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PONTIAC HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION 
                    January 17, 2024, 6:00 pm 
    CITY HALL – 2nd FLOOR – COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
47450 WOODWARD AVENUE – PONTIAC, MICHIGAN 
 

Agenda 

1. CALL TO ORDER: 
 

2. ROLL CALL: 
 

3. OFFICIAL COMMUNICATIONS: 
 

4. MINUTES FROM REVIEW: December 7, 2023 & December 13, 2023 
 

5. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA: 
 

6. OLD BUSINESS: 
 

7. NEW BUSINESS 
 

A. Application#: HDC 23-058 
Applicant:  Clyde Alexander & Eric Hatcher 
Address:  95 Oliver Road 
Request:  Remove slate roof tiles, metal material, and asphalt shingles from the dwellings  
   roofs and remove asphalt shingles from the garage roof to install gray dimension  
   asphalt shingles on both structures.  
 

8. PUBLIC COMMENT: 
 

9. STAFF COMMUNICATION 
A.   Planning Initiatives (Training etc.) 
B.   Next Meeting: February 14, 2024 
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CITY OF PONTIAC, MI 

HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION MINUTES 

Special Mee�ng 

Wednesday, December 7, 2023 – 6:00pm 

 

I. CALL TO ORDER:  (6:08) 

 

II. ATTENDANCE: 
Present: Chair Rick David, Vice Chair Regina Campbell, Fernando Bale, Rachael Clark, Ken 
Burch, Jim Allen and Jen Burk 
 
Staff Members: Mark Yandrick – Planning Manager 
   Paul Harang – Planner II 
 
A mo�on was made by Commissioner Burk to start the mee�ng and it was seconded by 
Commissioner Allen and unanimously approved. 
 

III. OFFICIAL COMMUNICATIONS: 
Planner Paul Harang welcomed members to the mee�ng and indicated no new updates. 
 

IV. NEW BUSINESS: 
Planner Harang opened the mee�ng and explained this is a special mee�ng requested by the 
applicant. The Planner II provided a presenta�on regarding the request at 21 Miami. 

        The applicant Megan Shramski provided a presenta�on regarding the roof request at 21      
         Miami.  The applicant indicated that per her understanding all viola�ons at the site were   
        rec�fied.  The applicant indicated that her husband and son over the years have repaired the 
        roof.  First removing several roten cedar shingle areas from parts of the roof and installing   
        new cedar shingles due to the fact the applicant did not want to hire a roofing contractor to   
        do the work.  The applicant indicated that she feels that she does not have to pay any   
        addi�onal fees or seek a permit for any soffit work on her house.  

        Commissioner Burch asked why the case is in front of the Commission and why staff could   
        not approve the work at a staff level. And asked a ques�on of staff “does the homeowner    
        need a permit for soffit repair”.  

Staff Planner Harang indicated staff could not approve the request due to the existence     
of three (3) different roofing materials on the house.  Based on the guidelines approved by 
the   Commission in 2018, staff approval for this type of replacement is not authorized for 
such a request it must go to the Commission.  



 Commissioner Clark asked if the cedar shingles on the roof were repaired by the     
 homeowner. 

 Commissioner Burk asked if the soffits are wood, and if the replacement soffits will remain 
 wood.  

 The applicant indicated that any new soffits would remain wood.  

 Commissioner Allen asked about the guters, if the guters will be reatached to the house, and 
 indicated that any new soffits must remain wood.  

 Commissioner David stated the case is in front of the commission due to the 
 guidelines and stated the commission would need to review this applica�on because staff 
 can only review “like to like” requests.  

 Planner Harang agreed with Commissioner David that staff is required to send this request to 
 the commission due to the fact staff can only approve “like to like” replacements and cannot 
 staff approve requests that are not “like to like” roofing materials.  

 Commissioner David asked the staff if they would like to add anything to the conversa�on.  

