windows would be recessed six 
feet in from the facade. He said he would want to see perspective drawings of the building in 
context because he thought that would give the HDC a better sense of the proposal. 
 
When Chairman Henke pointed out that the first floor windows are not currently recessed, Mr. 
Willoughby said it gave him pause that the original historic facade was proposing to be changed.  
 
Chairman Henke floated the idea that the building could be four stories instead of five. 
 
Ms. Lang stated she was interested in seeing a draft from Mr. Longe of something influenced by 
Mr. Willougby’s suggestions.  
 
Chairman Henke and Mr. Willoughby were not in favor of the east wall being solid brick above 
the third or fourth floor. 
 
Ms. Dukas asked Mr. Longe why he thought the proposed massing would be appropriate. 
 
Mr. Longe said that it was actually the Kaftans’ building and the Christian Science Reading Room 
building that were currently out of place. He said the proposal to make 361 E. Maple five stories 
is appropriate because the zoning allows for it, the 2016 Plan encourages it, and consequently 
most of the buildings in that area would likely have vertical additions in the future. He said the 
plans for 361 E. Maple would not seem overwhelming once the likely vertical additions on the 
other nearby buildings occur. 
 
Mr. Willoughby largely echoed Mr. Longe’s statement, saying that just because a five story 
building would be out-of-step with the current streetscape does not mean that it would remain 
that way. He said doing something like his suggestions might allow the massing to be less 
overwhelming. He also said that it is the HDC’s charge to both preserve a historic building and to 
encourage the development that is permitted by zoning. 
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There was HDC consensus that the presently proposed massing would overwhelm the existing 
streetscape.  
 
Mr. Deyer, Ms. Dukas, and Ms. Debbrecht said they would not be able to accept the proposal in 
its current iteration both due to the proposed massing and due to a feeling that the proposed 
addition drowned out the historic nature of the first floor facade. 
 
Mr. Stoepker reviewed the contents of his memorandum for the HDC. 
 
Mr. Simon said the project proposal intends to make a mixed-use building that would be a positive 
contribution to the community.  
 
Chairman Henke gave the applicant the choice of having the HDC vote on this proposal or having 
the HDC postpone the item so that edits to the proposal could be made. 
 
Mr. Longe indicated the applicant team preferred the latter option. 
 
Motion by Ms. Dukas 
Seconded by Ms. Lang to postpone the historic design review of 361 E. Maple. 
 
Motion carried, 6-0. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE  
Yeas:  Debbrecht, Dukas, Deyer, Henke, Lang, Willoughby 
Nays:  None 
 

B. 100 N. Old Woodward – Maplewood Building (Parks Building)  
 

CP Dupuis reviewed the item. 
 
Chairman Henke reported that City Attorney Currier stated that the HDC was allowed to put 
restrictions on how the restoration of the building goes forward and the means and methods to 
be used. 
 
There was HDC consensus that the canopy segment of the historic design review should be 
postponed until there was more information available about the building’s facade.  
 
Mr. Deyer recommended that the applicant consider returning at a later date with a proposed 
sign plan for HDC review. 
 
Motion by Mr. Deyer 
Seconded by Ms. Debbrecht to move the portion of the historic design review 
regarding the canopy to a later date. 
 
Motion carried, 5-1. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE  
Yeas:  Deyer, Debbrecht, Dukas, Henke, Lang 
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Nays:  Willoughby 
 
Victor Saroki, architect for the project, confirmed that the owner had no intent to pursue an 
addition on top of the current building. He also said that the owner was amenable to paying a 
building inspector, but that they just wanted to come to some terms with the City so it would not 
be open-ended. 
 
Chairman Henke said that would be acceptable. He said the applicant should create a proposal 
for the means and methods of the reconstruction and some proposed inspection dates. 
 
Chairman Henke was also adamant that not one piece of travertine should be removed before a 
City-supplied onsite building inspector was present at the project and a means and methods 
proposal from the applicant had been approved. 
 
There was HDC consensus that once the travertine is removed, subsequent to an approved means 
and methods plan, the travertine should be stored in case the underlying facade has irreparable 
damage and the travertine needs to be put back on the building. 
 
Chairman Henke requested that photos of the higher header height on the inside of the building 
be submitted as part of the means and methods plan.  
 
