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METRO HISTORIC ZONING COMMISSION
SUMMARY MEETING MINUTES

December 18, 2013

[bookmark: _GoBack]Commissioners Present: Vice-chair Ann Nielson, Menié Bell, Rose Cantrell, Sam Champion, Richard Fletcher, Aaron Kaalberg, Ben Mosley
Zoning Staff: Sean Alexander, Melissa Baldock, Paul Hoffman, Robin Zeigler (Historic Zoning Administrator), Tim Walker (Executive Director), Susan T. Jones (City Attorney)
Applicants: David Baird, William and Toni Gant, Tuck Hinton, Josh Hughes, Manuel Zeitlin
Public: Matt Schutz, William Gant


Vice-chairperson Nielson called the meeting to order at 2:06 p.m. and read aloud the process for appealing the decisions of the Metro Historic Zoning Commission and the time limits on presentations.  

I. RECOGNITION OF COUNCIL MEMBERS

No council members present.

II. MINUTES:

Motion:
Vice-chair Nielson moved to approve the November 20, 2013 minutes without changes.  Commissioner Kaalberg seconded and the motion passed unanimously.  

III. CONSENT AGENDA

Vice-chairperson Nielson read aloud the process for the Consent Agenda.

a. 1209 PARIS AVE
Application: Partial demolition; New construction-addition
Council District: 18
Overlay: Belmont-Hillsboro Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: MELISSA BALDOCK
Permit ID #: 1951877

b. 3723 RICHLAND AVE
Application: New construction-addition
Council District: 24
Overlay: Richland-West End Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: PAUL HOFFMAN
Permit ID #: 1951675

c. 229 CHEROKEE RD
Application: New construction-addition; Partial demolition.
Council District: 24
Overlay: Cherokee Park Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: MELISSA BALDOCK
Permit ID #: 1951885

d. 1209 A DALLAS AVE
Application: New construction-outbuilding
Council District: 18
Overlay: Belmont-Hillsboro Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: SEAN ALEXANDER
Permit ID #: 1952489

e. 1209 4TH AVE N
Application: New construction-addition; Setback determination
Council District: 19
Overlay: Germantown Historic Preservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: SEAN ALEXANDER
Permit ID #: 1952491

f. 2211 GRANTLAND AVE
Application:  New construction-outbuilding; Setback determination
Council District: 17
Overlay: Woodland-in-Waverly Historic Preservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: PAUL HOFFMAN
Permit ID #: 1952583

g. 411 WILSON BLVD
Application: Demolition – Outbuilding; New Construction - Outbuilding; Determination of Appropriate Setbacks
Council District: 24
Overlay: Cherokee Park Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: SEAN ALEXANDER
Permit ID #: 1952493

Staff member, Sean Alexander provided the list for items on the consent agenda.
Motion:
Vice-chair Nielson moved to approve the consent agenda items with all applicable recommended conditions.  Commissioner Bell seconded and the motion passed unanimously.

IV. NEW BUSINESS

h.204 S 11TH ST
Application: Demolition of contributing building
Council District: 06
Overlay: Lockeland Springs-East End Neighborhood Conservation Overlay
Project Lead: ROBIN ZEIGLER
Permit ID #: 1948576

Staff member Robin Zeigler presented the case for 204 S 11th explaining that the previous owner received a permit for a rear addition and began partial-demolition in preparation of that addition and a full-rehab.  The new owner now seeks demolition.
The house was constructed c.1925 and the original form and character defining features of the building remain intact.  Based on its age, form, architectural details, and historic integrity the house is contributing to the district and so demolition meets sections IV.B.a. and b. for inappropriate demolition. Therefore, the applicant is making the case for economic hardship.  Because the property is zoned MUL and so could be used as a residence, commercial use or a mixed use, the applicant has provided rehabilitation estimates for both residential and commercial use and staff has analyzed both scenarios.  
In an economic hardship case, rehabilitation costs are those costs required to simply bring the building up to building code and does not include high-end finishes.  The applicant has worked with staff to provide at least 3 different rehab estimates that met that criteria.  Typically, that rehab estimate is then compared to the potential value of the property, once rehabbed. The engineer’s report clarifies many of the estimated costs and additional information was provided by the applicant and included in your staff recommendation.
Ms. Zeigler explained that it can be difficult to try and follow the calculations, assessments and physical evaluation of these very complicated cases in a presentation that but it is all detailed in their staff recommendation.  In short, staff found with rehab costs for just basic repairs and finishes, there is a loss to the property owner and so staff recommends approval of demolition.  The applicants plan to construct a new building on this site, which of course will be reviewed by you.  No plans have been seen yet by staff. 
Matt Schutz, asked if purchase price was used in the calculation of economic hardship, and staff stated that it was. 
David Baird, architect for the project, explained that essentially ¾ of everything will need to be replaced as well as mold and asbestos remediation and that the rehab costs are for basic finishes and don’t meet the standards of the neighborhood.  
There were no more requests from the public to speak.
Commissioner Mosley asked if approval for this demolition encourages demolition of future buildings.  Ms. Zeigler responded that this case was particular unique because of its zoning and lack of comps and therefore she did not feel approval set a precedent for future demolition cases.
Motion
Commissioner Fletcher moved to approve demolition based on staff recommendation.  Commissioner Cantrell seconded and the motion passed unanimously.

