MINUTES
KNOXVILLE DOWNTOWN DESIGN REVIEW BOARD

MEETING OF APRIL 18, 2012
SMALL ASSEMBLY ROOM

4:00 P.M.
Present: Organization:
Kim Henry APA Representative
Anne Wallace City of Knoxville
David Dewhirst Business Representative
Mike Reynolds MPC
Joe Petre Business Representative
John Sanders AlA Representative
Carol Montgomery Historic Zoning Commission
Christi Branscom City of Knoxville
Melvin Wright City of Knoxville, Inspections
Durance Rowery Student, University of Tennessee
Anna Yarbrow Student, University of Tennessee
Samantha Trueheart Student, University of Tennessee
Patricia Lowcry Student, University of Tennessee

The meeting was called to order by Chair Kim Hentywds established that there was a quorum present
and the Board members introduced themselves. Boartbers present are shown in italics.

Ms. Henry noted there were journalism students from theddsity of Tennessee and welcomed them to
the meeting.

Action: A Motion was made by Anne Wallace and seconded by John Sandersto approvethe March
21, 2012 Minutes. The Motion carried unanimously.

Certificates of Appropriateness:

Certificate No. 10-H-11-DT
710 Walnut St - 710 and 712 Walnut (Total Demolition Sesyite.)
Pre-development: 10/18/2011

Description of Work
Demolition of 710 and 712 Walnut Street and removallatauctures, foundations and footings.

Add new landscaping, fencing and pedestrian gatewaliasn in the attached plans. There will be a
courtyard that is accessible by the public.

Staff Comments

These two buildings are not in a National Regististdtic District or individually listed on the National
Register of Historic Places, so Section 1.B.8 (pag®fié)e Downtown Knoxville Design Guidelines
would apply. The Downtown Knoxville Design Guidelineststthat “The demolition of buildings... may
be appropriate when in compliance with the guidelineslsh states, “If a building is demolished, all
visible unutilized building material must be removed dr&site must be vegetated or otherwise brought
into compliance with the guidelines”.
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Staff Recommendation
APPROVE Certificate 10-H-11-DT as submitted.

Discussion: Kim Henry stated that the Applicant had requestpdsiponement in order to continue
discussion about alternatives to total demolition.

Action: A Motion was made by Anne Wallace and seconded by Carol Montgomery to postponethe
Application until the next meeting. The Motion carried unanimously.

Certificate No. 3-C-12-DT
301 Wall Ave - Knoxville TVA Employees Credit Union (Neom8ee
Co.) Pre-development: N/A

Description of Work

Add a new wall sign to the face of the building adjaterthe alley. The sign is 3 feet 5 inches wide by 6
feet 1 inch tall, or approximately 21 square feet. Tae wiill be internally illuminated and have an
embossed acrylic face.

Staff Comments

The Downtown Knoxville Design Guidelines recommends wigihs to be located in the sign board area.
The rear elevation of this building, which faces Mairfquare, is visible because the neighboring building
sits back substantially from the street edge. The sigrdbarea for the rear elevation is considered the
same height as the area between the storefront and stoondindows on the street facing facades.
There are street trees that obstruct the view of @ireefevation when leaves are on the trees. Another
option for signage would be to do a projecting sign angédr sign along Wall Avenue on the sign board.

Staff Recommendation
APPROVE Certificate 3-C-12-DT with the following condit: The sign shall be installed in the sign
board area on the facade facing Wall Avenue or the sigrdlayea on the rear elevation facing the alley.