 Planner Harang indicated that the commission should include a mo�on or addendum to add any 
 soffit repair to the request since the applicant will be re-roofing the house.  

 Resident Abigail Eyon 78 Wenonah Drive in Otawa Hills stated that she supports the roof work 
 on the house.  And feels that the special mee�ng is not necessary.  

 The applicant addressed the commission provided some personal updates regarding her life 
 over the past few years and stated more reasons why she could not address the roof issue in the 
 past.  The applicant indicated a future HDC mee�ng request will be sought to seek a permit to 
 remove a garage addi�on at the site.  

 Resident Abigal Eyon addressed the commission and stated that she felt the special 
 mee�ng should not have occurred. 

Planner Yandrick addressed the commission and stated the special mee�ng must occur due to 
the mul�ple roofing materials on the house.  And staff must make sure proper processes are in 
place to follow the HDC guidelines.  The Planning Manager indicated staff has a list of past roof 
applica�ons at other sites that have been reviewed by the Commission. Indica�ng this request is 
not out of the ordinary. The main issue with this applica�on is the three (3) different roofing 
materials on the house.  Therefore, staff cannot issue a Cer�ficate of Appropriateness.   Planner 
Manager Yandrick indicated that we only obtained the permit request 2 weeks before this 
mee�ng and staff scheduled the case for the regular docket, but the applicant insisted the case 
needed to be heard as a special mee�ng request as soon as possible since her insurance 
company was threatening to cancel the insurance policy at the site. The Planning Manager 
stated that rela�ve to the applica�on staff is always going to support the Secretary of Interior 
standards and the HDC guidelines. And indicated staff does support the request, but the 
applica�on must be heard by the Commission and suggested the Commission, in the future, can 
revisit changing the HDC guidelines rela�ve to what staff can and cannot approve.             



  Commissioner Campbell asked about the fee for a special mee�ng.  Staff indicated since  
  the applicant requested a special mee�ng a fee must be assessed.  

  Commissioner Burk indicated that the commission should not deliberate about the  
  special fee. The special fee is not the reason why the Commission is mee�ng tonight.  

  Commissioner Bales stated that no person should feel insecure before the   
  commission. He feels that the historic picture within the HDC package should not have  
  been inserted and he has an issue with the color of the replacement asphalt shingles.  

  Commissioner Allen stated that the applicant should not have waited so long to address  
  the roof issues with staff. If the insurance company had not tried to cancel the policy the  
  special mee�ng would not have occurred; the case could have been heard at the  
  regularly scheduled public mee�ng a week later.  

  Commissioner Burk made a mo�on to approve the removal of the exis�ng roof  
  material on the house install new green asphalt dimensional shingles and approve  
  soffit work to be completed at the �me of the roof work. Commissioner Clark   
  seconded the mo�on. Unanimously approved.  

  Vote: 7 yes 

   0 No 

   Mo�on passed. 

  Commissioner David indicated that future ci�zens atending the HDC mee�ng   
  should be aware that any renova�on on a historic structure requires a review by staff or  
  the commission.  

V.  ADJOURNMENT (6:43) 
 
Respec�ully Submited,  
 
Paul Harang, Planner II 
Community Development Department 
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CITY OF PONTIAC, MI 

HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION MINUTES 

Wednesday, December 13, 2023 – 6 pm 

City of Pon�ac City Council Chambers 

 

 

I. CALL TO ORDER:  (6:11) 

         HDC Commissioners Present: Rick David -  Chair 
        Regina Campbell – Vice Chair 
        Jim Allen 
                      Fernando Bales              
          Jen Burk 
        Rachael Clark 
     

Absent:    Ken Burch   

 
Staff Members: Mark Yandrick – Planning Manager 
   Paul Harang – Planner II 
 

II. MEETING MINUTES FOR REVIEW 
The minutes were approved by Commissioner Clark and seconded by Commissioner Burk.  
 

III. OFFICIAL COMMUNICATIONS: 
Staff Planner Harang welcomed members to the mee�ng and indicated no official 
communica�ons. 
 