There was HDC consensus that CP Dupuis could administratively approve the proposal to 
temporarily install Citizens Bank at 129 E. Maple as long as glazing and material specifications are 
submitted to the Planning Department and the plans remain substantively similar to the ones 
currently proposed.  
 
Mr. Saroki confirmed there were no plans to demo the rear of the building.  
 
Public Comment 
 
David Bloom asked if the applicant’s plans for roof use would be reviewed by the City. 
 
Chairman Henke confirmed that roof uses would be part of the review process. 
 
Motion by Mr. Deyer 
Seconded by Ms. Dukas to recommend that the City Commission approve the Historic 
Design Review application and issue a Certificate of Appropriateness for 100 N. Old 
Woodward – Parks/Maplewood Building – provided the conditions below are met. The 
Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation standard number(s) 1, 2, 3, 5, 
6, and 9 will be met upon fulfillment of the condition(s): 1. The applicant must submit 
specification sheets for all new storefront glass; 2. The applicant is required to retain 
and compensate an on-site City Building Inspector during major restoration activities 
with the timing and the schedule to be mutually agreed to; 3. That the petitioner will 
provide means and methods for removing the travertine and all phases of restoration 
and construction, and the timing to do that as well as repairs; and, 4. When the 
petitioner returns to the HDC to review the canopy proposal they will also provide a 
building sign plan. 
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Motion carried, 6-0. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE  
Yeas:  Deyer, Dukas, Willoughby, Debbrecht, Henke, Lang  
Nays:  None 
 

C. 412 Willits – Stickney House  
 

Seeing that the applicant’s proposal was now in line with the ordinance requirements, and that 
the current proposal included smaller changes than the proposal that was previously approved 
by the HDC, there was HDC consensus to approve historic design review application. 
 
Motion by Mr. Willoughby 
Seconded by Mr. Deyer to recommend that the City Commission approve the Historic 
Design Review application and issue a Certificate of Appropriateness for 412 Willits. 
The work as proposed meets The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for 
Rehabilitation standard numbers 1, 2, and 9.  
 
Motion carried, 6-0. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE  
Yeas:  Willoughby, Deyer, Debbrecht, Dukas, Henke, Lang 
Nays:  None 
 

11-94-20 
 

5)  Sign Review  
 
None. 

11-95-20 
 

6)  Study Session  
 
None. 
 

11-96-20 
 

7) Miscellaneous Business and Communication  
 

A. Pre-Application Discussions   
B. Draft Agenda: December 2, 2020 

1. None 
C. Staff Reports 

1. Administrative Sign Approvals  
2. Administrative Approvals  
3. Demolitions 
3. Action List - 2020 
4. Historical Preservation Collaboration Matrix  
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11-97-20 

 
Adjournment 
 
Motion by Mr. Willoughby 
Seconded by Ms. Debbrecht to adjourn the HDC meeting of November 18, 2020 at 
9:18 p.m. 
 
Motion carried, 6-0. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE  
Yeas:  Willoughby, Debbrecht, Deyer, Dukas, Henke, Lang 
Nays:  None 
 
 
 

Nicholas Dupuis 
City Planner    



 

 

MEMORANDUM 
 

Planning Division 
 
DATE:   December 16th, 2020 
 
TO:   Historic District Commission 
 
FROM:  Nicholas Dupuis, City Planner 
 
SUBJECT: Historic Design Review – 743 W. Frank – King-Argus House (ALL 

CHANGES IN BLUE TEXT) 
  
 
Zoning:   R-2 Single-Family Residential 
Existing Use:   Single-family Residential 
 
History 
The King-Argus House, named after the family that built it (King) and the family responsible for 
much of its present look (Argus), was moved to its present location by Ed Argus sometime after 
purchasing the house in 1909. According to family members interviewed in 1979, Ed Argus was 
the general contractor for Barnum Elementary School. The house has undergone no less than 
four major alterations over its life. However, all of the additions have been in keeping with the 
style, lines and look of the original structure. The most recent renovation, begun in 2001, was 
performed under the guidance of local architect Victor Saroki, which added 200 sq. ft. to the 2nd 
floor. 
A separate project was reviewed at the Historic District Commission on April 15th, 2020 which 
replaced several windows (one original) and reconfigured the entryway on the rear of the house 
only. The Historic District Commission approved the project citing the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards 1, 2 and 9.  
On September 2nd, 2020, the Historic District Commission reviewed a new proposal 
(described below) for the replacement of several historic windows on the front and 
side of the house, as well as the removal of an existing pergola in favor of a new open 
porch and a front door replacement. The Historic District Commission approved the 
rear porch, but asked the applicant to seek out a company that performs window 
repairs and return with a new proposal based on the findings of said company. The 
applicant has also revised the plans for the front door and proposed a minor 
modification to the rear porch. 
Proposal 
The applicant has applied for a Design Review for the removal and replacement of 8 windows 
located on the front, side and rear of the house, as well as a new front door system and removal 
of the existing rear pergola to construct a new covered porch and pergola combo.  
 
