
AGENDA 
BIRMINGHAM HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION  

MUNICIPAL BUILDING-COMMISSION ROOM-151 MARTIN STREET 
WEDNESDAY –January 2, 2019 

***************7:00 PM*************** 

1) Roll Call

2) Approval of the HDC Minutes of December 5, 2018

3) Historic Design Review
• 539 S. Bates (previously postponed)
• 361 E. Maple – Hawthorne Building (previously postponed)

4) Study Session

5) Miscellaneous Business and Communication
A. Staff Reports 

• Administrative Approvals
• Violation Notices
• Demolition Applications

B.    Communications 
• Commissioners Comments

6) 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.  

tel:%28248%29%20530-1880
tel:%28248%29%20530-1880


BIRMINGHAM HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION 
MINPTES OF DECEMBER 5, 2018 

Municipal Building Commission Room  
151 Martin, Birmingham, Michigan 

Minutes of the regular meeting of the Historic District Commission (“HDC”) held 
Wednesday, December 5, 2018. Vice-Chairman Keith Deyer called the meeting 
to order at 7 p.m. 

1) ROLL CALL

Present: Vice-Chairman Keith Deyer; Commission Members Doug Burley, 
Patricia Lang, Michael Willoughby; Alternate Member Dulce Fuller 

Absent: Chairman John Henke; Commission Members Natalia Dukas, Gigi 
Debrecht; Alternate Member Kevin Filthaut; Student 
Representatives Grace Donati, Ava Wells 

Administration: Matthew Baka, Sr. Planner 
Carole Salutes, Recording Secretary 

12-52-18 

2) APPROVAL OF MINUTES
HDC Minutes of November 7, 2018 

Motion by Mr. Willoughby 
Seconded by Mr. Burley to approve the HDC minutes of October 3, 2018 as 
presented. 

Motion carried, 5-0. 

VOICE VOTE  
Yeas:  Willoughby, Burley, Deyer, Fuller, Lang 
Nays: None 
Absent:  Dukas, Henke 

12-53-18 

3) HISTORIC DESIGN REVIEW
539 S. Bates (applicant has requested to be postponed to January 2, 2019) 

Back to Agenda
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12-54-18  
 
361 E. Maple Rd. 
Hawthorne Building 
 
Mr. Baka announced there are two new members that were just appointed to the 
HDC but one is absent presently.  Ms. Dukas will be back on January 2, so the 
chances to get seven members on that date are very high. 
 
Mr. Chris Longe, the architect, asked for postponement of his hearing to January 
2. 
 
Motion by Mr. Willoughby 
Seconded by Mr. Deyer to move the review for 361 E. Maple Rd. to January 
2. 
 
Mr. Mel Kaftan, 369 E. Maple Rd., commented from the audience.  He is next 
door to the proposed building.  Mr. Kaftan said that he doesn't understand why 
the hearing is being postponed.  This Commission didn't like the proposal and 
turned it down. Now the applicant hasn't modified their plan as this Commission 
said they must.  He thought the plan should be turned down and let the applicant 
start from scratch. 
 
Mr. Willoughby said that his understanding is that the applicant has a right to 
postpone. 
 
Mr. John Gaber, Williams, Williams, Rattner & Plunkett, P.C., attorney on behalf 
of the applicant, stated they would like the opportunity to put their proposal in 
front of a full board.  Vice-Chairman Deyer corrected one sentence in Mr. Gaber's 
letter.  The HDC has never initiated postponement of their hearing; rather they 
have honored the applicant's request for postponement.  Further, the Vice-
Chairman suggested if they bring the same proposal forward again it will end up 
with the same result. 
 
Motion carried, 5-0. 
          
VOICE VOTE            
Yeas:  Willoughby, Deyer, Burley, Fuller, Lang 
Nays: None 
Absent:  Debrecht, Dukas  
 
 
4)  STUDY SESSION (no discussion) 
 
   

12-55-18 
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5)  MISCELLANEOUS BUSINESS AND COMMUNICATIONS 
 
A. Staff Reports 
 

-- Administrative Approvals (none) 
 

     -- Violation Notices (none) 
 
     -- Demolition Applications (none) 
 
 
B. Communications 

 
-- Commissioners’ Comments  
 
 Relative to the discussion on 361 E. Maple Rd. Mr. Baka indicated that he 

met with Mr. Longe before the last meeting and explained about some of 
the things that are recommended by the National Park Service. 

 
 Mr. Baka said there will be no meeting on December 19. 

    
 

12-56-18 
 

ADJOURNMENT 
 
No further business being evident, the Commissioners motioned to adjourn the 
meeting at 7:15 p.m. 
 
 
 
      Matthew Baka 
      Sr. Planner 
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MEMORANDUM 
Planning Division 

Date: October 12, 2018 
To: Historic District Commission Members 
From: Matthew Baka, Senior Planner 
RE: Historic Design Review – 539 S. Bates – United Presbyterian Parsonage 

Zoning: R-3, Single-Family Residential 

Existing Use:  Residential 

Proposal 
The applicant was approved by the HDC to construct an addition and a two-story garage on a 
contributing historic house in the Bates Street Historic District on October 19, 2016.  After being 
approved by the HDC it was discovered that the high-tension powerlines at the north end of the 
property required an easement that would not permit the addition to be constructed as 
approved.  Accordingly, the applicant was granted administrative approval by the City Manager 
to relocate the addition in a fashion that provided enough room for the easement.  The addition 
is now under construction. On June 6, 2018 the applicant returned to the HDC to request 
permission to make additional changes to the historic portion of the home.  At that time, they 
were requesting to create new window openings on the side elevations of the historic portion of 
the home and adding an additional set of stairs off the side of the front porch.  At that time the 
Commissioners had reservations about allowing changes to the structure that were inconsistent 
with the rehabilitation guidelines of the National Park service.  The applicant requested to be 
tabled until a future meeting to consider potential changes to the proposal.  They are now 
returning to the Commission to request the addition of two windows to the historic portion of 
the house instead of three, and have eliminated the steps and railing that was proposed for the 
porch. 

As requested at the June 20, 2018 meeting, the plans approved by the Commission in 2012 are 
also included for your review. 

Background 
The Victorian style, wood frame house was constructed c. 1890, and was used as the 
parsonage of the United Presbyterian Church.  A 222 square foot two-story rear addition was 
added to the house in 1988, without approval from the HDDRC.  In 1995, the former owners of 
the house applied to the HDDRC for vinyl siding on the north and south sides, and scalloped 
shingles on the front gable.  The application was denied because the work did not meet the SOI 
Standards.  At that time, it was discovered that an existing rear addition already had illegal vinyl 
siding on it.  A small one-story screened aluminum patio addition was attached to the north 
elevation at some point between 1995 and 2004 without approval from the HDDRC.       

Design 
The applicant proposes to relocate two windows from their original positions in the historic 
resource in order to provide more natural light in the first floor of the historic resource by 
relocating them slightly west of the original positions. 

Back to Agenda
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On the south wall of the great room, the applicant proposes to shift a previously eliminated 3’ x 
6’ window 12 feet west to pair with a like window that was previously approved.  On the north 
elevation, they propose to shift a 3’ x 6’ window 8 feet west to pair with a like window that was 
previously approved.  
 
Sec. 127-11. Design review standards and guidelines. 
 
 (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. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
The National Park service, in its analysis of the rehabilitation guidelines, states the following is 
not recommended; 
 

“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.”  
 

The desire for additional light inside the home and more convenient access to the front door 
stated in the letter from the applicant is understandable on a certain level.  However, the 
stewardship of historically designated structures by its nature requires that property owners 
place the preservation of the historic characteristics above convenience.  The addition of new 
window openings and additional stairs would change the character of the home and therefore 
cannot be recommended for approval by the staff. 
 
 
The Planning Division recommends that the Commission DENY the historic design review 
application for 539 S. Bates. The work does not meet The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 
for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings, standard number 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 
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compatible with the massing, scale, and architectural features to protect the historic integrity of 
the property and its environment.”  Or standard number 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.” 
 
 
WORDING FOR MOTIONS 
 
I move that the Commission issue a Certificate of Appropriateness for _____. The work as 
proposed meets ''The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation" standard 
number_____. 
 
 
I move that the Commission issue a Certificate of Appropriateness for _____, provided the 
following conditions are met:  (List Conditions). ''The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for 
Rehabilitation" standard number_____ will be met upon fulfillment of condition(s). 
 
I move that the Commission deny the historic _______application for ________ . Because of 
_______ the work does not meet 'The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation" 
standard number_____. 
 
"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. 
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  (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.  
 
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: 
The resource constitutes hazard to the safety of the public or the structure's occupants. 
 
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. 
 
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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HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION 
MINUTES OF MARCH 7, 2012 

Municipal Building Commission Room 
151 Martin, Birmingham, Michigan 

 
03-13-12 

 
 

HISTORIC DESIGN 
Preliminary Design Review 
539 S. Bates 
Historic United Presbyterian Parsonage 
Bates St. Historic District 
 
Zoning:  R-3 Single-Family Residential 
 
Proposal:  The applicant proposes to construct an addition on a contributing historic house in 
the Bates St, Historic District. The applicant also proposes to construct a two-story garage on 
the northeast corner of the property. The Victorian style, wood frame house was constructed 
c.1890, and was used as the parsonage of the United Presbyterian Church. A 222 sq. ft. two-
story rear addition was added to the house in 1988, without approval from the Historic District 
Design Review Commission (“HDDRC”). In 1995, the former owners of the house applied to the 
HDDRC for vinyl siding on the north and south sides, and scalloped shingles on the front gable. 
The application was denied because the work did not meet the Secretary of the Interior (“SOI”) 
Standards. At that time, it was discovered that an existing rear addition already had illegal vinyl 
siding on it. A small one-story screened aluminum patio addition was attached to the north 
elevation at some point between 1995 and 2004 without approval from the HDDRC. In March 
2009, the current owner received Administrative Approval to replace the front porch with one 
that mirrored the porch at 571 S. Bates, a house which is almost a duplicate of 539 S. Bates. In 
May 2009, the current owner received permission to paint the house and in July 2009, new 
landscaping was administratively approved. 
 
Design: The existing house is 17.96 ft. wide x 27.97 ft. deep. The applicant proposes to 
demolish the existing one-story north side screened aluminum addition and the two rear two-
story additions. The applicant proposes to build a two-story addition on the rear of the house, a 
full basement below the addition and a two-story, two-car garage with an interior staircase to 
attic storage on 
the northeast corner of the site. Plans for the two-story garage were not provided. 
 
