[image: ]







METRO HISTORIC ZONING COMMISSION
SUMMARY MEETING MINUTES
May 15, 2013

Commissioners Present: Brian Tibbs, Chair; Ann Nielson, Vice-chair; Menie Bell, Rose Cantrell, Richard Fletcher, Ben Mosley
Zoning Staff: Sean Alexander, Melissa Baldock, Robin Zeigler (Historic Zoning Administrator), Susan T. Jones (City Attorney)
Applicants: Dru Buchan, Victor Hazlewood, Craig Clark, Tom Carnell, Peggy Newman
Public: Ann McGorin, Sandy Moss


Chairperson Tibbs called the meeting to order at 2:05 p.m. and read aloud the processes for appealing the decisions of the Metro Historic Zoning Commission.  


MINUTES:

Vice-chairperson Nielson moved to approve the April 17, 2013 minutes without changes.  Commissioner Cantrell seconded and the motion passed unanimously.



CONSENT AGENDA:

104 5TH AVE S
Application: Signage
Council District: 19
Overlay: Broadway Historic Preservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: MELISSA BALDOCK
Permit ID #: 1918384

3618 WESTBROOK AVE
Application: New construction--addition
Council District: 24
Overlay: Richland-West End Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: MELISSA BALDOCK
Permit ID #: 1919760

1515 GALE LN
Application: New construction--addition
Council District: 18
Overlay: Belmont-Hillsboro Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay 
Project Lead: SEAN ALEXANDER
Permit ID #: 1919655

3828 WHITLAND AVE
Application: New construction—outbuilding; Setback Reduction
Council District: 24
Overlay: Whitland Avenue Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: SEAN ALEXANDER
Permit ID #: 1919663

1209-A DALLAS AVE
Application:  New construction--addition
Council District: 18
Overlay: Belmont-Hillsboro Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: SEAN ALEXANDER
Permit ID #: 1919672

1309 FORREST AVE
Application: New construction-addition, Partial demolition, Alterations
Council District: 06
Overlay: Lockeland Springs-East End Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay	
Project Lead: ROBIN ZEIGLER
Permit ID #: 1919516

1703 PRIMROSE AVE
Application: New construction--addition
Council District: 18
Overlay: Belmont-Hillsboro Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: MELISSA BALDOCK
Permit ID #: 1919774

413 N 16TH ST
Application: New construction--addition and outbuilding
Council District: 06
Overlay: Lockeland Springs-East End Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: MELISSA BALDOCK
Permit ID #: 1919781

2203 GRANTLAND AVE
Application: Demolition—Outbuilding; New construction--outbuilding; Setback reduction
Council District: 17
Overlay: Woodland-in-Waverly Historic Preservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: MELISSA BALDOCK
Permit ID #: 1919755

3514 CENTRAL AVE
Application: New construction—Addition; Setback reduction
Council District: 24
Overlay: Richland-West End Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: SEAN ALEXANDER
Permit ID #: 1919651

2607 OAKLAND AVE
Application: Partial demolition; New construction—addition and outbuilding; Setback reduction
Council District: 18
Overlay: Belmont-Hillsboro Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: SEAN ALEXANDER
Permit ID #: 1919652

1517 PARIS AVE
Application: New construction-detached accessory dwelling unit
Council District: 18
Overlay: Belmont-Hillsboro Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: SEAN ALEXANDER	
Permit ID #:1919924

811 BOSCOBEL ST
Application: New construction-addition
Council District: 18
Overlay: Edgefield Historic Preservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: ROBIN ZEIGLER
Permit ID #: 1919310

1311 SHELBY AVE
Application: New construction—infill; Setback reduction
Council District: 06
Overlay: Lockeland Springs-East End Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: MELISSA BALDOCK
Permit ID #: 1919738

Chairperson Tibbs read aloud the process for the Consent Agenda.  Ms. Zeigler requested that if there was no one to speak in opposition to new construction at 1311 Shelby that it be moved to the consent agenda.  There were no requests from the public to speak on the case and the item was moved to consent. 

Commissioner Nielson explained that she would abstain from voting as she had a case on the consent agenda.

Staff member, Melissa Baldock presented the cases for consent.

