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STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlays 

September 18, 2019 

 

Project:  Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay Consolidation Project 

Project Lead: robin.zeigler@nashville.gov 

 

 

 

Description of Project:  The Historic Zoning Commission 

recently received funding from the Tennessee Historical 

Commission for a design guideline consolidation project. The 

project began in January 2019 and the grant period will end on 

September 30, 2019.   

 

This project is only for the existing 23 neighborhood 

conservation zoning overlays and does not affect other types of 

historic zoning overlays.  No new overlays or boundary changes 

are a part of this proposal. 

 

Recommendation Summary:  Staff recommends approval of 

the revised neighborhood conservation zoning overlay (Parts I-

III) finding it is consistent with the National Historic 

Preservation Act of 1966, as amended. 

 

 

 

Attachments 

A: Review of 

Changes 

B: Public Comment 

C: Padlet Discussion 

D: Draft Part I 

E: Draft Part II 

F: Draft Part III 

 

 

DAVID BRILEY 

MAYOR 
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Applicable Ordinance: 

 

17.40.410 Powers and duties. 

B.Establishment of Design Review Guidelines. The historic zoning commission shall adopt design 

guidelines for each historic overlay district and apply those guidelines when considering preservation 

permit applications. Design guidelines relating to the construction, alteration, addition and repair to, and 

relocation and demolition of structures and other improvements shall be consistent with the National 

Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended. A public hearing following the applicable public notice 

requirements of Article XV of this chapter shall precede the adoption of all design review guidelines by the 

historic zoning commission. Testimony and evidence material to the type of historic overlay under 

consideration may be considered by the commission in its deliberations.  

 

 

Background:  

 

The Historic Zoning Commission received funding from the Tennessee Historical 

Commission for a design guideline consolidation project. The project began in January 

2019 and the grant period will end on September 30, 2019.   

 

This project is only for the existing 23 neighborhood conservation zoning overlays and 

does not affect other types of historic zoning overlays.  No new overlays are a part of this 

proposal and no boundary changes are proposed. 

 

One goal is to provide clearer direction and address actions not contemplated when the 

guidelines were originally written.  The revision also tightens up language that deals with 

form, massing, and scale while loosening restrictions for details.   

 

Another goal is to address criticisms that the “formula” currently available in the design 

guidelines for outbuildings is too confusing and requires calculations based on existing 

conditions that some applicants don’t wish to tackle.  If approved, applicants will have 

the choice of following the simplified formula provided in the text language or simply 

picking a form from the form options. 

 

There are three parts to this project.  Part I is a consolidation of all the neighborhood 

conservation design guidelines into one basic set of design guidelines, with Part II being 

individual chapters for each district. All the neighborhood conservation design guidelines 

are already very similar, but the consolidation will provide an opportunity to reorganize 

and add clarifying language. The third component is to create new design guidelines and 

a plans book for outbuildings, to provide more flexibility in terms of size and design and 

clearer guidance. 

 

The process included monthly meetings with stakeholders, between February and August 

of this year.  Council members appointed the stakeholders from each overlay that is 

located within their respective district.  Two additional stakeholders were added to 

represent frequent applicants.  Metro Historic Zoning Commissioner Kaitlyn Jones 

served as the MHZC rep, and the relative councilmembers were also included in the 

stakeholder list.  Stakeholders provided regular information and updates to property 
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owners in their districts.  They participated in the online discussion board and encouraged 

others to do so as well.   

 

In addition to stakeholders being a communication link with the community, staff created 

an email list of every email available in Metro’s permitting software program for the last 

two years that was linked to a preservation permit and collected emails from public 

comments sent via email on other projects in recent years.  This list was used to inform 

about community meetings, encourage people to take part in the online discussion board, 

and to let interested parties know when revisions were available on the website.  

