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STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

204 South 11
th

 Street 

December 18, 2013 

 

 

Application: Demolition 

District: Lockeland Springs-East End Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay 

Council District: 06 

Map and Parcel Number: 08313001400 

Applicant:  David Baird, architect, dbaird@building-ideas.net 

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

 

 

 

 

Description of Project:  The applicant proposes to demolish a 

contributing historic building to the Lockeland Springs-East End 

Neighborhood Conservation Overlay based on economic hardship.   

 

Recommendation Summary:  Staff recommends approval of 

demolition based on the fact that the cost of rehabilitation 

outweighs the potential value and meets section IV.B.c for 

economic hardship.   

 

 

Attachments 

A: Appraisal 

B: Engineer Report 

C: Rehab estimates 
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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. 

 
  

 

 

Background: Previous owners received 

a permit from the MHZC for partial-

demolition and construction of a rear 

addition in 2012.  A portion of the 

demolition took place before the 

property was sold. 

 

Analysis and Findings:   

 

Preservation consultant Robbie D. Jones researched the home in 2012 and wrote the 

following history: 

 

The original occupants of this home were William Doak Ray (1888-1928) and 

Eva Sarah Binkley Ray (b.1888). A native of Eagleville in Rutherford County, 

William had moved to Nashville by 1910 where he worked as a baker and 

foreman at the American Bread Company, forerunner of Nashville’s Sunbeam 

Bakery, located on 4th Avenue North near the Public Square. Eva grew up on a 

farm in Cheatham County, but by 1910 Eva she worked as a stenographer for a 

Nashville publishing house and lived in her cousin’s boarding house on 4th 

Avenue North. William and Eva had two sons, William Doak Ray, II (1914-1997) 

and Samuel B. Ray (1922-2011). They lived on Spring Street before moving to 

this home on 11th Street South around 1925.  

 

Three years later William Ray died on July 17, 1928, at age 40 of unknown 

causes. He is buried in Spring Hill Cemetery in Madison. His widow Eva continued to 

live here until her own death around 1960. Evan worked in the publishing industry as a 

book binder until the late 1950s at Foster & Parkes Company on Church Street, 

which at one time printed the Nashville Banner newspaper.  

 

In 1930, Eva’s widowed mother Minnie Binkley, 59, lived here, working as a 

housekeeper. In 1940, she lived here with her two sons, William, then 25 and 

married, and Samuel, then 17. That year, William worked as a ham radio operator 

with the city and Samuel was a senior at East Nashville High School where he 

was a First Lieutenant in the R.O.T.C.  
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Samuel attended MTSU and served in the Air Force during World War II before 

later settling in Benton, Arkansas. Later William worked as a radio operator and 

navigator for Eastern Airlines in North Little Rock, Arkansas. He died in Florida 

and is buried at the Bomar Cemetery in Bedford County, Tennessee – his wife’s 

family cemetery.  

 

Beginning in the late 1930s, Eva occasionally shared the house with married 

renters such as Chester A. Chamberlain, a machinist, and his wife Etta, and later 

William and Ruby Robertson. Renters enabled the single mother to supplement 

her income at the publishing house. After living there for nearly 40 years, Eva 

passed away around 1962. Her burial place is unknown.  

 

Between the 1962 and 1985, the home was occupied by Lelia M. Clark (1924-

1993), who grew up at 613 Garfield Street in North Nashville’s Salemtown 

neighborhood. Dallas and Mary Loden owned the property from 1985 until 2012. 

 

The Eva Ray House at 204 South 11
th

 Street is a one-story bungalow constructed c. 1925.   

The house is a simple rectangular form with a side gable and full-width flat roof porch.  

The siding is lap-sided wood and the roof asphalt shingle.  The windows are four-over-

one double hung wood windows with paired windows on the front façade and a central 

entrance.  There is a side brick chimney and the metal porch posts are replaced.   

 

The original form and character defining features of the building remain intact.  Based on 

its age, form, and architectural details, the house is contributing to the Lockeland 

Springs-East End Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay.  Because the building 

contributes to the historic character of the district, demolition meets sections IV.B.a. and 

b. for inappropriate demolition. 

 

Analysis 

 

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 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 or costs not 

associated with meeting code such as loan fees.  Value is an estimate of the property once 

the building has been rehabilitated to meet code.   
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The engineer’s report clarifies of some of the estimated costs provided by the applicant.  

(See attached.)  Follows is additional information. 

 “Selective demolition” is based on removing only those portions of the building 

that are salvageable. The order of selective demolition is the following: roofing, 

roof sheathing, roof framing, ceiling joists, interior wall framing, exterior wall 

framing, lateral bracing of existing walls, flooring & floor sheathing, floor joists, 

shoring up of existing floor framing, removal of unusable foundations, removal of 

remaining rotten or termite damaged wall & floor framing which sometimes 

necessitates the removal of other framing members, clean up debris of crawl 

space.  

 Estimated costs do not include salvaging siding, doors or windows.  The applicant 

estimates that only approximately half the siding would be able to be retained.   

 About 1/3 of the floor structure towards the front of the house will be retained. 

There is flooring salvageable due to the prior demolition, various past 

renovations, neglect, fire, water damage. 

 The line item for “top soil/seed/straw” includes erosion control/silt fencing during 

construction that is required by Metro.  During demolition and construction, the 

site will have most of the ground compacted and all of the grass and plants killed.   

