BAR MINUTES

CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE

BOARD OF ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW

Regular Meeting

November 15, 2022 — 5:00 PM

Hybrid Meeting (In person at City Space & virtual via Zoom)

Welcome to this Regular Monthly Meeting of the Charlottesville Board of Architectural
Review (BAR). Due to the current public health emergency, this meeting is being held online
via Zoom. The meeting process will be as follows: For each item, staff will make a brief
presentation followed by the applicant’s presentation, after which members of the public will
be allowed to speak. Speakers shall identify themselves, and give their current address.
Members of the public will have, for each case, up to three minutes to speak. Public comments
should be limited to the BAR’s jurisdiction; that is, regarding the exterior design of the building
and site. Following the BAR’s discussion, and before the vote, the applicant shall be allowed
up to three minutes to respond, for the purpose of clarification. Thank you for participating.

Members Present: Roger Birle, Breck Gastinger (Virtual), James Zehmer, Carl Schwarz,
Tyler Whitney, David Timmerman

Staff Present: Patrick Cory, Jeff Werner, Remy Trail

Pre-Meeting:

The BAR went over the items on the agenda. There was discussion regarding items on the Consent
Agenda. Staff did introduce the two preliminary discussions that are on the agenda for the meeting.

Steve Gains, the city tree arborist, and Riann Anthony, Deputy Director of Parks and Recreation,
presented the current trees that are slated for removal from the Downtown Mall. Following the
presentation, members of the BAR asked questions of the city arborist regarding the damage that has
been done to those trees that are going to be removed.

Mr. Gastinger asked Mr. Schwarz to serve as the Chair for the in-person meeting at City Space. The
BAR was called to order at 5:38 PM following the presentation by the city arborist.

A. Matters from the public not on the agenda
No Public Comments

B. Consent Agenda (Note: Any consent agenda item may be pulled and moved to the regular
agenda if a BAR member wishes to discuss it, or if any member of the public is present to
comment on it. Pulled applications will be discussed at the beginning of the meeting.)

1. Certificate of Appropriateness
BAR # 22-11-01
0 Preston Place, TMP 050118001 and 050118002
Rugby Road-University Circle-Venable ADC District
Owner: Sue and Steve Lewis
Applicant: Leigh Boyes, Sage Designs
Project: Landscaping

2. Certificate of Appropriateness
BAR # 22-11-02
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480 Rugby Road, TMP 090003000

Rugby Road-University Circle-Venable ADC District
Owner: Westminster Presbyterian Church

Applicant: Breck Gastinger, Local Design Collective
Project: Landscaping, site work (Common Grounds)

3. Certificate of Appropriateness
BAR # 22-11-04
402 Park Street, Tax Parcel 530115000
North Downtown ADC District
Owner: Anchor Charlottesville Office 2, LLC
Applicant: Kendra Moon / Line+Grade
Project: Demo drive-through/ATM kiosk. New landscaping.

Motion to Approve the Consent Agenda by Mr. Zehmer — Second by Mr. Birle — Motion passes
5-0 with one abstention (Mr. Gastinger).

C. Deferred Items

4. Certificate of Appropriateness
BAR # 22-09-04
0 3rd Street NE, TMP 330020001
North Downtown ADC District
Owner: Scott Loughery
Applicant: Candace Smith, Architect
Project: New residence on vacant lot

Jeff Werner, Staff Report —

Background

Year Built: n/a. (According to available information, parcel has never been developed.) District: North
Downtown ADC District Status: n/a

CoA request to construct a new single-family residence and detached garage on vacant parcel.
Note: Applicant is not seeking final BAR action during this meeting. Rather, the discussion is intended
to resolve any outstanding questions prior to the final submittal.

Discussion

Applicant seeks BAR input on the following:

o Variation of building height.

0 Porch options presented, including roof forms and railings.
0 Front gate.

0 Color palette.

Motion to defer to the next month by the applicant — Mr. Schwarz moved to accept the deferral
request — Second by Mr. Whitney. Motion passes 6-0.

