
KeguGzr Neeting Agenda ~ ~ q - f J ( 4 ~  
City of Gainervia 

Historic @eservatwn Board 

>l;lcfiua County Housing - Jutfiority - 
703 5V.E. lJt Street 
Gainem'h, Fbda 

Tuesday, 6:30 E M  
June 12,2007 

I .  Roll Call 
11. Adoption of' Agenda 

111. Approval of Minutes 

Approval of Minutes %av 1, 200,7. 

JV. Kequests to Address the Board 
1. Communication 
VI. Old Business 

A. Certificates of Appropriateness/Ad Valorem Tax Exelliption 

1 .  Board Approvals 

Petition 36COA-07HPB. Demolition of 1102 S.W. 6'" Avenue, 11 16 S.Mr. 6''' 
.4\:ellue. and the garage behind 1101 S.W. 5'" Avenue. The 
proposal includes replacing the historic structures with 
structures ranging in height fiom three to four-stories. 
Wheelbarro~v & the Car, lnc.. Owners. Richardo Calli\ii~io 
Agent. 

VII. New Business 

A.  Cel-tificates of ,4ppropriateness,'Ad 'L'alorem Tax Exemption 

1 .  Board Approvals 

Petition 47COA-07HPB. 31 ? N. W. 8'" Avenue. Substantial rehabilitation located in 
the Pleasant Street Historic District. Pleasant Street Historic 
Society, Owner. Carl Rose, Agent. 

CONTINUED 

Petition 53COA-07HPB. N.E. 10"' Avenue. Duckpond Neighborhood Entrance Gate. 
This is in the Northeast Residential Historic District. Gary 
An2lin. Agent. 
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Petition S4COA-07HPB. 1 112 S.W. 3"' Avenue. Masonry n~onumental sign. Thls is 
In the University He~ghts Historlc Dlstrict - South. Heritage 
In~~estinent Group. @\~,ncrs. 

2. Staff Approvals 

Petition 46CO4-07HPB. 305 N.E. 4"' Avenue. Construct a fence and gate. The 
residences will be in tile Northeast Residential Historic 
District. Brian Peddle, Owner. 

Petition 49COA-07HPB. 403 NE 6''' Avenue. Replace jalousie window with wood lo 
match original. This is a contributing in the Noi-theast 
~esident ia l  Historic District. Jon and Alison Cannon, 
Owners. 

Petition SOCOA-07HPB. 717 N.E. 3Id Street. Replace concrete steps. This is a 
contributing in the Northeast Residential Historic District. 
Austin Gregg, Owner. 

Petition 51COA-07HPB. 404 S.W. 10"' Street. Demolition of accessory structure. 
1-111s 1s a contribut~ng stn~cture in the University Heights 
Historic District - South. Heritage Investment Group, 
Owner. Sltinner. Viylola & Mcler~n. Agent. 

Petition 52COA-07HPB. 322 S.W. 10"' Avenue. Deinolition of accessory structure. 
This is a non-contributing structure in the Uiliversity 
Hei~hts  Historic District - South. Heritase In\~estrnent 
Group. Owner. Sltinner, Vignola & Mclcan, Agent. 

VIII. Discussion Items 

Addition to 73 1 N.E. 4'" Avenue 

IX. Preparation of Agenda 
X. Adjournment 

Perso~ls with disabilities who require assistance to participate in thc meeting are requested to notify the Equal 
Opportunity Department a t  334-5051 at least 4X hours prior to the meeting date. 



city of GainesviGh 
Inte~-O-Ffice Communication 

Department o_f Community (Develbpment 
Phone: 334-5022 F q  334-2282 Station #11 

Date: June 12. 2007 
To: Historic PI-cservation Board 

From: D. Hcnrichs. Historic Prcstl-\.ation Planner 

Subject: Petition 36C04-07HPB. Demolit~on of 1102 S.J17. 6'" Avenuc. 1 1 16 S.W. 6"' 
Avenue. and tlie garaye behind 1101 S.M.'. 5'" .41renue. The pl-oposal ~ncludes 
replacing thc historlc structures u ~ t h  structures ranging 111 lielght fi-on1 tlirec to 
four-stories. Wheelbarrou & the Car, I11c.. O~viiers. Richardo Callivino Agent. 

Findings and Recommendations 

Staff recommends APPROI'AI, with Conditions of tlie proposed ncw construction if the 
recommended modifications to tlie projects (stated below) are incorporated into thc submitted 
4-story stnlcture. 

Staffrecon~mends APPRO\'AL of the demolition of 1 103 S.W. 6"' Avenue. 

Staff recon~mends APPROVAL of thc demolition of the contnbuting accessory structures at 
1 1  10 S. W. 6"' Aveii~le, and the garage behind 1101 S.M7. ith Avenuc with final approval of the 
rede\.elopmcnt ~f approved by the Historic Prese~va~ion Board (HPB). Staff further 
recon~mends that the appl~cant cnsure that the stone at 1 116 S.J17. 6"' A v e n ~ ~ e  bc recycled into 
the new consti-uction. A separate Cel-t~ficate of Appropriateness for the demolit~ons will need 
to be submitted. 

At the April 3, 2007 meeting. the Histor~c Preservation Board cominentcd 011 the proposed 
project. -4 verbatim transcription is attaclicd. (.&I-TAC'HRIENT A) 

Explanation 

The proposal consists of three parts listed below: 

1 .  The proposal il~cludes replac~ng tlic contnbuting historlc s t l ~ i c t ~ ~ r e s  with three-to- 
four-story structures on parcels $1 3 145-000-000 ( 1  1 14 & 1 1 16 S.lV. 6'" Avenue), 
#13 i 46-000-000 ( 1 102 S.M7. 6"' A\ e n ~ ~ e )  and #I 3 143-010-008 (1 101 S.M1 5'" 

Avenue). Thc proposal has 63 bcdrooins In 33 unlts. Parcel map A r " I - ~ C H M L N T  B. 

3. Demolition of a non-con~ributing pnnclpal structure at 1 102 S.\r\'. 0"' Avcnue. 

3. Ilernolition of the contl-ibulin: accessory buildings in the University Heights 
Historic District-South at 1 1  10 S.MT. 6"' Avenue and tlic g a r a g  behind 1 101 S.Mr. 5"' 
Avenue. 
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Scction 30-1 12 of the Land Development Codc govcms regulated work items i~ndcr the 
jurisdiction of thc Historic Pre~er\~ation Board. To implement this section of the Code. the 
Histol-ic Prcsen.ation Board has de~reloped the following design guidelines based on the 
Sccrctary of Intci-ior's ,S'ralrilr~r-~I~s < f i ~ r  I/ichuhilircrtic~r~, which describ~, nppl-opriate new 
construction in thc llistoric districts. Thc nen. construction criteria implement the visual 
co~npatibility standards set forth in Section 30-1 12(6) a. of the City of Gainesvillc Land 
Development Code. Each section heading(s) con-csponds to one or more of the eleven criteria 
sel foi-th in that section. In addition to the esplicit criteria sct hi-th in the Land Development 
Code, other design suggestions consistent with those criteria have been included to claboratc 
furthel- on compatibility issues. .Attached are the Guidelines for N e u ~  Constl-uction in the 
University He i~h t s  Historic Districts - North and South. (ATTAC:HMEN'T' C) 

T H E  NEM C'OiYSTRIICTlOh OY h. \\. 6'" A\T;\TITI' \\ I1.L KL I[\rl)CI'Eh'DENTL\ RFVIE\\El) K \  TllE 

H~srourc. ~ R ~ ? S E R \ ~ A I I ~ ~  BOARD AND TIICN TIiE YE\\ C'ONSTRIIC'I'ION ON S. \I. s"' AVENIJF 
WILL BE UE\'ICWED B\ THE HISTORIC PRESERI ATlOh BOARD 

NEM' (I'ONSTRITCTJOR; ON S. W. 6"' AVENUE 
Parcels #13145-000-000 (1114 & 11 16 S.\4'. 6"' Avenue) and #13146-0013-000 (1 102 S.Wr. 6'" 
Avenue) 

RHYTHM OF THE STREET 

Neki construct~on should add to the eustlng rhytllun of streets and blocks This rhylhm IS  a 
compleu layering of mail> features that add up to what I S  described generally as "character " 
Spacing bclwcci~ bu~ldings. d~\~is ions betmeen uppei- and lo\ver floors. porch he~ghts, and 
all ynnlent of windows and ~v~ndo\\lsllls are exanlples of such rhythms. Neu const~uct~on In 
I~istoric distr~cts should try to n~a~n ta in  oi extend these shared streetscape cllaracter~st~cs in 
blocl<s whcre thcy appear 

Where new building types such as sou houses or apartment 17uildings arc introduced that arc not 
In scalc with thc traditional single-family housing that historically occup~ed the area. ne\\ 
I-hythms of building and open space along the street will evolb e. 