Out of the windows that are proposed to be replaced, 5 of them are located on the front façade 
of the original historic structure at the first, second and attic levels, 2 of them are located on the 
east façade at the second and attic levels, and 1 window is located on the rear of the house at 



 

 

the second level (balcony). The existing first and second level windows are double-hung (although 
the applicant has indicated that some are inoperable) with a muntin system that separates the 
top sash into 6 panes and a bottom sash into two panes. The attic level windows are stationary, 
and are also separated into 6 panes by a muntin system. The applicant is proposing replacement 
double hung and stationary Ultimate Wood windows in the same style as the existing windows at 
each level by Marvin Windows & Doors. The replacement windows would have ¾ in. muntins and 
will be painted to match the existing color scheme. The plans submitted also indicate that the 
window trim/dressing, including the crown and cornice that characterize the windows will be 
replaced as well to match the existing detail. 
 
The applicant has submitted a new proposal for 7 of the historic windows to be 
removed and repaired by North Coast Window Works. The repair will be performed 
off-site and consist of the following work items: 
 

 All coating to be removed 
 Glass to be removed 
 All joinery is refastened 
 Wood defects are repaired and sashes are sanded 
 Glass is rebidded in a cushion of putty, pinned, and glazed 
 Sashes are primed and top coated with two finish coat 
 Hardware is stripped of paint, polished and oiled 

 
Although the window repair appears to meet the requests made by the Historic 
District Commission, there is one discrepancy between the original proposal and the 
new proposal. The original proposal was to replace 8 windows, whereas this new 
proposal is to repair 7 windows. It is unclear as to why the 8th window was omitted 
from the repair plans, as well as which window was not included. Based on a review 
of the project plans submitted, it appears as though the attic window located on the 
gable at the front of the house were not included in the repair plans. The applicant 
must clarify the repair plans and which windows will be repaired. 
 
The existing front door is of wood construction with French door styled windows and sidelights. 
The applicant is proposing to replace the existing door and sidelights with a new system of the 
same style. The pane and muntin system (number of divisions) appear to change slightly from 
existing to proposed. The new door material is proposed as wood with a dark walnut finish and 
¾ in. muntins.  
 
During the previous meeting, the Historic District Commission asked the applicant to 
attempt to locate a photograph or documentation showing the construction and style 
of an original door to justify the design proposed. The applicant was unable to locate 
any historical documentation and has redesigned their plans based on existing 
conditions. The applicant is still proposing to replace the existing door and sidelights, 
but has kept the orientation and height of the current glazing through a custom-built 
door and sidelight system. The existing storm door and entry door will be replaced 
with a single door containing 8 window panes separated by muntins. The sidelights 
will contain 4 separate window panes separated by muntins, whereas the existing 
windows are separated into 8 panes per side. 
 



 

 

Finally, the existing rear pergola is of standard construction containing rafter beams with scroll 
style ends and purlins that currently support some vegetation. The pergola covers the rear 
bluestone patio area and extends across the driveway to the west. The applicant is proposing to 
remove the entire structure and replace it with a covered porch over the patio with a flat roof 
and a gutter than will match the existing gutters on the house. A rebuilt pergola will continue 
across the driveway in the same area as the existing pergola. 
 
The applicant is proposing a minor redesign of the rear covered porch that extends 
the covered area across to be completely flush with the family room. The stairs 
proposed will shrink to 5 ft. and shift west, creating a larger porch area for seating. A 
stone base to match the existing stone and a 4 ft. railing have been added to the 
redesigned porch.  
 