There were no requests from the public to remove any of the items from the consent agenda.  

Motion:
Commissioner Mosley moved to approve the consent agenda items with their applicable staff recommended conditions.  Commissioner Cantrell seconded and the motion was passed unanimously.   

Commissioner Fletcher arrived at 2:14 pm.  


DESIGN GUIDELINES

Historic zoning administrator, Robin Zeigler, explained the new chapters for the Broadway and Second Avenue Historic Preservation Zoning Overlays and the Historic Landmark Overlay design guidelines as well as additional housekeeping changes for Second Avenue.  She listed the people involved with creating the draft signage language, and it is to be similar to the DTC Sign Regulations recently adopted by Council.  Commissioner Mosley, as the MHZC representative of that committee, explained the changes to neon chasing lights.

There were no requests from the public to speak.  

Motion:
Commissioner Fletcher moved to approve the revised design guidelines.  Vice-chairperson Nielson seconded and the motion passed unanimously


NEW BUSINESS

1620 HOLLY ST
Application: Rehearing request, New construction
Council District: 06
Overlay: Lockeland Springs-East End Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: ROBIN ZEIGLER/ SEAN ALEXANDER

Ms. Zeigler presented the request for a rehearing of a project reviewed and decided on by the Commission at the February 2013 regularly scheduled hearing.

The proposal was heard by the Commission on February 20, 2013 and denied based on the fact that the project did not meet the requirements for new construction and additional information was necessary to determine whether the proposed addition could be structurally accomplished before the guidelines could be applied.  

The applicant had the choice of appealing the decision in court, submitting a new application, or requesting a rehearing.  Through his attorney, the applicant requested a rehearing that did not include new evidence that could not have been presented at the February 2013 hearing, as required by the Commission’s policy for rehearing.  

The applicant did not participate in the original hearing as he was not present and therefore is not eligible to request a rehearing, as stated by the policy.  

A request for rehearing shall be acted upon by motion of a member of the Board who voted in the majority to disapprove the case.  Those Commissioners were:  Rose Cantrell, Samuel Champion, Hunter G, Aaron Kaalberg, and Ben Mosley; any of those commissioners may now make a motion to rehear the case or to deny the request for a rehearing.  

Commissioner Mosley asked for clarification of the reason for disapproval and Ms. Zeigler stated that the decision for disapproval was based on the fact that the project did not meet the requirements for new construction, and additional information was necessary to determine whether the proposed addition could be structurally accomplished before the guidelines could be applied.  

Commissioner Cantrell asked if the case was exactly the same as before without any new information and Ms. Zeigler responded that was the case.

Motion:
Commissioner Cantrell moved to deny the request for a rehearing based on  the facts that the current proposal does not include new plans; the applicant has not submitted evidence of new information that could not have been provided at the February 2013 meeting; and the applicant did not participate in the hearing and so is not eligible to request a rehearing, as required by the Commission’s Rules of Order and Procedure.  Commissioner Mosley seconded and the motion passed unanimously.


4911 PARK AVE
Application: Demolition-partial, Setback reduction
Council District: 24
Overlay: Park & Elkins Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: ROBIN ZEIGLER
Permit ID #: 1919819

The applicant proposes to demolish a non-historic rear addition at 4911 Park Avenue in order to meet Metro Planning’s requirements to subdivide the corner lot and requests a rear setback reduction for the existing building.  The applicant proposes the subdivision in order to construct a new building facing 50th Avenue North.   The new building is not proposed at this time as the lot cannot be subdivided until a setback reduction has been approved.

The one-story addition on the rear of this two-story home is not historic, evidenced by the materials and design.  MHZC staff recommended the condition that drawings be submitted showing how the rear wall will be treated once the addition is removed and that condition has already been met.  

For the subdivision, a rear setback reduction is needed.  Currently the proposed property line runs through the existing rear addition.  Once the addition is removed the existing building will have a rear setback of six feet and nine inches (6’9”), rather than the required twenty-feet (20’) of bulk zoning.  Such a minimal setback would not be appropriate for the overlay, therefore the Planning Department intends on requiring a twenty-foot (20’) left-side setback for the proposed new building which allows the existing building to appear as if it has the appropriate setback.  Staff recommends requiring the same.  This would be a “no-build” area, meaning the current or future owners would not be able to construct an addition or structure within this area.  With these requirements a setback reduction can meet the guidelines adopted by the Commission for setback reductions in that the perceived setback will match the historic context.  

