MINUTES

KNOXVILLE DOWNTOWN DESIGN REVIEW BOARD
MEETING OF OCTOBER 16, 2013
MAIN ASSEMBLY ROOM

Board member — Present
Brandon Pace

Brian Pittman
Matt Synowicz
Anne Wallace
Russ Watkins
Marleen Davis
Chad Boetger

Mike Reynolds

Board member — Absent

Lori Matthews

Mark Heinz

Ex-officio & staff members
Mark Donaldson (ex-officio)
Dori Caron
Crista Cuccaro

Rick Emmett
Tom Reynolds

Applicants & general public
Ross Bradley

Buz Goss
Josh Flory
Aaron Pennington
John Sanders

Brad Slayden
Alan Thompson

4:00 P.M.

Board membership
American Institute of Architects

Downtown Resident
Central Business Improvement District

City of Knoxuville

Business/Development/Real Estate Profession
Urban Design Professional

Downtown Resident

Metropolitan Planning Commission (hon-\gitin

Board membership
Historic Zoning Commission
Business/Development/Real Estate Professional
Department / Organization
Metropolitan Planning Comrioss
Metropolitan Planning Commission
City of Knoxville — Law Department
City of Knoxville — Downtown Coordinator
City of Knoxville — Building Inspections
Affiliation

TDK Construction Co.

Marble Alley Development

Knoxville New Sentinel

Dewhirst Properties

Sanders Pace Architecture

Ragan Smith Associates

Ragan Smith Associates

The meeting was called to order by Chair Chad Boetljavas established that there was a quorum. Mr.
Boetger asked that the Board members introduce themsédfxesfficio members and other staff
members introduced themselves. Mike Reynolds noted that iyipographical errors have been
corrected to the Minutes since the draft minutes westeilolited.

Action: A Motion was made by Anne Wallace and secondeby Brandon Pace to approve the August
21, 2013 Minutes. The Motion carried unanimously.

Chair Chad Boetger noted there has been a request byrSeRtperties that their application be heard
first on today’s Agenda. As there were no objectionslitera was heard first.
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Certificates of Appropriateness:

Certificate No. 10-B-13-DT
400 W Jackson Ave — Armature Parking Lot (Dewhirst Proggr
Pre-development — N/A

Description of Work

This site has been used as a parking lot for many yeat is on the same lot as the Armature Building
that was recently renovated and approved by the DownBwgign Review Board. The proposed
redesign of the parking lot was not part of the origamgoroval.

The proposal includes restriping, adding curbs, landscapidgcreening for the trash cans. This site
currently has three curb cuts and two will be closed.

There will be a landscape buffer 10 feet deep betweesidbealk and the parking lot. The buffer will
include shade trees (Willow Oak) and a continuous roshaifibs (see that attached plan). There are 11
shade trees in total provided in and adjacent to thenggliit.

The trash cans for the Armature Building will be locatethe right of the proposed entrance. This is
adjacent to another building, however, both propertesaned by the same development group. The
trash cans will be screened with landscaping araelragal wood and metal screen, matching the same
screen installed by the developer at another locatRih\2 Jackson Avenue (Fire Street Lofts). See the
attached image.

Staff Comments

The Downtown Knoxville Design Guidelines ("guidelines”)uieq surface parking lots to be screened
where they abut a public sidewalk, with decorative wédiscing and landscaping; and that shade trees be
distributed within the lot at a ration of 1 tree peraBkng spaces (Section 1.A.3). This parking lot would
be required to provide 5 shade trees according to thelig@island there are 11 proposed.

The landscape screening being 10 feet deep, with shesdeaind continuous shrubs, should provide an
adequate buffer between the sidewalk and the parkingtottlne need for walls or fencing.

The guidelines required that dumpsters (or other texstptacles) be screened from view (Section
1.B.7). This site is not serviced by an alley so théntcasms need to be placed near the sidewalk. The
screening proposed has an opening facing the sidewalkuvéihgate. This has generally been the
preferred design for safety purposes to allow visibiliithin the enclosure so that it does not become a
hiding spot.