Recommendation 
Chapter 127, Section 127-11 of the Birmingham Code of Ordinances states that “in reviewing 
plans, the commission shall follow the U.S. secretary of the interior's standards for rehabilitation 
and guidelines for rehabilitating historic buildings.” The proposal above undertakes work that 
meets Standards 1 and 5 in that the building will continue as a single-family residence with 
distinctive features, which will remain intact. The conflict presented in the proposal is in regards 
to Standards 2, 6 and 9 which (to summarize) require historic materials and features that 
characterize a property to be maintained and repaired as opposed to altered or replaced. The 
proposed replacement of 8 seemingly original window units and dressings and the front entryway 
poses a concern in regards to those standards. The pergola replacement, however, is appropriate 
under the Standards as it is not an original element nor does it characterize the building. 
 
The applicant has provided documentation outlining observations as to the severity of 
deterioration and safety which they feel requires replacement of the windows/entryway, and that 
the new window/entryway will match the old in design, color, texture, material, and other visual 
qualities. The documentation describes missing hardware, wood rot, non-insulated glass, 
inoperability and lead paint. 
 
Due to the applicant’s proposal to repair the historic windows rather than replace, the 
project now appears to be closer to meeting Standards 2, 6 and 9. However, the 
Historic District Commission should still consider the door and sidelight replacement 
and their association to these standards. 
 
For the purposes of strengthening the discussion, the National Park Service offers extensive 
recommendations and guidance for historic windows through the following categories: (1) 
identify, retain and preserve, (2) protect and maintain, (3) repair, and (4) replace. A table with 
all of the recommendations is attached for your review. 
 
Please see the final pages of this report for a full list of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 
for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings. The Standards are to be 
applied to specific rehabilitation projects in a reasonable manner, taking into consideration 
economic and technical feasibility. 
 
Considering the proposed modifications to the project, the Planning Division recommends that 
the Historic District Commission APPROVE the Historic Design Review for 743 W. Frank – King-



 

 

Argus House – with the condition listed below. The work proposed meets the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation numbers 1, 2, 5, 6 and 9. 
 

1. The applicant clarify the windows to be repaired. 
 
Wording for Motions 
I move that the Commission APPROVE the Historic Design Review application and issue a 
Certificate of Appropriateness for 743 W. Frank – King-Argus House – with the condition listed 
below. The work as proposed meets The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation 
standard numbers ________. 
 

1. The applicant clarify the windows to be repaired. 
 

OR 
 
I move that the Commission POSTPONE the Historic Design Review application and the issuance 
of a Certificate of Appropriateness for 743 W. Frank – King-Argus House – 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). 
 

OR 
 
I move the Commission issue a NOTICE TO PROCEED for number(s) ________. The work is 
not appropriate, however the following condition prevails (see list below): ________and the 
proposed application will materially correct the condition. 
 

Choose from one of these conditions: 
 

1. The resource constitutes hazard to the safety of the public or the structure's 
occupants. 

2. 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. 

3. 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. 

4. Retaining the resource is not in the best of the majority of the community. 
 

OR 
 
I move that the Commission DENY the Historic Design Review application for 743 W. Frank – 
King-Argus House. Because of ________ the work does not meet The Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards for Rehabilitation standard number(s) ___________. 
 
 



 

 

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. 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

National Park Service – Technical Preservation Services 
 
Windows 
 
Identify, Retain, and Preserve  
Recommended  Identifying, retaining, and preserving windows--and their functional 

and decorative features--that are important in defining the overall 
historic character of the building.  

 Such features can include frames, sash, muntins, glazing, sills, heads, 
hoodmolds, paneled or decorated jambs and moldings, and interior 
and exterior shutters and blinds. 

 Conducting an in-depth survey of the conditions of existing windows 
early in rehabilitation planning so that repair and upgrading methods 
and possible replacement options can be fully explored. 

Not Recommended  Removing or radically changing windows which are important in 
defining the historic character of the building so that, as a result, the 
character is diminished. 

 Changing the number, location, size or glazing pattern of windows, 
through cutting new openings, blocking-in windows, and installing 
replacement sash that do not fit the historic window opening. 

 Changing the historic appearance of windows through the use of 
inappropriate designs, materials, finishes, or colors which noticeably 
change the sash, depth of reveal, and muntin configuration; the 
reflectivity and color of the glazing; or the appearance of the frame. 

