City of Columbia
HISTORICAL ZONING COMMISSION
July 14, 2022

CALL TO ORDER:
Dr. Hendrickson called the July meeting of the Historical Zoning Commission for the City of Columbia to order at 4:02 p.m.  The meeting was held in Conference Room A, City Hall, basement level. 
    
                              
ROLL CALL:	Quorum present and included the following:

Present were:	    Ms. Kim Hayes
		    Dr. Hendrickson
                               Ms. Melanie Lucas
		     Mr. George Nuber
		     Ms. Autumn Potter

Absent were	     Mr. Joe Kilgore
		     Mr. Ray Pace		             

Other attendees:  Mr. Austin Brass, City Planner
	   Mr. Kevin McCarthy, Planning Associate II
	   Mrs. Sandra Richardson, Secretary
	   
	   

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES:
The June meeting minutes were presented for approval. Mr. Nuber made the motion to approve with Ms. Lucas seconding.  Motion to approve passed four to zero. 
Ms. Hayes arrived a few minutes late.

3. Old Business


[bookmark: _Hlk58937855]AGENDA ITEM #3.1
Case# 22-0138
Request from Ben Lapp to demolish and replace an accessory structure in the Athenaeum Historic District at 1012 South High Street.

Staff Recommendation:
This item was withdrawn by the applicant.




 

4. New Business

AGENDA ITEM #4.1   
Case# 22-0147
Request from Evers Construction Group for alterations with signage and lighting at 425 w. 7th Street.

Staff Recommendation:  
Mr. McCarthy presented the details of the applicant’s request.  This is the first phase of some renovation to the property.  

Discussion: 
Emilee Totten, 2004 Carmack Blvd, and Gunner Martin, were present to answer questions.  Discussion included future plans, potential tenants, renovations, opening up the wall a little bit, the plan is to clean it up, clean up the awning, tenant space, wrap the bases, and unpainted brick.  Right now it is painted the plan is to clean it and give a fresh base of paint.  The base will match the stucco stone; and they will match the bottom of the canopy awning. Further discussion included lighting guidelines, existing signage, the signage can be externally illuminated, nonconformity status, opening up the windows, the finish, stucco base, introducing paint, metal base, new addition, matching the existing stucco, efis, brick cap, stone or brick cap, material underneath the stucco, guidelines for columns, the awning will stay, and complying with the guidelines.  Mr. Brass read from the Historic Guidelines Exterior walls and exposed foundations 5.8 b: The visibility of historic wall surfaces shall be maintained.  Covering or replacing historic surfaces with synthetic sidings, stucco, veneers, or other materials where they did not historically exist is not appropriate. Mr. Nuber stated that we are technically not covering, we are building new.  Mr. Brass stated that when we build new, the Commission want the applicant to conform to the guidelines. Mr. McCarthy stated that in this application we have limited information, and based on the information that we have in hand and knowing that there will be more coming to you in the future. Mr. Nuber asked if they were seeking approval to do the column wrap at the base now.  Mr. McCarthy stated yes, and the Commission can craft your approval or not approve it including the column wrap.  Ms. Potter stated that it seems like it is only getting partially renovated, and partially face lifted, and retouch it all in a couple of years she doesn’t know the impact.  It doesn’t seem t make sense to her now to just do partial. Further discussion included the extensiveness of the update in a few years. If it were brick it could not be painted, alternatives, cleaning the bricks is good, and increasing the storefront area. Mr. Nuber stated that the partial column veneers are not complying with the guidelines and if they are willing to just do a brick base with a brick cap to match the brick above that would be a good alternative. Further discussion included matching the brick above, texture, size, color, the brick above is painted, and brick instead of stucco veneer over the columns.  Mr. Nuber stated that the point is if it is already painted above it poses a dilemma it would almost seem like the best thing to do is to prevent everything to be done except veneering the columns at this time. Control the future plan to address the entire storefront altogether where the harmony that was mentioned.  He also stated that it seems like the Commission doesn’t have a good solution for veneering the columns at the base.  Why not just paint the steel columns as they are.  Further discussion included when it was built, and not contributing to the district. Staff does have something in the guidelines about preserving the era and time, it looks like the shopping center has had a lot of alterations to the original condition of the building. Mr. Nuber stated that they have options if they want to clad those columns with approved material that is in the guidelines and they can do that.  If the tenant is opposed to the steel columns and they want to soften it up a bit, or create some dimension to it they could certainly do that. Ms. Hayes stated that the applicant could come back to the Commission with the plans for the columns. Further discussion included trimming two feet, elevations, signage is a future date, this single tenant use will be forty square feet, nonconformity, keep the same size, design approval, and previous sign.  Mr. Nuber moved to approve with one exception that is the stucco veneer base will be removed at this point until such future time the applicant can come back with an alternative solution that meets the current guidelines.  Ms. Potter seconded.  Motion to approve with an exception passed five to zero. Mr. McCarthy stated just be advised that forty for the tenant, and ninety for the whole building.


