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STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

1825 Fourth Avenue North 

March 15, 2017 

 

 

Application: Demolition – economic hardship  

District: Salemtown Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay 

Council District: 19 

Map and Parcel Number:  08108029400 

Applicant:  Raj Gummi 

Project Lead:  Paul Hoffman, paul.hoffman@nashville.gov 

 

 

Description of Project:  The applicant requests demolition of a 

contributing building based on economic hardship.  

 

Recommendation Summary:  Staff recommends approval of the 

proposed demolition, finding that the building’s deteriorated 

condition results in the cost of repairs that outweigh the building’s 

potential value.  Staff finds that the application meets Section 

V.B.2.c for appropriate demolition based on economic hardship. 

 

Attachments 

A: Engineers Report 

B: Photos 

C: Appraisal 

D: Inspectors Report 

E:  Construction 

estimate 

 

MEGAN BARRY 

MAYOR 
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Vicinity Map:  

 
 

Aerial Map: 
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Applicable Design Guidelines: 

 
V. B. GUIDELINES 
  

1. 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. 

  

2. 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. 

 

 Background: 1825 Fourth Avenue North is a contributing structure constructed c. 1925 

(Figure 1).  In April 2015, the Commission approved an addition to this structure that was 

eight hundred and sixty square feet (860 sq. ft.) and three feet, three inches (3’3”) taller 

than the historic house.  That addition was never constructed.  The applicant returned 

with a revised addition in July 2016, and the Commission determined that the proposed 

addition’s height and scale did not meet the design guidelines.  A revised design was 

approved in September 2016.  During the preparations for the new construction, the 

applicant discovered structural deterioration, water intrusion and termite damage, the 

extent of which make adding onto the existing structure unsafe.   

 

 
Figure 1. 1825 Fourth Avenue North 
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Analysis and Findings: The building has suffered from neglect and deferred 

maintenance and is in poor condition.  The applicant requests demolition of the building 

due to economic hardship. 

 

Condition:  The structural integrity of the building is compromised.  Portions of the 

support system are intact, but the foundation has been repaired haphazardly and offers 

inconsistent support.  The engineer for the project noted that a large portion of the floor 

framing is within two to eight inches (2”-8”) off grade.  Staff noted crushing and termite 

damage in the beams, joists and walls.  During inspection, staff was able to scrape away 

termite-ridden areas of a header and joist with a fingernail.   

 

Staff’s initial assessment was that a significant portion of the foundation required 

strengthening, that twenty to thirty percent (20-30%) of the walls and ceiling needed 

replacement due to deterioration, and that the roofing structure required some structural 

support, but not replacement.  

 
Figure 2. Termite damage to ceiling joists and header.              Figure 3. Termite tracks in wall structure. 

The engineer’s findings are summarized as follows: 

 

Foundation 
- The existing foundation comprised of Concrete Masonry Units (CMU). At some 

locations, the top courses have been cut to fit and other CMUs do not provide any bearing 

for the wood framing. It is likely this was not the original foundation, but rather installed 

later. (Figures 2-4 in attached report) 

- There are no foundation anchors or sill plate tying the structural framing to the 

foundation wall. (Figures 2-4) 

- A large percentage of the CMU foundation wall was in poor condition. 

- Foundation vents were constructed by turning a concrete masonry unit on its side. There 

were no screens to prevent insects and/or animals from entering the crawl space. 
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Floor Framing 
- The floor framing was very low to the ground and was estimated to be within 2-8 inches 

in a large percentage of the building footprint. (Figure 5); 

- Shelter tubes were observed on the floor framing, which was an indication that termite 

activity has developed or occurred.  (Figures 2,4, & 5); 

- In the cellar portion of the crawl space, cedar posts were used to support the floor 

framing and additional supplemental support. The cedar posts were not supported by an 

isolated concrete footing, and were not mechanically fastened at the top and bottom. 

(Figures 6-7) 

- Any pier support for the girders were not adequately constructed. Typically, the piers 

were simply a CMU turned on the weak axis. (Figure 8) 

- Several joists were not properly supported by a ledger or hanger. Some were supported 

with broken block or nails. Displacement was observed. 

