
ITEM 1 November 5, 2018 

APPLICATION FOR  
LANDMARK DESIGNATION 

HISTORIC CONSERVATION BOARD PUBLIC HEARING 
 STAFF REPORT 

APPLICATION #: NA 
APPLICANT:   City Studios Architecture  
OWNER:   The Manse Apartments LLC 
ADDRESS:  926 Chapel Street and 1004 Chapel Street 
PARCELS:  066-0003-0023 and 066-0003-0029 
ZONING:  RM 1.2 
OVERLAYS:   N/A 
COMMUNITY:  Walnut Hills  
REPORT DATE:  October 23, 2018 
HEARING DATE:  November 5, 2018 
STAFF REVIEW:  Beth Johnson, Urban Conservator 
 

Nature of Request: 
The applicant is requesting a Local Historic Landmark Designation for the property 
generally located at 926 Chapel Street and 1004 Chapel Street known as the Manse 
Hotel and Annex. The landmark designation is sought for the entire property within the 
boundaries of the tax parcels 066-0003-0023 and 066-0003-0029.  
 
The property is also seeking a National Register Designation for the properties.  
 
Summary and Background: 
The buildings are located on the north side of Chapel Street at the intersection on 
Monfort Street.  

The building is historically significant for its association under Criterion 1, an association 
with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our 
history, in Cincinnati’s African American social history.  (Exhibit D)  

Attached to this Staff report are: 

 Attachment A. Location Map  

 Attachment B: Historic Conservation Guidelines 

 Attachment C: Historic Designation Report 

Applicable Zoning Code Sections:   
Zoning District:   Section 1405 Residential 
Landmark Designation:  Section 1435-07 

 
Designation Review 
Historic Significance 
Staff finds that, based on the attributes and architectural integrity as set forth in the 
Designation Report, that the application for the nomination for the Manse Hotel and 
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Annex meets the requirements prescribed in Chapter 1435, specifically §1435-07-1, 
“Becoming a Becoming a Historic Structure; Determination of Historic Significance”.  

The Cincinnati Zoning Code (CZC) § 1435-07-1(a), specifies that a structure or group of 
structures may be deemed as having Historic Significance if it has at least one of the 
following attributes:  

1. Association with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of our history; or 

2. Association with the lives of persons significant in our past; or 
3. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, method of 

construction or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose 
components may lack individual distinction; or  

4. That has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or 
history. 

The applicant is nominating the Manse Hotel and Annex under Criterion 1. Staff concurs 
that the buildings are eligible for listing due to their association with Cincinnati African 
American social history. While there have been some architectural changes to the 
buildings over the years and the buildings are not in themselves eligible under Criterion 
3, the buildings still do retain architectural integrity that reflect how the building looked 
during its period of significance from 1931-1968. 

 

1. Association with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of our history; or 

Staff concurs that the Manse Hotel and Annex are eligible under Criterion 1. 
The following paragraphs from the designation report state the significance of 
the buildings.  

“Due to segregation in public accommodation the Manse Hotel and Annex 
became a destination for African Americans visiting Cincinnati. The hotel was 
also a popular spot for local blacks to celebrate weddings and other special 
events. The hotel provided a meeting place for Cincinnati’s African American 
clubs, fraternities, and sororities. In addition, the Manse provided a place for 
African American groups such as the National Dental Association, the National 
Bowling Association, and the National Negro Business League to convene in a 
style otherwise only available in Cincinnati’s whites-only hotels. 

The Manse Hotel and Annex also represents owner Horace Sudduth’s 
philosophy and methods of overcoming discrimination in Cincinnati. Sudduth 
established the Manse Hotel and Annex to serve not only as a hotel for 
celebrities and dignitaries but as a gathering spot for leading figures in African 
American business and civil rights. The Manse Hotel and Annex allowed 
ordinary African Americans to experience a lifestyle usually reserved for whites 
through its society functions and events. The Manse Hotel is a testament to its 
founder’s creativity and business prowess in overcoming prejudice through 
black enterprise.”   
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Conservation Guidelines 

The Cincinnati Zoning Code (CZC) § 1435-07-2-C. - Adoption of Conservation 
Guidelines.  

“Conservation guidelines shall promote the conservation, development and use of the 
Historic Landmark, Historic District or Historic Site and its special historic, architectural, 
community or aesthetic interest or value. Insofar as practicable, conservation guidelines 
shall promote redevelopment and revitalization of Historic Structures and compatible 
new development within the Historic District. The guidelines shall not limit new 
construction within a Historic District to a single period or architectural style but may 
seek to preserve the integrity of existing Historic Structures. Conservation guidelines 
shall take into account the impact of the designation of a Historic Landmark, Historic 
District or Historic Site on the residents of the affected area, the effect of the designation 
on the economic and social characteristics of the affected area, the projected impact of 
the designation on the budget of the city, as well as all of the factors listed in paragraph 
1435-07-2-B(c) above. Conservation guidelines shall address Non-Contributing 
Structures. Approved conservation guidelines shall be published on the City's website 
and be made available for public inspection in the office of the Urban Conservator. 

Staff finds that the proposed Conservation Guidelines present best practice approaches 
in seeking to preserve the integrity of the Historic Structure while allowing a compatible 
reuse of the building.  The proposed Conservation Guidelines are written to ensure that 
future work will maintain the significant architectural features and design of the Manse 
Hotel and Annex while allowing for changes that would provide for a continued adaptive 
reuse of the building. The proposed Conservation Guidelines cover changes to the 
exterior of the building.  The interior is not proposed to be subject to local review and at 
the rear is a one-story noncontributing addition. 

The proposed guidelines are also compatible with the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for Historic Preservation 

 
Other Considerations: 
 
Prehearing Results 

 October 17, 2018 A Joint Staff Conference was held with the Department of City 
Planning. The applicant and a neighbor were present at the meeting. There were 
no objections to the application.  

 
Comments Provided to Staff: A letter of support from the Walnut Hills Area Council 
has been received by staff.  
 
Proposed Work 
The applicants are proposing to turn the properties into a senior living facility. They will 
be using both Low Income Housing Tax Credits and Historic Tax Credits. All work will 
comply with the Secretary of the Interiors Standards for Rehabilitation through the 
Historic Tax Credit project.  
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Consistency with Plan Cincinnati (2012): This designation is consistent with the Plan 
Cincinnati goal embodied in the Sustain Initiative, specifically goal #2, preserving our 
built history as outlined in pages 197-198 of the plan. 
 

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

1. RECOMMEND to the Cincinnati City Planning Commission (CPC) and to the 
Cincinnati City Council (CC) for the designation of the entire Tax Parcels # 066-
0003-0023 and 066-0003-0029, also referred to as 926 and 1004 Chapel 
Street/Manse Hotel and Annex buildings, as a Historic Landmark, subject to the 
following conditions: 

a. Any construction proposed upon the proposed Historic Landmark shall 
comply with the proposed Historic Conservation Guidelines (Exhibit B). 
 

2. RECOMMEND to the Ohio Historic Site Preservation Board that the for the 
designation of the entire Tax Parcels # 066-0003-0023 and 066-0003-0029, also 
referred to as 926 and 1004 Chapel Street/Manse Hotel and Annex buildings, be 
listed individually on the National Register of Historic Places.  
 

3. FINDING:  The Board makes this determination per Section 1435-07-1: 
(a) That it has been demonstrated that the Manse Hotel and Annex meets the 

conditions of §1435-07-1(a)(1) as the building maintains integrity with an 
“Association with events that have made a significant contribution to the 
broad patterns of our history.”  

(b) That the Board recommends a proposed Historic Conservation 
Guidelines, October 24, 2018 as required by §1435-07-2C. 

(c) That the proposed Historic Conservation Guidelines are compatible with 
the Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines for Historic Preservation. 
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Historic Conservation Guidelines 
 

Manse Hotel and Annex 

Rehabilitation 
 

General Terminology 

Within these guidelines, the "Manse Hotel" refers to 1004 Chapel Street. The "Manse Hotel 

Annex" refers to 926 Chapel Street. The term "Manse Hotel and Annex" refers to both buildings. 

The Manse Hotel primary façades are the south and west elevations. The north and east Manse 

Hotel elevations are secondary façades. The Manse Hotel Annex primary façade is the south 

elevation. The north, east, and west Manse Hotel Annex elevations are secondary façades. 

 

Intent and General Guidelines 

The following guidelines are adapted and comply with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 

for Rehabilitation. When a proposed change is not addressed by the guidelines, The Secretary of 

the Interiors Standards for Rehabilitation, Interpreting the Standards Bulletins and Preservation 

Briefs will be used as guiding documents.  