Community meeting dates were posted on the Metro Historical Commission’s Facebook 

page and shared by our partners via social media.  One community meeting and the 

public hearing were both noticed in these same ways but also with a mailed notice to 

more than 13,000 property owners.  A Nashville.gov webpage dedicated to the project, 

which included a description of the project, links to the online discussion board, design 

guideline drafts and links to additional resources has been available throughout the 

project.  A direct link to this page is available on the zoning commission’s home page. 

 

A community-wide meeting was held on July 11 to present an overview of the project and 

to collect feedback on the potential of a form book.  First drafts were posted in July.  

Community-wide meetings were also held on August 14 and 19.     

 

Online discussion was encouraged, beginning in February via Padlet, which allowed 

people to read comments, comment on comments, give a thumbs up or down on 

comments and add their own comments. A copy of that discussion board, as of September 

10, is included in this staff report. 

 

 

Analysis and Findings:   

 

Design guidelines are a delicate balance between prescriptive language that provides 

specific “rules” and non-prescriptive so that the guidelines can address a multitude of 

scenarios. The goal of any set of design guidelines is to both provide applicants a 

planning tool and to provide a board or commission with a decision-making tool.   

 

The proposed revisions come from staff’s experience with applicants and 

councilmembers over multiple years, discussions with the stakeholder group, the online 

discussion board, research of other cities, a 2008 study of local historic garages, and 

advice from consultants, Smith Gee Studio and Nashville Civic Design Center.   

 

It is not possible to provide a summary of every change in any meaningful way as each of 

the 23 design guidelines is slightly different.  This analysis provides an overview of the 

critical revisions proposed.   
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Part I 

 

The National Park Service has revised the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for 

Rehabilitation, since the language was first included in the design guidelines; therefore, 

that section has been revised to reflect the Park Service’s changes.   

 

There is language to stress that in terms of new construction, the focus is on form, 

massing and scale, rather than style. 

 

The section for demolition was moved to the beginning of the document to emphasize 

that the review of demolition is the most important role of the Commission.  This section 

is currently unclear about demolition regarding non-historic buildings and demolition of 

features or “partial-demolition,” so language was added to address those issues. 

 

Included in the proposed sections for “partial-demolition” is removal of siding.  In a 

neighborhood conservation zoning overlay, replacement siding, windows, doors and 

roofing are generally not reviewed; however, if more than two are being replaced, they 

have been considered “partial-demolition.”  However, when all those features or even just 

the siding and windows are removed, the result is the actual demolition of the building.  

Siding on historic buildings also often contributes to the structure of a building.  There 

have been cases where the building has collapsed once the siding has been removed; 

therefore, staff proposes to add removal of siding as an action that is reviewed.  The 

proposed language would not prevent replacement siding, just provide for a review.   

 

The material section has been pulled out of “new construction” as its own section and 

been revised to provide a longer list of appropriate and inappropriate materials.  Most of 

it remains italicized so that the Commission can easily address whatever new materials 

might become available in the future.  It is not best-practices to include such a list as 

formal design guidelines but providing it as italicized information will allow the 

Commission flexibility in review while also providing guidance to applicants. 

 

Staff is proposing that roofing color no longer be reviewed.  No one has asked for a color 

that has been disapproved, to staff’s memory.  Historically asphalt shingle came in a 

multitude of colors.  In addition, roofing materials are not a permanent change to a 

building. 

 

Staff is proposing to no longer review siding reveal.  The current practice is for all lap 

siding to have a reveal with a maximum of 5”.  There is no record as to how the 

requirement was initially determined but it may have been considered an average or a 

typical reveal.  Since historic siding comes in a variety of reveals, Staff recommends no 

longer reviewing the reveal for new construction.   

 

The section for “new construction” has been divided into sections for “infill,” 

“additions,” and “outbuildings” as there have been multiple comments that having them 

all together is unclear.  This requires some duplication of guidelines but will hopefully 

provide better guidance for applicants. 
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The draft adds clarity for how “context” will usually be determined, which is the “block 

face.”  Using context far away from a proposed project has been a concern voiced by 

numerous neighborhoods over multiple years.  The commission will retain the ability to 

define “block face” in situations where that is unclear or expand the context beyond the 

block face where the immediate context is not considered relevant. 