IV. PUBLIC HEARINGS: 
Applica�on #: HDC 23-046 
Applicant:  Mary L. Klein 
Address:  141 Chippewa Road 
Request:  22 replacement windows with grills 
 
Staff Planner Harang provided a presenta�on regarding the request at 141 Chippewa. The 
request is to replace 21 windows within the south, east, and west eleva�ons.  The east 
eleva�on will be composed of wood windows in a six (6) over one (1) composi�on and the 
south and west eleva�ons will be composed of vinyl windows with a six (6) over six (6) 
composi�on.  
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The applicant, Mary Kline's son Paul Kline provided a presenta�on regarding the window          
request at 141 Chippewa.  The applicant stated the front-facing windows (primary façade) at Chippewa 
shall be wood replacement windows and the remainder of the windows on the south and east facades 
will be vinyl replacement windows.  

Commissioner Campbell asked the applicant the name of the company installing the windows and asked 
if any samples were provided to staff. 

Commissioner Burk asked a ques�on about the composi�on of the primary façade windows facing 
Chippewa to clarify whether these windows will be wood with a six (6) over six (6) or six (6) over one (1) 
composi�on.  

Staff Planner Harang indicated the primary facade windows are recommended to be six (6) over one (1) 
to mimic the exis�ng windows and six (6) over six (6) for the non-primary facades to match the exis�ng 
new replacement windows that were approved by the HDC staff in the past.  

The applicant indicated that he could not provide a window sample to the commission due to the cost of 
the windows and the fact The Home Depot does not loan out window samples.  

Commissioner Allen asked a ques�on about the window configura�on and indicated that he would like 
to see the original window configura�on of six (6) over one (1) within all window openings.  

Commissioner Bales asked a ques�on why the six (6) over six (6) window configura�on was approved.  

Staff Planner Harang indicated that the six (6) over six (6) configura�ons came from the original Staff 
approval for the north-facing non-primary façade windows.  

Commissioner Allen asked for clarifica�on regarding the loca�on of the six (6) over one (1) and the six (6) 
over six (6) windows to be located on which facades of the structure.  

Commissioner Bales asked for clarifica�on on the window configura�on on the front façade.  

Staff Planner Harang indicated that the primary façade will be composed of wood windows configured in 
a six (6) or one (1) patern to match the exis�ng window configura�on.  The non-primary facades will be 
composed of vinyl windows with six (6) over six (6) configura�ons.  

Commissioner David asked Staff going forward that all new applica�ons be consistent with any future 
staff approvals.  

Commissioner Burk made a mo�on to replace twenty-two (22) windows at 141 Chippewa to approve 
wood windows on the primary façade with six (6) over one (1) configura�on and vinyl windows on the 
non-primary façades with a six (6) over six (6) configura�ons: Commissioner Campbell seconded the 
mo�on.  

Vote: 5 Yes (Burk, Clark, Campbell, David, Bales) 
1 No  (Allen) 
Mo�on passed 
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Applica�on #:  HDC 23-048 
Applicant:  Ronita Coleman 
Address:  111 Oneida Road 
Request:  Remove 361 metal casement windows and 16 boarded garage door openings  
   and replace with 361 Metal windows with grills and 16 metal garage doors.  
 
Staff Planner Harang provided a presenta�on on the request to replace windows and insert new metal 
garage doors within boarded garage door openings at the site.  

The applicant Ronita Coleman/Gregory Coleman provided a presenta�on indica�ng the new black metal 
casement windows will replace all exis�ng windows within the building and the boarded garage door 
openings will be replaced with new metal garage doors.   The applicant requested the Oakland County 
Historical Organiza�on provide historical pictures of the building and will provide the pictures to staff in 
the coming weeks.   