West Elevation 
The applicant proposes to leave the front elevation of the original historic house intact. The 
applicant proposes to construct a two-story rear addition with wings that extend north 12.4 ft., 
and south 6 ft. past the existing house. The proposed addition will be clad in natural fieldstone, 
to distinguish it from the existing historic house. The side-facing roof of the proposed addition 
will extend the full width between the two wings. A single one-over-one double-hung window is 
proposed to be installed on each story of the addition. 
 
South Elevation 
The applicant proposes to leave the south elevation of the original historic house intact. The 
applicant proposes to construct a two-story rear addition which will extend 34.21 ft. to the rear 
of the property. The roofline of the new addition will be approximately 1 ft. lower than the 
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original roofline. The south elevation wing will have a front facing gable with a small arched 
window.  Each story of the wing will have a pair of double-hung windows. The south elevation 
of the proposed rear addition will have a side facing roof with a new chimney constructed from 
reclaimed brick with a limestone cap. The second story will have two double-hung windows, 
and the first story will have five single pane French doors with transoms. 
 
East Elevation 
The east elevation of the new addition will have a single steel door with a transom on the first 
story of the south wing. The rear of the house will have a front facing gable with a small arched 
window. The second story of the rear will have two double-hung windows, and the first story 
will have five single pane French doors with transoms. A bay window is proposed for the second 
story of the north wing. The first story will have a set of two double hung windows, and a back 
porch with a two step stoop and a fiberglass 8 in. Tuscan column 
manufactured by Dixie Pacific. The back porch will lead to a single entry door. A cedar deck will 
extend across the rear of the south wing and the rear elevation. 
 
North Elevation 
The south elevation of the proposed rear addition will have a side facing roof with a new 
chimney constructed from reclaimed brick, with a limestone cap. On 
the second story, two double-hung windows are proposed to flank the chimney. On the first 
story a single steel door with a transom will be located east of the proposed new chimney, and 
a double-hung window will be located beneath the back porch roof on the west side of the 
chimney. The proposed back porch will have a low railing on the area between the column and 
the wall. The proposed rear addition, the back porch and a small landscaped area will sit on a 
base constructed of reclaimed brick. 
 
The proposed new addition will more than double the size of the house. While the existing 
addition is proposed to be demolished, the fact is there is no record of the addition being 
approved in the first place. Based on the Secretary of Interior’s Standards, this is inappropriate 
because the addition will both diminish and overwhelm the historic character of the house. The 
wings of the addition on the north and south sides will distort the historic character further and 
give house a completely different appearance. Additionally, the height of the proposed addition 
takes the focus off the historic portion of the house, and places it on the addition. 
 
The south, north and east elevations of the house are too similar in design to the original 
house, therefore blurring the distinction between the old and new. The applicant will be 
required to go to the Board of Zoning Appeals (“BZA”) for the side yard setback variance in 
order to build the addition 6 ft. to the south of the property. A new addition that focuses on the 
rear would be more appropriate for this house and the lot that it sits on. The overall size needs 
to be reduced so that it is respectful to historic character of the original house. 
 
Mr. Scott Miner, the homeowner, was present with his wife, Anastasia, along with their 
architect, Mr. Curt Neiswender from Main Street Designs.  They hope to go through the scope 
of their proposal this evening and answer some questions.  Ms. Bashiri noted that everything 
Mr. Miner has done to various properties in the past has been done very properly.  Chairman 
Henke said that initially footprint and scale will be two things to overcome.  He further 
cautioned the petitioners that going outside the required side yard setback with the southern 
addition will be an uphill battle once they go before the BZA.  Mr. Deyer noted that the 
commission always tries to make everyone happy when they come in with a historic home. 
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Mr. Willoughby explained that the non-historic addition should be compatible but not look like 
the original home, in accordance with Secretary of the Interior’s Standards.  Mr. Neiswender 
continued with a slide presentation that showed the existing conditions along with their 
proposed restoration.  Their plan is to create a subdued addition with the necessary materials 
to create a backdrop to the historic portion of the house.  He showed a short animation that 
walked along the sidewalk and through the property in order to give a sense of the house in its 
context. 
 
Chairman Henke suggested they go back and talk to Ms. Bashiri, taking into account Mr. 
Willoughby’s comments.  Part of the pushback they are getting is a result of a lot of pushback 
from the State.  Mr. Willoughby explained there are ways to increase the size and it is all about 
playing with the scale and the details.  Mr. Neiswender noted the square footage of the addition 
does not double the size of the existing house.  Chairman Henke said when the design comes 
back the detail of the garage elevations should be included. The applicant will return to the next 
HDC meeting on April 4, 2012.  
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HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION 
MINUTES OF JUNE 6, 2012 

Municipal Building Commission Room 
151 Martin, Birmingham, Michigan 

             
 
Minutes of the regular meeting of the Historic District Commission (“HDC”) held Wednesday, 
June 6, 2012.  Chairman John Henke called the meeting to order at 7:03 p.m. 
  
Present: Chairman John Henke; Commission Members Keith Deyer, Robert Goldman; 

Michael Willoughby, Vice-Chairperson Shelli Weisberg (arrived at 7:05 p.m.); 
Alternate Commission Member Janet Lekas (arrived at 7:08 p.m.) 
 

Absent: Commission Member Darlene Gehringer, Student Representative Erin Brown 
 
Administration: Sheila Bashiri, City Planner 
  Carole Salutes, Recording Secretary 
 

06-36-12 
 

HISTORIC DESIGN 
539 S. BATES 
United Presbyterian Parsonage 
Bates St. Historic District 
 
Zoning:  R-3 Single-Family Residential 
 
Proposal:  The applicant proposes to construct an addition and a two-story garage on a 
contributing historic house in the Bates St. Historic District. This application was reviewed at the 
March 7, 2012 HDC meeting. The HDC postponed the proposal to allow the applicant to work 
further on the house and garage design. 
 
The Victorian style, wood frame house was constructed c. 1890, and was used as the 
parsonage of the United Presbyterian Church. A 222 sq. ft. two-story rear addition was added to 
the house in 1988, without approval from the Historic District Design Review Commission 
(“HDDRC”). In 1995, the former owners of 
the house applied to the HDDRC for vinyl siding on the north and south sides, and scalloped 
shingles on the front gable. The application was denied because the work did not meet the 
Secretary of the Interior (“SOI”) standards. At that time, it was discovered that an existing rear 
addition already had illegal vinyl siding on it. A small one-story screened aluminum patio 
addition was attached to the north elevation at some point between 1995 and 2004 without 
approval from the HDDRC. 
 
In March 2009, the current owner received Administrative Approval to replace the front porch 
with one that mirrored the porch at 571 S. Bates, a house which is almost a duplicate of 539 S. 
Bates. In May 2009, the current owner received permission to paint the house and in July 2009, 
new landscaping was administratively approved. 
 
Design:  The existing house is 17.96 ft. wide x 27.97 ft. deep. The applicant proposes to 
demolish the existing one-story north side screened aluminum addition and the two rear two-
story additions. The applicant proposes to build a two-story addition on the rear of the house, a 
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full basement below the addition, and a two-story, two-car garage with an interior staircase to 
attic storage on the northeast corner of the site. 
 
The applicant took the HDC’s comments into consideration and designed an addition that 
compliments the historic character of the original building and creates a functional space for the 
current owners. The new proposed addition has been moved to the rear of the original historic 
house, and attached with a small “hyphen” to create an “L” and delineate the old from the new. 
The proposed addition is clearly differentiated from the existing building through materials and 
design, but at the same time is compatible with the existing building in scale and massing. The 
roof height of the proposed addition is lower than the existing roof height.  
 
The previous design required a setback variance because it was too close to the south property 
line. The new proposal addresses that issue and it no longer requires a variance. The applicant 
is proposing to construct the detached one-story, two-car garage directly at the rear of the 
house, where it will be unobtrusive.  
 
Mr. Kurt Neiswender, the architect for the project, passed around material samples and close-
up views of the Bates St. elevations.  He went on to give a presentation showing how they have 
complied more appropriately with the SOI standards along with responding to the commission’s 
comments at their last presentation.  With the new scheme they have also developed a revised 
landscape plan that enhances the home’s historic portion but doesn’t put too much attention on 
the new addition. A set of layers have been created that add depth to the property.  A lot of the 
landscaping re-uses what the client currently has that was already approved.   
 
The only alteration they are doing to the historic parsonage, aside from taking off the non-
contributing portions, is to change the white trim to dark brown, resulting in a light body with 
dark trim which was very common in the Victorian era.   
 
Mr. Willoughby questioned why limestone is going two stories between old and new on both the 
west and south sides.  Mr. Neiswender replied they tried to break up the massing by using the 
stone to create more separation so that the building wasn’t entirely stucco.  Mr. Willoughby 
expressed his personal point of view that the stone detracts from the whole composition.  Aside 
from that, he really likes the scale and the way the building is stepped back. 
 
Mr. Deyer thought the proposal meets the intent of the SOI standards and commended the 
applicant for that.  He supported Mr. Willoughby’s opinion that the vertical limestone portion 
could be eliminated. 
 
Mr. Goldman agreed that the limestone is not needed.  He would like to see an eyebrow placed 
above the center window.  Chairman Henke liked the design the way it is. 
 
Ms. Bashiri noted that any changes to the design could be administratively approved. 
 
Motion by Mr. Deyer 
Seconded by Ms. Weisberg to approve the historic design application for 539 S. 
Bates, United Presbyterian Parsonage as proposed. 
 
There were no comments from the public at 7:28 p.m. 
 
Motion carried, 6-0. 
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VOICE VOTE 
Yeas: Deyer, Weisberg, Goldman, Henke, Lekas, Willoughby 
Nays: None 
Absent:  Gehringer 
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BIRMINGHAM HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION 
MINUTES OF AUGUST 3, 2016 

Municipal Building Commission Room  
151 Martin, Birmingham, Michigan 

             
 
Minutes of the regular meeting of the Historic District Commission (“HDC”) held Wednesday, 
August 3, 2016.  Chairman John Henke called the meeting to order at 7:05 p.m. 
 
Present: Chairman John Henke; Commission Members Mark Coir, Natalia Dukas, Thomas 

Trapnell, Michael Willoughby 
 
Absent: Commission Members Keith Deyer, Vice-Chairperson Shelli Weisberg; Student 

Representative Loreal Salter-Dodson 
 
Administration: Matthew Baka, Sr. Planner 
  Carole Salutes, Recording Secretary 
 
Chairman Henke cautioned the petitioners that there were only five of the seven board 
members present this evening and four affirmative votes are needed to pass a motion for 
approval.  Therefore he offered the option to postpone to the next meeting without penalty in 
the hope all seven members would be present.  The petitioners elected to proceed. 
 

