
STAFF REPORT 02-17-2016 MEETING          PREPARED BY: J.ROSS           
APPLICATION NUMBER 16-4509 
ADDRESS: BRUSH PARK PARCEL A+B     
HISTORIC DISTRICT: BRUSH PARK  
APPLICANT: STEVE OGDEN AND MELISSA DITTMER (BEDROCK REAL 
ESTATE)/AMY CHESTERTON (HAMILTON ANDERSON ASSOCIATES) 
  
PROPOSAL 
The project area, referred to as Brush Park Parcel A+B, is a 8.4-acre landholding that is centrally 
located within the Brush Park Historic District (please see the below map of the project area) and 
includes 47  parcels which are bounded by Mack Avenue (north), Beaubien (east), Fisher Freeway 
Service Drive (south, and Woodward Avenue (west). Currently, the project area is dominated by 
empty, open grassy lots and includes four existing Victorian Era historic homes, all located along 
Alfred Street. It is noted that the redevelopment shall include an effort to rehabilitate the four 
remaining historic homes within the project area (205, 261, 287, and 295 Alfred). Also, please note 
that the rehabilitation proposals for the historic homes were approved by this body at previous 
meetings. As per the applicant, the four remaining single-family Victorian Era mansions shall be 
restored to their original condition. One of the homes will be preserved as a single-family home, 
while the other three are being shall be renovated as duplex homes. Parking for these four 
buildings will be allocated to either a hybrid townhome (a 3-unit townhome building to be built 
between two of the historic homes with residences above and parking below) or in designated 
surface parking spots. These units will be either for-rent or for-sale. Please see the recently 
completed restoration/rehabilitation of the Ransom Gillis House (205 Alfred Street), which serves 
as an example of the applicant’s intent/ultimate rehabilitation plans for the remaining four historic 
mansions within the project area.  
 
With the current submittal, the applicant is seeking a Certificate of Appropriateness for the 
establishment of an extensive new development within the project area, which shall provide +/- 
400 residential units, small-scale local commercial space, and +/- 11,100 square feet of public park 
space to the neighborhood. Please see the submittal, which describes the new development in 
detail. Specific new elements include the following:   
 
Buildings – As per the attached submittal, the development shall include the erection 20 multi-
family residential buildings. A number of the buildings shall also provide commercial space at 
the ground floor. Specifically, a breakdown of the building typologies proposed for erection 
include the following: 
: 

 Six (6), 3-6 story apartment buildings. Each apartment building will offer 10,000-
20,000 square feet of small-scale, local, independent, ground-floor retail, commercial, 
or restaurant space to support the needs of neighborhood residents.  

 Two (2), 4-story duplexes  
 One (1), “hybrid townhome” which houses 3 full-stories and a one-story penthouse level  
 Six (6), 2-3 story “carriage homes” which face on to the Edmund Place and Alfred Street 

vacated alleys  
 Five (5), 3-4 story townhomes  

 



Note that each of the five above-listed typologies was designed by a different architecture firm. 
The applicant determined this course so that the resulting architecture might not appear as a 
monolithic/uniform built environment. Rather, they are seeking to appeal to a broad audience by 
presenting an environment/neighborhood that looks and feels like a naturally/organically-
developed urban community. 
 
Parkland – Pedestrian Mews. The pedestrian mews is a ‘string-of-parks’ which extend north/south 
though the middle of the development and  provides +/- 11,100 square feet of public park space 
outdoor public recreational/gathering spaces. The mews shall be paved (with specialty pavers) and 
landscaped (ornamental trees, shade trees, hedges, ornamental grasses, perennial groundcover, 
integral masonry planter boxes, and lawn areas). Outdoor furniture, to include benches, seat walls, 
and cafe tables and chairs, shall also be located within this area.  Lighting will be added as well. (lit 
bollards, pedestrian type lamps, and landscape lighting) Raised platforms composed of wood 
decking at the north and south ends shall serve as a seating area. The southern 
platform/deck/seating area shall be associated with an outdoor kitchen. Art elements shall also be 
installed within the pedestrian mews.   
 