To determine whether or not the setback reduction is appropriate, the Commission should also consider the appropriateness of new construction, in the form of a primary dwelling, on the back of this parcel.  

It was not unusual for the back of a corner lot to be subdivided but the later house that was constructed was typically subordinate to the existing building.  An example of this type of development is at 303 46th Avenue with a smaller home behind it at 4600 Nevada. 303 46th Avenue was subdivided from 4600 Nevada and the newer house is approximately 2/3 the height of the existing house.  

Using this information and the immediate context, Staff determined that a new building should be 21’-24’ tall, with a front setback of approximately 23’ and a width between 26’-32’.  The new building should also read as a one or one and one half story home, following the form of historic buildings in the overlay.  

MHZC and Planning Staff do not recommend additional curb cuts on Park Avenue or 50th Avenue North since there is an existing alley.  The proposed scenario does not allow for off-street parking for the existing building.  
In summary, Staff recommends approval of demolition of the rear addition, finding demolition of this portion of the building to be consistent with the design guidelines for appropriate demolition; and approval of the rear setback reduction with the following conditions for the newly created lot to assure its compatibility with the context of the neighborhood and the design guidelines:
· A buildable area be created by a twenty-foot (20’) left setback, a twenty-three foot (23’) right setback and a twenty-three foot (23’) front setback and a twenty foot (20’) rear setback, consistent with the Planning Department’s requirements;
· The left setback area be a no-build area, consistent with the Planning Department’s requirements;
· No curb cuts be added to Park Avenue or 50th Avenue North and all vehicular access be from the alley; and
· No construction in existing or newly created front or side yards for either building.

With these conditions, staff finds the project to meet the design guidelines for demolition and setback reductions.

Commissioner Mosley asked if cars would park on the existing concrete pad.

The applicant, Dru Buchan, stated he was available if they had any questions and that he had not fully developed a landscape plan but he did not believe that they will park on the concrete platform.

Ann McGorin, 4910 Elkins, and Sandy Moss, 4909 Elkins stated that they are concerned about what will happen to the property and that a fence will be added on the new property line, which would negate the purpose of the side setback requirement for the new house.  She asked how the property line location was determined and Ms. Zeigler explained that its location was based on obtaining the appropriate amount of square footage needed to create a new lot, according to bulk standards.

Victor Hazelwood introduced himself as the owner of the lot and stated that it would be sold to a developer and that the existing house will be rehabbed and sold.  

Commissioner Mosley asked if lot 2 installed a new fence, a privacy fence would be at least to the mid-point of the house and back.  Ms. Zeigler explained that the MHZC does not review fences in that district but that her understanding was that planning was going to require that area to be a no-build area.

Motion:
Vice-chairperson Nielson moved to approve the project with the conditions that
· A buildable area be created by a twenty-foot (20’) left setback, a twenty-three foot (23’) right setback and a twenty-three foot (23’) front setback and a twenty foot (20’) rear setback, consistent with the Planning Department’s requirements;
· The left setback area be a no-build area, consistent with the Planning Department’s requirements;
· No curb cuts be added to Park Avenue or 50th Avenue North and all vehicular access be from the alley; and
· No construction in existing or newly created front or side yards for either building.
Commissioner Fletcher seconded.  Commissioner Mosley moved to amend the motion to add the condition that if a fence is constructed on either lot it would be no closer than the side elevation of the existing dwelling.  Commissioner Cantrell seconded the amendment and the amended motion passed unanimously.


1618 17TH AVE S
Application: New construction-addition and outbuilding
Council District: 17
Overlay: South Music Row Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: ROBIN ZEIGLER
Permit ID #: 1918189

The applicant proposes to construct a rear addition and outbuilding.  The two-story home was constructed c.1915 and is a contributing building to the historic district. 

The project includes the demolition of a rear addition and a non-historic side ramp. Demo of these non-historic elements meets the design guidelines.
  
The project meets the design guidelines in terms of location, height, building shape, roof shape and orientation.  