h. 919 MCFERRIN AVE
Application: New construction-infill and outbuilding
Council District: 05
Overlay: Greenwood Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: MELISSA BALDOCK
Permit ID #: 1951882

Melissa Baldock presented 919 McFerrin, an application to construct infill and a garage on a vacant lot.  Staff is recommending disapproval of the infill, but approval of the garage.  Ms. Baldock pointed out in a photo that the front property line begins at the retaining wall.  The land in front of it is Metro property. The site plan shows that the front of the house will be 30’ back from the property line, and the front porch will be 24’ from the front property line.  The front porch of the house to the left is 30’ back from the front property line, and the front porch of the house to the right is approximately 33’ back from the front property line.  Staff would want to see any infill on the site pushed back so that the infill’s front porch is between 30 and 33’ back from the front property line, matching the neighborhood context.  
The infill is 38’ wide and 50’ deep, with a 6’ deep front porch, which does match the historic context.  Staff finds that the infill’s roof form, materials, eave height, window proportions, and porch form do not meet the design guidelines.  While the overall height of 22’ is appropriate for the district, the house’s eave height of 15’ is taller than what is typically seen on a one-story structure.  In addition, the drawings do not indicate an eave overhang for the structure.  The applicant is proposing that the front portion of the roof be a side gable with a slope of 12/12.  The gable portion of the roof only extends ten feet (10’) back from the front wall of the house.  Behind the gable, the house has a flat roof form in order to allow for a live (or green) roof.  In order for a roof form like this to be appropriate, the gable will need to extend further back on the house, eave overhangs need to be incorporated, and the eave height needs to be lowered.  The front façade includes a central wall dormer.  The Commission in the past has not allowed wall dormers, particularly on front facades, and has required that the wall of the dormer be set back two feet (2’) from the wall below.  The dormer therefore does not meet the design guidelines.
The primary material for the infill is stucco.  Staff did not identify any historic structure in the Greenwood conservation overlay with stucco as its primary material.  The vast majority of the historic structures in the neighborhood have brick or lap siding as their primary material.  The roof material is to be coated steel tile, which is not found in the district.  Shingle or standing seam metal roofs are the predominant roof material for historic houses in Greenwood.  The house lacks a foundation line.  This is not typical of historic houses in the Greenwood Neighborhood, which have a change in material from the foundation to the cladding above.  
Staff finds that the proposed front porch does not match the historic context. The front porch has a flat roof with a second story balcony accessed via a doorway in the dormer.  Staff finds that this roof form does not match the historic context, where porch roofs typically have a gable form or a low slope shed form.  Front porch balconies are not seen in the district, and do not meet the design guidelines.    The front porch includes a twelve foot (12’) tall porch wall with arched openings.  Tall front porch walls are not seen in the district, and do not meet the design guidelines.
The window openings on the front and on the front portion of the side facades have arched openings.  This does not match the proportion of window openings in the district, where most historic windows are rectangular and are at least twice as tall as they are wide.  The side facades contain windows that are horizontal in nature and are three feet (3’) wide and two feet (2’) tall.  Staff finds that these windows also do not meet the proportion of window openings because they are not twice as tall as they are wide
The project includes a twenty foot by thirty foot (20’ X 30’) accessory structure that is utilitarian in design, which is appropriate, particularly since the structure will only be minimally visible from the street.  The accessory structure will be accessed via an existing driveway, and will be located at the rear of the property.  The accessory structure meets all base zoning setbacks.  The outbuilding will have a flat roof and will be fourteen feet (14’) tall.  The materials will be stucco with a rubber roof that will not be visible.  The materials for the doors were not indicated, and staff asks to approve the vehicular and pedestrian doors prior to purchase and installation.  Staff finds that the garage’s height, scale, materials, orientation, and roof form are appropriate for an outbuilding.  
In conclusion, staff recommends disapproval of the infill, finding that its height, scale, setback, roof form, materials, proportion and rhythm of openings, and orientation do not meet Section II.B.1. of the design guidelines.  With the condition that staff approve the door selections prior to purchase and installation, staff recommends approval of the outbuilding, finding that it meets Section II.B.1.h. of the design guidelines.
William and Toni Gant, 1115 Boscobel, owners for the project presented a power point showing properties outside of the overlay, non-contributing and contributing properties that they feel make the case for the type of building they are presenting.  