These guidelines are intended to ensure that rehabilitation will maintain significant features of 

the Manse Hotel and Annex. Guidelines are intended not as strict rules but are to be used by the 

Historic Conservation Board as a guide to assess the compatibility and appropriateness of 

proposed rehabilitation changes. Reviews by the Historic Conservation Board are restricted to 

exterior changes proposed for this building. Repair and maintenance not changing significant 

features and clearly complying with the intent of these guidelines do not require board review. 

Interior alterations are not the purview of the Historic Conservation Board and are not subject to 

review. 

The following general approaches are recommended: 

1. Repair and maintenance: Ordinary repair and maintenance of like and kind for matching 

the original construction, where visible, and that does not change the appearance of the 

buildings, is acceptable under these guidelines. Rehabilitation may include preservation, 

restoration, reconstruction, or a combination of these, as appropriate and reasonable for 

the building. 
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2. Maintenance: Existing visible features that contribute to the building’s overall character 

and are in good condition should be maintained, preserved, or conserved, where possible. 

Damaged visible features which can be repaired should be repaired whenever possible. 

 

3. Replacements: Replacements of significant features damaged beyond repair, deteriorated 

beyond reasonable repair, or missing significant features should sensitively harmonize 

with the characteristics or the original feature. Replication is appropriate but not required. 

 

Specific Guidelines 

The following specific approaches to exterior elements, features, and visible components are 

recommended: 

 

1. Materials: Materials for significant features on primary façades visible from the street 

that are badly damaged, deteriorated beyond reasonable repair, or missing should be 

replaced with materials or components that closely match the style, shape, color, 

treatment, and texture of the element replaced. Composition, type of joint, size of units, 

visible measures, placement, and detailing should be appropriate for the building. 

Synthetic materials, where closely matching the existing characteristics, may be utilized. 

 

2. Masonry Repointing:  Repointing of deteriorated and/or missing mortar shall match the 

existing historic mortar as close as possible.  Elements of the new repointing mix shall be 

consistent with the existing mortar in formulation, aggregate size, texture, color, and 

method of application.  It is recommended that test patches be applied adjacent to 

existing mortar and allowed to dry.  An assessment should be made of new repointing 

mix with respect to varied constituents to be matched.  The sample that closely matches 

the original mortar should be used for the repointing.  Refer to Preservation Brief for 

general approach to undertaking masonry repointing.  

 

3. Masonry Cleaning:  Sandblasting diminishes the integrity of building materials.  It is not 

an approved cleaning method.  Should cleaning of exterior materials be undertaken, no 

harm should result from the approach taken to do the work.  In the event that cleaning of 

building materials is undertaken, use the gentlest method possible to accomplish good 

results.  Scrubbing with a bristle brush and a mild non-ionic detergent is recommended.  

Should this method be found ineffective, the use of approved chemical cleaning 

application can be used only after test patches have determined the most gentle means 

with respect to composition of cleaning agent, method of application, and cleaning 

results.  Refer to PB # 1 for general approach to masonry cleaning. 
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4. Water-Repellent Coatings:  Use of water-repellent coatings on historic buildings is not 

permitted.  The problem of water infiltration into a building is associated with structural 

or maintenance issues.  Water-repellent coatings compound   problems because the 

coating encapsulates moisture and does not allow it to evaporate naturally.      

 

5. Window and door openings: Window and door openings are important features of these 

buildings. The size and location of openings are an essential part of the overall design and 

an important feature of these buildings' architecture. Original wall openings on primary 

façades should not be altered or filled. On secondary façades, original wall openings 

should not be significantly altered without consideration of the impact to the overall 

character of the original design. 

 

6. Window replacement: New windows should be appropriate in material, scale, 

configuration, style, and size. 

 

7. Ornamentation: Significant architectural features including brick and stone detailing 

elements should be preserved or conserved. Do not make replacements or substitutions of 

different size, scale, design, or incompatible materials. Replacement ornamentation 

should closely match originals in character, scale, configuration, style, size, texture, and 

color. Some synthetic materials, including fiberglass castings or composite materials, 

may be considered. 

 

8. Roofs: Chimneys, parapets, and other architectural features that define the buildings’ 

roofline should be maintained. On primary façades, vents, skylights, rooftop utilities, and 

equipment such as elevator mechanicals and other new roof elements should be placed so 

that they are inconspicuous from the street. New asphalt shingles are acceptable for the 

Manse Hotel Annex roof. 

 

 

9. Painting: Repainting existing features that were historically painted is acceptable. 

Existing exterior elements that were historically not painted, such as brick, stone, and 

terra cotta, should be left unpainted. Use colors that are appropriate to the buildings’ age, 

history, and style. 

 

10. Outside attachments: Exterior light fixtures should be appropriate for the building’s style 

and should be simple and contemporary.  
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11. Awnings: Awnings are acceptable provided they adhere to the National Park Service 

Preservation Brief 44 for the use of awnings on historic buildings.
1
 

 

12. Signs: Signs should be designed for clarity, legibility, and compatibility with the building 

or property on which they are located. Signs should not cover or obscure architectural 

features. Temporary signage is permitted without review by the Historic Conservation 

Board. 

Additions and Exterior Alterations  
 

Intent and General Guidelines 

1. Additions: Additions should follow new construction guidelines, codes, and regulations. 

Any addition should be compatible in character with the original building, with 

sensitivity to existing massing and scale, site, and appearance within the building’s 

existing context. Additions should be sympathetic, may be complementary, but need not 

be imitative in design. Additions should be designed to relate architecturally, not 

overwhelming the original building. 

 

2. Alterations: Alterations should follow construction guidelines for alterations, codes, and 

regulations. Alterations should not change or alter significant features.  

 

3. Appropriateness: The appropriate addition and alteration design solutions should include: 

a. How well the proposed design for the addition or alteration relates to the original 

building and neighboring buildings. 

b. How closely the proposed addition or alteration meets the specific intentions of these 

guidelines. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
1
 Chad Randl, “The Use of Awnings on Historic Buildings, Repair, Replacement and New Design,” accessed 

September 7, 2018, https://www.nps.gov/tps/how-to-preserve/briefs/44-awnings.htm. 

https://www.nps.gov/tps/how-to-preserve/briefs/44-awnings.htm
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Site Improvements 

Intent and General Guidelines 

 

1. Site improvements, such as improvement and/or alteration to existing paving, fences, and 

landscaping should be in keeping with the character of the building and not detract from 

its setting or architectural character.  

2. The design of any new site improvement construction should be in keeping with the 

character of the existing building and not detract from its setting or architectural 

character. 

3. Any design of site improvements should capitalize on the unique setting and location of 

the Manse Hotel and Annex Buildings.  The existing views towards the facades should be 

maintained as an important visual contribution to the integrity of the building.   

Demolition 
 

Any demolition, alterations, or modifications to the Manse Hotel and Annex Building, and 

minimum maintenance requirements, are governed by Section 1435-09:  Alterations and 

Demolitions; Certificates of Appropriateness; Minimum Maintenance, of the Cincinnati 

Zoning Code, ordained by Ordinance No. 217-2012, §1, effective July 20, 2012. Any 

updates, modifications, or amendments to this section of the Cincinnati Zoning Code or 

legislation that supersedes Chapter 1435 of the Cincinnati Zoning Code which is established 

as the “Historic Preservation Code,” shall be considered the governing law.  
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Summary Statement 
 

This report represents the findings and recommendations for the local historic designation of the 

Manse Hotel located at 1004 Chapel St. (HAM-7497-31) and the Manse Hotel Annex (HAM-

7486-31) located at 926 Chapel St. 

 

The properties are historically functionally related and therefore are being nominated as one 

Historic Landmark. The National Park Service certified both properties as historic in 2016 and 

eligible as a single nomination for the National Register of Historic Places in 2016. 

 

Rory Krupp and Roy Hampton, Owen and Eastlake Ltd, prepared this report for City Studios 

Architecture. 
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Boundary Descriptions 
 

Manse Hotel, 1004 Chapel Street, (Tax Parcel 066-0003-0029) 

Situated in Section 8, Town 3, Fractional Range 2 Between the Miamis, The City of Cincinnati, 

Hamilton County, Ohio being the west half of Lot 230 and all of Lot 231 of the Lane Seminary 

Subdivision as recorded in Plat Book 3, Page 66 being all of Tract A, Parcel II of Nassau Avenue 

Investments, LLC as recorded in Official Record 13295, Page 1051 of the Hamilton County 

Recorder’s Office containing 0.4037 acres and being further described as follows: 

 

Begin at the northeast corner of the intersection of the east right of way of Monfort Street and the 

north right of way of Chapel Street, said corner being the True Point of Beginning: 

 

thence, from the True Point of Beginning, departing the north right of way of said Chapel Street 

and with the east right of way of said Monfort Street, North 06° 13' 43" East, 175.00 feet to the 

southwest corner of Tract A, Parcel IV of the same Nassau Avenue Investments, LLC as 

recorded in Official Record 13295, Page 1051 

 

thence, departing the east right of way of said Monfort Street and with the north line of said 

Tract A, Parcel IV of the same Nassau Avenue Investments, LLC, South 84° 21' 17" East, 

100.50 feet to the northwest corner of Cincinnati Federation of Colored Women's Clubs Holding 

Company as recorded in Official Record 3895, Page 657; 

 

thence, departing the north line of said Tract A, Parcel IV of the same Nassau Avenue 

Investments, LLC and with said Cincinnati Federation of Colored Women's Clubs Holding 

Company, South 06° 13' 43" West, 175.00 feet to the north right of way of said Chapel Street; 

thence, departing said Cincinnati Federation of Colored Women's Clubs Holding Company, and 

with the north right of way of said Chapel Street, North 84° 21' 17" West, 100.50 feet to the True 

Point of Beginning containing 0.4037 acres of land, more or less. 

