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HISTORIC CONSERVATION BOARD AGENDA 
5

th
 Floor Conference Room 

805 Central Ave, II Centennial  

 

Monday, February 27, 2017 at 3:00 pm 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

 

NOTICE OF WITHDRAWN APPLICATION: 

 

533 E 13TH ST 

 

The applicant requests a Certificate of Appropriateness to 

construct a new single-family residence and Zoning Relief related 

to side yard setback zoning restrictions in the Over-the-Rhine 

Historic District. 

(Applicant submitted a request to withdraw application.) 

Applicant: Sabo Design Associates 

Owner: Soteria Properties, LLC/ Kaanapali Renovations, LLC 

Staff Report: Beth Johnson 

 

DISCUSSION ITEMS: 

 

Item 1. 1532, 1534 & 1536 

Brewster Ave 

The applicant requests a Certificate of Appropriateness to 

demolish an existing structure located at 1532-1536 Brewster 

Avenue, which structure comprises part of the King Records local 

historic landmark in the neighborhood of Evanston. This case was 

continued from 1/30/17 to 2/27/17. 

Applicant: Tim Burke 

Owner: Dynamic Industries 

Staff Report: Beth Johnson  

 

Item 2. 1510-1524 Pleasant  The applicant requests a Certificate of Appropriateness to 

construct five new single-family townhomes on vacant property 

in the Over the Rhine Historic District. Additionally, the 

applicant requests Zoning Relief related to setback and 

landscaping requirements. This case was continued at the 12/5/16 

meeting. 

Applicant: PWWG 

Owner: 3CDC 

Staff Report: Beth Johnson 

 

Item 3. 1310 Sycamore The applicant requests a Certificate of Appropriateness for a 

ground sign and Zoning Relief for the proposed sign's height, 

width, setback, sign face, and illumination in the Over the Rhine 

Historic District. This case was continued at the 1/30/17 meeting. 

Applicant: GRG Residential  

Owner: Port of Greater Cincinnati Development Authority 

Staff Report: Douglas Owen 
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Item 4. 1707 Race Street The applicant requests a Certificate of Appropriateness for the 

addition of rear elevator and roof deck the Over-the-Rhine 

Historic District. Additionally, the applicant requests zoning 

relief related to a parking variance. 

Applicant: ARTIE SPAW 

Owner: Devin Reilly, Custom Pro Development/ Elm Street Acquisition LLC 

Staff Report: Beth Johnson  

 

OTHER BUSINESS 

 

ADJOURN 



ITEM 1 February 27 2017 

 
 

APPLICATION FOR  
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS 

HISTORIC CONSERVATION BOARD PUBLIC HEARING 
       STAFF REPORT 
 
APPLICATION #: COA2016112 
APPLICANT:  Tim Burke 
OWNER:  Columbus REI, LLC 
ADDRESS:  1532-1536 Brewster Avenue 
PARCELS:  059-0002-0093 
ZONING:  Manufacturing General (MG)/Historic Landmark Overlay 
OVERLAYS:   Historic Landmark Overlay  
COMMUNITY: Evanston 
REPORT DATE: February 13, 2017 
PRE HEARING: February 8, 2017 
STAFF REVIEW: Beth Johnson, Urban Conservator 
 
 
Nature of Request: 
The Applicant is requesting a Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) to demolish a 
portion of the Historic Landmark building, King Records Complex, at the address 1523-
1536 Brewster Avenue which is on tax parcel ID 059-0002-0093-00.  
 
MATERIALS SUBMITTED AND USED IN THE FOLLOWING REVIEW:  
 
Materials Presented by Applicant 
 
Bounded Document dated November 30, 2016 
 

 Tab 1 - Certificate of Appropriateness Application 

 Tab 2 - List of Potential Witnesses 

 Tab 3 - Hamilton County Auditor Property Report 

 Tab 4 - Plat of Dynamic Industries Property 

 Tab 5 - City of Cincinnati’s Appraisal of the Property- September 23 2015 (2015 
Appraisal)  

 Tab 6 - September 15, 2015 $170,000 offer for 1532-1536 Brewster Ave letter 
(2015 Offer Letter)  

 Tab 7 – SSRG Structural Report  

 Tab 8 - KZF Design Structural Report 

 Tab 9 - Credentials of those submitting reports 
 
Bounded Document dated February 15, 2017 

 Tab 10 - City of Cincinnati’s Appraisal of the Property- January 20, 2017 (2017 
Appraisal)  

 Tab 11 - Pictures of King Records- January 2017 
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Materials Presented by City of Cincinnati Law Department- Submitted February 
17, 2017 
 

 Tab A Ordinance 319-2015 Designating King Records Complex as a Historic 
Landmark passed October 7, 2015 

 Tab B Supreme Court Decision - The State Ex REI Dynamic Industries v 
Cincinnati 

 Tab C September 15, 2015 $170,000 offer for 1532-1536 Brewster Ave letter 
(2015 Offer Letter)  

 Tab D City of Cincinnati’s Appraisal of the Property- September 23 2015 (2015 
Appraisal)  

 Tab E  Email dated September 29, 2015 from the City of Cincinnati Law 
Department to Dynamic Industries Council increasing offer to $225,000 (2015 
Second Offer Letter)  

 Tab F  Stabilization Agreement between the City of Cincinnati and Al Neyer LLC 
for 1532-1536 Brewster Ave.  

 Tab G Resolution 4-2017, approved January 19, 1027 City Council to authorize 
the acquisition of the property 

 Tab H Notice of Intent to Acquire Real Property dated January 19, 2017 

 Tab I  Good Faith Offer to Acquire 1532-1536 Brewster Avenue for $220,000, 
February 1, 2017 (2017 Offer Letter)  

 Tab J  City of Cincinnati’s Appraisal of the Property- January 20, 2017 (2017 
Appraisal)  

 Tab K  Ordinance 37-2017 Expanding the eligible uses of the funds for the 
acquisition and stabilization for 1532-1536 Brewster Ave.  

 
Materials Presented by Staff 

 Attachment A Planning Commission Minutes of Designation Approval 
 
 
Existing Conditions: 
The project location is on the west side of the Brewster Street adjacent to the I-71 
corridor.  The requested demolition is for half of the King Records Historic Landmark. 
The complex is a series of buildings.  

1) 1532-1536 Brewster (Parcel  059-0002-0093) The proposed demolition is of 
three masonry brick and concrete buildings that are connected together through 
openings. These buildings make up a little more than half of the entire King 
Records Complex. 1532-1536 Brewster Avenue makes up the western portion of 
the Complex and is approximately 60% of the entire King Records Complex 
Historic Landmark. It is currently not connected to the eastern half (1538-1540 
Brewster Avenue) and the eastern half is not owned by Dynamic Industries. The 
building is a masonry brick and concrete block construction, utilitarian building 
consisting of 3 interconnected structures with approximately 26,434 square feet 
on .414 acres of land. The buildings were built around 1948 according to the 
Hamilton County Auditors website.  
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a. 1532 Brewster Avenue is the westernmost structure. It is a two-story 
structure of horizontal emphasis, built of brick and concrete block. Its 
symmetrical façade contains two large garage bays at the first story and 
two industrial steel windows at the second story. A low brick parapet rises 
slightly above the shed roofline.  

b. 1534 Brewster Avenue is the central block and is built in two sections. At 
the right is a narrow, two-story structure with projecting cornice and raised 
parapet. The façade is pierced by three window bays at each level, 
finished with brick relieving arches and stone sills. All windows have been 
bricked in. At the left is a one story wing containing a centered doorway 
and similar windows that have been filled in.  

c. 1536 Brewster Avenue is the easternmost block and it is set back from the 
street. It is a one-story structure built of brick and had a loading dock and 
garage door.    

2) 1543 Brewster (Parcel 059-0002-0088) – This property represents the remainder 
of the Historic Landmark.  The current owner, 1543 Brewster, LLC has controlled 
the property since 8/10/99.  The property has been continuously occupied as an 
industrial use and is maintained in relatively good condition.  

 
 
The applicant in their submission provides two structural reports on the existing 
condition of the property. One was obtained by SSRG for the City of Cincinnati (August 

1532

 

1534

 

1536

 

1543
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20, 2015) and one was obtained by KZF Design (August 03, 2015) for Dynamic 
Industries. While both reports show that there has been significant deterioration, SSRG 
comes to the conclusion that the building can be stabilized through demolition and 
rebuilding of the roof structure, cleaning out debris from the interior, and repairing an 
existing garage door opening.  Whereas, KZF claims that it’s not salvageable as the 
roof structure is in danger of collapse. However KZF does not comment on the condition 
of the exterior walls and if they are in danger of collapse as well. This is a significant 
deficiency in their report and recommendation.    
 
While both firms are reputable and both the engineers Brad Rogers of SSRG and Ted 
Verst of KZF have resumes that show their education and experience in structural and 
civil engineering (Tab 9), SSRG has arguably one of the best records in Cincinnati with 
being able to stabilize buildings others would consider unsalvageable. Such buildings 
include St. Paul’s German Evangelical Church (now Tafts Ale House) which is a similar 
case where there was a roof collapse and with a reconstruction of the roof, the building 
was able to be saved and rehabilitated.  
 
 

 
Figure 1: Map provided by Cagis Maps. The portion of the Historic Landmark that is being proposed for demolition is 
the section highlighted in blue.  

 
Proposed Conditions: 
The proposal includes the following work: 

1. Demolish the building.  
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Applicable Zoning Code Sections:   
Zoning District: Section 1413   Manufacturing General District       
Variance Request: N/A 

Variance Authority: Section 1445-07 HCB authority: Section 1435-05-4   
Variance Standard: Section 1445-13 General Standards: Public Interest 
   Section 1445-15 Standards for Variances  
Overlays:  N/A 
Historic Landmark/Reg:  King Records Complex Historic Landmark Designation and Guidelines 
COA Standard: Section 1435-09-2 Certificate of Appropriateness; Standard of Review 
 

Details of Zoning Relief Required: The Applicant has not sought formal zoning relief 
from any of the guidelines, which are the equivalent of zoning law within the district.  
(Section 1435-011-3).  Should any proposed project seek variances to traditional zoning 
standards regulated within the King Records Historic Designation Guidelines or the MG 
Zoning District, notice of such variances shall be required prior to the Historic 
Conservation Board granting any approval.   

 
Time Chronology of Actions to the Property to Date 

 May 22, 2015 Application to Designate 1532-1540 Brewster Avenue as a Historic 
Landmark deemed complete. 

 June 25, 2015 Dynamic Industries submit a wrecking permit application 

 July 27, 2015 - Historic Conservation Board unanimously recommended to 
Planning Commission that 1532-1540 Brewster Avenue be designated a Historic 
Landmark (6-0).  

