JOHN COOPER
MAYOR

METROPOLITAN GOVERN E AND DAVIDSON COUNTY

Metropolitan Historic Zoning Commission
Sunnvside in Sevier Park

METRO HISTORIC ZONING COMMISSION (MHZC)

MINUTES
November 18,2020

Commissioners Present: Chairperson Bell, Vice-chair Stewart, Leigh Fitts, Mina Johnson, Kaitlyn Jones, Elizabeth
Mayhall, Ben Mosley, Dr. Lee Williams

Zoning Staff: Sean Alexander, Melissa Baldock, Paul Hoffman, Melissa Sajid, Jenny Warren, Robin Zeigler
(historic zoning administrator), Alex Dickerson (legal counsel)

Applicants: Martin Wieck, Cheyenne Smith, Mark Bixler, Ethan Spencer, Brad Norris, Mark Thomas, Lynn Taylor,
Matt Schutz, Sandy Moss, Van Pond, Traci Buck, Peggy Newman, Andrew King, Shawn Henry, Samantha
Schneider, Brian Layton, Aole Ansari, Chris Vanags, Andy Rhodes, Mitch Hodge, Brandon Liggett, Doug Schenkel
Councilmembers: None.

Public:

Chairperson Bell called the meetingto orderat2:01 p.m. She explained that out ofanabundance of caution, and
pursuantto recommendations from federal, stateand local health agencies regarding a voiding group gatherings due
to the COVID-19 Coronavirus this meetingis a teleconference meeting. Advance public comments have been
possible through email, mail, and voicemailand will be read orplayed at the timeof theirrelevantcase. We will
also takecomments via phone. Thenumberis 629-255-1911. Pleasedo not call until the project you wish to speak
about isannounced.

ChairBelltook a rollcallto confirm attendance.

Chairperson Bell explained that the Commission must vote onthe record that the COVID-19 pandemic requires us
to hold a telephonic meeting as permitted under the Governor's Executive Order number 65.

Motion:

Commissioner Mosley moved that the meeting agenda constitutes essential business of this body and meeting
electronically is necessary to protect the health, safety, and welfareof Tennesseans in light of the COVID-19
outbreak. Commissioner Williams seconded and the motion passed unanimously.

Chairperson Bellread informationregarding appeals and the process for the public hearings.

Chairperson Bellasked if there were any proposed changes tothe agenda. Ms. Zeiglersaid thatthere are three
requests for deferrals: 307N 16" Street, 208 Gentry and 616 Fatherland as wellas a requestto defer the design
guideline consolidation project.

[Vice-chair Stewartjoined the meetingat 2:05.]

Motion:

Commissioner Jones moved to revise the agenda by deferring the design guideline consolidation project,307

N 16 Street, 208 Gentry and 616 Fatherland. Commissioner Mayhallseconded and the motion passed
unanimously.

L. ADOPTION OF MINUTES

a. October 21,2020



II.

MOTION:

Vice-chair Stewart moved to ratify the minutes for October 21,2020. Commissioner Fitts seconded and the
motion passed unanimously.

CONSENT AGENDA

Staffmember Melissa Sajid read the consenta genda.

b. ADMINISTRATIVE PERMITS ISSUED FORPRIORMONTH

C.
Application:

Council District:

Overlay:
Project Lead:
PermitI D#:

d.
Application:

Council District:

Overlay:
Project Lead:
PermitI D#:

c.
Application:

Council District:

Overlay:
Project Lead:
PermitI D#:

f.
Application:

Council District:

Overlay:
Project Lead:
Permitl D#:

&
Application:

Council District:

Overlay:
Project Lead:
Permit] D#:

h.
Application:

Council District:

Overlay:
Project Lead:
Permitl D#:

1708 SHELBY AVE

New Construction—Addition

06

Lockeland Springs-East End Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Melissa Baldock Melissa.Baldock @nashville.gov

T2020068564

1805 RUSSELLST

New Construction—OQutbuilding/Detached Accessory Dwelling Unit

06

Lockeland Springs-East End Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Melissa Baldock Melissa.Baldock@nashville.gov

T2020069305

1424 SUMNERAVE

New Construction—Addition; Partial Demolition

06

Eastwood Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Melissa Sajid Melissa.Sajid(@nashville.gov
T2020068680

2012 CEDARLN

New Construction—Addition; Partial Demolition

18

Belmont-Hillsboro Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Melissa Baldock Melissa.Baldock@nashville.gov
T2020068892

2531 ASHWOOD AVE

New Construction—Addition; Setback Determination

18

Hillsboro-West End Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Melissa Baldock Melissa.Baldock @nashville.gov
T2020069392

1506 BEECHWOOD AVE

New Construction—Addition

18

Belmont-Hillsboro Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Sean Alexander Sean.Alexander@nashville.gov

T2020068634

2518 BLAIRBLVD
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I11.

IV.

Application: New Construction—Addition and Outbuilding

Council District: 18

Overlay: Hillsboro-West End Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: Sean Alexander Sean.Alexander@nashville.gov

Permit] D#: T2020068608

Motion:

Vice-chair Stewart moved to approve the items on consent with their applicable conditions. Commissioner
Jones seconded and the motion passed with Commissioner Fitts recused.

OVERLAY RECOMMENDATIONS & DESIGN GUIDELINE ADOPTIONS

jo CONSOLIDATION OF NEIGHBORHOOD CONSERVATION ZONING OVERLAY

[Deferred]

PRELIMARY & FINAL SP REVIEW

None

VIOLATIONS/ ALTERATIONS TO PREVIOUS APPROVALS/SHOW CAUSE

k 1020 SEYMOURAVE

Application: Violation (work done without a pemmit)

Council District: 05

Overlay: Greenwood Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: Melissa Sajid Melissa.Sajid@nashville.gov

PermitI D#: T2020064053

Staffmember, Melissa Sajid, presented the case fora violation at 1020 Seymour Avenue. This casewas deferred
from the Octoberagenda. Several emails from neighbors in support ofthe applicationas wellas an email from the
councilmember were received prior to the October meeting and sent to you.

The house locatedat 1020 Seymour Avenue is a ¢. 1910 bungalow that contributes to the historic character of the
Greenwood Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay. Areardormerwasadded to the historic house withouta
preservation permit ora building permit. Accordingto Metro’s permitting software, the Codes Departmentissued a
“stop work order” on June 8, 2020; however, the property owners neversaw it. The dormeras constructed does not
meet the Greenwood design guidelines, but the owners would like to request to keep it as constructed.

The locationofthe additionatthe rear of the existing building is in accordance with the design guidelines. The rear
dormer, however, isnot inset two feet (2°) from theside walls as required by Section I1.B.2 .a ofthe design
guidelines.

The two foot (2°) inset is a standard requirement thathelps differentiate the addition from thehistoric house, ensures
that if the addition were to be removed in the futurethe historic character of thehouse would still be intact, and
prevents anaddition from overwhelmingthe historic building. Staff does not findthat there areany conditions
relatingto the existinghouse or lot that would warrant not requiring the two-foot (2”) inset.