To help amellorate the impact o r  thcse 1 1 c ~  more m a s s i ~ e  build~ng forms. specla1 attention 
s h o ~ ~ l d  bc tmid to the articulat~on and masslily of thc neii building street facades. a \ o ~ d ~ n g  the 
introduct~on of large unbrol<en masscs o f b ~ i i l d ~ n g  

F11ld1ng thc strcel rhythm in wall fenestration. caire h c ~ ~ h t s ,  build~ng details, and la~ldscapc 
features such as fences or ivalls can help an~eliorate the larger building inasses and "connect" the 
ncu buildlng to 11s ne~ghborl~ood and strcct. 

N o t  C:ornpatible. 

Staff had pre\.iously recommended the applicant art~culate the masslny and ~ntroduces smaller 
niasslng elenlents to cscatc a rhythm of the huilding at the street. The Guidelines state that 



3izStoric Weseruatwn Board Reguhr Meeting 
Petitwn 36COJ2-073CPB 
June 12,2007 
Page 3 of14 

rhythm is layering of many features. The spacing between buildings hccomes a I-l~ythm along the 
S.W. 6"' Avenue or the street edge. (See ATT- \~ :HMEUTB) .  The rhythm ofthc footprints along S.W. 
6"' Avenue between S.W. 10"' Street and S.J$'. 12"' Street, are consisteilt in scale and spacing. 
Staff reconlmends that the solid inassiilg of the proposed project be setback an additional five to 
ten feet at the streel to create \~isual spacing bet\veen the three main projectioils of the structure 
that face S.W. 6"' Avenue. This will push the bi~ildinz back tmrenty feet fi-om the strect and 'Iielp 
lo maintain the rhythm of the street (See ATTACHRIEUT Dl .  Because the proposed pro.jcct is mid- 
bloclc, compatibility call be acl~ie\led by maintaining as many of the established rhythms at the 
street edge. Staff encoui-ages otllcr rhythms that can be utilized such as divisions between upper 
and lower floors. porch heights. and aliyment of windo\\is and windowsills wall fenestration, 
eave heights, building details. and landscape features. 111 the case of the proposed project, an 
cn~phasis on horizontal detailin,o will vlsually ground the project, as opposed to the verticality of 
thc proposal, which emphasizes thc hcight. 

SETBACKS 

The careful placement of buildinzs on lots is essential to maintaining tlic building patterns of 
each district. The distance a building is located from its property lines are referred to as 
"setbacks" or, inore recently, "build-to" lines. Buildings in historic districts often share a 
common front and side setback although these setbacks vary fi-om block to block and street to 
street, even tvithin the saine district. In locating newJ buildings, the front side setbacks should be 
illaintaiiled and be consistent with the facades of surrounding historic buildings. 

Whcre thc Special Area Plan encourages placement of buildings closer to the street than tllc 
historic ilnifonn front yard setbacks along a block, adjustments are recommended to ameliorate 
the impact of the nemr building setbaclts on adjaccilt coiltributing buildings in the historic 
distl-icts. This adjustment strategy is desirable to hell3 create a cohesion aillong t11e neighborhood 
buildings as a whole, and to avoid fracturing the ~leighborhood fabric by chan9ing abruptly the 
building-street relationships. 

Front yard build-to~setback lines would s t a ~ .  wilhin the ranges set forth in thc Special Area Plan 
requiren~ents. N'hen new construction abuts a contributii~g build in_^ located within 20 feet of a 
shared side yard boundary, the ne\+ construction must "stcp back" Sron~ the build-to line. 

The "step back" is a co i~~pro in~sc  half Lva between the ininimuin build-to line allowed by the 
Specla1 Area Plan, and the setback of the e.cisting contributing structurc. and in no casc to step 
back further than the maxiinui~l bu~ld-to line establislied b~ the Special Area Plan. 

In the event that the new constiuction is a multi-famil!. rom house 01- apai-lment building. only 
the first bay, adjacent to the contributing structure should be required to "step bacl;." 

Not Compatible. 

The masonry enclosed porch with t\vo floors above the center port1011 of the bu~lding is 5' - 4" 
from the side\\.all;. The setback is close to thc street edge but because i t  is three stol-~es tall i t  
bccomcs ;I promil~cnt fcature. Adjus~illeilts to tllc Ti-ont yard bi111d-to line at tllc abovc mentioned 



3hitoric (?resenlation B o a r d ~ e g u h r  Neeting 
Pelitwn 36COJI-073hFQ 
June 12,2007 
Page 4 o f  14 

location are reconlmeilded to reduce thc impact of a largc new building on adjacent contributing 
buildiiigs in the historic districts. The nent constl-uction is a multi-family apartment building, 
adjacent to contributing stl-uctures and should stcp back not only to continuc tlic rhytlim of the 
street but also so the larger s t ruct~~re does not obliterate thc historic structures. Staff l.ccommends 
that the proposcd setbacks of central building of the project bc increased to eliminate the 
building protrusion in fi-ont of the other portion of the building and maintain visual compatil~ility 

(J  st~-uctures. with the adjacent historic contributin, 

HEIGHT 

The height of new construction sllould ideally be compatible with sun-ounding historic b~~ildings.  
Building height has a significant impact 011 the scalc and character of a neighborhood. 
The Special Arca Plan allo~vs new buildings to bc sigiiicantly taller than the I-story and 2- 

story single-family residential buildings that occupy tlie historic districts. To avoid abrupt scale 
juxtapositions that fragil~ent a nei,ohborhood and adversely ilnpact historic structures, a "step 
down" anielioration stratcgy would be applied to new construction that is ad-jacent to a 
contributing structu~-e located within 20 feet of a shared side yard bo~undary. 

The new constructioil should not be more than 1 1,'2 s ~ o n e s  taller than the contributing structure. 
A half story is defined as an attic space within the roof utilizing doiliiel- windows or sablc-end 
windows. 

In thc evcnt tlie new constr~ictioii is a multi-family row house, apartincnt building, or a larger 
scalc structure. only the first bay 01- set o r  spaces oil the cnd of the building adjacent to the 
contributing structure sho~lld be requ~l-ed to "step down." 

Not Compatible. 