 August 21, 2015 Planning Commission unanimously recommended 1532-1540 
Brewster Avenue be designated a Historic Landmark. 

 September 23, 2015 Appraisal of the property performed by Integra Realty 
Resources.  

 September 29, 2015 The City offered to purchase the property for $170,000 

 September 29, 2015 The City through email offered to raise the offer price to 
$225,000 

 October 7, 2015 City of Cincinnati Council designated 1532-1540 Brewster 
Avenue as a Historic Landmark. 

 May 23, 2016 - Al Neyer LLC enters in an option to purchase 13.3 acres, 
including the subject parcel, extending through no later than September 30, 
2017. 

 August 30, 2016 - Dynamic Industries submitted an appeal of the dismissal by 
the Court of Appeals of a Action in Mandamus 

 November 10, 2016 - Supreme Court issued their decision affirming the Court of 
Appeals decision.  Dynamic Industries must seek a Certificate of 
Appropriateness.  

https://www.municode.com/library/oh/cincinnati/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIXIZOCOCI_CH1445VASPEXCOUS_S1445-07AUGRVASPEXCOUS
https://www.municode.com/library/oh/cincinnati/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIXIZOCOCI_CH1435HIPR_S1435-05-4VASPEXCOUS
https://www.municode.com/library/oh/cincinnati/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIXIZOCOCI_CH1445VASPEXCOUS_S1445-13GESTPUIN
https://www.municode.com/library/oh/cincinnati/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIXIZOCOCI_CH1445VASPEXCOUS_S1445-15STVA
file:///C:/Users/matthew.shad@cincinnati-oh.gov/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/Temporary%20Internet%20Files/Content.Outlook/IQ23MFSG/§%201435-09-2.%20-%20Certificates%20of%20Appropriateness;%20Standards%20for%20Review
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 December 6, 2016 Dynamic Industries submit a Certificate of Appropriateness for 
the demolition of 1532-1536 Brewster Ave. Application set to be heard at the 
January 30, 2017 meeting.  

 January 17, 2017 Dynamic Industries request a postponement of their application 
to February 27, 2017 Historic Conservation Board hearing.  

 January 18, 2017 First pre-hearing for the demolition of 1532-1536 Brewster Ave.  

 January 19, 2017 Resolution 4-2017 was passed stating the City of Cincinnati’s 
intent to appropriate the building.  

 January 19, 2017 Notice of Intent to purchase the property sent to Dynamic 
Industries. 

 January 20, 2017 Site inspection of the property with representatives from City of 
Cincinnati Law Department, Historic Conservation Office, and Community and 
Economic Development Department, Roger Thorton of Integra Realty 
Resources, and representatives of Dynamic Industries.  

 January 20, 2017 Appraisal of the property performed by Integra Realty 
Resources.  

 February 1, 2017 Good Faith offer to acquire the property is issued from the City 
to Dynamic Industries.  

 February 8, 2017 Second pre-hearing for the demolition of 1532-1536 Brewster 
Ave. 

 February 15, 2017 Ordinance 37-2017 passed expanding the eligible uses of 
funds appropriated for the acquisition and stabilization of 1532-1536 Brewster 
Ave.  

 February 15, 2017 The applicant supplements their original application the 
updated appraisal and pictures of the property on January 20, 2017 

 February 17, 2017 City of Cincinnati Legal Department submits their evidence 
and request for a 180 day delay and a request for a recommendation of the HCB 
to purchase the property at 1532-1536 Brewster Ave.  
 

 
Certificate of Appropriateness Review:  
 
Historic Landmark: Legislation and Purpose  
The City of Cincinnati has a long history of Historic Preservation and supporting 
protection of historic resources in both individual landmarks and historic districts. The 
City of Cincinnati currently has 48 individual landmarks. The first historic landmarks 
were established in 1973 shortly after the City passed Ordinance 169-1973, granting the 
City Council the authority to designated “Listed Properties” for the protection of the 
properties due to their historic, architectural or other unique value to the public.  
Within the Zoning Code, Cincinnati has made a commitment to historic conservation 
and preservation through its goals and policies.   Three specific purposes of historic 
preservation, according to the current Zoning Code Section 1435-03 include,  

“to safeguard the heritage of the city by preserving districts and landmarks which 
reflect elements of its history, architecture and archeology, engineering or 
culture,”  
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“to conserve the valuable material and energy resources by ongoing use and 
maintenance of the existing built environment,” 
“to maintain the historic urban fabric of the city.”  

With these stated purposes and intent as well as Cincinnati’s demonstrated commitment 
to its historic building stock, demolition and disposing of buildings in areas that the City 
has designated historic should only be considered when every reasonable option to 
reuse a building has been exhausted.    
 
King Records Complex Landmark Designation  
 
In 2015, an application was made for the designation of the properties located at 1532-
1540 Brewster as a Local Historic Landmark, including the buildings and the parcels on 
which the buildings are situated. The application was made by the Bootsy Collins 
Foundation and the Cincinnati USA Music Heritage Foundation.  
 
On July 15, 2017 staff presented its recommendation supporting the historic designation 
application. The Historic Conservation Board, upon deliberating upon all the merits of 
the application, voted unanimously to recommend the designation of 1532-1540 
Brewster Avenue as a Local Historic Landmark for its association with events that have 
made a significant contribution to the board patterns of our history and for its 
association with the lives of persons significant in our past. The application was 
forwarded on to the Cincinnati Planning Commission on August 21, 2015. At this 
meeting, the Cincinnati Planning Commission unanimously recommended designation 
for the property to be a Local Historic Landmark (ATTACHMENT A). These 
recommendations were forwarded on to the City Council who designated the property 
as a Local Historic Landmark on October 7, 2015 (8 Yes, 1 Abstain)  “because of its 
significant and enduring contribution to the board patters of music history, population 
culture, and Cincinnati music heritage and “because of its association with the lives of 
persons significant in the growth of the music industry in the 20th Century, including Syd 
Nathan, Tiny Bradshaw, James Brown, The Stanley Brothers, Otis Williams, Little Willie 
John and Freddy King.” Attachment 5 page 2  
 
 
King Records Significance 
 
The details of the significance are in the Historic Designation Report, Tab A. The 
designation report states “In essence, it would be extremely difficult to overestimate the 
historical impact on the nation and world when considering what happened at 
Cincinnati’s King Records.” .The key points of consensus on the significance of King 
Records on Brewster are  

 Music Innovation - where chart topping  and new genres were born.  

 Integration- where musicians of different races and religions played and worked 
together.  

 Business innovations - where King Records revolutionize the process in which 
music was recorded, manufactured, distributed and promoted.   
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In summary from the report, the King Records Complex in Evanston is significant 
because it represents the evolution of popular music in America, the history of social 
justice, and technological innovation in the record industry in the 20th century. The 
buildings in the complex are essential surviving structures associated with this world-
famous Cincinnati institution.  
 
 
DEMOLITION REQUEST ANALYSIS 

When King Records Historic Landmark was established, the City Council also adopted 
Historic Guidelines for changes to the building including demolition. In the adopted 
Guidelines the section refers to the City of Cincinnati Zoning Code Section 1435-09 for 
the standards to evaluate a demolition request. The standards to evaluate a Certificate 
of Appropriateness are outlined in 1435-09-02.  

While in the application submittal, there is evidence that the cost to rehabilitate the 
building is substantial, one of the basic standards that the Board may and should 
consider when evaluating an economic hardship claim is any bona fide offers received 
to purchase the building within the last two years per 1435-09-02 (b).  

 Tab 6 of the applicant’s submittal provides one example of an offer from the City 
of Cincinnati for $170,000 in September 2015, and  

 Tab F is an email with an updated offer of $225,000 in September 2015.   

 Tab I is a current offer for $220,000  from the City of Cincinnati and  

 There is also a current offer for the entire assemblage of properties from AL 
Neyer LLC. This is an accepted offer with an executed purchases agreement. 
Staff has seen the option agreement and it is signed by representatives for both 
Al Neyer LLC and Dynamic Industries. The agreement was signed in May 2016 
and is valid until September 30, 2017. As this purchase is still in its due diligence, 
the parties involved have asked that the details of the purchase agreement 
remain privileged and confidential.  
 

These multiple offers show that there are multiple viable options and interested parties 
in the purchase of the property. Both of these purchase offers are for either the 
appraised value or more than the appraised value of the property or the assemblage of 
properties. As there are viable and bona fide offers on the table, a demolition request is 
premature and should be denied. 

In the analysis below staff will also outline how the applicants have further failed to 
prove an economic hardship based on their argument that the value of the property is 
based on its part of an assemblage.  The 2017 Appraisal states on page 44-45 that a 
taking of the property will not diminish the value of the assemblage as a whole as “the 
taking of the subject property would not hinder access to the residual, as access to 
Brewster Ave and Woodburn Ave would remain as is. The overall configuration of the 
area to be redeveloped and the lack of full control of the parcels to the east of the 
subject are factors that could contribute to the design and layout of any potential 
development.”  Staff also is of the opinion that if the applicant wants to claim that the 
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parcel can only create an economic return based on being included in the assemblage, 
then the redevelopment of the entire assemblage then needs to be evaluated to analyze 
if the building rehabilitation can be included and economically viable as part of a larger 
redevelopment plan.  

 
Section 1435-09-02 
In accordance with Section 1435-09-1 above, the Historic Conservation Board has the 
duty to review and make a determination on all Certificates of Appropriateness in the 
manner prescribed herein for the purpose of furthering the conservation and integrity 
of the Historic Asset or Historic District affected. The Board may approve or approve 
with conditions an application for a Certificate of Appropriateness when it finds either: 
 

(a) That the property owner has demonstrated by credible evidence that 
the proposal substantially conforms to the applicable conservation 
guidelines; or 

 

As the guidelines for Demolition refer back to Section 1435-09, the Historic 
Conservation Board should reference their review to the Economic Hardship Review 
as described in 1435-09-02 (b)  

 

(b) That the property owner has demonstrated by credible evidence that 
the property owner will suffer economic hardship if the certificate of 
appropriateness is not approved. 

 In determining whether the property owner has demonstrated an 
economic hardship for purposes of (b) above, the Historic Conservation 
Board shall consider all of the following factors: 

 
These factors are: 

 
(i) Will all economically viable use of the property be deprived without 

approval of a Certificate of Appropriateness?  
 

The Applicant argues that there is no economically viable use that can be made in the 
building. In their analysis they use the language from a 2015 Appraisal that states “from 
a market standpoint, the dilapidated structure provides no feasible options.”   
 