The design of the parking lot currently does not meemiinenum design standards in the zoning
ordinance. The drive aisles are 25 feet wide anddheyequired to be 26 feet wide. It is not anticipated
that making the necessary alterations to come intgkante with the zoning

Staff Recommendation

APPROVE Certificate 10-B-13-DT subject to the followitgndition: Meet the dimensional standards in
the zoning ordinance for off-street parking facilitiebtain the necessary variances from the Board of
Zoning Appeals.

Discussion: Mike Reynolds reviewed the application. The Applicant hadived a COA for the bulk
of this project several years ago which did not includgtbposed redesign parking lot. Mr. Reynolds
noted staff recommendation included a condition due to thpoped drive aisles being less than
required by the zoning ordinance. He noted they can punsareace from the Board of Zoning
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Appeals or make adjustments to the design. Aaron Pennisigtiaal they agree to meet the dimensional
requirements and will make the necessary adjustmergstdtd they met the overall 60 foot
requirement for the width (drive aisle plus parking stafpth) and will not need to adjust the physical
design of the parking lot. It was clarified that the widilx was not part of this proposal and that this
project stops at the ROW.

Action: A Motion was made by Brandon Pace and seconddry Anne Wallace to approve the
Certificate per staff recommendation and condition. The Motion carried unanimously.

Certificate No. 9-B-13-DT
260 State St — Marble Alley Lofts (Brad Slayden)
Pre-development — 9/24/2013

Description of Work

This project is proposed to be constructed on propertyrdlyri@vned by Knox County and on land that
is being used as a parking lot and a downtown recyclingeceMarble Alley Lofts LLC proposes the
construction of a new five story multi-dwelling buildingiah will have 238 * units and will be wrapped
around a five story, 370 + space parking lot. The mglavill have units facing State Street, Commerce
Street and South Central Street. The location oflthel®muse amenity will be at the corner of State
Street and Commerce Avenue, which will have a Bmedesign, though not accessible by the general
public.

The proposal also includes concepts for street modditaind streetscape enhancements, including
converting State Street from one-way to two-way, rRgidireet trees in tree wells and bulbouts, adding
on-street parking to State Street, Commerce Avenu€anttal Street. The sidewalks are brushed
concrete with 1-foot concrete banding, and stamped/egkizoncrete at the intersections and other
locations as shown on the Site Layout Plan (sheet Cllh&)proposed sidewalk widths vary from 8 feet

to 20 feet, depending on the location, with a 5-foot cteae maintained for areas constricted be
combination of tree wells and stoops. The widths merease depending on the off-site street and
streetscape design. The proposed street light fixtueesh@awn on Sheet LS1.0, and are the same as those
used in the Old City and Gay Street.

ALL OFFSITE STREET AND STREETSCAPE MODIFICATIONS/S8TALLATIONS, OR
OTHERWISE INSTALLED BY THE CITY, WILL BE REVIEWED A A SEPARATE
APPLICATION. THE DESIGN OF THE STREETS, TREE WELLSN-STREET PARKING, AND
STREET LIGHTS MAY CHANGE.

The three fagades will have a combination of thefaihg architectural elements (see the elevation
sheets for more details): stairs and stoops waél stilings for the ground floor units; balconies with
steel railings; steel canopies over several grolawd fvindows and doors; herringbone pattern brick
masonry under many of the windows; and precast window dnaadills.

The three facades will be clad with a combinatiotheffollowing building materials (see the elevation
sheets for more details): brick masonry typicalltleafirst and second story, plus one story on the
corner towers; stucco on the rest of the facade, inuthe cornice; the cornice brackets will be a Fypon
product (molded, high-density rigid polyurethane) andl lvel painted; the walls of the recessed balconies
will have cement board siding; the storefronts will lkedmof extruded aluminum; the doors are painted
insulated steel with lite; and the residential windewsbe aluminum.