 Obscuring historic window trim with metal or other material. 
 Stripping windows of historic material such as wood, cast iron, and 

bronze. 
 Replacing windows solely because of peeling paint, broken glass, 

stuck sash, and high air infiltration. These conditions, in themselves, 
are no indication that windows are beyond repair. 

Protect and Maintain 
Recommended  Protecting and maintaining the wood and architectural metal which 

comprise the window frame, sash, muntins, and surrounds through 
appropriate surface treatments such as cleaning, rust removal, limited 
paint removal, and re-application of protective coating systems. 

 Making windows weather tight by re-caulking and replacing or 
installing weather-stripping. These actions also improve thermal 
efficiency. 

 Evaluating the overall condition of materials to determine whether 
more than protection and maintenance are required, i.e. if repairs to 
windows and window features will be required. 

Not Recommended  Failing to provide adequate protection of materials on a cyclical basis 
so that deterioration of the window results. 

 Retrofitting or replacing windows rather than maintaining the sash, 
frame, and glazing. 

 Failing to undertake adequate measures to assure the protection of 
historic windows. 

 



 

 

Repair 
Recommended  Repairing window frames and sash by patching, splicing, consolidating 

or otherwise reinforcing. 
 Such repair may also include replacement in kind--or with compatible 

substitute material--of those parts that are either extensively 
deteriorated or are missing when there are surviving prototypes such 
as architraves, hoodmolds, sash, sills, and interior or exterior shutters 
and blinds. 

Not Recommended  Replacing an entire window when repair of materials and limited 
replacement of deteriorated or missing parts are appropriate. 

 Failing to reuse serviceable window hardware such as brass sash lifts 
and sash locks. 

 Using substitute material for the replacement part that does not 
convey the visual appearance of the surviving parts of the window or 
that is physically or chemically incompatible. 

Replace 
Recommended  Replacing in kind an entire window that is too deteriorated to repair 

using the same sash and pane configuration and other design details. 
If using the same kind of material is not technically or economically 
feasible when replacing windows deteriorated beyond repair, then a 
compatible substitute material may be considered. 

Not Recommended  Removing a character-defining window that is unrepairable and 
blocking it in; or replacing it with a new window that does not convey 
the same visual appearance. 

 



743 W Frank Street Historical Board Meeting 

 

Hello, I would like to start off thanking you for taking the time at our last meeting to explain in 

more detail what you would like done on the three areas we requested. I hope you find the new 

proposed solutions listed below to meet the Historical board and National Historical Societies 

requirements.  

Part 1 

Please see attached pictures of the remaining historical windows on the front and side elevation. We are 

proposing to remove the existing windows to have them repaired and brought back to there original 

condition. For several months, the openings will be boarded over with plywood until the restoration 

company is complete.  
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• Window 1 Lower Front West  

 
• Window 2 Lower Front Middle 
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• Window 3 Upper Front West 
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• Window 4 Upper Front East 

 

 

 

• Window 5 Upper East  
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• Window 6 Small Upper East  
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• Window 7 Rear upper 
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Part 2 

Rear Trellis/ Covered Porch Modification  

• At our last meeting, the rear trellis/ covered porch was approved. There is a small modification 

to the steps and covered porch size since that time. The proposed modification will extend the 

covered porch to line up with the family room. With this change the architectural design allows 

for a larger seating area without compromising the historical integrity. In place of the stairs the 

new wall will be made from Michigan field stone to match the existing water table material as 

you see in the pictures below. We would like to know if this modification is acceptable based on 

the information provided.  

• The drawing set at the end of this document highlights the change made from the previously 

approved covered porch.  
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Part 3 

Front Door Replacement 

• Per our last meeting the request was made to research if we could find a picture of the existing 

door that was on the house when built. We were unable to obtain a clear image showing what 

style was installed prior to this one. By working with the existing door design and style our 

custom front door manufacturer was able to match a majority of the profiles, jamb widths, 

margins from glass to edge of the door, and keep the sidelights and door lights at different 

heights. Please let us know if you have any questions regarding the sketch below.  