In conclusion, staffrecommends thatthe dormer be inset a minimum oftwo feet (2°) on each side in orderto meet

Section I1.B.2. for additions, or the dormer may be removed, reconstructing previous conditions. Staffrecommends
that thecorrection be completed within sixty (60) days ofthe date ofdecision.
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Ethan Spencer, property owner of 1020 Seymour Ave, provided background on how the project was funded and
happened. Theyinformedtheir contractor ofthe overlay and the contractor ensured them that he would obtainall
necessary pemits. Mr. Spencerdid not know there was a violationuntilreceiving the abatement letter in August.
He said that no stop-work-order was issued, which they would haveseen sincethey arehomeevery day due to
COVID. His contractoris ill with COVID and cannot afford torepairthe issue, so if sued he will just file for
bankruptcy.

There were no requests from thepublic to speak; however, Ms. Sajid noted that public comment had beenreceived
via email last month, when this issue was first on an agenda.

Ms. Zeigler explained that the only departmentauthorized to issue stop-work-orders is Codes. Itis Code’s
procedure to take photographs ofstop-work-orders, onceposted. In this case, thepermitting system shows that an
order was issued but Codes does not have the photograph to prove it was posted. In addition, it is historic zoning
staff’s policy to issue abatementletters. The permitting program shows that MHZC’s inspector visited 3 times, but
it is unclear whether he spoke to anyone. In this case, the violation was first seen in June; however, an abatement
letter was not sent for several months.

Commissioner Jones said that generally she believes thatthe owner is responsible for violations and obtaining
permits but in this instance, due to thelack of notice to the owner and the small visual impact of the addition on the
character ofthe neighborhood, she thinks it should beretained. Commissioner Johnsonand Mosley agreed that
there was not sufficientevidence that Metro did what they were supposedto do, in this case,and so they were
inclined to allow the violationto remain as constructed. Commissioner Mosley also stated thatthe cost of correction
would have been significantly less if propernoticehad taken place and the additional expense now needed for
correction isunnecessarily punitive. Vice-chair Stewart noted that the wide overhangandthe rear location will
lessen the impacton thehistoric character of the house.

Commissioner Fitts countered that the timing of notice was not relevant; however, she a grees that the physical
conditions of the building are uniqueand so thedormer is appropriate.

Motion:

Vice-chair Stewart moved to approvethe dormer as constructed. Commissioner Mayhall seconded and the
motion passed unanimously.

1 610 RUSSELL ST

Application: Violation (work done without a pemit)

Council District: 06

Overlay: Edgefield Historic Preservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: Sean Alexander Sean.Alexander@nashville.gov
Permit] D#: T2020070539

Staffmember, Sean Alexander, presented the case forviolation at 610 Russell Street. On July 27,2020 MHZC staff
observed work beingundertaken without a Preservation Permit and without Building Permits. The work included
construction ofanaddition and the removal of windows. Staff contacted the homeownerandrequesteda stop work
order from Metro Codes.

Staffhas since issued a permit for replacingthe windows. Interior work doe does not need MHZC approvalto
resume. The applicant has been in communication with Staffabout submitting an applicationto proceed with the
addition, and so farthey have submitted floor plans and a front elevations, but a site planand rear and side
elevations are alsorequired to adequately review the project.

As it has been built to this point, the addition s stepped in two feet(2”) from the right side of the houseas has
always been required of two-story additions. The leftside of the addition is not stepped in.

Sta ffrecommends approval of the proposed addition with the conditions outlined in the staffreport.
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The applicant was notpresentand there no public comments.
Vice-chair Stewart said the report was sufficient for him to make a decision.

Motion:
Commissioner Jones moved to approve the project with the conditions:

1. The additionisinsettwo feet(2’) from eachrear corner of the historicstructure;

2. The applicantsubmits a complete application including site plan, floor plans and elevations, for
review by MHZC staff with the possibility of returning to the Commission if a setback determination
is needed, within thirty (30) days of the Commission’s decision;

3. Allmaterials are approved priorto purchase and installation; and,

4. HVAC and other utilities are located on the rear facade, or on a side facade beyond the midpoint of
the house, if a newlocationis needed.;

finding that with these conditions and assuming no encroachments into setbacks, the proposed new
construction willmeet Section I11.B of the Edgefield Historic Preservation Zoning Overlay. Vice-chair
Stewart seconded, and the motion passed unanimously.

MHZCACTIONS
m. 4909 ELKINSAVE
Application: Demolition
Council District: 24
Overtlay: Park and Elkins Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: PaulHoffman Paul.Hoffman@nashville.gov
Permit] D#: T2020008667

Staffmember, Robin Zeigler, began by first explaining, for the benefit of the public, the staff report. She said that
she thinks the public often thinks ofthe staffreport as representative ofthe Commission’s decision, orevenoneside
of a two-sided argument, butit is just one of multiple tools the Commission uses to makea decision. The reportis
staff’s analysis and summary ofthe project written withoutthe benefit of theadditional tools that are available to the
Commissionsuchas public inputandthe experiences and background of commission members.

In this case, the applicant did a great job ofprovidinga very complete and thorough application which we
appreciate; however, it does still leave sta ffwith some questions.

She also addressed the claim that the building isn’t historic because it was only constructed as worker-housingand
doesn’t have any architectural details. Ourbuilt environmentis important becauseit is a tangible reminderand
educatorabout our past, which is one of themany reasons we alldo the work we do to preserve our historic
buildings. But ourhistory isn’t justrevealed in high-style buildings. The people who built our city are often
represented in what we call “worker housing” andtheir stories are as important as the homes ofthemore a ffluent.
This house retains its original form and design, albeit is simple. Ultimately, in this case, thebasis forthe buildingas
a historic building is irrelevant, as the applicant did not apply for demo based on the argumentthat thebuilding is
not historic, but rather with an economic hardship argument.

Staffmember, Ms. Warren, provided anoverview for a requestto demolish 4909 Elkins Avenuearguing for
economic hardship. The Horace. H. Hooper Houseis a contributing building in the Park and Elkins overlay, built

in 1925.

Since it is the Commission’s primary goalto ensure the preservation of historic buildings, demolition requests are
reviewed by staffin detail providingnotonly an analysis of the information given butan analysis of whatquestions
remain. Itisthe responsibility ofthe applicant to provehardshiprather than forstaffto disprovehardship. In this
case, the building s currently occupied and functioningas a family home and staff found thatthe estimates provided
were unclear, did not necessarily match theengineerreports, and included unnecessary costs.
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Both engineerreports agreed that the foundationneeds to be replaced. The Rhodes report adds that the roofand
porchneedto bereplaced. Staffagreesthatthese three features needto be replaced or will require significantrehab

based onmultiple inspections.

The Rhodes report alsonotes that the “mostof the interior was in good condition,” specifically noting thatthe 2™
floorwas in good condition, with an exception for some ceiling water damage onthe first-floor mid-wayback. But
the estimates from thatsame report appearto be full replacement of allelements ofthe house. It is also unclear if
estimates for framing andnew drywall are full replacements orrepairs. Forinstance, is the drywall estimate only to
repairthe ceilingwater damage orto replacealldrywall? Ifalldrywall,no evidence was provided to illustratethat
all drywallneeds tobe repaired.

There is no evidence provided to prove that expenses related to replacement windows, electrical systems, plumbing
systems, new insulation and drywall, replacement of interior and exterior doors and hardware, replacement interior
trim, and replacement bathroom hardware and fixtures, are necessary to make thebuilding habitable and providea
reasonable return, so this was not available for staffto include in its analysis. Expenses such as new cabinets and
countertops, wood and tile flooring, closet shelving, mirrors, appliances, and a security system—which were not
noted in the engineer reports butincluded in the construction estimates—were alsonotincluded in staft’s analy sis
because they are not necessary tomake a building habitable and ensure a reasonable return.