The parking garage will be enclosed by the residentiattsire and will not be visible from the street.

There will be an entrance to the garage on Statet &indeCentral Street, both of which go through the
building with residential units above. The garage bélused for the use of the residents and their guests,
not open to the general public. The gates at both engramitde set back to allow two vehicles to stack
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off the right-of-way. An off-street loading/unloading spdor the residents is provided on the southern
edge of the property along South Central Street, next t§wBesubstation.

The gateway through the building shown on the Commerceutvelgvation is pedestrian only and
leads to a courtyard with landscaping and a pool.

The signage package includes the following: 1) Flush mowngedon the steel walkway railing above the
pedestrian gateway on the Commerce Avenue elevation (Iwitketind 27 square feet). 2) Projecting
signs on the towers at the corners of Commerce AvertheState Street and Central Street, which will be
a 24-foot tall and 2 feet 3 inches wide (57 square faat),internally illuminated with LEDs. The cabinet
will be extruded aluminum with aluminum faces thatraxged for dimensional, push-thru graphics with
raised acrylic lettering. 3) Roof sign on the Southt@érStreet elevation are channel letters with
polycarbonate faces (5 feet tall and 53 feet wide, 270 adeat). Each letter will be internally illuminated
with LEDs.

The exterior lighting of the facade includes wall mourdgdhder fixtures on the two towers at the corners
of Commerce Avenue with State Street and CentrakGtand smaller wall mounted fixtures distributed
along all street facing facades, typically betweerfitseand second story above ground level (see the
lighting plan for additional information).

Staff Comments

The site currently consists of multiple lots, easesiant abandoned rights-of-way. In the process of
making the site one lot the developer is requesting 3nasthat are listed on the Final Plat, which is
provided for reference. These variances are to ratieaequired public utility and drainage easements
along perimeter boundaries, right-of-way dedicaticth @rner radius requirements. There may also need
to be a variance for aisle width in the parking garage.

There is one roof mounted sign proposed and they areegllaithin the C-2 (Central Business) District,
however, they are not a recommended sign in the "ToaditiGrid District” (Section 2.B). In such
instances the board can consider the request on a cassdpasis and determine the appropriateness
based on findings of fact. There are very few roafisig the Downtown Design Overlay (D-1) District
mounted on a standalone frame. Most are attached &ba@tor towers of some of the taller buildings.
The Downtown Gill and Brewery (424 S Gay Street)dagn attached to the back of their building that
faces James White Parkway, but it is below the roo#limnot roof mounted. The Fidelity Building (500
S Gay Street) has a roof mounted sign facing JamesWhrkway but it is currently blank. Both of these
signs were installed before the D-1 overlay was adofteel guidelines were amended in 2008 to create
The Promenade District, to legalize and give guidéachow sign should be attached to the City owned
Promenade structure. The recommendation for these sitiizg ihey be at the bottom edge of the metal
roof structure, no taller than 5 feet and not overdi@e feet. The total square feet is limited because
there is also a requirement that no sign be wider titra concrete structure supports that it sits between,
which provides an equitable amount of space for mosbasiyess with a storefront along Gay Street for
the buildings that are attached to the Promenade.

The developer is asking for approval of the on-site sillesyad streetscape design as proposed
(excluding what is on public right-of-way). The propopedperty line is the curbline at the on-street
parking stalls, which means the bulbouts (sidewalktegwlwell extensions) would be the only part on
public right-of-way. An agreement between the City dadeloper has not yet been reached for the
texture of the sidewalks, street trees and lighting fistulfehe board wishes to consider the on-site
sidewalk and streetscape improvements as part dippigcation, it should be conditioned upon the
design the City submits for the work to be completed otigpploperty matching that of this proposal. If
the two designs do not match then the on-site sidewalktagetscapes design of this certificate of
appropriateness will need to be revised to matchdfiie City design.