• Painted front door to match existing  

• Material wood 

• Details Provided Below 

Existing Front Door 
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Proposed Front door 
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AGENDA 
VIRTUAL BIRMINGHAM HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION MEETING 

WEDNESDAY – January 6th, 2021 
***************** 7:00 PM***************** 

 
Link to Access Virtual Meeting: https://zoom.us/j/91282479817 
Telephone Meeting Access: 877 853 5247 US Toll-free 
Meeting ID Code: 912 8247 9817 
 

1) Roll Call 
2) Approval of the HDC Minutes of December 16th, 2020 
3) Courtesy Review 
4) Historic Design Review 
5) Sign Review 
6) Study Session 
7) Miscellaneous Business and Communication 

A. Pre-Application Discussions 
B. Draft Agenda 

1. January 20th, 2021 
C. Staff Reports 

1. Administrative Sign Approvals 
2. Administrative Approvals 
3. Demolitions 
4. Action List – 2020/2021 
5. Historical Preservation Collaboration Matrix 

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. 













































































Updated 9/9/2020 
 

Historic District Commission Action List – 2020 

Historic District Commission Quarter  Rank Status
Complete CLG Community Partnership Program Applications 1st (January-March) 1 ☒ 
Schedule Training Sessions for HDC and Community 1st (January-March) 2 ☐ 
Redesign HDC Board Applications 2nd (April-June) 3 ☒ 
Draft Letter to Historic Property Owners 2nd (April-June) 4 ☐ 
Revamp Heritage Home Program  3rd (July-September) 5 ☐ 
Historic District Ordinance Enforcement 3rd (July-September) 6 ☐ 
Develop Interactive Map of Historic Properties in Birmingham 4th (October-December) 7 ☐ 

 

Updates: 

1. CLG Community Partnership Applications submitted February 3rd, 2019 

 Survey – Little San Francisco (The “Ravines”) 

 Design Guidelines – New and Emerging Materials 

 Projects were not selected 

 Projects submitted for CLG Grant Program opportunity 

2. Three trainings selected (need to be scheduled): 

 Historic District Commissioner Training 

 Building Assessment 101 

 Understanding Historic Designation 

3. Updated Design Review application for HDC as of June 2020 

 Simplified, reformatted, and trimmed unnecessary sections 

 Updated PDF to be a fillable form 

 



COLLABORATIVE PRESERVATION PROJECT MATRIX – PLANNING DIVISION 

 GREENWOOD
CEMETARY 

HISTORIC 
DISTRICT 

COMMISSION

HISTORIC 
DISTRICT STUDY 

COMMITTEE 
MUSEUM PARKS BALDWIN 

LIBRARY 
FRIENDS OF 

THE 
MUSEUM 

BIRMINGHAM 
PUBLIC 
SCOOLS 

Reinitiate the Heritage Home 
Program 
 HDSC is working on 

reviving the HH program, 
which includes re-
evaluating guidelines, 
purchasing new plaques, 
creating an application, 
and updating city records 
on condition/stock. A map 
has been created by the 
Planning Division 
highlighting current and 
future eligible homes) 

  X X     

Audit designated historical 
homes and buildings 
 HDSC is evaluating current 

plaque conditions with 
plans to update any 
information, and create a 
detailed electronic 
database 

  X X     

Promote the history and 
designation of historic 
properties 
 The HDSC is getting 

creative in promotion 
through designs for an 
ArcGIS Story Map, themed 
walking tours, social media 
presence, and regular 
newsletter articles 

  X X     

Publish Eco City Survey 
 Update photograph 

database and conditions 
  X X     



 Publish Eco City Survey 
Obtain a historical plaque for 
the Community House 
 Create detailed 

information database and 
content for sign 

  X X     

Update/expand/digitize 
Greenwood Cemetery records 
 GCAB is reviewing RFP for 

ground penetrating radar 
on 8/16. Part of project 
will be to obtain digital 
map that allows us the 
ability to add data and 
integrate with search 
software. 

 City Clerk’s Office 
continues, when time 
permits, to update BS&A 
cemetery module with 
historical cemetery 
records. Current 
sales/burials are being 
updated quarterly when 
Elmwood supplies the 
office with the records for 
the quarter. 

X  X X   X  

Historic headstone inventory 
and condition assessment/ 
repairs 

X  X X   X  

Update Greenwood 
biographical information for 
existing tour program, 
interactive map and online 
access 
 One of outcomes sought 

from GPR project is 
interactive map that can 
be made accessible online. 

