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METRO HISTORIC ZONING COMMISSION
SUMMARY MEETING MINUTES

August 21, 2013

Commissioners Present: Brian Tibbs, Chair; Rose Cantrell, Sam Champion, Richard Fletcher, Hunter Gee, Aaron Kaalberg, Ben Mosley
Zoning Staff: Sean Alexander, Melissa Baldock, Robin Zeigler (Historic Zoning Administrator), Susan T. Jones (City Attorney)
Applicants: Michael Ward, Mr. & Mrs. Hunter, Kim Sabatini, Manuel Zeitlin, Daniel Long and Ronee Swoffard, Dwayne Barrett, Van Pond, 
Public: Mike Costello, Doug Revere, Lindsay Moffat, Don O’Donniley, Scott McEwan


Chairperson Tibbs called the meeting to order at 2:08 p.m. and read aloud the processes for appealing the decisions of the Metro Historic Zoning Commission.  

MINUTES:

Commissioner Fletcher moved to approve the July 17, 2013 minutes without changes.  Commissioner Champion seconded and the motion passed unanimously.  

Chairperson Tibbs read aloud the process for the Consent Agenda.

CONSENT AGENDA:

Staff member, Sean Alexander read the items on the consent agenda.  A member of the public requested that 1802 Linden be removed from the consent agenda so that he could speak to it.  

a. 2216 29TH AVE S
Application: New construction--addition and outbuilding; Setback reduction
Council District: 18
Overlay: Hillsboro-West End Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: MELISSA BALDOCK
Permit ID #: 1929585

b. 1802 LINDEN AVE
Application: Demolition--outbuilding
New construction – addition and outbuilding; Setback reduction
Council District: 18
Overlay: Belmont-Hillsboro Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: SEAN ALEXANDER
Permit ID #: 1934586

c. 128 2nd AVE N
Application:  Signage 
Council District: 19
Overlay:  Second Avenue
Project Lead: FRED ZAHN
Permit ID #:  1934777

d. 1706 SWEETBRIAR AVE
Application: New construction--addition; Demolition--outbuilding
Council District: 18
Overlay: Belmont-Hillsboro Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: MELISSA BALDOCK
Permit ID #: 1933919

e. 1714 SWEETBRIAR AVE
Application: New construction – addition of solar panels
Council District: 18
Overlay: Belmont-Hillsboro Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: SEAN ALEXANDER
Permit ID #: 1933970

f. 1808 SWEETBRIAR AVE
Application: New Construction – outbuilding
Council District: 18
Overlay: Belmont-Hillsboro Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: SEAN ALEXANDER
Permit ID #: 1934003

g. 3902 KIMPALONG AVE
Application: New construction--addition
Council District: 24
Overlay:  Woodlawn West Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: MELISSA BALDOCK
Permit ID #: 1933993

Commissioner Cantrell moved to approve all items on the consent agenda with the exception of 1802 Linden.  Commissioner Kaalberg seconded and the motion passed unanimously.

NEW BUSINESS

b. 1802 LINDEN AVE
Application: Demolition--outbuilding
New construction – addition and outbuilding; Setback reduction
Council District: 18
Overlay: Belmont-Hillsboro Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: SEAN ALEXANDER
Permit ID #: 1934586

Staff member, Sean Alexander, presented the case for an addition and new outbuilding at 1802 Linden Avenue, explaining that it met all requirements of the design guidelines.  He recommended approval of the application to construct a new rear addition, to demolish a non-contributing outbuilding, and to construct a new outbuilding with reduced setbacks, with a condition that the windows and doors be approved by staff prior to purchase.  With that condition, Staff finds that the application meets the applicable design guidelines for the Belmont-Hillsboro Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay.

Michael Ward with Allard, Ward Architects, applicant for the project, explained that they will replace the 4-car garage that has no setbacks with a garage that meets setbacks of typical buildings on the opposite side of the yard.  They have tried to keep the scale low and similar to the house.  
Mr. Mike Costello, who owns the property at 1800 Linden next door to the project, stated that he was opposed to the rear and side setback reductions and didn’t understand why it was needed.  
Mr. Alexander explained that historically outbuildings were constructed close to property lines and the one that is there currently is even closer.  
Mr. Ward was invited back to address the Commission and asked if he would move the building back to 5’ off the side line and he agreed. 
Motion:
Commissioner Kaalberg moved to approve with the conditions that the windows and doors be approved by staff prior to purchase and that the garage be a minimum of 5’ off the side lot line.  Commissioner Cantrell seconded and the motion passed unanimously.  

h. 1818 WILDWOOD AVE
Application: Demolition
Council District: 18
Overlay: Belmont-Hillsboro Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: ROBIN ZEIGLER
Permit ID #: 1929625

This came to you last month with the applicant being a potential buyer.  It is before you now with the current owner as the applicant.  All the information is the same as last month with the exception of the addition of appraisals.