 

Interior: 
- The walls featured evidence of termite activity and deterioration at all four exterior walls. 

(Figures 14-25) 

- Figures 11-13 illustrate the construction methods employed to construct the interior 

walls. The walls did not feature a double top plate. Further, the spacing was not 

consistently spaced and some wall studs were bowed. There were no headers above door 

openings supporting the ceiling joist. The door openings have deflected (deformed). 

- The window and door openings at the exterior walls did not have structural headers, 

including the exterior walls supporting ceiling and roof loads. 

- The exterior walls were covered with a thin wood siding material. It featured 

discoloration, which is an indicator of water intrusion and termite damage. The wood 

siding provided very little lateral support for the exterior walls. 

- A large percentage of the ceiling joist have been spliced at mid-spans. The splices were 

not properly constructed, and displacement has occurred. (Figures 27-28) 

Roof: 
- The roof structure featured 2x4 rafters on approximately 24-30 inch centers. The exterior 

siding was used as a ridge board. There were no collar ties, and the connection between 

each rafter was suspect. Figure 29, illustrates the ridge of the roof as viewed from the 

front. The ridge has noticeably deflected. 

- The front porch covering has developed deformation in the roof and ceiling framing, 

which was evident at the center column (Figure 30). 

 

Mr. Garner concludes that “the overall condition of the existing home is very poor.”   

 

Repair:  
Staff met with an inspector for the purpose of offering alternatives for possible repair and 

rehabilitation.  His suggestions for stabilizing the structure and diminishing future 

deterioration are: 

Foundation – Shore up and strengthen the foundation. Install additional support 

for piers, posts, joist bands and foundation wall. 

Floor Framing – Replacement of floor joists and other floor components may be 

necessary due to deterioration.  Install new joist hangers or ledgers.  Add blocking 

for support between joists.  Anchor joists to structure. 

Walls – Employ structural panel wall system where interior walls do not meet 

current standards. Replace damaged headers with new material. 
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Roof – Replace improperly-spliced roofing members. Sister new material along 

with existing rafters and purlins. 

Termite/Water Intrusion – Replace termite-damaged members. Install vapor 

barrier and termite shields where the framing is close to grade. 
 

Staff concurs with the inspection findings, that each individual component could be 

stabilized and/or replaced, restoring structural integrity to the home.  However the 

required repair or replacement of the entirety of the systems may be too much demand on 

the structure.  The house is not a good example of construction.  The foundation was not 

set on proper footings.  The walls were built with improper spacing, even for the time, 

and are lacking some structural members.  Although buildings of this era frequently do 

not meet today’s codes, the foundation and walls were never strong enough to support the 

loads put on the house.  As a result, each other support system of the house has suffered.  

Correcting the foundation alone would cause shifting to the floors, walls, ceiling and 

roofing.  Very likely they all would require some form of stabilization and/or 

replacement.   

 

Value: 

Research through the Property Assessor’s information compiled comparable sales with 

the following criteria:  
1. Within one mile of the subject property; 

2. Living area 800 sqft – 1500 sqft; 

3. Year built: 1906-1944; 

4. Sold within the last year (March 2016-March 2017) 

 

Only one similar home that met these criteria is located in the Salemtown overlay but all 

are located in the Salemtown neighborhood or immediate surrounding area. One is in the 

Germantown Historic Preservation Overlay. 

 
Address Date of 

construction 

Sale 

Date 

Sale 

Price/Sq 

Ft 

Living 

Area 

Total Notes 

1825 4
th

 Ave 

N 

1925 2016 80.79 838 230,145 Subject property 

1707 4
th

 Ave 

N 

1925 2016 96.88 1925 252,000 Only similar property inside 

the district 

Not rehabbed 

1705 Nassau 

St 

1930 2016 185.28 1318 314,500 Not rehabbed 

1316 7
th

 Ave  

N 

1930 2016 105.33 1200 383,500 In Germantown overlay 

Rehabbed 

1410 10
th

 