In addition, the Rhodes report says, “thehouse willneed exterior wall improvements beforethe proposed addition in
therearcanbe loaded onthe exterior foundationwalls.” An additionis not required to makethe house habitable

and repairable.

Sta ffrecommends disapproval of the application for full demolition, finding that there is a reasonable use ofthe
property with proper repairs and theapplicanthas failed to demonstrate that there would not be a reasonable return
forthe property as a residence once repaired. Accordingly, theproposeddemolitionmeets SectionI11.B.1 for
inappropriate demolitionas it is a historic building and it does not meet section 17.40.420 D for economic hardship
asthereis a reasonable use forthe property.

Lynn Taylor, designer, stated that the staff report was incomplete andnot similar to other hardship cases. If
renovated it will have to be a huge house andthey don’t want a large house.

Sandy Moss, property owner, provideda background for how they came to the conclusionto demolish thebuilding.
She explained how she disagreed with the staffreport.

Mr. Henry, applicant’s legal counsel, claimed thatreasonable use has no bearing in the economic hardship
ordinance. He providedbackground on a portion ofthe ordinance that is not relevant to this case. He claimed that
the ownerwill suffera $71,000loss. He asked for consistency on how criteria are evaluated.

Jenny Warren, read a portion ofa letter from thepublic, up to two minutes. [The full letter was forwarded to the
Commissionthe day before themeeting, |

Vice-chair Stewart commended the staffon the analysis and the applicant’s application. He explained thathe
walked-thru the buildingandbased on all the features that need to be replaced and the lack of maintenance he is not
sure it is worth preserving.

Commissioner Johnson stated that their missionis to preserve historic buildings butthey alsohave to think ofthe
homeowner’s safety and financial burden and it maynot be fair to force rehab just because the condition is fairand
livable andthe previous owner did notmaintain the building. Commissioner Jones agreed.

Motion:
Vice-chair Stewart moved to approve demolition finding demolition meets Section I11.B.2.c for economic

hardship. Commissioner Williams seconded and the motion passed with Commissioner Mayhall in
opposition.

n. 616 FATHERLAND ST
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Application: Alteration

Council District: 06

Overlay: Edgefield Historic Preservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: Sean Alexander Sean.Alexander@nashville.gov
Permit] D#: T2020068678

Deferred at the requestof theapplicant.

0 801 RUSSELL ST

Application: New Construction—Addition and Outbuilding
Council District: 06

Overlay: Edgefield Historic Preservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: Sean Alexander Sean.Alexander@nashville.gov
Permit] D#: T2020063854

Staffmember, Sean Alexander, presented the case foranadditionat801 Russell St. The applicationis to construct
multiple substantial additions to a non-contributing commercial building, including an attached outbuilding. The
proposalrequires a setback determination on theright side and rear.

The existing footprint will be retained and will havetwo story additions constructed on the front and rear, with a
garage at the rear of thelot, connected by a porch and covered walkway. The covered walkway would cross the
property line and attachto anexisting brick wall on the adjacentproperty. Codes does notpermit structures to cross
property lines, and this does not meetthe required five foot (5) setback. Staffrecommends thatthe walkway is
eliminated.

The porch between the primary mass and the garage is substantial, with a roofand one wall, makingthe garage an
attached portion of the primary building. As such the buildingdoes not meetthe five foot (5°) side andtwenty foot
(20’)rearsetbacks. Also,the structure with the porch covers forty-eightpercent (48%) of thelot, exceeding the
permitted maximum of forty-five percent(45%). Staffrecommends eliminatingthe coveredporchso thatthe house
meets the side and rear setbacks and doesn’t exceed the maximum allowed lot coverage. Evenif the porchis
eliminated, the garage would have a three foot (3°) side setback, encroaching on the five foot (5”) required fora
garage largerthan seven hundred (700) square feet. Staffrecommends thatthe outbuildingshould meetthe five foot
(5’) setbackrequirement.

With those qualifications, the width ofthe building and the front setback and side setbacks of the two-story portions
are compatible with the surrounding context.

The one-story commercial building will be largely retained, with two-story gabled components added to the front
and rear, with a flat-roofed second story addedbetweenthem. The front gable ridge will be thirty -five feet, six
inches(35°6”) tall— the height is compatible with the historic context. There will be a flat-roofed componentin the
very front, it is designed to readas a single-story frontporch but it does have a second story abovethe porch.

The primary wallmaterial will be brick. Staffrecommends that thecolor of the brick shallbe red, and if painted
thatthecolorisred. The front porchcomponent will be board-formed concrete, with a pigment added as a reference
to a foundation line. Staffasksto approvethe material colors.

Portions of the right and front will be clad with vertical glass-plank sidingand vertical wood siding. Glass sidingis
not presentin the district, but may be appropriateas contemporary material of its time fornew construction. Staff
asksto see samples of the material prior to construction. Woodsidingis appropriatebutonly with horizontal
orientation. Staffrecommends horizontal wood siding oranother common cladding.

Othermaterials include stuccoand metal roofingand chimney cladding, metalrailings — staffasks to approve
material colors. The window proportion and rhythms are contemporary, butcompatible with no large wall expanses
without openings.

Sta ffrecommends approval of thenew project with the following conditions:
1. The covered porchbetween theprimary building and garage be eliminated so thatoutbuildingis not attached,
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2. That there is twenty feet(20”) of openspace between the primary buildingand the outbuilding;
3. The garagemeets the minimum five foot (5”) setback requirement on the right side of the property;
4. The covered walkway on the right side be eliminated so that the primary building completely meets the
standard five foot(5”) setback onthe right side;
5. The materialselections are approved by MHZC staff prior to installation including:
a.The newbrick is red and if painted, that the coloris red;
b. A more typical typeof cladding than vertical sidingis used;
c. Theroof coloris approved;
d. Additional informationis provided on the glass plank, metal chimney cladding, and metalrailings;
e. The location ofutilities and location and design of any appurtenances be reviewed prior to purchaseand
installation.
With these conditions, staff finds that the project meets Section I11.B ofthe Edgefield Historic Zoning District:
Handbook and Design Guidelines.

Brad Norris, architect for the project, explained what thehouse used to look like before the Sistrunks turned the
commercial buildingintoa home. He claimed the project willenhance the neighborhood. Mr. Nortris said they were
willing to remove thetall chimney and wall and reduce thesize so thatthey meetthe lot coverage.

The neighboragrees to the Sistrunks using two feet (2°) of their property. This isneededin orderto make the
garage functionable because ofartwork thatcannot bemoved. He asked that it be approved based on approval by
Codes to straddle theproperty line.

The original brick color of the building was peach and black. He argued that thebrick isnot a primary materialand
to paint it red would be a jarring contrastto the contemporary design and that the current black color is similarto
colors foundin the neighborhood.

He made theargument for the vertical siding, although unusual for the neighborhood.

Ms. Zeigler read two emails forthe record:

Carol Williams wrote: Livingat 800 Russell, I am pleased with the new modern plan foracross the streetat
801 Russell. Thisnonconforming property deserves a chance to enter 2020 with a new creativearchitectural
design while at the same time following our historic guidelines.