Economic hardship is not based on the owner’s personal financial situation but instead when the costs of repairs outweigh the value.  In this case, the current value is $115,000 and the estimate of repairs is approximately $115,000 which is about $10,000 less than the estimated post-repair value of $240,000.  

Considering that the purchase price was approximately $13,000, and without any information about equity, investment into the property since 1979, or dollar valuation fluxes, the potential return could be considered to be as much as approximately $113,000.    

Staff recommends disapproval of demolition of this building based on economic hardship, finding that cost of repairs does not outweigh the value. Because of the historic value of the house, demolition meets section III.B.1a. for inappropriate demolition. Demolition does not meet section III.B.2. for appropriate demolition.

Mr. Kaalberg asked if staff had met with the engineer.  Ms. Zeigler stated that staff toured the property with the engineer who stated that in his opinion it wasn’t worth repairing, but that it could be done and provided two different options for making the repairs.
The Commission and staff discussed standards, the design guidelines, and the type of information they had to help them make the decision.  
Mr. and Mrs. Hunter, owners of the property, explained that the basement had always leaked but has been significantly worse since the flood and that they do not have the funds to repair the house.  She stated that if they have to keep the house, they would pay the taxes and the building will become a slum.  
Commissioner Champion asked about their intent with the property.  Their son is currently living there but needs to move out because of the condition and then they will sell it.
Commissioner Fletcher asked what the economic hardship is for the house.  Mr. Hunter stated that repair will likely cost more than the estimate submitted because of additional damage that will not be evident until work begins and he does not believe he can sell it as-is, although he has not tried.  The engineer stated that it would be dangerous to try to repair the house and they have an offer of $240,000 for the lot alone.
Doug Revere addressed the commission, and explained that he is the one who has a contract to purchase the house.  He reiterated that the engineer states that it would be unwise and unsafe to repair the home.  One of the construction companies and the architect stated that it would be malpractice to try and repair the home.  The estimate that they do have is likely not complete as there will be additional issues found once work begins.
Commissioner Gee joined the meeting and stated that he would abstain since he arrived late. 
With the advice of legal, Ms. Zeigler told the Commission that the definition of economic hardship is italicized so they do not have to follow that definition; however, that is the precedent that has been set since the 1980s.
Mr. Kaalberg stated the evidence and the precedent for past decisions leads to a denial of economic hardship; however, the engineer report states that it is unsafe to repair the foundation and so he believes that economic hardship has been met.  Just because you can pay someone to do it, doesn’t mean it is prudent.
Commissioner Cantrell stated that they have the right to bring to the table common sense so in reviewing the papers, her common sense tells her that more will be found once they start digging in and the repair numbers will go up.  Therein is an economic hardship that requires that they vote to demolish the building.  Commissioner Champion agreed with Cantrell and Kaalberg and believes that the case is well documented. 
Commissioner Mosley asked if the application was submitted as “economic hardship” or simply as a request for demolition.  Ms. Zeigler explained that there are two ways to demolish a building:  either it is not historic or it is an economic hardship.  The first thing they looked at was whether or not it was historic and staff found that it was, so the next step was an economic hardship request.
Commissioner Mosley offered that because of its condition, the property has irretrievably lost its historic integrity and significance and so meets the design guidelines for demolition, specifically section II.B.2.a.  Commissioner Champion agreed and stated that demolition would further meet the design guidelines because new construction at this site would be an improvement for the neighborhood.
Motion:
Commissioner Champion moved to approve demolition based on the fact that the structural damage has resulted in a building that is no longer historically significant.  Commissioner Fletcher seconded and the motion passed unanimously.  