Landscaping – The project proposes an extensive landscape plan, which shall include green roofs 
and roof top terraces throughout. The development shall also provide street trees within the right-
of-way/berm area, lawns at front and side yards, ornamental groundcover at foundations, and 
masonry planter boxes at front and rear yards.  Ornamental scrubs and hedges shall be located 
throughout as well.  
.  
Alley Vacation – As per the attached petition/parcel map, the applicant is seeking this body’s 
approval for the vacation of the following alleys so that they might be activated for use as 
multipurpose outdoor spaces: 
 

 Alley North of Adelaide Park (at the southern portion of the project development site) 
 Alley North of the four historic homes (running east west between Edmund and Alfred) 

 
The alleys shall be paved (paver bricks) and exterior lighting (lit bollards catenary lighting, and 
landscape lighting) will also be added throughout. Landscaping shall be added within 
integrated masonry planter boxes. The alleys shall serve as a shared pedestrian-friendly public 
space/front yard area for the carriage homes, which face upon them. Automobiles will also 
have access to the alleys as the carriage home garages open upon the alleys.  
 
Additional Utilities – Trash rooms, dumpster staging areas, transformers, dumpster enclosures (no 
details/dimensions provided) shall be located strategically throughout the development as per the 
attached.  
 
Please note that no new parking lots will be introduced within the heart of the development. As per 
the applicant, all required parking for residents located in underground parking, garages, covered 
spaces, and on street parking contained within the interior of the development. On street, curbside 
parallel parking will be offered on John R, Brush, Alfred, and Edmund. This effort to remove the   
location of paved parking lots within the development’s interior serves to reinforce a consistent  
streetwall (to be defined by the new and existing buildings and landscape elements), which is in 



keeping with the neighborhood’s historic appearance and serves to reinforce the pedestrian-
friendly/urban setting within which the neighborhood is located.   
 
It is important to note that the prevailing “style” of the new buildings proposed for erection within 
this development is decidedly Modern/Contemporary, as are the materials which shall be employed 
within the neighborhood. Specifically, the applicants have noted the character of the buildings will 
be of a modern vernacular style with massing, materials and forms that are sympathetic and 
complimentary to the architectural styles of Brush Park. Each of the buildings will be constructed 
using sustainable practices using high-quality, lasting materials. Architectural details and modern 
construction methods will enhance the privacy of each individual dwelling – acoustical 
separations, security methods, private open spaces, balconies, etc. – while also enriching the appeal 
of the community public spaces. Similar to Detroit’s Lafayette Park, the architecture will result in a 
uniquely designed community that will market itself for generations to come. 
 
Finally, please see the submitted narrative, which outlines the results of a 2013 survey of Brush 
Park residents, regarding their “visual preferences,” and “community priorities” for new 
development within their neighborhood. Also, please note that the applicant undertook an 
extensive community engagement effort, which informed their arrival at the final development 
proposal, to include four meetings with the Brush Park working group, eight meetings with the 
Brush Park CDC, and eight meetings with the City Planning Commission (staff and board). The 
applicant also met with the Historic District Commission three times (staff and board).  
 
As the applicant has submitted an extensive packet which describes/outlines the new development 
in detail, HDC staff refers the Commission to the attached for an in-depth outline of the specifics 
of the proposed new work which has been submitted to this body for your consideration/review and 
approval.   
 
GUDIELINES FOR THE REVIEW OF THE PROPOSED NEW CONSTRCUTION 
 

Detroit Ordinance 161-H 
As per Detroit Ordinance 161-H, Sec. 25-2-20, entitled “Issuance of Certificate of 
Appropriateness” 

 

The historic district commission shall approve a building permit application for work which it 
determines to be appropriate in a designated or interim historic district through the issuance of 
a certificate of appropriateness. In reviewing plans for the issuance of a certificate of 
appropriateness, 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, using those standards in relation to the defined Elements of Design for a 
designated historic district, to give consideration to the permit application….. 
The Commission shall also consider the following: 
 

- The historical or architectural value and significance of the resource and its 
relationship to the historical value of the surrounding area; 

- The relationship of any exterior architectural features of the resource to the 
remainder of the resource and to the surrounding area; 

- The general compatibility of the exterior design, arrangement, texture, and 
materials proposed to be used; and  



- Any other factor, including aesthetic, which the commission finds to be 
relevant.(Code 1964, § 28A-1-6; Ord. No. 15-04, § 1, 4-21-04) 

 
U.S. Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for 
Rehabilitating Historic Buildings  
In keeping with the above section, HDC staff reviewed the U.S. Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings and 
determined that the following standard best applies to the Commission’s review of the current 
proposal: 
  

(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.” 