 

Basis of Bearings: NAD83(2011) Ohio State Plane Coordinates, South Zone (3402). 
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Manse Hotel Annex, 926 Chapel Street (Tax Parcel 066-0003-0023) 

Situated in Section 8, Town 3, Fractional Range 2 Between the Miamis, The City of Cincinnati, 

Hamilton County, Ohio being part of Lot 103 of the Lane Seminary Subdivision as recorded in 

Plat Book 3, Page 66 being all of Tract A, Parcel 1 of Nassau Avenue Investments, LLC as 

recorded in Official Record 13295, Page 1051 of the Hamilton County Recorder’s Office 

containing 0.2869 acres and being further described as follows: 

 

Begin at the northwest corner of the intersection of the west right of way of Monfort Street and 

the north right of way of Chapel Street, said corner being the True Point of Beginning: 

 

thence, from the True Point of Beginning, departing the west right of way of said Monfort Street 

and with the north right of way of said Chapel Street, North 84° 21' 17" West, 100.00 feet to the 

southeast corner of 2900 Investments, LLC as recorded in Official Record 9221, Page 2790; 

 

thence, departing the north right of way of said Chapel Street and with the east line of said 2900 

Investments, LLC, North 06° 13' 43" East, 125.00 feet to the south line of Hamilton County 

Land Reutilization Corporation as recorded in Official Record 13547, Page 2213; 

 

thence, departing said 2900 Investments, LLC, and with the south line of said Hamilton County 

Land Reutilization Corporation, South 84° 21' 17" East, 100.00 feet to the west right of way of 

said Monfort Street; 

 

thence, departing said Hamilton County Land Reutilization Corporation and with the west right 

of way of said Monfort Street, South 06° 13' 43" West, 125.00 feet to the True Point of 

Beginning containing 0.2869 acres of land, more or less. 

 

Basis of Bearings: NAD83(2011) Ohio State Plane Coordinates, South Zone (3402). 
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Map 
 

 

Manse Hotel and Annex Boundary Map 

 

Justification of Boundary 
 

The boundary reflects the parcels of the Manse Hotel and Manse Hotel Annex which is the 

property’s historic boundary. 
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Statement of Significance 
 

The Manse Hotel and Annex is significant under Criterion 1, an association with events that have 

made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history, in Cincinnati’s African 

American social history. Due to segregation in public accommodation, the Manse Hotel and 

Annex became a destination for African Americans visiting Cincinnati. The hotel was also a 

popular spot for local blacks to celebrate weddings and other special events. The hotel provided a 

meeting place for Cincinnati’s African American clubs, fraternities, and sororities. In addition, 

the Manse provided a place for African American groups such as the National Dental 

Association, the National Bowling Association, and the National Negro Business League to 

convene in a style otherwise only available in Cincinnati’s whites-only hotels. 

The Manse Hotel and Annex also represents owner Horace Sudduth’s philosophy and methods 

of overcoming discrimination in Cincinnati. Sudduth established the Manse Hotel and Annex to 

serve not only as a hotel for celebrities and dignitaries but as a gathering spot for leading figures 

in African American business and civil rights. The Manse Hotel and Annex allowed ordinary 

African Americans to experience a lifestyle usually reserved for whites through its society 

functions and events. The Manse Hotel is a testament to its founder’s creativity and business 

prowess in overcoming prejudice through black enterprise.   

Description and Documentation On How Landmark Meets the Criteria 

The Manse Hotel and Annex meets Criterion 1 of the Cincinnati Zoning Code 1435-07-01 

because it is an integral part of the African American social history of the city. The 

documentation includes local and regional newspapers that outline the events that made the 

Manse Hotel and Annex significant in African American history. 

Statement on integrity 

The Manse Hotel and Annex has good historic integrity. The location remains the same as during 

the period of significance. The historic property has not been moved. The setting is consistent 

with the period of significance, with a mix of surrounding residential, commercial, and industrial 

properties. The Manse Hotel and Annex retains Horace Sudduth’s original design elements and 

subsequent design changes. The buildings retain the original sense of workmanship. The Manse 

Hotel and Annex retain the sense of materials. No significant exterior materials have been 

removed or covered.  
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Landmark Historic and Architectural Overview 
 

Period of Significance and History of Landmark 

The period of significance for the Manse Hotel and Annex runs from 1931, when Horace 

Sudduth purchased the Hotel Terry and renamed it the Manse Hotel, to 1968, the fifty-year cut-

off for historic designation under the Cincinnati Zoning Code Chapter 14-7-01(b)(2)(F). The 

Manse Hotel and Annex continued to operate as a hotel until 1972; however, the end of the 

period of significance corresponds to the fifty-year closing date of 1968. 

 

Historic Narrative 

 

History of Walnut Hills 

 

Walnut Hills' first recorded resident landowner was James Kemper. In 1794, Rev. Kemper 

established a farm named Walnut Hill. The first Presbyterian minister in Cincinnati, Kemper had 

arrived from Virginia in 1791, and moved to Turtle Creek (Lebanon), Ohio, to start a new parish 

in 1798. Kemper fell into a doctrinal dispute with Kentucky New Light Presbyterian minister 

Richard McNemar in 1803, to whom he lost most of his parishioners. McNemar and others of 

Kemper’s congregation became Shakers and founded Union Village in 1805. Kemper remained 

in the Miami valley for a few more years after his congregation abandoned him, “gathering the 

fragments.”
1
 After living in Kentucky for a year, he then appears to have made his way back to 

Cincinnati. 

 

In 1819, Kemper founded the Walnut Hills Academy, a school based on the then-fashionable 

manual labor system.
2
 Proponents maintained that vigorous manual labor built cheerful 

enthusiasm that could be channeled not only to improving their students' studies but to life and 

health itself.
3
 The Presbyterian Lane Theological Seminary was established in 1829 in the same 

general location as Kemper’s Walnut Hills Academy, by that time defunct. By 1932 the seminary 

had closed, and the last building was demolished in 1956. 

 

Before the Civil War, African Americans established a small community in Walnut Hills east of 

Kemper Lane and north of William Howard Taft; it had over fifty residents in 1856.
4
 African 

Americans were also attracted to Walnut Hills by Lane Seminary, which granted land leases to 

blacks, enabling them to build houses. The first houses were constructed on Chapel between 

Myrtle and Preston. A separate black business district sprang up west of Victory Parkway, north 

                                                 
1
 J. G. Monfort, Presbyterianism North of the Ohio (Cincinnati: Elm Street Printing, 1872), 10. 

2
 Charles Theodore Greve, Centennial History of Cincinnati and its Representative Citizens, Vol. 1 (Chicago: 

Biographical Publishing Company, 1904), 619. 
3
  “Manual Labor,” American Quarterly Register VIII: 1 (August 1834), 66. 

4
  Cissie Dore Hill, Walnut Hills, City Neighborhood (Cincinnati, OH: Cincinnati Historical Society, 1983), 8. 
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of Myrtle, east of Kemper and Melrose, and south of Altoona. They included barber shops and 

beauty parlors, furniture stores, restaurants, professional services, and grocery stores. 

 

African American coal entrepreneur Robert Gordon purchased real estate in Walnut Hills after 

the Civil War with money he had invested in bonds during the war. Gordon had made a fortune 

in the antebellum period by cornering the Cincinnati coal market. When white coal dealers 

attempted to drive him out of business by undercutting his prices, Gordon sent mulatto straw 

buyers to purchase the coal for him, and resold it at a tidy profit. He reserved the coal he had 

previously purchased, and when the Ohio River froze solid the next winter, halting barge traffic, 

Gordon was the only one in Cincinnati with coal to sell. He controlled the market, and the price, 

that winter.
5
 

 

Cincinnati annexed Walnut Hills in portions between 1856 and 1870. The community's schools 

became part of Cincinnati’s school system, which maintained separate black and white districts 

until the passage of the Arnett Law in 1887. Frederick Douglass elementary school, which joined 

the Cincinnati school system in 1870, moved into a new building in 1872. Though now a single 

district, Cincinnati maintained a segregated school system even after 1887 with the acquiescence 

of the black community. Separate schools ensured that black teachers, who held elite positions in 

the African American community, would continue to be employed, since no black teachers were 

allowed in mixed or white schools. Middle-class African Americans also worried that mixed 

schools would attract only lower-class whites and diminish their children’s educational 

experience. This was not a universally shared view in Cincinnati’s African American 

community; some black leaders, such as the Cincinnati Union publisher Wendell P. Dabney, 

were staunch integrationists. 