Minutes — October 16, 2013 Page 4 of 11
Downtown Design Review Board



Staff Recommendation
APPROVE Certificate 9-B-13-DT subject to the following sierations: 1) The board determine if the
roof sign is appropriate for the location.

Discussion: Mike Reynolds touched on the highlights of the application. Hedribeedeveloper is
looking to combine multiple lots and are under contract tohase the property from Knox County.
This proposal is for strictly residential usage withractured parking garage, there will not be a
commercial component. He noted on the corner of Commeraceud\and State Street they do show a
storefront like space however this is the location of thehdube. Mr. Reynolds noted the parking
garage will not be visible from the street. The propwealides changing a portion of State Street from
a one way to a two way street. Mr. Reynolds clarififeBoard is only being asked to consider what is
within the property line not the streetscape improvement® Applicant has asked that the sidewalks
be included in the consideration, however, they have not ydigean agreement with the City
regarding them. The sidewalks may come back beforedhedBhould the Applicant and the City
agree on a design different than that on this proposal.

He noted the building itself, as well as the balconied,neil require any variances as they are outside of
the setbacks. Units that have ground level accestavi# stairs with direct access to the sidewalk and
may have stoops. Mr. Reynolds further noted on the Commeamie elevation there is a pedestrian
entry into the courtyard. This opening will have signagke large Marble Alley rooftop sign can be
viewed on the Central Street elevation. Mr. Reynolds aikedarification on how many projecting
signs will be on each corner of the building. The Develapefirmed that they are proposing two
projecting signs on each of two corners; Commerce Avend&tate Street, and Commerce Avenue
and Central Street intersections, with both the \araad rooftop signs being internally illuminated.

The building will also have up-lighting and the sidewalles @moposed to have street lights using Old
City and Gay Street lighting (which will also requa@operation with the City).

Applicant Brad Slayden introduced their team. He nttegl wanted to work with staff to see this
project through. He noted they were asking the Boardgproval of the building and site
improvements, inside the property lines. He also notedhiaey been working with Rick Emmett and
Bob Whetsel on the streetscape designs which are alstovitad project and reiterated they did not yet
have an agreement with the City on the design. He nlogesidewalks would be located on the property
and they have a plat going before the MPC on November det tbeir final property lines and
subsequently streetscapes. The setbacks will be hose hewly established property lines. Mr.
Slayden again noted they would work with staff to easuunified plan with regards to the sidewalks in
creating the streetscape. Mr. Slayden noted they wkiregefsr approval of the signage package today
as well.

In discussing the proposed rooftop sign, Mr. Reynolds cldrifie zoning regulations. The C-2 zoning
district does allow rooftop signs, however, they are not addrein the guidelines. The Board needs to
make findings on whether or not this sign is appropriatéhisrarea.

In explaining the decision to make this a solely residéhtiilding, Buz Goss, noted it was largely
market driven. He noted he still hoped to build retaitepan the corner of Commerce Avenue and
Central Street, but today residential development is whaging funded. Concern was expressed that
mixed use development was a better approach as Knoxvikendbdave many residential only

buildings and a residential only development may produce eefatissed opportunity. Brandon Pace
asked if they could reconsider a residential only propddal.Goss noted he has been advocating for
that and would like to make it happen, but the ideal loodbr retail development here would be at the
corner of Central Street and Commerce Avenue as thawedfis coming off the interstate, a dog park
right there and a connection into Old City. However, hedhats it stands today the project is funded as
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presented and there is no opportunity to go back to therlandesay they want to include retail space.
He noted at the street level they created stoops totheseit’s floor level up yielding a separation
from the street, creating a nice streetscape withofaastivity from the units which have front doors that
open up onto the street. He noted this would preventrérafimg a comparison to therner Building)
pedestrians walking by blank storefronts with blinds behiedtt It was noted that since the building
has central residential corridors, these “front” doaitkhe used more as back doors given there would
not be enough on-street parking available and tenants wathdn the garage. Ms. Goss noted that
part of the reason to dedicate the City right-of-way Ieete create twenty-six (26) additional on-street
parking spaces around the perimeter of the building. Mr. &assd he felt there would be many
residents that would access their units from the street.

