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METRO HISTORIC ZONING COMMISSION
SUMMARY MEETING MINUTES
December 19, 2012

Commissioners Present: Brian Tibbs (Chair), Menié Bell, Rose Cantrell, Samuel Champion, Richard Fletcher, Hunter Gee, Ben Mosley
Zoning Staff: Robin Zeigler, Sean Alexander, Michelle Taylor, Susan T. Jones (City Attorney)
Applicants: 
Public: 

Chairperson Tibbs called the meeting to order at 2:04 p.m. and read aloud the processes for the consent agenda and appealing the decisions of the Metro Historic Zoning Commission.  


1. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Motion:  
Commissioner Cantrell moved to approve the November 2012 summary minutes without changes.  Commissioner Gee seconded and it passed unanimously.

Chairperson Tibbs explained the process of the consent agenda and the appeal process.

Chairperson Tibbs explained that due to the amount of public comment received, the case for 1107 Chapel Avenue would be removed from the consent agenda and that the case for 1614 Benjamin had been removed from that agenda at the applicant’s request.

Staff member, Sean Alexander, presented the cases listed on the consent.

1. CONSENT

1401 DALLAS AVE
Application:  Demolition-partial; New construction – addition
Council District: 18
Overlay: Belmont-Hillsboro Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay  
Project Lead: Michelle Taylor
Permit ID #: 1901020

1700 EASTLAND AVE
Application: New construction-detached accessory dwelling unit (DADU)
Council District: 06
Overlay: Lockeland Spring – East End Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: Michelle Taylor
Permit ID #: 1901213

520 FAIRFAX AVE
Application: New construction – accessory structure and Setback reduction
Council District: 18
Overlay: Hillsboro – West End Conservation Zoning Overlay 
Project Lead:  Robin Zeigler
Permit ID #: 1899715

2001 18TH AVE S
Application: New construction – rear addition
Council District: 18
Overlay: Belmont-Hillsboro Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay  
Project Lead: Sean Alexander
Permit ID #: 1899662

1313 GARTLAND AVE
Application: New construction- additions
Council District: 06
Overlay: Lockeland Springs-East End Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: Sean Alexander
Permit ID #: 1899707

1107 CHAPEL AVE
Application:  New construction-addition and Setback reduction
Council District: 06
Overlay: Eastwood Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: Robin Zeigler
Permit ID #: 1901654

2706 BELMONT BLVD
Application:  New construction-addition; Partial demolition; Setback reduction
Council District: 18
Overlay:  Belmont-Hillsboro Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: Michelle Taylor
Permit ID #: 1901000

1410 GALE LN
Application:  New construction—addition; Demolition—two accessory structures; Setback reduction
Council District: 18
Overlay:  Belmont-Hillsboro Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: Michelle Taylor
Permit ID #: 1901489

3620 WESTBROOK AVE
Application: New construction - addition
Council District: 24
Overlay: Richland-West End Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: Sean Alexander	
Permit ID #:  1901403

1302 SHELBY AVE
Application: New construction – accessory building; Setback reduction
Council District: 06
Overlay: Lockeland Springs-East End Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: Sean Alexander
Permit ID #: 1899743

There were no additional requests to remove an item from the consent agenda.
Motion:  
Commissioner Mosley moved to approve the consent agenda with the exception of 1107 Chapel Avenue and with applicable staff recommended conditions.  Commissioner Gee seconded and it passed unanimously.



II. NEW BUSINESS

1107 CHAPEL AVE
Application:  New construction-addition and Setback reduction
Council District: 06
Overlay: Eastwood Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: Robin Zeigler
Permit ID #: 1901654