 

Walnut Hills established a number of segregated institutions so African Americans would not 

have to enter white establishments yet would still have access to services and amenities. In 1921, 

the Cincinnati Real Estate Board officially adopted a segregation policy for its agents, forbidding 

them to sell houses or property in established white or hilltop sections of Cincinnati.
6
 YMCA 

activities were segregated and the Cincinnati Enquirer listed dances specifically for African 

Americans.
7
 The Cincinnati Library established a branch in the Douglass School a few blocks 

from the whites-only Walnut Hills branch.
8
 The Colored Orphan Asylum was established in 

1845 at Melish and Van Buren. In 1916, white philanthropist Joseph Schmidlapp established the 

Hotel Gordon at Ashland and Chapel. It was not a success and was converted to apartments 

during the Depression. 

 

The neighborhood received international recognition in 1924 when Walnut Hills High graduate 

DeHart Hubbard became the first African American to receive a gold medal in the Olympic 

Games. Competing in Paris, Hubbard medaled in the long jump. However, international 

                                                 
5
 Juliet E. K. Walker, The History of Black Business in America (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 

2009) 161 
6
 John Emmaus Davis, Contested Ground: Collective Action and the Urban Neighborhood (Ithaca: Cornell 

University Press, 1991), 110–11. 
7
 “Boost to Be Given to Games,” Cincinnati Enquirer, September 7, 1919, 18. 

8
 Dore Hill, Walnut Hills, 25. 
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accolades did not protect him from Cincinnati’s segregation. After he graduated from the 

University of Michigan with honors he worked as a supervisor in the Department of Colored 

Work for the Cincinnati Recreation Commission. 

 

By this time Walnut Hills was a middle-class black community. The Cincinnati Enquirer firmly 

established a separate identity for the area by referring to the “Walnut Hills Negro District” in 

matters of sport, politics, and general news in its reporting. The neighborhood differed 

financially and politically from Cincinnati's African American West End. During the Great 

Depression, when many blacks switched their electoral support to Roosevelt’s New Deal 

Democrats, Walnut Hills still voted solidly Republican. West Enders referred slightingly to the 

voting pattern as the “Pullman Porter Polls,” a reference to an elite employment position that 

required an accommodating attitude towards whites in return for status and financial gain.
9
  

 

Walnut Hills suffered in the post-war period under the pressure of urban renewal and highway 

construction. Walnut Hills, Avondale, and Evanston formed a depressed area. Discrimination 

caused by "redlining," which meant not having access to conventional mortgages or often to 

mortgages of any kind at all, led to property deterioration. Insurance companies charged higher 

rates or refused service outright. The area's difficulties were compounded by continued 

residential segregation that led to higher prices in African American neighborhoods as supply 

diminished and demand skyrocketed, combined with lackadaisical code enforcement and rental 

property owners who, with a captive market, had no incentive to maintain properties. As a result, 

the neighborhood sharply declined during the 1950s and 1960s. These conditions, combined with 

persistent unemployment and police brutality, led to urban rebellions in 1967 and 1968, which 

further hampered neighborhood rehabilitation and revival. 

 

History of the Manse Hotel and Annex 

 

The history of the Manse Hotel and Annex is inextricably tied to its founder and owner, Horace 

Sudduth, a proponent of the views of Booker T. Washington. Washington, who founded 

Alabama's Tuskegee Institute in 1881, surmised that African Americans could only be free when 

they achieved economic parity with whites. The path to less prejudice and discrimination was 

through increased economic activity. The history of the Manse is also inextricably tied to 

segregation in Cincinnati and the individual and community response to it. Together, these forces 

and reactions caused both the building and eventual demise of the Manse Hotel and Annex. 

 

Horace Sudduth was born in 1888 in Covington, Kentucky. Sudduth attended the segregated 

William Grant High School and graduated around 1906. He became a porter with the Pullman 

Company, traveling as far west as Oklahoma.
10

 While Sudduth felt that Oklahoma held promise 

for African American enterprise in general and his interest in real estate in particular, his high 

school sweetheart, Melvina Jones, thought otherwise. They were married around 1909. In 1910, 

Sudduth founded the Creative Real Estate Company. He focused on service and not a quick 

profit, correctly surmising that if customers were satisfied his company’s financial success would 

                                                 
9
 “Political Portents Haywire in Cincinnati, Dean Finds,” Cincinnati Enquirer, October 27, 1940, 20. 

10
 Steven Middleton, “'We Must Not Fail!!!': Horace Sudduth, Queen City Entrepreneur,” Queen City Heritage 49, 

no. 2 (1991): 4. 



9 

 

follow.
11

 In 1919, at a time of increasing discrimination due to the Great Migration, Sudduth 

founded the Industrial Federal Savings and Loan Association when local financial institutions 

refused to make loans to African Americans.
12

 

 

During this period Sudduth became interested in the racial and economic advancement 

philosophies of Booker T. Washington. Sudduth met Washington in 1913 and was profoundly 

affected; Washington’s philosophy of economic self-sufficiency clearly resonated with 

Sudduth’s own business ambitions. Sudduth became involved in the National Negro Business 

League (NBBL), founded by Washington in 1900, which acted as an African American Chamber 

of Commerce.  As a member of Washington’s network, Sudduth promoted philanthropic racial 

uplift. He organized local blacks when he learned about Sears & Roebuck president Julius 

Rosenwald’s offer to match up to $25,000 in community-raised funds for the building of 

segregated YMCAs. Sudduth and his group raised $100,000 to build the Ninth Street YMCA; he 

subsequently served on its Management Committee for twenty-five years. 
13

 

 

Sudduth purchased the Hotel Terry in 1931. (Figure 1) He was apparently influenced by Joseph 

Schmidlapp and his nearby Gordon Hotel at Chapel and Ashland Streets.
14

 The Hotel Terry was 

a boarding house rather than a true hotel. Mozella Terry, the proprietor, was a college-educated 

African American women; she and her husband, William Terry, twenty-three years her senior, 

also lived there along with their daughters.
15

 Sudduth did not take up residence at the Manse and 

seems to have quickly changed the business model. He began to advertise in regional African 

American newspapers such as the Pittsburgh Courier (Figure 2). The Moderne wing appears to 

have been added at this time, in the early to mid-1930s.  Dinner parties, society events, and 

social activities began to appear in the black press. For example, the Manse Hotel held an open 

house in November 1933 for the Alpha Pi Alpha Midwestern fraternity gathering.
16

 In November 

1934, African American actress Etta Moten Barnett was the guest of honor at a special private 

breakfast at the Manse Hotel.
17

  

 

After this promising beginning, disaster struck when in 1939 the hotel caught fire, displacing 

eight African American families.
18

 Newspaper accounts noted the fire started in the third floor 

tower and spread through the walls to the first floor. The fire was not discovered until it burst 

through the walls of a neighboring apartment.
19

  

 

Chicago’s Supreme Life Liberty Insurance Company held its summer conference at the Manse in 

August, 1940. Supreme Life was the largest black-owned insurance company in the country. Its 

president and founder, Truman Kenna Gibson, was a protégé of W. E. B. Du Bois and was active 
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in civil rights causes. Agents for Supreme Life and its associated company Fireside Mutual Aid 

Association worked ardently throughout Ohio, providing know-how and support for direct action 

civil rights organizations such as Cleveland’s Future Outlook League and Columbus’s Vanguard 

League. Gibson would continue throughout his career to be involved in African American 

causes. That his organization had a conference here is significant, both because of the historic 

importance of Supreme Life and because of the rivalry between Sudduth's and Gibson's mentors. 

 

The relationship between Cincinnati’s segregation and the Manse Hotel appeared regularly in the 

black press during the 1940s. For example, the International Council of Religious Education 

protested their treatment during a conference in 1941 when conference accommodations had to 

be split by race. White attendees stayed at the Alms Hotel on Victory Parkway, while black 

attendees stayed at the Manse Hotel. Under pressure from attendees, conference organizers sadly 

reported that “it was the best arrangements we could make.”
20

 

 

The Manse Hotel also saved the day in September 1943 when the Cincinnati Club balked at 

housing African American YMCA youth delegates during a convention. While they were 

allowed to use private rooms for meetings, no sleeping arrangements were offered to the black 

delegates. The entire youth conference moved to the Manse Hotel where “white and Negro youth 

leaders enjoyed an atmosphere of complete fellowship in complete freedom in spacious 

accommodations.”
21

 

 

The Manse witnessed early strides in sports integration. In the immediate post-war period access 

to golf courses was highly contested. The Manse served as a headquarters for regional African 

American golf tournaments, as it did in June 1945 when golfers from Indianapolis, Dayton, and 

Cincinnati stayed at the hotel. The National Bowling Association, a black bowling association, 

held their conference at the Manse in 1955, at the height of the bowling integration struggle. 