H e i ~ h t s  of buildings 11avc a significant impact on the scale and character of an liistoric 
neighborhood. The Guidelines recomnlend avoiding, "abrupt scale juxtapositions that fraynent a 
neigliborl~ood and adversely impact liistoric structures, a "step down" amelioration strategy 
would be applied to new construction that is adjacent to a contributin~ structure iocated within 
20 feet of a shared side yard boundar~.". Staff recommends that tlie first bay or set oS spaces on 
the both ends of the building adjacent to the contributing buildings should step down to reduce 
the impact of the new constn~ction on the l~istoric neighborhood (See Attachment B) .  Staff 
f~~l-ther recommends that tlie ncw building in back of' the structure at 11 14 S.W. 6''' Avenue be 
rcduced, as to not dwarf the historic contributing residence. The proposed new construction is 
mid-block oil S.W. 6"' Avenue and presents an incon~patible height issue with the surround 
historic structures that are predominately one-story. Staff recommends that the applicant consider 
tlie Historic Presenation Board's CoilinieiiLs and staffs recommendation to rcduce the hcight and 
massing by I-emoving a floor 011 the project. 

ROOF FORlVlS 

Simiiai- roof fonn and pitch are characteristics of buildings in many historic districts. Most 
residential buildings in thc districts have pitched roofs wit11 tlic gable or- hip roof as the 
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predominate type. Ganibi-cl, pyramidal. and clipped gable (jerkinhead) are also ih~uiid in tlie 
distl-icts. A sillall nuiiiber of Mcditerranea~~ influcnced structures with fa t  1-oors concealed 
behind parapets exist. 

Kcpctitioii of 111stol-IC roof forins is a strateg)' that nen construction can employ to acliievc 
cornpatib~lity witli older structi~rcs, particularly wlicn there 1s a nidcl!. used roofconvent~on in a 
ncigliborliood. 

Compatible. 

The proposed nem. construction is compatible or replicates most residential buildings 011 S. W. 6"' 
A v e n ~ ~ c  which  ha\^ pitched roofs uith tlie gable or hip roof. 

RHYTHM: ENTRANCES & PORCHES 

Tlic relatlonsliip of entrances and pi-~~icct~oiis to sidewal1;s of a building, st]-ucture. object or 
parking lot shall be \risually compatiblc to tlic buildings and places to which it is ~risually related. 
Ne\v porches, cntrances, and otlicr projections sliould reflect the size. Iicight, and materials of 
porches of existing historic build~ngs found alon: tlic street and contribute to a continuity of 
features. 

Porches ai-e strongly encouraged and should liavc sufficicnt size to accommodate outdool- 
furniture and casy accessibility. Their widths and depths sliould rcflect that \vhic11 could be found 
011 otlier Iiistoric buildings in the district. 

Not Compatible. 

The Ciuidelines state. "Nen porches, entrances. and otlier projections sliould rcilect the size, 
hciglit, and inaterials of porches of existing liistorjc buildings found along tlie street and 
contribute to a continuity of features". 

Porches witli sufficient size to accomniodate ourdool- iiuniiture and easy accessibility are 
encouraged. The applicant has providcd porches in a stacked configuration on either s ~ d e  of thc 
center entrance. Staff reconl~nends tliat all porches and balconies be consistent \v~tli the historic 
models and should have sufficicnt slze to acconin~odate outdoor full~iture and casy accessibility. 

WALLS OF CONTINLIITY 

Appul-tenances of a building or structure such as walls. fences or landscape elenients that fo1-111 
linked n.alls of enclosure along a street sen.e to makc a strcct into a colieslve whole. 

New infill construction sliould be encouraged to align walls, fences or landscape elements 
(hedges) with acl~acent property o\vncrs to create uiiifoiln street walls. Partially open edges ai-e 
prcfen-ed to promote social connection fi-on1 strect (public domain) to porch (semi-private 
domain). 



Xisturic Reseruation @oard~egubr !Meeting 
Petitwn .76COJ-OZ7&?3 
.'June 12, 2007 
Page 6 of 14 

Compatible. 

A lou two-foot wall has created a sense of yard enclosure in front of the contl-ibutin, ( J  structure at 
1 1 14 S.bV. 6"' _4veilue. 

SCALE OF THE BUILDING 

Scale. although related to objective din~ensions, is morc opcn to intc~rctat ion and is ~~ltimately a 
morc important measure of a good building. Propel- scalc is a critical issue in deteinli~~ing the 
compatibility of buildings within an historic context. It has two general meanings: its scalc to 
context and its scale relative to ourselves. Intuitively, we judge the f i t  of a building at different 
scnlcs oj'r)iensztrenzerit in order to assess its /.clntivc size or proper scale in a given context. Many 
issues affect the perception of scale such as placement on the site, overall massing, building type, 
style. combinations of inaterials and detailing to name but a fe~v .  Evcr-~7 building in the 
University Heights Historic Districts is also measured against its neighbol-s for degrees or  
similarity and difference. Tlle result or "fitness" of a building is a delicate balance between these 
seeminsly contradictory aspects of context. From far away, we note the profile of a structure on 
the slcylinc. On the strcetscape: its distance h o n ~  the road and its ncighboi-S. Up close, we looli 
[or familiar things that tell us its relationship direc-tly to our body, i.c.. stairs. railings, doors and 
windows, and n~odular materials such as brick, blocks or wood. Most inlj?ortantly, we sensc that 
all these individual elements must have an overall order to achieve proper scalc. Scale changes 
are evident from district to district and from street to street. 

Scale foi- new construction speaks to hot11 the relationship of the building to its neigl~bors, and 
the scale o r  the building to the person, which is influenced by the mass in^ (largc ~11br01ic11 
masses vs. smaller collection of masses), matcl-ials. the size and proportion of openings. the 
articulation of surfaces, the ratio of void to solid. and details like handrails. doors ant1 windows. 

New infill may be larger in size (not in physical scale with its nei_ehbors) and yet still feel 
conlpatibie in scalc if the building forn~ has been articulated with a nulnbei- of scaling strategies. 

Not Compatible. 

"Scale for new construction is both the relationship of the b ~ l i l d i i ~ ~  to its adjacent historic 
structures and the scale of the huilding to the person." 111 the case of new larger constl-uction 
pro.jects, strategies for developing appropriate scale include: brcaking down the massing in 
sinallel- componeilts. the use of a pallet of matcrials that complement the neighborhood. the 
correct size and proportion of feilestratioi~s. the articulation of surfaces, the correct ratio o r  voids 
to solids, and the architectural details. In the proposed prolect, the scale is not in a relationship 
with thc neighboring contributing structures. Staff recoinmends that while massing strategies can 
ixitigate scaiing issues, the o~~e ra l l  scaie of the mid-blocli proposed project nceds to be reduce in 
height by one floor. The scale is not con~patible with the block of primarily one-story residential 
buildings and the adjacent historic stiucturcs on either side of the project. 
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DIRECTIONAL EXPRESSION 

Ne\\. buildings should relate to acljaccnt buildinys in the directional charactel- (orientation) of its 
fhcadc. In a historic district there is ~~sua l ly  a typology of entry aiid connection to street sliarcd by 
the neig11bo1-hood buildings tliat helps create a co~isiste~it fabric. 

Linivel-sity He~ghts buildings almost ~vi t l~out  exceptio~i have prlrnary entries tliat h c c  the 
principal street. The Fdcade facing tlie principal street is clearly recognized as tlic building 
"fi-ont," and porches or stoops create a tra~;sition ii-om street to interior. 

New construction should recognize these sliarcd conventions and enhance conipatibility by 
becon~i~lg part of the neigliborhood fabric. 

Not Compatible. 

Thc massing does not reinforce the directional expression on tlie street. By creating areas 
between the main three projections of tlie building, the directional expression will be 
enipliasized. Staff recommends tliat the areas bet~veen the t1i1-ee ~iiain buildings should be 
recessed an additional five to tell fee! (the building \sill he approxiiiiatel!~ 20 feet fro111 tlic street) 
to create an appearance oS three separate building and maintain tlie directional expression of the 
street. (See ATTACHMENT U hwl) ATTAC.II\IENT L)). 