The proportion and rhythm of openings of the majority of windows on the addition and garage are similar to the existing house.  The garage’s left-side gable field is proposed to be filled with glazing which creates a collection of windows that does not meet historic proportions, shapes and the rhythm of openings.  Staff recommends that the gable field have one or two rectangular windows with a four to six inch (4”-6”) mullion between or that there be no windows.  (Roof dormers could be added for additional light.)  
 
The eave soffits are noted as stucco, which is typically not recommended by stucco manufacturers for horizontal surfaces; therefore, staff recommends a cement fiber product.  

The applicants propose to paint the existing brick and the new brick.  Although painting of existing brick is not reviewed in neighborhood conservation zoning overlays, staff advises not to paint historic brick as it will prevent the brick from wicking out water as it is designed to do. Painting of brick can cause splitting and spauling. If painted, staff advises that it should be a water-based stain, rather than paint, as it allows for the original texture to remain evident and that the color should match the color of the historic brick.  The Commission does have the ability to review new masonry materials and colors; therefore Staff recommends not painting the new brick and staff providing final review of a brick sample.
 
Staff recommends approval with the conditions that:
· Staff provide review of materials including: final roof color, materials for windows, doors and posts, and brick and stone samples;
· The soffits be cement fiber rather than stucco;
· The new brick and stone not be painted;
· The windows within the outbuilding’s gable field be removed or replaced with a window(s) that is appropriate in proportion and shape; and,
· Utilities be located beyond the mid-point of the house, if a new location is required.  

With these conditions, Staff finds the project to meet the design guidelines for new construction/additions and outbuildings in the South Music Row Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay.

Commissioner Fletcher asked if the windows in the gable field met the design guidelines.  Ms. Zeigler stated that they did not meet the rhythm and proportion of historic windows and therefore staff found that they did not meet the design guidelines.  She explained that there were multiple options to correct the issue such as no windows and the addition of a roof dormer, adding one window or two paired windows.

 Craig Clark, owner, explained that he and his wife planned to renovate the home and  move into it and construct their office building next door.  He outlined the process and how the project will benefit the community. 

Tom Carnell, architect, explained that the proposed windows are located in the gable field are because it is a personal art studio and they wanted to maximize the maximum amount of northern light.  He stated that that the stucco planned for the soffits is a good product and they have used it in the past for soffits. He further explained that they hoped to pick a gray brick for the addition and therefore will want to stain the existing building the same color in order to visually tie the two items together.  

There were no requests from the public to speak.

In answer to Mr. Fletcher’s question about brick color, Ms. Zeigler clarified that the Commission did not have the ability to control painting of the historic building but they do have the authority to approve an appropriate brick and brick and color for the addition, which in the past, has always been a historic brick color.  She expressed concern that they may not be able to obtain the color they want for the entire project because the new brick will be required to be a historic brick color.  With this in mind, they may want to change their plans for staining the historic building.

Ms. Zeigler explained that Staff’s concern with stucco on the soffits is that the texture is a masonry texture rather than a smooth wood-type texture as historically found.

Commissioner Fletcher stated that he disagreed with the condition that the windows in the gable field of the garage be altered since they are located on a minimally visible elevation.  Commissioner Mosley agreed that the project, even with the windows, fit well into the existing context.

Motion:
Commissioner Fletcher moved to approve the project with the conditions:
· Staff provide review of materials including: final roof color, materials for windows, doors and posts, and brick and stone samples;
· The new brick and stone not be painted;
· The soffits be cement fiber rather than stucco; and,
· Utilities be located beyond the mid-point of the house, if a new location is required.  
Commissioner Cantrell seconded and the motion passed unanimously.  


1700 DOROTHY PL
Application: New construction-infill, Setback reduction
Council District: 17
Overlay: South Music Row Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: ROBIN ZEIGLER
Permit ID #: 1918183

The applicant proposes to construct an office building on a vacant lot at the corner of 17th Avenue South and Dorothy.

The project meets the design guidelines in terms of Setback, Rhythm of Spacing, height, Orientation, and known materials. 