 
Please also see the below, for the Brush Park Historic District’s Elements of Design, which, as 
noted above, the Commission must take into consideration when reviewing the submitted proposal. 
Specifically, the Elements of Design provide a snapshot of the neighborhood’s prevailing 
character at the time the district was designated as a means to inform the design of  new/infill 
architecture so that it is compatible with the district’s contributing/historic existing buildings.   
 
Applicable Elements of Design  
(1) Height.  Height varies in the district from one (1) to eleven (11) stories.  In the area 

between Woodward and Brush, the original development was almost exclusively two and 
one-half (21/2) story houses.  Later changes included the construction of apartment 
buildings among the houses, the majority of which are three (3) stories in height.  The 
tallest building, the former Detroiter Hotel, is located on Woodward Avenue in the 
commercial strip.  All other buildings more than four (4) stories in height are located 
between Woodward and John R., and generally on or immediately adjacent to buildings on 
those streets.  East of Brush, the original development ranged from one (1) to two and one-
half (21/2) stories.  Later redevelopment includes apartment buildings not more than four 
(4) stories tall, most often located on Brush.  In the case of the nineteenth century houses 
located between Woodward and Brush, the two and one-half (21/2) story height implies 
more height in feet than usual, since ceiling heights in these houses are unusually high. 

 
(2) Proportion of building's front facade. Buildings in the district are usually taller than wide; 

horizontal proportions exist only in incompatible later buildings, except for row house 
buildings. 

 
(3) Proportion of openings within the facade.  Areas of void generally constitute between 

fifteen (15) percent and thirty-five (35) percent of the total facade area, excluding roof.  
Proportions of the openings themselves are generally taller than wide; in some cases, 
vertically proportioned units are combined to fill an opening wider than tall. 

 
(4) Rhythm of solids to voids in front facade.  Victorian structures in the district often display 

great freedom in the placement of openings in the facades, although older examples are 



generally more regular in such placement than later examples.  In later apartments, 
openings tend to be very regular. 

 
(5) Rhythm of spacing of buildings on streets.  The area between Woodward and Brush appears 

to have been developed in a very regular spacing, with fifty (50) foot lots.  This regularity 
has been disrupted by the demolition of many of the houses, and the vacant land resulting, 
as well as the occasional combination of lots for larger structures, particularly close to 
Woodward.  East of Brush, smaller lots were used in subdividing, but many buildings stand 
on more land than one lot, and the parcel sizes are now quite irregular, as is the placement 
of buildings. 

 
(6) Rhythm of entrance and/or porch projections.  Most buildings have or had a porch or 

entrance projection.  The variety inherent in Victorian design precludes the establishment 
of any absolute rhythm, but such projections were often centered.  On Woodward, the 
commercial nature of most buildings and the widening of Woodward has effectively 
eliminated such projections. 

 
(7) Relationship of materials.  By far the most prevalent material in the district is common 

brick; other forms of brick, stone and wood trim are common; wood is used as a structural 
material only east of Brush.  Some later buildings have stucco wall surfaces.  Originally, 
roofs were wood or slate with an occasional example of tile; asphalt replacement roofs are 
common. 

 
(8) Relationship of textures.  The most common relationship of textures in the district is the 

low-relief pattern of mortar joints in brick contrasted to the smoother or rougher surfaces of 
stone or wood trim.  Slate, wood, or tile roofs contribute particular textural values where 
they exist, especially in the case of slates or shingles of other than rectangular shape. 

 
(9) Relationship of colors.  Brick red predominates, both in the form of natural color brick and 

in the form of painted brick.  Other natural brick and stone colors are also present.  These 
relate to painted woodwork in various colors, and there is an occasional example of stained 
woodwork.  Roofs of other than asphalt are in natural colors; older slate roofs are often laid 
in patterns with various colors of slate.  Original color schemes for any given building may 
be determined by professional analysis of the paint layers on the building, and when so 
determined are always appropriate for that building. 