Ave N 

1920 2016 151.16 1384 332,000 Rehabbed 2005 

1525 Arthur 

Ave 

1935 2016 63.39 1322 225,000 Not rehabbed 

1207 11
th

 

Ave N 

1910 2016 184.53 1280 315,000 Rehabbed  

1021 Warren 

St 

1920 2016 51.73 1129 125,001 Not rehabbed 
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Removing the highest and lowest numbers as potential outliers, the sale price per square 

foot of the comparable homes ranged from $63.39 to $184.53.  The owner paid $230,145 

for the property in June 2016.  Staff finds that the owner did not create his own hardship 

since the issues are due to years of deferred maintenance, faulty original construction and 

because the purchase price is consistent with the appraisal ordered by the buyer.  

Likewise they do not appear to have overpaid for the property.  Their purchase price of 

$80.79 per square foot is below the average of $120.26. 

 

The Property Assessor’s appraisal on the building’s value has dropped since 1999.  The 

evident deterioration of the building is likely the cause of its declining value. 

 

Year Land Use Code Building Yard Items Land Value Category Total 

2016 R11 - RES $27,700 $0 $40,000 ROLL $67,700 

2013 R11 - RES $44,500 $0 $40,000 ROLL $84,500 

2009 R11 - RES $43,000 $0 $65,000 ROLL $108,000 

2005 R11 - RES $50,900 $0 $10,000 ROLL $60,900 

2001 R11 - RES $41,600 $0 $7,500 ROLL $49,100 

2000 R11 - RES $32,200 $0 $6,000 ROLL $38,200 

1999 R11 - RES $32,200 $0 $6,000 ROLL $38,200 

 

The initial estimate in 2016 of renovation and adding onto the house was $350,000-

$400,000.  The revised expenses based on the additional demolition, repairs and 

structural work required, including the addition and approved outbuildings, was revised 

to $436,334.02.  Staff estimated a number of line items were overestimated or not 

required to get the building up to Code: 

 

Item Builder estimate Staff estimate notes 

Garage $4,805.06 $0 Not required to get 

building to 

standards 

Garage framing $2,404.80 $0 Not required 

Low voltage $1,750 $0 Not required 

Mailbox $400 $35  

Hardwood floors – 

material 

$4,801.54 $2,401 Staff estimates 50% 

of existing 

hardwood floor 

could remain 

Hardwood floors - 

labor 

$5,713.50 $2,856.75  

Countertops $2,815.08 $2,315.08 Garage countertop 

removed 

Garage doors $1,500 $0 Not required 

Trim out $12,579.13 $6,289.56 Overestimated 
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Landscaping $3,000 $0 Not required 

Fence/Gates $3,500 $0 Not required 

TOTAL $43,269.11 $13,897.39 Difference of 

$29,371.72 

 

 

and this portion of the estimate could be reduced by $29,371.72,bringing the total to 

$406,962.30.     

 

To gauge the market value of the subject property once rehabilitated, staff selected only 

the recently-rehabilitated homes which results in an average sales price of $147.06 per 

square foot.  If the house including the original proposed addition’s square footage of two 

thousand, two hundred and twenty-four square feet (2,224 sq. ft.) is considered, the 

potential sale value of the home is $327,061.44.  The total expenditure would be 

$637,107.30, a loss of $310,045.86 to the buyer.  This scenario represents a significant 

loss of value to the buyer.   

 

In this case, Staff finds that the case for economic hardship is warranted.   

 
 

Recommendation Summary:  Staff recommends approval of the proposed demolition, 

finding that it meets Section V.B of the Salemtown Neighborhood Conservation Zoning 

Overlay design guidelines for appropriate demolition. 
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January 4, 2017 
 
Hart-Love Enterprises 
P.O. Box 282036 
Nashville, TN 37228 
 

REFERENCED PROPERTY: 1825 4th Avenue, North, Nashville, TN 
FILE NUMBER:    11-16222 
 

INTRODUCTION AND SCOPE 
This office was contacted by Mr. Tarrick Love of Hart-Love Enterprises for investigating the 
existing foundation, walls, and roof structure at the referenced property and develop an 
opinion regarding the overall condition of the structure.   
 