Discussion proceeded onto the potential for retail devedopit the corner of Commerce Avenue and
Central Street. Anne Wallace asked why there was slachesection of blank wall at this
intersection. Mr. Goss noted the architect, unabletpriesent today, would better be able to answer
specific questions with regards to the building facade. Slhyden noted they could revisit the look of
that facade with the architect. Responding to continuececomxpressed over the lack of public/retail
space, as well as ground floor residential units accessidai internal area and not the street being
right for any urban area, Mr. Goss acknowledged that atihthat is a reasonable point of view, his
lenders were equity people who want residents to haeeaassible internal parking space. Mr.
Reynolds noted the MPC would be involved in ensuring thenatg@arking met all zoning
requirements, reiterating the Board was primarily tdskeh reviewing the appearance of the building
from the street.

Discussion moved to the large rooftop sign being proposedGb4s noted that his vision for Marble
Alley was ultimately of a large district. He notédy address three different scales in this project; the
James White Parkway area, vehicular scale moving thriinggtlowntown area and then the pedestrian
scale, generating the need for three scales of signagerodtiop sign would be visible from James
White Parkway and the Summit Hill exit. He wantsnpress the idea that there is a bigger area
down here. He spoke of Phase 2 of the district. He hakaarb®5 acres at the intersection of Union
Avenue and State Street where he is in the process obgevgh mixed use project. Here is where
the energy of the corridor is located. Mr. Goss noted Ixying to identify Marble Alley as a
destination. He also noted as a residential building theret much space on the sides of the building
to mount a large wall sign.

Anne Wallace noted the City is in the process of lookintsagign package and that there has been a
concentrated effort to look at overall sign square andaaageneral move towards reduction in sign
square area, especially for pole mounted signs. Maraldson noted he has been serving as staff to
this task force for over one and a half years and they joat recently focused in on a set of
recommendations, one of which is to list roof signs as lilpted sign in the future. He noted that in
commercial districts they have recommended that totalasigg attached to a building be less than ten
percent of the building facades that are exposed to #etstrMike Reynolds noted that the
Promenade District recommends externally illuminated gignaot interlay lit.

Mr. Goss stated the funding for the project is in pldgess Bradley indicated that they were in the
process of designing the project and they will be finishetheyirst of December. He noted they plan
on submitting the plans then and their intent is to geutiirahe plan review process before Christmas
and to break ground the first part of 2014.

Anne Wallace noted there are significant challenges in addimgnercial development as part of this
project. She pointed out that the Guidelines do “encourthige” Subsequent to that Ms. Wallace felt
the Board had a sufficient lack of factual basis orctvitdo make a determination of the large rooftop
sign.
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Action: A Motion was made by Anne Wallace to approve tb design package per the staff
recommendation with the exception that the roof mountedign be postponed until the November
meeting.

Further Discussion: Chad Boetger inquired as to whether they could have (fongbeg 230

residential units (238 proposed) leaving some room for retail mig&imahe future.Mr. Goss noted

their financing package included market studies which lodkeaoverall demand which right now is
purely residential. He noted they have modeled this projeother successful developments. He
stated over the last few years it has simply been dasudtain residential financing. To obtain
financing involving commercial tenants, you need a leabaml and the tenant needs to be an A-rated
tenant. Mr. Bradley firmly stated that trying tovkaany retail space would kill the project. Mr. Goss
did state he is hoping the addition of these residentitd wili drive the need to more

commercial/retail development in the area.