The 2015 Appraisal also states on page 29 “the only feasible plan for the subject is to 
combine it and redevelop.” Redeveloping the building can include rehabilitation of the 
King Records Building and redevelopment of the rest of the property into a mixed-use 
development. Further the appraisal languages talks about highest and best use, but 
economically viable does not entitle a property owner to highest and best use; 
economically viable only entitles the applicant to a use that can make an economic 
return, not the greatest economic return.   
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(ii) Will the reasonable investment-backed expectations of the Property Owner 

be maintained without approval of a Certificate of Appropriateness; and  
 

In the application submission, the applicant states that they only bought the property as 
part of a land assemblage and for them the property retains no value separated from 
the rest of their assemblage. While the City had submitted multiple offers, illustrated in 
Tab 6, Tab E, and Tab I, the offers were only for a portion of the total assemblage of the 
property.  Applicant claims that removing a portion of the assemblage of property 
negatively impacts the value of the entire assemblage of property as whole. However as 
stated above in the 2017 Appraisal Integra Realty Resources states that removing 
1532-1536 Brewster Avenue from the assemblage does not diminish the value of the 
property. It states on page 44-45 that a taking of the property will not diminish the value 
of the assemblage as a whole as “the taking of the subject property would not hinder 
access to the residual, as access to Brewster Ave and Woodburn Ave would remain as 
is.  Also the fact still remains that offers were made for both the appraised values of the 
property as well as for the original 2009 purchase prices of the property. Being able to 
recoup your acquisition cost of the property would maintain the investment-backed 
expectation of the property owner.  

 
After the applicants had submitted the application for demolition, Staff acquired a copy 
of an option agreement that outlines a proposal from Al. Neyer, LLC to purchase the 
entire assemblage of properties.  As the applicant claims that the property is only 
marketable as an assemblage, Applicant received an option to purchase the entire 
assemblage, and it was accepted by Applicant on May 23, 2016.  The Applicant cannot 
make the claim that demolition is the only viable option when they have an offer in hand 
that they have agreed to.  They cannot claim that their reasonable-investment backed 
expectation of the property will not be maintained if they are able to sell the property 
and recoup their investment. The contract price exceeds what the Hamilton County 
Auditors appraisal values the properties involved in the transaction. The applicant 
cannot make an economic hardship claim while this offer, one that they have accepted, 
is still valid and is for more than what the property is currently appraised at.   
 

 
(iii) Whether the economic hardship was created or exacerbated by the 

property owner.  
 
The Applicant purchased the building in question in 2009 when the property had already 
been neglected with their expressed intention of demolishing the property, long after it 
owned much of the surrounding properties. As there were no documents provided 
indicating the condition of the property when the owner purchased the property, the 
property condition at that time cannot be determined. Pictorial evidence,  a property 
assessment or an appraisal for the purchase price of $225,000 should be submitted by 
the applicant to assess the condition of the property when it was purchased in 2009. 
Without this evidence, staff cannot determine if the condition of the property worsened 
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under the current owner and can also not assess if the property owner overpaid for the 
property. Overpaying for a property is either a self-imposed circumstance or a bad 
business decision that the property owner created by its own hand.  Such dealings are 
not a credible basis for to establish an economic hardship argument.  

 
The Applicant has also been offered multiple purchases offers for the appraised value, 
the original purchase price of 1532-1535 Brewster Ave (Tab C, Tab E, Tab I) as well as 
an offer from AL Neyer LLC, which has been accepted by the applicants, that far 
exceeds the appraised value for the 13.3 acre assemblage of property. Not accepting or 
proceeding with these offers is an economic hardship created by the property owner, 
when they have the means to create a sale and relieve themselves of the cost of 
holding and maintaining the property.  
 
In evaluating the above factors for economic hardship, the Historic Conservation 
Board may consider any or all of the following:  

 
(iii)(aa) A property's current level of economic return; 

 
Currently there is no economic return on the property. Staff visited the property on 
January 20, 2017 and due to the building being in an uninhabitable condition, with 
portions of the building without a roof and significant roof deterioration, it is not currently 
in a state to support an occupant.  
 
The property has cost the applicant around $6000 a year for insurance, taxes and 
utilities.  

 
(iii)(bb) Any listing of property for sale or rent, price asked, and offers 

received, if any, within the previous two years, including testimony 
and relevant documents;  

 
The applicant does not provide any evidence that the property solely, or as part of an 
assemblage, has been placed on the market.  However, they did submit a letter from 
the City of Cincinnati making an offer of $170,000 ($6.43/sq. ft.) based on the appraisal 
dated September 2015 and then updated the offer to $225,000,($8.51/sq. ft.) based on 
the appraisal dated September 2015 to purchase just the subject parcel at the purchase 
price the Applicant paid  in 2009. The City has since updated its offer to $220,000 
($8.32/sq. ft.) based on the most recent appraisal dated January 20, 2017 which put a 
market value at $220,000. This purchase price is higher than the Hamilton County 
Auditor’s Appraisal for the value of the property and improvements.  
 
The applicant states that due to the purchase of the subject parcels as part of a land 
assemblage, the property is not for sale as an individual parcel as its removal from the 
assemblage would affect the overall value. However, Dynamic Industries does not own 
the neighboring buildings that make up the rest of the King Records Complex Historic 
Landmark. The below map shows the properties that Dynamic Industries own. 1532-
1536 Brewster Ave is identified with the star. As this map demonstrates, 1532-1536 
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Brewster Avenue is adjacent to another property that is not owned by Dynamic 
Industries and removing this property from the assemblage would not prevent the rest of 
the assemblage from being redeveloped or even rezoned. The assemblage, without 
1532-1536 Brewster Ave is just less than 13 acres and has significant road frontage on 
Brewster and Woodburn Avenues and maintains significant highway frontage and 
visibility from I-71.  
 
The applicant also claims that removing 1532-1536 Brewster Avenue from the 
assemblage will damage the value of the rest of the assemblage as well as the 
individual parcel. However, they do not provide any appraisals, market studies, or 
technical analysis of the entire assemblage that supports this claim. In fact, the City 
Appraisal from January 20, 2017 on page 45 (Tab 10 and Tab J) refutes Applicant’s 
claim, stating “Considering all impacts to the residue there is no clear evidence of 
diminution in value and there is no damage to the residue beyond the part taken.” This 
contradicts the claim of the Applicant that the appraisal and the City have failed to take 
into consideration of the damage to the residual where as in fact the appraisal did take 
this into consideration and found there is no damage.  
 

 
 
 
Also, as stated above, Al. Neyer LLC has an executed option to purchase the entire 
assemblage of properties including the parcel that contains the buildings which the 
applicant wishes to demolish. This potential purchase shows that there is an interested 
committed buyer in the property, as it is, and a demolition request is premature. The 
City of Cincinnati Law Department has also provided a proposed stabilization 
agreement, Tab F, between Al Neyer LLC and the City of Cincinnati and Dyamic 
Industries for the King Records building at 1532-1536 Brewster showing that there is a 
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viable rehabilitation plan for the building.  The agreement outlines a plan to stabilize the 
roof through either the term of the Al. Neyer, LLC Option Agreement or 12/31/17.  

 
(iii)(cc) The feasibility of alternative uses for the property that could earn a 

reasonable economic return;  
The applicant asserts that the only economically feasible use of the Subject Property is 
as a vacant property as the property is only valuable as part of the assemblage.  
 
The September 2015 appraisal that was performed at the City’s request supports the 
lack of a financially feasibility to stabilize and redevelop the structure without private or 
public subsidy. (Page 24) Basic stabilization costs in August of 2015 were between 
$450,000-$500,000 with additional costs to build out the property for use taking 
rehabilitation costs to upwards of $ 1.8 million (page 29). However there has been 
stated public interest in purchasing the property and therefore there could be public 
subsidy in rehabilitating the property which would support the financial feasibility of the 
property.  
 
Since the applicant claims that the value of the property is only in its piece as part of the 
whole, then staff asserts that if the value of the property is only in it being a part of the 
assemblage than the redevelopment of the entire assemblage should be considered. 
The costs of rehabilitating this individual property could be supported by the 
redevelopment of the rest of the property. No evidence has been submitted showing 
that a redevelopment of the 13.3 acre assemblage, which includes a rehabilitation of the 
subject property, cannot be feasible. As Neyer Properties has an option for the entire 
assemblage it has yet to be seen if a redevelopment of the entire site can support the 
rehabilitation of the King Records Building at 1532-1536 and therefore as stated above, 
staff contends that the demolition request is premature and should not be considered. 
Further as also stated above, The City of Cincinnati Law Department has also provided 
a stabilization agreement, Tab F, between Al Neyer LLC and the City of Cincinnati for 
the King Records building at 1532-1536 Brewster showing that there is a viable 
rehabilitation plan for the building.  
 

 
(iii)(dd) Any evidence of self-created hardship through deliberate neglect or 

inadequate maintenance of the property;  
 
The Owner purchased the property defined as parcel 059-0002-0093 in 2009 for 
$225,000, ($8.54/sq.ft.). As the condition of the property in 2009 cannot be determined 
without evidence provided to staff, it is undetermined if neglect to the property has 
caused further damage. It is understandable that as the owner purchased the property 
to demolish it, they would not invest money into the property for stabilization.  
 

 
(iii)(ee) Knowledge of landmark designation or potential designation at time of 

acquisition; and/or  
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The property was not a Designated Historic Landmark at the time of purchase.  
 

(iii)(ff) Economic incentives and/or funding available to the Applicant through 
federal, state, city, or private programs. 

 
As a locally designated Landmark, the property is eligible for State Historic Preservation 
Tax Credits. No evidence has been submitted showing the consideration or analysis the 
viability of these credits. This can provide up to 25% credit for qualified rehabilitation 
expenditures. Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credits could help to offset the cost of 
rehabilitation. Staff also believes that the property is eligible for listing in the National 
Register of Historic Places; this listing would make the property eligible for Federal 
Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credits which would provide a 20% tax credit for qualified 
rehabilitation expenses.  
 
The applicants have provided no evidence that these economic incentives would not be 
feasible or available to use or that the property would be ineligible for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places.  
 
The applicants are a for-profit corporation and according to the Department of the 
Interior.  
 
Corporate entity. While the passive activity loss rules do not generally apply to regular 
C-Corporations, they do apply to personal service corporations and to closely held 
corporations in a limited way. For personal service corporations and closely held 
corporations, material participation is determined based on the level of participation of 
the shareholders. One or more individuals who hold more than 50% of the outstanding 
stock must materially participate in the activity in order for the corporation to meet the 
material participation standard. 
 
 
Staff Summary and Conclusions:  
 
It is staff’s analysis of the documentation that has been provided by the Applicant as 
well as evidence and documentation obtained by staff that a demolition request for the 
property at 1532-1536 Brewster Avenue is premature and should be denied. Staff bases 
its claim on the finds as recommended below.   
 