 

In 1946 the Manse Hotel, along with other leading hotels in Cincinnati, hosted the 37th national 

conference of the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP). The 

city was crowded with African American luminaries. Thurgood Marshall was awarded the 

Springarn Medal from the NAACP for his work. Boxer Joe Louis attended. Newspaper accounts 

note that the city was crowded with vehicles and pedestrians as various events took place around 

town. Attractions included a “mammoth air show” by the 477
th

 Composite Group, more 

commonly known as Tuskegee Airmen, in their distinctive red-tailed P-51 Mustang fighter 

planes. But not everyone in Cincinnati was enthused. A number of downtown Cincinnati 

restaurants “closed for repairs” during the conference to avoid either serving black patrons or 

weathering protests for refusal, only opening when the attendees were gone.
22

 

 

Sudduth enhanced his national standing in the African American community when he became 

president of the National Negro Business League (NNBL) in 1947. As NNBL president Sudduth 

traveled the country promoting black business enterprises. He used his role to advocate for an 
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economic vision heavily influenced by Booker T. Washington, noting that the black and white 

economies were intrinsically linked. While some blacks encouraged economic separatism, 

Sudduth wanted blacks to open businesses in white neighborhoods too, "if they have the ability 

and means to operate on an efficient and competitive basis."
23

 Sudduth’s leadership radically 

altered the NNBL. He formed a Washington office to directly lobby the federal government and 

maintain access to political power. 

 

Back in Cincinnati, in 1949-1950 Sudduth once again expanded the hotel, adding another wing 

and the larger, current ballroom (Figure 3 and Figure 4) 

Opening on Easter Day, the event garnered considerable press attention. From as far away as 

Pittsburgh, the African American newspaper the Pittsburgh Courier noted in its society column 

that opening was still the talk of the town a week later during a time when there were too many 

social events to even mention.
24

 Sudduth purchased the apartment building to the west of the 

hotel during the same period, which became the Manse Hotel Annex. Sudduth converted its 

apartments into one-bedroom efficiencies and two-bedroom apartments for longer-term guests 

(Figure 5 and Figure 6). 

 

With the new ballroom and more space for guests, the size of events and celebrity increased 

during this period of postwar prosperity. One 1949 dinner honored Wendall P. Dabney, publisher 

of the Cincinnati Union. (Figure 7) In October, 1950, boxer Ezzard Charles, the "Cincinnati 

Cobra," held his press conference at the Manse Hotel after defeating Joe Louis to become the 

world heavyweight champion. The Manse occupied a singular role among Cincinnati's hotels 

after the renovation. For both whites and African Americans, it was a national-level destination 

with unsurpassed class and service. For African Americans, it was also their only choice. 

 

The 1950s and early 1960s were the Manse Hotel's peak years. Cincinnati Reds first baseman 

Frank Robinson moved into the Manse Annex in 1956, his first season with the Reds. Robinson 

won Rookie of the Year. Musician Hank Ballard wrote “The Twist” at the Manse when he came 

to Cincinnati to record at King Records.
25

 Musician Duke Ellington and baseball great Hank 

Aaron also stayed. James Brown stayed at the Manse Hotel when he recorded his first release, 

“Please, Please, Please” in 1956. James Brown returned four times to record at King Studios 

staying at the Manse each time and considered it his second home.
26

 The list of black celebrities 

who stayed at the Manse, again both because of its excellent facilities and because they had few 

other options, are long and storied. 

 

Opinions about Cincinnati's race relations were mixed in the mid-1950s, as they were in many 

parts of the United States as postwar civil rights activism gathered steam. One newspaper 

published a pair of opinions by African American camp counselors who could not agree on 
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whether conditions were improving. One counselor, who had previously lived in Baltimore; 

Richmond, Virginia; and Springfield, Ohio, thought Cincinnati was the most discriminatory city 

of the lot. Another counselor who attended school in Cincinnati didn’t think that was the case in 

1955, but ten years earlier would have had to agree.
27

   

 

Sudduth himself had a complicated relationship with Cincinnati’s white power structure. In 

1955, he was arrested for building code violations; the city stated that he had failed to provide 

fire escapes and neglected to fix a sewer line in a property on W. Sixth St. Claiming that on their 

first attempt to arrest him Sudduth had slammed his door, the police returned, broke down his 

kitchen door, and took him into custody.
28

 He was later released on bond. While the Cincinnati 

Enquirer, known for pointing out the race of criminals if they were black, referred to Sudduth as 

Cincinnati’s "Number One Negro citizen,” the Pittsburgh Courier, a black newspaper, had noted 

a few years earlier that he would be a great American by any standard.
29

 

 

Sudduth died in 1957 in Washington, D.C. The hotel was left to his daughters. While the Manse 

was a notable destination, it was not profitable. At Sudduth’s death the hotel had $100,000 in 

liabilities.
30

 Sudduth had always refused to get a liquor license for the establishment. His heirs 

changed this practice almost immediately after his death. In addition, the Manse needed 

renovation, a difficult proposition considering the debt.
31

 The heirs quickly decided to put the 

Manse up for sale (Figure 8). But the hotel remained on the market until 1961, at which time 

Sudduth’s daughters transferred the property to their names. Sudduth’s son-in-law Glenn 

Alexander managed the hotel. 

 

The financial climate for the hotel had begun to sour by the early 1960s. Some of the Manse's 

problems were specific and contingent; the Manse and Frank Robinson entered into a legal battle 

in 1958 when Robinson held the Manse responsible for the loss of a gold watch.
32

 Robinson 

refused to pay his bill for two years and the Manse attempted to garnish his wages, though it 

dropped the garnishment suit in 1960. But beyond issues with individual clients, larger structural 

forces were at work which signaled trouble for the business. 

 

The 1959 formation of the Ohio Civil Rights Commission (OCRC) allowed people to easily 

lodge complaints against discriminating businesses. This allowed those who filed civil rights 

complaints to not be held at the mercy of local juries, who often acquitted defendants. The 

OCRC didn’t immediately end segregation in Cincinnati. In 1961, the Cincinnati Enquirer was 

                                                 
27

 Marshall Brogdon and Virginia Coffey, “Speaking Out on Race Relations,” Cleveland Call and Post, May 29, 

1954, 3C. 
28

 “Charges Realtist Resists Arrest, Violates Code,” Cleveland Call and Post, March 13, 1954, 4A. 
29

 Joseph D. Bibb, “Sudduth Succeeds: Builds His Own Business, Works and Labors to Lift Up His Fellow Man,” 

Pittsburgh Courier, April 21, 1951, 7. 
30

 Howard Allen, “In Manse’s Dusty Ballroom Party’s Been Over 20 Years,” The Cincinnati Enquirer, June 2, 1969, 

10. 
31

 “Minister Blocks Opening Swank Cincy Nite Spot,” Cleveland Call and Post, October 12, 1957, 8B. 
32

 “Frank Robinson Suit Dropped,” Cleveland Call and Post, July 15, 1960, 13. The Call and Post reported that the 

watch was related to Robinson's MVP award; however, Robinson did not win a MVP award until 1961. The watch 

may have been a prize for winning Rookie of the Year in 1956 or as a recognition of his All-Star status in 1956 and 

1960. 



13 

 

still advertising rental properties in Walnut Hills for "Negro occupancy" in contravention of state 

law.
33

 But as a result of the OCRC's work and of civil rights activism generally, segregation in 

public accommodations waned, especially at large downtown hotels. The Civil Rights Act of 

1964 also greatly assisted tackling segregation. By the mid-1960s, African Americans were able 

to enjoy many formerly segregated hotels and restaurants without humiliation or embarrassment. 

Segregation waned to the point where the Negro Motorist Green Book, published to steer black 

customers to friendly locations, ceased publication. Racial discrimination in public 

accommodations became largely a problem at small hotels on the outskirts of towns.
34

  

 

More and more African Americans visiting from out of town or hosting events went to formerly 

all-white downtown hotels, draining business away from the Manse. In 1966, the Cincinnati 

Business League honored Sudduth’s memory at the Cincinnati Playboy Club. Some attendees, 

and a news article, questioned why the event wasn’t being held at the Manse Hotel.
35

 By this 

time fewer large events were being held at the Manse as more and more African Americans used 

tony downtown hotels for their events. The Manse Hotel and Annex began to cater to a more 

transient element. Police calls increased. 