Commissioner Bell stated that she appreciated the work the Gant’s have done but the overlay wasn’t established to protect the non-contributing elements of the district and the proposed plan does contrast with the neighborhood.  Commissioner Kaalberg agreed and stated he was leaning towards disapproval.  

Commissioner Cantrell stated that it was interesting that there wasn’t anyone in the neighborhood to oppose it and she asked if anyone had expressed support of the building.  The property owner explained that he talked to his next door neighbor and she wanted the same plan for herself.  He also spoke with Councilman Davis who stated that he was in favor of the design.   Vice-Chair Nielson explained that the neighborhoods don’t always feel the need to attend and voice their support or opposition because they are assuming that the overlay will protect them. 

Commissioner Fletcher and Vice-Chairperson Nielson encouraged the applicant to hire an architect that is familiar with the design guidelines and can provide more than schematic drawings. 

Motion:
Commissioner Bell moved to disapprove the design of the principle building based on the findings and facts of the staff recommendation and approval of the outbuilding.  Commissioner Fletcher seconded and the motion passed unanimously.


i. 101 BROADWAY
Application: New construction-addition, Alterations
Council District: 19
Overlay: Broadway Historic Preservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: ROBIN ZEIGLER
Permit ID #: 1952170

Staff member, Robin Zeigler presented the case for a rooftop addition and exterior alterations. Some windows will be enclosed and one will become a door. The front doors will be replaced. Staff finds the window and door alterations to be appropriate since the basement windows are not character-defining features, the enclosures can be reversed, the front doors are beyond repair, and the windows and doors still read as openings.
The plans note that all other windows are to be restored; however, the applicant would like to request replacement of all windows. The design guidelines require that historic windows be retained, whenever possible.  The replacement of the rear windows and the third floor windows on the front façade, are appropriate as most are no longer extant and others are in extremely poor condition.  Staff recommends a window-by-window review of all other windows to determine which may be replaced and which should be repaired as well as final approval of the replacement windows.  
The roof top addition meets the design guideline requirements for the side-setback of the but not the front.  The primary wall of the addition sits back thirty one feet (31’)—the right side of this image is the front wall.. but the stairwell has a steep shed roof portion that sits back nineteen feet (19’), rather than the required thirty feet (30’).  
The stairwell portion is only approximately six feet (6’) tall at its tallest point and approximately nine feet (9’) wide.  Because the stairwell portion is so minimal in height and width and has a steeply sloped roof, it will not be seen from the street.  Staff recommends that the stairwell portion be allowed because of its minimal size, design and visual impact.  
The front railing will not rise above the front parapet wall.  
The side railing sits back from the side wall approximately twelve feet (12’).  Other railings for rooftop additions have had lesser setbacks; however, this railing will be taller due to the tall flooring system required by the roof slope and so the additional setback is appropriate. Staff recommends that the railing, the rear mechanical screen and any other portions of the building that will be visible from the street not be used to support lighting, signage, speakers or other appurtenances. These conditions assure that the addition will not overwhelm the historic character and massing of the building as seen from the street.  The visible roof form will read as a flat roof, as seen from the street, which is in keeping with roof forms in the district.  The rear mechanicals will be screened.  Staff found that these measures combined prevents the addition from being “visually jarring or contrasting” with the district.  
The rooftop is one-story and does not exceed the maximum fifteen feet (15’) of height as measured from the top of the parapet walls to the top of the primary form; however the two elevator towers which will add as much as five feet (5’) to two small areas.  The towers are located towards the interior property line and so will be minimally visible from the street.  The materials for the addition have not been finalized; therefore staff recommends final review of materials for all rooftop elements. No exterior lighting signage is proposed at this time.  The applicant proposes to retain the white paint on the primary façade.
Staff recommends approval with the conditions that the applicant seek final approval of all materials and that the railing, the rear mechanical screen and any other portions of the building that will be visible from the street  not be used to support lighting, signage, speakers or other appurtenances.   With these conditions, the project meets the design guidelines for a rooftop addition and alterations in the Broadway Historic Preservation Zoning Overlay.
Steve Tuck, with Tuck-Hinton, stated that in the past they have been allowed to use replacement clad windows, the cost of new windows will be cheaper than repair, new windows will be operable and new windows will be more energy efficient so he asked for consideration for replacing all windows.  