08-43-16 
 

HISTORIC DESIGN REVIEW 
539 S. Bates 
United Presbyterian Parsonage 
New Addition 
Bates St. Historic District 
 
Zoning:  R-3 Single-Family Residential 
 
Proposal:  Mr. Baka highlighted the request. The applicant proposes to construct an addition 
and a two-story garage on a contributing historic house in the Bates St. Historic District. This 
application was previously approved at the June 6, 2012 HDC meeting. However, the owners at 
that time did not follow through with the construction of the addition. There is now a new 
potential home owner. They would like to  construct the addition and are asking for a renewed 
approval of the previous plan which was only good for one year. 
 
The Victorian style, wood frame house was constructed c. 1890, and was used as the 
parsonage of the United Presbyterian Church. A 222 sq. ft. two-story rear addition was added to 
the house in 1988, without approval from the HDDRC. In 1995, it was discovered that an 
existing rear addition already had illegal vinyl 
siding on it. A small one-story screened aluminum patio addition was attached to the north 
elevation at some point between 1995 and 2004 without approval from the HDDRC. 
 
In March, 2009, the owner received Administrative Approval to replace the front porch with one 
that mirrored the porch at 571 S. Bates, a house which is almost a duplicate of 539 S. Bates.  
In May 2009, the owner received permission to paint the house and in July, 2009, new 
landscaping was administratively approved. 
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Design:  The applicant proposes to demolish the existing one-story north side screened 
aluminum addition and the two rear two-story additions. The applicant proposes to build a two-
story addition on the rear of the house, a full basement 
below the addition and a two-story, two-car garage with an interior staircase to attic storage on 
the northeast corner of the site. 
 
The previous applicant took the HDC’s comments into consideration and designed an addition 
that compliments the historic character of the original building and creates a functional space 
for the owners. The two non-contributing additions are proposed to be removed, and the new 
proposed addition has been moved to the rear of the original historic house, and attached with 
a small “hyphen” to create an “L” and delineate the old from the new. The proposed addition is 
clearly differentiated from the existing building through materials and design, but at the same 
time, is compatible with the existing building in scale and massing. The roof height of the 
proposed addition is lower than the existing roof height. 
The applicant is proposing to construct a detached one-story, two-car garage directly at the 
rear of the house, where it will be unobtrusive. 
 
Mr. Michael Horowitz, the prospective purchaser of the property, clarified he wants to get the 
previous approval reinstated without any changes to the exterior look of the home.  However, 
he anticipates they would have to satisfy this commission before making any modifications.   
 
Chairman Henke disclosed that his wife was one of the two color experts that were consulted in 
2009. Secondly, with respect to variances he cautioned that the Board of Zoning Appeals 
("BZA") is very reluctant to grant those.  Mr. Horowitz assured the changes they are seeking will 
not require BZA approval.   
He will come back with some minor changes such as eliminating the fountain, changing the size 
of the hyphen that delineates the old from the new, and putting the fireplace on the exterior 
elevation. His new architect, Mr. Bill Finnicum, will address any problems the HDC may have.   
 
Motion by Mr. Willoughby 
Seconded by Mr. Coir to approve the plan again as submitted on June 6, 2012.  The 
board looks forward to seeing what the new thoughts are. 
 
There were no comments from members of the public on the motion at 7:26 p.m. 
 
Motion carried, 5-0.   
 
VOICE VOTE  
Yeas:  Willoughby, Coir, Dukas, Henke, Trapnell 
Nays: None 
Absent:  Deyer, Weisberg 
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BIRMINGHAM HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION 
MINUTES OF JUNE 20, 2018 

Municipal Building Commission Room  
151 Martin, Birmingham, Michigan 

             
 
Minutes of the regular meeting of the Historic District Commission (“HDC”) held 
Wednesday, June 20, 2018.  Chairman John Henke called the meeting to order at 7 
p.m. 
 
Present: Chairman John Henke; Adam Charles, Michael Willoughby; Alternate 

Board Members Kevin Filthaut, Dulce Fuller 
 
Absent: Board Members Doug Burle, Vice-Chairman Keith Deyer, Thomas 

Trapnell, Natalia Dukas: Student representatives Grace Donati, Ava 
Wells 

 
Administration: Jana Ecker, Planning Director 
  Carole Salutes, Recording Secretary 
 
 

06-19-18 
 

HISTORIC DESIGN REVIEW 
539 S.  Bates 
United Presbyterian Parsonage 
Bates St. Historic District 
 
Zoning: R-3, Single-Family Residential  
 
Proposal:  The applicant was approved by the HDC to construct an addition and a two-story 
garage on a contributing historic house in the Bates Street Historic District on October 19, 2016. 
After being approved by the HDC it was discovered that the high-tension power lines at the 
north end of the property required an easement that would not permit the addition to be 
constructed as approved. Accordingly, the applicant was granted administrative approval by the 
City Manager to relocate the addition in a fashion that provided enough room for the easement. 
The addition is currently under construction. The applicant is now requesting permission to 
make additional changes to the historic portion of the home.  
 
Background:  The Victorian style, wood frame house was constructed c. 1890, and was used 
as the parsonage of the United Presbyterian Church. A 222 sq. ft. two-story rear addition was 
added to the house in 1988, without approval from the HDDRC. In 1995, the former owners of 
the house applied to the HDDRC for vinyl siding on the north and south sides, and scalloped 
shingles on the front gable. The application was denied because the work did not meet the 
Secretary of the Interior Standards. At that time, it was discovered that an existing rear addition 
already had illegal vinyl siding on it. A small one-story screened aluminum patio addition was 
attached to the north elevation at some point between 1995 and 2004 without approval from 
the HDDRC.  
 
Design:   The applicant proposes to relocate three windows from their original positions in the 
historic resource in order to provide more natural light in the first floor by relocating them 
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slightly west of the original positions. On the south wall of the great room, the applicant 
proposes to shift a previously eliminated 3 ft. x 6 ft window 12 ft. west to pair with a like 
window that was previously approved. A small window that was originally located in a powder 
room under the staircase is proposed to shift west 8 ft. into the new foyer. On the north 
elevation, they propose to shift a 3 ft. x 6 ft. window 8 ft. west to pair with a like window that 
was previously approved. A more direct access to the front porch is desired because the 
driveway is now located farther from the existing stairs than in the original November 2016 
approval. The new steps and rail are proposed to match the existing in detail and color. 
 
The National Park service, in its analysis of the rehabilitation guidelines, states the following is 
not recommended;  
 

“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.”  

 
In addition, the front porch of this home is arguably the most defining characteristic of the 
building. The addition of the second set of stairs off the side of the porch changes the character 
of the porch and alters the appearance of the home. The desire for additional light inside the 
home and more convenient access to the front door stated in the letter from the applicant is 
understandable on a certain level. However, the stewardship of historically designated 
structures by its nature requires that property owners place the preservation of the historic 
characteristics above convenience. The addition of new window openings and additional stairs 
to the front porch would change the character of the home and therefore cannot be 
recommended for approval by the staff. 
 
Further, The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for 
Rehabilitating Historic Buildings, standard number 9 states "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, 
scale, and architectural features to protect the historic integrity of the property and its 
environment." 
 
Mr. Michael Horowitz, the property owner, was present with his wife, Barbara.  Mr. Horowitz 
came forward to provide background.  He explained that after their plans were approved and 
construction started, DTE instructed the City to issue a stop work order on the house because 
of the location of overhead wires on the south side of the house. 
 
After months of discussion with the utility and the City, a new plan was developed that received 
approval. They moved quickly to begin construction again before the cold weather set in.  
However, in their hurry a few things got missed and they are brought to the board's attention 
tonight. 
 
Without relocating the three windows the house will be dark and inappropriate for them. The 
circumstances were not created by them; but they fell victim to them. 
 
Chairman Henke emphasized that this board did not approve the last plan. Movement of the 
addition 9 ft. to the south was not a decision that this board made.  It was a decision made by 
the City Attorney and the City Manager which he personally was adamantly against, both as a 
resident and as chairman of the HDC. 
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Mr. Finnicum presented a comparison of what was approved and what they are requesting.  He 
offered to alter the grade as a compromise to get three porch steps instead of four so that a 
handrail is not needed.  In that case they would be losing half of the end rail and not the entire 
end rail.  Moving on to the windows, he explained they are taking two windows that were 
existing and relocating them forward to the west in the great room, and they are moving a third 
window forward to the entry just to get light.   
 
He went on to say that changing the number, location, size, and glazing pattern of a window is 
not recommended, but it is not prohibited.  They have increased the number of windows from 
what was approved, but reducing it from what was there.  The size, proportions, and glazing 
pattern are the same.  So the only things really changing are the locations.  They feel that the 
windows, being the same size and proportion, will have little to no impact on the surroundings.   
 
The stairs have an impact on the porch which they agree with and that is why they are willing 
to change them.  The feature that will be lost is half of the railing.  Other than that, it is just 
siding.  The two changes share the same aesthetics as the entire house.  He hoped the board 
would see its way clear to grant these requests. 
 
Ms. Fuller, stated there were four windows before on either elevation and two of them on either 
side have been subsumed by the addition.  Therefore, the windows for all practical purposes 
are already gone.  She said if they want to retain the character of the original house which had 
four windows on each elevation, she doesn't have an objection.   
 
Chairman Henke maintained that adding windows does not help the original portion of the 
house.  Ms. Fuller replied that aesthetically it would look more like the original historic design of 
the house. 
 
Ms. Jane Synnestvedt, who lives next door, said her front porch faces the south side of the 
subject house.  Older homes by nature are darker and that is what you get when you by a 
historic home.  She was trying to understand where the windows are placed and how they may 
impede her privacy when she sits on her front porch.  Birmingham is beautiful but she asked 
the board to be very careful when they make decisions affecting historic properties. so as not to 
alter their historic nature.  
 
Mr. Willoughby found it interesting that moving the windows or the addition of the stairway 
makes sense and looks better.  But he is torn with the idea of being too loose with ignoring the 
historic elements of the house.  He would feel better if there was some proof that the windows 
where they were or the porch the way it is really wasn't the original historic house.   
 
