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STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

1810 Ashwood Avenue 

January 15, 2013 

 

Application: Demolition 

District: Belmont-Hillsboro Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay 

Council District: 18 

Map and Parcel Number: 10416007800 

Applicant:  Andrew Oeltmann, owner 

Project Lead:  Robin Zeigler, robin.zeigler@nashville.gov 

 

 

 

 

Description of Project:  The applicant proposes to demolish a 

contributing historic building to the Belmont-Hillsboro 

Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay based on economic 

hardship.   

 

Recommendation Summary:  Staff recommends disapproval of 

the project based on the fact that the building is historic therefore 

meeting section IV.B.a for inappropriate demolition and the fact 

that the building is habitable with simple repairs and therefore does 

not meet section IV.B.a-c for appropriate demolition.   

 

 

Attachments 

A: Correspondence 

B: Photographs 

C: Rehab Estimate 

D: Engineer’s Report 

E:  Additional Info 
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Vicinity Map:  

 

 
 

Aerial Map: 
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Applicable Design Guidelines: 

 
IV. B. Demolition 

 

Demolition is not appropriate 

  

a. if a building, or major portion of a building, is of such architectural or historical interest and 

value that its removal would be detrimental to the public interest; or 

  

b. if a building, or major portion of a building, is of such old or unusual or uncommon design 

and materials that it could not be reproduced or be reproduced without great difficulty and 

expense. 

 

Demolition is appropriate 

  

a. if a building, or major portion of a building, has irretrievably lost its architectural and 

historical integrity and significance and its removal will result in a more historically 

appropriate visual effect on the district; 

  

b. if a building, or major portion of a building, does not contribute to the historical and 

architectural character and significance of the district and its removal will result in a more 

historically appropriate visual effect on the district; or 

  

c. if the denial of the demolition will result in an economic hardship on the applicant as 

determined by the MHZC in accordance with section 17.40.420 (Historic Zoning 

Regulations), Metropolitan Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance. 

 

Economic Hardship:  A condition that warrants the demolition of a contributing structure where the cost 

of a structure plus the cost of repairs to the structure to make it habitable are greater than the market value 

of the structure.  Economic hardship may be caused by, but not limited to structural damage, termite 

damage, and fire damage.  This exception shall not apply to any property owner who creates a hardship 

condition or situation as a consequence of their own neglect or negligence.  Refer to Section 17.40.420 D 

of the Metro Code of Nashville and Davidson County.   

   

17.40.420.D. 

Determination of Economic Hardship. In reviewing an application to remove an historic structure, the 

historic zoning commission may consider economic hardship based on the following information:  

1. An estimated cost of demolition and any other proposed redevelopment as compared to the 

estimated cost of compliance with the determinations of the historic zoning commission;  

2.A report from a licensed engineer or architect with experience in rehabilitation as to the structural 

soundness of the subject structure or improvement and its suitability for rehabilitation;  

3.The estimated market value of the property in its current condition; its estimated market value after 

the proposed undertaking; and its estimated value after compliance with the determinations of the 

historic zoning commission.  

4.An estimate from an architect, developer, real estate consultant, appraiser, or other real estate 

professional experienced in rehabilitation as to the economic feasibility of rehabilitation or reuse 

of the existing structure.  

5.Amount paid for the property, the date of purchase, and the party from whom purchased, including 

a description of the relationship, if any, between the owner of record or applicant and the person 

from whom the property was purchased, and any terms of financing between the seller and buyer.  

6.If the property is income-producing, the annual gross income from the property for the previous two 

years; itemized operating and maintenance expenses for the previous two years; and depreciation 

deduction and annual cash flow before and after debt service, if any, during the same period.  

7.Any other information considered necessary by the commission to a determination as to whether the 

property does yield or may yield a reasonable return to the owners.  
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8.Hardship Not Self-Imposed. The alleged difficulty or hardship has not been created by the previous 

actions or inactions of any person having an interest in the property after the effective date of the 

ordinance codified in this title. 

 
  

 

Analysis and Findings:   
 

 

Contributory Status 

 

1810 Ashwood is a part of the George Blair Subdivision of Belmont Heights platted in 

1910. 