Brandon Pace stated he is excited about the overall pbajebtis concerns that it is not mixed use
given the enormity of the project. He also stated thaoitld remove a large portion of real estate out
of potential retail use which will be needed with additloraidential units. He further noted he
realizes Mr. Goss is planning future retail developmenhbdeels that the Board needs to evaluate the
project based on expectations that our city is going toraomtio grow and what this project adds to

our city, and not on current financial strategy.

Alan Thompson stated this model has been in other markétamd without mixed use, both concepts
being successful. He noted the real draw and attractitinis property is the high level of quality

retail in the immediate area, and further noted therenea a high level of available residential space.
They want to promote an urban lifestyle.

He noted it was his opinion that the type of demograplaicishdrawn to downtown living, which is

not inexpensive, would access the existing retail reguldte reminded Board members there is still
1.2 acres left in the Marble Alley area development (PBpaed encouraged them to look at this
residential proposal as Phase 1. Mr. Thompson noted thetnames cater to this particular use of this
phase at this time. It was also noted the current opetratiic flow is not conducive to
retail/commercial development.

Mr. Thompson noted they want the clubhouse to be visible frlmasing standpoint, and relocating it
over by the pool to perhaps create retail space would nbt beahn option. Concern was again
expressed at the lack of retail space in the proposat aag offered that they explore doing some
retail space on State Street. Mr. Goss reiteratgdaas not possible. And he felt there was no factual
basis for retail space in this immediate area presehtk again reiterated that he has retained property
at the corner of Union Avenue and State Street for futtaé teevelopment and is looking for these
additional residential units to drive the energy for tleatetbpment.

Further and substantial discussion ensued regarding thieiftyssf adding retail space verses the
inability to obtain financing for a mixed use projecthas time. Brian Pittman noted that he felt the
area around State Street would be a vital areati@it eand noted he felt that the design could easily
include a small retail strip on State Street, suggestimmgmerce Avenue and Central Street corner
could remain strictly residential. Mr. Goss askegl Board to consider, in good faith, his vision and
intent to develop retail space in the future, in additeothe potential for approximately 3 million
dollars of disposable income annually to be spent in thérexisetail locations. Bandon Pace
reiterated his concern that we would be giving up a lpoggon of real estate away from future retail
development that will be needed with increased residentits. Mr. Goss felt there was enough of the
block left for future retail use. They do not feel ttiety can generate the quality of tenant needed to

Minutes — October 16, 2013 Page 7 of 11
Downtown Design Review Board



obtain financing on a State Street location.

There was then discussion surrounding developing quality buildmgatown and the use of stucco
on the upper levels of the facade. Marleen Davis inquivedtahe quality of the proposed stucco. It
was clarified that the architect felt that the us&BfS or some type of stucco would be more
appropriate in an urban setting. It was further cladithat this is a 35 million dollar project and their
intent is to build a quality building to attract the tygfdenant that is looking for what they will offer.

It was general consensus that cementitious stucco veeuheed to be used and not EFIS. It was
further noted that regardless of what is used, the bgilgill be regularly maintained. Mr. Goss
clarified this was market rate housing and not studentimgpus

Discussion moved to the Guidelines. Ms. Wallace refereatedry clear” statement on Page 9 with
regards to the private realm, that reattiee$e guidelines are not meant to govern the use of the
structures but to foster complimentary designs between the uldliprivate realm”.She further
acknowledged that there is a bit of a conflict on PageHefeMtem 6C saysshcourage the
development of mixed use buildings with apartments over lower storgezoral uses She noted as
one of the authors of the guidelines when she was with MirCaga Board member for several years,
the intent was not to control use. She charged the Batrdeviewing the proposal based on its
merits as presented, and although wanting to encourixgé ose, not getting into specifying uses.
Brandon Pace noted the point was well taken but wasistillifi his belief that we need to consider the
future of what is an important corner of our city andsdoet see this project, as presented, as a good
urban use. He asked the developers to reconsider how thiss@pproximately ten ground floor
facing State Street) and possibly the corner club ared beuthelled out for dedication to future use
(other than residential), or perhaps an option that waldttate these 8-10 units elsewhere in the
structure.