 

The draft provides guidance for porte cocheres and roof decks. 

 

The draft provides clarity on how building types relate to zoning.  The building types 

should be consistent with the types in the immediate vicinity, no matter how the lot might 

be zoned.  For instance, a new building on a commercially zoned property in a 

neighborhood of residential building types should follow a residential building type.   

 

The draft does not include the italicized guidance for multi-unit developments as staff 

found that, in most cases, multi-unit developments result in:  encouragement of 

demolition of historic buildings; alterations and additions that are not appropriate for the 

historic building; or require infill that is not appropriate for the district.  Where multi-unit 

developments are appropriate, the site is usually so unique that the italicized design 

guidelines are of little use.  Staff recommends addressing each of these requests on a 

case-by-case basis. 

 

Staff added language to stress that additions that are taller or wider are only appropriate if 

all other solutions have been exhausted and in certain conditions.  When the first few 

such additions were approved, it was never the intent to allow all additions to be wider or 

taller, which is how applicants have interpreted the italicized language. 

 

The drawing shown in Figure 1 is currently in 

all the neighborhood conservation zoning design 

guidelines.  It is often read as showing the only 

place where an addition can be constructed, 

which is not the case.  Instead it is meant to 

show that if an addition is small enough to fit 

into that triangular area, then the addition would 

not need to be reviewed.   

 

A related concern is that the text portion of the 

design guidelines, which attempts to state what 

is reviewed, is confusing in that one section 

states that the design guidelines only apply to 

areas that are visible from the public right-of-

way and the next section states that public 

facades are more carefully reviewed than others.  

Since the establishment of the first overlay, the 

Commission has interpreted these sections as a 

review of all sides of any new construction but 

Figure 1:  This image appears in all the 
NCZO design guidelines.  The caption 
reads: Image to the right shows the area 
in which new construction would not 
require a Preservation Permit.  All 
construction outside of the area will be 
reviewed. 
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applying a less stringent review of those facades that are not publicly visible.   

 

The proposed solution to the image and the text is to remove the image (Figure 1) and 

replace it with a list of actions that would not require review.   Removing the image is not 

likely to cause a hardship for applicants as the Commission only receives 1 or 2 requests 

a year for additions that would meet the conditions of Figure 1.  By the time staff gathers 

enough information to determine a review is not needed, staff has enough information to 

just go ahead and issue the permit.  Permits for small additions typically have been 

issued, and will continue to be issued, within a few days.  We also recommend clarifying 

the text to meet the interpretation of the last several decades. 

 

The proposed draft includes new and revised definitions.  These are italicized and not 

officially part of the design guidelines. 

 

Part II 

 

Part II is all the individual chapters for each district, where language specific to each 

district was collected from the current design guidelines.     

 

All the maps have been revised.  The boundaries have not changed, just the graphics of 

the maps so that they all have a consistent look. 

 

There are few changes recommended for individual districts.  One is to clarify in both the 

Belmont-Hillsboro and Bowling House districts that if a two-story building is 

appropriate, then it should have a hipped roof.  It’s been a policy but not officially part of 

the design guidelines. 

 

Recently, property owners in the Cherokee Park neighborhood asked that stone be 

included as a potential primary siding for infill.  Currently the design guidelines only 

allow for brick. 

 

New “short histories” have been added to Elmington, Greenwood and Maxwell house 

design guidelines.  This doesn’t change any actual design guidelines. 

 

Recently the Greenwood neighborhood stated that they would like all infill to be capped 

at 1.5 stories so that has been added. 

 

In the Lockeland Springs-East End design guidelines there were references to MDHA’s 

design guidelines for Five Points, as a way to keep an applicant from having to reference 

two different documents when planning a project in Five Points.  The language has been 

removed since the MDHA district will expire next year.  The draft also includes some 

italicized information, that has been followed for about 8 years or more, as unitalicized 

guidance. 