 

Also known as the E.C. Brush House, 1810 Ashwood is a one-story bungalow with a 

stone foundation, wide lap siding with mitered corners, and an asphalt shingle roof.  The 

gabled entry porch has simple square posts.  The windows are six-over-six double hung 

wood sashes.  There is an interior side brick chimney.  The side-porch was enclosed and a 

rear addition added, likely in the 1970s.   

 

The property assessor’s information notes the house as constructed in 1940 but based on 

research of city directories and Sanborn Fire Insurance maps the house was constructed c. 

1923, with Carlton Brush as the first occupant. 

 

Further documentation of the home being historic is that the design is found in plan 

books of the era.  Authentic Small Houses of the Twenties: Illustrations and Floor Plans 

of 254 Characteristic Homes, ed by Robert T. Jones provides a description and image for  

design “4-A-8” (see Image 1) that is similar to that of 1810 Ashwood.  The description 

reads:  wood frame, exterior finish wide siding, shingle roof, cement finished base course, 

full basement.   
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Design 4-B-15, doesn’t have a side porch but 

does have other similar features such as the 

central Colonial-style porch and paired windows.  

(See image 2.)  This home is described as “an 

adaptation of the Colonial style, with exceptional 

charm and individuality.  There is sufficient wall 

space to carry large window openings.  The roof 

pitch and the small porch are well studied.” 

 

The exterior of the home is almost identical to 

The Wexford, a mail-order kit sold by Sear, 

Roebuck and Company between 1908 and 1940.  

(See image 3.) This particular plan appeared in 

their catalogues between 1931 and 1933, 

according to Houses by Mail: A Guide to Houses 

from Sears, Roebuck and Company, published by 

the National Trust for Historic Preservation.  

Because the layout of the Sear’s home is different 

than this home, it is not believed that the house is 

a Sear’s home; this plan is simply offered to help 

identify 1810 Ashwood as earlier than 1940.  The 

Commission has determined in prior cases that 

modest homes, based on stock plans, and built in 

1920s and 1930s, are a significant part of the 

residential development history of Nashville and 

contribute to Metro’s historic neighborhoods.   

 

Preservation consultant, Robbie D. Jones, 

conducted the historical research about the first 

occupant using city directories, U.S. Population 

Censuses, WWI Draft Registration Card, U.S. 

Social Security info, and additional resources.  He 

states:  

 

Eugene Carlton Brush (1895-1987) was an architect born on May 26, 1895, in 

Austin, Texas. His grandfather Seba and father George Austin Brush were merchants 

in Austin, Texas; his mother Ida Brush was originally from Alabama. George and 

Ida Brush were married in Nashville in 1888.  

 

Eugene Carlton Brush attended the University of Texas in 1912-1914 and moved to 

Nashville by 1916 where he lived at 220 Boscobel in East Nashville, apparently with 

his maternal grandparents, and worked as a clerk. By June 1917, he was employed as 

a draftsman for Henry C. Hibbs and lived at the YMCA. He served in World War I. 

He remained a draftsman and later an architect for Hibbs through the late 1920s. In 

1919, he married Sarah Elmira Currey of Nashville. A few years later they 

purchased their home at 1810 Ashwood Avenue. 

Image 2, from Authentic Small Houses 

of the Twenties 
 

Image 3, from Houses by Mail: A Guide 

to Houses from Sears, Roebuck and 

Company 
 

Image 1, from Authentic Small Houses 

of the Twenties 
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Around 1928, he has opened his own downtown practice in the Nashville Bank & 

Trust Building at 334 Union Street (now Hotel Indigo; Hibbs had his office here, 

too).  

 

He lived at 1810 Ashwood Avenue with his wife Elmira, son Carlton Junior (1921-

2012), and two daughters, Elizabeth (b.1925) and Mae (b.1927).  Carlton Junior was 

born in Philadelphia; perhaps Brush was taking classes at Penn, which is where 

Hibbs went.   

 

Apparently, the Great Depression had a negative impact on his Nashville practice. In 

1934, he relocated to Birmingham, Alabama, where he was employed as a property 

inspector for Prudential Insurance. He later returned to architecture and worked at 

Maplewood, New Jersey; Houston; and Dallas before returning to Austin by 1952. 

He stayed at Austin for the rest of his career.  

 

At Austin, he was a partner with Joseph Robert Buffler (1903-1955), a native 

Pennsylvanian who taught architecture at the University of Texas. Together they 

designed many houses and churches in Austin as well as the Baptist Student Center 

at University of Texas.  