The project does not necessarily meet the design guidelines in terms of building shape; however, the proposed shape is necessary because of the shape of the lot and from 17th Avenue it will appear to have a shape more typical of the neighborhood. The roof shape is a side-gable form with a pitch of 7/12, which is in keeping with the historic context. 

The roof dormers are long narrow slits that are shown on one drawing as having a stucco face and on another as having stucco and glazing and are stacked on the wall below.  Staff recommends dormers more in keeping with the proportions of historic dormers; that are set off the ridge and the wall by a minimum of two feet (2’) each; and have front walls that are predominantly glazing. With this condition, Staff finds the project to meet section II.B.1.d.

The known materials meet the design guidelines but staff asks that there be a recommendation to have final review of all materials.  

Staff recommends approval with the conditions:
· Staff review a brick sample, the color of the roof and trim, the materials of the columns and dormers, and that the soffits be a cement fiber product.
· Utilities be located on the side between the two buildings and beyond the midpoint of the building as it reads from 17th Avenue South or along the alley.
· The roof dormers be more in keeping with the proportions of historic dormers and they should be set off the ridge and the wall by a minimum of two feet (2’) each and the front walls should be predominantly glazing.
With these conditions, Staff finds the project to meet the design guidelines for New Construction in the South Music Row Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay.

Mr. Carnell passed out images of a narrow dormer found in the neighborhood.  Vice-chairperson Nielson asked if the example was a historic dormer or a later addition to the house.  Ms. Zeigler said this was the first time they had seen the image and so had not researched it.

He explained that the purpose of the dormers was to break-up the long roofline.  

In answer to Commissioner Mosley’s question, the dormer is about 1’ tall and they would like to get it taller but that would require the slope of the roof to change inappropriately because of the narrow depth of the building.  

Commissioners Mosley and Tibbs stated that the design accomplished the desire to break up a long roofline that would otherwise be a long skinny box but expressed concern with the lack of details.  Vice-chairperson Nielson stated her concern about setting a precedent for future dormers requests, when they have consistently asked that dormers sit off the walls.

There were no requests from the public to speak.

Motion:
Mosley approve with the conditions that:
· Staff review a brick sample, the color of the roof and trim, the materials of the columns and dormers, and that the soffits be a cement fiber product.
· Utilities be located on the side between the two buildings and beyond the midpoint of the building as it reads from 17th Avenue South or along the alley.
· Drawings to be submitted that clarify how the dormers will work.
Commissioner Cantrell seconded and the motion passed unanimously.  


614 SHELBY AVE
Application: New construction—infill
Council District: 06
Overlay: Edgefield Historic Preservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: SEAN ALEXANDER
Permit ID #: 1919909

614 Shelby is a vacant lot in the Edgefield Historic Preservation Zoning Overlay.  A Folk Victorian house stood on the lot previously, but it was approved for demolition by the MHZC in 1994.  There are one-story Folk Victorian houses on the adjacent lots to the left and right, circa 1900.  
The broader context is primarily composed of similar Victorian houses from the same period; some Queen Anne houses, and then later Craftsman infill and a few American Foursquare houses.  The majority of historic houses are one story, but there are some two story as well.

Here are three from this neighborhood, and one not too far away in Lockeland Springs.

This is an example of an historic multi-family building at 1115 Forrest Avenue.   

The applicant is proposing to construct a new two-story duplex on the vacant lot.  
 
The proposed new building will be two and one-half stories tall, having a form similar to that of an American Foursquare style house. The proposed new duplex will have two co-primary entrances, similar to the example on Forrest Avenue.  
 
The building will be 37’-6” tall and 39’-6” wide, with an eave height at 23’ feet and a 9:12 pitched hipped roof.  Although a two story building can be appropriate for infill on this lot, staff finds the proposed massing of this design would be too great, the roof too steep and too tall, and the setbacks and distances between adjacent buildings would be too small and not in keeping with the rhythm of spacing on streets in the neighborhood.
The plans show an approximate location of a pair of front steps and walkways.  The plans do not indicate other appurtenances, fences, lighting, paving for parking areas, which would need to be reviewed.
The side walls will be 64’ long, front-to back, with 6’ deep covered front porches.  These long walls are continuous planes, without any break or articulation, and have a substantially greater massing than is typical of historic buildings.  Additionally, the proportion and location of windows on the side elevations appears to lack the consistent fenestration you would find on an historic house.
The primary exterior material would be brick, with an asphalt shingle roof.
In our analysis, Staff also found that additional information is needed on the materials of the foundation, porches, and trim, and a railing if necessary.
The proportions of the porch height and depth are appropriate, but the columns and horizontal beam are undersized in comparison to the mass of the overall structure.
Also, the paired window in the dormer would have a 12” mullion, which is twice the width of a typical mullion.
Staff recommends disapproval of the proposed new building, finding the height, width, depth of the building without any articulation of the side walls, and the proportion and rhythm of openings of the side walls not to meet the design guidelines for new construction in the Edgefield Historic Preservation Zoning Overlay.
 