The guidelines are set but need to relate to themodern design so asnotto decimatethe creativeplan. It
appears to comply without copying. Thatis why I love it.

Iam asking foryourapproval of the Sistrunk’s plan. They want to save their nonconforming home
(previously training center for the blind) and are willing to invest whatit takes to stay in the neighborhood.
The architect hascreated a beautiful modern plan (whatsome may havethought impossible) adding to the
variety ofhistoric homes in the 800 block of Russell. What a fun history at 801 RussellL..from the Uthmanor
home forward to present and hopefully future.

I appreciate you alland am thankful for your service to Historic Edgefield overthe years.

Lois Layne wrote: TheSistrunk’s existing househas provided a modern and unique contrast to the historic
homes onthe 800 block of Russell St. It contributes to the character of theneighborhood. The proposed
construction continues in that traditionand will be an asset to theneighborhood.

The homeshould have the appropriate scale and setbacks and be constructed of quality materials; it appears
to meet the appropriate guidelines with some modifications recommended by staff. However, because ofthe
proposedhome is a contemporary design and because it is a non-contributing infill construction, the
construction shouldn’tbe expected to adhere to some of theusual style guidelines. Because it is unique style
forthe neighborhood, it may be difficult to reach consensus on exactly which design guidelines should be
applied.
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Iurge you to approve the proposed choices of materials and colors forthe home. The colors and materials
were chosen to work together to enhance the overall contemporary design. Making a change in the colorof
the brick to red, for example, would detract from the coherence ofthe overalldesign. The housewould look
like it had been designed by a committee, or the change mighttriggera ca scade of other colorand design
changes in an attempt to restore design integrity.

The 800 block of Russellhas red brickhomes butit also has homes built of light colored stone and of dark
brick, as well asa couple colorfully painted homes. I believethatthe proposed colors for thenew Sistrunk
home willbe compatible with the other homes on theblock.

I am looking forward to seeing this home at theend of myblock. [t is going to stimulate some discussions,
ashaveallofthe contemporary homes in Historic Edgefield. I believe it will be a welcome additionto my
block andanassetto the neighborhood.

I appreciate all of the work the MHZC Commissioners and staff do to preserve our little residential and
historic neighborhood.

Commissioner Mosley asked for clarification of thematerials, specifically corner details. Mr. Norris explained that
vertical sidingwould havea mitered corner. A lap sidingwould require cornerboards and window trim that would
be incompatible with the contemporary design. The thickness ofthe roof is approximately 12” with a fascia
material.

Commissioner Mosley said that they would not encourage painted brick; however, he is compelled by arguments for
a dark wine or maroon color that would notset a precedent for in inappropriate brick elsewhere. There mayalsobe
an argumentto retain the painted color that it is there now.

Commissioner Fitts said that the porch needs to be removed between the garage and primary building and that the
covered walkwayneeds tobe removed, to be consistent with past decisions. In the past, vertical sidinghas been
approved foradditions because it helps to distinguish between the old and new and although thisisn’t a historic
building, a case could be made forthesiding. Since the brick has already been painted, retaining the existing color
is appropriate.

In answerto Commissioner Johnson’s question, Mr. Norris said they would removethe back wall of the connecting
porch so that you cansee throughit. The neighborhas a connected garage. They would also reducethe size, butthe
space would remain covered. Mr. Alexander clarifiedthata breezeway ofno more thana six foot (6°) depth and
open sides havebeen approved in the past; however, the proposed revision still exceeds that precedent in terms of
size of covered area and crossing the property line. He provided reasons why the condition next doorisnot a similar
case.

Commissioner Johnson said she is convinced that materials are appropriate for the contemporary design. She asked
if the Commission had the authority to approve a setback variance. Ms. Zeigler clarified thatthey do not have the
authority to review variances; however, they do havethe authority to determine the appropriate setback.

Vice-chair Stewart said thatremoval of the walkway and maintaining twenty feet (20’) betweenthe garage and
primary buildingare important. He said theexisting sculpture being in the way ofanaccessible garage isan
imposed hardship.

Commissioner Mosley agreed that the connection between the outbuilding and primary building could be
appropriate as longit was only a narrow breezeway, and if that is approved, it should be as far from the street as
possible. Commissioner Mosley asked Mr. Alexander his thoughts on thematerials. Mr. Alexandersaidthatthe
paint was verbally approved years ago, probably based on the darkest existing brick that was part of the previous
multi-colored brick. He explained that staff was reluctantto approve vertical sidingbecause of a recentapproval
that wasnot received wellin a differentneighborhood.

Vice-chair Stewart explained that the existing conditions areunique sinceit wasn’t a historic form to start with and
wasnot a traditional form. The additionis pickingup the original form and expandingon that. The existing paint
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colorhasbeenthereforyears and so there is some precedent for keepingit. He and Commissioner Fitts added that
since it is an addition, the vertical siding is appropriate.

Motion:
Vice-chair Stewart moved to approve the project with the following conditions:
1. Thecovered porchbetween the primarybuilding and garagebe eliminated so that outbuilding is not
attached and with the option of a covered walkway with open sides, not greater than 6’ in width;
2. Thatthereis 20’ of openspace between the primary building and the outbuilding;
3. Thegaragemeets the minimum (5°) setback requirement on the rightside of the property;
4. Thecovered walkway on the right side be eliminated so that the primary building completely meets
the standard five-foot (5°) setback on the right side; and,
5. The materialselections areapproved by MHZC staff prior to installation including:
a. Thenew brickisred or the existing color;
b. Theroof coloris approved;
c. Additional information is provided on the glass plank, metal chimney cladding, and metal
railings; and,
d. Thelocation of utilities and location and design of any appurtenances be reviewed prior to
purchase and installation;
finding that with these conditions, the project meets Section I11.B of the Edgefield Historic Zoning District:
Handbook and Design Guidelines. Commissioner Fitts seconded and the motion passed unanimously.

[Commissiontook a breakat4:20p.m.andreturnedat4:30 p.m.]

p- 1513 16THAVE S

Application: New Construction—Addition

Council District: 17

Overlay: South Music Row Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: Melissa Baldock Melissa.Baldock @nashville.gov

PermitI D#: T2020069402

Staffmember, Melissa Baldock, presented the case foranadditionat1513 16™ Ave S. This is an addition to the
historic buildingat 1513 16™ Ave South. Itisn’ta perfect fit for the guidelines; however, in the past the
Commission has looked atthis district a little differently. The majority of buildingtypes in the district are single-
family with some multi-family types; however, for decades most of the buildings have had an office/studio use
related to themusic business. The useof these properties has become an importantcharacter defining feature ofthe
district, so additions have been considered differently than they mightin residential districts that may havesome
commercial or office uses within a residential building type. Because of the use, rear yards are now parking areas so
there is less of a concernwith a longoreven talladdition changing the “openspace” character of the district as there
might be in other buildings with residential uses.

The projectmeets the design guidelines with the exception ofheight, lack of windows onthe right side and a rooftop
addition. The additionisat least two feet(2’) tallerand mightbe taller—the architectis unsure atthis time—and is
readily visible. Staffrecommends approval of two feet (2°) of additional height asthatamount has beenallowed on
otherprojects in the past and the size of the additionis minimal. Staffrecommends a new evaluationofany
additional heightbeyondthe two feet (2°).