Russ Watkins asked Mr. Goss if there was a compromiseTidmpson noted they would be open to
revisiting the facade design to make it appear more commhergiature. They again stated their
financing will not support commercial space. Their fundimgcture will allow for some design
changes but will not allow for use changes. Mike Reynolds ribtgdrom a staff perspective,
although they do encourage mixed use the guidelines do ndedis& They encourage flexibility in
design for the potential of a different use in the futuredgain do not dictate use.

Action: Brian Pittman seconded Anne Wallace’s Motion to aprove the design package per the
staff recommendation with the exception that the roof momted sign be postponed until the
November meeting.

Further Discussion: Brandon Pace asked if there would be an opportunity &decopen space that
may be possibly converted to other use in the future. Teym&ds noted that based on the 2012
building code, there are options called live-work units. IEgsd8y these are units where commercial
use can be combined with a residential use and wouldaodet Mr. Goss stated he thought it may be
possible and potentially a good solution noting his goal utimately get more retail there. He

offered that they could research a design that coutibeerted at some point when the market is such
that it makes sense to do so. He clarified that wmyld look into designs for State Street that would
accommodate a use that would be something other thay see@lential in the future. He noted that
he was not open to postponing the application at this tirhe agnts to meet their current timeline.
Tom Reynolds noted that in a C-2 zoning district, a livelknnit is considered residential under the
code from an occupancy standpoint. The Applicant was emgedrto redesign the whole unit to
accommodate a live-work option and not just change the fégadeanging out the door, adding more
glass etc.

Action: Anne Wallace amended her Motion, which originally incluetd approving the design
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package as submitted per the staff recommendation witthe exception that the roof mounted

sign be postponed until the November meeting, to also imcle that cementitious stucco be used as
drawn in the plans on the upper portion of the buildng, and that EFIS not be used, and to have
the opportunity for live-work units along the first floor facing State Street.

It was clarified that the Applicant has offered taka changes to the elevation to incorporate more of a
storefront look in certain locations. Ms. Wallace alsted they do already have large windows that
face State Street that could be interpreted as a cananiype of use. The Applicant noted they could
also change the door to be more of a commercial nature.

The Applicant agreed to work out the elevation changes tté¢ State Street elevations with staff
The Amended Motion was seconded by Brian Pittman. Thilotion carried unanimously.

Certificate No. 10-A-13-DT
531 Henley St - The Tennessean Hotel (McCarty HatslfuiCarty)
Pre-development N/A

NOTE: THE APPLICANT HAS REQUESTED THAT THE APPLICATION BE TABLED

Description of Work

This is a conversion of a former office building itdotel. The first phase will consist of facade,
interior plan, and M.E.P. renovations to floors 2-fieTirst floor and a portion of the second floor will
be renovated in phase 2. The building is located ahtiesection of Clinch and Henley Street and is
directly adjacent to the Holiday Inn at The WorldsrAPark. No work will be performed on the Holiday
Inn during this phase.

The new exterior south elevation (facing Clinch) willlinte the following materials and features (see the
attached plans for more detail): new EIFIS walls, aeghitectural precast walls (the existing precast will
be stained to match), new EIFIS infill between the wind@msl new storefront windows with metal panel

at sill.

The new exterior east elevation (facing Henley) and elesation (facing Worlds Fair Park) will include
the following materials and features (see the attaclatsfbr more detail): new 1 inch insulating glazing
in an aluminum curtain wall system.

Staff Recommendation
APPROVE Certificate 10-A-13-DT as submitted.

Discussion: Mike Reynolds stated the Applicant has requestedhisapplication be tabled.

Action: A Motion was made by Anne Wallace and secondeby Russ Watkins to table this
application. The Motion carried unanimously.