D. New ltems

5. Certificate of Appropriateness
BAR # 22-11-03

BAR Meeting Minutes November 15, 2022



507 Ridge Street, Tax Parcel 290141000

Ridge Street ADC District

Owner/Applicant: Kimberly and Clayton Lauter
Project: Demo backyard shed/cottage

Jeff Werner, Staff Report — Year Built: Cottage/shed (House constructed c1895) District: Ridge
Street ADC District Status: Contributing

The Gianniny-Bailey House contributes to the series of Victorian residences along Ridge Street that
date to the 1890s. This two-story, two-bay house was originally weatherboard, now covered with
stucco. Notable features include a semi-octagonal projecting bay on the front facade, and Eastlake trim
on the second story porch. The structure in the rear was built as a servant’s cottage. Request CoA for
demolition of an approximately 10-ft x 12-ft, single-story, wood-framed structure in the rear yard.

Discussion

Staff visited the site on November 3, 2022 and found the cottage to be in poor condition, but not at
immediate risk of collapse. (See attached photos and summary.) Owners plans to construct an
accessory dwelling unit near/at the location of the cottage; however, they also expressed that
regardless of the ADU project, they do not wish to incur further expenses necessary to stabilize and
maintain the cottage. With that, the owners have expressed willingness to allow relocation of the
structure to another site, should someone express interest in acquiring it and provided the BAR
approves the move.

As summarized below, the design guidelines recommend against approving this request. Staff
recommends the BAR discuss this matter and defer a decision until the December 20, 2022 BAR
meeting—or, to a later date, if the applicant requests deferral. This would provide an opportunity to
find a solution that preserves this structure, avoids a potentially contentious appeal to Council (should
a demo CoA be denied), and/or avoids actions that might result in leveraging civil fines.

Note: Staff refers to the following provisions of the City Code only as a matter of full disclosure and
for information only, not to suggest a possible a path or outcome, nor to provide an enforceable
interpretation of the Code.

Per Sec. 34-277 (Certificates of appropriateness; demolitions and removals), the BAR must approve
the razing or moving of a contributing structure, except upon the determination of the building code
official that the building or structure is in such a dangerous, hazardous or unsafe condition that it could
reasonably be expected to cause death or serious injury. Having no such determination by the City, that
exception does not apply. Additionally, failure to obtain the necessary approval for demolitions, the
owner is subject to a civil penalty not to exceed twice the fair market value of the building or structure,
as determined by the city real estate tax assessment at the time of the demolition, razing or moving.
(Sec. 34-86(b). See Appendix of this staff report.) The City’s current assessment for this structure is
$2,700. (Reference J. Davis email of Nov. 9, 2202.) As such, the fine could not exceed $5,400.

Per Sec. 34-281 (Maintenance and repair required), the owner of a contributing structure shall not shall
allow it to fall into a state of disrepair which may result in the deterioration of any exterior
appurtenance or architectural feature so as to produce or tend to produce a detrimental effect upon the
character of a major architectural design district or the life and character of a contributing structure or
protected property. In a violation of this requirement, the owner is subject to a civil penalty of $200 for
the first violation, and a civil penalty of $500 for each subsequent violation. (Sec. 34-86(a)(10), see
Appendix of this staff report.)
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Per Sec. 34-285 (Approval or denial of applications by BAR) and should the BAR deny the CoA, the
applicant may appeal to Council and seek further remedy per Sec. 34-286 (City council appeals). (See
Appendix of this staff report.)

Should the BAR approve the demolition request, staff recommends the following condition (included
in the suggested motion below):

* Applicant will provide for the BAR record documentation of the existing building. [In addition to the
photos provided, documentation will include dimensioned floor plans and elevations.]