Mr. Horowitz stressed that he and his wife did not know apparently what they were getting and 
they did not create the situation.  They were under tremendous pressure and timing and missed 
the windows and porch.  He thinks the windows do look more like the original house.  Both 
walls seem blank without them and the room is dark. They need consideration as people 
because they have to live in the house. 
 
The chairman noted that the original historic  house is about 1,100 sq. ft. and the addition is 
about 2,800 sq. ft. plus the screened porch; three times the size. 
 
Mr. Filthaut said it is hard for him to understand why they should allow the porch to change just 
for convenience. 
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Mr. Finnicum asked to come back to a future meeting 
 
Motion by Mr. Willoughby 
Seconded by Mr. Adams to adjourn the Historic Design Review for 539 S.  Bates, 
United Presbyterian Parsonage. 
 
VOICE VOTE  
Yeas:  Willoughby, Adams, Filthaut, Fuller, Henke 
Nays: None 
Absent:  Burle, Deyer, Trapnell, Dukas 
 
Motion carried, 5-0. 
 
The Chairman wanted to see the 2012 plans when this request comes back. 
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5/31/2012 

Scott and Anastasia Minor Residence Addition 

539 South Bates Street 

Historic District Commission Review 

PROJECT NARRATIVE 

Proposed Design 

Located at 539 South Bates Street is the former historic parsonage for the United Presbyterian 

Church. Our proposed design entails demolishing non-contributing additions that detract from 

the character of the house, the addition of new living spaces that suit our clients' needs, and the 

construction of a detached two-car garage on the southeast corner of the property. No physical 

alterations will be made to the existing historic portion of the house.  

Since our initial presentation three months ago, we have worked diligently to respond to the 

Board's concerns as well as meet our clients' needs. By consulting with Sheila Bashiri, 

members of the Board, color experts and architectural historians, we believe we have 

developed a design that addresses all prior issues. We at MainStreet Design Build would like to 

sincerely thank everyone who has collaborated and encouraged us in this project.  

The concept for our redesign is to create a new addition that pays homage to the subtle 

massing and scale of the historic parsonage while using simplified details and materials in a 

twenty-first century take on Victorian Era residential architecture. Being that the historic 

parsonage is plainly detailed, our revised addition was challenged to remain subordinate to the 

historically significant structure. With careful material and color selections and understated trim 

and molding details, our addition achieves the Secretary of the Interior's (SOI) Standards for 

Rehabilitation and responds directly to the Board's previous comments.  
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In response to the Historic District Commission Board's comments from the initial design 

presentation on March 15th, 2012, and continuing to use the Secretary of the Interior's 

Guidelines for Rehabilitation of Historic Structures, we have isolated six points and have 

addressed them in the following changes to the addition at 539 S. Bates Street: 

Non-Contributing Conditions 

 

FIGURE 1-3: EXTERIOR NON-CONTRIBUTING ADDITIONS FROM PREVIOUS OWNER 
    

1. While there is no record of permits approved for the two non-contributing additions made 

to the property (north screened porch, east master bedroom and bathroom) these 

elements should not be held against the current owner. These prior additions and 

alterations to the property were not executed to a level in-keeping with the SOI 

standards, and were made by a previous owner. To address this point, we have carefully 

redesigned the addition and detached garage elements to be clearly differentiated from 

the old parsonage and also be compatible with regards to scale massing and details.  
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FIGURE 4: VIEW OF BATES STREET ELEVATION 

Hyphen used to Delineate and Subordinate New Addition 

2. In our previous design which had two wings, one each to the north and south, directly 

extending from the rear of the historic parsonage, we were critiqued for permanently 

changing the character and appearance of the house. Responding to this, our new 

design employs the use of a "hyphen" structure that connects the new addition to the 

historic parsonage in a subdued and subordinate manner. The use of the "hyphen" 

allows us to reveal the two rear corners of the contributing historic structure. This 

exposes the maximum surface area and creates the most delicate connection between 

old and new and is a technique recommended in the Dept of Interior's Preservation Brief 

14: New Exterior Additions to Historic Buildings to physically separate the old and new 

volumes and to set the addition back from the wall plane of the historic building. 
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FIGURE 5-6: "HYPHEN" CONNECTION AT HISTORIC STRUCTURE 

Roof Height Used to Delineate and Subordinate New Addition 
 

3. An additional benefit to the use of the "hyphen" is that it creates an obvious change in 

the roof height from the historic parsonage to the new addition. From this point the entire 

addition is lower than the historic parsonage and subordinate to the contributing 

structure.  

 

FIGURE 7: LOWER ROOF CONNECTION AT HISTORIC STRUCTURE 
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This clear delineation between the old and new separates the roof lines and provides a 

distinction that reflects the intent of the Secretary of Interior's (SOI) Guidelines that 

states: "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". While our clients wish is to 

add more livable space for their growing family, their primary goal is to pay respect to the 

historic parsonage.  

Historically Authentic Color Palette  

4. With this new design we have addressed many of the concerns regarding the separation 

of the new with the old. Our new design's material and color palette was developed with 

consultation from color expert, Leslie Craigie. Working collaboratively with the clients' 

and Ms. Craigie, we have chosen to clad the body of the new addition primarily in stucco 

with small accents of complementary stone.  

 

FIGURE 8-9: COMPARISON FROM EXISTING TO PROPOSED COLORS 
   

These material choices utilize modern construction technology that differentiates the 

addition from the historic parsonage, and use a color palette that reflects the authenticity 

of the Folk Victorian architecture style that the historic parsonage represents. Going one 

step further, we have consulted with Roger Moss, PhD, Principal of Winkler and Moss, 

who developed the Historic Style and Color Guide1

                                                           
1 Moss, Roger, and Gail C. Winkler. Detroit Historic District Style and Color Guide. Publication. Detroit: City of Detroit. 
Print. 

 for the City of Detroit, as well as the 

Heritage Colors for Sherwin-Williams. With the aid of Mr. Moss we discovered that 
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Victorian Era architecture would never use white paint to address the trim. Therefore we 

have decided to repaint the entire house including the historic parsonage in a color 

palette that is more representative of the time period and style this house was built in. 

According to Mr. Moss, earth tones and a maximum of three colors are appropriate for 

this style of house. We have decided to maintain the lighter color body of the house, but 

replace the white trim with a darker "grayish brown" that is part of the historic color 

samples from Mr. Moss' report.  

 

FIGURE 10-11: PROPOSED ADDITION'S WINDOW DETAILS AND PROPORTIONS 
    

Responding to the comments made about the previous design appearing to mimic the 

historic parsonage, we have made adjustments to the new design accordingly. The 

design approach for the new addition was to create a complementary structure that 

draws inspiration from distinct Victorian components of the existing house. The street 

facing gable, the symmetrical set of three windows and horizontal porch roof are all used 

in the new addition, but are executed with different materials and methods than the 

parsonage. Because the new addition's roofline is lower than the parsonage, we have 

scaled down the windows and eave details appropriately. The new addition's windows 

are recessed in a 2x6 framed wall to create deep shadow lines without the use of large 

trim found on the historic parsonage. The overhangs also are much more simplified from 

the historic parsonage. Instead of a porch roof like the parsonage, the new addition 

simply has a darker colored stucco band that breaks up the facade of the addition and 

complements the historic parsonage neatly.  
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No Variance Required 

5. Another point of concern that was brought up at the last presentation was the need for 

the previous design to pursue a variance from the Board of Zoning Appeals (BZA). Our 

redesigned addition no longer encroaches on the south setback that was in question, 

and therefore no longer needs to apply for a variance.  

 

FIGURE 12: NEW ADDITION DOES NOT NEED A VARIANCE 
 

Satisfaction of Secretary of Interior's Guidelines for Additions 

6. Our new design is a greater example of an addition to historic structures according the 

SOI's standards. We have done our utmost to respond to each of the Board's concerns, 

our new design has a massing that reflects the Victorian Era character of the historic 
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parsonage while using modern construction techniques to develop an addition that is 

suitable for a growing family of five. By placing the bulk of the new construction behind 

the existing historic parsonage, the new design minimizes the amount of new 

construction that is visible from the street. This includes the placement of the detached 

garage directly behind the historic parsonage. This completely obscures this accessory 

structure's visibility from the street.  

 

FIGURE 13: NEW ADDITION SET BACK FROM HISTORICALLY SIGNIFICANT STRUCTURE 
 

The new construction that is visible from the street is set far back from the historic 

parsonage. The proposed design presents itself as a subdued interpretation of Folk 

Victorian architecture, and maintaining the importance of the contributing historic asset 

within the Bates Street Historic District.  
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Landscape Design 
Going beyond the building envelope, we have created a landscape plan that evokes a sense of 

connectivity to the greater urban context of downtown Birmingham by developing a patio area 

adjacent to the historic asset that incorporates a water fountain, hedge buffers, concrete steps, 

pea gravel walk paths and pervious paving that soften the outdoor space.  

 

FIGURE 14: LANDSCAPE PLAN OF FRONT PATIO AREA 
 

Reusing many of the ornamental trees, hedges and groundcover that the clients' received 

approval administratively in 2009, our new landscape plan maintains the existing curb appeal, 

but adds some symmetry and new elements to complement the historic parsonage and the new 

addition. The development of the site as a whole has led to richly layered indoor and outdoor 

spaces that work together to improve the property's value, as well as the neighborhood's historic 

character adding to the entire Historic Bates Street District.  
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MEMORANDUM 
Planning Division 

Date: October 31, 2018 
To: Historic District Commission Members 
From: Matthew Baka, Senior Planner 
RE: Historic Design Review – 361 E. Maple, The Hawthorne Building 

Zoning: B-4, Business-Residential 

Existing Use:  Commercial 

Background 
This small one story store front with red brick and limestone trim was built in 1927.  It 
represents a fine example of an original commercial storefront in Birmingham that has not been 
altered. During the 1940’s it housed the Bell telephone company.  It has been well kept and 
changed very little over the years.  It is decorated with a sign band that is defined by a 
patterned brick and limestone. The parapet has a small pediment and limestone urns at the 
party walls.  It is believed that the pressed metal store front is original. 

Proposal 
The applicant is proposing to construct a four (4) story addition to the existing one story 
Hawthorne Building located at 361 E. Maple.  The applicant was recently denied their request to 
remove the historic designation of the building which would have allowed them to demolish the 
building and construct an all new structure on the site.  As a result, the applicant has submitted 
a very similar building to their previous proposal with portions of the existing façade to remain. 

