
4909 Elkins Avenue                                Metro Historic Zoning Commission, March 18, 2020 1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

4909 Elkins Avenue 

March 18, 2020 

 

Application: Demolition 

District: Park and Elkins Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay 

Council District: 24 

Base Zoning: RS7.5 

Map and Parcel Number: 09115027800 

Applicant:  Lynn Taylor 

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

 

Description of Project:  The applicant requests full demolition 

of the Horace. H. Hooper House, a contributing building, 

arguing for economic hardship.     

 

Recommendation Summary:  Staff recommends disapproval of 

the application for full demolition, finding that there is a 

reasonable use of the property.  The proposed demolition meets 

Section III.B.1 for inappropriate demolition as it is a historic 

building and it does not meet section 17.40.420 D for economic 

hardship as there is a reasonable for the property. 

 

 

Attachments 

A: Staff biographies 

B: Photographs 

C: Walk-thru Notes 

D: Owners letter 

E: Engineers’ Report 

F: Rehab estimates 

G: Property tax info 

H: Appraisals 

I: Market valuation 

J: Correspondence 

 

 

  

 

JOHN COOPER 

MAYOR 
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Vicinity Map:  

 

 
 

 

Aerial Map: 
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Applicable Design Guidelines: 
  

III.B. DEMOLITION 

 

1 .   D e m o l i t i o n  i s  n o t  a p p r o p r i a t e  

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 .   D e m o l i t i o n  i s  a p p r o p r i a t e  

 

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 

 

Generally, non-historic (non-contributing) structures may be demolished for new construction 

that will have a more historically appropriate effect on the district. 

 

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.   

 
Ordinance 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.  

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.  

(Ord. BL2012-88, § 1, 2012; Ord. 96-555 § 10.9(C), 1997)  
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Figure 1: 4909 Elkins Avenue, 2020   

 

Figure 2: 4909 Elkins Avenue, 2011   

 

Figure 3: 4909 Elkins Avenue, 1968   

 

Background:   The Horace H. Hooper House, 4909 Elkins Avenue, is a contributing 

building in the Park and Elkins Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay.  It was 

constructed c. 1925.    
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Figure 4:  This block was not developed in 1914, according to the Sanborn Fire Insurance Map, but a 

matching footprint to the existing building appears on this 1932 Fire Insurance Maps. 

 

Since it is the Commission’s primary goal to ensure the preservation of historic buildings, 

demolition requests are reviewed by staff in detail providing not only an analysis of the 

information given but an analysis of what questions remain.  It is the responsibility of the 

applicant to prove hardship rather than for staff to disprove hardship.  According to 

articles published by the National Trust for Historic Preservation and the National 

Alliance of Preservation Commissions, economic hardship requires a property owner to 

establish that disapproval of demolition denies them of all reasonable beneficial use or 

return on the property.  In this case, the building is currently occupied and functioning as 

a family home.   

 

Staff met with the homeowners and Lynn Taylor on site August 2, 2019.  Staff found that 

in general the integrity of the home was sound.  Staff’s inspection did not indicate that 

the condition of the building warranted economic hardship.  Staff advised the 

homeowners that rehabilitation and adding onto the home would be the most appropriate 

course of action.  Later in 2019 when the owners got preliminary pricing for renovations 

and a dormer addition for $300,000-$350,000, they elected to apply to the Commission 

for demolition.   

 

Three MHZC Commissioners met with the applicant and the engineer to review the 

interior on March 4, 2020.  Please see attached meeting notes from the meeting. 

 

Analysis and Findings:  The applicant proposes to demolish the building arguing for 

economic hardship.  They have provided an engineer’s report from Rhodes Engineering 

and Environmental Services, LLC as well as the additional documentation attached. 
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The stated purpose of the Rhodes Engineering and Environmental Services, LLC report 

was to “make determination as to whether full demolition is needed or to recommend 

other foundation and structural improvements that would be needed to facilitate the rear 

addition proposed.”  Mr. Rhodes’ recommendation was to replace the roof and that that 

exterior wall improvements need to be made before constructing the proposed addition.  

The desire or need for new construction is not an argument for economic hardship.  Mr. 