Clayton Lauter, Applicant — We love the shed. It’s cute. It’s a question of value. I have an 81 year
old father in law with limited resources living in an assisted living facility in Sandusky, Ohio. He has
maybe enough money for 18 months at $8,000 a month to live in that facility. His daughter (my wife)
and his sister are in Virginia. One is in Washington DC. My wife and I are here. No other family under
80 years old is near him. It is little things. His driver’s license has expired. There’s nobody there to
help him get an ID, except for the facility owners, who want every dime. It’s a nine hour drive to Ohio.
We have to pay a personal expense, time away from her children, our three special needs kids (two
autistic and one diabetic) in order to facilitate her seeing her father. The second value is this shed. It is
unremarkable. The windows are busted out. There’s nothing but plywood on the floor. Birds and a
groundhog live in it. The chimney is falling down. It leaks. It’s been a great place for the last 13 years
to keep my tablesaw. It’s not intended for any living. Were it a historic, brick cottage, I would
completely support renovating it. One of the reasons we bought the home is that we care. | have
already been before you once to get gutters because the roof was falling down. We put solar panels in
our backyard because we care about the environment and our footprint. There are other things of value
than simply maintaining a structure because it once stood. It’s really a question of value of the quality
of life for my father in law and his remaining days and how we can afford to keep him happy, well,
and engaged in life when his family is nine hours away. He sits in his chair all day. That’s all he does.
Think about your family. Is that more important or less important than this? | appreciate you all
wanting to protect and value the history of this town. | do too, which is why we bought the house and
why I have spent thousands of hours insuring that house is a good house, a beautiful home. I don’t
think that this shack is more important than my father in law. We have to find a way forward. If we
have to defer until December 20", we will for a little while. His funds are running out. He’s in good
health. He might live another ten years. If that’s the case, with an accessory building that we want to
put there, we can use the electrical and water from the home within code tastefully done. I am happy to
get approval for a design from you. His life matters. The value of his life matters more than this.

QUESTIONS FROM THE BOARD

Mr. Gastinger — I have questions for staff (Jeff). You stated that you hadn’t found evidence of this
having a resident from the census. We have multiple documents that suggest that this was one of the
last servant’s quarters in this part of the city. It does have a chimney in the structure, which is not usual
for an exterior structure. It seems pretty clear that somebody was spending significant time here. We
don’t have much evidence to the contrary.

Mr. Werner — There is a lot of information in the census and city directories. You can piece things
together and try to see if there’s a gap. Is there something on either end that suggests someone at this
house? I think it is very possible. I think it would have been during the period Mr. Gianniny and his
family were there. It does not look like this building has been there a long time. If this was in my yard,
I would have that there as something to warm the shop. It does not appear to me to be in the original
location. There’s no denying this is something probably from 1895. If it is associated with Mr.
Gianniny, it definitely dates to the house. It is unique. | have gone through every survey of the Ridge
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Street Historic District. I can’t find another cottage/servant’s quarters. In some ways, you can say that
this is the only one I am aware of. In the context of its setting and its association with someone there, |
can’t put someone there. It becomes a shed that dates to the house.

Mr. Birle — I was confused. You’re asking to take this down in order to build something else there?

Mr. Lauter — Yes. An accessory dwelling unit/home for him (father in law) so we can have adjacent
access for him. He is not necessarily in the home. If there’s a problem, we can be there. We can get
Meals for Wheels. We can build something that adds value to the end of his life. Should one of our
children fail to launch, that would be appropriate as well. We have a great deal of land. Some of it is
not in the historic area. It doesn’t make any sense from a utility standpoint. He has maybe
$125,000/$150,000 depending on the market. That’s not going to last very long at $8,000 a month at
an assisted living facility.

Mr. Birle — You have looked at moving this on your property?

Mr. Lauter — We haven’t looked at it. If I tried to put a forklift under there and move it, | know that
it’s going to fall apart. I have moved a number of buildings with forklifts. I don’t find it remarkable. I
think some of the wood in it is heart pine. It is beautiful. It can be milled. We would incorporate what
was appropriate in the new dwelling. It matters to us aesthetically to match the current home and make
it look nice. From a functional standpoint, the building is falling down, the footers are falling down. It
is rotten on the back. | have termites in there. We do not have the resources to provide the “TLC” that
was mentioned. We don’t intend to. It is not utilitarian enough to use for anything other than storage of
materials.