Design 
Historic Facade 
The existing façade is a one story red-brick commercial storefront with a single bay tenant 
space.  The applicant is proposing to remove the glass storefront system and kneewall to open 
the front façade to the elements and create a recessed entry area that allows access to a small 
retail space, an elevator lobby and the stairway.  In addition, the pressed metal storefront 
above the windows is proposed to be removed and replaced with metal and glass canopy. 

Addition 
The applicant is proposing to use a variety of materials for the construction of the four-story 
mixed use addition to the building.  Limestone veneer and glass windows with painted 
aluminum frames will comprise the majority of the front façade above the first floor.  They are 
also proposing a painted steel railing along the rooftop terrace and fourth floor window and a 
decorative metal and glass clock.   

The sides of the building are proposed to be painted stucco with several windows proposed for 
the west elevation.   

The rear façade of the building is proposed to be red brick.  There is an overhead door at 
ground level to access the residential parking spaces and several aluminum and glass windows 

Back to Agenda



- 2 - 
 

at the 2nd, 3rd, and 4th floors and a painted steel and glass balcony at the 5th floor. 
 
Sec. 127-11. Design review standards and guidelines. 
 
 (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. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
When analyzing the proposed addition to the historic resource, the guidelines provided by the 
National Park Service are used to provide guidance for approvals.  These guidelines are 
intended to be flexible to some extent and provide guidance for approvals.  However, there 
should be a general amount of compliance with the guidelines.  Preservation Brief 14 (attached) 
is the main document published by the NPS on this subject.  As illustrated below, the proposal 
does not conform to the guidelines in any meaningful way.  (Staff comments in red) 
 
The National Park Service, in Preservation Brief 14, New Exterior Additions to Historic 
Buildings: Preservation Concerns, states the following guidance should be applied to help 
in designing a compatible new addition that that will meet the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for Rehabilitation: 

• A new addition should be simple and unobtrusive in design, and should be distinguished 
from the historic building—a recessed connector can help to differentiate the new from 
the old.  The 4-story addition dominates the single story historic resource through its 
obtrusive mass and form.  The design of the addition is also more ornate than the 
simple design of the historic resource. 

• 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.  The addition is 
clearly visible from the public right of way and is not setback to off-set its mass. 

• The construction materials and the color of the new addition should be harmonious with 
the historic building materials.  There is a stark contrast between the historic resource 
and the addition in regards to color and materials. 

• The new addition should be smaller than the historic building—it should be subordinate 
in both size and design to the historic building.  The addition is approximately four (4) 
times the size of the historic resource. 
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The same guidance should be applied when designing a compatible rooftop addition, plus the 
following: 

• A rooftop addition is generally not appropriate for a one, two or three-story building—
and often is not appropriate for taller buildings.  This is a one story historic building. 

• A rooftop addition should be minimally visible.  The addition is highly visible. 
• Generally, a rooftop addition must be set back at least one full bay from the primary 

elevation of the building, as well as from the other elevations if the building is 
freestanding or highly visible.  The addition is setback 12” from the front façade. 

• Generally, a rooftop addition should not be more than one story in height.  The addition 
is four (4) stories. 

• Generally, a rooftop addition is more likely to be compatible on a building that is 
adjacent to similarly-sized or taller buildings.  There are taller buildings in the immediate 
vicinity, which could lend some flexibility in design. 

 
The proposed addition does not conform to the guidelines provided by the National Park 
Service.  The Planning Division feels that this proposal exceeds what is acceptable for an 
addition to this historic building.  In addition, the proposed changes to the façade of the historic 
building dramatically change the character by eliminating the storefront window system and 
pressed metal storefront. 
 
Accordingly, the Planning Division recommends that the Commission POSTPONE the historic 
design review application for 361 E. Maple to allow the applicant to revise the proposal to be 
more compatible with the historic resource. The work does not meet The Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings, 
standard number 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, scale, and architectural features to 
protect the historic integrity of the property and its environment.”  Or standard number 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.” 
 
 
WORDING FOR MOTIONS 
 
I move that the Commission issue a Certificate of Appropriateness for _____. The work as 
proposed meets ''The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation" standard 
number_____. 
 
 
I move that the Commission issue a Certificate of Appropriateness for _____, provided the 
following conditions are met:  (List Conditions). ''The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for 
Rehabilitation" standard number_____ will be met upon fulfillment of condition(s). 
 
I move that the Commission deny the historic _______application for ________ . Because of 
_______ the work does not meet 'The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation" 
standard number_____. 
 
"THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR'S STANDARDS FOR REHABILITATION AND 
GUIDELINES FOR REHABILITATING HISTORIC BUILDINGS" 
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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.  
 
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: 
The resource constitutes hazard to the safety of the public or the structure's occupants. 
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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. 
 
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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Preliminary or Final Historic Sign/Design Review Application 
Historic District Commission 

Planning Division 
Form will not be processed until it is completely filled out. 

Email address: 

3. Applicants Attorney/Contact Person 
Name: ________________ _ 
Address: ________________ _ 

Phone Number: ______________ _ 
Fax Number: ______________ _ 
Email address: ______________ _ 

5. Required Attachments 
• Required fee (see Fee Schedule for applicable amount) 
• Two (2) folded copies of scaled plans including color 

elevations showing all materials and an itemized list of 
all changes for which approval is requested with 
changes marked in color. 

• Certified land survey 
• Landscape plan showing all existing and proposed 

elements 
• Photographs of existing site and/or building. 
• Current aerial photos of the subject site, including all 

adjacent properties within 200 ft. 

6. Project Information 
Address/Locationoftheprope;( et\CJ'T fMrtt ' 
Name of development: ----.--..----ta.-r-~;oar--
Sidwell #: 
Currentuse=::------~-:-ll~tu'l"".+~r----

Proposed Use: _____ ~~¥-'~'-"'~C:-.-T--
Area of Site in Acres: __ ___,.,.¥¥;,..;:...,~-tJ..,."-'"',__,.........,,__ 
Current zoning: ____ ___..,,.._,r-+-__ t--11::-:r-J'x-r--

Zoning of Adjacent Properties: _ __:_ __ ~,g.JL..J;:~-
Name of Historic District Site is Located in:-=~.u.ii__:__ 
Date of Application for Preliminary Historic Design Review: 

Phone Number: __ ~!Q.l!l.J~~(i'.l~Q_~---
Fax Number: _ __,,,-t-t_..,~......,...--,.--1"t--.,.~~~......--~-.,.... 
Email address:--=~u::..::...i..::=-==-~~~..,..ut..l...C::::.¥-e.L., 

• Warranty Deed with legal description of property. 
• Samples of all materials to be used 
• Catalog sheets for all proposed lighting, mechanical 

equipment and outdoor furniture. 
• Completed Checklist. 
• Digital copy of plans. 
• Any new structures or additions will require a signed letter 

from DTE approving the location of all electrical 
transformers and electrical equipment. 

• Additional information as required. 

Date of Preliminary Historic Design Review Approval: __ 

Date of Planning Board Approval: ________ _ 
Date of Application for Preliminary Site Plan: ____ _ 
Date of Preliminary Site Plan Approval: _____ -,-,,--_,..,... 
Date of Application for Final Site Plan: ~ ;~' :£' ;~ 8 
Date of Final Site Plan Approval: ;::! ::;:; 1

' ;; ""2 
Will proposed project req · e the division of platted lotsi:- .:;· :;;:i ...... . :;:; 
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7. Details of the Nature of Work Proposed (attach separate sheet if necessary) 
(Please specifically list all materials and colors to be used) 

8. Buildings and Structures 
Number of Buildings on Site: ___ .--+l__,_,1 ~-~~-
Height of Buildings & #of Stories: ..,, /'J 'fi'Ht.9 . 

I I 
9. Additions (in Square Feet) 

Proposed Use: ________ +r--/:c;;.+1--:----.---
Number ofFloors: ______ ----tt\r,..,.,_~1-4------
Number of Sq. Ft. on Each Floor: ___ ~-------
Height: ________________ _ 
Total Floor Area: _____________ _ 

10. Required and Proposed Parking IJ,.-. 
Required number of parking spaces: _______ _ 
Typical angle of parking spaces: ________ _ 
Typical width of maneuvering lanes: _ ___,..--...-.--,.,,..----
Location of parking on site: ~ • 
Location of parking off site: _________ _ 
Number of light standards in parking area: _____ _ 
Screenwall material: ____________ _ 

11. Landscaping 
Location oflandscape areas: _________ _ 

12. Building Lighting 
Number of light standards on building: ______ _ 
Size of light fixtures (L•W•H): ________ _ 
Maximum wattage per fixture: _________ _ 
Light level at each property line: ________ _ 

13. Maximum Signage Allowance Calculation 
Building Frontage (in feet): _________ _ 
Maximum Sign Area Allowed: _________ _ 
Sign Area Proposed: ____________ _ 

14. Location of Proposed Signs 

Use ofBuildings: ________ --4.--11l----
t11 Height of Rooftop Mechanical Equipment:_~_..__ __ _ 

Retail Space: _____ ~4R=-... O-•~-----
Assembly Space:----..,..-~,....,.--____.,.,....------
Office Space: _____ 'f_

1
fj0,....'--'f_,,_ ____ _ 

Industrial Space: _____________ _ 
Seating Capacity: _____________ _ 

Proposed number of parking spaces: __ ~~~----
Typical size of parking spaces: ________ _ 
Numberofspaces<l80 sq. ft.: ________ _ 
Number of handicap spaces: _________ _ 

Shared parking agreement?----------
Height of light standards in parking area: _____ _ 
Height of screenwall: ___________ _ 

Proposed landscape material: _________ _ 

Type oflight standards on building: _______ _ 

Height from grade: ____________ _ 
Proposed wattage per fixture: _________ _ 

Maximum Sign Area= 1 squarefoot(l.5 for Woodward 
addresses) per each linear foot of principal building frontage. 