The applicant would be encouraged to revise the design to be more compatible and submit plans for MHZC review next month.  Staff would be happy to meet with the applicant on site or at our office to go over any ideas before the deadline.

Peggy Newman explained that that they have changed everything requested by staff but in time for staff to review it and they didn’t want to wait another 30 days.  Mr. Alexander clarified that the revised drawings were not submitted until after the staff recommendation was written.  

Commissioner Fletcher and Chairperson Tibbs expressed concern with trying to review drawings they did not receive in advance or that had not been reviewed by staff.  Commissioner Mosley stated that the conditions were not simple details to be changed but affected the overall massing and scale of the building and so required a thorough review.  

There were no requests from the public to speak.  

Motion:
Vice-chairperson Nielson moved to disapprove the project based on the findings and facts of the staff recommendation.  Commissioner Cantrell seconded and the motion passed unanimously.  


1318 3RD AVENUE N
Application: New construction-infill
Council District: 19
Overlay: Germantown Historic Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: MELISSA BALDOCK
Permit ID #: 1919891

Staff member Melissa Baldock presented this application to construct a new duplex structure on a vacant lot on 3rd Avenue North.  The site is within the Germantown Historic Zoning Overlay, but is outside the Germantown National Register District.  Therefore, staff applied the design guidelines from Section 3.0 for “New Construction - where there is minimal historic context or historic context no longer exists.” 
The structure meets all base zoning requirements for setbacks.  The structure is centered on the lot and is located five feet (5’) from the side property lines.  The front line of the building lines up with the structures on either side of the site.  This block has a mixture of contributing and non-contributing structures.  The majority of the residential structures are one or one-and-a-half stories tall.  
The structure is massed so that it appears to be one structure even though it is a duplex with two units.  This is in keeping with typical historic duplex structures. Historically, most duplex structures were symmetrical. This design, however, is not symmetrical but is inspired by a gabled-ell form, with the left unit recessed from the right unit.  A gabled ell form can be appropriate for a duplex since this form often had two front entrances. However, staff finds changes to the front of the house are necessary in order to make the form meet the design guidelines.  On the left side, the second story balcony should be eliminated, as this element is not typically seen on gabled-ell historic structures.  With the elimination of the second story balcony, the first floor porch roof should be made to be a more traditional hipped or shed roof with eaves. The porch will also need a thicker porch rack and more substantial posts with a cap and a base. On the right side, the first story bay is another element not found on houses of this style and scale. Staff asks that the bay be eliminated and the porch be made to be a more traditional porch with a hipped or shed roof with eaves, a thicker porch rack, and more substantial columns with caps and bases.  
The structure is proposed to have a ridge height of approximately thirty-eight feet (38’) above grade, or thirty-five feet, one inch (35’1”) above the foundation line.  This is taller than structures in the immediate area, but is compatible with other historic structures within Germantown.  Because the site is located outside of the Germantown National Register District and where there is little historic context, staff finds the ridge height to be appropriate.  The foundation height at the front of the house varies from the left unit to the right unit.  Staff asks that the foundation height be uniform for both units.  In addition, the drawings do not take into account the slope of the site.  The site seems to slope down from the front of the house to the back, and therefore staff asks that the foundation be a maximum of two blocks high at the front.  The house will be approximately seventy-six feet (76’) deep.  The long side facades will be broken up with several features, including the cross gable roof form, the dormer, the window openings, the soldier course at the floor levels, and the chimneys.  
On the two side facades, the front portions of the sidewalls have a regular window pattern that is typical of sidewalls window openings for historic structures in Germantown.  Beyond the front third of the structure, the window patterns on the side façades are more irregular and utilitarian in nature.  Staff finds this to be appropriate in this instance because these portions of the façade will be less visible from the street and because the site is located outside of the Germantown National Register Historic District, where there is less historic context.
The primary cladding material for the structure will be brick.  The foundation will be split face concrete block, and the roof will be architectural shingles.  Staff asks to approve a shingle color prior to purchase and installation.  The bump out fireplaces and the side dormers will be clad in cement fiberboard lap siding with a five inch (5”0) reveal.  The porches will have wood posts, and wood brackets and trim will be used.  The materials for the windows and doors were not specified, and staff asks to approve all windows and doors prior to purchase and installation.  The rear deck, railing, and privacy fence between the units will be wood.  
Because Germantown is an Historic Zoning Overlay, the Commission reviews all site features.  The submitted site plan indicates that two pathways will be added from the sidewalk to the two entrances.  Staff asks the applicant to submit more information on the dimensions and materials of these pathways.  The site plan also shows a fence, and staff will need to approve the fence materials, design, dimensions, and location.  Staff also asks to approve any paving, parking areas, driveways, lighting, and other appurtenances.  
In conclusion, Staff recommends approval with the following conditions:
1. The second story balcony be eliminated;
2. The porch on the left unit have a thicker porch rack, a hipped or a shed roof with eaves to match those of the rest of the house, and more substantial columns with a cap and a base;
3. The bay be eliminated on the right unit;
4. The porch on the right unit have a thicker porch rack, a hipped or a shed roof with eaves to match those of the rest of the house, and more substantial columns with a cap and a base;
5. The foundation line be uniform throughout the structure and the foundation be a maximum of two blocks high at the front;
6. Staff approve the asphalt shingle color, and all window and door specifications;
7. The utilities and mechanicals be located on the rear, or on a side façade beyond the midpoint of the house;
8. Staff review and approve the pathways, fence design and materials, and all other appurtenances. 