 
(10) Relationship of architectural detail.  On the buildings of the Victorian period, elaborate 

detail in wood, stone, or sheet metal was common; areas treated include porches, window 
and door surrounds, cornices, dormers, and other areas.  Later buildings are generally 
simpler, but include less elaborate detail in similar areas. 

 
(11) Relationship of roof shapes.  Examples of many roof shapes, including pitched gable roofs, 

hip roofs, mansard roofs, and gambrel roofs are present.  Different types are sometimes 
combined in a single structure, and tower roofs, cupolas, lanterns, belvideres, monitors, 
conical roofs are used on various Victorian houses.  Flat roof areas in the center of hip or 
mansard roofs are frequent.  Later apartment and commercial buildings generally have flat 



roofs not visible from the ground.  The generally tall roofs add height to the houses of the 
Victorian period. 

 
(12) Walls of continuity.  Between Woodward and Brush, the houses originally honored 

common setbacks which provided for front lawns.  Some of the later apartments have not 
been set back to the same line as the houses amongst which they were built, thus disturbing 
the original line of continuity.  On Woodward, the commercial development is typically at 
the sidewalk, creating a wall of continuity; this is not entirely continuous due to parking 
lots and some buildings set well back.  On John R. and Brush, and east of Brush, buildings 
are typically placed at or near the sidewalk with little or no front yard.  Where buildings are 
continuous, a wall of continuity is created. 

 
(13) Relationship of significant landscape features and surface treatments.  The major 

landscape feature of the district is the vacant land, which creates a feeling that buildings are 
missing in the district.  Some houses have more than the standard fifty (50) foot lot, and 
have wide side yards.  Individual houses have front lawns often subdivided by walks 
leading to the entrance; lawns are exceedingly shallow or non-existent in the area between 
Beaubien and Brush.  Side drives are rare, access to garages or coach houses being from 
the alleys.  The closing of Watson and Edmund Place between John R. and Brush has 
created landscaped malls uncharacteristic to the district.  Some walks of stone slabs have 
survived; others have been replaced in concrete.  Sidewalks are characteristically close to 
the curb. 

 
(14) Relationship of open space to structures.  There is a large quantity of open space in the 

area, due to demolition of buildings.  The character of this open space is haphazard as it 
relates to buildings, and indicates the unplanned nature of demolitions due to decline.  The 
feeling created is that buildings are missing and should be present.  On Watson and 
Edmund between John R. and Brush, the streets have been removed and replaced with 
landscaped malls.  The traditional relationship of houses to street has thus become a 
relationship between houses and landscaped strip open space. 

 
(15) Scale of facades and facade elements.  In the large houses between John R. and Brush, the 

scale tends to be large, and the facade elements scaled and disposed to emphasize the large 
size of the houses.  Towers, setbacks, porches and the like divide facades into large 
elements.  On Woodward, the scale ranges from very large, and emphasized by many small 
window openings, as in the former Detroiter Hotel, and very large, made up of large 
architectonic elements, such as the churches, down to quite small, with large windows 
emphasizing the small size, as in some commercial fronts.  East of Brush, the scale is 
smaller and the detail less elaborate, creating a more intimate setting with the buildings 
closer to the street.  Later apartments are large in scale with simple but large elements near 
the ground and repetitive window openings above, frequently capped by a substantial 
cornice. 

 
(16) Directional expression of front facades.   A substantial majority of the buildings in the 

district have front facades vertically expressed.  Exceptions are some commercial buildings 
on Woodward, row houses on John R. or Brush, and some duplexes or row houses east of 



Brush. 
 
(17) Rhythm of building setbacks.  Buildings on the north-south streets generally have little or 

no setback, while older houses on the east-west streets between Woodward and Brush have 
some setback, which varies from street to street, though generally consistent in any one 
block.  Later apartments and commercial structures in that area often ignore the previously 
established setback.  Between Brush and Beaubien, setback is generally very limited, only 
a few feet, if any, lawn space being provided between sidewalk and building. 

 
(18) Relationship of lot coverage.  Older single family houses between Woodward and Brush 

generally occupy about twenty-five (25) to thirty (30) percent of the building lot, not 
including coach houses or garages.  Later apartments and commercial buildings often fill a 
much higher percentage of the lot, sometimes approaching or reaching complete lot 
coverage.  Between Brush and Beaubien, lot coverage for residential structures is generally 
about forty (40) percent, with commercial and later apartment buildings again occupying 
larger percentage of their lots. 