 

By 1969, the Manse was notable for its faded glory. News articles from this period describe 

cigarette burns and stained carpet, a stale smell, and transient customers. Manager Glenn 

Alexander hoped that a community corporation might take over or at least invest in the business, 

reflecting the new black consciousness and black enterprise movements of the late 1960s, but 

neither option materialized. While prosperous African Americans took their events downtown, 

desegregation did not result in whites patronizing black businesses like the Manse. As one 

Cincinnati Enquirer article noted, “Where they once got a chunk of money from the Negro upper 

class they only get a measly portion from the poor black man."
36

 By the end of the 1960s the 

Manse went from being featured in the black society pages to largely appearing on the crime 

blotter. In 1971, a Columbus policeman was arrested at the Manse with stolen goods and 

heroin.
37

 In 1972, Sudduth's daughter Horvena Alexander sold the Manse Hotel and Annex to 

Walnut Hills Apartments for $90,000. The hotel complex was converted into affordable housing 

units. 

 

Sudduth’s legacy continued in the African American community. The African American 

Chamber of Commerce maintains the Sudduth Society, a 90-day business program for black 

entrepreneurs. The NNBL thrived with the changes that Sudduth implemented during his tenure 

as president. The Manse, meanwhile, became a historical legend in the community for its many 

years of providing service for affluent blacks and whites, a place where celebrities and ordinary 

people could experience top-notch service in an integrated environment. For decades it had been 

the only place in Cincinnati where patrons of both races could mix with black celebrities and 

business leaders and perhaps forget for a moment that segregation existed.  
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Architectural Description and Periods of Construction 

Summary Paragraph 

The Manse is a two-building hotel complex consisting of a main brick-clad hotel building, 

constructed in stages from 1876–1950, and a smaller annex building constructed as an apartment 

building during the late nineteenth century and remodeled during the mid-twentieth century to 

provide larger extended-stay hotel rooms and apartments for the Manse complex.  The Manse’s 

main building sits at the northeast corner of Chapel and Montfort streets in the Walnut Hills 

neighborhood of Cincinnati, while the Manse Annex sits on the northwest corner. Both buildings 

face Chapel Street. The buildings are located in an urban neighborhood with mixed residential 

and commercial land uses.  

The Manse’s main building has a core section consisting of the remnants of a c. 1876 Second 

Empire-style house. This building started out as a single-family home, but was serving as a hotel 

and rooming house by the early twentieth century. After Horace Sudduth's 1930s purchase of the 

property, the building was converted to a larger hotel facility. Initially, a small two-story brick 

wing was added onto the back of the house. This was the configuration of the Manse during the 

1930s and most of the 1940s.  

After World War II, with racial discrimination in hotel accommodations still prevalent in 

Cincinnati, Sudduth decided the time had come to expand the Manse. By 1949, construction was 

underway to greatly expand the main building, with a one-story brick solarium added to the front 

(south) wall, a one-story addition on the east wall, and a four-story brick tower addition on the 

north (rear) side of the building. By April 1950, this work had been completed, giving us the 

version of the Manse's main building that is visible today. Although the building’s windows were 

replaced after 1970 and some other alterations have been made to the exterior since then, the 

overall form and massing of most of the large building has not been significantly altered. The 

exterior of the main building of the Manse still looks very much as it did in April 1950.  

The Manse Annex is a three-story brick Victorian building with aspects of the Second Empire 

style as well as the local Cincinnati German brick vernacular, which often features extensive use 

of corbelled and patterned brickwork. The building is E-shaped, with a rectangular main wing 

and three rear wings. The walls are red brick on the first and second story, while the third floor is 

an asphalt shingle Mansard roof. The façade of the building features segmental arches, corbelled 

brick, and a central gable with decorative metalwork. The building has new windows and a new 

roof but generally looks much as it did when it served as the Manse Hotel Annex during the 

1940s, 1950s, and 1960s. Many of the alterations to the original building, such as the bricking-in 

of some windows and the heavy alteration of the front entrance, date to its Manse-era use and do 

not detract from its integrity as related to the history of the Manse.  
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Overall, both the Manse's main building and its annex retain a high level of architectural 

integrity. The overall form, massing, and exterior cladding of the buildings have not changed 

since the later years (1950–68) of the Manse's period of significance. The buildings therefore 

have a high level of integrity of materials, setting, feeling, and association and are good 

representations of the history of the Manse as it existed during the period of significance. The 

interiors of the two buildings, although somewhat more heavily altered than the exteriors, still 

retain many aspects of the layout and circulation patterns of the buildings as they existed before 

the 1969 closure of the Manse and its subsequent conversion from hotel into apartment complex 

in 1971–72.  

 

Introduction 

The Manse is a former hotel, converted later to an apartment complex, and is significant as 

Cincinnati’s main African American hotel during a time (roughly pre-1964) when the city’s 

major downtown hotels were segregated whites-only facilities. The Manse sits in a mixed 

commercial and residential part of the Walnut Hills neighborhood, and consists of the main 

building, which has many wings and additions, and a smaller annex building on the other side of 

Montfort Street, which is a simpler, smaller building constructed all at once in the late nineteenth 

century. The main building served as the Manse Hotel built to accommodate African Americans 

excluded from Cincinnati’s other hotels, with the building attaining its current configuration after 

a 1949–50 expansion. The hotel remained open after discrimination in public accommodations 

was outlawed by the 1964 Civil Rights Act, but went into a state of decline from 1965–69 due to 

decreasing demand for its services. The hotel closed in 1969 and by 1971 the building was sold 

to apartment developers. Its sale and remodeling for apartment use ends its period of 

significance. The main building today looks much as it did from c. 1950–69, which comprises 

much of the period of significance for the property.  

The following description first covers the Manse main building, with the exterior followed by the 

interior. The Manse Annex building, with exterior followed by interior, will be described last.  

Main Building 

The Manse’s main building is composed of several wings dating to different time periods and 

episodes of construction; this description is organized around those wings and periods of 

construction, since describing the whole building as one entity is confusing and does not reflect 

the complexity and evolution of the property (See Figure 3 and Figure 5). 

The core of the main building is a c. 1876 Second Empire wood-frame three-story single-family 

home. This building was later converted to a rooming house and then a small hotel. Over the 

years the house was added to in increments, with the 1949–50 addition being the largest, until it 

attained the form it has today. The third floor of the house, accommodated under its Mansard 
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roof, was still present in April 1950, but was subsequently removed, possibly as part of the 

1971–72 conversion of the building to apartments. Therefore, the portion of the building 

constituting the original house is now only two stories tall.  

The main building’s south wing consists of the original c. 1876 house and a solarium added to 

the south wall in 1949–50. The second (central) wing is a small brick two-story structure with a 

stone foundation. It was added to the rear of the 1876 house, probably in the 1930s but possibly 

in 1940 following a 1939 fire. The north wing consists of a one-story west wing and a four-story 

tower on the north side of the building, both built during the 1949–50 expansion of the hotel.  

The Manse's main building also sits on a hillside, meaning that the level of the building that is 

underground on the building’s south side serves as an exposed first floor on the building’s west 

and north sides. Therefore, the first floor of the solarium and the c. 1876 house will be referred to 

as the “first floor” and the basement level will be referred to as the basement even though it 

serves as the first floor for the north wing.    

The south wing faces Chapel Street, and fronts onto a grass lawn with a concrete sidewalk and 

concrete steps down to the street. The south wing’s south wall, which is the front of the building 

facing Chapel Street, consists of the 1949–50 solarium addition and vestiges of the c. 1876 

Second Empire house. The solarium sits on a high brick raised basement with openings on the 

southwest corner of the building; these may have been for air conditioning or other ventilation 

equipment. As it exists today, the first floor of the solarium addition has a fairly plain and 

utilitarian Modernist vernacular style with brick walls, a flat roof, and a cubic form. April 1950 

photos of the building show ribbon windows, giving the solarium an element of Art Moderne 

styling.  

The main solarium entrance is in a recessed porch and is reached via a concrete staircase flanked 

by retaining walls and planters. The stone trim surrounding the recessed front porch has a 

toothed pattern, suggesting a hint of more traditional Tudor Revival architecture. The solarium’s 

brick walls are capped with a thin stone parapet. The wall now has six double-hung aluminum 

replacement windows sitting on a limestone stringcourse, which originally would have formed 

the base of ribbon windows. The main entrance is a plain metal door. The solarium’s original 

ribbon windows were interrupted only by the central entrance and corner supports, but parts of 

this were filled in, ca. 1971–72, to create individual double-hung window openings when the 

solarium was converted to individual apartments. The ribbon window effect gave the original 

solarium more of an Art Moderne horizontality.  