Jill Robinson with the Oakland County Treasurer's Office stated the Department has been looking for a 
developer to redevelop the building.  Most interested par�es who wished to purchase the building did 
not wish to re-develop the building but hold onto it for future development.  Ms. Robinson stated that 
Ms. Coleman fits the parameters for the county regarding a developer who can renovate the building 
and have the funds in place to complete the redevelopment.  

Commissioner David asks the applicant and County if the funding is in place to successfully redevelop the 
building.   

The applicant indicated the funding is almost in place, and she is looking for gap funding for the 
remainder of the funds to redevelop the structure.  

Commissioner David asked a ques�on about the material of the garage doors, whether the doors are 
proposed to be original wood or metal. 

The applicant indicated that the garage door openings are mostly boarded, and the proposal wishes to 
mimic the proposed original garage doors with a metal material that looks like the original door 
composi�on.  

Commissioner David asked about how many apartments will be in the building.  

The applicant indicated that 50 apartments will be redeveloped with a mix of one (1), two (2), and studio 
units.  

Commissioner Clark asked the County when the building had last been occupied.  

Ms. Robinson from Oakland County stated the building has not been unoccupied for over twenty (20) 
years.  

Commissioner Burk thanked the applicant and county for the tour of the building and indicated her 
apprecia�on for the redevelopment of the building.  
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Commissioner Allen indicated the replacement windows look to be a good product that will mimic the 
original windows.  

Commissioner Bales asked about the window examples provided on the tour. He was inquiring into 
which window manufacturer would be chosen since both samples provided look very similar in 
appearance and composi�on.   

The applicant stated both window samples are generally iden�cal to the original and the applicant will 
decide on the manufacturer once final pricing has been provided for both products.  

Commissioner Burk moves to recommend the approval of the removal of the metal casement 
windows with new metal casement windows with grills within the building and the inser�on of new 
metal garage doors at the rear of the property seconded by Commissioner Clark.  

Vote   Yes  6 
            No   0 

Unanimously approved 
 

Applica�on #:  HDC 23-044 
Applicant:  Loren Guzek 
Address:  46 North Saginaw Road 
Request:  Add new window openings for window and façade enhancements.  
 

Staff Planner Harang opens the hearing for 46 Saginaw.  The request is to provide new façade 
enhancements and inser�on of windows within the south façade.  

The owner Loren Guzek and his representa�ve Richard Short spoke at the hearing and provided insight 
into the proposed façade altera�ons and improvements to the west and south facades.  

Commissioner Allen posed a ques�on regarding the material type for the front façade of the building.  

The applicant indicated that no new material will be used for the façade of the building on the upper 
por�ons of the structure.  The upper por�on of the façade is mostly composed of exis�ng stone and 
windows with brick filler.  The applicant indicated the exis�ng windows and brick filler will be removed 
and large windows will be inserted within the original window openings.   

Commissioner David asked a ques�on why is this structure in front of the commission if the building is 
non-contribu�ng?  

Staff Planner Harang stated the reason why the building is in front of the commission is because it is 
within a historic district and any structure located within a historic district must be reviewed or heard by 
the commission whether it is contribu�ng or non-contribu�ng within the district.  

Commissioner Allen asked about any other materials to be used on the exterior of the building.  

The applicant stated that the front façade will be reworked with new window openings and the 
remainder of the façade consists of the exis�ng material on the building aside from new metal cladding 
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on the ground floor façade. The south façade will be the area where most of the work will occur with 
new window openings cut into the facade, but no new material will be clad to the building except for a 
small por�on of the south facade's ground floor area which will consist of metal material. The applicant 
stated new ligh�ng will be added to the west and south facades.  

Commissioner Burk asked the applicant how long he had owned the building.  

The applicant stated that he has owned the building since 2018.  

Commissioner Bales asked if the window glazing would match the façade plans provided to the board. 
The commissioner asked about the mullions on the new west façade windows.  