[bookmark: _Hlk110514567]AGENDA ITEM #4.2
Case# 22-0165
Request from Ben Sanders for new addition at 814 W. 7th Street. 


Staff Recommendation:
Mr. Brass presented the details of staff report.  This request was previously approved, however, it has an expired COA.  The applicant is proposing to do an addition in the back. The gable will be cladded in a fiber cement board in closely matching the primary materials of the structure. 

[bookmark: _Hlk104464529]Discussion:   
The applicant’s neighbor was present to answer questions.  Discussion included all the materials meet the guidelines, and the property line in the back.  Mr. Nuber stated for clarification that he doesn’t see in writing that it is a brick column base.  He wanted to make sure that it is brick.  There is a note that points to it, but the note is off screen.  Mr. Brass stated there are two options, one is to defer because the client is not present; and b).  the Commission can approve as a condition needing clarification. Mr. Brass also stated that the Commission could try calling the applicant.  Ms. Hayes made the motion to move this request to the end of the meeting, with Mr. Nuber seconding.  Motion to move this request to the end passed five to zero. 
Ms. Hayes moved to defer this request, with Dr. Hendrickson seconding.  Motion to defer passed four to zero.

AGENDA ITEM #4.3
Case# 22-0187
Request from Hallmark Homes for new construction at Lot 8 in Charles Place, located at 314 West 6th Street. 


Staff Recommendation:
Mr. Brass presented the details of staff report. The applicant is proposing to build a home in the last remaining lots of the subdivision, but he is proposing to align with the character of the existing Charles Place.  From a material perspective the home would meet the material of the guidelines. Brick will be used as a primary façade material also having fiber cement board in the gable. The windows being an aluminum clad window material.  The proposed garage is going to be a side loaded garage that does kind of help soften the element of being a full front loaded garage. 

Discussion:   
Mr. Jerry Earwood, Hallmark Homes, 840 Cradford Hollow Way, and William Holliday, Franklin, were present to answer questions.  Discussion included there will be two homes the last two lots, material, would like to start both at the same time, only one plan, HOA, Architecture guidelines, criteria met, entrance from the back, and the entire Charles Place is in the Historic District.  Mr. Brass stated that this request is the last lot at the rear of Charles Place, and from a visibility factor, aligning with the West 6th Street it wouldn’t have any impact.  Ms. Hayes stated that it would be strange if it didn’t sit with the Charles Place designs. Mr. Brass stated historically they provided several parameters that are in the guidelines, and the guidelines align with the idea of character, adjacent structures, the height, the bulk materials, aligns with that. Further discussion included composite trim, wood window clad, aluminum cladding, vinyl windows, composite material, and whoever makes the motion clarify.  Ms. Hayes stated that the material matches, but the design doesn’t necessarily match.  She asked if this will get them in any type problem, it is unique situation.   Mr. Brass stated because of the character of the adjacent property this is what the Commission will align to in the approval of this item. Additional discussion included the brick in the back, the fence, the plans, lot is flat, landscaping, staff level review, elevations, brick wall, 312 pitch shingles, metal for the roof, character, front columns, railing material, iron wood, matching the neighborhood, shutters will be wood, deck, concrete patio, railing, single family permanent resident, and short term rental is not allowed in the district.  Ms. Hayes stated that it needs to be clarified that the windows will be wood aluminum clad, and the railing will be iron similar to others in the neighborhood.  Mr. Nuber stated that on the front elevation he is seeing what looks like a two and a half, and twelve pitch roof.  This is not the front porch it looks like it’s on the right side. He inquired what will that be.  Mr. Earwood stated that it is a cut out in the back of the roof, and he may change the pitch.  Additional discussion included modifying that down to something steeper, maintain the pitch, visibility, doing a pitch to support a shingle, rear elevated patio material will be concrete, there will be an elevated patio, there will be a perimeter wall that will be made out of block for example brick veneer, back filled with gravel, and then filled with concrete.  Mr. Earwood stated that it is in the side of the structure, not the back. On the elevation the dirt will go up to the concrete.  On the patio this will be a slab on grade, this is a courtyard house.  Dr. Hendrickson asked what are the conditions.  Ms. Hayes stated aluminum wood clad windows, metal roof on the porch, and the two and a half twelve pitch as documented on the plan, the railings will be rod iron, consistent with the neighborhood, and the back patio will be a slab on grade with tapered around the perimeter.   Mr. Earwood asked once they get started if they run into anything ,will they bring it to Austin.  Mr. Brass stated that when the permit comes through go back and review that the conditions were met. It will be a more detailed review on the permit.  Mr. Earwood stated that elevation to the patio when you start the work the elevations will fool you, and it could actually have a skirt around it, he just doesn’t know at this point.  Mr. Nuber stated then it would have to be brick veneered.  Mr. McCarthy asked the condition of approval on the patio.  Mr. Nuber stated that the proposal is to build up the earth or have it naturally occurs so that they can pour a patio which will be four inches of concrete directly on grade.  He also stated in the slope which will fall away from it would taper onto that patio so that it wouldn’t be a skirting around the patio, a vertical edge, it will be sloped to it causing drainage away for the residence.  If that would change and they would need a skirting, then the thought was brick veneer to match the residence with no railing if necessary.  Ms. Hayes moved to approve based on the porch roof being metal, and a two and a half by twelve pitch roof being metal, the windows being aluminum wood clad, and the railing on the front porch being rod iron to match others in the Charles Place neighborhood, and the concrete patio on the side of the house will be a grade or veneered in brick or veneered skirt if needed.  Dr. Hendrickson seconded the motion.  Motion to approve with restriction passed five to zero.  