i. 1504 SWEETBRIAR AVE
Application: New construction – addition
Council District: 18
Overlay: Belmont-Hillsboro Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: SEAN ALEXANDER
Permit ID #: 1929630
Sean presented
Staff member, Sean Alexander presented the case for enclosing a porte cochere of a two-story frame house with a hipped roof, constructed circa 1910.  It has clapboard siding on the first story, shingle siding on second.  
The two-story porte cochere is not original, but appears to be a very early addition, which would not be uncommon, coinciding with the rise in the use of automobiles in the first quarter of the 20th century.  The upper story appears to be a “sleeping porch”; a type of addition that was also popular in the late 1910s and 20s.  
Although it is not original, because of its age and association with important trends in the development of the neighborhood, staff finds that the porte cochere acquired historic significance in its own right.
The current application would be to enclose the existing porte cochere on the left side of the house.
Columns at the corners would be eliminated, and the enclosure would be sided to match the walls of the house.  The front wall will have a pair of double hung windows and a central door.  Mr. Alexander explained that he wrote in the recommendation that it would be a panel door because it looked like a panel door and wasn’t labeled otherwise, but the applicants have since told me it could be a glass door.  The side elevation would have a single window with diamond-light pattern.
Although the Belmont-Hillsboro Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay: Handbook and Design Guidelines does not specifically address the enclosure of a port cochere, staff is able to apply the guidelines for enclosing porches in reviewing this project.  Porch enclosure guidelines have been used previously in reviewing enclosure of a porte cochere in a Neighborhood Conservation Overlay, most recently at 3832 Whitland Avenue.
The design guidelines allow for a porch enclosure “if the addition is constructed in such a way that the original form and openings on the porch remain visible and undisturbed.”
The Commission has consistently interpreted this to mean that an enclosure, primarily of clear glass windows and/or doors with minimal framing, retains original columniation and therefore may be appropriate.  Low bulkheads or knee-walls have been also been approved.  Substantial enclosures with clapboard or bricked-in walls, however, have not been approved.
Mr. Alexander provided two examples:  a porte cochere enclosure on Whitland that was approved but not constructed and a side porch enclosure in Cherokee Park.
The amount of glass in the doorway wouldn’t change the conclusion of the staff recommendation, that the proposed enclosure is not appropriate.
Staff finds that the proposed enclosure of the porte cochere would disrupt the form and appearance of the structure significantly, and that doing so would not meet guideline II.B.2.c.  Additionally, the enclosure of a historically significant open space with solid and opaque materials would not meet guideline II.B.1.d and II.B.1.g. 
Staff recommends disapproval of the application, finding it does not meet the Design Guidelines for the Belmont-Hillsboro Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay. Because of the significant alterations required for the proposed design to meet the design guidelines, approval with conditions is not recommended.

The applicant, Kim Sabatini, provided a letter of support, which he read aloud.  He further explained that an all-glass scenario doesn’t meet his need for a mud room, and that the columns have to be replaced because they are decayed.  

Mr. Doug Revere, who owns the property across the street at 1507 Sweetbriar, stated that he was in favor of the project as proposed, as an all-glass enclosure would destroy the architectural integrity of the home.  

There were no more requests from the public to speak.

Chairperson Tibbs and Commissioner Mosley asked staff for clarification of the porte cochere’s historical significance.  Mr. Alexander stated that he didn’t want to speculate too much about the exact age without additional research but that it was early enough to meet the Secretary of Interior’s Standard 5 as an historic element of the house.

Commissioner Fletcher asked the applicant if they would at least have the columns shown in some capacity.  Mr. Sabatini responded that he would be amenable to matching the addition on the opposite side of the house.    

Commissioner Mosley said it is a porte cochere and if enclosed it no longer reads a porte cochere and just adding columns may not be enough.  Enclosing it is not something that is being denied; the issue is more the manner in which it is being done.  When you look at the previous example cases, it is clear what the original form and timeline was.  

Motion:
Commissioner Mosley moved to disapprove the project as presented because of the loss of integrity as a porte cochere, and does not meet standard 4 of the Secretary of Interior Standards, nor the design guidelines.  Commissioner Champion seconded and project was unanimously denied.


j. 2601 BELMONT BLVD
Application: New construction--outbuilding; Setback reduction.
Council District: 18
Overlay: Belmont-Hillsboro Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: MELISSA BALDOCK
Permit ID #: 1929576