Rhodes did not recommend demolition and he does not label the house as unlivable or 

unsafe.  He notes that the interior is generally in “fair to good condition.” 

 

Mr. Rhodes recommended the roof pitch of the home should change in order to 

accommodate the proposed dormer.  This recommendation reinforces the fact that full 

demolition of the home is not required for livability but rather to accommodate a rear 

dormer.  In addition, a change to the house’s roof form would not meet the design 

guidelines.  He noted that wood trim needs to be replaced and provided advise on 

addressing water intrusion; however, these are common repairs for a building of this age. 

The report was written on December 16, 2019 and staff received an amendment on 

March 4, 2020 providing advise for a new ceiling beam and with a statement that 

foundation repairs may be high; however, the amendment still does not state that full 

demolition is required for the building to be usable.   

 

The case against demolition is further reinforced by a 2017/2018 appraisal of $355,000.  

The report states that the property sits “below the predominant value of the neighborhood 

due to its size and condition.  This does not have a negative effect on the subject’s 

marketability.”  This report notes that the low comparable value is due to the size of the 

house, not its visible condition; further it notes the property could rent for approximately 

$2,000 a month.   

 

The repair estimates include improvements that are not considered in the calculation of 

economic hardship such as the construction of a new dormer, new HVAC, fireplace 

repair, new security system, new closet shelving and screening in the front porch.  

Typically, only those repairs that are necessary to ensure that the building is safe and 

usable are considered in an economic hardship case.  Since the engineer’s report does not 

state that the building is a life-safety concern, staff finds that the estimates are not 

applicable in this case. 

 

The appraisal report states that the condition is “low average” and that there has been 

deferred maintenance.   Deferred maintenance is also implied in the engineer’s report.  

The applicant states that the building has served as the family home for the past 14 years 

and that the only repairs have been a roof replacement, 10 years ago and heating installed 

in 2018.  The home was without heat between 2013 and 2018.  If the argument is made 

that the home needs to be demolished due to the deferred maintenance, than the request 

does not meet section 17.40.420 (D) (8) of the ordinance which states that economic 

hardship cannot have been “created by the previous actions or inactions of any person 

having an interest in the property.” 
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The applicant states that they do not want to construct a large addition or a DADU and 

they should be commended for planning such small-scale addition that is appropriate for 

the home; however, the desire to add a dormer is not a reason for demolition of a usable 

historic building. 

 

In summary, the documentation provided, including the engineer’s report, and the fact 

that the family currently lives in the home, shows that there is reasonable use of the 

property.  It is not the role of the economic hardship process to ensure the highest and 

best use but just to ensure a reasonable use. 

 

Recommendation: 

 

Staff recommends disapproval of the application for full demolition, finding that there is 

a reasonable use of the property.  The proposed demolition meets Section III.B.1 for 

inappropriate demolition as it is a historic building and it does not meet section 17.40.420 

D for economic hardship as there is a reasonable for the property. 
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ATTACHMENT A: BIOGRAPHIES FOR REPORT RESEARCH & WRITERS 

 

Robin Zeigler is the Historic Zoning Administrator with the Metropolitan Historic 

Zoning Commission. She has been a local preservation specialist for more than 12 years 

working as the Senior Historic Preservation Planner for the Planning Division of the Salt 

Lake City Corporation and the Preservation Planner for the City of Bowling Green in 

Kentucky. In addition, she has taught historic preservation planning as an adjunct 

professor at Western Kentucky University. She is a former board member of the National 

Alliance of Preservation Commissions. Zeigler holds a graduate degree from Middle 

Tennessee State University’s Public History Program.  

Paul Hoffman is a Historic Preservationist 1 with the Metropolitan Historic Zoning 

Commission. For more than a decade prior to joining MHZC, he worked on rehabilitation 

and preservation projects on historic structures in middle Tennessee, including the 

Tennessee State Capitol, Ryman Auditorium, Belmont Mansion, and Rosenwald schools 

in Sumner County.  Paul earned his M.A. in the historic preservation program at Middle 

Tennessee State University, specializing in early Tennessee history and building 

pathology. 