The south wing’s second floor has walls that are now veneered in brick but that once belonged to 

the wood-frame Second Empire house and originally had beveled wood siding. The Mansard 

roof that once sat on top of the house was removed, probably c. 1971–72, and replaced with a 

flat roof. The second-story wall has two aluminum windows on its west side, one small and one 

large. A projecting brick bay at the center of the wall has one aluminum window, and a second 
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projecting bay on the east side of the wall has a set of triple aluminum windows. The second 

story wall is capped by plain metal edging and has no cornice. 

The west side of the 1949–50 solarium has brick walls and two aluminum windows. Behind it is 

a portion of the former Second Empire house, which extends up two stories. The first floor has a 

three-sided bay window with three aluminum windows, and there is an additional aluminum 

window to the rear of the bay window. The second floor of the former house has a similar 

configuration, and is capped with metal edging. The east side of the south wing has two windows 

that belong to the solarium, and a section of Second Empire house wall that has two aluminum 

windows. 

The next wing is the c. 1937–40 central wing, which was an addition mainly built on to the north 

side of the Second Empire house, but also on to a bit of the house’s east side. This wing may 

have been built in the early years of the hotel, but may belong to a 1940 reconstruction after a 

1939 fire. The style of the addition is plain and utilitarian, with brick walls, a low gabled roof, 

and no ornament, and might also be described as Modernist vernacular. This wing has a cut stone 

foundation, brick walls with a parapet, and a low-pitched gabled asphalt roof. A small east 

portion of this wing extends to the east of the former Second Empire House, and has a flat roof 

and a series of aluminum windows. The east wall of the main portion of the central wing has a 

series of double-gang aluminum windows on both the first and second floors, and a shallow 

cornice at the top. The west wall of the central wing is covered on its first floor by the one-story 

west portion of the north wing, but the second floor has a series of single and double aluminum 

windows and a parapet capped with a thin stone coping. The north side of the central wing is no 

longer visible because it is attached to the four-story north wing tower.  

The north wing was built from 1949–50 and consists of the west one-story portion of the 

building, mainly visible on the building’s west wall, and the four-story tower on the building’s 

north side. The first floor of both sections of the north wing are at the basement level of the south 

and central wings. The north wing, in both its west and north portions, is very different in 

construction from the earlier central wing. The north wing has poured concrete and concrete 

block foundations instead of the cut stone of the central wing, and the its walls are composed of 

concrete block veneered in brick, instead of clay tile or solid brick masonry. The construction 

materials and techniques of the north wing clearly show a later episode of construction than the 

more traditional approach taken in the central wing.  

The west section of the north wing has a small section of concrete block on its south wall facing 

Chapel Street. Otherwise, this west area consists, on its west side, of brick veneered walls, a 

metal door, and a series of aluminum windows, some double gang, while some of these double 

windows have been partially blocked in with brick to make a single window opening. The roof 

of this part of the structure is flat and has a thin stone parapet coping, again reflecting a 

Modernist vernacular design approach.  
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The remainder of the north wing is a four-story tower, although construction of the tower on a 

hillside slope means that the tower’s first floor is only visible on the west side of the building, 

and is at basement level on the building’s east side. The tower has brick walls, a flat roof, and 

aluminum replacement windows.  

The tower’s north wall has a series of double and single aluminum windows of various sizes on 

the second, third, and fourth floors, with the first floor covered by the one-story part of the north 

wing. The west wall of the north tower has two large aluminum windows on the first floor and a 

metal door lined with stone trim in a traditional toothed Tudor-Revival-like pattern. The center 

of this wall is a projecting stairway tower with one window each on the second and third floors, 

with the tower extending partially to the fourth floor. The tower’s windows are closed in with 

concrete block on its second, third, and fourth levels. The remainder of the second and third floor 

walls have a series of double-gang windows. A parapet caps the wall at the top of the third floor, 

and then the fourth floor of the building steps back to form a penthouse-like effect. The top 

floor's "penthouse" west wall has aluminum windows and three corbelled brick diamond-shaped 

medallions, again giving a hint of tradition to an otherwise Modernist building.  

The north wall of the tower has large aluminum windows and three large loading dock doors on 

the first floor; one of the window openings has been bricked in. The second, third, and fourth 

floors all have a series of single aluminum windows of various sizes, stacked in vertical rows. 

The east side of the north tower is a plain brick wall with a series of aluminum windows of 

various sizes, again stacked in vertical rows. The south side of the north tower wing features a 

series of aluminum windows and also flat metal doors on each floor. The ground floor door has 

concrete steps, while the second and third floor doors open onto a steel fire escape. Because the 

tower is built on a hillside in typical Cincinnati fashion, the tower’s first floor is only visible on 

the west side of the building; on the building’s east side the first floor is underground due to the 

topography of the site. 

Another oddity of the building’s hillside construction is an area of basement that has no actual 

building above it. A concrete-paved area that sits east of the central wing and south of the north 

wing is actually the roof of a basement-only portion of the main building. A series of metal vents 

sits on the east edge of the concrete pavement. This basement area was added during the 1949–

50 expansion of the Manse. Its function is not clear from surviving 1971 renovation plans, 

although the roof vents suggest that it may possibly have contained kitchen or mechanical and 

ventilation equipment rooms.  

The interior of the main building of the Manse was altered during the conversion of the building 

to apartment use in 1971–72. During this work, many of the public spaces inside the hotel were 

enclosed to form additional apartment space, and some hotel rooms were joined together to form 

apartments. However, many of the features of the original public spaces (tile floors, exposed 

brick walls, etc.) have been preserved underneath the 1970s apartment construction, including 

the solarium and vestiges of the lobby space inside the original c. 1876 house. The 1950 
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ballroom was located in the first floor/basement level of the north wing tower. This portion of 

the building remains as a large open space and was not subdivided in 1971–72 like many other 

public spaces in the building; it was kept open and used as the maintenance/parts storage area for 

the apartment complex.  

The 1971–72 apartment conversion also left the overall circulation pattern of most of the 

building intact, so the location of the majority of the corridors and staircases is as it was during 

the later years of the period of significance (c. 1950–69). Most of the corridors and staircases in 

the building today are the original Manse-era staircases and hallways, although the interior 

finishes were likely altered during the apartment conversion project.  

Most of the interior walls in the building are composed of drywall with a rough spattered texture 

applied. This is true for most walls and ceilings throughout the interior. From archival 

photographs, it appears that the original hotel had smooth drywall on the interior but the 

texturing was added in 1971–72, probably to hide and blend in alterations such as the closing-in 

of some of the hotel room doors and the addition of partition walls to convert the solarium and 

lobby spaces into apartments. However, a sense of the original hotel circulation pattern remains, 

due to the preservation of hallways and staircases from the original building in the 1971–72 

apartment conversion.   

The basement of the interior served several important purposes for the hotel, and sits underneath 

the c. 1876 house, the c. 1930s central wing, and the west and north tower portions of the north 

wing, and the courtyard. There is no basement underneath the solarium and some portions of the 

c. 1937–40 central wing were not excavated. The basement contained the building’s kitchen, 

hairdresser’s shop, the Greenbriar Room restaurant, the ballroom, and possibly other dining 

spaces. 

The south section of the basement underneath the c. 1876 house appears to have been used 

mainly for mechanical rooms for the building’s heating and ventilation systems. A corridor and 

staircase running underneath the central wing provided access to the restaurant, shops, and 

ballroom to the north, and is still extant. The basement-only area underneath the concrete 

courtyard was divided into three rooms; their function is not clear, although judging from the 

large metal vents above in the courtyard whatever occurred there required ventilation. These 

parts of the basement have for the most part retained their original overall layout and circulation 

pattern.  

The western area of the basement served as the restaurant, kitchen, and hairdressing shop for the 

hotel. This is the most heavily altered portion of the basement. The area that may have served as 

the restaurant kitchen, which has plain terra cotta tile floors and concrete block walls, was kept 

open and converted to the apartment building’s laundry. However, the Greenbrier Room 

restaurant and the hairdressing shop were converted to apartments in 1971–72 with the addition 
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of drywall partitions, so the historical significance of these spaces, as regards their design and 

layout, has largely been obliterated.  

The basement level of the north tower is the location of the ballroom, and has for the most part 

remained spatially intact. Partition walls were added at the west end of the ballroom to create an 

apartment but the rest of the space was kept open for use as a maintenance and parts storage area. 

Wood pilasters and white painted finishes, visible in c. 1950 photographs of the ballroom when it 

was new, appear to have been completely destroyed in 1971–72, since the ballroom walls are 

now composed primarily of exposed concrete and concrete block. A wide concrete staircase 

leading to the ballroom is also intact but was blocked off during the apartment conversion. A 

small coffee shop and restaurant counter that may have existed in the basement were also 

destroyed in the 1971–72 apartment conversion.   