 

Recently, the Woodlawn neighborhood requested clarification on attached and detached 

garages and that has been added. 
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Part III 

 

Part III is the form book proposed as an option to the formula provided in Part II. 

   

Outbuildings have been problematic as they do not follow historic precedent.  When 

reviewing infill, the historic context is used to determine appropriate scale and massing.  

Likewise, the existing building is used to guide the design of additions.  Outbuildings are 

unique in that they historically were not necessarily scaled to the historic building or 

designed to complement the building with which they share a lot. Outbuildings affect 

overall historic character but not to the same extent as other types of new construction 

because of their minimal visibility at the rear of lots. For instance, for infill and additions, 

every lot and every building are different, so it’s easy to explain why one property was 

given approval for an action that might not be appropriate on a different property.  But 

when it comes to outbuildings, there are few physical factors that drive the design.   

 

Outbuildings serve many more purposes than they once did and many now even serve 

multiple purposes. Although they have minimal visual impact on the district, they can 

still visually impact the district and so still need to be small in scale to be appropriate new 

construction in the neighborhood conservation zoning overlays.  For years the 

applications the Commission was receiving were just somewhat larger buildings than 

historic examples to accommodate modern vehicles.  But more and more, there is an 

expectation that an outbuilding will have multiple purposes:  garage, home office, 

apartment, studios, and pool houses, for instance.  The Urban Land Institute recently 

hosted a session called “Reclaim the Alley:  A New Vision for Connections, Equity and 

More.”  In that discussion, speakers acknowledged that single-purposes are no longer 

relevant to current outbuildings.   

 

Although the overlay does not dictate how a building can be used; the reality is that 

zoning may allow for many of these multiple uses, so we must address the massing and 

form that those uses dictate.  The forms provided in Part III have the goal of serving 

multiple purposes expected today while controlling the overall height and mass to be 

appropriate to a district’s history. The form options focus on form and mass rather than 

style and the scale in relation to the primary building, with the goal of providing multiple 

forms that would be compatible as outbuildings in all the neighborhood conservation 

zoning overlays and allowing for property owners to achieve flexibility in style and 

details.  

 

Currently appropriate dimensions for new outbuildings is based on the historic building 

with which they share a lot.  However, that has been problematic in multiple ways.  In 

measuring eave heights and square footage do you include additions?  If so, all additions 

or only historic ones?  How do we determine which additions are considered historic?  

Does someone with a measurable drop in grade get a higher eave just because of the 

grade drop?  Does a lot where the grade rises, only get a very short eave height?   
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It has also been a confusing calculation for applicants who are not designers.  Typically, 

with additions and infills the applicants are designers and architects but less so with 

outbuildings.   

 

Without a historic precedent to provide parameters and with the goal of meeting multiple 

modern purposes for outbuildings; Staff is recommending multiple form options, many of 

which could be appropriate on any lot on any of the neighborhood conservation zoning 

overlays.  The goal is to provide a general volume that can be expressed in a one, one and 

one-half and two-story forms. 

 

This may mean that an outbuilding is as tall or slightly taller than some primary buildings 

or match or have greater square footage than small historic buildings but allowing for 

these outbuildings might decrease the size of an addition. Attached new construction has 

a greater negative impact on historic buildings than appropriately scaled detached new 

construction.  Also, outbuildings are generally far enough back on a lot, that any 

dimensions that might exceed the historic building would be minimal, as viewed from the 

street.   

 

An applicant may choose one of the forms from Part III, based on their lot and needs and 

then they can style it in any way they want.  Many features will not be reviewed and 

other more substantial features are provided as add-on options.  The forms show 

maximum sizes so anything less than the maximum would also be appropriate. With 

flexibility in size and styling, outbuildings can be unique. 

 

There is still text guidance as well in Part I of the design guidelines.  The “form options” 

do not preclude someone from applying for something that doesn’t meet the form, any 

more than the existing design guidelines keep someone from applying for something that 

doesn’t meet the text design guidelines.  Anyone can still apply for anything they want, 

but the form options will provide clear guidance and greater assurances as to what will be 

approved.   