X  X X   X  



 Museum: Working with 
Friends, some Greenwood 
bios are complete and 
being updated on an 
ongoing basis. 

Locate Potter’s Field at 
Greenwood 
 GCAB and Friends of 

Museum member, Linda 
Buchanan, has extensive 
research on history of 
Potter’s Field, including 
where/when some of 
original burials were 
moved. Am requesting 
that the information be 
assembled into written 
document. 

X  X X   X  

Preservation project Certified 
Local Government (SHPO) 
grant funding at Allen/Hunter 
Houses 
 Museum: assessment 

underway to determine 
appropriateness of Hunter 
House exterior restoration 
project for fall CLG funding 
cycle (Oct 1, 2019). 

 X  X     

Preserve and improve Museum 
site and adjacent trails for 
enhanced public access/ 
explore relevant grants 
 Museum: working with 

Parks/DPS, trail 
maintenance and 
treatment of invasives 
underway. Heritage Zone 
plan being finalized for 
improvements in vicinity of 
Allen/Hunter Houses. 

   X X    



Grants to be explored 
early 2020. 

 DPS:  Ongoing site 
improvements to 
landscape, invasive 
species and water issues.  
Collaboration ongoing with 
Museum. 

Integrated/continuity of park 
signage and wayfinding 
 DPS:  Standing by for logo 

update and coordination 
efforts with Planning/ 
Admin with any signage 
installations. 

   X X    

Enhance/expand adult and 
child history-related 
enrichment programs 
 Museum: programs for 

adults and children have 
been expanded and 
enhanced and will be 
ongoing. 

   X  X X X 

 



MEMORANDUM IN OPPOSITION TO APPLICATION TO CONSTRUCT A FOUR 
STORY ADDITION ON THE HAWTHORNE BUILDING (HISTORIC NAME)

361 E. MAPLE BIRMINGHAM, MICHIGAN

I. Introduction

Melvin Kaftan who owns and lives at 363 and 369 E. Maple, Birmingham, which is 
immediately east of and attached to 361 E. Maple (Hawthorne Building”), submits this 
Memorandum, in opposition to the renewed application of the owners of the historic Hawthorne 
Building, to construct a four story addition on top of the historic Hawthorne Building.

This is at least the third attempt by the owners of the Hawthorne Building to destroy the 
historic integrity of this art deco building designated by the City of Birmingham as a historic 
district/building under the Birmingham Historic Designation Ordinance. 

As previously stated at prior hearings, the owners of the Hawthorne Building knew of the 
historic district designation at the time they purchased the building, and since the purchase, have 
appeared before Historic District Commission (“HDC”) seeking either to demolish the historic art 
deco building, or to alter in a manner so as to completely obliterate the historic art deco design. 

The Hawthorne Building was included in Birmingham’s historic district in 1983 by the 
Birmingham City Commission.

Having had the application to delist and remove the Hawthorne Building from the historic 
district denied, the owners have submitted reiterations of essentially the same plan to the HDC, 
which has the effect of completely nullifying the historic art deco character of Hawthorne Building.

II. Review of 2020 Plans and Application for Four Story Addition

The 2020 plans and application pending before the HDC is, in all material aspects, the same 
design that was rejected by the Planning Division in its Memorandum of October 31, 2018, to the 
HDC.

The Planning Division’s recommendation against the owner’s October 16, 2018 
application was based upon Section 127-11, and the National Park Service review standards and 
guidelines, which are incorporated into Section 127-11(a).  Said standards and guidelines were 
reviewed by the Planning Division, as discussed below, and its recommendation against the 2018 
application establishes in large part the foundation and rationale to reject the recent 2020 Plans.

Review Standard 1. A new addition should be simple and unobtrusive in design, and should be 
distinguished from the historic building-recessed connector, which can help to differentiate the 
new from the old. 

 Planning Division Comments on 2018 Plans: “The 4-story addition dominates the single 
story historic resource through its obtrusive mass and form.  The design of the addition is 
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also more ornate than the simple design of the historic resource.”
 2020 Plans: The findings of the Planning Division, as to the 2018 Plans, are equally 

applicable to the 2020 Plans.  Plan sheets SD-3, SD-4, and SD-6 of both the 2018 Plans 
and 2020 Plans are, in all material respects, the same plan. There has been no effort by the 
owners to reduce the obtrusive mass and form. The proposed structure contains the same 
overpowering ornate design rejected by the Planning Division.  Simply stated, the art deco 
characteristics of the Hawthorne Building are completely lost in the 2020 Plans.