Mr. Robert T. Garner, P.E. of Garner Engineering Inc. prepared this report from the 
information gathered. The property was visited on November 17, 2016 and December 13, 
2016.  
 
OBSERVATION 
Foundation 

 The existing foundation comprised of Concrete Masonry Units (CMU).   
 At some locations, the top courses have been cut to fit and other CMUs do not provide 

any bearing for the wood framing. It is likely this was not the original foundation, but 
rather installed later. (Figures 2-4) 

 There are no foundation anchors or sill plate tying the structural framing to the 
foundation wall. (Figures 2-4) 

  A large percentage of the CMU foundation wall was in poor condition. 
 Foundation vents were constructed by turning a concrete masonry unit on its side. 

There were no screens to prevent insects and/or animals from entering the crawl 
space.  

  
Floor Framing 

 The floor framing was very low to the ground and was estimated to be within 2-8 
inches in a large percentage of the building footprint. (Figure 5) 

 Shelter tubes were observed on the floor framing, which was an indication that 
termite activity has developed or occurred.  (Figures 2,4, & 5) 

 In the cellar portion of the crawl space, cedar posts were used to support the floor 
framing and additional supplemental support. The cedar posts were not supported 
by an isolated concrete footing, and were not mechanically fastened at the top and 
bottom. (Figures 6-7) 

 Any pier support for the girders were not adequately constructed. Typically, the 
piers were simply a CMU turned on the weak axis. (Figure 8) 

 Several joists were not properly supported by a ledger or hanger. Some were 
supported with broken block or nails. Displacement was observed.   

mailto:robb@garnerengineering.us
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 The joist and girders were over spanned, which was indicated by the uneven floors 
and lack of pier support. 
 

Interior 
 The walls featured evidence of termite activity and deterioration at all four exterior 

walls. (Figures 14-25) 
 Figures 11-13 illustrate the construction methods employed to construct the interior 

walls. The walls did not feature a double top plate. Further, the spacing was not 
consistently spaced and some wall studs were bowed. There were no headers above 
door openings supporting the ceiling joist. The door openings have deflected 
(deformed).  

 The window and door openings at the exterior walls did not have structural headers, 
including the exterior walls supporting ceiling and roof loads.   

 The exterior walls were covered with a thin wood siding material. It featured 
discoloration, which is an indicator of water intrusion and termite damage. The wood 
siding provided very little lateral support for the exterior walls. 

 A large percentage of the ceiling joist have been spliced at mid-spans. The splices 
were not properly constructed, and displacement has occurred. (Figures 27-28) 

 
Roof Structure 

 The roof structure featured 2x4 rafters on approximately 24-30 inch centers. The 
exterior siding was used as a ridge board. There were no collar ties, and the 
connection between each rafter was suspect. Figure 29, illustrates the ridge of the 
roof as viewed from the front. The ridge has noticeably deflected.  

 The front porch covering has developed deformation in the roof and ceiling framing, 
which was evident at the center column (Figure 30). 

 
DISCUSSION 
The foundation wall was likely not the original foundation for the referenced home. 
Typically, homes of this age and size were constructed on a perimeter pier system. At some 
point, the perimeter was likely closed with the CMU foundation wall creating a crawl space. 
Even if this was the original foundation, there was no evidence of an adequate concrete 
footing.   
 

R403.1 General. All exterior walls shall be supported on continuous solid or fully 
grouted masonry or concrete footings, crush stone footings, wood foundations, or 
other approved structural systems which shall be of sufficient design to 
accommodate all loads according to Section R301 and to transmit the resulting 
loads to the soil within the limitations as determined from the character of the soil…. 

 
The foundation wall and footing does not adequately meet the reference 2012 International 
Residential Code. Further, there were no sill plates or anchor bolts present to fasten the 
structural framing to the foundation. This is important to prevent uplift, sliding or 
overturning.  

mailto:robb@garnerengineering.us
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R403.1.6 Foundation Anchorage. Sill plates and walls supported directly on 
continuous foundations shall be anchored to the foundation in accordance with this 
section. 
 