Staff member Melissa Baldock presented 2601 Belmont Boulevard, which is situated at the corner of Belmont and Sweetbriar Avenue.  Last month, the Commission approved the demolition of the existing garage and the existing addition and the construction of a new addition.  The Commission denied the proposed garage and 2nd story connector.   The applicant has re-submitted new designs for the garage and the 2nd story connector.  Staff is recommending approval of the garage, with the condition that the skyway connector be eliminated.  
The garage will be located at the back of the property and will be accessed via Sweetbriar Avenue. Base zoning requires a side setback of 10 feet, and a rear setback of 3 feet.  The applicant is proposing to locate the garage 5 feet from the side property line, which will match the line of the existing house.  The garage is proposed to be 2’ from the alley.   Staff finds the proposed location and the setback reduction to be appropriate in this instance because this site has a precedent for an outbuilding that sits close to the property line, and the new outbuilding will be further away from the property lines than the existing garage.  The proposed garage is approximately 24 feet by 26 feet.   The floor plans illustrate that the garage will be attached to the house with skyway connector.  The connector is four feet (4’) wide and eleven feet, two inches (11’2”) long.  
The garage’s roof form will be hipped to match the historic house.  The garage will be two stories with an eave height of 18’ and a ridge height of 26’9”.  The garage will be over nine feet shorter than the historic structure, and is subordinate to it.  The side elevations show the second-story balcony connector between the house and the addition.   The bottom of the skyway connector will be approximately fourteen feet, nine inches (14’9”) above the grade and the top of the skyway’s rail will be just under eighteen feet (18’) above the grade.  The design guidelines require that outbuildings should “reflect the character of the period of the house” and should be compatible with surrounding historic outbuildings.  There are no instances of buildings in the district being connected by skyways.  Moreover, the second story skyway connecting the house to the garage is not something that was seen historically and is not something the Commission has approved in the past in this district. When the Commission has approved connectors between a house and an outbuilding, the connections have been made on the ground floor and have appeared to be landscape features like a small pavilion or pergola.  This connector will in essence create a two-story attachment to a two-story garage.  The design guidelines state that attached garages are only appropriate when the vehicular entry is at the basement level and the garage doors are on the rear.  The proposed garage does not meet either of those criteria.  Further, because the site is a corner lot, the connector will be highly visible, and will be out of character for the district.  Staff recommends disapproval of the skyway connector.  The proposed materials include Hardie plank lap siding and Hardie panel; brick foundation; marvin integriy windows, and a cable railing.  
In conclusion, Staff recommends approval of the outbuilding and the setback reduction with the following conditions: 1. The skyway connector be eliminated.  2. Staff review and approve the door materials and specifications. And 3. The lap siding have maximum reveal of five inches (5”). 
Commissioner Fletcher asked if the design of the garage was consistent with what was seen historically.  Ms. Baldock responded that the guidelines encourage contemporary design as long as the scale, massing, and setback are appropriate which staff found to be the case for this project.
Manuel Zeitlin, architect for the project, explained that in his previous proposal, the garage was much larger in scale in order to make the connection between the two-story building and the two-story garage but have since brought the massing down.  He summarized a discussion with Mr. Walker, where Mr. Walker had expressed concerned that the connector was driving the massing of the garage so in this design they reduced it to 4’ wide, pushed it back on the lot and stepped it down so that it is no longer driving a large height for the garage and is minimally visible.  The skyway walk is a convenience thing for the property owners and they have minimized its impact.
Lindsey Moffat, representing the Belmont-Hillsboro Neighborhood Association, expressed support of the staff’s recommendation as well as concern about the safety issues potentially created with the setback reduction.  Since the old garage is being removed there is an opportunity to push the building back so that it is safer for pedestrians when vehicles are leaving the alley.  

Don O’Donniley, who owns the adjacent property, shared with the commission his research, showing that there is no precedent for an outbuilding of this size, and there are no two-story outbuildings on this block face.  He said that State law does not give the Commission the ability to issue variances; the drawings are not consistent; and should be corrected.

Commissioner Gee asked staff if there is anything in the design guidelines that requires or suggests where alley access is required.  Ms. Zeigler explained that typically garage should be access from the alley but in this case the existing garage faced the side street and there are other historic examples of garages facing side streets.  

Commissioner Mosley pointed out that the proposed garage lines up with the existing historic house.

Ms. Baldock and legal counsel, Susan T. Jones corrected Mr. Donniley’s statement and explained that the Commission does have the authority to reduce setbacks, as stated in section 2.17.44.10 subsection c.5. of the ordinance.  

Commissioner Cantrell asked if staff had looked at the potential for safety issues.  Ms. Baldock responded that she didn’t speak with public works and that staff didn’t have the expertise to analyze safety concerns.