PROPORTION OF FRONT FACADE 

All buildings liave a propoi-tional rclationsliip between the width and h e i ~ h t  of the front facade, 
which is independent of physical size. In a district as complex as Universit~r Heights with man!: 
difrerent building stylcs, tliere can be a number of f'acade proportions. Nem. construction shoulci 
consider tlie facadc proportions of tlie historic structures in the ininicdiate neighborhood to 
determine if a comnlon propol-tion could be found in nearby strt~cti~rcs. Compatibilit): can be 
enhanced if neighborhood proportiolis can be integrated illto the design of 11em. buildings. even if 
they arc of a largel- physical scale. 

Not Compatible. 

Compatibility of new constn~ction in the neighborhood can be greatly illcreased if facade 
proportions of historic structures on the street are analyzed and integrated into tlie design. The 
contributing st]-uctures on S.W. 6"' Avenue are primarily horizontal in nature. (Nine liave onc- 
story, one has one-and-a-half stories, and SOLII- have two-stories). The verticality of the proposed 
housing is emphasized by the tall siender compoiieiirs of the project. Staff recommends tliat !.lie 
applicant evaluatc the facades on the streer and use the inforn~ation to coiitexrualizc tlie proposccl 
project. Expression lines can help to enipliasize horizontal compoliellts 011 the project. 
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PROPORTION & RHYTHM OF OPENINGS 

In many h~storical styles, the he12lit to ~1d t11  proport~on o r  \vlndo\vs I S  an ~mportant clement of 
thc dcsigi:; along w ~ t h  the windows are coniigured I?!, n~untlns. Ncn construct~on sl~ould 
cons~der thc proportion and rhythm of fenestration in nearbj l l~s tor~c  structures to ellllance 
co~npatibil~t\ .  

In I l n ~ \ c r s ~ t ~  Helshts. verticall!. proport~oned \v~ndo\vs  r red om in ate 1~1 th  manj7 e\ampIes of 
group ~v~ndows ,  especially In the numerous Craf~smail'Bungalon style buildings. Consistent use 
of nlunt~ns 1s another recogn~zable fenesurat~on characteristic 

Si~nilarly, many historic structures have lligllly dctailed doors and entryways. even when facades 
are simple and undetailed. 

Compatible. 

Staff recommends that the entrances hake add~tional details, a convention used ~ 1 1 t h  largcr 
buildings to attract attention at the pedesu~an le\ el. 

RHYTHM OF SOLIDS TO VOIDS 

Like the proportionin2 of openings, the relative ratio of openings to solid wall area is also a 
cilaracteristic of architecture that can be exploited to seek co~npatibility with nearby historic 
structures. Architectural stylc in historic buildings is a factor, which influences the solid to void 
ratio. Thc ratio can also vary between primary and sccoi-tdary clcvations as windows have often 
been a status sylnbol and used on fiont facades to express wealth or social status. 

Compatible. 

Tlic rhythm of solids and voids in the proposed new construction is symnietrical. Starf 
recommends the details o r  the \vindo\vs and the divided lights should be discussed as appropriate 
for a particular style. 

DETAILS AND MATERIALS 

Due to the var~ed architectural styles 111 bill\ ersllq He~ghts. there I S  broad range of materials 
uscd 011 l~istonc bu~ ld~ngs ,  ~nc lud~ng br~ch. wood s ~ d ~ n g .  wood sh~ngles. stucco, cut stone and the 
unique use of local field stone and brick in the b u ~ l d ~ n ~ s  locally knonrn as "Chert Houses " Roofs 
also use a range ormater~a is  ~ncluding asphalt sh~nsles.  asbestos shingles. CI-~mped and standlng 
seam metal, t~ l e s  and stone. 

Ncn constmction should considcr looking at the pallet of materials used on nearby historic 
struct~u-cs to pursuc compatibilitj~ at the neighborhood level. 
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Compatible. 

Staffl-ecommeiids that mater~als and fin~shes on tlic fi-ont cleiation be continued to tlie s ~ d e  and 
rear e l e ~ a t ~ o n s  The ro~~r-story s h ~ n ~ l e d  b u ~ l d ~ n g  ,lt the rear on tlic east ele\ation '1s staffp~izzled 
as to how t h ~ s  materlal mas chosen and 'lppl~ed In onl! one locat~on on the projcet Starf 
reconimends that material cliolces Ilai~e a c01is1st~iit repeutlon. Staff recommends that tlic stone 
and btick be recycled into the lien construcuon 

T H E  NEW COYSTRIICTIOK ON S. M'. 5'"  A\'EYITE 

PARCEL. #I31 4 3 - 0 1  0-008 (1  101 S.\T7. 5"' Avenue) 

RHYTHM OF THE STREET 

Compatible. 

The proposed project maintains the rhythm of tjic street 

SETBACKS 

Not Applicable. 

HEIGHT 

Compatible. 

The proposed height is one-and-a-half stories taller than the historic principal struct~ire and is 
consistent witli the Guidelines. 

ROOF FORMS 

Compatible. 

The roof forms are consistent witli tlie Guidelines 

RHYTHM: ENTRANCES & PORCHES 

Not Compatible. 

Staff recolnruends that the bu~lding entrance not be so proml~ient. allowlng ~t to have a more 
secondary role 011 Ilie property and have tlie appcarancc of ail accessory structure. The porch 
races the park~ng lot and should be directed not to a adjacent propcrty but tlie property that ~t I S  

011 w111ch is PAKCEL ft 13 143-0 10-008 01. 1 101 S W. 5" '  A\ cline 

WALLS OF CONTINUITY 

Not Applicable. 
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SCALE OF THE BUILDING 

Not Compatible. 

The relationship o r  the bui l t l in~ to its acQacent historic structures and the scale of the building to 
the person could 17c enhanced by al-ticulatins the second and third Iloor. Staff recommends that 
the solid massing of  [lie proposetl project he a]-ticulated ~ i ~ i t l i  expression lilies, materials. thc size 
and pi-oportion osopenings, the articulation of surfaces. the ratio or\,oid to solid. and details lilte 
handrai Is, (1001-s and windows. 

DIRECTIONAL EXPRESSION 

Compatible. 

The ncw construction is compatible \.\.it11 the directional espressioii of tlie historic neighhorliood. 

PROPORTION OF FRONT FACADE 

Not Compatible. 

Compatibility of new construction in the neighborhood can be greatly incscased if facade 
l7roportions of historic structures on the strcct are analyzed a l ~ d  integrated into the desizn. Stafr 
recommends that tlie applicant evaluate the principal structures and use the inibrination to 
contcxtualize the proposed project. The proposed sti-~1ct~11.c has the appearance of a primary 
dwelling. Staff also recommends that tlie new constl-uctioii visuall!. reflects tlie typology and 
materials of  the current garage and an acccssory building. The neu- constr-uction needs to be a 
secondary 01- accessory structurc. The current Zarage can influence thc dcsisy o r  (lic new 
construction. 

PROPORTION & RHYTHM 
OF OPENINGS 

Not Compatible. 

Thc applicant should consider tile propo~fion and rliytlim of  Scnesiration in pr~ncipal structurc to 
enliance compatibility. Staff recommends that tlie windorx,s rcflcct the oncs found in the principal 
struct~u-e u.liicli are 3'1 double Iiung windo\ss. 

RHYTHM OF SOLIDS TO VOIDS 

The rliythni of solids and \raids in thc proposed ncm consti~lction is s>mrnetrical and compatihlc 
\vltIi thc his~oric princ~pal structure 
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DETAILS AND MATERIALS 

Compatible. 

Staff I-ccommends that matcl-ials and finishes be utilized to break up the massing of tlic proposed 
I~I-ee-stol-y stnlcture. 

EACH STRUCTURE WILL BE INDEPENEENTLY REJ'IEWED B\' THE HISTORIC 
PRESER17ATION BOARD. 