   Wood sole plates at all exterior walls on monolithic slabs, wood sole plates of 
braced wall panels at building interiors on monolithic slabs and all wood sill plates 
shall be anchored to the foundation with anchor bolts spaced a maximum of 6 feet 
on center. Bolts shall be at least ½ inch in diameter and shall extend a minimum of 
7 inches into concrete or grouted cells of concrete masonry units….. 

 
The wood framing was located to close to the dirt floor of the crawl space. This provides an 
environment for wood destroying organisms such as termites. Evidence of termite activity 
was observed in the wood framing. No active termite infestation was observed. In section 
R317 of the 2012 IRC regarding protection of wood and wood based products against decay, 
it discusses the location and limitations as follows: 
 

R317.1 Location Required. Protection of wood and wood based products from 
decay shall be provided in the following locations by the use of naturally durable 
wood or wood that is preservative-treated in accordance with AWPA U1 for the 
species, product, preservative and end use. Preservatives shall be listed in Section 4 
of AWPA U1. 
1. Wood joists or the bottom of a structural floor when closer than 18 inches or 

wood girders when closer than 12 inches to the exposed ground in the crawl 
spaces or unexcavated area located within the periphery of the building 
foundations. 

2. All wood framing members that rest on concrete or masonry exterior foundation 
walls and are less than 8 inches from the exposed ground….. 

 
Because the floor framing was constructed so close to the ground, the piers were not 
constructed according to industry standard and today’s codes. Masonry piers shall be 
installed per the following: 
 

R404.1.9 Isolated masonry piers. Isolated piers shall be constructed in accordance 
with this section and the general masonry construction requirements of Section 
R606. Hollow masonry piers shall have a minimum nominal thickness of 8 inches, 
with a nominal height not exceeding four times the nominal thickness and a nominal 
length not exceeding three times the nominal thickness. Where hollow masonry units 
are solidly filed with concrete or grout, piers shall be permitted to have a nominal 
height not exceeding ten times the nominal thickness…. 
 
R404.1.9.1 Pier cap. Hollow masonry piers shall be capped with 4 inches of solid 
masonry or concrete, a masonry cap block, or shall have cavities of top course filled 
with concrete or grout. Where required, termite protection for the pier cap shall be 
provided in accordance with Section R318.  
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The cedar posts supporting the floor framing were not bearing on an isolated concrete 
footing and were not restrained at the top and bottom as noted in the 2012 IRC: 
 

R407.3 Structural Requirements. The columns shall be restrained to prevent 
lateral displacement at the bottom end. Wood columns shall not be less than 4 inches 
by 4 inches…. 

 
The main floor was noticeably uneven, which was attributable to poor support and over 
spanned floor joist. This issue was quite common with homes of this size and age. The 
interior and exterior walls featured evidence of prior termite activity and deterioration. 
Further, the exterior covering was a very thin wood veneer and provided very little lateral 
bracing. A minimum of 3/8” thick sheathing is prescribed in the 2012 IRC. The walls were 
not constructed according to the following: 
 

R602.3.2 Top plate.  Wood stud walls shall be capped with a double top plate 
installed to provide overlapping at corners and intersections with bearing 
partitions. End joints in plates shall be offset at least 24 inches. Joints in plates need 
not occur over studs…. 
 
R602.3.3 Bearing studs. Where joists, trusses or rafters are spaced more than 16 
inches on center and the bearing studs are spaced 24 inches on center, such members 
shall bear within 5 inches of the studs beneath…. 

 
The 2012 IRC dedicates sections 602.10 through 602.12, which addresses lateral bracing for 
residential structures. These sections cover several approaches to anchorage and methods 
for lateral restraint for exterior walls. It was clear that the existing wall structure does not 
meet the prescribed guidelines in the 2012 IRC. Further, the roof structure has exhibited 
excessive deflection and does not come close to meeting today’s standards and current 
codes. The ceiling joist have been splice inadequately and have demonstrated deflection.  
 