 

He died in Dallas, Texas, in 1987 and is buried in Merit Cemetery in Hunt County, 

Texas, next to his wife Elmira Currey (1897-1978).  

 

Edgar B. and Elizabeth Riley lived at 1810 Ashwood Avenue 1944 to at least 1951.  

Riley was an accountant with the Nashville Electric Service. 

 

Based on its age, form, materials and architectural details, the house is contributing to the 

Belmont-Hillsboro Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay.   

 

 

Value Assessment 

 

The property is zoned R8 and the house has thirteen hundred and one square feet (1301 

sq ft), not including a rear deck. 

 

An appraisal was not provided; however, the applicant did provide a letter from a realtor 

stating that the house might be sold for $250,000.  The property assessor values the 

property at $345, 200. 

 

Property Assessor’s Values for 1810 Ashwood 

2013 345,200 

2009 329,400 

2005 232,000 

2001 184,800 

2000 138,400 
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1999 138,400 

   

The applicant did not provide comps so staff found the following comps provided by the 

Property Assessor, which are more in keeping with the Assessor’s value for the property.  

These are properties that have sold in 2013, are less than a mile from 1810 Ashwood and 

are also historic. 

 

2013 Comparable Sales for 1810 Ashwood 

 Address Square footage Construction Date Price per sq. ft. 

2008 19
th

 Av S 1312 1920 327.74 

1713 Ashwood 1455 1916 281.88 

1901 Sweetbriar 1445 1940 214.53 

2205 18
th

 Ave S 1526 1930 212.98 

2008 18
th

 Ave S 1575 1930 222.22 

1909 Beechwood 1604 1920 268.08 

1711 Gale Lane 1608 1930 174.13 

 

The mean of these properties is $239.93 per square foot, which would value 1810 

Ashwood at $312,159.33.     

 

The purpose of the economic hardship process is to assure that a property owner is not 

forced to keep a building that is beyond repair.  It does not assure that property owners 

can maximize their return or that they can create their own hardship.  In the applicant’s 

email to staff (see page 11) the applicant states that he is interested in maximizing profits.  

“I have an extra $75,000 to $100,000 to be made…” 

 

The design guidelines define Economic Hardship as the point at which “the cost of a 

structure plus the cost of repairs to the structure to make it habitable are greater than the 

market value of the structure.”  This definition is supported by the Supreme Court that 

has said that “reasonable” or “beneficial use” of the property is an important factor in 

determining economic hardship.  In the Penn Central Transportation C. v. City of New 

York, the Court found that the applicant was not assured the “highest and best use” of the 

property, just a reasonable use.   

 

The engineer’s report did not recommend that the house be condemned or make any 

comments about the house being unsafe or uninhabitable.  Staff’s review of the building 

did not reveal a home that was unusable, in fact, the owner has a “house sitter” currently 

living in the building. 

 

Repair Assessment: 

 

Engineer Report: The structural engineer’s report, conducted by Mark Smith for 

Criterium-Smith Engineers, summarized that structural repairs were needed but never 

stated that the building was beyond repair, unsafe to rehabilitate or should be condemned.   
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The only portion of the building in need of structural 

repair is the rear left addition and there are two supports 

needed for the historic portion of the home.  The report 

provides recommendations for these two supports that 

would be relatively easy to accomplish without 

replacing the entire foundation and the use of temporary 

foundation supports, as described in the Adler estimate.  

In addition, if the applicant did not wish to make the 

repairs necessary to stabilize the rear addition, the 

design guidelines would allow for its removal.   

 

The enclosure of the side-porch is greatly decayed but 

the engineer’s report states that the foundation of the 

porch appears to be “performing acceptably.”  The 

design guidelines would allow for the removal of the 

non-historic enclosure, removing the decay issues with 

the side porch. 

 

Mr. Smith notes that some siding and windows needs to 

be replaced.  The example photographs submitted by 

Mr. Smith all show the rear addition and the enclosed 

side porch.  In staff’s inspection, these are also the only 

areas where staff found that siding and windows 

appeared to need replacement.  These issues and the 

water damaged caused by the decayed siding and 

windows can easily be remedied with the removal of 

the rear addition and the enclosure portions of the side 

porch.  They are not structural issues that render the 

home inhabitable. 