 

In addition, the text does not preclude the Commission from making decisions based on 

physical attributes of the lot.  For instance, in 2018, 146 Ensworth requested an 

outbuilding to serve as a pool house.  The lot is more than 61,000 square feet.  

Cumulatively all outbuildings, with the proposed pool house exceeded the 1000 square 

foot maximum of both the current design guidelines and the proposed design guidelines; 

however, do to the unusually large size of the lot, the pool house was approved.  A 

precedent was only set for lots that exceed 60,000 square feet, which are few in the 

neighborhood conservation zoning overlays.  We envision the same type of consideration 

would be given with the proposed text language and form book. 

 

Parts I-III of the proposed design guidelines relate to the construction, alteration, 

addition, relocation and demolition of structures, as allowed by Section 17.40.410.B. of 

Metro Code.  The proposed design guidelines are consistent with the National Historic 

Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, and include the Secretary of Interior Standards for 

Rehabilitation.  
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Recommendation: 

Staff recommends approval of the revised neighborhood conservation zoning overlay 

(Parts I-III) finding it is consistent with the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as 

amended. 
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ATTACHMENT A 

 

SUMMARY OF CHANGES FROM THE MOST RECENT DRAFT AVAILABLE 

ONLINE TO THE DRAFT INCLUDED IN THE 9/18/18 STAFF 

RECOMMENDATION 
 

Corrections to typos and formatting have been made for all three parts. 
 

The following changes were made to Part I: 

Pg. 6 Referenced Part II in section II.B that previously only referenced Parts I 

and II. 

Pg. 7 On awnings and hoods that are not reviewed, added that they should not 

extend more than 3’ rather than just 2’ 

Pg. 8 Moved language regarding measurements from this page to the handbook 

Pg. 14 Added to appropriate and inappropriate materials 

Pg. 21 Added following sentence to section V.B.6.d. It is not appropriate to add a 

new house in front a contributing house.  This has always been the 

Commission’s interpretation of the design guidelines. 

Pg. 25 Added the bullet point: The portion that extends beyond the side wall does 

not exceed one-story to section VI.B.4. regarding wide rear additions 

Pg. 26 and 

Pg 31 

Added language to explain that rooftop decks are not appropriate in 

conjunction with a ridge raise. 

Pg. 25 Added the following sentence to VI.B.g:. The addition does not create a 

front parking pad by preventing a driveway from extending to the rear of 

the addition. 

Pg. 25 Removed “sliding glass doors” as an inappropriate feature on new 

construction. 

Pg. 26 Added “…such as a porch for a non-historic building…” to VI.3.a as an 

allowable type of front-addition for a non-historic building. 

Pg. 32 Changed section VIII.A.1. to In 2019, the Commission approved an 

outbuilding form book.  (See Part III.).  Most projects matching one of the 

“pre-approved” plans may receive an administrative permit.  The following 

guidelines are for projects that do not follow one of the options in Part III. 

Pg. 33 Removed “should match historic context” from section C.1 for side 

setbacks of outbuildings. 

Pg. 33 Changed “eave height” to “wall height” and changed 10’ to 11’ regarding 

how measurements are taken on outbuildings. 

Pg. 33 Added the following sentence to VII.A.B.6: Dormers should step back from 

the wall below by at least two feet. 

Multiple 

pages 

Changed “eave height” to “wall height.” 
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The following changes were made to Part II. 

Pg. 10 Added Folk Victorian to building forms to the summary for Belmont-

Hillsboro. 