Ms. Zeigler, Historic Zoning administrator, presented the case for 1107 Chapel Avenue.  The applicant proposes to demolish two non-historic outbuildings on the site and construct a modular building in two phases.  The first half of the building would be constructed in 2013 and the second half would be attached in 2014.  The project will require a reduction of the fifty feet (50’) setback from residential property lines required of middle schools.
Staff issued permit #201200358 on December 5, 2012 for minor alterations to the existing building.  She explained that the applicant had received permission from the Board of Zoning Appeals (BZA) for a reduced lot size for middle school facilities, a partial variance from the sidewalk ordinance, and a reduction of the fifty foot (50’) setback from residential property lines with the condition that the modular building only be in place for ten years.  
The accessory buildings do not date to the period of significance (1875-1930) and are not character defining features of the property or the district; therefore, staff finds demolition to be appropriate.    Demolition meets guideline III.B.2.b.
The project meets the design guidelines in terms of height, materials, roof shape, proportion and rhythm of openings and location of mechanicals.
Typically outbuildings are located towards the rear of a lot and close to property lines.  This building meets section h.2. as it is located in the rear corner.  At its closest point, the modular building is approximately ninety feet (90’) from the historic building.  It does not meet the bulk zoning’s 50’ from residential setback requirement; however, the proposed setbacks were approved by the BZA.
The MHZC still has the ability to set the setback requirements for this property.  The applicant proposes a twelve foot (12’) setback from the interior lot line and a thirty-two foot (32’) setback from the rear property line.  Because outbuildings were typically at the rear of the lot, because there is no rear alley, and because this location will have the least visible impact as seen from the street, Staff finds the proposed setbacks to meet section II.B.1.c.
Staff recommended approval of the proposed demolition of non-contributing outbuildings, construction of the modular building in two phases, and the requested setback reduction with the condition that the modular buildings only be in place for ten years.  With that condition met, staff finds that the project meets the Eastwood Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay design guidelines.
Ms. Zeigler noted that approximately 50 emails had been received in favor of the project and 1 against.  
Speaking for the project were Wick Caldwell, regional founding board member; John Gore, engineer; and Craig Kennedy, EOA architects.  Caldwell explained that the current location of the school is with 5th and 6th grades at 10th and Fatherland Streets, but if approved it will move to this location and add a 7th grade in 2013 an 8th grade in 2014.  He stated that they had had numerous meetings with the neighbors and received a lot of good response that they are incorporating.  For instance, they will be painting it so that it fits in better and provide a vegetative buffer.  They asked everyone on the room who was in support of the project to raise their hands and more than a dozen people did so.  They further stated that ReDiscover East, Councilman Westerholm, and Greenwood Neighbors sent letters of approval.  
John Gore, civil engineer, explained that the parking lot will remain with the addition of a couple of extra spaces and that the proposed use is allowed in the neighborhood with conditions that they had approved at BZA.  The rear setback was approved because of the grade, the irregular shape of the lot, and the buffering they are going to provide and because of the height of the building.  The frontage on Chapel will be used for student drop off and there is enough parking on site to accommodate the staff.  The driveway south of the building is be used as the bus route and they are converting head on parking on Greenwood to parallel parking.
Mr. Caldwell explained that although they originally asked for variance on sidewalks they are now providing all required sidewalks.    
Mr. Kennedy explained that they chose the location for the modular because it is as deep into the property as possible and so would be the most preferable for the neighborhood and the historic requirements and they are trying to work around large trees.  
Commissioner Mosley pointed out that the drawings note that the windows are to be vinyl but staff stated that they would be aluminum; he wanted to be sure that they would be aluminum.  The applicants explained that this was a request of staff and they planned to comply.
Commissioner Champion asked if the parsonage will remain and they said it would be remolded for offices.
Commissioner Champion asked for clarification about the buffering between the building and the lot line., which will be canopy trees, understory trees and shrubs and some existing trees will be kept.  
Commissioner Gee asked if they have begun the process of working on a master plan and capital campaign to replace the modular.  Mr. Caldwell said the new building hasn’t been designed but the interior remodel has been planned for an addition to the open sides of the site but there is no master plan or construction drawings at this time.  He explained that the greatest hardship for charter schools is finding appropriate locations. This one fits perfectly for a permanent campus.  Part of their ongoing process will be to have a capital campaign and master plan.  
There were no requests from the public to speak.
Commissioner Mosley stated that neighborhood association has met, the structure is not uncommon on school sites, and the adaptive reuse of the structure seems like a good fit.
Commissioner Gee asked legal counsel if after 10 years the modular were still in place what action would metro take.  Ms. Jones stated that technically it would be a violation and the commission may request a “show cause” hearing or they might be cited by the Codes department for operating in violation of the permit and it would go to environmental court for prosecution.  He asked if the building would be considered grandfathered in and Ms. Jones said no because the 10-year limit was tied to the permit.
Motion:
Commissioner Fletcher moved for approval with the conditions that the windows be aluminum and that the modular buildings only be in place for ten years.  The setback reduction is approved because of the grade, irregular shape of the lot, the planned landscaping and because of the height of the building.  Commissioner Gee seconded and the motion passed unanimously. 