Josh Hughes , with Tuck-Hinton architects, added that a railing will need to be added to the front and the  top rail will be all that will be seen from the street.  He also informed the Commission that the elevator towers will be about 3’ shorter than what is shown on the plans.

There were no other requests from the public to speak.

Motion:  
Commissioner Fletcher moved to approve the project with the conditions that:
· The applicant seek final approval of all materials 
· The railing, the rear mechanical screen and any other portions of the building that will be visible from the street  not be used to support lighting, signage, speakers or other appurtenances; and
· The applicant work with staff to determine the appropriate setback for a front hand rail.
Commissioner Cantrell seconded and the motion passed unanimously.

j. 1818 WILDWOOD AVE
Application: New construction-infill 
Council District: 18
Overlay: Belmont-Hillsboro Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: ROBIN ZEIGLER
Permit ID #: 1948709

Ms. Zeigler presented the case for 1818 Wildwood explaining that it was one they saw last month and was deferred by the applicant.  The issue last month was whether a duplex should be back-to-back or side-by-side and whether the context to be followed was the minimal traditionals prevalent in this area or the 2-story historic home across the street.
The property is zoned two-family and the applicants are proposing a duplex, as they did last month.  Generally, the Commission has required side-by-side duplexes, following historic forms; however, it is not possible to obtain two usable units in a side-by-side configuration that also matches the small post-war context.  
Since this property is somewhat divided from the main area of the post-war context by several non-contributing structures and also has the historic context of a two-story building across the street, Staff found that following the context of the single two-story building would result in a more appropriate massing than allowing for a back-to-back duplex that matches the context of the post-war homes.
The revision meets the design guidelines in terms of height, scale, setbacks, rhythm of spacing, roof form, orientation, proportion and rhythm of openings, appurtenances and utility locations as well as the policy for appropriate attached garages. 
The majority of materials also meet the design guidelines although some are unknown at this time. 
Staff recommends approval with the conditions that:
· The applicant obtains final approval from staff of the roof color;
· The brick not be painted; and
· The applicant obtains final approval from staff for the materials for the foundation, driveway, walkway, cladding, vehicular and pedestrian doors, trim and railings materials.  
With these conditions, the project meets the design guidelines for new construction in the Belmont-Hillsboro Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay.
Manuel Zeitlin, architect for the project, shared the fact that they shared several designs with the neighborhood and staff multiple times to address all concerns and meet design guidelines.  Mr. Zeitlin, in answer to Commissioner Bell’s question, explained that the windows were a modern interpretation of the historic windows across the street and that the vertical window will not be visible.  
There were no other requests from the public to speak.
Motion:
Commissioner Mosley moved to approve with the conditions that:
· The applicant obtains final approval from staff of the roof color;
· The brick not be painted; and
· The applicant obtains final approval from staff for the materials for the foundation, driveway, walkway, cladding, vehicular and pedestrian doors, trim and railings materials.  
Commissioner Bell seconded and the motion passed unanimously.  

k. 1105 BOSCOBEL ST
Application: New construction-infill
Council District: 06
Overlay: Lockeland Springs-East End Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: PAUL HOFFMAN
Permit ID #: 1951673