Commissioner Gee stated that throughout the urban environment there are shallow setbacks which create safer streets because it requires cars to slow down.  In this case, he felt the setback was appropriate, as it matches the setback of the existing house.  In addition, there is on-street parking that allows for quite a bit of room before a vehicle reaches the drive lane.  

Commissioners and Mr. Zeitlin continued to discuss safety issues, options for the staircase, an increase in the side setback, reorienting the garage and the potential results of that, and the scale of the building.

Commissioner Mosley stated that the second story connector, however artfully done and improved from a prior proposal, lacks precedent within the districts and is therefore inappropriate.
  
Commissioner Gee moved to approve the project; with the conditions that staff review and approve the door materials and specifications and the lap siding have maximum reveal of five inches (5”).  Commissioner Champion seconded.  Commissioners Gee and Champion voted in favor with all others voting against.  The motion failed with lack of four concurring votes.
MOTION:
Commissioner Mosley moved to approve the project with the conditions the second story skyway connector be eliminated; Staff review and approve the door materials and specifications; and the lap siding have maximum reveal of five inches (5”).   Commissioner Cantrell seconded with Commissioner Gee and Champion voting in opposition.  The motion passed with four concurring votes.  

k. 1906 HOLLY ST
Application: New construction-addition
Council District: 06
Overlay: Lockeland Springs-East End Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: MELISSA BALDOCK 
Permit ID #: 1925212

Staff member Melissa Baldock presented 1906 Holly, a one-story house with a gabled-ell form constructed c. 1920. In June, the Commission denied an application to construct a two-story addition to this house.  The applicant is now proposing to construct a one-story addition to this one-story house.  Staff is recommending approval of the project with conditions, most notably with the condition that the addition step in 1’ from each of the house’s side walls.
On the left side of the house, behind the gable, is a one-story addition that is not original to the house.  It does not appear in its current form in the 1986 photo (shown in presentation).  In addition, the foundation material for this portion of the house does not match the rest of the house’s foundation material.  On the right, behind the side bay is the back part of the gabled L.  It is believed that this portion of the house was re-constructed after a fire in 2003. It is not known how much of this portion of the house is original and how much was reconstructed.  The foundation matches the foundation of the rest of the historic house, but the roof framing is new.  
The addition will nearly double the depth of the house, adding 38’ to the back.  The addition does not step in from the side walls of the house, and it matches the width of the house.  Staff recommends that a condition of approval be that the addition step in a minimum of 1’ from each of the sidewalls of the house.  When the Commission and staff have approved insets of less than one foot (1’) in the past, it has generally been because there is a change in materials or other specific features of the addition that differentiate it from the historic structure.  Furthermore, the additions with minimal insets have been more modest in scale than the one proposed.  For an addition that is nearly doubling the size of the historic structure, an inset should be required to differentiate the old and the new.  After the initial inset, the addition can step back out to match the line of the house.  
The historic house has a gabled ell form with an approximate 10.5/12 slope.  On the west elevation, the addition will continue the roof form of the house and will match the existing slope.  On the east side, a shed roof with a slope of approximately 3.5/12 will be added.  The shed will tie into the point of the cross gable.  The new shed roof will require the removal of some of the original roof form.  Staff finds that if the addition steps in one foot (1’) from each of the house’s sidewalls, thereby differentiating the existing house from the addition, the alteration to the house’s historic roof form is acceptable.  On the left side, the applicant is proposing to increase the height of the existing addition by two feet so that the eave of the addition is 2’ taller than the eave of the house.  On the right elevation, the eave height and ridge height will match that of the historic structure.  However, an inset of at least 1’ would help break up the mass of the structure and will differentiate the historic house from the addition.  The materials for the addition are hardie plank siding, concrete block foundation, asphalt shingle roof, wood or cement fiberboard trim, and composite windows.  Staff asks that the foundation block be split faced and asks to approve a sample of the windows, as composite windows are not typically approved.  
In conclusion, staff recommends approval with the following conditions: 1. The addition be inset a minimum of one foot (1’) from each of the side walls of the house.  2. Staff review and approve the window and door specifications and the asphalt shingle color, and the concrete block be split faced. 3. The major measurements, including eave height, ridge height, width, depth, etc., are included on all drawings, prior to issuing the permit.
Daniel Long and Ronee Swafford explained that they have worked closely with the staff and have conceded a second floor and given up 900 square feet.  They are very happy with the house and are in agreement with all staff recommendations with the exception of the required side insets.  They have learned about other exceptions to the inset requirement and to come in one foot will eat up this narrow house and they suggested differentiating old from new in other ways.  On the west side there is question about what is historic and what is new.  
The Commissioners asked for clarification of the drawings; and Commissioners and staff discussed the possibility of an addition that is wider than the existing house and that also incorporates the required insets.  Ms. Baldock explained that that option had been presented to the applicants.
Commissioner Kaalberg urged the applicants to consider the advice given them from Staff and from the Commissioners last month when the case was first presented.  
Motion:
Commissioner Kaalberg moved to approve with the conditions that the addition be inset a minimum of one foot (1’) from each of the side walls of the house; Staff review and approve the window and door specifications and the asphalt shingle color, and the concrete block be split faced; and the major measurements, including eave height, ridge height, width, depth, etc., be marked on all drawings prior to issuing the permit.  Commissioner Fletcher seconded and the motion passed unanimously.  