Tlic three following principal build~ngs ]>reposed for dcmolitioii are al-cli~tccturally s~gnificant 
and contributes to the ambiance and Inteyrlt), of the IJni\.c~-sity Heights H~stoi-ic D~strict-South. 

1 102 S.Mr. ht" Avenue 
Parcel # 13 146-000-000 

Staff 1-ecornmends APPROJ7AL of !he deniolitlon of 1 102 S.W. 6"' Avenue. A scparate 
Certificate of Appropriateness wi 1 I need to be applied for by the applicant. 

Thc Histor~c Preservation Board has approved 11lc demolition of garages and accessory or 
ancillary structures in order facilitate illfill projccts. If tlie Historic Preservation Board 
approved tlie de~nolition of the principal structures, the demolition of tlie accessory structures 
will more than likely not be an issue. 

111 6 S.W. 0"' Avenue 
Parcel # 131 45-000-000 

Staff recommends APPRO17AL of tlic dernolltjon of the contributing accessory structures at 
I 1  I 0  S.\'. (1"' Avenuc, and the garage behind 1 1  01 S.M7. 5"' -4venuc witli final approval of tlic 
redevelopment if approved by tlie H~stol-ic Preser~ration Board (FIPB). Staff furthci- 
I-ecomniends that the applicant ensure that the stonc at 1 I 1 6  S.MT. 0"' -41 enne bc recyclcd ~ n t o  
thc nem~ consti-uction. A separate CCI-tificate of Appropriateness for the demol~tions u~ill need 
to be submitted. 

G a r a ~ e  behind 11 01 S.M7. 5"' Avenue 
Parcel # 131 43-01 0-008 

Staff recommends APPROJ'AL of the demolition of the contributing accessoi-y structures at 
1 1 16 S.Mr. 6"' Avenue, and tlie garage behind 1 1oI S.W. 5"' Avenue witli final approval of tlie 
rcdevelopmcnt if approved by thc His~oric P re se~~~a t ion  Board (HPB,). Staff flu-thcr 
recolmiiends tliat the applicant c1isu1-e that the brick at 1 101 S.11'. 5"' A v e n ~ ~ e  be recycled into 
the new construction. A separate Certificate of Appropriateness for the demolitions will need 
to be sub~nitted. 



.7iikto~ic Preseruatwn 8oardReguhr Meeting 
Petition 36COJ-OTWZVl 
June 12, 2007 
Page 12 of 14 

Il)eniolirio1r. A dccisioli h.1. tire. liisrol-ic pl-cscl-\'rrriorr houl.rl rryl?r-o\lil,g 01. rlc1~~~i1lg rr 
c.cr-tificulc of cqpropr-iotcrlcss ,for the tlcnrolitio1r of' l~r~ildilrgs. S ~ ~ " L I C ~ L I I ~ ~ S  01. 01?jccts 
otlier tll~lri ~ I I O S C  irr t l l ~  PIC(I .SIIII~ S T I - ~ C I  Hisrol-ic llis~ricr slrlrll h~ grlitlcrl h ~ , :  

3. Tllc clifj?c~/lt\~ or- tlie inrpossihilitj. o f  r.cl,r.od~/c.irrg suclr LI h~~ilclirig, S I ~ I I C T I I I - ~  or oI?jcct 
hccclzlsc of' its desigrl, tcdxrr/l-c, nrcltcr-id, cletuil 01- ~ / / ~ i q r / c  1oc '~ l io~~;  

4. I.t~lictlic~* tile h~ril~lilig. str.l/crr~~-(~ 01. o/?ject is o11c o f  tllc lust ~.cnrrriliilig c.1-trri~plcs of irs 
kiricl ill the ~~eiglihorliood, t l l ~  col/rig. 01- rllc ~.cgioll: 

6. I4'11ethel- ~ C U S O I I N ~ ~ C  III( 'USIII.CS C ~ I I I  hc tcrlier? to s a ~ v ~  tllc h~/ilclrrig, str.r/ctz/rc or- ohleer 
f/.o/11 c~ollupsc, ~ 1 1 1 ~ 1  

7. FT~llctlicr tlrc hurldrrlg, st~.zrctz/~.c 01. ohlccr rs crrl,rrhlc of ceri.rlrng ~.ecrso~itrl~/c ccorionlrcr 
r-etrlrli or1 rts I J C I I L I C .  

Tlie recommendation is f~~rtlier based on the follo~ving f indi~~gs as statcd in the HISTOltlC 
PRESER I/A TION REHABILITATION AND DESIGN GUIDELINES, bascd on the 
Secretary of Interior Standards for Rehabilitation ~vliicli has beconlc tlie authoritative 
guidelines for rehabilitation. 

Applicable Secretary of Interior Standards for Rehabilitation 

2. T/ic /listor-ic chnr-crdcr o f  cr pl+opcr-~- slrnil he r - c ~ c ~ i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ l  ~rricl O ~ C S C I . I ~ C ~ I .  Tlie r*enlo~lrr/ of 
Iii,srol-ica 17l~tfer-iuI~ or. ~rl~er.er~iorl ~ ~ : ~ ; Y I I ~ I ~ - c s  ~rrlel ,sp~rc.es r / i ~ l t  cI~c~r-~crer-izc ( I  pr-oper-I?. ~ l i c~ l l  
hc crvoicled. 

4. A4ost 17ropertics cliclrlge ovel- tilrzc; rilose clinliges t11e11 hcr~)c ucqzlir-cll Ilistor-ica siglijficnrirc 
iri tlleii- 0 1 ~ 1 1  right shuI/ he retuirieli crritlpr.cscr-vc:cl. 
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Demolition is an important issue in historic disti-icts. The main reasons for demolition are 
institutional and commercial expansion. and condemnation by cities. prillcipally due to fire 
damage and deterioration. 

Demolition ol' significant buildings. outbuildin?s, and individual features conflicts with 
Standards 2 and 4. Demolition alters the essential character and integrity of a building and the 
dislrict in which i t  is located in violation of Standard 2. Standard 4 recolilinends tlie retention 
ofsigiiificant later additions to historic buildings. 

In some instances demolition may be appropriate and may even elfiance a historic district, 
building. or site. Non-historic b~~ildiilzs whose designs are not in character with its 
surroundings can be removed with no negative impact. Lil<e\vise. under certain circumstances, 
non-historic or nonsi,onificant components of a building complex can be removed. There are 
several ijctors to consider in thc remol~al of such components. These include whether the 
components are secondary structures; lack historical, engineering. or architectural significance; 
do not colnprise a major portion or  a historical site; or the absence of persuasive evidence to 
sho\v that retention of the components is not technically or economically feasible. 

Deii~olition of nonsignificant additions may also be appropriate. Demolition may bc 
undel-taken if the addition is less than fifty years old, does 1101 exhibit stylistic details or fine 
workmanship or materials, was added after the period of si,onificance of the building or district; 
is so deteriorated 11 would require reconstruction: or obscures earlier sigilificailt features. 

Avoid demolition of si~nificaiit outbuildings and additions. Cai-riage houses and garages can be 
significant components of building complexes. Many buildings in a district have had additions, 
new ornaments, storefronts, porches, nindows, \\rings, and additional stories. These changes 
might have gained significance in their ow11 right and should be retained under the Secretary of 
Interior Standards for Reliabilitation. Standard 4. Assessing significance of later additions 
requires careful professional revieiv and should bc done on a case-by case-basis. 

The recorni~~endatiol~s are fi~rther based on tlie follo\ving findings concerning demolitions as 
stated in the HISTORIC PRESERI'ATIOK REHABILII4TION AND DESIGN 
GUIDELINES: 

1 .  Identify, retain, and preserve buildi~lgs ~711ieli are i~nportailt in defining the overall historic 
character of a historic district or neighborhood. 