The applicant stated that the mullions will match the façade plans provided and the new windows will 
reestablish the historic building façade for the west façade of the building.  

Commissioner David asked the applicant what other real estate ventures he has completed downtown.  

The applicant stated that he has restored and sold several buildings within the downtown area over the 
years and all the buildings were sold to companies that all provided end users.  The applicant also stated 
that he owns many buildings on Saginaw all leased to businesses or residen�al tenants.  

Commissioner Allen asked if the commission approves the request, how long will the construc�on work 
take to be completed.  

The applicant stated that he is looking for funding to get the project underway.  He will keep the ground 
floor lights on in the evening to provide an ac�ve presence on N. Saginaw St.  

Commissioner Clark thanked the applicant for removing the glass curtain wall.  The Commissioner asked 
a ques�on about whether the exis�ng orange bricking on the east façade will stay, be removed, or be 
covered by new material.  

The applicant stated that the new metal material and new windows will cover the orange brick on the 
west façade.  

Commissioner Clark stated that the façade plans provided greatly improve the look of the exis�ng 
building and she feels that the project should go forward.  

Commissioner David asked if the board wanted to postpone the request for an improved façade plan.  

Commissioner Burk indicated that she feels the mee�ng should not be postponed since the applicant has 
provided all the requested materials and façade plans.   

Commissioner Allen stated he would prefer the applicant to provide a revised façade plan.  

Commissioner Campbell asked the applicant if he could provide more informa�on regarding the 
drawings.  

The applicant stated that he had provided a full set of façade plans with all the proposed changes and 
feels the façade set is complete.  
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Planning Manager Yandrick stated that since this is a non-contribu�ng building within the district the 
staff collected informa�on on the proposed project focused on the facades and window treatment. The 
plans submited were complete regarding the level of detail needed for a building within the district that 
is non-contribu�ng.  

Commissioner Clark stated that the applicant will be greatly improving the building to mimic the original 
west façade by replacing windows, providing increased transparency, and ground-level cladding.  

Commissioner Allen stated that he feels a postponement is required so the commission can visit  the site 
with the new façade plans. 

Commissioner Burk stated that the applicant has provided all the required plans and documenta�on the 
commission is required to review for a decision.  

Commissioner David asked for a mo�on.  

Commissioner Clark provided a mo�on to approve the request to alter the west and south facades. 
Commissioner Burk seconded the mo�on.  

Vote   6  
Yes      0 
Unanimously approved 

Planning Manager Yandrick indicated that the applicant for 225 Chippewa – HDC 23-055 is not at the 
hearing.  The applicant was updated and mailed the hearing docket.  The Planning Manager stated the 
HDC may want to consider tabling the case un�l the applicant is present. 

Commissioner Burk made the mo�on to Table HDC 23-055 (225 Chippewa) and it was seconded by 
Commissioner Bales. 

Vote    

Yes  6 
No 0 
Unanimously approved 

 
V.  ADJOURNMENT (8:15) 

The mo�on was made by Commissioner Allen and seconded by Commissioner Clark 

Vote   
Yes  6 
No 0 
 
Respec�ully Submited,  
 
Paul Harang, Planner II 
Community Development Department 
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HDC MEETING DATE:  1-17-2024 

APPLICATION NUMBER:   HDC 23-058 

HISTORIC DISTRICT:  Modern Housing 

ADDRESS:   95 Oliver Road 

PROPERTY OWNER:  Clyde Alexander & Eric Hatcher 

SCOPE: Remove exis�ng grey slate roof �les and asphalt shingles on the dwelling and asphalt 
shingles on the garage and install grey dimensional asphalt shingles on both structures.    

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The homeowners, Clyde Alexander & Eric Hatcher, are requesting to remove existing gray slate roof tiles, areas of metal 
material, and asphalt shingles from the dwelling roofs and asphalt dimensional shingles on the garage roof and install 
gray dimensional asphalt shingles on both structures. The existing roof-mounted solar panels will be removed and will 
not  be re-installed.  