Sta ffrecommends approval despite thelack of windows on the right becausethe addition is a minimalsize and
adding windows will not meetbuildingcode. If or when the neighboring lot is developed, the window-less wall will
notbe visible.

Staff’s main concernis the request fora rooftop deck. Staffislooking foryour guidance onhow to address rooftop
additions in general, as well as for this specific case, as there have beena few requests so farand thereis another
request on theagenda today. For this project, the rooftop deck is proposed ontop ofthe existing building. No
rooftop decks haveyet beenapprovedon a historic building—only on additions ornew buildings. Although small
and well designed, staffis concerned that approval would set a precedent for future rooftop decks on historic
buildings and that rooftop decks do not meetthe design guidelines forroof forms. Historically residential buildings
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did not have rooftop decks.

Sta ffrecommends approval with the condition thatthe existingroof formis retained, windows anddoors are
reviewed; and thatthe addition’s heightshould be reassessed if it is more than two feet(2’) abovethe existing
building. With these conditions, staff finds the project to meetthe South Music Row design guidelines.

Mark Bixler, designer, provided a background and an overview of theproject. He claimed that the additionof a
railing on the rooftop would notbe visible and therefore not negatively affect theneighborhood. He said that the
existingroofisnot a distinctive feature. The rooftop deck would provide space formeetings.

In answerto Commissioner Fitts’s question, Mr. Bixlersaid the wall that does nothave openings was designed in
that mannerbecause of fire codes. Fire rated windows would be allowed; however, the addition is proposedas
elevator, stairand windows are not conducive to windows.

Motion:

Vice-chair Stewart moved to approve with the condition that the existing roof formis retained, windows and
doors are reviewed; and that the addition’s height should be reassessed ifitis more than two feet(2’) above
the existing building; finding that with these conditions, the project meets the South Music Row design
guidelines. Commissioner Mayhall seconded and the motion passed unanimously.

q. 2806 OAKLAND AVE

Application: New Construction—Addition and Outbuilding/Detached Accessory Dwelling Unit
Council District: 18

Overlay: Belmont-Hillsboro Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay

Project Lead: Melissa Baldock melissa.baldock@nashville.gov

Permit] D#: T2020055397

Staffmember Melissa Baldock presented 2806 Oakland, a c. 1930 brick bungalow that contributes to the historic
character ofthe Belmont-Hillsboro Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay. While the house has a one-and-a-
half story form on the front and right facades, on theleft, the addition is two stories above a raised basement. This is
an historic condition.

In September 2020, MHZC approved anadditionanda garage/DADU on the lot with the condition that“The
applicant work with stafffora new design forthe rooftop deck”. Staffprovidedtheapplicantwith the options of
movingthe deck fully to therearofthe addition ora design that was in keeping with past approvals for rooftop
decks on new construction. The applicant would like to requestthe proposed design thatstaff found was not
consistent with past decisions.

In the September 2020 version, the floor of therooftop deck posts was inset two feet (2”) from the back wall of the
historic house. Inthe proposedrevision, the posts are inset approximately three feet, six inches (3°6”) from the side
wall of the historic house. In addition, the balcony railingseen on the Septemberright side elevationis now mainly
a pitched roof.

Rooftopdecks are notanelement seen historically in the Belmont-Hillsboro Neighborhood Conservation Zoning
Overlay. The design guidelines state, “The roof(s) ofa new building shall be visually compatible, by not contrasting
greatly, with the roof shape, orientation, and pitch of surrounding historic buildings. With the exceptionof
chimneys, roof-top equipment and roofpenetrations shallbe located so as to minimizetheir visibility from the
street.” Staffconsiders rooftop decks like this one to be a roofpenetration thatshould belocated so as to minimize
visibility from thestreet.

When the Commission has approved rooftop decks in the past, they have been tucked in, without a roof, so astobe

minimally visible. Sta ff finds that this re-design doesnot go farenoughto tuck the rooftop deck in and to obscure
its visibility and is concerned about settinga precedent for future rooftop decks.
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Sta fftherefore does not find that this rooftop deck meets Sections I1.B.1.e. and I1.B.2. of the design guidelines.

Sta ffrecommends disapproval, finding that the proposed rooftop deck does notmeet Sections I1.B.1.e.and I1.B.2. of
the design guidelines for the Belmont-Hillsboro Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay.

Martin Wieck, architect for the project, said thatthere was another projectthat was approved thatis similarto this
request and he read out loud for the commissioners portions ofthe design guidelines with an explanation as to how
the projectmet them.

In answerto Commissioner Mosley’s question, Mr. Wieck said that the rendering provided was of the previous
proposal.

Ms. Baldock clarified for Commissioner Johnson thatthere were likely no rooftop decks on historic buildings oron
new construction. She further clarified that some of theexamples provided by the applicant were upper-level decks
off a second levelratherthan a rooftop deck.

Commissioner Johnson said thatnew construction needs to respect the contextthatis specific to Belmont-Hillsboro.

Vice-chair Stewart said thatthe changes from the previous proposal are minor, don’t change the view of the
proposedaddition, and interrupts the roof plane in a way thatis inappropriate for conformance ofthe design
guidelines. Enclosingthe side with a roof would have beenappropriate. Commissioner Jones and Mosley agreed,
addingthat theexamples given were nota similar situation. Lookingat the historic house from front to back you
see roof,roof andthena third floorandso it is not compatible. Commissioner Mosleynotedthatit is not staff’sjob
to design the project.

Motion:

Commissioner Vice-chair Stewart moved to disapprove, finding that the proposed rooftop deck does not meet
Sections I1.B.1.e. and I1.B.2. of the design guidelines for the Belmont-Hillsboro Neighborhood Conservation
Zoning Overlay. Commissioner Williams seconded and the motion passed unanimously.

r 208 GENTRY AVE

Application: New Construction—Outbuilding

Council District: 06

Overlay: Eastwood Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: Melissa Sajid Melissa.Sajid(@nashville.gov

Permit] D#: T2020068795

Deferred at the requestof theapplicant.

S. 1904 BLAIRBLVD

Application: New Construction—Infilland Outbuilding

Council District: 18

Overlay: Hillsboro-West End Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: Sean Alexander Sean.Alexander@nashville.gov

PermitI D#: T2020068826

Staffmember, Sean Alexander, presented the case forinfilland an outbuildingat 1904 Blair Blvd.
Thisis a proposalto constructa new two-story house. The housewill be thirty-five feet (35”) wide, with a cross-
gabled roofand a partial-width one-story porch. The proposalalso includes a detached outbuilding in the rearyard.

The proposed new structure will have a two and one-half-story form, similar to thatof an American Foursquare
house,a common historic house type in the neighborhood. The housewill have a maximum roofheight ofthirty-
three feet, threeinches (33°3”) from gradeat the front, with an eave heightof twenty feet, fourinches (20°4””) above
the floorlevelanda onefoot, six inch (1°6”) tall foundation.
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Materials are appropriate, theroof form is appropriate, window proportion and rhythm is appropriate, and the
outbuilding is appropriate.