AGENDA ITEM #4.4
Case# 22-0188
Request from Tyler Crowell for exterior alterations at 106 E. 7th Street including new front elevation, windows, lighting, condenser units, stoop, repainting, repair of retaining wall and removal of overhead garage door on west elevation with upgrading ones on south elevation. 


Staff Recommendation:
Mr. McCarthy presented the details of staff report. The applicant proposes to renovate the existing metal building in order to accommodate an ice cream production facility and office.  There is additional tenant space on the front. Staff does recommend approval. 

Discussion:   
Mr. Tyler Crowell, was present to answer questions.  This is a metal building, currently the front will be brick but not the sides. Discussion included painting, metal siding, the east side is visible, the door will stay, having the parapet to go higher, creating windows where they were not previously, cover the one twelve pitch roof, front elevation raising up, you will see the front elevation, there will be a certain level of thickness giving it more substance, connecting brick and metal, stair step an existing block wall, process, clad with brick, there will be a substantial wall in the front, condensers in the back of the building, no roof top HVAC, air handlers inside the building, all the manufactures will move, more storage, retail element, parking area to the left, subdivided, graded, signage, production, gift shop, new parapet height, two tenants in the front, spilt foyer, the original roof line, new parapet height, sidewalks, and the four windows are identical.  Ms. Potter moved to approve as presented with the brick being a historic brown fitting in with the other buildings. Ms. Lucas seconded.  Motion to approve passed four to zero, with Mr. Nuber abstaining.  

AGENDA ITEM #4.5
Case# 22-0189
Request from Bryson Leach for new freestanding signage at 808 Walker Street.  


Staff Recommendation:
Mr. McCarthy presented the details of staff report.  They are requesting at this time the bottom sign panel and for the top sign panel which has already occurred. This is an after the fact request for a COA, basically reversing the colors, and increasing the size of the sign. Staff recommend approval, but also note that the property owner went ahead and installed part of the sign without approval. 

Discussion:   
Bryson Leach, was present to answer questions.  Mr. Leach stated that he put the sign up. Discussion included it is within the size, it is generally within the same style, the number of colors, and the number of fonts all meet the guidelines.  It was a change in between the requests, and it was changed and then applied for.  Mr. Leach stated that he applied and then changed it before approval.   He also stated that he didn’t like put it up and then apply.  After the initial approval, there was a request and he said that he was going to go ahead and make those changes, and apply with those changes.  There was a large buffer from when it was approved.  This was installed and he made that decision. He took a risk and apologized for that. He increased the size.  Discussion included material is right, size is right, installed the day of the event, post, colors, multitenant, guideline language, and the bottom sign has not been made yet.  Dr. Hendrickson moved to approve with Mr. Nuber seconding. Motion to approve passed five to zero.

AGENDA ITEM #4.6
Case# 22-0190
Request from Bryson Leach for new window projecting and wall signage at 803 South Main Street with removal of some awning flashing. 