Per a review of the Secretary of the Interior Standards and the Pontiac Historic District Commission guidelines, staff is 
requesting the Commission review and provide a decision relative to the multiple roofing materials, specifically the 
existing slate roofing tiles on the dwelling.    

Staff recommends APPROVAL for the request for either repair of the slate roof or, if the commissioners find the slate 
tiles beyond repair, replacement with asphalt shingles on the front porch, the rear addition, and the garage. 

       

OVERVIEW 

The applicant is requesting a Certificate of Appropriateness to remove existing gray slate roof tiles, metal roof material, 
and asphalt shingles from the dwelling and asphalt shingles from the garage roof to install gray asphalt shingles on both 
structures.  The proposed new asphalt roofing material will be gray to mimic the historic roof colors/patterns of this 
historic district.    

Figure 1 

Streetview from Oliver 
Street of House 



 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

95 Oliver Street was constructed in the 1920s and is part of the GM Modern Housing neighborhood. The dwelling is a 1- 
½ story Dutch Colonial Revival with two (2) side dormers, a gambrel roof with a patterned slate tile roof on the main 
body of the house, two gable dormers, and an enclosed front porch. The garage is a stone-clad structure with an asphalt 
hip roof.  Currently, the dwelling roof consists of the following three (3) roof materials:  

• slate roof tiles,  
• metal roof material (on the body of the house), 
• asphalt shingles (on the front porch and rear one-story portion of the dwelling).  

 

Location Map 

  

Figure 2 – location map 
STAFF OBSERVATIONS AND RESEARCH 

• The GM Modern Historic District was established in 1988. 
• The subject property is located on the north side of Oliver Street east of Hammond Street. 
• Deterioration of portions of the slate roof and asphalt shingles on the dwelling are observable from Oliver 

Street. 
• Deterioration of portions of the asphalt shingles on the garage is observable from the rear alleyway.   
• Staff observed three (3) different types of roofing material on the dwelling and one on the garage roof. 
• Staff observed metal roofing material on the roof cap ridge and at the eaves of the dwelling.     
• City records show in 2020 a complaint was filed for high weeds and dumping at the site.      
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STANDARDS OF APPROVAL 

The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Proper�es provides 10 
standards for the Rehabilita�on of Historic 
Proper�es. The relevant standards that apply to 
this request are #2 & and #6. 

• Standard #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. “ 
• Standard #6: “Deteriorated historic 
features shall be repaired rather than replaced. 
Where the severity of deterioration requires the 
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.” 

Figure 3 -Proposed gray asphalt shingles for dwelling and garage 

The Pon�ac Historic District Commission Roof Replacement Guidelines s�pulate roof replacements that destroy original 
roofing materials are not permited because of the impact upon historic features of the building. The original material 
that is affected the most is the City’s historic slate roof. The relevant standards that apply to this request are # 5 & 7.  

• Criteria # 5 “Avoid, where possible, the removal or alteration of any historic building materials” – the proposed 
replacement of historic roofing materials will destroy these historic building materials. 

• Criteria #7 “where reasonability possible, will repair rather than replace deteriorated architectural features and 
where replacement is necessary, whether such replacement is as similar in composition and texture as is possible 
and is based on a reasonably accurate duplication of the architectural feature” required repair over replacement 
and replacement materials must match composition, texture, and details or original whereas replacement of 
roofing with new materials that are not similar does not meet these criteria.  

 

The City of Pon�ac Historic District Commission Roof Replacement Guidelines recommends the following regarding this 
request: 

The Historic District Commission will authorize the approval of roof repair/ replacement under the following conditions, in 
the order of desirability: 

1. Repair of Existing Roof. 
2. Replace with Like (original is damaged beyond repair) 

a. Use the same material 
b. Matching existing configuration 

3. When damaged beyond repair, replace with synthetic shingles or other materials that closely resemble the 
appearance of original materials in color, thickness, surface finish, sheen, etc.  