301 BROADWAY
Application:  Addition and alterations
Council District:
Overlay:  Broadway Historic Preservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: Robin Zeigler
Permit  ID #: 1900974

Robin Zeigler, Historic Zoning administrator, presented the case for 301 Broadway which is a two part project with alterations to a building facing 105 3rd Avenue and a rooftop addition to the adjoining building facing  Broadway.
On 105 3rd Avenue North the applicant proposes to retain the original portions of the original façade that are left and reconstruct windows and entrances. 
The project meets the design guidelines for “storefronts,” “doors and entryways,” “display windows”, “transoms,” “bulkheads,” and “cast iron, wood pilasters, and columns.”
A rooftop addition and signage is planned for the shorter corner building at 301 Broadway.  It includes multiple entrances cut into the adjoining historic buildings and a small covered stage area with perimeter railing.
The guidelines require that rooftop additions be set back from side elevations by twenty feet (20’) and the proposed structure is setback seventeen feet and four inches (17’ 4”).  The addition should sit back from the front elevation by thirty feet (30’) and the proposed structure is twenty-nine feet and seven inches (29’ 7”).  Because the structure portion of the addition does not have walls and therefore should have a minimal visual impact, staff finds the setbacks for the covered stage area to be appropriate. Staff recommends that the structure not have permanent or temporary sides added without a permit, as has been required of other similar projects and not have anything attached to the exterior of the structure.
The railing is proposed to sit off the front wall of the existing building three feet (3’).  Although the railing is part of the addition and should sit back the required amount, the Commission has made allowances for railings in the past since they can be minimally visible.  In two recent cases, the Commission has required that the railing sit back eight feet (8’) in one case, and in the other nine feet (9’), because the building had a low parapet wall.  Staff recommends that the railing be setback at least eight feet (8’) and that nothing is ever attached to it such as lighting or signage, as has been required of other similar projects.
In addition to the covered structure and the railing, the addition includes the construction of three garage doors and one pedestrian door into the side walls of the two historic buildings which flank 301 Broadway.  As these doors will be highly visible and detract from the historic character of the buildings and the district, staff recommends that all doors be moved to meet the setback requirements for rooftop additions.
The proposed signage is two feet and six inches (2’ 6”) deep, thirteen feet (13’) tall and twelve inches (12”) wide.  It meets the guidelines in terms of scale and location with the exception that one of the connection points is at a decorative floret. Staff finds the location to be appropriate if the connection point is moved below the floret.   
The sign will be internally lit.  In a recent case, the Commission approved an internally lit sign if the background of the sign is opaque and is a solid color.  Information about the face of the sign was not provided but the casing will be metal.  Staff recommends approval of the sign with the condition that more information is provided about the face and the connections not entail piercing the building at the location of a decorative detail.
Staff recommends approval with the conditions that:
1.  The sign connections not interfere with decorative details;
2. Additional information about the face of the sign be submitted;
3. All doors to the addition be within the required setback area;
4. The railing never have anything attached to it, such as lighting or signage;
5. The railing be set back a minimum of eight feet (8’) from the front wall of the building;
6. The structure shall not have permanent or temporary walls added without an additional permit; and
7. The structure not have anything attached to it except for items attached beneath the covered portion such as lighting and speakers.
With these conditions, staff finds the project to meet the applicable design guidelines for alterations and rooftop additions of the Broadway Historic Preservation Zoning Overlay.
Commissioners asked for clarifications of the conditions and Ms. Zeigler provided additional information.
John Barnett, architect for the project, explained that the owner needed a minimum of a 20’ x 20’ stage.  The location of the doors were based on that and they need a door on each side for egress.  They wouldn’t need to be garage doors, but that is what the applicant has requested.  Simply moving them into the setback area would place them in the stage area and they would be useless for the patrons.  
He stated that the setback requirement of the railing is a hardship since there isn’t much space to begin with and the setback will subtract another 700 feet from the rooftop.
Commissioner Mosley noted that a vertical oriented railing might make more sense and staff can assist with the final design.
Commissioner Gee and Chairperson Tibbs suggested that they meet with Codes as they were concerned that the current design may not meet code requirements and they don’t want to spend too much time constructing something that wouldn’t be approved by Codes.
Commissioner Gee stated that he agreed with all of the proposed conditions.  Commissioners Gee, Mosley and Fletcher discussed the possibility of pedestrian oriented doors that matched the rhythm of windows  as being appropriate, even if the setback requirement is not met.  
There was discussion as to whether or not a deferral would be appropriate and Mr. Barnett asked for a determination rather than a deferral.
There were no requests from the public to speak to the case.  
Since there was a good possibility of a redesign to meet any conditions required and to meet Code requirements, Commissioner Gee reminded the applicant that the project still had to meet the design guidelines, not just the conditions of approval for this design.
Champion asked about precedent for rooftop railings.  
MOTION
Commissioner Mosley moved to approve the project with the conditions that
1. The sign connections not interfere with decorative details;
2. Additional information about the face of the sign be submitted;
3. All doors to the addition be within the required setback area;
4. The railing never have anything attached to it, such as lighting or signage;
5. The railing be set back a minimum of eight feet (8’) from the front wall of the building;
6. The structure shall not have permanent or temporary walls added without an additional permit; and
7. The structure not have anything attached to it except for items attached beneath the covered portion such as lighting and speakers.
Commissioner Mosley noted that safety issues will require alterations to the design and so a Commissioner should be named to assist Staff and the Applicant with changes to the designs.  Commissioner Fletcher seconded the motion and it passed unanimously.  Commissioner Mosley volunteered to be the Commission’s contact on this project.