StaffRecommends approval of the proposed infill construction with the following conditions:
1. The finished floor heightis consistent with the finished floor heights ofthe adjacenthistoric houses, to be
verified by MHZC staffin the field;
2. The frontsetback is consistent with the setbacks ofthe adjacent historic houses, to be verifiedby MHZCstaff
in the field;
3. The foundationis differentiated from the first floor with a different material;
4.The brick selection, window and door selections, and roof color is approved prior to purchase and construction;
5.The HVAC units is located onthe rear of the building or on the side behind the midpoint.
With these conditions, staff finds that the proposal will meet the design guidelines fornew constructionin the
Belmont-Hillsboro Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay.

Ms. Newman, designer, clarified the setback with staff and said she agreed with all conditions.
There were no requests from the public to speak.

Motion:
Commissioner Jones moved to approve the proposed infill construction with the following conditions:

1. The finished floorheightis consistent with the finished floor heights of the adjacent historic houses,

to be verified by MHZC staffin the field;

2. The frontsetback is consistent with the setbacks of the adjacent historichouses, to be verified by

MHZ.C staff in the field;

3. Thefoundationis differentiated from the first floor with a different material;

4. Thebrickselection, window and door selections, and roof color is approved prior to purchase and

construction;

5. The HVAC units is located on the rear of the building or on the side behind the midpoint;
finding that with these conditions, the proposal will meet the design guidelines for new construction in the
Belmont-Hillsboro Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay. Vice-chair Stewartseconded, and the
motion passed unanimously.

t. 307N16THST

Application: Demolition; New Construction—Infill

Council District: 06

Overlay: Lockeland Springs-East End Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: Sean Alexander Sean.Alexander@nashville.gov

PermitI D#: T2020068830

Deferred at the requestof theapplicant.

u. 2809 ACKLENAVE

Application: New Construction—Addition; Setback Determination

Council District: 18

Overlay: Hillsboro-West End Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: Melissa Baldock Melissa.Baldock @nashville.gov

Permit] D#: T2020068609

Staffmember, Melissa Baldock presented the case for 2809 Acklen Avenue, which is a one-and-a-half story brick
TudorRevivalhouse constructed c. 1930. It contributes to the historic character of the Hillsboro-West End
Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay. Theapplicant proposes to re-open the front boxed entry which was
enclosed sometime between2007 and 2009. Stafffinds this partialdemolition to be appropriate because it is
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restoring an historic condition.

The addition is inset just eighteeninches (18”) on both the first and second level. Staffis recommendingthatboth
stories be inset a fulltwo feet (2°),as istypically required for a two-story addition with taller eaves like this one.
The upper leveldormers project out eighteeninches (187) to line up with the side walls of the house. The
Commissiontypically requires thatdormers be inset two feet (2”) from the side walls of the historic house. Staff
therefore recommends that theupperlevel dormers be inset atleasttwo feet2’ from theside walls of the historic
house.

The historic houseis located approximately three feet, three inches (3°3”) from the side property line. The main
wall of the addition is inset one foot, six inches (1°6”") from the side wall of the house, which means that it will be
just four feet, nine inches(4’9”) from the side property line. In addition, theupper level projecting dormer will
encroachon theside setback, as it will be just three feet, three inches (3°3”) from the side property line. Although
the Commission has approved side setback determinations for additions when the addition does not extend wider
than the housein the past, staff finds in this instance thatthe side setback determination does notmeet the design
guidelines. Staffisrecommendingthat the additionbe inset two feet(2’) on bothsides because it has a tallereaves
and a two-story form. In addition, staff is recommendingthat the dormers not project out from thea ddition’s side
walls. Ifboth conditions are met, a setback determinationis not needed.

Sta ffrecommends approval with the following conditions:

1. Theside walls of the additionbe inset two feet (2°) from theside walls of the historic house;
The dormers be set in two feet (2”) from the side walls of the historic house;

3. Staffapprove a masonry sample, allwindows and doors, and the roofshingle color priorto purchase and
installation;and

4. The HVAC shallbe locatedbehind the house or on either side, beyond themid-point ofthe house.

With these conditions, staff finds that the proposed addition meets Section I1.B. of the design guidelines.

Van Pond, architect forthe project, described the existinghouse and conditions. The rearaddition was designed to
accommodate the details of the existinghouse. He considers theeaveto be one-and-a-half stories which would
allow forjust a one-foot setback. The projectingdormers break up the longroofline so they would like to keep
them.

There were no requests from the public to speak.

Vice-chair Stewart and Commissioner Mosley agreed it was a well-done project, but fullapproval would set a
dangerousprecedent.

Motion:
Commissioner Jones moved to approve with the following conditions:

1. Theside walls of the addition be inset two feet (2°) from the side walls of the historic house;

2. Thedormersbe setintwo feet(2’) from the side walls of the historichouse;

3. Staff approve a masonry sample, all windows and doors, and the roofshingle color prior to purchase

and installation; and

4. The HVAC shall belocated behind the house or on either side, beyond the mid-point of the house;
finding that with these conditions, the proposed addition meets Section IL.B. of the design guidelines.
Commissioner Mayhall seconded and the motion passed unanimously

V. 1809 RUSSELL ST

Application: New Construction—Infill

Council District: 06

Overlay: Lockeland Springs-East End Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: Melissa Sajid Melissa.Sajid(@nashville.gov

PermitI D#: T2020068703
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Staffmember, Melissa Sajid presented the case for 1809 Russell St. The historic house at 1809 Russell Street was
severely damaged by the March tornado, and MHZC staffissued anemergency demolition permit in early April. As
proposed, theinfillmeets all the design guidelines. The height and scale are appropriate forthehistoric context. In
conclusion, staff recommends approval of the infill with the conditions set forth in the staff recommendation.

The applicant was notpresentand there were no requests from the public to speak.

Motion:
Commissioner Jones moved to approve the proposed infill with the following conditions:

1. The finished floor height shall be consistent with the finished floor heights of the adjacent historic
houses, to be verified by MHZC staffin the field;
2. The frontsetbackshall be consistent with the setbacks of the adjacent historic houses, to be verified
by MHZC staff in the field;
MHZ.C staff shall review the final selections for all materials prior to purchase and installation;
The front porch posts shall include caps and bases;
The site plan shall be revised to show a walkway connecting the front porch to the sidewalk;
If a driveway from Russell Streetis proposed, the site plan shall be revised to show the driveway
extending to atleast the midpoint of the infill; and
7. The utility connections and HVAC units shall be located behind the midpointof the building on a
non-streetfacing facade;
finding that with these conditions, the project meets the design guidelines for new construction in the
Lockeland Springs East-End Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay. Commissioner Johnson seconded
and the motion passed unanimously.

SNEL

w. 2807 27THAVE S
Application: New Construction—Addition
Council District: 18
Overlay: Hillsboro-West End Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: Melissa Sajid Melissa.Sajid(@nashville.gov
PermitID#: T2020068721

Staffmember, Melissa Sajid, presented the case foranadditionat2807 27" Ave South. The house located 2807
27" Avenue Southisa c. 1930, two-story brick house thatcontributes to thehistoric character ofthe Hillsboro-
West End Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay. The Commissionapproved a rearadditionas wellas the
demolition and reconstruction of the non-historic Porte cochere in 2017. The house sits approximately one hundred
and fifteen feet (115”) back from the front property line, which is unusual for the street. There isno rearalley.

The applicationis to constructa covered porchaddition thatattaches to the rear of theexisting porte cochere. An
existing single-story shed willbe removed or demolished with this project. The footprint ofthe shed is less thanone
hundred square feet (100 sq. ft.); outbuildings with a footprintof one hundred square feet (100 sq. ft.) orlessare not
reviewed in historic zoning overlays.