l. 2708 BELMONT BLVD
Application: New construction – addition; Setback reduction
Council District: 18
Overlay: Belmont-Hillsboro Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: SEAN ALEXANDER
Permit ID #: 1933987

Richard left the meeting and returned half way through the presentation at 4:26
Staff member, Sean Alexander, presented the case for an addition at 2708 Belmont Boulevard.  The house was constructed circa 1915, and is listed as contributing to the historic character of the Belmont-Hillsboro National Register District. It’s the center in a row of three very similar houses.  They all are two and one-half story brick Craftsman style houses, with side gabled roofs and gabled front dormers. This house portion of 2708 was originally thirty-four feet (34’) tall, thirty-three feet (33’) wide, and thirty-three feet (33’) deep with a nine-foot (9’) deep projecting full-width front porch. A two-story rear addition and rear dormer have since been added, before the historic overlay.

The applicant is proposing to construct a two-story garage with an apartment above, connected to the primary building by a screened porch.  Staff finds that this does not meet the standards for Detached Accessory Dwelling Units, which state that a 

DADU must be separated from the primary building by at least 10’.  The height of the garage would be approximately 10’ shorter than the house with eaves at 17’, and the width will be 8’ narrower as well.  The screened in section will be set in from the sides of the house by 4’ on the left side and 8 on the right, with a cross-gabled roof 12’ lower than the roof of the house. The scale and massing of the screened porch would be compatible with the historic house.  The scale and massing of this garage will be subordinate to the historic house.  The location would be 10’ from the rear alley and at least 5’ from the closest side elevation.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Mr. Alexander explained that Staff has been in discussions with the Codes department about the way “attached structures” and “attached garages” are defined.  Currently, they say that structures connected by a space that is not heated and cooled would not qualify as attached, the reason being that it would allow a horizontal property regime (duplex) to be attached by a breezeway or porch.  According to Codes, two-family structures are required to have at least 8’ by 8’ of shared wallspace.  Outside of historic overlays, the result of this is the “umbilical” connection between duplex units, which is not what was intended by the two-family structure zoning.  In following that logic, codes allow garages to be connected to the house by un-conditioned space like a screened porch, but not with a dwelling structure.

In order to meet the requirements of the DADU ordinance and avoid conflict with the definition of “attached structure”, staff is revising the recommendation from that which was sent to you last week.  Staff recommends approval of the application with a condition that the garage be detached from the primary structure by at least ten feet.  Staff finds that this would meet the design guidelines for additions (the screened-porch) and for detached accessory dwellings (550 sq. ft. garage w apartment above). Another solution that would meet the design guidelines and the Codes requirement for detached structures would be to reduce the screened connection between the primary building and detached accessory unit to less than 8’ x 8’.  This would also meet the design guidelines for detached accessory dwellings (550 sq. ft. garage w apartment above).

Staff recommends approval of the application with a condition that the garage be detached from the primary structure by at least ten feet.  Staff finds that this would meet the design guidelines for additions (the screened-porch) and for detached accessory dwellings (550 sq. ft. garage w apartment above).  Another solution that would meet the design guidelines and the Codes requirement for detached structures would be to reduce the screened connection between the primary building and detached accessory unit to less than 8’ x 8’. This would also meet the design guidelines for detached accessory dwellings (550 sq. ft. garage w apartment above).