With these conditions, staff finds that the project meets Section 3.0 of the Germantown Historic Zoning District: Handbook and Design Guidelines.

Vice-chairperson Nielson and Commissioner Mosley asked questions related to the design of the building once the conditions are applied.  Ms. Baldock stated that the upper level door would either go away or become a window, once the porch is removed and that more information is needed to for the removal of the front baby.  

Peggy Newman, applicant,  showed examples of a  historic building and a later building with a second-story balcony and suggested that the bay could be squared off.  

There was discussion about the brick in the front gable-field being a construction concern and that the design could be improved with a change in materials for the side gable fields and possibly the addition of a window in the gable fields.  Ms. Newman stated that they could definitely make that change and the gable fields would likely be board-and-batten.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Commissioner Mosley recommended that the rear of the home be a different material, as they may find it will easier to construct and cheaper than the large brick wall proposed.

In answer to Mr. Fletcher’s question about the second story balconies presented, Ms. Baldock explained how they were different than what was being proposed or not historic.

Motion:
Commissioner Mosley moved to approve with the conditions that:
1. The second story balcony be eliminated;
2. The porch on the left unit have a thicker porch rack, a hipped or a shed roof with eaves to match those of the rest of the house, and more substantial columns with a cap and a base;
3. The bay be eliminated on the right unit;
4. The porch on the right unit have a thicker porch rack, a hipped or a shed roof with eaves to match those of the rest of the house, and more substantial columns with a cap and a base;
5. The foundation line be uniform throughout the structure and the foundation be a maximum of two blocks high at the front;
6. Staff approve the asphalt shingle color, and all window and door specifications;
7. The utilities and mechanicals be located on the rear, or on a side façade beyond the midpoint of the house;
8. The gable fields be board-and-batten;
9. The right size gable field include a window or vent;
10. The rear wall be a different material than brick to break up the facade;
11. Staff review final drawings, once all conditions are implemented; and
12. Staff review and approve the pathways, fence design and materials, and all other appurtenances. 
Vice-chairperson Nielson seconded and the motion passed unanimously.

The meeting was adjourned at 3:50 p.m.
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