 

The rear deck was not secured properly when 

constructed and the report stated that it should be 

“bolted to the structure.” The only other item of repair 

noted in the report is the replacement of the basement 

stairs.  These are not structural issues that render the 

home inhabitable. 

 

In addition to the report, the applicant submitted repair 

and replacement estimates for the sewer line.  These 

types of repairs are typical of a home of this age and are 

not considered when determining economic hardship.  In 

addition, the sewer line expenses will be necessary even 

if the home is demolished and a new house constructed, 

and so are inappropriate in considering the hardship of 

the historic building.  In an email from the realtor, this estimate is also included in the 

estimate from Mr. Adler. 

Image 4:  Rear Addition 
 

Image 5:  Window and siding decay 
 

Image 6:  Example of decay in the 

enclosed porch. 
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Rehab Estimate: The estimated cost of repairs, according to a letter from Daryl M. Adler 

with Acklen Property Group, LLC, would be between $185,000 to $225,000.  The letter 

further states that the estimate is for “modernizing the interior,” replacing windows, 

siding, roof and chimney, landscaping, installing a concrete surfaced drive/parking area, 

reconfiguring the interior, and replacing all electrical, plumbing and HVAC.  None of 

these repairs are necessary to make the building habitable.  The letter contends that the 

kitchen and bathroom are not functionable; however, the owner does have someone 

living in the building.   

 

A second and more detailed estimate of $308,193.50 was also provided by Mr. Adler.  

(The applicant did not specify which estimate is correct so both are included here.)  Many 

of the expenses are to upgrade the property and are not necessary to make the building 

habitable, such as architectural fees, interior design fees, tree and stump removal, 

lighting, landscaping, driveway pavement, and appliances.  

 

There was no indication in the structural report, staff’s inspection or any other 

documentation provided by the applicant to support the replacement of all elements of the 

existing house such as the foundation, framing, front walk and steps, trim, electrical, 

plumbing, gas lines, insulation, drywall, roofing including fascia, soffit and eaves, trim, 

interior and exterior doors, flooring, tile and gutters.  Although some of these items may 

require maintenance, there is no documentation for full replacement.  Termite treatment 

is also an expense, but again, there is no indication that there is termite damage. 

 

Brick and brick labor is listed as $16,500; however the house is frame with a stone 

foundation.  There is a single brick chimney but there is no documentation that repairs or 

replacement are needed and no issues were noted during Staff’s inspection.  Exterior and 

interior paint is provided as a cost on the Adler estimate; however, paint is considered 

part of the regular maintenance of a home.  The chimney and paint requirements do not 

affect the structural integrity of the building. 

 

The estimate for window replacement seems to be for all windows; however, only the 

windows of the rear addition appear to require replacement.  The damage to the side 

porch windows and siding could be corrected with removal of these items at a minimal 

cost and allowing the side porch to be a porch again.  The windows and enclosure of the 

side porch, do not affect the structural integrity of the building. 

 

In terms of finishes, only the most basic finishes are considered in an economic hardship 

case, again, just those that are required to make the building habitable.  In this case, the 

estimated costs include “higher end” kitchen and bath cabinets and finish hardware.  Not 

only are high end finishes not appropriate for an economic hardship review, the house has 

working kitchen and bathroom cabinets and hardware that are in a usable condition.  

 

The engineer report provides a recommendation for supports in two areas of the 

basement.  Costs for this were not provided since the contractor provided a cost for full 

replacement of the existing foundation.  The engineer stated that the basement stairs need 



1810 Ashwood Avenue                           Metro Historic Zoning Commission, January 15, 2013  10 

to be replaced but the line item, “trim-stair parts,” for this on the estimate is blank.  The 

engineer’s report states that the deck needs to be properly adhered to the house.  The deck 

is not a historic component of the home and does not affect the structural viability of the 

house and is therefore not an appropriate expense to consider. 

 

The applicant has provided an estimate for replacing the sewer pipe from the house to the 

street.  This cost will be required whether the house remains or a new house is 

constructed and so should not be included in an economic hardship consideration.  In 

addition, it does not affect the structural integrity of the house.   

 

Since the home is usable with some relatively simple repairs; staff did not find that the 

associated costs outweighed the value. 