 
Other Considerations: 
A. Prehearing Results:  

January 18, 2017 - Representative from Cincinnati Preservation Association 
representatives from King Records LLC were present. Those in attendance were not 
supportive of the demolition.  
 
February 8, 2017- Representatives for the applicant was present and a 
representative from the City Law department was present. The applicants were 



15 
 

supportive of the demolition and the representative from the City Law department 
was not supportive of the demolition.  

 
B. Comments Provided to Staff:  
 
C. Consistency with Plan Cincinnati (2012):  
Not consistent with the “Sustain” Initiative Area “Preserve our built history” as the 
proposal is to demolish a portion of the Historic Landmark King Records Complex.  
 

D. Demolition Delay: 

If during the Public Hearing, the Board finds that credible evidence has been 

presented demonstrating that alternatives to demolition may be feasible, the Board 

may elect to recommend a Demolition Delay per Section 1435-09-3 below.  Staff 

respectfully requests if pursued, the Board provide preliminary guidance regarding 

aspects of managing such Demolition Delay that are important to the Board.  If the 

Board is uncertain regarding those parameters, Staff requests that no greater than a 

30 day tabling occur to confirm the Board’s intentions. 

 

§ 1435-09-3. - Demolition Delay. 

In addition to the provisions of Sections 1435-09-1 and 1435-09-2 above, if an 

application for a Certificate of Appropriateness seeks approval of demolition, the 

Historic Conservation Board may delay determination of the application for a period 

of 180 days on a finding that alternatives to Demolition may be feasible and should 

be actively pursued by both the applicant and the Historic Conservation Board. In 

the event that action on an application is delayed as provided herein, the Historic 

Conservation Board may take such steps as it deems necessary to preserve the 

Historic Asset concerned, in accordance with the purposes of this chapter and in 

accordance with Cincinnati Municipal Code Chapter 1101. Such steps may include 

but may not be limited to consultation with civic groups, public agencies and 

interested citizens, recommendations for acquisition of property by public or private 

bodies or agencies, and exploration of the possibility of moving one or more 

structures or other features. No demolition shall take place until permitted pursuant 

to the provisions of this chapter and the Cincinnati Building Code. Any unlawful 

demolition of a Historic Asset shall be punishable by the criminal and civil penalties 

set forth in Chapter 1451 below and the Cincinnati Municipal Code. 

E. City Acquisition of Property Recommendation 

In the introduction letter of the submission from the City of Cincinnati Legal 

Department, the Department requests as it is seeking the opportunity to acquire, 

stabilize, and put the building to a public use. This is a feasible alternative that should 

be actively pursued.  

 

https://www.municode.com/library/
https://www.municode.com/library/
https://www.municode.com/library/
https://www.municode.com/library/
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F. National Register of Historic Places Nomination:  

The Board additionally has the option of working to list the property on the National 

Register of Historic Places as an individual property. The Board has been making 

such recommendations since 2016 for its recently approved Local Historic 

Landmarks.  This listing would make the property eligible for Federal Historic Tax 

Credits in addition to the State Historic Tax Credits that they are already eligible for 

and should be thoughtfully considered should the property be redeveloped by 

entities other than the city.  

Recommendation: 

 
Staff recommends the Historic Conservation Board take the following actions:  
 
A. CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS: 
 

1. DENY a Certificate of Appropriateness to demolish the building at 1532-
1536 Brewster Avenue (Parcel # 059-0002-0093) as the Applicant has not 
demonstrated by credible evidence that the property owner will suffer 
economic hardship if the certificate of appropriateness is not approved. 

 

2. FINDING:  The Board makes this determination per Section 1435-09-2: 
 

(a) That the Applicant and/or the Property Owner has not demonstrated by 
credible evidence that the Property Owner will suffer economic hardship if 
the Certificate of Appropriateness is not approved. The lack of credible 
evidence includes 
1. The Owner has an offer from the city to purchase the property for 

$220,000 which is the currently appraised value of the property. 
2. The Owner has an executed option to sell the property as part of a 

land assemblage to Al. Neyer, LLC  which far exceeds the County 
Auditor’s appraised value for the entire property, therefore creating a 
substantial return on investment and relieving the property of economic 
hardship.  

3. There has been no credible evidence provided by any structural 
engineering report provided to date that the property could not be 
rehabilitated. 

4. The Owner has failed to present a persuasive argument that the 
building, sold separately from the assemblage, would negatively 
impact the remainder property, while the City Appraisal from January 
20, 2017 states that there is no damage to the residue property with its 
removal from the assemblage.   .   
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B. PURCHASE OF THE PROPERTY: 

 1. RECOMMEND to the Planning Commission and forward to City Council 
that the City of Cincinnati should proceed with its attempt to acquire the 
property.  

 

2. FINDING:  The Board makes this determination per 
 

1. The City of Cincinnati has established a fund and set aside monies for 
the purpose of acquiring and stabilizing the King Records Building. 

2. The City of Cincinnati will prepare the site for use as a public memorial 
and music library as established in Ordinance 37-2017. 

3. The City of Cincinnati has a goal of preserving the King Records 
Complex as a public objective backed by financial commitment.  

4. King Records Complex provides a significant connection to the City’s 
past that would be irrevocably severed.  
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ITEM 2 February 27, 2017 

 
 

APPLICATION FOR  
DIMENSIONAL VARIANCE or SPECIAL EXCEPTION AND 

CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS 
HISTORIC CONSERVATION BOARD PUBLIC HEARING 

       STAFF REPORT 
 
APPLICATION #: ZH20160193 
APPLICANT:  PWWG  
OWNER:  3CDC 
ADDRESS:  1510-1524 Pleasant St (Townhomes)  
PARCELS:  081-0002-0337; 0336; 0335; 0334; 0333  
ZONING:  CC-P 
OVERLAYS:   Over-the-Rhine Historic District\ 
COMMUNITY: Over-the-Rhine 
REPORT DATE: February 14, 2017 
HEARING DATE: February 27, 2017 
STAFF REVIEW: Beth Johnson, Urban Conservator 
 
 
Details of Zoning Relief Required: 

1. Section 1409-09 – Dimensional Variance – Proposed variance from the foot 
maximum front yard setbacks in CC-P. The applicants are proposing a 2.5 foot 
setback at the front yard line; a 2.5 foot variance is required 

2. Section 1425-29 (a) – Dimensional Variance – Proposed variance from the 3 
foot width perimeter landscape area. The applicants are proposing a 0 foot 
setback at the front yard line; a 3 foot variance is required 

 
Nature of Request: 
The applicant is requesting a Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) for new construction 
of 5, 2 story townhomes. The applicant is also seeking zoning relief from 1409-09 
developmental regulations for setbacks and 1425-29 requirements for perimeter 
landscaping 
 
Existing Conditions: 
The subject parcel is a vacant piece of land. There are currently multiple different lots 
that will be consolidated and replatted. There are three story existing contributing 
buildings to the north, south and across the street.  
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      Figure 1. Location of 1510-1524 Pleasant Street. Image courtesy of CAGIS. 

 

 
          Figure 2. Existing condition 1510-1525 Pleasant Street. Image courtesy of Google. 

 
Proposed Conditions: 
Build a 5 new 2 story town homes..  

 The front and sides of the building will be brick and the rear will be cement fiber 
board.  

 The buildings will be two stories tall with a simple cast stone coping at the top/  

 Windows will be evenly spaced out over the façade.  

 The entrance will be recessed into the building on 3 of the townhouses and two 
of the townhouses will have the entry bay recessed.  

 The buildings will be setback 2’6” from the property line on three of the properties 
and a small knee wall and iron/metal fence will be installed at the property line. 
Two of the properties will be placed at the property line.  
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 Due to utility easements there will be a small yard between 1518 and 1524 
Pleasant Street. A 4 foot black metal fence will be installed between the 
buildings.  

 
Previous Reviews: N/A 
 
Applicable Zoning Code Sections:   
Zoning District: Section 1409  CC-P 
Variance Request: Section 1425  Parking Regulations 
   Section 1409  Development Standards    
Variance Authority: Section 1445-07 HCB authority: Section 1435-05-4  
Variance Standard: Section 1445-13 General Standards: Public Interest 
   Section 1445-15 Standards for Variances  
Overlays:  Section 1435  Historic Preservation 
   Section 1433  Hillside Overlay Districts 
Historic Dist./Reg:  Over the Rhine Historic District 
COA Standard: Section 1435-09-2 Certificate of App.; Standard of Review 
 
 
Zoning Analysis: 
Below is analysis of the consideration factors for all of the requested zoning actions, 
utilizing Section 1445-13, General Standards; Public Interest. 
 
a. Zoning.  The proposed work conforms to the underlying zone district regulations 

and is in harmony with the general purposes and intent of the Cincinnati Zoning 
Code.   

 The underlying zoning is CC-P.  The proposed use of the subject property 
conforms to the underlying zone district regulations. The proposal does 
not conform to front yard setback requirements of the CC-P designation. 
The proposed project is in harmony with the general purposes and intent 
of the Cincinnati Zoning Code. 

b. Guidelines.  The proposed work conforms to any guidelines adopted or approved 
by Council for the district in which the proposed work is located.   

 The proposed work conforms to the guidelines for the district. 

c. Plans.  The proposed work conforms to a comprehensive plan, any applicable 
urban design or other plan officially adopted by Council, and any applicable 
community plan approved by the City Planning Commission. 

 This project conforms to the Over the Rhine Comprehensive Plan. 

d. Traffic.  Streets or other means of access to the proposed development are 
suitable and adequate to carry anticipated traffic and will not overload the adjacent 
streets and the internal circulation system is properly designed.   

Traffic will potentially increase because of a new development at the site, 
but it is anticipated that it will not overload the adjacent streets. The internal 
circulation system for parking and one driveway for the complex is properly 

https://www.municode.com/library/oh/cincinnati/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIXIZOCOCI_CH1405REMUMIDI
https://www.municode.com/library/oh/cincinnati/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIXIZOCOCI_CH1445VASPEXCOUS_S1445-07AUGRVASPEXCOUS
https://www.municode.com/library/oh/cincinnati/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIXIZOCOCI_CH1435HIPR_S1435-05-4VASPEXCOUS
https://www.municode.com/library/oh/cincinnati/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIXIZOCOCI_CH1445VASPEXCOUS_S1445-13GESTPUIN
https://www.municode.com/library/oh/cincinnati/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIXIZOCOCI_CH1445VASPEXCOUS_S1445-15STVA
https://www.municode.com/library/oh/cincinnati/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIXIZOCOCI_CH1435HIPR
https://www.municode.com/library/oh/cincinnati/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIXIZOCOCI_CH1433HIOVDI
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/buildings/historic-conservation/local-conservation-guidelines/over-the-rhine-historic-district/
https://www.municode.com/library/oh/cincinnati/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIXIZOCOCI_CH1435HIPR_S1435-09-2CEAPSTRE
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designed. The dwellings provide onsite parking spaces above minimum 
requirements of the Zoning Code. 

e. Buffering.  Appropriate buffering is provided to protect adjacent uses or properties 
from light, noise and visual impacts.   