1112 FORREST AVE
Application: New construction – primary building
Council District: 06
Overlay: Lockeland Springs-East End Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: Sean Alexander
Permit ID #: 1900563

Staff member Alexander presented the case for 1112 Forrest Avenue.  In the previous month, the commission had approved the demolition of a historic house at this address under the economic hardship provisions in the design guidelines. 

Before that, in June, an addition to the house was approved but the conditions of the house turned out to be worse than expected.  A garage was also approved in June of 2012, but constructed has not started.
Analysis and Findings:  Following demolition of the structure, the applicant is proposing to construct a new single-family house.  The new house will be one and one-half stories with a side-gabled roof and two gabled front dormers, and a partial-width recessed front porch.  The form of the house will share similarities to a Craftsman bungalow and a Folk Victorian cottage, both of which are common house types in the area.
Height Scale
The height and width, and the overall massing of the house will be very similar to the previous house and other Folk Victorian houses in the area.
The front setback and orientation will also match the previous house, and the other setbacks will maintain the rhythm established by the established context.  
The materials of the new house will be smooth-faced cement-fiber clapboard and board and batten siding, with cement fiber and wood trim.  Wood will also be used for the front porch columns, porch floor, and front steps.  The primary roof will be gray composite shingles, with a natural metal standing seam on the secondary roof surfaces.  The windows will be aluminum-clad and the foundation will be split-faced concrete block.  Staff finds these materials to be compatible with those of surrounding historic structures and to meet guideline II.B.4. Staff also finds the rhythm of window openings and window proportions to be compatible.
The outbuilding is identical to the one that was approved at this address in June, a one-story two-car garage, matching the materials and character of the house.  The setbacks and orientation will also be compatible with surrounding historic buildings.  As with the previous approval, more information is needed on the door type and material.
Recommendation:
Staff recommends approval of the new house and detached accessory building, finding the application to meet the Lockeland Springs Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay design guidelines, with the condition that staff approves the door specifications prior to purchase and installation, 
Commissioner Fletcher asked if the height of the proposed is comparable to existing and Mr. Alexander said it was. 
Neither the applicant nor any members of the public requested an opportunity to speak.
Commissioner Gee asked if the dormer windows needed to fill the dormer face.  Mr. Alexander stated that he asked for additional windows and that it could be added as a condition.  
Motion:
Commissioner Gee moved to approve based on staff recommendation with the condition that they maximize the width of the windows in the dormer.  Fletcher seconded, and it passed unanimously.
[bookmark: _GoBack]There being no other business, the meeting was adjourned.
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