 



 

Figure 4 - Example of Modern Housing dwelling as historically constructed in the district with structural attributes. 

  

Figure 5 - Photo of the house detailing existing conditions.  

ANALYSIS 

The Historic District Commission is required to review any plans and/or building eleva�ons affec�ng the exterior 
appearance of a historic site or any proposed or exis�ng structure located within a historic district as required in Sec�on 
74.55 of the Pon�ac City Code.  

This altera�on request would fall under the Secretary of the Interior’s standards for rehabilita�on. The proposed removal 
of roof material and establishment of new material mimicking the old in design, color, texture, and other visual quali�es 
is consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s standards when the exis�ng roof material is beyond repair.     
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Based on a review of the Pon�ac Roof Replacement Guidelines, staff was unable to administra�vely approve this request 
due to the fact staff can only approve an applica�on with “like with like” materials.  The applicant is reques�ng the 
removal of slate roofing �les, metal roof material, and asphalt shingles on the dwelling and asphalt shingles on the 
garage to the rear of the lot.  Based on research, staff feels the Commission should review this case due to the mul�ple 
roofing materials on the dwelling and the possibility of the removal of original slate �les from the dwelling if the 
Commission feels the slate roofing �les are beyond repair.  

 

Figure 5 - Photos of the main dwelling roof 

Figure 6 – Photo of main dwelling roof 

 



 

 

 

Figure 8 - Photos of Garage 

 

CONCLUSION  

It is the staff’s opinion, based on conversa�ons with the roofing contractor and a visit to the site, that areas of the 
original slate roof �les are experiencing deteriora�on on some parts of the dwelling's main roof system focused on the 
roof ridge cap and eaves. The exis�ng asphalt roofing material on the porch, rear dwelling addi�on, and garage roof 
removal is supported by staff due to the deteriora�on of the material and based on the fact the roofs consist of asphalt 
material and will be replaced with asphalt material. Any repair/replacement of the slate roof and replacement of the 
roofing materials on the dwelling (porch/rear addi�on) and garage is needed to waterproof the structure. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  

Staff recommends APPROVAL of the request to alter the roofs based on the roof replacement treatment requirements 
for historic roofs as referenced within the Pon�ac Historic District Guidelines, specifically if the commission finds the 
slate roof to be beyond repair. 

 

 

 

Figure 7 –  
Photo of main dwelling roof 
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SAMPLE MOTIONS 

SAMPLE MOTIONS TO APPROVE: 

I move to recommend APPROVAL to remove exis�ng roof material on the house and garage to install gray asphalt 
dimensional shingles on the dwelling and garage roofs.   
 
I move to recommend APPROVAL to remove exis�ng roof material from the dwelling’s porch roof, dwellings rear addi�on 
and garage roof and APPROVE  the repair of the exis�ng slate �le on the main body of the dwelling roof.  
 

SAMPLE MOTION TO DENY: 

I move to DENY the removal of the exis�ng roofing material and installa�on of gray asphalt dimensional shingles on the 
roof of the house and garage for the following reason(s):  ______________ 
 

SAMPLE MOTION TO TABLE: 

I move to TABLE the removal of the exis�ng roofing material and installa�on of gray asphalt dimensional shingles on the 
dwelling and garage roofs for the following reason(s):  ______________ 

 





















































Supplemental Photos (95 Oliver Road) 







 


	HDC agenda January 17 - 2024
	HDC Speical Min. Dec 7, 2023
	HDC Minutes Dec 13 - 23
	95 Oliver HDC staff report my - RJL Comments
	95 Oliver Application
	95 Oliver Supplemental narative - photos
	supplemental Photos 2 (95 Oliver)