It was not reasonable to assume the existing structure would meet today’s general standards 
and current codes. However, the structure’s overall condition was considered to be poor. 
Because of the presence of termite activity and damage, the foundation and floor framing is 
required to be raised or the crawl space floor be excavated. However, the CMU foundation 
was not constructed properly and cannot support any additional loads. It is likely the 
foundation did not properly support the current loads. The roof system has deflected 
excessively and does not come close to meeting industry standards or current codes. It would 
be recommended to replace the roof structure.  
 
Almost every exterior and interior wall has evidence of termite activity or deformation in 
the framing. Every wall would require corrections and/or replacement.  Most the structure 
including the foundation, roof structure, floor and wall framing requires major remediation. 
With all the necessary corrections to bring the structure to current codes, the cost would be 
astronomical.  Even after significant modifications, the home would likely not perform as a 
new home.  
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 CONCLUSION 
The overall condition of the existing home is very poor. There are numerous shortcomings 
and any plan of remediation would be very costly. Even if a plan of remediation was 
implemented, the performance of the structure would not compare to a new home. 
Experience has shown in these type of cases, it would be more economical to demolish the 
home and rebuild. This action would provide a better finish product than trying to refurbish 
such a small home.  

 
Prepared by:   
Robert T. Garner, P.E. 
Garner Engineering Inc. 

 
 

        
 
 
 
   1/4/2017 
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Figure 1: Front of referenced property 

 

 
Figure 2: Typical transition between floor framing and CMU foundation wall 

No sill plate. Wood framing was not 

anchored or continuously in contact to 

the CMU foundation wall.   

Evidence of termite damage. 
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Figure 3: Typical transition between floor framing and CMU foundation wall 

 

 
Figure 4: Typical transition between floor framing and CMU foundation wall 

No sill plate. Wood framing was 

not anchored to the foundation 

wall. 

Evidence of termite damage.  
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Figure 5: Girder and floor joist close to crawl space floor 

 

 
Figure 6: Cedar post supporting floor framing 

Girder support almost in 

contact with the earth. 

Wood joist has discoloration 

and has crushed at bearing 

point. 

Evidence of termites.  

Cedar post supporting wood 

framing. Cedar post are not 

bearing on adequate footings. 

mailto:robb@garnerengineering.us


Garner engineering Inc. 
      Structural Engineering Consultants  

 

Garner Engineering Inc.  Phone:  931-854-0855 
P.O. Box 495                                                                                                                        Email: robb@garnerengineering.us 
Cookeville, TN 38503 
 

 
Figure 7: Typical bearing support for cedar post and drop girder 

 

 
Figure 8: Typical pier observed in crawl space 

Top of post not 

fastened to wood 

framing. 

Shelter tubes indicates 

evidence of termites.  

Pier not constructed 

properly with no footing. 

mailto:robb@garnerengineering.us


Garner engineering Inc. 
      Structural Engineering Consultants  

 

Garner Engineering Inc.  Phone:  931-854-0855 
P.O. Box 495                                                                                                                        Email: robb@garnerengineering.us 
Cookeville, TN 38503 
 

 
Figure 9: Inadequate joist support in crawl space 

 

 
Figure 10: Inadequate joist support 

Improper joist support.  Improper support for the CMU 

foundation wall. 

Improper joist support. Joist 

pulling away from structural 

member. 
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Figure 11: Interior wall framing 

 

 
Figure 12: Interior wall framing 

Wall supporting ceiling 

joist have deformed. No 

double top plate. 

Evidence of termite activity. 

No double top plate with large stud 

spacing.  
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Figure 13: Interior wall framing 

 

 
Figure 14: Exterior wall at front left corner featuring termite damage 

No header above door opening. 

Deformation in the door framing. 

Discoloration in framing 

indicating water intrusion. 

Evidence of deterioration in the 

wood framing attributable to water 

intrusion and termite activity. 
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Figure 15: Exterior wall framing at front left corner featuring termite damage 

 

 
Figure 16: Interior wall framing featuring termite damage 

Evidence of deterioration attributable 

to termite activity.  