Staff Recommendation:
Mr. McCarthy presented the details of staff report. Staff recommend approval.

Discussion:   
Mr. Bryson Leach, was present to answer questions.  Discussion included changing from acrylic to metal lettering, door centering, entrance, widening, window, and the arm sign.  Dr. Hendrickson moved to approve with centering the signage over the door.  Mr. Nuber seconded the motion. Further discussion included counter balance, mounting on the brick, tree, making a motion that it will be in one of the spots, removing the flashing from the top, it’s a metal panel, removing to get a few inches of height, alterations, and further renovations. If removing it causes other issues they will come back to the Commission. It use to be an metal awning there so it is flashing from that, and it is not there for any reason now.   Dr. Hendrickson changed his motion to the approval with the centering of the letters and the ability to alter the flashing as necessary if it becomes necessary the applicant would have to come back to the Commission, and moving the projecting sign to the right side of the building. Ms. Potter seconded the motion.  Motion to approve with conditions passed five to zero.  Mr. McCarthy stated that Mr. Leach stated that he was going to switch the metal letters did the Commission intend for that to be part of the approval. Ms. Hayes stated yes.  

Mr. McCarthy stated that two months ago this Commission approved the American Barrel on West 7th.   His client is requesting to make some alterations to decrease the size and change the font and it will be dimensional lettering, and metal material.  Technically this would require a COA, but he has been discussing it with him, and he would think if the Commission was unanimous in allowing this change then staff will approve this administratively. Clarification of the previous approval.  The Commission was all in approval.

AGENDA ITEM #4.7
Case# 22-0191
Request from Ben Lapp for new rear addition at 1007 School Street with exterior alterations including new windows, additional foundation, and roof modification. 


Staff Recommendation:
Mr. Brass presented the details of staff report. The applicant is proposing two items in this request. The first item is a 294 square foot rear addition, and the second item is replacing windows with aluminum clad windows, and then modifying a rear roof line as included with the rear addition. The applicant has stated that materials of windows will be aluminum clad meeting the guidelines for windows described.  The proposed front door will be wood. 