Since the house is less than thirty feet (30”) wide and shifted on the lot, a widerrear addition could meetthe design
guidelines. However, sta ff finds thatthe addition does not meetthe design guidelines as proposed for several
reasons.

The new addition ties into the existingroof ofthe portecochere,and a wallthat includes a sliding glass door would
be constructed at ornext to therear corner of the historic house. This design creates a situation wherethe new
construction would obscure the existingrear corner of the historic house.

In addition, a portecochere is an elementthatis open as it was intended to allow for vehicles to pass through; adding

a wallas shown here would close offthis element andmove it closerto an attached, front-loaded garage, which
would not meet thedesign guidelines in this casesince it would not belocated at basement-level.
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In orderto meetthe design guidelines, staffrecommends thatthe new addition be detached from the existing porte
cochere and shifted back approximately nine feet (9”) to where the 2017 addition comes back out to match the width
of'the historic house, shown here with the red box. With this condition, the porte cochere would remain intactas an
open element, and the historic rear corner that was preserved with the 2017 addition would remain intact. The result
would be an appropriate wider rear addition thatis designed so thatif it were to be removed in the future, the
historic house’s historic integrity would not bea ffected.

In conclusion, staffrecommends approval of the project with the conditions set forth in the staff recommendation
including the condition that theaddition be detached from the porte cochere and shifted approximately nine feet (9”)
back to where the 2017 addition matches the width ofthe historic house.

Mark Thomas, representing the applicant, said the goal of theprojectis to coveranexisting patio by continuingthe
existingroofline of theporte cochere. Theyhave no usable coveredspace in the back. Itisnot possible to move the
porch back, as proposedby the staff, as it does notmeet what the owners had in mind and does not fulfill security
concerns.

Commissioner Stewartsaid he understood what the applicants were hoping to accomplish; however, there charge is
to follow the guidelines adopted by theneighborhood and the Secretary of Interior Standards which include
preserving features like porte cocheres. Commissioner Johnson a greed that the addition would destroy the historic
character ofthe building,

Motion:
Vice-chairman Stewart moved to approve the project with the following conditions:
1. The addition shall be detached from the porte cochereand shifted approximately nine feet(9’) back
to where the 2017 addition matches the width of the historic house;
2. Staff approve the final details dimensions of all materials prior to purchase and installation; and
3. Ifrelocated,the HVACbe located behind the house or on either side, beyond the mid-point of the
house;
finding that with these conditions, the project meets Sections I1.B. and I11.B.2. of the Hillshoro-West End
Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay. Commissioner Jones seconded and the motion passed
unanimously, and the motion passed unanimously.

X. 924 CARUTHERSAVE

Application: New Construction—Infill

Council District: 17

Overlay: Waverly-Belmont Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: Melissa Baldock Melissa.Baldock@nashville.gov

PermitI D#: T2020068590

Staffmember, Melissa Baldock, presented the case forinfillat 924 Carurthers Avenue, which currently has a house
constructed c. 1954 that does not contributeto the historic character of the Waverly-Belmont Neighborhood
Conservation Zoning Overlay. Staffissued anadministrative permit for the house’s demolition in October2020.
The applicantproposes a 1.5 story duplex infill. [t meetsallthe base zoningsetbacks. Staffrecommends that
walkways be added from the sidewalk to the front entries.

The infill’s height of twenty-eight feet (28”) and width of thirty-five feet (35”) meet the immediate context. Staff
recommends the vertical division of materials seen on the front fagadebe removed so thatthe materials are
continuous, and the infillhas a cohesivemain form. Overall, the infill’s height, scale, roof form, fenestration
pattern, setbacks and thythm of'spacing, and orientation to meet the design guidelines.

Staffrecommends approval of the infill with the following conditions:

1. The finished floor height be consistent with the finished floor heights of the adjacenthistoric houses, to be
verified by MHZC staffin the field;
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2. Walkways from the sidewalk to the front entries be included;

3. Theverticaldivide in the materials on the front facade be removed;

4. Staffapprove thefront and rear porch floorand steps, theroofshingle color, allwindows and doors, and
the walkway and driveway materials prior to purchase and installation; and

5. The HVAC be locatedbehindthe house or on either side, beyond the mid-point ofthe house.

With these conditions, staff finds that the proposed infillmeets SectionI11. of the Waverly-Belmont Neighborhood
Conservation Zoning Overlay design guidelines.

Ms. Baldock informed the commission that the applicant stated he agreed with all conditions and did not wish to
speak unless Commissioners had questions.

There were no requests from the public to speak.

Motion:
Commissioner Mayhall moved to approve the infill with the following conditions:

1. The finished floor height be consistent with the finished floor heights of the adjacent historic houses,
to be verified by MHZC staffin the field;
2. Walkways fromthe sidewalk to the frontentries be included;
3. Theverticaldivide in the materials on the frontfacade be removed;
4. Staffapprove the frontand rear porch floor and steps, the roof shingle color, allwindows and doors,
and the walkway and driveway materials prior to purchaseand installation; and
5. The HVAC be located behind the house or on either side, beyond the mid-point of the house;
finding that with these conditions, the proposed infill meets Section I1I. of the Waverly-Belmont
Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay design guidelines. Vice-chair Stewartseconded, and the motion
passed unanimously.

y. 405S10THST

Application: New Construction- Infill

Council District: 06

Overlay: Lockeland Springs-East End Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: Jenny Warren Jenny.Warren@nashville.gov

Permit] D#: T2020068669

Staffmember Jenny Warren presented the case for405S 10" Street. The existinghouse at405 S 10" Street does
not contribute to the historic character of the Lockeland Springs-East End Neighborhood Conservation Zoning
Overlay. Staffissueda demolition permit for thestructure in September. This application is forthe constructionof
a duplex structure. Outbuildings show onthe site plan, butno elevations were submitted, and these structures are
notbeingreviewed today.

South 10™ Street marks the western boundary ofthe overlay. The subject lot is on the eastside of 10" Street,
between Fatherland Street and Shelby Avenue. Asyou cansee,the entire east side of this block consists of non-
contributingranchhouses. And across the street, in the Edgefield Historic Preservation Overlay, the buildings are
also non-contributing. There is no historic context onthis block.

In2019,the Commission approved this duplex infill on this same block. Staffusedthis structure as guidance for
what would be appropriate here.

The massingis similarto the previously approved project, but staffis concerned because no foundation or grade is

indicated. The addition ofone tothree feet(1°-3”) of foundation height could push this ridge and eave heightto be
tallerthanthe recommended parameters. Staffsuggests that revised elevations are submitted showingappropriate

foundation height, a ridge no higherthan thirty-one feet (31°) from gradeand eaves no taller than twenty feet(20°)
from grade.
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The elevationsincludea change of material at the front which gives the appearance that thesecond levelis taller
than the first level. Thisis not consistent with historic precedent. Staffrecommends thatthe change of materialbe
shifted higher on the fagade, suchthat thetwo levels appearequal, or the first levelis slightly taller. Also, the
squared windows on theside elevations should be revised to be vertically oriented.