 
(19) Degree of complexity with the facades.   The older houses in the district are generally 

characterized by a high degree of complexity within the facades, with bay windows, 
towers, porches, window and door hoods, elaborate cornices, and other devices used to 
decorate the buildings.  Newer houses in the northern end of the district and older houses in 
the southern end tend to be somewhat simpler than high Victorian structures between them; 
later apartments and commercial buildings tend to more classical decorative elements of a 
simpler kind. 

 
(20) Orientation, vistas, overviews.  Houses are generally oriented to the east-west streets, while 

apartments and commercial structures are more often oriented to the north-south streets.  
The construction of the Fisher Freeway has created an artificial public view of the rear 
yards on Winder between Woodward and Brush.  The vacant land in the area, largely the 
result of demolition, creates long-distance views and views of individual buildings from 
unusual angles which are foreign to the character of the neighborhood as an intensely 
developed urban area.  Garages and coach houses are located in the rear of residential 
properties, and are generally oriented to the alley. 

 
(21) Symmetric or asymmetric appearance.  In the Victorian structures, examples of both 

symmetric and asymmetric design occur; symmetry is more characteristic of the earlier 
houses, while the high Victorian examples are more likely to assemble elements in a 
romantic, asymmetric composition.  Later houses to the north are more often symmetrical, 
especially when derived from classical precedent.  Asymmetrical but balanced 
compositions are common.  Later apartments are generally symmetrical. 

 
(22) General environmental character.  The environmental character is of an old urban 

neighborhood which has undergone, and is undergoing, considerable change.  The original 
development, reflected in the Victorian period houses, has been altered by the provision of 
more intensive residential development in the early twentieth century, the change in 
character of Woodward from residential to commercial at about the same time, and a long 
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period of decline. (Ord.  No. 369-H, ' 1, 1-23-80) 
 
Please note that the applicant has submitted a point-by-point narrative discussion regarding each 
building typology and the manner in which they believe the design of each of the proposed new 
buildings conform to the district’s Elements of Design. The submitted renderings provide a graphic  
walk through the elements of each proposed new building typology and the manner in which the 
applicant has sought to insure that the new infill conforms to the existing historic fabric within the 
project area.  
 
STAFF OBSERVATIONS 
Please see the attached National Register of Historic Places Nomination (completed in 1973) which 
is entitled “Woodward East/Piety Hill” and includes much of the current project area. Specifically, 
this nomination provides a general description of the project area’s historic appearance as well as 
an architectural description of the historic homes which remained at the time the nomination was 
completed. Specifically, the nomination mentions that this area originally included “….large 
single-family detached brick Victorian houses on lots 50’-0” wide and 150’-0” deep. The houses 
all faced the street and were set back uniformly form the sidewalk about 25’-0”. All houses had 
large front porches which were roofed, open, and spacious enough to accommodate a number of 
people.  The public right-of-way were 60’-0” wide with….sidewalks on both sides of the street and 
approximately 1’-0” back from the right-of-way line. Elm trees were evenly spaced in the area 
between the curbs and sidewalks….Horses and carriages were quartered in brick carriage houses 
which were located on the rear of the lot and were accessible from 20’-0” unpaved alleys…. side 
driveways were not provided and alleys were entered from the north and south streets.  The 
nomination goes on to note “the brick, stone, and millwork on the exteriors were of a very ornate 
and complex nature which demonstrate high quality and skill of craftsmanship.”  
 
Also, please see the attached Sanborn Fire Insurance Map, which dates from 1885 and depicts the 
level of density within the neighborhood during the late 19th century. Note that this map supports 
the above description as it appears the neighborhood was dominated by large detached homes, 
typically inhabiting the full width of the lot. Front yards appear minimal and setbacks were 
consistent, creating a wall of continuity along east-west streets, thus contributing to a highly-
urban, pedestrian-oriented “feel” within the neighborhood. Also, carriage houses of varying sizes 
were located to the rear of most houses and faced upon alleyways.  However, by 1977, as per a 
later Sanborn Fire Insurance Map, the neighborhood had experienced a significant decrease in this 
level of density.   
 