Pg. 86 Removed the following sentence as the Inglewood Place district is primarily 

zoned single-family and the same information is available in Part I.   Infill 

duplexes should have at least one primary entrance facing the street.  In the 

case of corner lots, an entrance facing the side street is possible as long as 

it is designed to look like a secondary entrance. 
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ATTACHMENT B: 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT RECEIVED AS OF SEPTEMBER 10, 2019 

 

From: William Smallman  

Sent: Friday, September 6, 2019 2:59 PM 

To: Historical Commission <historicalcommission@nashville.gov> 

Subject: Please do not pass the Historic Guideline Consolidation 

 

Attention: This email originated from a source external to Metro Government. Please 

exercise caution when opening any attachments or links from external sources. 

Commissioners,  

 

I'm writing to express my concern about the consolidation proposal.  There are many 

items in the proposed guidelines that I believe significantly change the rules of what is 

allowed on properties that I own.  I own properties in both conservation and 

historic overlays.  I bought will an understanding of what the current guidelines allow for 

each district and I am not comfortable with the language of the proposed consolidation.   

Thank you for your service to our city and for taking the time to listen the opinions of 

those against these changes.    

 

Regards, 

 

William Smallman 

 

 

From: Mae Ambrose  

Sent: Thursday, September 5, 2019 3:12 PM 

To: Zeigler, Robin (Historical Commission) <Robin.Zeigler@nashville.gov> 

Subject: Public Meeting on Sept 18 

 

Attention: This email originated from a source external to Metro Government. Please 

exercise caution when opening any attachments or links from external sources. 

 

 

Hi Robin, 

 

Thank you for the letter about the upcoming meeting on the conservation design 

guidelines. I live at 330 Harvard Ave. in Richland West End and have been a resident 

since 1994. 

 

My one thought/request is that brick should not be painted in any case. I am saddened to 

see our adorable red brick cottages being painted. These are beautiful bricks with a lot of 

texture and some are laid with specific design details. Other bricks are beige/yellow in 

color and so far no one has painted those that I know of. 
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I will be looking forward to the results of the project. 

 

Mae Ambrose 

 

Mae Ambrose 

Account Representative 

 

Lowe Graphics and Printing 

220 Great Circle Rd. Su 122 

Nashville, TN 37228 

 

 

From: Mslarve  

Sent: Thursday, August 8, 2019 2:28 PM 

To: Zeigler, Robin (Historical Commission) <Robin.Zeigler@nashville.gov> 

Subject: Re: August 14th Community Meeting 

 

Attention: This email originated from a source external to Metro Government. Please 

exercise caution when opening any attachments or links from external sources. 

Mr Zeigler, I would like to propose what I feel is a solid option to the proposed overlay.. 

If there is new construction or remodel or any work that would require a permit the 

following would help the existing owners and at the same time enhance the flow and look 

of the neighborhood..    If the proposed new construction or remodel etc has an 

historic home on either side of it.. then the new construction must reflect the design 

of the adjacent historic home... If the proposed new construction has on both sides 

newer designed buildings then the house in the middle has the ability to get a 

variance to  choose  styles to fit in with the surrounding dwellings... This will ensure 

that any new construction will be cohesive to the immediate surroundings... so you 

don't have new construction sandwiching an old style victorian, which is now the 

case.. it looks terrible and really out of place ...  it will also stop new construction 

from creeping down the street lot by lot. simply put .. if the house on either side is 

historic style then the new construction has to match that general style...If your 

sandwiched  between two new homes you can choose your style to look cohesive ... 

eventually this will lead to a contiguous very good looking neighborhood... thank you...   

 

 

From: Rachel Tapper Zijlstra  

Sent: Friday, August 30, 2019 8:36 AM 

To: Zeigler, Robin (Historical Commission) <Robin.Zeigler@nashville.gov> 

Subject: Re: design guideline consolidation project 

 

Attention: This email originated from a source external to Metro Government. Please 

exercise caution when opening any attachments or links from external sources. 
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While I know there will always be folks that claim they haven’t heard of these changes, 

know that I’ve been so impressed by your efforts to both seek community involvement 

and to keep folks in the know.   

 

Thank you.  

All thumbs from my iPhone.  