In conclusion, Staffrecommends approval of the application with the following conditions:

1. Revised elevations shall be submitted prior to permitting which show theimpactofthe gradeon thedesign.
These plans should show appropriate foundation heightand the overall height from grade on the front
elevationshouldnotexceedthirty-one feet (31°) at theridge andtwenty feet(20°) atthe eaves;

2. The finished floor height be keptlow, consistent with a typical historic finished floor height, to be verified
by MHZC staffin the field;

3. Staffapprove thefinalmaterials includingroofing color, brick sample, doors, windows and porch floorand
post materials prior to purchase and installa tion;

4. Thechange of material shallbe shifted higher on the facade, suchthatthe two levels appear equal, orthe
first level is slightly taller;

5. Staffapprove theHVAC location; and,

6. The windows on the side elevations be revised so thatthey are genemally twice astallasthey are wide.

With these conditions, staff finds that the proposed infilland garages meet Section 11.B. ofthe design guidelines for
the Lockeland Springs-East End Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay.

The applicantwas present for questions butdid not present. There were no requests from the public to speak.

Motion:
Vice-chair Stewart moved to approve with the following conditions:

1. Revised elevations shall be submitted prior to permitting which show the impact of the grade on the
design. These plans should show appropriate foundation height and the overall height from grade on
the frontelevation should not exceed thirty-onefeet (31°) at the ridge and twenty feet(20°) at the
eaves;

2. Thefinished floor height be keptlow, consistent with a typical historic finished floor height, to be
verified by MHZC staffin the field;

3. Staff approve the final materials including roofing color, brick sample, doors, windows and porch
floor and post materials prior to purchase and installation;

4. The change of material shall be shifted higher on the facade,such that the two levels appear equal, or
the firstlevel is slightly taller;

5. Staff approve the HVAClocation; and,

6. The windows on the side elevations be revised so thatthey are generally twice as tall as they are wide;
finding that with these conditions, the proposed infilland garages meet Section I1.B. of the design guidelines
for the Lockeland Springs-East End Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay. Commissioner Fitts
seconded and the motion passed unanimously.

Z. 409 S1I0THST

Application: New Construction - Infilland Outbuilding

Council District: 06

Overlay: Lockeland Springs-East End Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: Jenny Warren Jenny.Warren@nashville.gov

PermitID#: T2020068821& T2020068840

Staffmember Jenny Warren presented the case for409 S 10" Street. Thisisa proposalforan infillduplex with an
outbuildinglocatedat409 S 10" Street two doors down from the previous case. This non-contributing house has
alreadybeen demolished. As mentioned in the previous project, S 10" St has no historic context.

Metro Historic Zoning Commission Minutes, November 18, 2020 18



Interms of heightand scale, setbacks, proportion of openings, known materials, roo f form and orientation, the
proposalmeets the guidelines. The grade is indicated appropriately on the plans. As with all infill, sta ff should
verify the foundation height in the field and should approve the materials prior to purchaseand installation.

The outbuildingmeets allthe guidelines except for the footprint. The maximum allowable square footage is one-
thousand (1,000) square feet. With the front porches, the square footage just exceeds this at about one-thousandand
twelve (1,012) square feet. Staffrecommends thatthe footprintbe reducedto no more than one thousand (1,000)
square feet. This could be accomplished by reducingthe size of the porches, removing them or converting them to
bracketed awnings as opposed to having posts-to-the-ground.

In conclusion, Staffrecommends approval of the project with the following conditions:

1. The finished floor height be keptlow, consistent with a typical historic finished floor height, to be verified
by MHZC staffin the field;

2. Staffapprove thefinal materials for both the primary structure and the outbuildings, including: the siding
material, trim, masonry, roofing color, porch floors, porch posts, doors, garage doors and wind ows;

3. Staffapprove theHVAC location; and,

4. The maximum square footage ofthe outbuilding, includingthe covered porches, should not exceed one-
thousand square feet (1,000 sq. ft).

With these conditions, staff finds that the proposed infilland garages meet Section I1.B. ofthe design guidelines for
the Lockeland Springs-East End Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay.

The applicant was present for questions butdid not present. Ms. Warrennoted that the applicant agreed with all
conditions. There were no requests from the public to speak.

Motion:
Commissioner Jones moved to approve the project with the following conditions:

1. The finished floor heightbe keptlow, consistent with a typical historic finished floor height, to be
verified by MHZC staffin the field;

2. Staff approve the final materials for both the primary structure and the outbuildings, including: the
siding material, trim, masonry, roofing color, porch floors, porch posts,doors, garage doors and
windows;

3. Staffapprove the HVAClocation; and,

4. The maximumsquarefootageof the outbuilding, including the covered porches, should notexceed
one-thousand square feet (1,000 sq. ft);.

finding that with these conditions, the proposed infilland garages meet Section I1.B. of the design guidelines
for the Lockeland Springs-East End Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay. Commissioner Fitts
seconded and the motion passed unanimously.

aa. 1900 OAKHILL DR

Application: New Construction—Infilland Outbuilding/Detached Accessory Dwelling Unit
Council District: 06

Overlay: Lockeland Springs-East End Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay
Project Lead: Melissa Baldock Melissa.Baldock(@nashville.gov

Permit] D#: T2020068672 and T2020068697

Staffmember Melissa Baldock presented1900 Oakhill, which is currently a 1950s ranch duplex that does not
contribute to the historic character of the Lockeland Springs-East End Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay.
A demolition permit for the structure was issued in November 2020. The applicant proposes infilland a DADU on a
vacant lot. The setbacks meet the basezoning setbacks and the historic context. The infill will be one-and-a-half
stories. Itsheight of approximately twenty-eight feet (28°) and width ofthirty-five feet(35°) meet the historic
context.
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Directly behind 1900 Oakhillis the 1900 Block of Holly that suffered tremendous damageinthe March tornado.
The infill for 1900 Oakhillis consistent with the heightand scales of theinfillapproved on this block of Holly.

Sta ffrecommends approval of the project with the following conditions:

1. Theinfill’s finished floorheightbe consistent with the finished floor heights of the adjacent historic house,
to be verified by MHZC staffin the field;

2. Staffapprove thefinalselections ofthe windows, doors, roofshingle color, and masonry for the infill prior
to purchaseand installation; and

3. Staffapprove thelocation ofthe HVACunits and all utilities.

With these conditions, staff finds that the proposed infillmeets Section I1.B. of the Lockeland Springs-East End
Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay and 17.16.30.G., the DADU ordinance.

Ms. Schneider was available for questions. There were no requests from the public to speak.

Commissioner Johnsonsaidit was great to see non-contributing houses being changed to houses that fit into the
neighborhood better.

Motion:
Vice-chair Stewart moved to approve the project with the following conditions:
1. Theinfill’s finished floor height be consistent with the finished floor heights of the adjacent historic
house, to be verified by MHZC staffin the field;
2. Staff approve the final selections of the windows, doors, roof shingle color, and masonry for the infill
prior to purchase and installation; and
3. Staffapprove the location ofthe HVAC units and all utilities;
finding that with these conditions, the proposed infill meets Section I1.B. of the Lockeland Springs-East End
Neighborhood Conservation Zoning Overlay and 17.16.30.G., the DADU ordinance. Commissioner Jones
seconded and the motion passed unanimously.

VIIL. OTHERBUSINESS

Meetingwasadjournedat 6:02 p.m.

RATIFIED BY COMMISSION ON 12/16/2020
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