( 

15. Number of Sign{s) 
Wall: ________________ _ 
Ground: ________________ _ 
Projecting (Blade): ____________ _ 

16. Sign Size, Material & Content 
Sign #1 
Type of Sign: ______________ _ 
Width: ________________ _ 
Depth: _______________ _ 
Height: _________________ _ 
Total Square Feet: ____________ _ 
Height of Lettering: ____________ _ 
Height from Grade: ____________ _ 

Sign #2 
Type of Sign: ______________ _ 
Width: ________________ _ 
Depth: ________________ _ 

Height: ________________ _ 
Total Square Feet: ____________ _ 
Height of Lettering:. ____________ _ 
Height from Grade:. ____________ _ 

Sign #3 
Type of Sign:. ______________ _ 
Width: ______________ _ 
Depth:. ______________ _ 
Height: ________________ _ 
TomlSquareFeet:. ____________ _ 
Height of Lettering:. ____________ _ 
Height from Grade: ____________ _ 

17. Existing Signs Located on Property 
Number of Signs: _____________ _ 
Sign Type(s): _____________ _ 

18. Sign Lighting 
Type ofLighting Proposed: __________ _ 
Size of Light Fixtures (LxWxH): ________ _ 
Maximum Wattage per Fixture: ________ _ 
Location:. _______________ _ 

19. Landscaping {ground signs only) 
Location of Landscape Areas:. _________ _ 

Canopy: ________________ _ 
Building Name: _____________ _ 
Post-Mounted Projecting: __________ _ 

Projection from Wall: ___________ _ 

Sign Reads:"---------------

Sign Materials: ______________ _ 

Sign Color(s) (including PMS color#):. ______ _ 

Projection from Wall: ___________ _ 

Sign Reads:"---------------

Sign Materials: _____________ _ 

Sign Color(s) (including PMS color#):. ______ _ 

Projection from Wall: ___________ _ 

Sign Reads:"---------------

Sign Materials: _____________ _ 

Sign Color(s) (including PMS color#):. ______ _ 

Square Feet per Sign: ___________ _ 
Toml Square Feet of Existing Signage: ______ _ 

Number Proposed: ____________ _ 
Lighting Height from Grade: __________ _ 
Proposed Wattage per Fixture: _________ _ 
Style (include specifications): _________ _ 

Proposed Landscape Material: _________ _ 



The undersigned states the above information is true and con-ect, and understands that it is the 
responsibility of the applicant to advise the Planning Division and I or Building Division of any 
additional changes made to an approved site plan. The undersigned further states that they have 
reviewed the procedures and guidelines for site plan review in Birmingham, and have complied 
with same. The undersigned will be in attendance at the Planning Board meeting when this 
application will be .ns.:us-J

0
. 

Signature of Owner: ~ Date: { f. l(,. lJ, 
Print Name: v~ ~(MqM 
Signature of Applicant: ----------------- Date: \#. \~.u,. 
Print Name: 

Signature of Architect: Date: {O. 'ti.lb . 
Print Name: 

Office Use Only 

Application#: _________ Date Received: ________ Fee:----------

Date of Approval: Date of Denial: Accepted by: 



41\'Gty of 'Birmingham 
-- A lt'allwhlf' Cmm1m11ilv - . 

CONSENT OF PROPERTY OWNER 

1, \/\dfse- qtMQN , OF THE STATE OF MPtttettl AND 
(Na~rty owner) 

COUN"TY OF --~ .......... __..r----- STATE THE FOLLOWING: 

1. That I am the owner of the real estate located at ~l fffi1 MN'L£. · 
(Address of affected property) 

2. Thav have read and examined the Application made to the City of Birmingham 
by: Pl'\t tlN! lN\JHfMfl'!ot ; 

(Name of applicant) 

3. That I have no objections to, and consent to the request(s) described in the 
Application made to the City of Birmingham. 

Dated: ll· (&.I~ 

~e (Please Print) 

Owner's Signature 
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PRESERVATION 
BRIEFS 

New Exterior Additions to Historic 
Buildings: Preservation Concerns 

Anne E. Grimmer and Kay D. Weeks 

' 

National Park Service 
U.S. Department of the Interior 

Technical Preservation Services 

A new exterior addition to a historic building should 
be considered in a rehabilitation project only after 
determining that requirements for the new or adaptive 
use cannot be successfully met by altering non
significant interior spaces. If the new use cannot be 
accommodated in this way, then an exterior addition 
may be an acceptable alternative. Rehabilitation as a 
treatment "is defined as the act or process of making 
possible a compatible use for a property through repair, 
alterations, and additions while preserving those portions 
or features which convey its historical, cultural, or 
architectural values." 

The topic of new additions, including rooftop additions, 
to historic buildings comes up frequently, especially as it 

relates to rehabilitation projects. It is often discussed and 
it is the subject of concern, consternation, considerable 
disagreement and confusion. Can, in certain instances, 
a historic building be enlarged for a new use without 
destroying its historic character? And, just what is 
significant about each particular historic building 
that should be preserved? Finally, what kind of new 
construction is appropriate to the historic building? 

The vast amount of literature on the subject of additions 
to historic buildings reflects widespread interest as well 
as divergence of opinion. New additions have been 
discussed by historians within a social and political 
framework; by architects and architectural historians 
in terms of construction technology and style; and 

by urban planners as successful or 
unsuccessful contextual design. However, 
within the historic preservation and 
rehabilitation programs of the National 
Park Service, the focus on new additions 
is to ensure that they preserve the 
character of historic buildings. 

Most historic districts or neighborhoods 
are listed in the National Register of 
Historic Places for their significance within 
a particular time frame. This period of 
significance of historic districts as well 

Figure 1. The addition to the right with its connecting hyphen is compatible with the 
Collegiate Gothic-style library. The addition is set back from the front of the library and 
uses the same materials and a simplified design that references, but does not copy, the 
historic building. Photo: David Wakely Photography. 

as individually-listed properties may 
sometimes lead to a misunderstanding 
that inclusion in the National Register may 
prohibit any physical change outside of a 
certain historical period-particularly in 
the form of exterior additions. National 
Register listing does not mean that a 
building or district is frozen in time and 
that no change can be made without 
compromising the historical significance. 
It does mean, however, that a new 
addition to a historic building should 
preserve its historic character. 

1 



2 

Figure 2. The new section on the right is appropriately scaled and 
reflects the design of the historic Art Deco-style hotel. The apparent 
separation created by the recessed connector also enables the addition 
to be viewed as an individual building. 

Guidance on New Additions 

To meet Standard 1 of the Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards for Rehabilitation, which states that "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," it must be determined whether a 
historic building can accommodate a new addition. 
Before expanding the building's footprint, consideration 
should first be given to incorporating changes-such as 
code upgrades or spatial needs for a new use-within 
secondary areas of the historic building. However, this 
is not always possible and, after such an evaluation, 
the conclusion may be that an addition is required, 
particularly if it is needed to avoid modifications to 
character-defining interior spaces. An addition should 
be designed to be compatible with the historic character 
of the building and, thus, meet the Standards for 
Rehabilitation. Standards 9 and 10 apply specifically to 
new additions: 

(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." 

The subject of new additions is important because a 
new addition to a historic building has the potential to 
change its historic character as well as to damage and 
destroy significant historic materials and features. A new 
addition also has the potential to confuse the public and 
to make it difficult or impossible to differentiate the old 
from the new or to recognize what part of the historic 
building is genuinely historic. 

The intent of this Preservation Brief is to provide 
guidance to owners, architects and developers on 
how to design a compatible new addition, including a 
rooftop addition, to a historic building. A new addition 
to a historic building should preserve the building's 
historic character. To accomplish this and meet the 
Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation, a 
new addition should: 

• Preserve significant historic materials, 
features and form; 

• Be compatible; and 

• Be differentiated from the historic building. 

Every historic building is different and each 
rehabilitation project is unique. Therefore, the guidance 
offered here is not specific, but general, so that it can 
be applied to a wide variety of building types and 
situations. To assist in interpreting this guidance, 
illustrations of a variety of new additions are provided. 
Good examples, as well as some that do not meet the 
Standards, are included to further help explain and 
clarify what is a compatible new addition that preserves 
the character of the historic building. 

Figure 3. The red and buff-colored parking addition with a rooftop 
playground is compatible with the early-20th century school as 
well as with the neighborhood in which it also serves as infill in the 
urban setting. 



Preserve Significant Historic 
Materials, Features and Form 

Attaching a new exterior addition usually 
involves some degree of material loss to 
an external wall of a historic building, 
but it should be minimized. Damaging 
or destroying significant materials and 
craftsmanship should be avoided, as 
much as possible. 

Generally speaking, preservation of 
historic buildings inherently implies 
minimal change to primary or "public" 
elevations and, of course, interior 
features as well. Exterior features that 
distinguish one historic building or 
a row of buildings and which can be 
seen from a public right of way, such 
as a street or sidewalk, are most likely 
to be the most significant. These can 
include many different elements, such 
as: window patterns, window hoods 
or shutters; porticoes, entrances and 
doorways; roof shapes, cornices and 
decorative moldings; or commercial 
storefronts with their special detailing, 
signs and glazing patterns. Beyond a 
single building, entire blocks of urban 
or residential structures are often closely 
related architecturally by their materials, 
detailing, form and alignment. Because 
significant materials and features should 
be preserved, not damaged or hidden, 
the first place to consider placing a 
new addition is in a location where 
the least amount of historic material 
and character-defining features will 
be lost. In most cases, this will be on a 
secondary side or rear elevation. 

One way to reduce overall material 
loss when constructing a new addition 
is simply to keep the addition smaller 

Figure 4. This glass and brick structure is a harmonious addition set back and connected 
to the rear of the Colonial Revival-style brick house. Cunningham/Quill Architects. 
Photos: ©Maxwell MacKenzie. 

in proportion to the size of the historic 
building. Limiting the size and number of openings 
between old and new by utilizing existing doors or 
enlarging windows also helps to minimize loss. An 
often successful way to accomplish this is to link the 
addition to the historic building by means of a hyphen 
or connector. A connector provides a physical link 
while visually separating the old and new, and the 
connecting passageway penetrates and removes only a 
small portion of the historic wall. A new addition that 
will abut the historic building along an entire elevation 
or wrap around a side and rear elevation, will likely 
integrate the historic and the new interiors, and thus 
result in a high degree of loss of form and exterior walls, 
as well as significant alteration of interior spaces and 
features, and will not meet the Standards. 

Compatible but Differentiated Design 

In accordance with the Standards, a new addition must 
preserve the building's historic character and, in order 
to do that, it must be differentiated, but compatible, 
with the historic building. A new addition must retain 
the essential form and integrity of the historic property. 
Keeping the addition smaller, limiting the removal 
of historic materials by linking the addition with a 
hyphen, and locating the new addition at the rear or on 
an inconspicuous side elevation of a historic building 
are techniques discussed previously that can help to 
accomplish this. 

Rather than differentiating between old and new, it 
might seem more in keeping with the historic character 
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simply to repeat the historic form, material, features and 
detailing in a new addition. However, when the new 
work is highly replicative and indistinguishable from 
the old in appearance, it may no longer be possible to 
identify the "real" historic building. Conversely, the 
treatment of the addition should not be so different that 
it becomes the primary focus. The difference may be 
subtle, but it must be clear. A new addition to a historic 
building should protect those visual qualities that make 
the building eligible for listing in the National Register 
of Historic Places. 