  This is not applicable.  

f. Landscaping.  Landscaping meets the requirements of Chapter 1423, 
Landscaping and Buffer Yards.   

  This is not applicable. 

g. Hours of Operation.  Operating hours are compatible with adjacent land uses.   
     This is not applicable. 

h. Neighborhood Compatibility.  The proposed work is compatible with the 
predominant or prevailing land use, building and structure patterns of the 
neighborhood surrounding the proposed development and will not have a material 
net cumulative adverse impact on the neighborhood.   

The proposed work will not have an adverse impact on the neighborhood. 
The proposed setback is minimal and by providing a new wall and fence, 
the townhouses will provide a street continuity. As these are residential 
only buildings, providing a bit of greenspace, particularly for a townhome 
dwelling is desirable. 

The parking lot will be screened from view from the adjacent streets, 
landscaping as a buffer between properties is not needed. Further the 
applicants are trying to maximize onsite parking and requiring a landscape 
perimeter will decrease the amount of on-site parking.  

i. Proposed Zoning Amendments.  The proposed work is consistent with any 
proposed amendment to the zoning code then under consideration by the City 
Planning Commission or Council.  

 There are no proposed amendments under consideration that would 
 impact this proposed project. 

j. Adverse Effects.  Any adverse effect on the access to the property by fire, police, 
or other public services; access to light and air from adjoining properties; traffic 
conditions; or the development, usefulness or value of neighboring land and 
buildings.   

There are no adverse impacts anticipated. Neighboring land and buildings 
will not be adversely impacted by the proposed development and a vacant 
lot will have new buildings and use.  

k. Blight.  The elimination or avoidance of blight.  
The proposed work will improve the aesthetic appeal of the streetscape on 
this stretch of Pleasant Street.  

l. Economic Benefits.  The promotion of the Cincinnati economy.   
 The proposed development will add to the tax base of the City of 
Cincinnati. 

m. Job Creation.  The creation of jobs both permanently and during construction.   
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The proposed project may have a minor job creation effect during 
construction.  

n. Tax Valuation.  Any increase in the real property tax duplicate.   
Property taxes are likely to increase as a result of the creation of new 
building on formally vacant land.  
 

o. Private Benefits.  The economic and other private benefits to the owner or 
applicant.   

 The owner has an economic benefit to the proposed establishment. 

p. Public Benefits.  The public peace, health, safety or general welfare.   
There is no measurable detriment to public peace, health, safety or 
welfare as a result of this proposed project. 

 
Standards for Variances per Section 1435-05-4 

(a)  Is necessary and appropriate in the interest of historic conservation so as not to 
adversely affect the historic architectural or aesthetic integrity of the Historic 
District of Historic Asset; or 

The granting of the variances for setback and a special exception from the 
perimeter landscaping will allow for a residential development that will be able 
to provide a small buffer between the street and a living room in the dwellings. 
The setback is minimal and other design elements will provide a street 
continuity.  

 (b)  Is necessary where the denial thereof would result in a deprivation of all 
economically viable uses of the property as viewed in its entirety.  In making such 
a determination, the Historic Conservation Board may consider the factors set forth 
in Section 1435-09-2 (aa) to (ff). 

The denial would not deprive the owner of economically viable use, but the 
setback request is minimal.  As parking is a challenge in the neighborhood, 
maximizing parking is important to the success of projects in the 
neighborhood. Additionally, per the Over-the-Rhine Conservation Guidelines, 
new construction on vacant sites can improve both the physical quality and 
economic vitality of the neighborhood. 

 
Certificate of Appropriateness Review: 

The Applicants and their architects have taken the recommendations and concerns of 
staff, the OTR Infill committee and the Historic Conservation Board from their original 
submission to the Historic Conservation Board on December 19, 2017 and have 
redesigned the facade 

 

Below is a quick visual of the two façade elevations. The top is the new submittal and 
the bottom is what originally submitted.  
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The main concern expressed by the HCB and staff was the repetition and that each 
property looked exactly alike except for alternating brick color. This concern was taken 
into account and the exterior designs were adjusted to make each building unique with 
both large form and set back differences and subtle changes between window types 
and placement. Staff feels that the designs now presented are a great improvement and 
are appreciative of the applicant taking the time necessary to make these changes so a 
well thought out design can be presented to the HCB and the community.  

 

 
Applicable Guidelines 
 

New Construction 

A. Intent and General Guidelines  
1. New construction is allowed on vacant sites in Over-the-Rhine, because gaps 

due to demolition weaken the streetscape and the overall character of the district. 
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New construction can improve both the physical quality and economic vitality of 
the neighborhood.  
 

2. New construction should be well-designed but should not replicate the existing 
buildings. The exceptional quality of the existing buildings in the district provides 
an outstanding framework for new construction. 
 

3. The Historic Conservation Board's review of new construction will focus on the 
design compatibility with the surrounding contributing structures. The 
appropriateness of design solutions will be based on balancing the programmatic 
needs of the applicant with how well the design relates to the neighboring 
buildings and to the intent of these guidelines. New design proposals should pay 
particular attention to composition, materials, openings, rhythm, scale, proportion 
and height.  
 

4. The new construction guidelines for this district will be used to judge the 
compatibility of new work. The specific site and programmatic needs of each 
project will be taken into consideration. 

 
B. Specific Guidelines  

1. Composition: New buildings should respond to the traditional subdivisions found 
on historic property: a base, a middle and a top. Most buildings in Over-the-Rhine 
are built of brick with the principal facade parallel to the street it faces. The most 
important features of buildings in Over-the-Rhine are the arrangement of 
openings on the principal facade and an overall vertical emphasis of the whole 
design. Each building provides its own variations, but collectively they share 
many basic features.  
 
Base: New buildings should have a well-defined base. Within the district most 
buildings have a base that is distinguishable from the rest of the building. This is 
accomplished through a change of materials, a change of scale, and/or a lintel or 
other type of horizontal banding. In larger buildings the original base may include 
more than the first floor.  
 
Middle: Details on new buildings should relate to the detailing of adjacent or 
nearby buildings. Buildings in the district often incorporate architectural details 
such as changes in plane or changes in materials on their upper floors. 
Decorative, horizontal bands indicating the floor lines, sill heights or lintel heights 
should not overpower the vertical emphasis of the design.  
 
Top: New construction must employ a strong element that terminates the 
uppermost part of the building. Distinctive elements in the architecture of Over-
the-Rhine are elaborate projecting cornices, decorative parapets and the 
expressive use of materials.  
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The proposed development consists of four rowhouses and a 5th townhouse 
separated from the rest by a yard, each with a defined base, middle and top. The 
base is defined by the knee wall and fence on 3 of the five townhouses and a 
strong foundation line on the other two. . Residential buildings often have a 
minimal base and the knee wall height corresponds to the base on 1508 
Pleasant Street. The middle is defined by two floor of evenly spaces widows 
centered is defined by a simple cornice line. The cornice lines are simple and 
does not provide as strong of a terminus as neighboring buildings, but the simple 
line differentiated by material on a two story building is appropriate for the scale 
for the buildings.  
 

2. Roofs: Roofs for new construction should be similar to roofs of adjacent and 
nearby buildings of similar size and use. In the district, buildings of three or more 
stories generally have low-pitched shed roofs that are not visible above the 
principal facade. Smaller buildings in the district typically have simple gable roofs 
on which the gables are perpendicular to the principal facade. Institutional 
buildings in Over-the-Rhine have a variety of roof shapes, including dormers, 
multiple gables, hip roofs and towers. Roofs in this district have little or no 
overhang.  

The building has a shed roof. There are several two story buildings in the district 
with a shed roof, while this is less common on two story buildings and two story 
buildings typically have low-pitched gable roof. The two story building across the 
street does not have a gabled roof, but rather a flat roof. Providing some 
dimension to the roof through a shed roof is acceptable.  

3. Window Openings: Window openings are extremely important in this district. 
The openings of new buildings should be related to the size and placement of 
openings found on historic structures of similar use in the district. In residential 
buildings, window openings are typically found individually rather than in pairs or 
grouped. The openings are taller and wide (typically in a proportion of 2:1), 
window sash are set back from the wall surface, and openings have some form 
of definition, such as lintels, sills or decorative surrounds. Window openings, 
which are typically aligned vertically, usually occupy between 20% and 50% of 
the principal facade. In commercial, industrial and institutional buildings, windows 
are often grouped within a single opening. These building types may also use a 
combination of window sash, including double-hung, awning and hopper. If 
muntins are used in new window sash, they must provide true divided lights. 
Within the individual opening, window sash are usually divided into two or more 
lights. In all cases the glass must be clear; tinted or reflective glass is not 
acceptable. Also, roll down shutters and metal bar systems installed on the 
exterior of the building that cover door and window openings are not appropriate.  

The proposed windows in the development are compatible with the neighboring 
buildings as they are 2:1 in size. Generally the windows do have a punched 
approach with windows being grouped closer together in instances to help 
provide subtle differences between each townhouse.  
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4. Storefronts: New storefronts should relate to the characteristics of existing 
storefronts on historic buildings. Storefronts in the district are typically taller than 
individual upper floors; framed by piers and/or columns and have a lintel 
separating them from the upper floors; are divided into bays which increases 
their verticality and provides a pedestrian scale and proportion; and have large, 
fixed expanses of clear (not tinted or reflective) glass. As with rehabilitated 
original storefronts, roll down shutters and metal bar systems installed on the 
exterior of the building are not appropriate elements for new storefronts. The 
storefront lintels are 12 to 18 feet above grade; the window sill height is between 
18 inches and 3 feet above grade; and storefront windows are set back from the 
structural elements approximately 12 inches.  
 
This is a residential building and storefront is not applicable to this project.  
 

5. Setback: Setback is an important issue in a dense urban area such as Over-the-
Rhine. The setback for new construction should be consistent with the buildings 
of similar use on adjacent and nearby sites. In Over-the-Rhine, most commercial 
buildings are built up to the property line. Some residential properties, especially 
detached buildings, have shallow setbacks but retain an "edge" at the property 
line with a fence. Some larger institutional buildings such as schools, churches 
and public buildings are setback from the street to provide public space and to 
add to their monumentality. In most cases new construction on corner sites 
should be built up to the edge of both outside property lines.  