Mr. Timmerman — Is one of the reasons you’re demolishing it is because you don’t have enough
space? Have you looked at a scenario where you might leave it and build around it?

Mr. Lauter — We have not looked at that. Right underneath that is a sanitary line. It makes the most
sense. We don’t want to eat up our entire backyard without building it. We want to enjoy the space. It’s
a beautiful area. Putting another building next to it and retaining that aesthetically; no we have not
considered that. We have considered further down on the property doing that. That is cost prohibitive. |
have to run additional electrical. It’s going to have to have its own service. At this point, it is feasible
to trench from its location into our basement and run electrical and water. | am on one meter and |
meet the city’s guidelines for an ADU. We’re a constrained family (resource). Doing it for its own
sake adds no value in our world.

COMMENTS FROM THE BOARD

Mr. Gastinger — I do think that this is a remarkable structure. I think it is pretty unique. From what we
have seen, reviewed, and the history that has been given, it tells a pretty interesting story about the
house, neighborhood, and the development of the city. We are set up as a board to follow our
guidelines. For all of the personal stories and realities that are very present for the applicant, that is not
part of our mandate and review process. Just as we don’t evaluate what is happening within the walls
of the structure, we are looking to protect the historic fabric and character of our community where we
can. It is not say that those things are any less real. We’re not the body to evaluate those other
circumstances. That would be City Council. In my mind, it’s very straight forward that this is a
structure that we want to try to protect and retain. | think it adds to the property and it adds to our
community. I’'m interested in ways that we can do that. It would certainly be preferred to protect it in
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place. Secondarily, to protect it on the property. Thirdly, protect it in some other fashion. I do find it to
be intriguing and interesting and even in its smallness it is an important of our city’s history.

Mr. Zehmer — | think Mr. Gastinger put it very well. Our purview is that this is a contributing
structure in the historic district. It is our duty to protect it. I appreciate the applicant’s personal
situation. It does make it difficult. Our purview is to protect the contributing structures. I did visit the
site. I looked at the building. It is certainly in rough shape. I have seen worse. In particular looking
under the building, there’s a number of pressure treated floor joists. It has seen some care at some
point. There are some pretty easy ways to help mitigate some of the termite damage. There’s a lot of
mulch piled up around the building. That can be raked back. That’s from a preservation standpoint. In
a way to try and meet the applicant’s goals, I agree with Mr. Gastinger that possible relocation on the
property would be an acceptable solution. There’s considerable room further down the hill. I know
there are the solar panels further down the hill and maybe even further down. Mr. Gastinger laid it out
perfectly. Choice one is preserve it. Choice two is relocate on the property. Choice three is relocate
within the district as opposed to somewhere else and completely out of context. Our guidelines really
discourage demolishing a building. I do not feel that we can do that in good conscience in following
our guidelines.

Mr. Timmerman — I sympathize with your situation. I understand what you’re going through. I do
agree with my colleagues. Even if you don’t see that thing as a remarkable structure, you might
consider seeing it in a different way. It’s remarkable for the little piece of the overall puzzle of our
historic district. I live in an old house. There’s a certain weight that you carry when you’re in these
things. We often make our own decisions about that from a personal standpoint. It is a bit of a burden.
On the other side when you look at those photographs, that photo where you have the cottage in front
of the old house, to me, that adds quite a bit of value to your property. There’s a wonderful connection
of the smaller house with the larger house in your yard. It seems to have a symbiosis relationship at
least in the photo that I was looking at. I think we’re talking about biases here. What we’re really here
for is upholding the guidelines. How do we do that? I am looking at your site plan. I’'m not sure what is
happening in the rear yard. I don’t think it is necessarily a bad thing given the fact that the original
location of the cottage was further back. I like the idea of restoring it to its original location if it has to
be moved. It does seem that there’s a good amount of space to work around back there. I understand
the proximity issue as far as cost goes. That seems like a viable option to me. It might be a value added
thing where you might develop some of the rest of the property further back to extend that backyard.
This is me coming at it from the perspective of understanding the pressures you feel but also wishing
there was a way to view this thing for what it is which is a little piece of a much bigger history lesson.
Somewhere in the staff report, there are some lines about ‘every little bit that you chip away, you lose
something.” Our job here is to recognize these things. The big things are obviously easy. The little
things are harder. We sympathize with the kind of positions that people are in economically and
socially. We don’t want to be a burden in that way. We are here to protect that fabric and those stories
so we can keep this place as special as we know it is.