The National Park Service policy concerning new 
additions to historic buildings, which was adopted in 
1967, is not unique. It is an outgrowth and continuation 
of a general philosophical approach to change first 
expressed by John Ruskin in England in the 1850s, 
formalized by William Morris in the founding of the 
Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings in 
1877, expanded by the Society in 1924 and, finally, 
reiterated in the 1964 Venice Charter-a document that 
continues to be followed by the national committees 
of the International Council on Monuments and 
Sites (ICOMOS). The 1967 AdministraHve Policies for 
Historical Areas of the National Park System direct that 
" ... a modem addition should be readily distinguishable 
from the older work; however, the new work should be 
harmonious with the old in scale, proportion, materials, 
and color. Such additions should be as inconspicuous as 

Figure 5. This addition (a) is constructed of matching brick 
and attached by a recessed connector (b) to the 1914 apartment 
building (c). The design is compatible and the addition is 
smaller and subordinate to the historic building (d). 

possible from the public view." As a logical evolution 
from these Policies specifically for National Park 
Service-owned historic structures, the 1977 Secretary 
of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation, which may 
be applied to all historic buildings listed in, or eligible 
for listing in the National Register, also state that "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." 

Preserve Historic Character 

The goal, of course, is a new addition that preserves the 
building's historic character. The historic character of 
each building may be different, but the methodology of 
establishing it remains the same. Knowing the uses and 
functions a building has served over time will assist in 
making what is essentially a physical evaluation. But, 
while written and pictorial documentation can provide 
a framework for establishing the building's history, 
to a large extent the historic character is embodied in 
the physical aspects of the historic building itself
shape, materials, features, craftsmanship, window 
arrangements, colors, setting and interiors. Thus, it 
is important to identify the historic character before 
making decisions about the extent-or limitations-of 
change that can be made. 



Figure 6. A new addition (left) is connected to the garage which separates it from the main block of the c. 1910 former florist shop (right). The 
addition is traditional in style, yet sufficiently restrained in design to distinguish it from the historic building. 

A new addition should always be subordinate to the 
historic building; it should not compete in size, scale 
or design with the historic building. An addition that 
bears no relationship to the proportions and massing 
of the historic building-in other words, one that 
overpowers the historic form and changes the scale
will usually compromise the historic character as 
well. The appropriate size for a new addition varies 
from building to building; it could never be stated 
in a square or cubic footage ratio, but the historic 
building's existing proportions, site and setting can 
help set some general parameters for enlargement. 
Although even a small addition that is poorly 
designed can have an adverse impact, to some extent, 
there is a predictable relationship between the size of 
the historic resource and what is an appropriate size 
for a compatible new addition. 

Generally, constructing the new 
addition on a secondary side or rear 
elevation-in addition to material 
preservation -will also preserve the 
historic character. Not only will the 
addition be less visible, but because 
a secondary elevation is usually 
simpler and less distinctive, the 
addition will have less of a physical 
and visual impact on the historic 
building. Such placement will help to 
preserve the building's historic form 
and relationship to its site and setting. 

Historic landscape features, including 
distinctive grade variations, also 

property should not be covered with large paved 
areas for parking which would drastically change the 
character of the site. 

Despite the fact that in most cases it is recommended 
that the new addition be attached to a secondary 
elevation, sometimes this is not possible. There simply 
may not be a secondary elevation-some important 
freestanding buildings have significant materials and 
features on all sides. A structure or group of structures 
together with its setting (for example, a college campus) 
may be of such significance that any new addition 
would not only damage materials, but alter the 
buildings' relationship to each other and the setting. 
An addition attached to a highly-visible elevation of a 
historic building can radically alter the historic form 
or obscure features such as a decorative cornice or 
window ornamentation. Similarly, an addition that fills 

need to be respected. Any new 
landscape features, including plants 
and trees, should be kept at a scale 
and density that will not interfere with 
understanding of the historic resource 
itself. A traditionally landscaped 

Figure 7. A vacant side lot was the only place a new stair tower could be built when this 
1903 theater was rehabilitated as a performing arts center. Constructed with matching 
materials, the stair tower is set back with a recessed connector and, despite its prominent 
location, it is clearly subordinate and differentiated from the historic theater. 
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Figure 8. The rehabilitation of this large, early-20th century warehouse (lejt) into affordable artists' lofts included the addition of a compatible glass 
and brick elevator/stair tower at the back (right). 

Figure 9. A simple, brick stair tower replaced two non-historic additions 
at the rear of this 1879 school building when it was rehabilitated as a 
women's and children's shelter. The addition is set back and it is not visible 
from the front of the school. 

Figure 10. The small size and the use of matching materials ensures that 
the new addition on the left is compatible with the historic Romanesque 
Revival-style building. 

in a planned void on a highly-visible elevation 
(such as a U-shaped plan or a feature such as a 
porch) will also alter the historic form and, as a 
result, change the historic character. Under these 
circumstances, an addition would have too much 
of a negative impact on the historic building and 
it would not meet the Standards. Such situations 
may best be handled by constructing a separate 
building in a location where it will not adversely 
affect the historic structure and its setting. 

In other instances, particularly in urban areas, 
there may be no other place but adjacent to the 
primary fa~ade to locate an addition needed for 
the new use. It may be possible to design a lateral 
addition attached on the side that is compatible 
with the historic building, even though it is a 
highly-visible new element. Certain types of 
historic structures, such as government buildings, 
metropolitan museums, churches or libraries, 
may be so massive in size that a relatively large
scale addition may not compromise the historic 
character, provided, of course, the addition is 
smaller than the historic building. Occasionally, 
the visible size of an addition can be reduced by 
placing some of the spaces or support systems in 
a part of the structure that is underground. Large 
new additions may sometimes be successful if 
they read as a separate volume, rather than as an 
extension of the historic structure, although the 
scale, massing and proportions of the addition 
still need to be compatible with the historic 
building. However, similar expansion of smaller 
buildings would be dramatically out of scale. In 
summary, where any new addition is proposed, 
correctly assessing the relationship between 
actual size and relative scale will be a key to 
preserving the character of the historic building. 



Design Guidance for Compatible 
New Additions to Historic Buildings 

There is no formula or prescription for 
designing a new addition that meets the 
Standards. A new addition to a historic 
building that meets the Standards can be any 
architectural style-traditional, contemporary 
or a simplified version of the historic 
building. However, there must be a balance 
between differentiation and compatibility in 
order to maintain the historic character and 
the identity of the building being enlarged. 
New additions that too closely resemble the 
historic building or are in extreme contrast to 
it fall short of this balance. Inherent in all of the 
guidance is the concept that an addition needs to 
be subordinate to the historic building. 

A new addition must preserve significant 
historic materials, features and form, and it 
must be compatible but differentiated from 
the historic building. To achieve this, it is 
necessary to carefully consider the placement 
or location of the new addition, and its size, 
scale and massing when planning a new 
addition. To preserve a property's historic 
character, a new addition must be visually 
distinguishable from the historic building. 
This does not mean that the addition and the 
historic building should be glaringly different 
in terms of design, materials and other visual 
qualities. Instead, the new addition should 
take its design cues from, but not copy, the 
historic building. 

Figure 11. The addition to this early-20th 
century Gothic Revival-style church provides 
space for offices, a great hall for gatherings 
and an accessible entrance (left). The stucco 
finish, metal roof, narrow gables and the 
Gothic-arched entrance complement the 
architecture of the historic church. Placing the 
addition in back where the ground slopes away 
ensures that it is subordinate and minimizes 
its impact on the church (below). 

A variety of design techniques can be effective ways to 
differentiate the new construction from the old, while 
respecting the architectural qualities and vocabulary of the 
historic building, including the following: 

• Incorporate a simple, recessed, small-scale hyphen 
to physically separate the old and the new volumes 
or set the addition back from the wall plane(s) of the 
historic building. 

• Avoid designs that unify the two volumes into 
a single architectural whole. The new addition 
may include simplified architectural features that 
reflect, but do not duplicate, similar features on the 
historic building. This approach will not impair 
the existing building's historic character as long 
as the new structure is subordinate in size and 
clearly differentiated and distinguishable so that the 
identity of the historic structure is not lost in a new 
and larger composition. The historic building must 
be clearly identifiable and its physical integrity must 
not be compromised by the new addition. 
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Figure 12. This 1954 synagogue (left) is accessed through a monumental entrance to the right. The new education wing (far right) added to it features 
the same vertical elements and color and, even though it is quite large, its smaller scale and height ensure that it is secondary to the historic resource. 

Figure 13. A glass and metal structure was constructed in the 
courtyard as a restaurant when this 1839 building was converted 
to a hotel. Although such an addition might not be appropriate in 
a more public location, it is compatible here in the courtyard of this 
historic building. 

Figure 14. This glass addition was erected at the back of an 1895 
former brewery during rehabilitation to provide another entrance. 
The addition is compatible with the plain character of this 
secondary elevation. 

• Use building materials in the same color range 
or value as those of the historic building. 
The materials need not be the same as those 
on the historic building, but they should be 
harmonious; they should not be so different 
that they stand out or distract from the 
historic building. (Even clear glass can be 
as prominent as a less transparent material. 
Generally, glass may be most appropriate for 
small-scale additions, such as an entrance on a 
secondary elevation or a connector between an 
addition and the historic building.) 

• Base the size, rhythm and alignment of the 
new addition's window and door openings on 
those of the historic building. 

• Respect the architectural expression of the 
historic building type. For example, an 
addition to an institutional building should 
maintain the architectural character associated 
with this building type rather than using 
details and elements typical of residential or 
other building types. 

These techniques are merely examples of ways to 
differentiate a new addition from the historic building 
while ensuring that the addition is compatible with 
it. Other ways of differentiating a new addition from 
the historic building may be used as long as they 
maintain the primacy of the historic building. Working 
within these basic principles still allows for a broad 
range of architectural expression that can range from 
stylistic similarity to contemporary distinction. The 
recommended design approach for an addition is one 
that neither copies the historic building exactly nor 
stands in stark contrast to it. 