With the current proposal, the applicant is seeking to re-establish the highly-urban, pedestrian-
oriented character of the neighborhood as it existed in the late 19th and early 20th centuries. 
However, rather than providing new, infill architecture which literally copies elements of the 
historic existing/remaining architecture within the neighborhood, the applicant is seeking to 
provide designs which abstractly refer to the district’s historic fabric. Note that exact copies of the 
original architecture could not be achieved using modern materials and construction techniques.  
As such, the applicant is seeking to present an architecture of its time through the employment of 
high-quality modern materials and design which, at the same, is abstractly compatible with the 
district’s historic character.  
 
As noted above, HDC staff feels that the below SOI Standard #9), applies when undertaking a 
review of the submitted development design:  
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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.” 

 
Specifically, in staff’s opinion, this standard suggests that new architecture must not replicate the 
old. Rather, modern/contemporary design can exist within a district, as long the proposed design is  
compatible with the district’s historic appearance/fabric in the following areas: 
   

- Height 
- Massing 
- Scale 
- Streetline 
- Façade Composition  
- Rhythm of Elements 
- Pedestrian Experience 
- Materials and details  

 
Note too, that landscaping elements and surface treatments can serve to further serve to reinforce 
the compatibility of new architecture within historic districts. Finally please note that it is staff’s 
opinion that compatibility should also be reflected in the “quality” of material and design of new 
architecture proposed for erection in the historic district. Within Detroit, the local historic districts 
not only represent significant historic trends, people, etc, but also are regarded as the city’s best 
collections of architecture. In Brush Park’s case, as noted in the National Register nomination, the 
remaining historic architecture demonstrates a “…high quality and skill of craftsmanship,” which is 
exemplified by the four remaining historic buildings within the project area. These buildings are over 
100 years old and reflect the best of craftsmanship and building technology that was available at the 
time of their construction. It is staff’s opinion that any new construction within the historic district must 
reflect the same level of level of quality of design and materials and permanency.  
   
In HDC staff’s opinion, the applicant has provided ample support that the proposed new 
architecture and landscaping is generally/abstractly compatible with the district’s historic character 
in the above-discussed tangible and intangible areas.  
 
RECOMMENDATION 
As noted above, it is HDC staff’s opinion, the applicant has provided ample support that the 
proposed new architecture and landscaping is generally compatible with the district’s historic 
character. Staff therefore recommends that the Commission issue a Certificate of  Appropriateness 
for the work outlined in the proposal, in addition to the requested alley vacation because it is 
consistent with the district’s Elements of Design and meets the SOI Standards for Rehabilitation, 
Standard #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.” 
 
However, staff recommends that the Commission However, staff recommends that the Commission 
issue this COA with the following conditions: 



 10 

 
   As the project develops and final details are identified, HDC staff shall be afforded the 

opportunity to review and approve all elements at the building’s exterior walls, roof, and site 
before the permit is pulled and work commences. Also, any elements added to the sidewalk 
area/immediate right-of-way as part of the project to include patios, furniture, landscaping, and 
public art must be reviewed and approved by HDC staff before the permit is pulled and work 
commences. If staff feels that any proposed element/work item does not meet the Secretary of 
the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation and/or does not confirm to the district’s Elements of 
Design, the work item shall be forwarded to this body for review and approval at a public 
hearing. 
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205 Alfred, Ransom Gillis House  

261, 287, and 295 Alfred 



Aerial view of project area, looking north. 



N

Aerial view of project area, looking west. 
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Aerial view of project area, looking east. 



Looking northeast on Edmund Place from John R Street. 



Looking southeast on John R Street from Edmund Place. 



Looking northwest on John R Street from Edmund Place. 



Looking southwest on Edmund Place from Brush Street. 



Looking southeast on Brush Street from Edmund Place. 



Looking northwest on Brush Street from Edmund Place. 



Looking southwest on Alfred Street from Brush Street. 



Looking southeast on Brush Street from Alfred Street. 



Looking northwest on Brush Street from Alfred Street. 



Looking northeast on Brush Street from John R Street. 



Looking southeast on John R Street from Alfred Street.



Looking northwest on John R Street from Alfred Street.
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