Paul Hoffman presented the application for 1105 Boscobel Street, infill construction of a two-family residence.  It has been a vacant lot since 1997.  
The new building will be centered on the lot and meets the design guidelines for setback and rhythm of spacing.  Concrete parking pads for vehicle access will be built at the rear of the lot.  New sidewalks will be built from each unit to Boscobel Street.
The new structure will be 32 feet wide and will have a height of approximately 30 feet from grade at the front.  It will be taller than its immediate neighbors, which are 20 feet and 28 feet tall, but there are several homes nearby that are 30 feet or taller.  The size and height of the structure are acceptable for the context and meet the design guidelines for height and scale.  Staff also finds the proposed infill to meet the design guidelines for materials, roof form, orientation, and appurtenances.
On the side elevations, staff has worked with the designer to replace the narrow horizontal window on each side with a more traditional one, and she has agreed to that.  Staff finds that the proposed proportion and rhythm of openings meet the design guidelines.  
In the context photos you can see the immediate neighboring homes which are 28 and 20 feet tall, and the church across the street, which is 38 feet tall and also uphill.
In conclusion, staff recommended approval of infill construction at 1105 Boscobel Street with the conditions that siding have a maximum five inch (5”) reveal, and that staff approve windows and doors prior to their purchase.
The applicant was not present.

William Gant, 1115 Boscobel, stated that the scale was much too large for the neighborhood and he was sure that the neighbors will have issue with the side-by-side duplex.

Paul Hoffman provided information about the height of properties surrounding the vacant lot in answer to commissioner’s questions.  

Motion:
Commissioner Bell moved to approve with the conditions that the siding have a maximum five inch (5”) reveal, and that staff approve windows and doors prior to their purchase, based on the findings and facts of the staff recommendation.  Commissioner Kaalberg seconded and the motion passed with Commissioner Cantrell voting in opposition.


l. 913 FATHERLAND ST
Application: New construction-infill and outbuilding
Council District: 06
Overlay: Edgefield Historic Preservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: SEAN ALEXANDER
Permit ID #: 1952484

Staff member Sean Alexander presented the case for 913 Fatherland Street which is a vacant lot where the applicant is proposing to construct a new house and garage.  

The new house will be two stories tall, with a ridge height of thirty feet and an eave height of nineteen feet from grade.  The width of the building will be approximately thirty feet overall, but the front edge will be twenty feet wide, with a recessed porch set back at the front-right corner.  The elevations show an estimate for lot grade that appears to be inaccurate.  Staff requests that the elevations be revised to show the actual grade.  I don’t expect the effective heights to be different, just sloping up in the other direction.

The height and width are compatible with surrounding historic houses, including other two-story houses on this block and other nearby blocks. 

The primary exterior material will be brick, changing over to siding within the 2nd story wallspace.  This effect or similar horizontal effect has been found to be compatible and has been approved on two other infill houses in the district.  The roof will be composition shingle.  Staff asks to review the color and texture of the brick and roofing, as well as of the windows and doors.

For the windows and doors, staff finds that the proportions and rhythm of openings is compatible with historic houses nearby with the exception of a small window on the left side, in the front room on the first story.  Typically a highly visible wall near the front would have larger and/or more openings with a window every 10-12 feet, and windows on a first story typically taller than second story windows.
Staff asks that the window here be enlarged to a more appropriate size.    

The garage will be located at the rear of the lot, accessed from the rear alley.  The garage will be twenty-one feet tall, with a five-hundred, fifty square feet garage area with bonus space above.  The materials will match those of the primary building: brick, cement-fiber siding, asphalt shingle roof.

In summary, Staff recommended approval of the application to construct a new house and outbuilding, with the conditions that:
The elevations be revised to reflect the lot grade accurately;
A walkway be added from the porch to the sidewalk;
The windows on the left elevation be a more appropriate proportion;
Brick color and texture, and the materials of windows and doors be approved by Staff;
Permanent landscape features such as pavings, fences and walls, exterior lighting, and any other appurtenances be approved by Staff.
With those conditions met, Staff finds that the application would meet the design guidelines for new construction in the Edgefield Historic Preservation Zoning Overlay.

The applicant was not present.

Commissioner Fletcher asked about the horizontal windows on the front elevation and Mr. Alexander explained that the overall proportions meet the design guidelines but with a modern design inspired by historic prairie-style design.

Motion:
Commissioner Mosley approved with the conditions that:
· The elevations be revised to reflect the lot grade accurately;
· A walkway be added from the porch to the sidewalk;
· The windows on the left elevation be a more appropriate proportion;
· Brick color and texture, and the materials of windows and doors be approved by Staff;
· Permanent landscape features such as pavings, fences and walls, exterior lighting, and any other appurtenances be approved by Staff.
 Commissioner Cantrell seconded and the motion passed unanimously. 
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