Revising an Incompatible Design for a New Addition to Meet the Standards 

Figure 15. The rehabilitation of a c. 1930 high school auditorium for a clinic and offices proposed two additions: a one-story entrance and 
reception area on this elevation (a); and a four-story elevator and stair tower on another side (b). The gabled entrance (c) first proposed was not 
compatible with the flat-roofed auditorium and the design of the proposed stair tower (d) was also incompatible and overwhelmed the historic 
building. The designs were revised (e-ft resulting in new additions that meet the Standards (g-h). 
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Incompatible New Additions to Historic Buildings 

New Addition 

Figure 16. The praposal to add three r<rw houses to the rear ell of this early-19th century 
residential property doubles its size and does not meet the Standards .. 

Figure 17. The small addition on the left is 
starkly different and it is not compatible with 
the eclectic, late-19th century house. 

Figure 19. The upper two floors of this early-20th century 
office building were part of the original design, but were 
not built. During rehabilitation, the two stories were finally 
constructed. This treatment does not meet the Standards 
because the addition has given the building an appearance it 
never had historically. 

New Addition 

Figure 20. The height, as 
well as the design, of these 
two-story rooftap additions 
overwhelms the two-story 
and the one-story, low-rise 
historic buildings. 

Figure 18. The expansion 
of a one- and one-half story 
historic bungal<rw (left) 
with a large two-story rear 
addition (right) has greatly 
altered and obscured its 
distinctive shape and form. 



New Additions in Densely-Built 
Environments 

In built-up urban areas, locating a new 
addition on a less visible side or rear 
elevation may not be possible simply 
because there is no available space. In this 
instance, there may be alternative ways to 
help preserve the historic character. One 
approach when connecting a new addition 
to a historic building on a primary elevation 
is to use a hyphen to separate them. A 
subtle variation in material, detailing 
and color may also provide the degree of 
differentiation necessary to avoid changing 
the essential proportions and character of 
the historic building. 

A densely-built neighborhood such as 
a downtown commercial core offers a 
particular opportunity to design an addition 
that will have a minimal impact on the 
historic building. Often the site for such 
an addition is a vacant lot where another 
building formerly stood. Treating the 
addition as a separate or infill building 
may be the best approach when designing 
an addition that will have the least impact 
on the historic building and the district. In 
these instances there may be no need for a 
direct visual link to the historic building. 
Height and setback from the street should 
generally be consistent with those of the 
historic building and other surrounding 
buildings in the district. Thus, in most 
urban commercial areas the addition 
should not be set back from the fac;ade of 
the historic building. A tight urban setting 
may sometimes even accommodate a larger 
addition if the primary elevation is designed 
to give the appearance of being several 
buildings by breaking up the facade into 
elements that are consistent with the scale of 
the historic building and adjacent buildings. 

New Addition 

Figure 21. Both wings of this historic L-shaped building (top), which 
fronts on two city streets, adjoined vacant lots. A two-story addition was 
constructed on one lot (above, left) and a six-story addition was built on 
the other (above, right). Like the historic building, which has two different 
facades, the compatible new additions are also different and appear to be 
separate structures rather than part of the historic building. 

Figure 22. The proposed new addition is compatible with the historic buildings that remain on the block. 
Its design with multiple storefronts helps break up the mass. 

11 
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Rooftop Additions 

The guidance provided on designing a compatible new 
addition to a historic building applies equally to new 
rooftop additions. A rooftop addition should preserve 
the character of a historic building by preserving historic 
materials, features and form; and it should be compatible 
but differentiated from the historic building. 

However, there are several other design principles that 
apply specifically to rooftop additions. Generally, a 
rooftop addition should not be more than one story in 
height to minimize its visibility and its impact on the 
proportion and profile of the historic building. A rooftop 
addition should almost always be set back at least one full 
bay from the primary elevation of the building, as well as 
from the other elevations if the building is free-standing or 
highly visible. 

It is difficult, if not impossible, to minimize the impact 
of adding an entire new floor to relatively low buildings, 
such as small-scale residential or commercial structures, 
even if the new addition is set back from the plane of 
the fac;ade. Constructing another floor on top of a small, 
one, two or three-story building is seldom appropriate 
for buildings of this size as it would measurably alter 
the building's proportions and profile, and negatively 
impact its historic character. On the other hand, a rooftop 
addition on an eight-story building, for example, in a 
historic district consisting primarily of tall buildings 
might not affect the historic character because the new 
construction may blend in with the surrounding buildings 
and be only minimally visible within the district. A 
rooftop addition in a densely-built urban area is more 
likely to be compatible on a building that is adjacent to 
similarly-sized or taller buildings. 

A number of methods may be used to help evaluate the 
effect of a proposed rooftop addition on a historic building 
and district, including pedestrian sight lines, three
dimensional schematics and computer-generated design. 
However, drawings generally do not provide a true 
"picture" of the appearance and visibility of a proposed 
rooftop addition. For this reason, it is often necessary to 
construct a rough, temporary, full-size or skeletal mock up 
of a portion of the proposed addition, which can then be 
photographed and evaluated from critical vantage points 
on surrounding streets. 

Figure 23. Colored flags marking the location of a proposed penthouse 
addition (a) were placed on the roof to help evaluate the impact and 
visibility of an addition planned for this historic furniture store (b). 
Based on this evaluation, the addition was constructed as proposed. 
It is minimally visible and compatible with the 1912 structure (c). 
The tall parapet wall conceals the addition from the street below (d). 



Figure 24. How to Evaluate a Proposed Rooftop Addition. 
A sight-line study (above) only factors in views from directly across the 
street, which can be very restrictive and does not illustrate the full effect 
of an addition from other public rights of way. A mock up (above, right) 
or a mock up enhanced by a computer-generated rendering (below, 
right) is essential to evaluate the impact of a proposed rooftop addition 
on the historic building. 

Figure 25. It was possible to add a compatible, three-story, 
penthouse addition to the roof of this five-story, historic bank 
building because the addition is set far back, it is surrounded 
by taller buildings and a deep parapet conceals almost all of the 
addition from below. 

Figure 26. A rooftop addition 
would have negatively 
impacted the character of the 
primary facade (right) of this 
mid-19th century, four-story 
structure and the low-rise 
historic district. However, a 
third floor was successfully 
added on the two-story rear 
portion (below) of the same 
building with little impact to 
the building or the district 
because it blends in with the 
height of the adjacent building. 

. 
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Figure 27. Although the new brick stair/elevator tower (left) is not visible from the front (right), it is on a prominent side elevation of this 1890 stone 
bank. The compatible addition is set back and does not compete with the historic building. Photos: Chadd Gossmann, Aurora Photography, UC. 

Designing a New Exterior Addition to a Historic Building 

This guidance should be applied to help in designing 
a compatible new addition that that will meet the 
Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation: 

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

• 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. 

• The construction materials and the color of the 
new addition should be harmonious with the 
historic building materials. 

• The new addition should be smaller than the 
historic building-it should be subordinate in 
both size and design to the historic building. 
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The same guidance should be applied when 
designing a compatible rooftop addition, plus 
the following: 

• A rooftop addition is generally not appropriate 
for a one, two or three-story building-and 
often is not appropriate for taller buildings. 

• A rooftop addition should be minimally visible. 

• Generally, a rooftop addition must be set back 
at least one full bay from the primary elevation 
of the building, as well as from the other 
elevations if the building is freestanding or 
highly visible. 

• Generally, a rooftop addition should not be 
more than one story in height. 

• Generally, a rooftop addition is more likely to 
be compatible on a building that is adjacent to 
similarly-sized or taller buildings. 
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Figure 28. A small addition 
(left) was constructed when 
this 1880s train station was 
converted for office use. The 
paired doors with transoms 
and arched windows on the 
compatible addition reflect, but 
do not replicate, the historic 
building (right). 



Summary 

Figure 29. This simple 
glass and brick entrance 
(left) added to a secondary 
elevation of a 1920s 
school building (right) 
is compah"ble with the 
original structure. 

Because a new exterior addition to a historic building can damage or destroy significant materials and can change the 
building's character, an addition should be considered only after it has been determined that the new use cannot be 
met by altering non-significant, or secondary, interior spaces. If the new use cannot be met in this way, then an attached 
addition may be an acceptable alternative if carefully planned and designed. A new addition to a historic building should 
be constructed in a manner that preserves significant materials, features and form, and preserves the building's historic 
character. Finally, an addition should be differentiated from the historic building so that the new work is compatible 
with-and does not detract from -the historic building, and cannot itself be confused as historic. 

Additional Reading 

Byard, Paul Spencer. The Architecture of New Additions: Design 
and Regulation. New York, NY: W.W. Norton & Company, 1998. 

Day, Steven, AIA. "Modernism Meets History: New 
Additions to Historic Structures." Preservation Seattle [Historic 
Seattle's online monthly preservation magazine.] May 2003. 
www.historicseattle.org/preservationseattle/publicpolicy/ 
defaulbmcy2.hbn. 

Incentives! A Guide to the Federal Historic Preservation Tax 
Incentives Program for Income-Producing Properties. "Avoiding 
Incompatible Treatments: New Additions & Rooftop 
Additions." Technical Preservation Services Branch, National 
Park Service. Online at www.nps.gov/history/hps/tps/. 

Interpreting the Standards Bulletins (ITS). Technical Preservation 
Services Branch, National Park Service. Online at 
www.nps.gov/histcn:y/hps/tps/. 

New Addih"ons to Historic Buildings. Technical Preservation 
Services Branch, National Park Service. Online at www.nps. 
gov /history/hps/tps/. 

O'Connell, Kim A. "Making Connections." Traditional Building. 
March/April 2004. (Vol. 17, No. 2), pp. 12-15. 

The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and 
Guidelines for Rehabilitah"ng Historic Buildings. Washington, 
D.C.: U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service, 
Preservation Assistance Division, rev. 1990. 

The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation & 
Illustrated Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings. 
(Authors: W. Brown Morton, Ill, Gary L. Hume, Kay D. Weeks, 
and H. Ward Jandl. Project Directors: Anne E. Grimmer 
and Kay D. Weeks.) Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of 

the Interior, National Park Service, Preservation Assistance 
Division, 1992. Online at www.nps.gov/history/hps/tps/. 

Semes, Steven W. "Differentiated and Compatible: The 
Secretary's Standards revisited." Traditional Building. February 
2009. (Vol. 22, No. 1), pp. 20-23. 

Semes, Steven W. The Future of the Past: A Conservah"on Ethic for 
Architecture, Urbanism, and Historic Preservah"on. (In association 
with The Institute of Classical Architecture and Classical 
America.) New York, NY: W.W. Norton & Company, 2009. 

Figure 30. The small addition on the right of this late-19th century 
commercial structure is clearly secondary and compah"ble in size, 
materials and design with the historic building. 
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