Three of the townhouses have a 2’6” setback. Several historic residential projects 
throughout the neighborhood have shallow setbacks and retain an edge at the 
property line with a wall and fence as this property is proposing. The street edge 
is maintained through the wall and fence and the setback is minimal. This also 
allows stairs and landings approaching the entry to be entirely contained on the 
property and not within the right of way. 

6. Rhythm: New buildings should incorporate design features, such as window 
groupings, articulation of wall surfaces, and decorative elements such as 
columns or piers in an effort to maintain the rhythm that already exists in the 
district. New construction should avoid creating long unrelieved expanses of wall 
along the street by maintaining the rhythm of bays found on the district. Most 
buildings in Over-the-Rhine are relatively narrow, 25 to 50 feet in width. A 
building facade typically displays vertical subdivisions that establish a visual 
rhythm. In dense commercial areas such as Vine Street, there are no setbacks, 
creating a solid wall along the street. This wall is articulated by the individual 
buildings, which in turn are divided by window groupings, changes in wall planes 
and decorative elements such as pilasters, columns or piers.  

The rhythm of the proposed development is consistent with surrounding 
buildings. Each building is 20’ wide. There is a vertical subdivision that helps to 
continue the rhythm through the triple grouped windows and the recessed 
opening.  
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7. Emphasis: New residential and mixed-use construction should have a vertical 
emphasis, because in Over-the-Rhine buildings are taller than they are wide, 
window openings are tall and narrow, and storefronts have slender columns, 
which emphasize verticality. Commercial and industrial buildings, which may 
have an overall horizontal emphasis, often incorporate vertical elements, such as 
pilasters or vertically oriented openings 

As each townhouse is taller than it is wide, a strong vertical emphasis is created 
by the individual units. The vertical oriented windows and the recess for the front 
door way also help to create a strong vertical emphasis.  

8. Height: The height of new construction should not vary more than one story from 
adjacent contributing buildings. Most buildings in Over-the-Rhine are between 
two- and five-stories.  

The proposed infill building will be two stories tall. The contributing buildings to 
the north and south of the townhouses are three stories and the building across 
the street is two stories. The height is compatible with the guidelines.  

9. Materials: New construction should use materials that are found on the historic 
buildings in Over-the-Rhine. Clearly the dominant material in Over-the-Rhine is 
brick, but other materials such as limestone, sandstone, cast-iron, slate, wood 
and sheet metal are important as well. Materials such as stucco, synthetic stucco 
and plastic are not appropriate and should not be considered as exposed finish 
materials for new construction in this district. 

Proposed materials include brick veneer, clad windows, and cementitious fiber 
board, metal fencing, wood decking and cast stone.  These are all acceptable 
materials and materials that have been previously approved on the infill on the 
same block.  

Site Improvements 
 
B. SPECIFIC GUIDELINES 
 

4. DECKS: Wood decks should be stained or painted. Rooftop decks should not be 
highly visible from the principal façade. Metal balconies should not be 
discouraged. 

 
The proposed rear decks are appropriate as they will not detract from the 
character of the building and will not be visible from the street.  

 
Other Considerations: 

Prehearing Results: A prehearing was held on November 30, 2016. The applicants 
and staff were present.  
 
Comments Provided to Staff: 1 letter provided to staff in support of the project.  
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Consistency with Plan Cincinnati (2012): 
The proposed project is consistent with the “Live” Section of Plan Cincinnati, specifically 
the action step “Improve the quality and number of moderate to high-income rental and 
homeowner units” (p. 165). 
 
Other: The applicants will also be creating the following easements and maintenance 
agreements as part of the redevelopment of this block.  
 
A.  Easement and Maintenance Agreement between 3CDC Project Entities (see below) 
and ARP Condo Project Entities: 
 
1.  Entities/Properties Involved: 
 

(a) “3CDC Project Entities” = Condominium Holdings, LLC and 15th and Race, 
LLC.  These are the owners of properties planned for: The Allison Condominium, 
Condo A, Condo B, Condo C, and the five Townhouses. 
 
(b) “ARP Project Entities” = Names to be confirmed, but they will be the owners 
of the Commercial Unit and the Residential Unit (and perhaps the HOA) in the 
two Condo’s just formed to the north of The Allison Condo on Race St. 

 
2.  Easements to be Created: 
 

(a)  Cross/mutual storm water easements (covering the over and underground 
flows between the two project areas). 
 
(b)  Cross/mutual electric supply easements (covering the use by and access to 
the transformers and related electrical pull boxes located near or straddling the 
boundaries between the two project areas). 
 
(c)  Dumpster access easement granted by 3CDC projects to ARP projects to 
allow the latter access to their dumpster area. 
 
(d)  General access easement granted by 3CDC projects to ARP projects over 
the drive aisles on the former to facilitate access to items (a) through (c) above. 

 
3.  Maintenance Agreements: 

 
(a)  storm water facilities will be maintained/repaired by the owner of the parcel 
on which they are located, but the costs of that maintenance/repair will be shared 
between the 3CDC Projects and ARP Projects based on the ratio of their relative 
drainage areas (at this time believed to be 76% 3CDC Projects and 24% ARP 
Projects subject to confirmation). 
 
(b)  Electric supply facilities will be maintained and repaired by Duke, which has 
its own easements already in place. 
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(c)  ARP dumpster service and dumpster area maintenance will be provided by 
the ARP Projects. 
 
(d)  Drive aisles on the 3CDC Projects will be maintained by the owner of the 
parcel on which they are located. 

 
B.  Easement and Maintenance Agreement among the various 3CDC Project Entities: 
 
1.  Entities/Properties Involved: 
 

(a)  Condominium Holdings, LLC  
 
(b)  15th and Race, LLC  

 
2.  Easements to be Created: 
 

(a)  Cross/mutual storm water easements (covering the over and underground 
flows among the projects). 
 
(b)  Cross/mutual electric supply easements (covering the use by and access to 
the transformers and related electrical pull boxes that are also used by ARP). 
 
(c)  Dumpster access easement granted by 3CDC projects to each other and to 
several off-site 3CDC projects.   
 
(d)  Parking easements for who is parking in the lot and where.    
 
(e)  Landscaping easements granted by 3CDC projects to each other; not 
specifically located, to allow for the installation of landscaping improvements as 
required by City approvals or as voluntarily installed by a parcel owner. 
 
(f)  General access easements granted by 3CDC projects to each other and to 
offsite users (e.g. ARP and for parking and dumpster access as described 
above) over the drive aisles to facilitate access to items (a) through (e) above.  
This general “Easement Area” will also be used to grant mutual utility easements 
to/from all 3CDC Projects for any utilities running through the common areas. 

 
3.  Maintenance Agreements: 
 

(a)  Storm water facilities will be maintained/repaired by the owner of the parcel 
on which they are located, but the costs of that maintenance/repair (which is the 
76% number shown above) will be shared among the 3CDC Projects based on 
the ratio of their relative drainage areas. 
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(b)  Electric supply facilities will be maintained and repaired by Duke, which has 
its own easements already in place. 
 
(c)  Dumpster service and dumpster area maintenance will be provided by The 
Allison Condo, with costs shared by all users of the dumpster based on a formula 
yet to be determined. 
 
(d)  Parking easement areas granted to users from outside the parcel they are 
located on will be maintained by the owner of the parcel they are located on. 
 
(e)  All landscaping will be maintained/replaced by the owner of the parcel on 
which it is located. 
 
(f)  All drive aisles and access ways will be maintained by the owner of the parcel 
on which they are located, with a cost sharing formula yet to be determined. 

 
 
Recommendation: 
 
Staff recommends the Historic Conservation Board take the following actions:  
 

I. ZONING VARIANCE 

A. DIMENSIONAL VARIANCE 
1. APPROVE the requested variance to Section 1409-09 to allow a front 

setback of 2’6”.  
 

B. FINDING: The Board makes this determination that per Section 1435-05-4: 
1. Such relief from literal implication of the Zoning Code will not be materially 

detrimental to the public health, safety and welfare or injurious to property 
within the district or vicinity where property is located; and  

2. Is necessary and appropriate in the interest of historic conservation so as 
not to adversely affect the historic architectural or aesthetic integrity of the 
district. 

II. SPECIAL EXCEPTION 

A. APPROVE the special exception to Section 1425-29 to relieve the applicant 
of the requirements of parking lot perimeter landscaping 

 
B. FINDING: The Board makes this determination that per Section 1435-05-4: 

1. Such relief from literal implication of the Zoning Code will not be materially 
detrimental to the public health, safety and welfare or injurious to property 
within the district or vicinity where property is located; and  

2. Is necessary and appropriate in the interest of historic conservation so as 
not to adversely affect the historic architectural or aesthetic integrity of the 
district. 

3. The development of adequate onsite parking and the creation of the 



14 
 

parking in the rear yards away from the public right of way sufficient 
warrant the exception. 

 
III. CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS 

A. APPROVE a Certificate of Appropriateness for 1510-1524 Pleasant Street 
submitted by PWWG Architects stated dated 2/03/2017 including any 
revisions submitted for permit subject to staff review and approval with the 
following condition.  

1. New subdivision shall be approved and recorded, and reviewed by the 
City Solicitor before building permits issued.  

2. All easements, maintenance agreements and HOAs must be created, 
recorded and reviewed by the City Solicitor before the building permits 
are issued.  

3. The building permits must be issued within two years of the decision 
date or the Certificate of Appropriateness shall expire.  

 
B. FINDING:  The Board makes this determination per Section 1435-09-2: 

1. That the property owner has demonstrated by credible evidence that 
the proposal substantially conforms to the applicable conservation 
guidelines.     

2. While each individual townhome building on its own conforms to the 
Over-the Rhine Historic Guidelines, when there are several buildings of 
similar design developed concurrently abutting each other, each 
individual building should provide subtle architectural differences 
among each distinct building to provide interest, to maintain the historic 
character of individual buildings being represented individually, and to 
minimize the potential for a repetitious development pattern.    



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2017-02-08 Pleasant St. Townhomes Revisions 

Beth Johnson 

Urban Conservator 

Buildings & Inspections, Permit Center 

805 Central Ave. Suite 500 

Cincinnati, OH 45202 

 

Dear Ms. Johnson: 

 

We have revised the architectural design of five townhomes along Pleasant Street to address concerns 

brought up in the December 19, 2016 Historic Conservation Board Hearing. 

 

The specific feedback was that the design was too repetitive and that the materials lacked contrast and 

variety.  To address these concerns, we’ve made the following revisions: 

 

1. Developed two different townhome building forms 

a. Type A – flat façade setback approx. 4’ from property line with garden front 

b. Type B – stepped façade with no setback at living area and a recessed side entry porch 

2. Alternated the placement of Type A and B townhomes to create variety in massing and height. 

3. Reorganized windows and doors, created more regular rhythm, and added variations in window 

placement and orientation to create variety along the Pleasant Street elevation. 