2. Retain the historic relationship between buildings and landscape and streetscapc features. 

3. Remove nonsignificant buildings. addit~ons. 0:- site features ~vhich detract from the historic 
character of a slte or the surrounding district or neigliborliood. 

The follo.iving findings concerning dclnolitioiis are not recom~i~ended in llistoric districts as 
stated in the HISTORIC PRESERI.:4TIOn' REHABILITATIOA' AND DESIGN 
GUID ELINES: 
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1 .  Removing buildings which ai-e impor~anl in defining tlie overall historic c1iaractc1- of a 
district or neighbori700d so that the charactel- is diminished. 

3. Removing historic buildings thus destroying tlic liistoric I-elationsliip between buildings. 
feeatui-es and open space. 

3 .  Removing a historic building in a coiuples, a building fcature. or signiticant late[. adcli~ion 
~vlijch is important in dcfining the historic cliaracter of a site or tlie surrounding district oi- 
neighborhood. 

Board -4pproval Guidelines 

Historic or contributing structures in an advanccd statc of deterioratio~i call bc deniolished if 
evidence is presented showing that rehabilitation is unfeasible. 

Ralph Hil hard 
Planliing Manager 



,4t tlie April 3, 3007 meeting. the H ~ s t o r ~ c  Prese i~~at~on  Board (HPB) commented 011 
thc proposed projec~. A verbal1111 transcr~pl~oii I S  attached. Tlie Sollowing 
suinnlaries tlie most relel7ant comments: 

The four-stories arc too big. huge and towers over the other buildinzs. 
The parking garage breaks wi-th tradition. 
There were concerns about the neighboring house havin: a vieu, illto thc 
parking gal-ase and would need to be buffered from the ilei~llborl~ood. 
,4 full blown parking garage is unusual in a historic district. 
Tlie massing and the height are out of proporti on to the buildings around it. 
The elevator tower is fj\1e-stoiies tall. 
The proposal does not maintaining the hoiistic sensc of the integritj~ of the 
neighborhood. 
A strategy proposed by a board member is to have fewer units in thc project. 
The board members understand that there is a conflict of this idea of density, 
which the City of Gainesville wants, but stated that compatibility is 
achie~able.  
There is a doillino effect.. .you put up sornctl~ing this size on a street will1 a 
couple of smallish two-story houses on either side of i t  and the people who 
live there say 1  can'^ livc there and the!) sell the housc and then we get 
another developer putting up another huge building and ~vantiiig to tear 
down another historic structurc. 
In a historic district there is a viable economics in the historic districts based 
on the historic neighborhood. 
Intesrity is a verjr important issue. 
The developer is trying to achie\:e the maximuni drvnsity and as a 
preser~~ationist. I'm saying that dcnsit is too 1nuc11 for that nci~hborhood. 
Sometimes at the edge of a neighborhood you could have inore density than 
you can have in thc i n t e~~ ia l  part of the neigl~borhood. The to~vnhouses that 
have gonc up at thc edge of the Duck Pond iieig11l~orhood are verjr dense and 
a quite tall but they are on tlie edge and when you move into the 
neighborhood the scale gets a lot sinaller because that's were tlie houses are. 
Tile b i ~  ones are a division between tlie downtown con~ i~~e rc i a l  and the 
residential in the neighborhood and what we are getting herc is a feel of the 
downtown coii~mercial right in the middle of the neighborhood with small 
houses. 
Thc applicant is talking al>out a scale of a four-story structure and 1 arn 
saying I tl~illli it is too big. as a four-story structure.. .it is too big. 
Two stories above a nicc two-story stnlcture.. .it's out of scalc 
The point of this whole argument. as a presenrationistl is maintaining the 
integi-ity of the neighborhood and scale is such an importailt issue. 



April 03. 2007 
Historic Preservation Board Member 1,'erbatim Comments 

r Board member asked qucstlol~ but not aud~l>li. on tape 

r Board member stated that the\. kno~v that denslt! is encouraged.. . . .  .(not 
audible).. .... 111stol-~c district.. . . .  .(not audible) too much.. . . .  .(not audible) and this thing 1s 
wa? too big in my oplnion, that in an!. shape 01- i'on11.. ... in01 audible). . . .  ~ O L I T  

. . .  stories.. .(not audible). 

r I3oard member stated that there IS  a three story that nle appro1 ed on S \ V  3"' 
Avenue.. ...( not audlblc). .and ~ t .  thlee storles and absolutel!l tower-\ o \ c r  the othel 
bu~ldlngs It's huye. ~ t ' s  huge and ~t is no~vhere a quartel ol'thls ...( not audible). 

r Roal-d member stated that t h ~ i  one' \\'ax appro\ ed w~thout gu~dc l~nes  and 11 \ve had 
g ~ ~ l d e l ~ n e s  wc probabl). would not have approved i t  .Another Board n~embel- stated that 
we \vould have modlficd ~t 

I Board member stated to MI-. Callivino that one of the issues lie has with the projcct is the 
~>arl<ing garage on. .  ..(not audible). . . .  breaks tradit~oil on even: other sh-ucture in the 
histol-ic district and In that area and an1 very concerned about the neighboring house 
l i a \ , ~ n ~  a view right into a par1Ung garage. 

I Board member stated thar ~t \\.auld have to be buf'icred il-om the ne~gl~borhood's . .  ...( not 
audible). 

Hoard member stated that there have been other prqecl< where you have parking 
u ~ ~ d e ~ n e a t l ~  the bu~ldlng. that's not that unusual, it 1s l<lud of~lnusual  to have a full blown 
parklng garage.. ...( not aud~bie) .  Board member further stated that he undel-stands youi- 
need to pro\ ~ d e  park~ng. b ~ ~ t  11 1s also part of the problem oEmal<~ng.. ... (not aud~ble).  so ~t 
1s klnd oi'a double e d ~ c  problem 

r Hoard membel- stater1 tl~a: a lot of 111s commcnts pi-obabl). mln-01- what Ll has come lip 
with Board member ful-ther stated that the fro111 and side arc 131-etty much dead on thc 
front siden~alk and can not think of many examples ~\:hcl-c i t  happens In this district and is 
q ~ ~ i t = .  siy~ificantly different from the construction that the guidelines.. . .  . .(not audihlc) 
not exactl!! match but should bc some~~.ha t  compatible. l3oal-d membel- continued to say 
that at least \\rith the row houses the.. .... (not audible) the sctbacks are 111oi-e 
consistent.. ...( tape encisl. 

I R o ~ I - d  member stated he \\!auld like to see thc cntirc prc!lect. the other phase of i t . .  ...( not 
audible). . .density but nle are talking about counting the accessory structures: nine 
structures although one is non-contributing.. .(not audible)..althouyh we do not have phasc 
3 i'ol- one of them. 

I Board mernbel- stated i t  1s pl-obabl!. safk to assume that phase 3 u i l l  be mar-r buildings. \Vc 
do not i<nou whar structures.. . . ( l~ot  audiblc) 

r Hoard member stated that \\ 1t11o~l~ the proposal on thc table \ ~ c  can no1 evaluate ~t 



Board member statcd 11 I S  prohabl~ safe to assume that phase 3 \\111 13c morc bu~ ld~ngs .  \Vc 
do not know \\'hat sti-uctu~-es. ..(not audible) 

Hoard 1nembc1- stated that ltliout the p1-oposa1 011 tlie table \\re can not e\~aluatc 11 

Hoard nien1bcl- stated tliat \\~liat I S  131-oposed herc 1s a four stor!. structure on the East slde 
of the allcy \ira!I.. ... (not audible). . .onc stor!) strucLurc tliat inay 01- ma! not be thcrc In a 
dlflerent phase. 

Real-d member statcd basic all!^ \lrc l i a ~ ~ e  co\ ered soine o f  the big th~ngs  so thc ~ntention of' 
tlie agent IS to agree to contlnue 11 and come back and address some of oul concerns. 