Mr. Whitney — I am in agreement with a lot of the statements that the board has made. I don’t have
anything else to contribute beyond what has already been said. | would encourage the applicant to try
to find a way to relocate it on the site. I do understand the applicant’s desire to build and all of the
reasons set forth for trying to build an ADU in this location.

My question for staff is that we mentioned the possibility of finding another home for it and what that
venue would look like for finding another location.
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Mr. Werner — The applicant sent me a note today and asked about a C and a D in the staff report. For
whatever reason, there are two lists for demolitions. In the second list, it referred back to the first list.
The applicant asked “where are C and D?” They are answered. If this does get into a situation where
there’s an appeal, let’s do the right steps. Word had just changed the lettering. Those were the three
things. In fairness to the applicant, | just want to point that out. With the overall condition and
integrity, I have stated it and shared that. We know there was not an engineer’s report. To what extent,
the means/methods for moving/removing, it is to be demolished. I don’t see anything left out of the
discussion. It is absent in the staff report.

With moving it to a site that is not within a district, I don’t know what it would take to establish it as a
contributing structure. I don’t know that step. I know we’ve talked about it. We’ve moved entire
houses in the city without them losing their designation. | know there was a discussion of relocating
the house on Preston Place. It’s been discussed. With the mechanism by which it would be protected, I
don’t know. That’s the piece to figure out if that’s the opportunity. In my conversation with the
applicant, I sent all of the questions to him that you all had. What about rolling it down the hill? He
said there was the cost of rolling it down the hill and maintaining it when it is down the hill. I am not
trying to make a judgment. What is best for this structure? In the zoning ordinance, if somebody
knocks this down and they knocked it down without BAR approval, there is a fine. | talked to the city
assessor. They have a valuation of this at $2700. It would be the maximum the city could fine someone
for such a demolition would not be more than two times that value. If the building fell into disrepair,
the city does have the means by which a contributing structure in a historic district is not maintained. |
am not entirely clear. It is $500 and an X amount for each additional incident. What does that mean? |
know there is a threshold at which it won’t go any further. There are ways we can compel this owner to
not let something happen. In my conversations with them, they don’t want to put in the expense into
moving it. With moving it, the roof is in bad shape and that it doesn’t shed water. There’s a cost
associated with that. My concern is that these other avenues might lead to the building’s loss. Is there a
way to find a solution? The BAR can evaluate these guidelines. The remedy for that is an appeal to
Council. That is an option. That is built into the ordinance. City Council can consider those other
things. I would recommend deferral. If there’s an appeal on a denial, there has been this omission. If
you all feel this omission is not significant, however it is spelled there, it is available.

Mr. Birle — To me, moving it on the property is just as good as keeping it where it is. It looks to me
like it has been moved more than once. Moving it away/selling it and taking it out of context has very
little value at that point. Our focus does have to be pretty narrow. It might be for others to consider the
other issues. It is pretty ‘cut and dry.” We’re being told by the reports that it is significant and rare.

Mr. Schwarz — | ultimately would support demolition for this through precedent. | know that most of
our Board is very new. I have seen quite a few demolition approvals where whole servant’s quarters
get chopped off the back of large houses; something much more significant than this small building
that we don’t really know if a servant lived in. I recognize the sense that it is rare in the neighborhood.
It is just out of precedent that we have approved demolitions much more significant than this in the
past. It is coming down. Nobody is going to take it. Whether it comes down and we fine you for it or
whether you go through a Council appeal and pay for the appeal, we’re going to cost you money by
delay. As others have said, that’s not our purview. What is our purview is the fact that we have
demolished much more significant structures in the past.