 

Recommendation: 

Staff recommends disapproval of the project based on the fact that the building is historic 

therefore meeting section IV.B.a for inappropriate demolition and the fact that the 

building is habitable and therefore does not meet section IV.B.a-c for appropriate 

demolition.   
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CORRESPONDENCE 

 

From: Andrew Oeltmann [drew@unidig.com] 

Sent: Friday, December 27, 2013 7:03 PM 

To: adam@durhamanddread.com; Zeigler, Robin (Historical Commission); 

Patricia.Carter@zeitlinrealtors.com 

Subject: 1810 Ashwood 

 

Robin, 

 

My house is economically burdened. We have professional reports detailing this. 

 

WE PLAYED BY YOUR RULES (READ THEM!) PROVEN AND NOW FACT THAT 

IT IS ECONOMICALLY BURDENED (Why do you think you even have that clause??). 

You didn't even read my reports did you? Now, you and some other "big lady" (your 

words) jumping up and down on my floors is not a recommended way of coming to a 

conclusion. I have an extra $75,000 to $100,000 to be made, and you come and jump on 

my floors?!? Did you even look at the basement? The pipes? The electrical? No, you did 

not even do your job. 

 

I have been paying your salary for over 15 years now, and I deserve a fair shake. You did 

not even try. I will bring this to court as you are infringing on my first amendment rights. 

At least three houses have been torn down on my block alone since I lived there and all 

three were in better shape. I do not know what your building code credentials are, if any, 

but you are simply not qualified to make a decision by bouncing your fat ass off my 

floors-OK? 

 

So, here is what I am going to do. I am going to demolish MY house as scheduled. 

 

I am 100% willing to pay in full the costs to bring this issue to the Supreme Court of the 

USA. This will be the case that closes down all dictatorial "historic" commissions the 

country over, including yours. Your commission completely takes my freedom of 

expression away-ever think of that? 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Drew Oeltmann 

1810 Ashwood Ave 

Nashville, TN 37212 

615-275-8506 

 

 

mailto:adam@durhamanddread.com
mailto:Patricia.Carter@zeitlinrealtors.com
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From: Zeigler, Robin (Historical Commission) [Robin.Zeigler@nashville.gov] 

Sent: Friday, December 27, 2013 7:17 PM 

To: Andrew Oeltmann; adam@durhamanddread.com; 

Patricia.Carter@zeitlinrealtors.com 

Cc: Jones, Susan (Legal); Walker, Tim (Historical Commission); Baldock, Melissa 

(Historical Commission) 

Subject: RE: 1810 Ashwood 

 

Dear Mr. Oeltmann: 

 

We reviewed all the information submitted and inspected the house--basement, interior 

and exterior.  It is our opinion, based on previous decisions, that demolition will not be 

granted but it is completely your decision as to whether or not you would like to apply to 

the commission.  If you would like to apply we simply need a complete application, as 

stated in the previous email. 

 

Please let me know if you have any questions. 

 

Sincerely, 

Robin 

 

[Note: Information submitted and mentioned in email above included an application, 

engineer report, letter from Pete Prosser, letter from Acklen Property Group, LLC, 

estimate from ARS, and property assessor information.] 

 

 

From: Andrew Oeltmann; adam@durhamanddread.com; 

Patricia.Carter@zeitlinrealtors.com 

Sent: Friday, December 27, 2013 7:30 PM 

To: Zeigler, Robin (Historical Commission) [Robin.Zeigler@nashville.gov] 

Cc: Jones, Susan (Legal); Walker, Tim (Historical Commission); Baldock, Melissa 

(Historical Commission) 

Subject: RE: 1810 Ashwood 

 

You just betrayed that you have made your decision BEFORE I have even submitted an 

application. What kind of people are you?? Seriously, you denied my idea, before I even 

made it official. 

 

Even with proof of economic burden. Do your own rules mean anything at all? 

 

Drew 

________________________________________ 

mailto:adam@durhamanddread.com
mailto:Patricia.Carter@zeitlinrealtors.com
mailto:adam@durhamanddread.com
mailto:Patricia.Carter@zeitlinrealtors.com
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Side Porch 

 

 
To the right is an original side porch that was enclosed with inferior materials that are 

now decayed.  The guidelines would allow for the removal of the enclosure and the 

restoration of the original porch or a new enclosure. 

 

 

 
This photograph is the interior of the outside wall of the enclosure.   
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Rear Addition 
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Rear Deck 
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Additional Photographs 
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