Mary Honeycutt stated thc massing and the height is \vaj2 out ofpl-opol-tion to the 
buildings around i t  because i i ' y o ~ ~  looli ar this one composite east elevation and count it. 
thc to\ver in the back. I guess 1 assume i t  is ihl- the cle\.ators: it is a five stor). building and 
that is above \<)hat even the guidelines even sa!,. 

Sand Lamme slated that this is just your general comment because \vc arc going to hagglc 
over the design elements. but I am ~-eall>r concerned \\lit11 maintaining the holist~c sense 
of the integrit~p of'the neighborhood and I lu~on.  that is \\,hat the consultant liad discussed 
in his comments or his report. is tliis idea ofintey-it! and I am 1-cali!~ concel-ncd abour the 
deteriorat~on of the historic ncighborliood and again we have taken tile time to do a Sield 
trip with tlie dc\-elopel- and as 1 undersranding that they were going to give l i ~ m  sonic 
buiidings that he wanted to demolish and then \ye \\)ere going to save the ones thal we tklt 
we the ii~ost significant. no\\- he is coming back and \vantin:, 1 lano\\. he has cornl>~-om~sed 
liere and this neu- proposai thc sccond stol-!' Churk( not sure of spelling) garage 1 I 16 
SW 6"' Avenue isn't realljr great ~ L I !  it still made of C h ~ r l i (  not sure of spelling) wlilch 
is a \lernacular style that is verjr popular hcre in Gainesl-ille \s,e have n uniquc collection 
of them and the red brick gal-age of 1 0 1  and 103, \\re11 OK if he ~vants to demolish that 
but slo\vly. where does it  stop and tint 1s my concern ~t is a histor~c district the 
C:ornmission voted to put 11 in place and I am concerned about the scalc to me thc scale is 
thc major issue it's lust \\.~-ong ancl 11.c liad other srufl'on 5'" Alrenue and it's creeping 

slowly down to 6"' Avenue and again wi~en is i t  going to stop and these \,el-). tall 
structures just klnd of d\varf the s~ngle  Pamil\, residences that we havc and so that is 
[vherc I am conling from. 

Uoal-d member stated that rnaybc there should bc Se\\c~- apartment units In tlic \\hole 
tlilng wh~ch  would b r~ng .  . ... I not and~hle) .  

Board member statcd that this b!, right. this four stor) 17). right- does that mean that 
anybody can come in and request a four story structure anywhere in tlie historic dish-let 
and MY are I-equil-ed to allow i t  bccause tliis phase has been thrown out at us. by right 
three to four stories and it has neI7el- been brought to me before that \\re would h a \ r  to 
approve a foul- story building just because someone Lvants to build it as that the!, can 
make enough money to get thell- money back. 

Board member poscd a l e p l  question slating d o  we ha\/e to approve 1: foul- story build~ng 
any place I In the neighborhood so that tlie de\~elopcr can niake as mucll mane!' as he 
\\'alltb TO 



r Hoard member stated that thcrc 1s also this conflict of this idea of density of n h ~ c h  thc 
City obviousl!. wants but is that compatible histol-ically to a single fan~ily residmce. 
Another board member stated to a d e g e e  I thinks i; is . . ... another Hoard membcr statecl 
but i t  does not necessarifi, trump. Board member stated and then there is the domino 
effect you p~l t  up something this size on a street ~vi th :I couple of sniallish two story 
houses on either side of it and the people ~viio live there sa!- I can't l i~re tlierc and they 
sell the house and then uJe get another developer putting up another huge building and 
 ranting to tear down another historic structure and i don't thi111; that it would work with 
con~munalisni but I think i~ might n:ork with the historic district. 

r Board member stated as D po~nted out in all the n~ork that you have done in tlic 
comments and materials that were given out in the first meetlng pointed out one of the 
most in1port:lnt elements to me n2as that in a historic district there is a \.iable econoniiu 
deterrent in historic districts based on the historic neighborhood and agaln the integrit!. 
was an issue as to me i t  is very imporrant. 

Board member stated stepplng do\\,n 1s good ho\vcvei- ~ f '  you step up ~ t ' s  something out 01' 
control . . . . . ..(not audible). . .then thc step do~vn docs not \\orl\ to me. 

r Board member stated that the developer is t ry~ng to achieve the ma\lmum denslt), and as 
a preservat~onist I 'm saylng that dc11slh 17 too ~ I I L I C ~ I  1-01 that ne~ghborhood. soinetin~cs at 
the edge of'a nclghborhood you could havc more density than you can have in thc 
~nternal part of the neigliborl~ood, the town houses that have gone up at thc edge of the 
1)uck Pond iielghborhood are an example they are not 111 the ne1ghbo1-11ood they edge the 
neighborhood they are very dense and arc q ~ l ~ t e  tall but the). are on an edge and whcii you 
move   ti to the neighborhood the scale gets a lot smaller because that's IT a -c  the houses 
arc. the big ones are 3 d~v:s:on bctu eel1 the donntonn com~nei-clal and the res~dent~al  in 
the ne~ghborhood and IT hat we are gettlng here 1s a fcel of the doun tona  commercial 
right in thc mlddle of the ne~ghbol-hood \vlth 71nall houses. 

Board n~ember stated that they are tallcing about a scale of a four story structure and 1 am 
saying I think ~t is too big. as a Soul- story structure.. . . ..(not audible). . .too big. Another 
Board member stated that cven if you look ai ~ ~ 1 s t  the existing two story at 1 114. you have 
this nicc ~11.0 story structure and then you got t ~ v o  stol-les abovc that and so it no longer 
loolcs like thc ma111 structure as the main structure looks like it is iii the back ol'thc 
building, ii.sjust out of scale. 

> Board mcmber state the you are talking abou;. 1 think. mainta~ning the c11aractc1-~stics of'a 
historic neifhborhood. you can di\.ide a t\vo story house into an aprlrtment . . . .  (not 
audiblc). . ,1114 but to me the point o f t h ~ s  whole aryument as a PI-esci-vationist is 
mainta~ning the intey-ity oi'the neiyliborhood and scale as such an important issue. 



ATTACHMENT B 

Subject Property Location 

I 1 Subject Properties -..-.. 
! Historic District Boundary L..,.., 

Historic Structure 

Prepared bv the 
O e ~ t  of Cornrnunnl Development 

F I ! ~  Trac.;-2007/Det._StIl*vebloch-h1storlc 

Gainesville, FL 



'THE FOLLOWING ARE THE GUIDE1,INES FOR NEU' CONSTRUCTIOK ITS 
THE UNIVERSITY HEIGHTS HISTORIC DISTRICTS - NORTH 6r SOUTH 

MAINTAINING THE CHARACTER OF THE UNI\JERSIT\- HEIGHTS 
FIISTORIC' DISTRICTS-NORTH 6r SOUTH 

New constl-uction should con~pleillent historic architecture. Through sound planning and 
design, it  can I-espect and reinforce the existing patterns of a historic district. Good i ~ l i i l l  
design does not ha \~e  to imitate demolished or extant buildings to be successfi~l. Ralher, i t  
utilizes significant patterns. such as height. materials. roof f o m ~ .  massing, setbacks and 
the rhythm of openings and materials to iiisu1-e that a ne\f. buildin: fits kvitll the contest. 

While the Secretary of thc Interior's Standal-ds are oriented to\~.ai-d rehabilitation of 
exist1112 historic buildings. Standads 2. 3, and 9 apply to nev- construction in historic 
districts and near individual landmarks. Under Standard 2. the setting of historic 
buildings should be preserved  hen ncu. construction is undertaken. The relationship of 
new construction to adjacent buildings, landscape and streetscape features, and open 
spaces should also be considered. New construction ad-jacent to historic buildings can 
dramatically alter the historic setting of nei,ohboring buildings 01- the district. Such 
construction should not create a false sense of historical de\:eiopment t h ro~~gh  the use of 
coljectural features or st!.listic elen~ents drawl11 from other buildinss under Standard 3. 