We could defer this and prolong it. Or we can make a motion tonight and you can take the motion and

do what you want with it, whether it is an appeal or you ‘put this to bed.” Would you like to defer it
and see if you can figure out someone who can take the shed for you?
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Mr. Lauter — I am more than happy to allow you people to reconsider your comments if intractable on
that. I would remind this group that not an eighth of a mile away is a hotel in the historic district. That
is condos in the historic district that many in our community fought against in front of you and Council
about eight years ago with tooth and nail. That’s OK? But my 10 by 12 shed is the Holy Grail of the
neighborhood. I appreciate that you want to stay in your ‘swim lane.” Let’s talk precedence and reality.
It’s coming down one way or another or it is getting moved. If this Council would like to fund its
movement to somewhere on my property, write me a check. If the expectation that me and my wife
and our limited resources have to go find $10,000 to move this when it is coming down anyway, that’s
the question of value | pose. Historic value does have value; so does current value. This is current. | am
not going to be selling tickets to this shed on my property. Nobody is going to come and want to see it.
If they did, they’re going to require my permission. I am more than happy if you want to defer it to
consider it. That’s fine. The clock is ticking on my father’s quality of life. I understand that it is fine to
keep your blinders on and stay within your mission statement. Why do you think I put solar panels on
my property? | did it because I care about the environment and our town. To detract from the beauty of
the nature of my lawn, you’re ‘darn tooting.’ It is the right thing to do. Our world is much bigger than
the ordinances that you operate under. | am fine if you defer to December 20™. It is coming down; one
way or another. We have to take care of my father in law.

Mr. Birle — One thing I wonder about is this idea of precedent. I’'m new to the Board. What are the
other examples where we have had similar or more significant demolitions?

Mr. Schwarz — There are a couple of large houses on Park Street where they took the entire back half
of the house off so they could put on a new addition back there. Those back halves were inferior in the
sense that they had lower ceilings and smaller rooms presumably because they were servant’s quarters.
I can think of two examples. One was Chris Long’s former house. The other one was Hard Bargain. It
is way down Park Street and almost at the end of the district. On Virginia Avenue, we took down the
last three working class bungalows on the street. We took down two of those. We did keep one for an
apartment building.

Mr. Gastinger — They do have some precedent value. They’re not quite like this. This is unusual in its
age, association with the house at this age. My recollection of those precedents is that those were more
recent additions and a different series of conditions. I do think there’s a chance if the applicant came to
the Board and demonstrated that there was no way the ADU could be built and that it required the
demolition. That might change some minds. On the other hand, given the information that we have, the
preservation of the structure (from our guidelines) is the preferred recommendation.

Mr. Lauter — What is it that you mean the ADU requires the demolition? What are you saying?

Mr. Gastinger — We have had requests for demolitions in the past that were of (in some ways) modest
but significant structures; historic nonetheless. We have approved demolition along with a successful
building that was going in its place. We understood the necessity of removing the structure. That’s one
of our evaluation criteria. Without any other context, we don’t have any way to evaluate whether the
structure is required to come down.

Mr. Timmerman — If we could see what the hardship is and see the design, (there are setbacks) then
there is an example of where the hardship is coming from as opposed to saying ‘we have to move it.

We have to get it out of here because we have another structure that we want to put in.’

Mr. Lauter — There’s no other place for it to go on our property that is governed by you all
fundamentally. There’s no other place for it to go. We can’t put it in our front yard. That is the only
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place it can go based on the setback if you look at where that fence is. | have to come five feet off that
fence according to the current guidelines. I can go back. I then have a parking area that is nothing but
gravel. From a functional standpoint, it is right over the sewer. | can get into the house. We can cost
effectively put an ADU in an area that’s maybe 16 by 25 feet long; a little bit larger than this but not
significantly. Match it in form and structure to what we have there currently and add value. The notion
that someone is going to buy it, I don’t see it. You guys are the BAR. Maybe you know someone who
has that interest. For me to use my father in law’s limited funds to pick it up and move it, replace it,
and then maintain it somewhere else on my property. | am sure that you have very wealthy people
come before you that have the funds, the resources, and the means to do that every day. | am not one of
them. | think this is a logical value add thing. | appreciate and am more than happy to allow Mr.
Werner and whomever else would like to document the process by which it comes down. The notion
that it is going to sit into perpetuity, well maintained by me and family, who don’t plan on selling this
home anytime soon, I wouldn’t put money on it. I hope you do it in conscience understanding that you
approved the hotel at the corner of my street. | have a 9 mm round in the front of my house. My kids
saw the shooting across the street 18 months ago. Not many people are walking up on my property. We
live on Ridge Street, which is a little different than Park Street.