4. Adjusted brick materials so that each townhome will be one color brick. The brick colors will have 

greater contrast of dark to light tones. 

5. Applied more traditional architectural details of stone lintels, sills, and parapets. 
 

A copy of our revised drawings including a detailed elevation listing materials, renderings, and a site plan 
are attached. 
 
We look forward to working with you again on this review. Please let us know if there is anything needed 
prior to our meeting. 
 
Regards, 
 
 
 
 
 
Andreas Lange, AIA 
Project Architect 
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ITEM 3 February 27, 2017 

 
 

APPLICATION FOR 
ZONING RELIEF AND  

CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS 
HISTORIC CONSERVATION BOARD PUBLIC HEARING 

       STAFF REPORT 
 
APPLICATION #: ZH20160187 
APPLICANT:  GRG Residential 
OWNER:  Port of Greater Cincinnati Development Authority 
ADDRESS:  1310 Sycamore St, Cincinnati OH  45202 
PARCELS:  075-0001-0270-00 
ZONING:  RM-1.2 
OVERLAYS:   Over-the-Rhine Historic District 
COMMUNITY: Pendleton 
REPORT DATE: December 9, 2016 
HEARING DATE: December 19, 2016  
STAFF REVIEW: Douglas Owen, Zoning Plan Examiner 
 
 
Appliation Update:  The applicant requested an original tabling at the 12-19-16 HCB 
meeting and then requested an additional postponement to the 2-27-17 HCB meeting. 
The applicant has not sent additional information or new plans to staff and is therefore 
requesting that the HCB table the application for up to 30 days.  
 
 
Nature of Request: 
The applicant is requesting a Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) for proposed 
signage at 1310 Sycamore Street and Zoning Relief for Dimensional Variances related 
to sign face area, height, width and setbacks, as well as a variance to allow internal 
illumination.  
 
Existing Conditions: 
The subject property at 1310 Sycamore is the former School for Creative and 
Performing Arts (SCPA), built ca. 1908 in the Second Renaissance Revival style. The 
property is currently concluding a major renovation to convert the former school into a 
multi-family residential apartment development. The existing signage relating to the 
SCPA has been removed revealing the original stone balustrade over the ornate arched 
door surround along Sycamore Street. 
 
Proposed Conditions: 
The applicant is proposing to add a ground entry feature sign on the western side of the 
property fronting Sycamore Street. Due to the ornate nature of the building, a wall sign 
is not practical as it would likely be required to cover character-defining architectural 
features on the building façade.  
 
The proposed sign is a gateway-type truss sign spanning the walkway leading from 
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Sycamore Street to the main entrance on the west elevation. The proposed sign 
structure consists of black-painted squared aluminum tubing that is setback 
approximately 15 feet from the property line. The structure would be approximately 18 
feet tall and 26 feet wide and would support white-faced internally illuminated channel 
letters spelling “alumni lofts”. The signage itself, independent of the support structure, is 
approximately 2 feet tall and 19 feet wide (38 square feet). 

 
           Figure 1. Location of 1310 Sycamore Street. Image courtesy of CAGIS. 
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          Figure 2. Existing condition of 1310 Sycamore Street. Image courtesy of Google. 

 
Previous Reviews: N/A 
 
Applicable Zoning Code Sections:   
Zoning District: Section 1405-05  Commercial Community – Auto District  
Variance Request: Section 1427-33  Signs Permitted in Any District  
Variance Authority: Section 1445-07  
HCB authority: Section 1435-05-4  
Variance Standard: Section 1445-13 General Standards: Public Interest 
   Section 1445-15 Standards for Variances  
Overlays:  Section 1435  Historic Preservation 
Historic District/Reg: Over the Rhine Historic District 
COA Standard: Section 1435-09-2 COA; Standard of Review 
 
Details of Zoning Relief Required: 
The applicant and/or owner(s) are requesting a Dimensional Variance to allow an 
entry feature sign with a sign face of 38 square feet. 

 The project is in violation of the Section 1427-33 of the Cincinnati Zoning Code. 

 Per Section 1427-33, entry feature signs are limited to 25 square feet. 

 A Dimensional Variance of 13 feet is sought to allow an entry feature sign with 
a sign face area of 38 square feet total. 

 
The applicant and/or owner(s) are requesting a Dimensional Variance to allow an 
entry feature sign with a maximum height of 18 feet. 

 The project is in violation of the Section 1427-33 of the Cincinnati Zoning Code. 

https://www.municode.com/library/oh/cincinnati/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIXIZOCOCI_CH1405REMUMIDI_S1405-05LAUSRE
https://www.municode.com/library/oh/cincinnati/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIXIZOCOCI_CH1427SIRE_S1427-33SIPEANDI
https://www.municode.com/library/oh/cincinnati/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIXIZOCOCI_CH1445VASPEXCOUS_S1445-07AUGRVASPEXCOUS
https://www.municode.com/library/oh/cincinnati/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIXIZOCOCI_CH1435HIPR_S1435-05-4VASPEXCOUS
https://www.municode.com/library/oh/cincinnati/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIXIZOCOCI_CH1445VASPEXCOUS_S1445-13GESTPUIN
https://www.municode.com/library/oh/cincinnati/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIXIZOCOCI_CH1445VASPEXCOUS_S1445-15STVA
https://www.municode.com/library/oh/cincinnati/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIXIZOCOCI_CH1435HIPR
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/buildings/historic-conservation/local-conservation-guidelines/over-the-rhine-historic-district/
https://www.municode.com/library/oh/cincinnati/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIXIZOCOCI_CH1435HIPR_S1435-09-2CEAPSTRE
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 Per Section 1427-33, entry feature signs are limited to 6 feet in height. 

 A Dimensional Variance of 12 feet is sought to allow an entry feature sign with 
a total height of 18 feet. 

 
The applicant and/or owner(s) are requesting a Dimensional Variance to allow an 
entry feature sign with a maximum width of 26 feet. 

 The project is in violation of the Section 1427-33 of the Cincinnati Zoning Code. 

 Per Section 1427-33, entry feature signs are limited to 12 feet in width. 

 A Dimensional Variance of 14 feet is sought to allow an entry feature sign with 
a total width of 26 feet. 

 
The applicant and/or owner(s) are requesting a Dimensional Variance to allow an 
entry feature sign with a setback of 15 feet. 

 The project is in violation of the Section 1427-33 of the Cincinnati Zoning Code. 

 Per Section 1427-33, the minimum setback for a ground entry feature sign is 
twice the proposed height (36 feet). 

 A Dimensional Variance of 21 feet is sought to allow an entry feature sign with 
a total setback of 15 feet. 

 
The applicant and/or owner(s) are requesting a Variance to allow an entry feature sign 
with internal illumination. 

 The project is in violation of the Section 1427-33 of the Cincinnati Zoning Code. 

 Per Section 1427-33, entry feature signs are limited to external illumination only. 

 A Variance is sought to allow an entry feature sign with internally illuminated 
channel letters. 

 
Zoning Analysis: 
Below is analysis of the relevant consideration factors for all of the requested zoning 
actions, utilizing Section 1445-13, General Standards; Public Interest. 
 
a. Zoning.  The proposed work conforms to the underlying zone district regulations 

and is in harmony with the general purposes and intent of the Cincinnati Zoning 
Code.   

 The underlying zoning is RM-1.2.  Ground signs as Entry Feature signs 
are permitted in any Zoning District at a size of 1 square foot per dwelling 
unit up to a maximum of 25 square feet. Additional restrictions include 
height (6-feet), width (12-feet), setback (2x height) and illumination 
(external only). The ground sign is permitted by right, but Zoning Relief is 
required for the dimensions and illumination of the sign as described 
above. 

b. Guidelines.  The proposed work conforms to any guidelines adopted or approved 
by Council for the district in which the proposed work is located.   

 The proposed work substantially conforms to the guidelines for the district, 
with the exception of internal illumination which is specifically prohibited. 
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c. Plans.  The proposed work conforms to a comprehensive plan, any applicable 
urban design or other plan officially adopted by Council, and any applicable 
community plan approved by the City Planning Commission. 

This project substantially conforms to the Over the Rhine Comprehensive 
Plan. 

d. Traffic.  Streets or other means of access to the proposed development are 
suitable and adequate to carry anticipated traffic and will not overload the adjacent 
streets and the internal circulation system is properly designed.   

The proposed ground sign will not be located in a sight triangle and will 
not impact traffic.  

h. Neighborhood Compatibility.  The proposed work is compatible with the 
predominant or prevailing land use, building and structure patterns of the 
neighborhood surrounding the proposed development and will not have a material 
net cumulative adverse impact on the neighborhood.   

The proposed work will not have an adverse impact on the neighborhood, 
with the exception of the requested internal illumination. While ground 
signs of this type are not common in the Over-the-Rhine neighborhood, 
residential projects of this scale and complexity are also not common. The 
proposed ground sign was designed to clearly denote the property as the 
“Alumni Lofts” housing development. The sign is designed for clarity, 
legibility, and while contemporary in design, it is compatible with the 
existing property. Wall signs are not practical due to the existing 
Conservation Guidelines (see below). 

The internal illumination is not compatible with the neighborhood. Internal 
illumination is specifically prohibited in both the Zoning Code for the RM-
1.2 Zoning District and the Conservation Guidelines for Over-the-Rhine. 
Internal illumination is not appropriate in residential neighborhoods nor in 
this particular historic district. 

j. Adverse Effects.  Any adverse effect on the access to the property by fire, police, 
or other public services; access to light and air from adjoining properties; traffic 
conditions; or the development, usefulness or value of neighboring land and 
buildings.   

There are no adverse impacts anticipated based on the dimensional 
variances. Access to light and air will not be impacted as no major 
additions are planned. The value of neighboring properties is not likely to 
be impacted by the proposed signage. 

The proposed internal illumination may cause adverse effects on adjacent 
properties as internal illumination is not typically found in residential 
zoning districts.  

l. Economic Benefits.  The promotion of the Cincinnati economy.   
The proposed project may benefit the Cincinnati economy by providing 
clear signage to identify the subject property, thus ensuring optimal 
occupation. 
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o. Private Benefits.  The economic and other private benefits to the owner or 
applicant.   

 The owner has an economic benefit to the proposed project. 

p. Public Benefits.  The public peace, health, safety or general welfare.   
There is no measurable detriment to public peace, health, safety or 
welfare as a result of this proposed project. 