For reference, this (example in presentation) is a similar application that was recently approved.  There are differences, this garage is 1.5 stories, the connection is smaller, but most of all there is not an apartment in the garage.

Commissioner Mosley stated that he had some exparte communication with an interested party, not this particular application, and discussed what a DADU was and how it worked in general but not the specifics of this case so he doesn’t feel that that communication will affect his decision.

Mr. Alexander reminded the Commission they received a letter in support of the application that was sent via email.

The Commission discussed whether or not to review the case as a DADU or as an addition, the conditions associated with both and how either could be accomplished in terms of process.

Dwayne Barrett, applicant for the project, provided photographs of his neighbor’s addition and explained his design process.  He further explained the reasons for the setback reduction requests.  He can no longer use his driveway because of his neighbor’s construction.  The setback is required because of his neighbor’s addition and the shape of his lot and the angle of the house.  Mr. Barrett explained that what he was asking for is almost the same as other projects approved by the Commission.

There were no requests from public to speak.

The Chair invited the architect for the project up to speak, to make sure they understood the conditions.  Van Pond, architect for the project, said that they have gotten different interpretations.  According to Mr. Pond, how that space is used is up to zoning, In discussions with Mr. Walker, they had discussed 2706 Belmont and he stated it is an addition with a reduced setback that is consistent with what is next door.  

Commissioner Mosley asked Mr. Pond what is the floor-to-floor height in the back of the addition, which Van Pond said was 9’.  Commissioner Mosley, explained that the garage in the example project was considered a basement garage, which allows for attached garages and that he felt the condition was the same in this instance.
Motion:
Commissioner Kaalberg moved to approve the project as an addition and not a DADU.  Commissioner Cantrell seconded and the motion passed unanimously.  
Ms. Cantrell left the meeting and the commission took a short break, resuming at 5:33 p.m.

m. 2009 19TH AVE S
Application: New construction – outbuilding; Setback Reduction
Council District: 18
Overlay: Belmont-Hillsboro Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: SEAN ALEXANDER
Permit ID #: 1933975

Staff member, Sean Alexander, presented the case for a new outbuilding at 2009 19th Avenue South, a two-story brick American Foursquare style house, constructed circa 1915.  A two story rear addition was constructed in 2010.  In June of 2011, the MHZC had approved an application to construct an eight hundred fifty-two square foot (852 sq. ft.) one-story outbuilding, with an irregularly-shaped footprint.  That building has not been constructed, although the concrete floor was poured for use as a parking pad. 
Using the footprint of the garage started in 2011 but not finished, the footprint will be 852 sq. ft. The upper story will be smaller, with an area of about 527 sq. ft.
In a way the massing is similar to that of an aeroplane dormer, at least as viewed from the north and south.  The east elevation, however, which would be most visible from the street, has the greatest perceived massing- the full width of the two-story building.  From this perspective, staff finds that the scale is greater than would be appropriate. Furthermore, as it is very residential in character with two bays over two bays, it will read not unlike a Foursquare house.
Staff explained that their initial recommendation was for disapproval; however, since that initial submission the applicant has submitted new drawings that staff has had time to review and finds that the alterations meet the design guidelines for the Belmont-Hillsboro Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay. 

The applicant said he was available for any questions and there were no other requests to speak.
Motion:
Commissioner Gee moved to approve the project with the revised drawings and staff’s conditions.  Commissioner Champion seconded and the motion passed unanimously.

n. 2401 FAIRFAX AVE
Application: New construction—infill		
Council District: 18
Overlay:  Hillsboro-West End Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: MELISSA BALDOCK
Permit ID #: 1933926