  

mailto:robin.zeigler@nashville.gov
mailto:paul.hoffman@nashville.gov
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ATTACHMENT B:  PHOTOGRAPHS 
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ATTACHMENT C: NOTES FROM COMMISSIONER’S WALK-THROUGH 

 
Meeting Notes 

March 4, 2020 

 

Commissioners Present: Chairperson Menie Bell, Vice Chair Cyril Stewart, Kaitlyn Jones 

Zoning Staff:, Paul Hoffman 

Applicants: Sandra Moss and Chuck Fullmer (owners), Michael Curtis (Borntrager Homes), Chet Rhodes 

(Rhodes Engineering and Environmental Services, LLC), Lynn Taylor (Taylor Made Plans)   

Public: None in attendance 

 

The meeting began at 1:30 p.m. at 4909 Elkins Avenue.  The purpose of the special call meeting was to 

review a historic home that has submitted an application for demolition due to economic hardship.  The 

meeting was led by Lynn Taylor and the homeowner Sandra Moss.   

 

Ms. Taylor described her involvement in the project beginning in 2019.  She had initially hoped to renovate 

and add on.  She has not requested demolition of an historic building until this one.  She stated that she had 

provided the owners not with full plans but with a working set of drawings, to get a sense of the scope of 

work.  She noted that the plans that she drew up were for renovation and a rear dormer, and did not add to 

the footprint of the house, but even that amount of work would require significant structural work to 

support the house, and that the amount of money and work required would be problematic.  She stated that 

with the tornado this week, labor, material and the timeframe are all likely to increase another twenty-five 

to fifty thousand dollars and this added cost increases the hardship for working on the house.  Ms. Taylor 

noted that a few years ago, the cost of this project might have been half of what it costs at the current time, 

and those increased costs are part of the hardship.  Mr. Curtis added that the costs of building have 

increased significantly just over the last few years.     

 

The Commissioners toured the interior of the house.  The original hardwood floors are in place.  The 

majority of walls are plaster and there is drywall in the second story bedroom.  The attic was not accessible.  

Commissioner Stewart asked about the structural condition of the building.  While the group was 

underneath the house, Chet Rhodes, engineer, noted that the perimeter foundation is only one brick wide, 

which makes the additional renovation work and the proposed dormer questionable.  He stated that the 

foundation must be improved significantly to provide the structural support that is currently lacking.  Ms. 

Taylor observed that one of the structural issues is that the porch is not separated from the main house, and 

is not supported, noting that light is visible through the foundation under the porch, and it will need to be 

removed and rebuilt, and that in her opinion, by the time everything is done that needs to be done to this 

building, it really will not have anything left of its original materials. 

 

While in the second story, Ms. Moss noted that their intent is to keep the second story as a bedroom, but 

that they wanted to get the main floor accessible for a wheelchair or walker so that they could remain in the 

house.  Mr. Rhodes noted that since his initial report, he had observed that the water-damaged ceiling 

structure needs to be replaced with a new beam across the house, especially if the rear dormer were 

undertaken.  Ms. Taylor and Mr. Rhodes discussed the possibility of a ridge raise.  Mr. Rhodes opined that 

the ridge raise would help, with additional headroom making the stairs easier to access. 

 

Mr. Rhodes summarized that with the cost issues, it seems more reasonable to start new with this house.  

Ms. Taylor agreed, stating that with everything that needs to be done on the structure, she did not know 

how to tackle it without starting over, and that of numerous historic properties she has worked on, she had 

not until this point requested demolition of one.  Mr. Curtis agreed that in his experience he would have to 

take the house down.  Chairperson Bell asked about the contractors who have looked at the house.  Ms. 

Taylor referred to Mr. Curtis, as well as another bid provided by Greg Davis.  She emphasized that both 

contractors who provided bids have experience with historic buildings, and that both bids made it clear that 

it would be more expensive to fix the foundation, than to remove the house and build new.  Ms. Moss 

mentioned that Christie Wilson, a neighbor and realtor, had done a valuation of the home, and asked if any 
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Commissioners had questions about the documentation they had put together for the application.  She gave 

MHZC staff a copy of the addendum to the engineer’s report. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


























































































