Deterioration of wood framing 

attributable to termite activity. 
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Figure 17: Interior wall framing featuring termite damage 

 

 
Figure 18: Wall framing at front door with termite damage 

Deterioration of wood framing 

attributable to termite activity. 

Wood framing deteriorating 

due to termite activity. 
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Figure 19: Typical damage from termites 

 

 
Figure 20: Wall framing with termite damage 
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Figure 21: Front right corner with termite damage 

 

 
Figure 22: Front right corner termite damage 

Wood framing deteriorated due 

to termite activity. 
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Figure 23: Rear exterior wall 

 

 
Figure 24: Rear right corner of home 

No header above window 

to support ceiling joist. 

Deterioration in the wood 

frame and evidence of 

termite activity. 
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Figure 25: Typical exterior siding 

 

 
Figure 26: Ridge of roof system 

No ridge board or 

beam. 

2x4 rafters approximately on 

24 inches on center. 
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Figure 27: Typical ceiling joist splice 

 

 
Figure 28: Typical ceiling joist splice 

Inadequate splice in ceiling joist. 

Inadequate splice in ceiling 

joist.  
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Figure 29: Front porch and roof ridge 

 

Figure 30: Center column of front porch 

Deflection has developed in the 

ridge. 

Porch framing has 

deformed over the 

column. 
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  INSPECTION REHABILITATION COMMENTARY 
              Pierre Howell  
          Residential Structural Services 
     
         February 16, 2017 
 
Subject Property: 
1825 4th Avenue North 
Nashville, TN  37208 
 
 
This report is created to give some alternatives for considering possible rehabilitation of the 
above reference property.  Methods being of proven empirical, traditional and professional 
design criteria that could be used to ensure a safe and sound existing structure. 
 
This report by no means is intended to contradict any other professional opinion or 
fact.  Hopefully, it is intended to broaden the possibility of restoring structural integrity for the 
above referenced property, if desired and feasible. 
 
Listed below are some items and methods typically used in unique, traditional and code 
regulated designs to consider for this project. 
 
- Joist hangers or ledgers of approved design can be used for adequate end bearing of floor joist 
where missing. 
- Metal Termite Shields installed over open core foundation block units. 
- Approved Metal Straps and or Fasteners could be used to anchor floor system to foundation 
components. 
- Approved Mesh Screening could be used over block openings where intended for crawl space 
ventilation. 
- In order to level foundation wall, if determined necessary, restore/repair imperfection that has 
and that could cause future structural failure.  House would need suspension supports for the 
repairs of concern areas. (piers, post, joist bands, foundation wall, etc.) Keeping in mind it is 
very necessary to have sound structural components that can support all tension and compression 
forces as needed for lifting and or supporting this existing structure.  Termite and defected 
members should be replaced with adequate materials.  A designed plan should be considered for 
all structural elevation procedures. 
- Vapor Barrier could be used where floor joist are too close to ground to help with ground 
moisture concerns. 
- Replacement of some floor joist and other floor components might be necessary where some 
members are inadequate because of termit damage, decay or improper end bearing. Methods of 
Pressure Blocking between joist ends could be used. 
- Flitch Plates can be considered for designing sound beams, headers and bands. 
- A designed Structural Panel wall system could be used where uncertainty of wall intergrity and 
bearing capacity for point loads of concern that do not meet todays standards. 
- Design Box Headers could be considered above openings where concerns of inadequacy with 
existing headers. 



- As far as existing spliced ceiling joist, new material could be sistered along with the existing 
members, for allowing approved clear spans.  The new members could also be used to level 
ceiling lines. 
- Several corrections could be considered for the existing rafter concerns.  Perlin Braces are one 
of the most common support methods for transferring loads, if feasible.  This method could 
allow the existing rafter depths and maintain integrity to the roof system. 
 
In closing, there are more remedies and methods that one could consider for ensuring a safer 
exising structure.  These methods should be approved by some professional license within the 
jurisdiction it serves.  Each structural component could be uniquely designed or altered in the 
past and therfore, should be looked at separately, for ensuring its future stability and soundness. 
 
 