 
Standards for Variances per Section 1435-05-4 

(a)  Is necessary and appropriate in the interest of historic conservation so as not to 
adversely affect the historic architectural or aesthetic integrity of the Historic 
District of Historic Asset; or 

The proposed work will not have an adverse effect on the historic architecture 
or aesthetic integrity of the Historic District based on the dimensional 
variances. Strict adherence to the Conservation Guidelines would prohibit 
wall signs on the building as any appropriate location would necessarily cover 
architectural features of the building including the stonework on the first story. 
The previous “School for the Creative and Performing Arts” sign was placed 
above the central arched entryway and covered the stone balustrade above. 
A ground sign is the best option for the site. Due to the scale of the site and 
the desires of the applicant to have a grand entryway with signage spanning 
the walkway to the building the requested dimensional variances are 
appropriate. 

The internal illumination variance is not appropriate as it has the potential to 
adversely affect the aesthetic integrity of the Historic District. External 
illumination or “halo” lighting would be appropriate. 

Because the requested ground sign is much larger than what would typically 
be permitted in the Zoning District, no additional signs shall be permitted on 
the building. Additionally, the existing temporary banners on the west 
elevation shall be removed when the ground sign is erected. 

 (b)  Is necessary where the denial thereof would result in a deprivation of all 
economically viable uses of the property as viewed in its entirety.  In making such 
a determination, the Historic Conservation Board may consider the factors set forth 
in Section 1435-09-2 (aa) to (ff). 

The requested variances would increase the economic viability of the project 
by making the development clearly identifiable to passersby and by 
differentiating the primary entrance from the many other entryways on the 
building.  
 

Certificate of Appropriateness Review: 

A Certificate of Appropriateness is required for exterior signage. 
 
Comments on Applicable Guidelines  
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All the changes substantially conform to the Over-the-Rhine Historic Conservation 
Guidelines, with the exception of the internal illumination, which is expressly prohibited. 
 
Applicable Guidelines 
 

Rehabilitation 
 
B. SPECIFIC GUIDELINES 
 

13. Signs: Signs should be designed for clarity, legibility and compatibility with the 
building or property on which they are located. Signs should be located above 
the storefront, on the storefront windows or on awnings and should not cover any 
architectural features. Signs should capitalize on the special character of the 
building and reflect the nature of the business. 

 
 Wall and projecting signs should be located above the storefront or first story and 

below the second story sills. The size of wall signs shall be limited to one square 
foot per lineal foot of building frontage. Projecting signs should be no larger than 
3 feet, 6 inches in width or height. Small projecting signs such as symbol signs 
are appropriate. Billboards and internally illuminated signs are not permitted. 
Neon signs may be approved on a case-by-case basis. 

 
 The proposed ground sign is contemporary in design but compatible with the 

existing building. The sign is designed for clarity and legibility and mimics the 
straight lines found in the design of the building. Wall signs on the building are 
not practical due to the restrictions on placement. The building has limited 
signable area above the first floor and below the second story windowsills. 
Further, these areas are dominated by ornamental architectural features 
including architectural stonework and the monumental arched entryway and 
balustrade. A ground sign is more appropriate for the building. 

 
 The applicant desires a larger ground sign that what would typically be permitted 

in order to have an entryway sign that spans the walkway to the main entrance of 
the building. The signage as proposed would complement the monumental 
nature of the building, which is one of the largest buildings in this portion of the 
Over-the-Rhine neighborhood. The sign would span the newly enhanced paved 
walkway and would provide a clear distinction to the main entry. 

 
 The internal illumination proposed for the ground sign is not appropriate to the 

Over-the-Rhine Historic District and does not follow the Conservation Guidelines 
which specifically prohibit internal illumination. It is not in character with the 
neighborhood and would prove to be a distraction from the existing historic 
streetscape which is unlit with the exception of streetlights. No other internally 
illuminated signs are found in this area and internal illumination is not permitted 
in any other residential zoning district throughout the City of Cincinnati. Halo 
lighting or external illumination would be more appropriate at this location and 
would be more likely to comply with the Conservation Guidelines. 
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 The Pendleton Community Council viewed the proposed design for the ground 

sign and voted in favor of the project. Additionally, as a Historic Tax Credit 
project, the Ohio Historic Preservation Office has done an initial staff review of 
the sign and does not have objections to the sign as it is not attached to the 
building and does not affect historic architectural fabric. Staff has confirmed this 
with a phone call made to the Ohio Tax Credit Reviewer.  

 
Other Considerations: 

 
Prehearing Results: A prehearing was held on November 30, 2016. 
 
Comments Provided to Staff: Staff has been provided 2 written correspondences 
disfavoring the project. The Pendleton Community Council voted in favor of the project 
on December 5, 2016.  
 
Consistency with Plan Cincinnati (2012): 
“Sustain” Initiative Area “Preserve our built history” 
 
Other: The present COA request is only related to the proposed signage discussed 
above. 
 

 
Recommendation: 
Staff recommends the Historic Conservation Board take the following actions:  
 

A. TABLE both the Zoning Variance requests and the Certificate of Appropriateness 

request for 1310 Sycamore Street as the applicant has not submitted new 
drawings to the Historic Conservation Staff for review. The applicant 
requested the original postponement of the application.  

 



ITEM 4 February 27, 2016 

 
 

APPLICATION FOR  
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS 

HISTORIC CONSERVATION BOARD PUBLIC HEARING 
       STAFF REPORT 
 
APPLICATION #: COA2017003 
APPLICANT:  Artie Spaw 
OWNER:  Davin Reily 
ADDRESS:  1707 Race Street  
PARCELS:  094-0008-0167 
ZONING:  CC-P  
OVERLAYS:   Over-the-Rhine Historic District 
COMMUNITY: Over-the-Rhine 
REPORT DATE: February 7, 2017 
HEARING DATE: Pre-hearing February 8, 2017  
STAFF REVIEW: Beth Johnson, Urban Conservator 
 
 
Nature of Request: 
The applicant is requesting a Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) for a rear elevation 
addition and a front roof deck.  
 
Existing Conditions: 
The subject property at 1707 Race Street is located on the west side of Race Street 
mid-block. It is a 3-story brick Italianate mixed use brick building built circa 1870. The 
front façade has a first floor commercial front and two floors with evenly spaced 
fenestration about. There is a simple bracked cornice line.  
 

  
Figure 1:  Location of 1707 Race Street. Image courtesy of CAGIS. 
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          Figure 2. Existing condition of 1707 Race Street. Image courtesy of Google Street views. 
 

Proposed Conditions: 
The applicant is proposing the following to 1707 Race Street   

- Front Façade:  
o New two over two aluminum clad wood windows 
o New wood storefront system and doors.  

- Rear Façade: 
o 3 story CMU elevator enclosure clad in redi brick  

- Roof top deck:  
o The roof deck will be at the front of the property and will be carved into the 

roof. The front of the roof will provide a railing and a glass wall will be 
installed.  

 
Previous Reviews: N/A 
 
Applicable Zoning Code Sections:   
Zoning District: Section 1409  Community Commercial  
HCB authority: Section 1435-05-4  
Overlays:  Section 1435  Historic Preservation 
Historic District/Reg: Over the Rhine Historic District 
COA Standard: Section 1435-09-2 Certificate of Appropriateness; Standard of 
Review 
 
Details of Zoning Relief Required: 
No zoning relief is sought or required for the proposed office use throughout the entire 
building. The office use is not required to provide parking as with a 2000 sf exemption 
and a 50% reduction due to proximity to public parking facilities the property is required 
to provide less than 5 spots and therefore per 1425-23, no spaces have to be provided. 
If a different use other than office is propose, parking may be required. Restaurant/food 

https://www.municode.com/library/oh/cincinnati/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIXIZOCOCI_CH1405REMUMIDI
https://www.municode.com/library/oh/cincinnati/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIXIZOCOCI_CH1435HIPR_S1435-05-4VASPEXCOUS
https://www.municode.com/library/oh/cincinnati/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIXIZOCOCI_CH1435HIPR
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/buildings/historic-conservation/local-conservation-guidelines/over-the-rhine-historic-district/
https://www.municode.com/library/oh/cincinnati/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIXIZOCOCI_CH1435HIPR_S1435-09-2CEAPSTRE
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service and retail both have a higher parking demand and would most likely require 
some parking to be provided for these uses.      

 
Certificate of Appropriateness Review: 

A Certificate of Appropriateness is required for the rear addition, roof top deck, and 
façade changes on the front. The changes being proposed are substantially compatible 
with the Over-the-Rhine Historic Conservation Guidelines. The rear addition is not 
visible from the street and is being built of a masonry unit of the same scale and size of 
existing masonry on the building.  The roof top deck is not visible from the primary 
façade, and the new windows on the front of the building are compatible with the 
guidelines and architecture.  
 
Applicable Guidelines 
 
Additions  

Intent and General Guidelines  
1. Additions are allowed and should follow new construction guidelines. They 

should be compatible in character with the original. They should be sympathetic 
but not imitative in design. 
 

2. Additions should be designed to relate architecturally to adjacent buildings in 
general and to the building they are a part of in particular.  
 

3. Additions should not overpower the original building.  
 

4. The appropriateness of design solutions will be based on balancing the program 
needs of the applicant with 1) how well the proposed design relates to the 
original building and neighboring buildings and 2) how closely the proposal meets 
the intent of these general guidelines and the specific guidelines for new 
construction. 

The addition is a small three story addition that is built to enclose an elevator. 
The addition is utilitarian. It has blank walls but there are many rear walls in OTR 
that have blank sections to accommodate for interior floor plans. The enclosure is 
clad in redi-brick.  

 
 
Site Improvements 
4. Decks: Wood decks should be stained or painted. Rooftop decks should not be highly 

visible from the principal façade. Metal balconies should not be discouraged.  
  

 The roof deck is not visible from the principal façade as is shown by the sight line 
drawing. The roof deck is inset into the roof/fourth floor space and will not be visible 
when viewed from Race Street. The deck will be a sufficient depth behind the new 
parapet as to not require a railing.   
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Other Considerations: 

Prehearing Results: A prehearing was held on February 8, 2017 The applicant and 
members of the OTR Infill Committee were present.  
 
Comments Provided to Staff: No comments have been provided to staff.  
 
Consistency with Plan Cincinnati (2012): 
“Sustain” Initiative Area “Preserve our built history” 
 
Recommendation: 
Staff recommends the Historic Conservation Board take the following actions:  
 

I. CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS 

A. APPROVE a Certificate of Appropriateness for 1707 Race Street submitted 
by BAS Design office dated 10/07/2016 including any revisions submitted for 
permit subject to staff review and approval with the following conditions: 

  

1. The building permits must be issued within two years of the decision 
date or the Certificate of Appropriateness shall expire.  
 

B. FINDING:  The Board makes this determination per Section 1435-09-2: 
1. That the property owner has demonstrated by credible evidence that 

the proposal substantially conforms to the applicable conservation 
guidelines.              
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