Review Standard 2. A new addition should not be highly visible from the public right of way; a 
rear or other secondary elevation is usually the best location for a new addition.

 Planning Division Comments on 2018 Plans: “The addition is clearly visible from the 
public right of way and is not a setback to off-set the mass.”

 2020 Plans: Again, the findings of the Planning Division, as to the 2018 Plans, are equally 
applicable to the 2020 Plans.  Plan sheets SD-2, SD-3, SD-4, and SD-6 of both the 2018 
Plans and 2020 Plans are, in all material respects, the same plan. The setback of the second  
floor from the first floor in the 2018 Plans appears to have been 1 ft., and in the 2020 Plans 
is now a mere 3 ft.  As revealed in the 2020 Plan sheets, SD-2, SD-3, SD-4, and SD-6, the 
token increase in the setback of 2 ft. does nothing to setback the mass of the additional 
four stories which remain clearly visible and over powers the art deco character of the 
Hawthorne Building. Simply stated, the owners have done nothing to satisfy Review 
Standard No. 2.

Review Standard No. 3. The construction materials and the color of the new addition should be 
harmonious with the historic building materials.

 Planning Division Comments on 2018 Plans: “There is a stark contrast between the 
historic resource and the addition in regards to color and materials.”

 2020 Plans: The Planning Division’s comments regarding the deficiencies in the 2018 
Plans are equally applicable to the 2020 Plans.  Examination of Plan sheets SD-3, SD-4, 
and SD-6, confirms no visible change in the materials for the additional four stories, which 
appear to be intended to dominate and block out the art deco characteristics of the 
Hawthorne Building.

Review Standard No. 4. The new addition should be smaller than the historic building--it should 
be subordinate in both size and design to the historic building.

 Planning Division Comments on 2018 Plans: “The addition is approximately four (4) 
times the size of the historic resource.”

 2020 Plans: Again, the owners have not made any effort to address the Planning Division 
comments from 2018.  The proposed addition remains four stories with a large mass that 
is four (4) times the size of the Hawthorne Building. Simply stated, the Hawthorne’s art 
deco characteristics are completely lost with the new addition.
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The Planning Division concluded its analysis of the 2018 Plans by finding that the 2018 
Plans did not conform to the Park Service guidelines, and also noted that the proposed changes to 
the Hawthorne Building façade which, in all material respects, appear to be retained in the 2020 
Plans, dramatically changed the character of the Hawthorne Building.

Following the detailed findings of the Planning Division as to the 2018 Plans, it was 
recommended that HDC postpone action on the 2018 application to enable the owners to revise 
the design of the addition so as to be more compatible with the historic resource.

Notwithstanding that the owners of the Hawthorne Building have had two (2) years to 
revise the plan for four story addition, the only apparent change to the plans was to increase the 
second floor setback by 2 ft.  Such change is not visible and, as stated above, does nothing to 
correct the clear deficiencies in the 2018 Plans, as analyzed by the Planning Division.

The four story addition remains overpowering, remains four times the size of the current 
historic building, retains the same incompatible materials and colors, is not setback from the art 
deco façade, as required by the Park Service guidelines, remains wholly visible from the public 
right of way, completely concealing the art deco characteristics of the Hawthorne Building and 
contrary to Planning Division 2018 review, and completely diminishes the façade of the 
Hawthorne Building.

III. Conclusion

It is clear from the foregoing analysis, that the HDC must deny the application for the four 
story addition to the historic Hawthorne Building. The 2020 Plans do not, in any respect, comply 
with Section 127-11 and the Park Service standards and guidelines. 

Simply stated, the proposed addition will result in a complete loss of this historic structure, 
and would completely undermine the decision not to delist and remove the Hawthorne Building 
from the historic district.

The granting of the application will set an irreversible precedent for the loss of similarly 
situated and similarly designed historic structures now preserved by the historic district ordinance, 
and would defeat the very purpose of the historic district ordinance.

For these reasons, Mr. Kaftan respectively requests that the application for the 2020 Plans 
be denied.
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