 “Water drainage system” includes connecting the ends of the downspouts to the  

foundation drainage 

 Pest control is required by Codes for termites. 

 Project insurance is for theft, damage, fire, and vandalism, during construction. It 

protects against material loses not injury.  

 The estimate does not include margin for errors, price increases or unknown 

renovation factors.  The applicant recommends adding a 5% contingency fee to 

the estimated costs. 

The existing building is 1328 square feet.  The cost per square foot for a commercial 

rehab is $128.54 and the cost for a residential rehab is $136.46 per square feet.   These 

estimates are within the general ranges of rehab costs per square foot provided to staff by 

local architectural firms that work in the districts frequently.   

 

The value of the property is more difficult to analyze as the only appraisal available 

assumes the demolition of the building and so values the land itself at $260,000.  To 

determine the potential value of the building after rehabilitation, staff used the comps 

provided by the applicant and researched each building on the property assessor’s 

website, where the value of land and buildings are separated from the overall value of the 

property.   

 

In the case of this project, the property assessor values the property at $225,000 and more 

specifically the building at $80,000 and the land at $144,800.  The assessment values the 

land alone at $260,000, which is significantly greater than the property assessor’s land 
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value of $144,800.  This discrepancy suggests that true-value is different from tax-related 

values; however, the property assessor is the only source that divides the two values so 

that they can be compared to the land-only appraisal provided. Since the property 

assessor’s land value is below the land value of the assessment, it is likely that these 

building values, provided for comparison in the table below, are also low. 

 

The table shows a summary of the comps provided by the applicant as well as the 

building values, as provided by the property assessor’s website. Because the properties 

vary in size, compared to 204 South 11
th

 Street, the building values were broken down to 

a value per square foot, the square footage also being taken from the property assessor’s 

website, which allows for a more accurate comparison.  The average of the commercial 

building values by square foot was calculated as well as the mean of residential buildings.  

Using a mean rather than average allows for the removal of the outliers but an average 

was used on the commercial properties since only four are available.  Comps were also 

provided for mixed-use but since no rehabilitation costs for mixed-use were provided, 

there was no need to estimate building value for those properties as there are no costs to 

which to compare them. 

 

Summary of Comps Provided by Applicant 

SALES DATE ADDRESS SALE 

PRICE 

$/SQFT ZONIN

G 

PA VALUE 

OF 

BUILDING 

PA/BLD

G PER 

SQ FT 

       

COMMERCIAL       

10/8/12 1103 HOLLY 

ST 

295000 79 OR20 263,900 151.40 

8/6/13 3 MCFERRIN 

ST 

550000 108 CS 335,600 74.57 

5/8/13 700 

FATHERLAND 

424900 132 R8 but 

RETAIL

? 

120,200 37.4 

12/21/12 1628 

FATHERLAND 

358000 100 CN 164,600 47.31 

Average   105  60.94 77.67 

       

MIXED-USE       

10/4/13 1521 RUSSELL 

ST 

442500 173 MUN   

6/3/11 206 S 11
TH

 ST 256700 141 MUL   

Mean   157    

       

RESIDENTIAL       

5/9/13 1104 CALVIN 

ST 

222900 105 R6 163,500 135 

9/6/13 1105 CALVIN 

ST 

228000 151 R6 80400 79.76 

5/31/12 1107 RUSSELL 

ST 

235000 200 R6 112,900 145.67 
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1/27/12 1420 

BOSCOBEL 

209500 122 R6 129,500 105.28 

4/26/12 1622 

BOSCOBEL 

165000 129 R6 125200 98.27 

9/11/12 1606 

FATHERLAND 

195000 157 R6 131200 126.27 

8/28/12 312 S 11
TH

 ST 165000 142 R6 88400 75.81 

4/29/13 315 S 11
TH

 ST 182000 125 R6 127200 87.42 

12/21/12 318 S 11
TH

 ST 283000 165 RS5 203700 169.32 

9/6/13 507 S 12
TH

 ST 217000 188 RS5 174100 151.64 

8/23/13 515 S 11
TH

 ST 214500 163 RS5 180200 151.55 

2/29/12 525 S 10
TH

 ST 159000 128 RS5 109800 115.57 

12/28/12 613 S 10
TH

 ST 126900 134 RS5 90000 94.73 

Mean   145  117 117 

 

The mean of the residential building values is $117 per square foot.  The average of the 

four commercial buildings is $77.67.  Multiplying these mean and average building 

values with the 1328 square feet of the 204 South 11
th

 Street results in a commercial 

building value of $103,145 and a residential building value of $155,376 after 

rehabilitation.  Adding in the value of the land, which the appraisal estimates at $260,000 

a final commercial-use value of the entire property would be approximately $363,000 and 

a residential-use value would be approximately $415,000.  See table below for 

calculation and comparison. 

 

 VALUE REHAB COST DIFFERENCE 

COM $260,000 (land) 

 103,145.76 (building) 

$363,145.76 TOTAL 

$170696.27 (rehab) 

 250,000 (purchase price) 

$420696.27 

 

($57550.51) 

RES $260,000 (land) 

 155,376 (building) 

$415,376 TOTAL 

$181,223.47 (rehab) 

 250,000 (purchase price) 

$431223.47 

 

($15,847.47) 

 

This analysis shows that there is a hardship for retaining the building.   

 

 

Recommendation: 

Staff recommends approval of demolition based on the fact that the cost of rehabilitation 

outweighs the potential value and meets section IV.B.c for economic hardship.   

 

 

 






























































