 

From: Seth Jennings  

Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2019 5:36 PM 

To: Historical Commission <historicalcommission@nashville.gov>; Walker, Tim 

(Historical Commission) <Tim.Walker@nashville.gov>; Zeigler, Robin (Historical 

Commission) <Robin.Zeigler@nashville.gov> 

Subject: Historic Consolidation 

 

Attention: This email originated from a source external to Metro Government. Please 

exercise caution when opening any attachments or links from external sources. 

Dear Historic,  

 

I'm writing this email to voice my concern over the upcoming proposed changes to the 

Historic Commission guidelines.  I am not in favor of them.  While I appreciate what the 

Historic Commission does for my neighborhood, I do not see the need to add more rules.  

I think there are already plenty of rules and guidelines in place, and to add any more just 

seems excessive.  I also am concerned about homeowners losing more of their property 

rights.  Please vote no on the proposed changes. 

 

Thank you for your time and consideration.   

 

--  

Seth Jennings 

REALTOR® 

 

   

2206 21st Ave. S. 

Nashville, TN 37212 



September 5, 2019

Metropolitan Historic Zoning Commission
3000 Granny White Pike
Nashville, Tennessee 37204  

Dear Commission Members: 

As a property owner and resident at 2408 Belmont Blvd., the purpose of this letter is to voice my opposition to the 
proposed new design standards for outbuildings as they are currently written.  

Let me start, however, by emphasizing my support for conservation zoning and the intent of the proposed standards.  
I earned my bachelor’s degree many years ago in Historic Preservation, I have been a member of the National 
Trust for Historic Preservation since the 1970s, and I have served on the Board of Directors of organizations such 
as Preservation Action (the national preservation advocacy group) and the Tennessee Preservation Trust.  As a 
planning and preservation consultant, I have written historic zoning ordinances, numerous historic district design 
guidelines, and several citywide historic preservation plans (I’m currently leading a citywide preservation plan 
for Conway, AR and a heritage tourism strategy for Holly Springs, MS).  I have also staffed historic preservation 
commissions in communities such as Pensacola, FL when I was their downtown director and Natchez, MS when I 
was their city planning director.  Lastly, I was one of the key advocates for the designation of conservation zoning 
here in my neighborhood.  I not only created - in coordination with MHZC staff - a PowerPoint presentation 
promoting the merits of designation, but I also served as a block captain and co-hosted a party to sell the idea to 
my neighbors.  

As a card-carrying preservationist, I never thought I would find myself objecting to any sort of preservation policies.  
However, I believe that the proposed outbuilding standards are simply too restrictive.  I am hoping to build a two-
story gable-roofed DADU with a roughly 735 sq. ft. building footprint, and the draft standards preclude that from 
happening.  While my opposition is certainly self-serving at one level, it actually raises a much broader and more 
significant issue.  The vast majority of people experiencing a historic area do so from the street.  Consequently, 
when I work with preservation commissions, I always emphasize that their design guidelines and review process 
should focus on what is visible from a street.  When guidelines and the review process become too restrictive 
for the rear of properties that are not visible from a street, that is when public push-back begins to occur.  Such 
opposition can, in turn, put an entire preservation program in jeopardy.  In fact, one of the strongest selling points 
that I pushed when persuading my neighbors to support conservation zoning was the relative freedom they would 
have in treating the rear portions of their properties.

In summary, I am a huge advocate for conservation zoning in my Belmont-Hillsboro neighborhood.  I have a 
tremendous amount of respect for the MHZC and your excellent staff.  I also think the concept of creating these 
proposed outbuilding standards is a great idea and, generally speaking, they have been very well-written.  My 
only opposition is with the restrictiveness of the size limitations.  Simply adding a few hundred square feet for the 
maximum footprint of some of the outbuilding types would transform a document that I am currently against to 
one that I could wholeheartedly support.  Thank you for your consideration of these points.

Sincerely,

Philip L. Walker, FAICP
Principal

	     2408 Belmont Boulevard  Nashville, Tennessee 37212                       Tel: (615) 383-1510                        www.walkercollaborative.com






