Discussion:   
Mr. Ben Lapp, was present to answer questions.  Discussion included the view from the front will stay the same, the back portion will be renewed to be able to expand the living area, the back exterior portion will stay in the same line, basically trying to have the roof line cover all, renovate to rent, the front door is original, the door has been broken, the windows,  aluminum clad windows, restore, elevation drop, material below the cladding on the backside is block, stone pillows, crawl space, finished material, cladding, textured, CMU block, cannot paint new brick, and siding on the back to match.  The front porch has ground that is to close to floor level, and existing concrete block in between the stone pillars.  Mr. Brass read from the Historic Guidelines.  It states, “covering or replacing historic surfaces with synthetic sidings, stucco, veneers, or other materials where they did not historically exist is not appropriate”.  Additional discussion included finished CMU Block foundation, Victorian home with stone, existing material type of the foundation, a lot of the main pillars are stack stone, in between there are some spots filled with stone, most of it is block, pillar, concrete block, leaning out, replacement, and textured.  Mr. Brass read from the Historic Guidelines: “exterior cladding shall be replaced only when original materials are deteriorated beyond repair.  New claddings shall match the original in scale, profile, and finish as closely as possible so as to minimize impacts to the building’s character.  Materials shall be reviewed by the HZC on a case by case basis in consideration of the property Historic character with visual qualities of the original material. “ Mr. Nuber stated that this is not considered cladding, and cladding starts at the floor line up.  This is a foundation which is kind of different.  Further discussion included below the floor line is where we are having this discussion, a block like the unfinished stone, this is the regular block, veneer, the veneer gives it the character, color, roofline, stairs, material, railing, tying the same look with the foundation,  renovation, being inclusive when applying for the permit, chimney, the window opening on the back, limited on head space, left will be a bedroom, can add a window in the back, matching the proportion, visual from the street, similar front proportion windows, cohesive, and custom built windows. Mr. Brass stated that the proposed question is what is the widow profile type, the width and height each window, to make sure that it matches.  Ms. Hayes asked if there was any wiggle room on that.  Design wise do they match exactly.  Mr. Lapp stated that the company will do it either way, they will match the grids.  His preference will be no grid on the lower one, and a grid on the upper one, but if it needs to match the same it’s not a big deal either way on that.   Further discussion included storm windows.  Mr. Nuber asked are you saying that on the window on the primary elevation the gable, that one is more than just a vertical muntin in each sash, and there is a horizontal.  Mr. Lapp stated no, just the top panel and the bottom panel you have that line.  Mr. Nuber stated as far as subdividing the glass it’s a single muntin that runs vertica.  Mr. Lapp stated that it splits where the storm window block.  Mr. Nuber stated that he was not counting that.  A sash is lower and upper, and each sash there is only one vertical division of that glass.   He asked is that what you are going back with when you replace.  Mr. Lapp stated yes.  Additional discussion included the diagram is different, the old windows are split, there is a top window, two sashes per window, the grid is a surface grid, four light sash, the same thing with the door, that is not a classical door, wood door, preservation station, measure the front widow, they are not going to adjust the framing, and matching the same size.  Mr. Brass stated that Historic doors shall only be replaced when they are deteriorated beyond repair.  When a new door on the façade or prominent secondary elevation is needed, select a door that is consistent in character with the original or sympathetic to the building’s age and style, including in its configuration and glazing.  Wood doors are the most appropriate option. Mr. Brass stated in recapping we can agree on the addition, the gable type design, the roof line change will be acceptable, and material being a fiber cement board. Then there is the question about the windows. The foundation can be conventional CMU block, but it has to be veneered. A modular stoned face where it’s replaced on the side where we have structural failure then you purchase a block that has the interval stone face at your option. The new window opening being proportioned to the original window structure with vertical muntins and not horizontal.  The material type being wood clad windows, and the door is a full wood type door except the material type. It does have a window inset, like the original door did have with the mutin being vertical only and not horizontal. If he cannot find without custom building a door just a half glass door, and back steps to match the foundation on the addition using the same material as the foundation.  Additional discussion included on the stair in the front are two steps. If he has to have a hand rail the material can be wood to match, and the back railing to match.  One clarification on cladding the entire foundation so it will look the same.  The front and north sides are great, the south side is not in good condition.  Don’t paint it, and keep with the guidelines.  Further discussion included if that side needs repair, basically maintenance, you cannot paint the new section.  The right side plus the addition on the back, consistency.  Mr. Brass read from the guidelines, “Masonry surfaces that have historically been painted shall continue to be painted to maintain the integrity of the masonry.  Painting uncoated masonry that has historically been exposed is prohibited.”  The Commission agreed on painting.  Mr. Brass stated that the alternative on the door was they do have the option to do a half  glass door with panel below without the mutin as an option.  Mr. Nuber moved to approve the request with the conditions as written. The hand rails being wood, allowing the one kitchen widow will be different proportion.  Dr. Hendrickson seconded the motion.   

AGENDA ITEM #4.8
Case# 22-0192
Request from City of Columbia Marketing and Tourism for approval of temporary window signage in the Downtown Commercial District.  


Staff Recommendation:
Mr. McCarthy presented the details of staff report. This request is to place attractive window signage while remodeling.   This is a temporary thing.

Discussion:   
[bookmark: _GoBack]Kelli Johnson, was present to answer questions.  Discussion included the information on the application is different. The image is faint enough when you look at it, there is an image attached within. Currently this is what is on the Visit Columbia brochure. It’s a couple with the kid pointing to the courthouse.  It will not change the look and façade of the window. It is more of something that covers the interior with a picture, it is a full photo, it’s a window cling, you could see through the window, Ms. Johnson stated that they are presenting this because it is an idea. They are wanting to know if the Commission would want them to proceed.  Further discussion included butcher paper,  sixty six buildings and ten are vacant, make it a tourism site, eye level, tourism budget will pay for this, shared cost, two hundred per window, pop up alternative, butchers paper, make attractive, downtown district, concerns, political candidate, working on beautification for downtown, tasteful, consistent, temporary, guidelines, what kind of buy in will you get, legislating it, it cannot be called a sign, categorize it, time frame, banners are like signs,  the complication of the fitment, budget per year for this hopefully no more than a thousand per year, coming soon and on the way, art work, what can are we opening.  Come back with logistics.  Ms. Hayes moved to defer this item for additional information, with Dr. Hendrickson seconding the motion.  Motion to defer passed five to zero. 

5. OTHER BUSINESS: 
No other business was presented.

6. ADJOURNMENT:
Ms. Hayes made the motion to adjourn the meeting with Dr. Hendrickson seconding.  Motion to adjourn passed five to zero.  The meeting adjourned at 6:57 p.m.


	            	
Historical Zoning Commission Chairperson	  Date
	
	Page 6
	

	
	
	