Mr. Schwarz — You do have a choice. If you want to request a deferral or if you want us to defer it, we
can do that. We can vote. It sounds like the vote is going to be to deny the demolition. That would let
you move on. What would you prefer us to do?

Member from the Public — Are you saying this building could leave the property?

Mr. Schwarz — I think that’s an option some Board members are for.

Mr. Werner — There is precedence there. We have allowed that evaluation of Wyndhurst.

Member from the Public — There are people who will take it. They’re not going to buy it. They will
take it for free. They will take it down and disassemble it or move it wholesale.

Mr. Lauter — I don’t know if that meets their criteria with regards to preservation.
Mr. Schwarz — That sounds like a reason to defer. Would you be all right with that? Give it a month.

Mr. Lauter — I am more than happy to defer. I know you don’t want to consider the financial
arrangement and the quality of life issue of my father in law. That is too hard for me.

Mr. Gastinger — It’s not that we don’t want to; we can’t. We’re volunteers governed by the statutes.
That’s not a criteria we can use as part of our evaluation.

Mr. Schwarz — You’re Ok with the deferral to investigate. It sounds like the applicant is not going to
do the investigation. Is that something staff is going to do or should we just end this?

Mr. Werner — Ending it is assuming a denial. That places some choices for Mr. Lauter to make. |
would assume the loss of the building. I cannot tell you right now what I could offer or what | would
do tomorrow. If it is deferred, the applicant doesn’t have a proposal for an ADU in the back. A deferral
does not in any way, shape, or form cause any financial problem with anybody. If we had before you
tonight a project to be approved to construct something new, it would be a little different sense of
urgency. Maybe in a month, I can think of something and maybe I can’t. At least, I know a decision
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hasn’t been made that is final for that structure. If someone is willing to take this, there is not
opposition to that. | keep thinking what we can do, that will provide some certainty for this building.

Mr. Timmerman — There may be some benefit for the applicant as well. If there’s a deferral, there’s
maybe a chance that you don’t have to pay the fine.

Mr. Lauter — | am fine with that. | am emotional about it because | have seen the man. | understand
that no one comes to see him.

Mr. Werner — There is an ADU process that we need to be having underway as far as a design for
something.

Mr. Schwarz — How about we move for the deferral? That gives it 30 days.

Mr. Werner — | did speak with the DHR (Department of Historic Resources). In their staff opinion,
the removal of this building would not place the overall district at risk. One of the reasons you’re
having this discussion is the BAR’s purview is a function of the local designation. However, one of the
questions is about (DHR) whether the demolition of a structure be reason for delisting the district. That
answer was no. [ don’t want to lose the building. If an option presents itself, a month gives me the 30
days to figure it out. I may not be able to.

Motion — Mr. Whitney moved to defer the request. Mr. Schwarz, second. Motion passed 6 — 0.
[Note: Being deferred by the BAR, the matter will be reviewed at the December 20, 2022
meeting.]

6. Certificate of Appropriateness
BAR # 22-11-05
914 Rugby Road. TMP 50145000
Rugby Road Historic Conservation District
Owner: Erin and George Sloane
Applicant: John Voight / JKV Architects
Project: Alterations to front porch, side addition

Jeff Werner, Staff Report —
Background Year Built: ¢1921 District: Rugby Road Historic Conservation District Status:
Contributing

Request CoA for construction of a single story, side addition (replacing the existing two-story 1980s
addition) and reconstruction of the front porch (replacing c1980s alterations). Note: The rear portion of
the addition is not visible from Rugby Road and therefore exempt from BAR review.