Discussion: Kim Henry noted that the Applicant was not present. INM=ry noted this was a pre-
submittal from last month’s meeting. She stated it ajgoeduat the Applicant had complied with the
Board'’s request to redesign and shrink the size ofigime dviike Reynolds stated the staff
recommendation had not changed, clarifying that in keepitigtive guidelines, the sign should be
installed in the sign board area on the facade facing AVahue or the sign board area on the rear
elevation facing the alley. Mr. Reynolds also noted ttetApplicant did respond the Board's request to
make the sign smaller in size and more in line withitnelows facing Wall Avenue. The proposed sign
is now 6 feet 1 inch tall and 41 inches wide. Mr. Reynolaisfidd that he felt the Applicant could also
meet the guidelines with a hanging sign. It was algtfield that the Applicant wants to go with this type
of sign and is aware there are other sign options thateet tme guidelines.

It was noted that the proposed sign was plastic anchadte lit. Mr. Reynolds clarified that this building
is not in a National Register Historic District and sujosstly this type of sign is allowed. It was further
noted that if located on the sign board area, an mllgriit sign would be allowable. Anne Wallace also
stated that placement of the sign on a sign board arediscassed with the Applicant at last month’s
Board meeting.

Discussion ensued surrounding the fact that currently #irereoncontributing buildings in the district

that are part of the district, for which district guidetirg® not apply. David Dewhirst stated that he felt
districts and subsequently application of their guidelitesilsl be contiguous, and that there should not
be buildings that do not conform. Mr. Reynolds noted thaBt@ed could consider the development of a
separate district, for example a Gay Street disagpposed to using whether or not a building is in a
National Register of Historic District. This could engpass an area where the majority of the buildings
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are in a National Register Historic District and whetteer properties would need to meet the same
guidelines. He further noted that with respecigason Market Square, the guidelines used by the
Board are actually more stringent that those of théoktsZoning Commission.

Action: A Motion was made by David Dewhirst and seconded by John Sandersto deny the
application based on the fact that it does not meet the guiddlines.

Further Discussion: Ann Wallace stated that the Applicant’s logo is in anadrtormat and they did not
want to have to redesign it. Further, the Applicans leaking to make the sign and ATM more visible to
the public. David Dewhirst noted that most downtown busisesseechallenged with meeting the
guidelines.

John Sanders noted that the Board could look at beingspegific with recommendations to an

Applicant when first approached with an application to beopute Agenda. This would result in there
being less uncertainty with what will and will not mée guidelines when the application is presented to
the Board. Mr. Reynolds stated that staff was working tdsvaeing more proactive with the Applicant
earlier in the application process.

TheMotion carried 4-1, with Kim Henry voting Nay.
Staff Report: None

Other Business:
Discuss amending the Administrative Rules and Procediia®w an application to be “tabled”.

Discussion: Mike Reynolds began the discussion by stating that this Adesrdawvas for discussion only
and that the Board would not be taking any action todagythkein stated that currently the only actions the
Board can take are to approve as requested, approvetdolgenditions, approve a modified application,
deny or postpone.

Joe Petre arrived at the meeting.

When an application asks for their application to be postpamadater date, the only way to do so is for
the board to take action on the request and postpone theitespecified future date. Another option for
the Board to consider is to “table” the application, whemaoves it from the Agenda until which time the
Applicant requests it be put back on the Agenda for considera¥Vhen ready to proceed, the applicant
would come before the Board with a request to put #mfication back on the Agenda. The Board
would then vote to take the application off the table amgbitld then be placed on the Agenda to be heard
at the following Board meeting. It was noted that #isild also prevent the public from thinking there
might be action taken on an item that is going to be postpo

Mr. Reynolds clarified the “postponement” and “tabling” laage was taken from the Metropolitan
Planning Commission’s Administrative Rules and Proceduriéls,minor modifications. General
consensus from discussion was that the Applicant shodilakéiabling an item, not the Board.

The procedure to adopt changes/additions to the Downtown CrReigew Board Administrative Rules
and Procedures would be for the Board to vote on them whpich time they would then go before the
MPC for final approval and adoption. Mr. Reynolds statedidw#ld bring a final version of these
proposed changes to the next meeting.

Action: A Mation was made by John Sanders and seconded by Carol Montgomery to adjourn. The
Motion carried unanimously.
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