Staff Report:
301 Wall Avenue (9-A-13-DT) — Installation of mechanieqlipment on the roof. Staff determined

that screening would not be required since it will notibible from the street.

Mike Reynolds reviewed the Level 1 Certificate approved thistimon

Other Business:

Review for approval by the board, with a recommendatahe Metropolitan Planning Commission and
City Council, to adopt the proposed amendments to dvenibwn Knoxville Design Guidelines and
Downtown Knoxville Design Overlay District regardirigetdemolition of structures and other associated
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guidelines.

Discussion: There was no discussion as neither the Board membetisenpublic have had sufficient
time to review the proposed amendments.

Action: A Motion was made by Anne Wallace and secondeby Russ Watkins to postpone

discussion of the proposed amendments to the Downtowémoxville Design Guidelines and

Downtown Knoxville Design Overlay District to the Novembemeeting The Motion carried
unanimously.

Action: A Motion was made by Anne Wallace and secondeby Branson Pace to Adjourn. The
Motion carried unanimously and the meeting was adjourned.

Action: It became apparent that further discussion vas warranted and Chair Chad Boetger
reconvened the Board meeting.

Action: Chair Chad Boetger reconvened the Downtown Design Review Boagpkn the discussion
regarding C-2 zoning and the possibility of MPC looking atréugiirements for retail, mixed use etc.
Russ Watkins noted, given for example the prior case disdusday, there was clearly hope that the
proposal could ultimately have some retail space includdtkifinal proposal. Given the guidelines as
they are written now, there is no way for the Board quire that, and he stated that as written the
Board doesn't really have any teeth. He felt that ifwveat to develop/grow as a mixed use city, the
Board should have the ability to say that if an Applicaants to develop X number of square feet, there
needs to be a percentage of that development requibedragail/commercial. Mark Donaldson

clarified that in the county in the Planned Residerale district, you are enabled, but not required, to
develop a certain amount of commercial once you achievearckevel of residential development.

Mr. Donaldson noted there is a whole school of zoningatatielusionary zoning which mandates
certain types of residential mixes within projectaafertain size.

He further noted it is not much of a leap to go from demandoegtain mix of residential to demanding
a certain mix of residential plus a certain amountoohimercial. The communities that do this
frequently assist the developers with subsidies, incenttes Mike Reynolds noted staff could
research options on how to proceed with changing the zoningeweunts for certain types of
development. It was noted again that a good quality desigisupport future changes in use of any
building. Board members asked if staff could reseatwdt e being done in other cities. Mr.
Donaldson noted staff can do a better job in tying applicatback to the Downtown Plan that has been
approved, as for example, it carved out the Old CityMarket Square as retail districts and designated
Gay and Union Streets as primarily retail corridddg noted with any application in these areas you
would have the purview to demand first floor retail space.

Mr. Reynolds clarified that the Applicant, per the Approvedtibh, needs to bring their proposed
changes to the State Street elevation to staff foroappr If they have not made any significant changes
at that juncture staff can question their plans. It elasfied that there were not very specific design
mandates given in the Approved Motion. Mr. Reynolds felt gglidant did have some interest in
changing the design to some degree but agreed that to onlyectiee door would not really satisfy the
intent of the Motion. He noted it would have to comekd@a the Board if staff did not support their
proposed changes.

John Sanders, past member of the Board, noted thabmnpeetings the Board demanded any changes
came back to the Board for review and approval. He désdghat a one month delay would have hurt
the project. Mr. Pace noted that given the current guekethe Board cannot demand certain design
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elements.

Action: A Motion was made Brandon Pace and seconded IRuss Watkins to ask the MPC to
research strategies on how zoning can be changed to va@ mixed use development within the
downtown area. The Motion carried unanimously.

A Motion was made by Brandon Pace and seconded by Anne Vi&de to Adjourn. The Motion
carried unanimously and the meeting was adjourned.
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