STAFF COMMENTS FOR HISTORIC PRESERVATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Meeting Date: May 7, 2009
Title: HAWP-111 - Continuation of Public Hearing
Request: Addition

Address: 100 Central Avenue

Applicant: Ali Tahriri Adabi

Application:

At the April 2, 2009, HPAC meeting, a public hearing was held on HAWP-111, for an
addition and restoration work at 100 Central Avenue. It was determined at the meeting
that the drawings were not sufficient in order for HPAC to make a recommendation to the
Historic District Commission. The applicants were advised to revise and clarify the drawings
and the record was held open indefinitely.

On April 9, 2009, staff and HPAC member Joe Coratola, met with the applicants and their
architect.

Accompanying this application are the most recent drawings and documents submitted to
staff on April 22, 2009,
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HPAC MEETING MINUTES -4- April 2, 2009

siding. Where the original siding is not salvageable, they propose relocating the original
siding material from the east and south sides which are less exposed to public view, to the
front and west sides. In the less exposed areas, they propose replacing the original siding
with new siding to match.

Mr. Coratola stated that the newly built dormer location and its proportions do not seem
correct. He said that in general, he needs further documentation and that the drawings are too
loosely done. He is looking for drawings which document the existing structure, specify its
materials, the addition and addition materials. The addition should have a similar feel to the
original structure, but should not copy it directly. The drawings need to be accurate enough
so that there is a level of comfort that what is approved by the Committee will be built in the
field. He also commented that the front porch columns shown on the plans do not reflect the

existing columns.

Mr. Vedadi explained the method that the applicant used to determine the placement and size
of the dormer. By using a photo of the original structure and its location on the roof, the
applicant was able to estimate the size and placement of the dormer. He also stated that the
addition is now setback from the existing house and that the roofline is not on the same plane
as the roofline of the existing house, as required previously by the Committee.

Mr. Johnson stated that the existing foundation and basement windows do not seem to match
the drawings. The Committee’s preference for the addition’s exterior foundation would be
cast-in-place concrete or concrete block with a parged surface. He stated that at this time,
HPAC does not have the necessary information to make a decision. He applauded the
applicant’s intent to bring the home back to its original condition; however there remains a
concern over the accuracy of the plan details.

Mr. Johnson asked the applicant if he would be willing to go back and produce a full set of
drawings which accurately depict the original structure, as well as the plans for the addition,
as requested by the Committee.

Mr. Coratola recommended that the applicant and his architect meet with City staff, and he
would attend as well, to offer suggestions and recommendations prior to the next HPAC
meeting in May. This would help provide the applicant with further direction.

The applicant’s daughter, Mahssa Tahriri, agreed to the extension of the record.

The motion was made by Member Wagner, to keep the record of
HAWP 111 open indefinitely, seconded by Member Day.

VOTE: 5-0
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cast-in-place concrete or concrete block with a parged surface. He stated that at this time,
HPAC does not have the necessary information to make a decision. He applauded the
applicant’s intent to bring the home back to its original condition; however there remains a
concern over the accuracy of the plan details.

Mr. Johnson asked the applicant if he would be willing to go back and produce a full set of
drawings which accurately depict the original structure, as well as the plans for the addition,

as requested by the Comumittee.

Mr. Coratola recommmended that the applicant and his architect meet with City staff, and he
would attend as well, to offer suggestions and recommendations prior to the next HPAC
meeting in May. This would help provide the applicant with further direction.

The applicant’s daughter, Mahssa Tahriri, agreed to the extension of the record.

The motion was made by Member Wagner, to keep the record of
HAWP 111 open indefinitely, seconded by Member Day.

VOTE: 5-0






Density Residential (R-90) Zoning.

Concept Site Plan CSP-01-002 (attached) proposed the retention of the historic house and
three additional houses to be built in a cul-de-sac style subdivision. Staff has included
several exhibits from the historic designation file.

Following the historic designation and in accordance with the 2003 Land Use Element of the
City’'s Master Plan, a 1.15-acre portion of the property was rezoned to R-90 Cluster. The
remainder of the 4.55 acre property was designated as R-A (Low Medium Density
Residential) to preserve open space and provide for the conservation of the stream valley
buffer, and CD (Corridor Development) to be used in conjunction with the retail use at 611
South Frederick Avenue.

In September of 2007, the property was granted final site plan approval as SP-04-0007 for
the three additional houses.

As the HPAC is aware, the historic house was recently damaged by a fire. The applicant has
received approval from the Planning and Code Administration to temporarily repair and
secure the roof while going through the HAWP process.

Discussion of the proposed project

The applicant is proposing an addition to the west side of the home. As the drawings
indicate, the materials of the new addition will be cement siding and architectural shingles.
Since the HPAC’s last review of the proposal, the applicant has removed the deck. The
applicant has submitted drawings of the house prior to the fire damage. (For the HPAC's
convenience, staff has again provided photographs of the house, circa 2004)

The site plan shows the property undergoing excavation to accommodate for a garage with
a driveway leading from the proposed Central Court. Staff would recommend the applicant
provide some landscaping on the property.

Note that the applicant has submitted a Construction Observation Report, dated January
21, 2009. Staff has provided the applicant with direction on obtaining a thorough structural
analysis, but at this time, there has been no resubmittal of this document.

Compliance with Guidelines

During the historic designation process for the property, staff compared the house style to
those in the Brookes, Russell, Walker Historic District, due to the similar fioor plan and
architectural details of the typical four square homes on Walker Avenue. Accordingly, staff
is recommending the Committee utilize the Brookes, Russell, Walker Historic District
Guidelines when evaluating the proposed house addition.

Planning Commission Approval

As indicated above, this lot was included in a portion of the property that was rezoned to R-
90 Cluster and subsequently received final site plan approval for the subdivision, known as
Rashidian Estates. Building setbacks in the Cluster zone are originally established by the
site plan approval for a subdivision, therefore modifications to the approved setbacks
require review and approval by the Planning Commission.



In conjunction with receiving a certificate of approval from the HDC, the proposed addition
must also be reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission. Prior to scheduling this
application for a decision by the HDC, the item will be placed on the Planning Commission’
consent agenda.
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