Staff member Melissa Baldock presented 2401 Fairfax Avenue, a vacant lot located at the corner of 24th Avenue South and Fairfax.  The house is part of a larger development of three houses planned for this site, which was formerly two lots. This is the last of the houses to come before the Commission. The other two houses at 2403 Fairfax and 1833 24th Avenue South were approved by MHZC in October 2012, and their construction is near completion
The site plan shows a garage, but elevation drawings for the garage were not submitted and the garage is not part of the application before you.  The house is wider than it is deep, and is wider than typical houses in the neighborhood.  Staff finds the width to be appropriate as the shallowness of the lot encourages a structure that is wider and because the setback of the right side of the house mitigates the massing as seen from the street.  The proposed one and one-half story house is approximately thirty-three feet, two inches (33’2”) tall from grade, which meets the historic context and is comparable to the other two houses approved by the Commission for the development.  Because of the cross slope of the site, the foundation varies from approximately one foot (1’) to three feet (3’) high.   The materials for the infill include brick, stone foundation, wood paneling, cedar shakes, asphalt shingle roof, and wood or cement fiberboard trim.  Staff asks to review a brick and stone sample, the shingle color, and all windows and doors.  The roof shape is a cross-gable with a primary pitch of 12/12, a typical roof form for the district.   The roof dormers are an appropriate scale and are set in two feet (2’) from the wall of the house below.  The majority of windows are twice as tall as they are wide, meeting the ratio of historic windows.  The rhythm also meets the historic context as there are no large expanses without an opening. 
In conclusion, Staff recommends approval with the condition that staff provide final review of windows, doors, brick, stone, location of HVAC, and roof color.  
Michael Ward, architect for the project, thanked staff for working with them on all three buildings.  He concurred that the footprints do go beyond but what might normally be approved, but what they were able to gain were some nice lots with a lot of greenspace.
There were no requests from the public to speak.
Motion:
Commissioner Mosley moved to approve the project with the condition that staff  provides final review of windows, doors, brick, stone, location of HVAC, and roof color.  Commissioner Gee seconded and the motion passed unanimously.

o. 1802 LAKEHURST DR
Application: New construction-infill
Council District: 06
Overlay: Lockeland Springs-East End Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: ROBIN ZEIGLER
Permit ID #: 1933891

Staff member, Robin Zeigler, presented the case for 1802 Lakehurst Drive, a new lot that was subdivided from 1800 Lakehurst Drive.  The lot is within the Little Hollywood area of Lockeland-Springs East End Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay which has an architectural context different than seen throughout the majority of the rest of the district and that has steeply sloped lots.
The two-story massing, height, roof shape, orientation, rhythm and proportions of windows and setback are similar to several buildings in the neighborhood and the height, as measured at the front, is in keeping with other infill projects approved in the Little Hollywood section of Lockeland Springs-East End.  The massing is minimized with setbacks to the front wall.  The massing in relation to the house to the left which is at a lower grade, is minimized with the use of a front-corner porch, rather than full two-stories.
The materials are appropriate for the district and have all been approved by the commission in the past.
The project includes front-loading garages which are unusual for many of our districts, however, is a typical feature of historic homes in the neighborhood.  The historic garages are one-bay and too small to accommodate modern cars, so rather than having a full, large two-bay garage facing the street, the applicant has angled and recessed them so that its visual impact is minimal.
The location of utilities was not noted on the plans.  Staff recommends that it be located on the side, beyond the mid-point of the house, or at the rear.  With this recommendation, the project meets section II.B.10.
Staff recommends approval with the condition that windows and doors be approved by staff prior to installation and that the utilities be located at the rear or on the side, beyond the mid-point of the house.  Staff finds infill design to meet the design guidelines for new construction in the Lockeland-Springs East End Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay.
David Baird, architect for the project, explained that it was a challenging site because of the steep slopes and a right-side access easement.  
Scott McEwan, 1812 Lakehurst,  asked for a continuance because there were so many people in the neighborhood who didn’t  know about it.  He stated that the house is out of scale because it is 4000 square feet which is much larger than any other home in the neighborhood and it will ruin the pacing of the neighborhood.  The next largest house is 3200 square feet.  
Commissioner Fletcher said that the design is a very good one with the setbacks and the placement will be a very nice addition to the neighborhood.  Commissioner Kaalberg agreed, saying that he drove through the neighborhood after receiving the staff recommendation and he found it to be a challenging site that that architect had done a good job working with.  
Motion:
Commissioner Gee moved to approve the project with the condition that windows and doors be approved by staff prior to installation and that the utilities be located at the rear or on the side, beyond the mid-point of the house or on the roof.  Commissioner Kaalberg seconded and the motion passed unanimously.

p.  Recommended revisions to Administrative Review Policy

q. Recommended revisions to Rules of Order and Procedure

r. Training Discussion

Items p, q, and r were deferred until next month due to the length of the meeting.

The commissioners discussed notice and what is required.

s. Elect Officers

Commissioner Fletcher moved to reappoint Chairperson Tibbs and Vice-chairperson Nielson.  Commissioner Mosley seconded and the motion passed unanimously.  
Meeting was adjourned at 5:52 p.m.
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