Endel- Stand~rd 9, nen construction 1s appropriate as long as i t  does not destroy 
s~gnlficant 111stol-~c features, 111cIuCi1ng des~pned landscapes. and complements the size. 
color, material, and character of adjacent bui ldin~s and t11e1r 111stonc sctting. T h ~ s  allons 
for cons1dc1-able intelpretat~oil in the design of ncn structul-es 

Part of tllc delight of the Gaines\-illc historic distsicts is thcir diversity. ~ v h i c l ~  can \,as!, 
considerably along streets and blocks. This diversiiy ~iial<es the design of nc\\. structul-es a 
challenge for designers. builders, staff and the revie\\- boa-d. Since almost every street in 
the University Heights Historic Districts has a diffsrent pattern of building. it is 
impossible to have a single standard for new construction that nil1 apply the same Ivay in 
e\rel-!r location. To encourage diversity. the design guidelines set up a wray of thinking 
about compatibjiity rather than a set of stylistic I-ecipes. 

The Urliversity 1Ieights Special Area Plan 

The University Heights Special Area Plan overlay enconlpasscs the area of the Linivessity 
Heights Historic Districts. As was discussed under HISTORIC CONTEXT, the goal is to 
encourage newr de\,elopmcnt in University Heights and to create a pedestri an  li-iendll~ 
p~~l?l ic  rcaln?, goals that nil1 clcal.l!~ impact thc historic character o r  the neighbol-hoods 
that make up the histol-ic disrl-icts. he \ \  iniill C O I I S ~ ~ L I C ~ ~ O I I  and some nei\ pattel-ns of land 
~ ~ s c  al-e expected in this ai-CLI as masliet Sosces spur new de\zelopment. 



Tlic Special Area Plan. n.hicli encourages historically compatiblc new design, has 
estahlislied specific design requil-e~nents Tor landscape design, building placement, 
pari;iiig. signage, and architectural design criteria h r  a i iumhe~ of building types. Tlic 
Historic I'resei~~ation Design Guidelines foi- Neu. Construction do 1101 seek to s~~pplan t  
tlie cxistiiig regi~lations. Rather, the!) attelnpt to 1co1-K \vith the existing regulatory 
struclurc to ameliorate thc impact of new construction 011 existing histoi-ic properties, and 
through the Rehabilitation Guidelincs to protect tlie identified Iiis~oi-ic resources of tlie 
districts. 

Building additions are regulated b ~ .  tlie Special Area Plan. Contributing structures in the 
historic districts also must comply n.ith tlie Rehabilitation Guidclines, ~vhich address 
similar issues b ~ ~ t  arc inore specific conccniing tlie \,arious stra~egies ibr placing and 
designing additions. 

The Design Guidelines for New Constr~lction provide specific recommendations for 
d e s i ~ n  compatibility, and use amelioration strategies to reduce the iliipact of new larger- 
scale development 011 historic structures. 

DEFINING THE CRITERIA 

Witl~out careful attention to overall design. materials. scale, massing, and setbacl<s. 
contemporary constr~~clion in a Historic District can threaten the coherence ol'tlle historic 
contcxt. As often tlie case. contest has been sacrificed through i~norance,  indifierence, 
and the effort to make new pro-iects absolutely cost efficient. 

Tlie following criteria are used to evaluate tlie compatibility of new const~uction 
proposed i'or thc historic districts. These cri~cria should be considered during the design 
process to cnsure co~npatibility and avoid unnecessary conflicts in the re\.ie\v process. 

Tlic teiins arc adaptcd TI-o11i the el?\ ell standards of visual compatibility found 111 tlie 
Clt~r's Land Developmen1 Codc. Note that "Scale" is bi-okeii up into ~ w o  parts, Scwlc of 
1 1 1 ~  Szrcet and Scttle o f  61~111dr11p5, cmphasi~ing tlie impol-tance of these t n o  related hut 
vci-y dl fSerent scale 

1 .  h'lij~tlln~ of thc S t r - ~ i .  Tlie I-elationship of tlie build~ngs. stiuctures and opcii spaces 
aloiig a strcet that creates a discernible visual and spatial patteni. 

3. Sethocl;~. Tlie size ofbuildings, structnres and ope11 spaces and t1iei:- placement on 3 lot 
relativc 10 the street and block. 

3 .  I-lergllt Tlie overall h e i ~ h t  of buildings and structures reiated to those sharing the same 
strcct 01- blocl;. 

4. Koof For171s. The sliapc of a building 01- structure roof system in relalionship 10 its 
iieig1ibo1-s. 



5 .  K111.ti1nl o f  E I I ~ I - I I ~ I ~ C S  U I I I /  P ~ I . c ' ~ I c s .  Thc relat~onsh~p of entrance clcments iund porch 
pro-iect~ons to thc street. 

0. I.fi~lls o f  C'onrinzritj,. App~~rtenances of a building or- structure sucli as \\,ails, Scnces, 
landscape elements that foil11 ijnlied \~a l l s  of enclosure alonz a street and serve to ~iiakc a 
street iiito a cohesive n:holc. 

7 .  Sc.ole of Bzrrlillng. Relative slze and conlpositlon ~L'openlngs. roof forms and details to 
tlie building mass and its conii~uration. 

8. Dri.cctroizi~l E.~~~rcs.szon. Thc major orientation of thc pl-i~iciple facadc of a building 01- 

slrucli~re to thc strcet. 

0. Pi.c~portion 0j"rllc Fronr Fucutic. The xv~dth of thc bu~lding. stl-ucturc, 01- object to thc 
lie~ght of the fi-ont elevation in rela~~onsliip to ~ t s  ~mniedia~e  cotitcut. 

10 .  Proportroir o f  Opcililrg.~. The \\.idtli alitl beight I-elationship of the \vindo\vs a id  
doors in a building or structure lo the principle facade. 

1 I . K ~ I ? ~ ~ / I I I I  O ~ S O I L C ~ S  to P'oi(ls. Tlic pattern and o~rerall co~nposition of openings such 
3s windo\vs and doors in tlie front facade. 

12. 1)etn~ls niicl i\li~ter~nls. Thc relationship of de:ails, materials. texture and color 01' 
building facades, st~uctuscs, ol?iccts and landscaped arcas to the exlsring contest. 

1 .  Encourage rehabilitation and adaplive use of cxistiiig stnlctul-es w d  landscapes 

2. Design new buildings to be compatible In scale. size. materials. color, and tcsture with 
the sun-ounding buildings. 

-7 . Employ contemporary design Iliat is compatible \vith the chasactci- and fccl of'tlic 
11istosic d~stl-lct. 

4. Employ amelioration strategies \vith nc\v lasyer scale infill construction to protect 
a?j acent historic stluctures. 

3 .  Erilplo)~ design strategies that use proport~onal relationships of facadcs. shapes of 
openings, solid/\'o~cl satlos and the directional typology of b~storic structures to I~nk  new 
buildings wit11 the historic context. 

0 h ~ s c  o r  fences, w~alls 01. landscape matcriais to rc~nforce tlie continuit> of the stl-cct 
edge in a neighborhood. 



Not Recommelided 

I .  Design~ng a 11c\v building \ ~ h o ' s  massing and scalc is iilappropriatc and whose 
matcr~als and texture are not cornpa~iblc n.lt11 the character of the district. 

2. lmltating an earl~er stylc or period of architecture in lie\\. co~istl-uct~on. except i n  rarc 
cases where a contemporary ties1~11 would deu-act fi-om tlic arcl~~tectural ~lnlty of 211 

e~lscmble or group. 
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