Discussion and Recommendations

Note: The regulations and design guidelines for projects within a Historic Conservation District
(HCD) are intentionally less rigid than those for an ADC District. The HCD designations are
intended to preserve the character-defining elements of the neighborhoods and to assure new
construction is not inappropriate to that character, while minimally imposing on residents who may
want to upgrade their homes. Even for a HCD property that might qualify for the more-rigid
designation, in evaluating the proposal the BAR may only apply the HCD requirements and guidelines.
See staff comments below regarding the proposed roof style. (Building Form — roofs and porches.)
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Staff recommends either BAR approval [per the recommended motion below] or, should the BAR
request modifications to the design, by direction to staff allow the subsequent review to be
administrative. (Per City Code Sec. 34-346, an administrative review is allowed: a) with BAR
authorization, for requests previously reviewed by the BAR; and b) for minor accessory buildings or
additions, after consultation with the chair of the BAR.)

Motion — Mr. Schwarz — Having considered the standards set forth within the City Code,
including City Design Guidelines for Historic Conservation Districts, | move to find that the
proposed side addition and front porch alterations at 914 Rugby Road satisfy the BAR’s criteria
and are compatible with this property and other properties in the Rugby Road Historic
Conservation District, and that the BAR approves the application as submitted.

Mr. Timmerman, second. Motion passed 6-0.

The meeting was recessed for five minutes.

7. Certificate of Appropriateness
Preliminary Discussion (No action to be taken)
300 Court Square, TMP 530096100
North Downtown ADC District
Owner: Eagle Tavern, LLC
Applicant: Candace DelLoach, Claudine Wispelwey
Project: Exterior alterations
e Staff introduced this project for Court Square to the members of the BAR. Staff provided a
brief history and overview of the project.
e The applicant presented the project and the overview of what they were wanting to do with
the property.
e The applicant is seeking to bring more life to the property at 300 Court Square.
e The applicant did bring in samples of the brick that they are seeking to use to repair the
deteriorating brick and foundation.
e The project is to restore the property and exterior alterations.
e The shutters would be restored, there would be the addition of an awning, and the bricks
would be washed. Gas lanterns would also be added.
e Mr. Gastinger expressed excitement and support for the changes being proposed by the
applicant for this property.
e Mr. Gastinger did have some concerns, questions, and feedback for the applicant about the
project going forward.
e Mr. Timmerman also expressed excitement regarding the project for the property. Mr.
Timmerman did provide feedback for the applicant.
e Mr. Zehmer echoed the earlier comments made by Mr. Gastinger. Mr. Zehmer did have
concerns about the Bermuda shutters on the rear of the building.
e Mr. Whitney and Mr. Birle provided their feedback to the applicants. The feedback and
questions were mostly positive and supportive of the project.
e Mr. Schwarz had the same feedback and suggestions that the previous members of the BAR
had for the applicant.
e The applicant received very good direction on where the project needs to go moving
towards a Certificate of Appropriateness application and submission.

8. Certificate of Appropriateness
Preliminary Discussion (No action to be taken)
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204 Hartmans Mill Road, TMP 260038000
Individually Protected Property
Owner: Jocelyn Johnson and William Hunt
Applicant: Dan Zimmerman / Alloy Workshop
Project: Addition and exterior alterations
e Staff introduced the project that the owners and applicant are planning to with this project
to the members of the BAR.
e The house is currently falling into disrepair and the applicant is presenting a project to
renovate and rehabilitate the current house.
e The applicant did provide questions for the members of the BAR regarding windows and
restrictions on the design.
e The members of the BAR provided feedback and suggestions to the applicant regarding
how the proposed project can be improved.

E. Other Business

9. Staff Questions/Discussion
e BAR awards 2022
e Holiday Dinner (and alumni reunion)

Adjournment
The meeting was adjourned at 9:35 PM.
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