Stakeholder Meeting #2, March 18, 2019
Attendance
Stakeholders: Rebecca Freeman, Pat Williams, Sheridyn Williamson, Helen Curnutte, Irvin Venick, Phil Thomason, Steve Sirls, Chris Aycock, Bob Rehly, Nancy Chilton, Rob Benshoof, Elizabeth Smith, Martin Wieck, Craig Kennedy, Kaitlyn Jones (commission), Ira Chilton, John TeSelle, Grace Renshaw
Staff: Robin Zeigler, Victoria Hensley

Overview of Discussion: Robin introduced some specific issues for discussion and stakeholders brought up additional issues as well.   
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Discussion Points and Related Comments:

· Issue: Clarification of what actions are reviewed.  
· Many agreed that the drawing in the design guidelines that shows a triangular area of what is not reviewed is not clear.  Might be appropriate to replace the drawing with a list of actions that do not require review
· An addition could fit within the triangular area—therefore not be reviewed—but be too tall to be appropriate; therefore the drawing is not adequate
· Need to keep the language that states that what cannot be seen is not reviewed as critically but still need to review the entirety of a project
· Need to clarify that “new construction” means any construction that is new such as a new principal building, additions, porches, and outbuildings.  Some may feel that “new construction” is considered a new principal building only.

· Issue: Clarification of “demolition in whole or in part”. The primary difference between NCZOs and HPZOs is that replacement siding, roofing, windows and doors is not reviewed.  Neither type of overlay reviews interior alterations.  In the last couple of years there have been a rash of remodels where everything inside and outside of the building is removed leaving nothing more than framing.  Is this a concern to neighborhoods?
· Concerned that if a house is demolished to the stud then it will no longer be considered contributing
· Participants suggested controlling a percentage of removal of exterior replacement material.  Others felt like a percentage would be too hard to enforce.  One felt that that would encourage most developers/owners to push up to the very limit, which is not something that should be encouraged.
· If removal requires a building permit then also require a preservation permit; otherwise do not require a preservation permit
· Define demolition
· Should just follow the building code—why are design guidelines needed?
· Require review of replacement siding but not roofing, windows and doors.
· Do not require review of replacement roofing materials as they were meant to be sacrificial 

· Issue: 5” siding reveal requirement. When the first residential district was adopted, the Commission created the policy that lap siding on new construction should not exceed a 5” reveal, unless matching the original siding of the historic building.  Is this an important detail to regulate?  Should there be different requirements for additions, replacement materials and infill?
· Historically, there are different siding reveals.  Cypress siding is important and staff will not know it when they see it
· The 5” requirement should be kept but allow an applicant to make a case for a different reveal.  Commissioner Jones expressed concern with that avenue pushing the commission into making arbitrary decisions.
· Don’t bother with changing such a minor detail that people are not concerned about.  Keep changes to guidelines minimal.
· Siding detail is not nearly as important as volume
· The texture of the siding should not be regulated
· Context matters and the siding reveal can really change the look of a house
· Suggestion to take the average siding reveal of neighborhood.  Ms. Zeigler said that it would not be realistic to be able to measure every house to obtain the average
· One participant asked why people want wider reveals.  There appear to be two reasons: wider reveals can be cheaper and aesthetics

· Issue: Roof Color Review.  Does roof color need to be reviewed?  Staff does not remember a roof color proposal that was not approved so does it need review? 
· One participant noted that paint color is not reviewed so why does roof color need to be reviewed.  Ms. Zeigler explained that roof color is inherent in the material so typically doesn’t change or change as often as paint color.
· For consistency, roof color review is necessary
· One participant expressed concern with someone patching a roof with a different color shingle

· Issue: Solar Panels. 
· A participant brought up the issue of solar panels.  Ms. Zeigler suggested that they be added to the list of items that do not require review as current solar panels are much different than they used to be, the location is dictated by where they need to be in order to work, and they have not denied any requests any many years



· Issue: Mitered corners vs. Corner Boards
· One participant expressed concern that corner boards had to be requested as a special permission; however, corner boards are routinely approved.

· Issue: Context.  Does the “context” used for infill construction need to be more clearly defined?  What are the drawbacks with noting a specific area?
· Context is three dimensional; floor level/grade issues
· There are multiple contexts within overlays based on different development patterns are periods
· One participant asked if the context for a NCZO is different than a HPZO—it is not
· Context should not be taken from 3-4 streets away
· Massing is the big issue
· Contributing vs. non-contributing needs to be revisited 
· Privacy has become a concern as people build large homes or large additions that tower over the rear yards of their neighbors
· The more rules you make, the more loopholes there are; situation may require a little more contextualization than others
· Not all change is bad and maybe we need change to keep neighborhoods as neighborhoods
· People want rules, but Commission makes judgment calls
· Maybe context needs to be dealt with differently in every neighborhood’s specific chapter rather than in the consolidated section
· The Commission is too political

Additional notes:
· Request for list of discussion items prior to the meeting
· Request to arrange the room differently so it is easier to hear
· Request for different sign-in sheet so that email and phone number does not need to be repeatedly provided