The first floor is composed of the 1949–50 solarium and the c. 1876 house on the south, with the 

house area serving as the hotel lobby. In an April 1950 photograph the solarium had windows, 

tile floors, and exposed brick walls. The solarium was divided up into rooms for apartments in 

1971–72; a drop ceiling was installed, the floor structure was raised, and the original exposed 

brick walls were covered in drywall. However, the original flooring and brick walls of the 

solarium remain underneath the apartment remodeling. The lobby space inside the c. 1876 house 

was also largely destroyed in 1971–72, although removal of some the 1970s drywall has revealed 

remaining timber framing and exterior cladding from the c. 1876 house, as well as evidence of 

damage from the 1939 fire.  

North of the c. 1876 house portion, the c. 1930s central wing had a corridor leading north into 

the rest of the building with a number of hotel rooms on either side, converted into apartments 

during the 1971–72 remodeling. The corridor of the central wing led to the 1949–50 north wing 

tower, which has a stairwell on its west end and a central corridor leading down the middle of the 

wing with hotel rooms on either side. These corridors and stairwells still exist in the central and 

north wings, so this portion of the building retains its original circulation pattern. Individual hotel 

rooms in these areas were joined together and fitted with kitchens in 1971–72 to create apartment 

spaces. Current plain flat steel apartment doors appear to be c. 1971 replacements for the original 

hotel room doors. It should also be noted that ceiling heights on the first and second floors are 

higher in the c. 1876 house portion of the building and lower in the c. 1930s central wing and the 

1949–50 north wing.  

The second floor is composed of several apartment spaces in the c. 1876 house, and an 

arrangement of central corridors and flanking former hotel rooms (now converted to apartments) 

in both the central wing and the north wing tower. Like the first floor, the second floor retains its 

overall original circulation pattern and rough room configuration. The solarium and the west 

portion of the north wing are only one story tall and do not have a second floor level.  
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Several parts of the Manse that contained hotel rooms only have a first and second floor level 

above the basement, including the central wing and the north wing tower. The third floor level 

only exists in the north tower wing. The third floor of the north tower has a stairwell and a 

central corridor flanked by hotel rooms, now converted to apartments. The finishes on the third 

floor are similar to those on the first and second floors.  

Manse Hotel Annex 

The second building in the complex is the Manse Annex, built in the late nineteenth century as 

an apartment building and later purchased by Horace Sudduth, the Manse's owner, to provide 

additional rooms for the hotel. The annex rooms were primarily larger, apartment-like extended 

stay units. The building is on the opposite side of Montfort Street from the main Manse facility, 

and faces Chapel Street. The building has a rectangular main wing facing Chapel Street and three 

smaller shed-roof wings at the rear.  

The building is a three-story brick structure with the first two stories composed of brick walls, 

and the third floor composed of a Mansard roof. It is Victorian in style, with elements of the 

Second Empire style—specifically the Mansard roof. The building also has elements of the local 

German brick vernacular, most notably the use of corbelled and patterned brick that is common 

in Cincinnati buildings of the late nineteenth century. The central gable of the front of the 

building with its gable and stepped sides may also reflect early Renaissance architectural 

influence, probably reflecting late Medieval-early Renaissance French, German, or Dutch design. 

The building retains its original brickwork and form and proportions, but the existing one-over-

one windows are relatively recent replacement units, although they are reasonably compatible 

with the design of the building. Most window and door openings are their original size and shape 

with the exception of a few examples noted below. The foundation is parged in thin concrete on 

the front of the building but on the rear wings it is visible and is composed of small courses of 

rubble stone. A conical tower roof visible on 1971 drawings at the southeast corner of the 

building was removed during the apartment conversion and replaced with a lower roof.  

The façade of the Manse annex has four projecting brick bays that extend up to the third floor, 

with the remainder of the third floor composed of the Mansard roof. The first floor has a series of 

double-gang windows capped with segmental brick arches in a soldier course pattern and capped 

by a thin stone molding. Two of the window openings have been closed in with brick but this 

appears to have happened within the period of significance for the Manse and does not detract 

from the integrity of the building as it relates to the history of the Manse. The main central 

entrance, likewise, has obviously been partially bricked in and reduced from its original form, 

and is now composed of a flat metal door and a series of mailboxes. However, this alteration also 

appears to have been made during the use of the building as part of the Manse complex and does 

not detract from the integrity of the building for this period.  
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The second floor features a mixture of single and double gang windows. The double windows 

have stone lintels while the single windows have segmental brick arches. The double gang 

windows sit on bases of corbelled brick. The four projecting bays extend into the third floor, 

while the other bays terminate in a corbelled brick cornice now capped with an aluminum gutter. 

Decorative recessed terra cotta ornamental panels are located on the projecting bays between the 

second and third floors. The ornament is composed mostly of small unglazed terra cotta blocks 

with an acanthus leaf pattern, arranged together to form a larger decorative panel.  

Above the corbelled second-story cornice is the asphalt shingle Mansard roof which was likely 

originally slate, although the existing gray dimensional asphalt shingles are compatible with the 

overall design of the building. The four projecting bays extend to the third floor, and each of 

these bays has two small windows. Three of the projecting bays end in a small pyramidal roof, 

except for the east (former tower) bay, which has a more shed-like roof dating to 1971–72.  The 

center gable of the third floor has four windows, a round brick blind arch, and a top composed of 

stepped sides and a gable. The gable and steps are lined with painted galvanized metal trim; 

although a metal volute is present on the west side of the gable, it is missing on the east side.  

The west wall of the annex has a one-light door, a small privacy window, a double gang 

segmental arched window, and a single window on the first floor. The second floor features two 

double-hung single windows, two small privacy windows, and one double-gang window. The 

west wall third floor consists of the Mansard roof and two small windowed dormers.  

The east wall sits on a high coursed rubble stone foundation due to the topography of the site. 

The foundation has a flat metal door and two boarded-up window openings. The first floor has 

two larger double-hung windows, one bricked-in window opening, one boarded-up window 

opening, one double-gang window, and a small privacy window. The second floor has one large 

window, a boarded up opening, a double-gang window, a privacy window, and a small square 

window. The top floor is the Mansard roof and has two windowed dormers.  

The building also has three rear shed-roof wings, giving the building an E-shaped configuration. 

The rear wings have brick walls and a mixture of one-over-one replacement windows with stone 

lintels. The wings sit on high stone foundations and have larger windows on the first floor and 

small square windows on the second floor. The wings have no third floor as the Mansard roof 

does not extend to them.  

The interior of the annex once held apartments and then was remodeled for use in connection 

with the Manse. During the period of significance it was used for larger extended-stay units or 

apartments while the main building had more typical hotel rooms. Staircases at each end of the 

building led to corridors that in turn opened into the hotel rooms. No photographs of the annex 

interior have been found from the Manse era. However, a c. 1970 plan of the building, made 

before the apartment conversion, does survive, and shows that during the Manse era each of the 

three floors had stairwells at each end of the building, and a central corridor that ran horizontally 
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down the center. Living spaces south of the corridor included bathrooms in the central living 

spaces. Units north of the corridors had living space under the building’s main roof on the first 

and second floors, with bathrooms and kitchens located in the shed-roof north wings. The north 

wings did not extend to the third floor, so the third floor north units were configured with the 

bathrooms and kitchens in the main living space rather than in a rear wing.  

In 1971–72 the annex was remodeled along with the main Manse building into part of an 

apartment complex. Less alteration was done in the annex than in the Manse’s main building. 

The most substantial alteration to the floor plan involved partially subdividing the original front 

entrance lobby to provide more living space for one of the apartments. Otherwise, the original 

corridor and staircase pattern was retained, with closets added and some door openings closed 

up. Walls were coated with textured plaster to provide a consistent look, but overall the layout of 

the building was left intact, for the most part. In some areas, the annex even retains Manse-era 

bathroom features. These include mostly bathtubs, some wall tiles, and floor tiles. While 

bathroom finishes were more extensively replaced post-1971 in the main building, removal and 

replacement of these finishes in the annex was more haphazard and older fabric in some cases 

survived.   

Today, the building has three stories of apartments, accessed from low-ceilinged corridors. The 

apartments have carpet and linoleum floors, 1970s-to-1990s era kitchens, and in some cases 

post-1970 remodeled bathrooms. Doors to the apartments are flat plain steel units and appear to 

date from the 1971–72 apartment conversion. The basement is a utility area composed of a series 

of interconnected rooms with concrete floors and stone walls. Some basement areas have drywall 

ceilings while wood joists and structural steel are exposed in other areas. The basement utility 

rooms are connected via a series of openings in the stone walls.  
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Findings 
 

Planning Considerations 

Section 1435-07-B(c) of the Cincinnati Municipal Code (Report, Public Hearing and Decision) 

lists considerations that are to be factored in when a designation of a Historic Landmark is 

evaluated: 

1. The relationship of the proposed designation to the comprehensive plans of the city and 

the community in which the proposed Historic Landmark, Historic District, or Historic 

Site is located; and 

2. The effect of the proposed designation on the surrounding areas and the economic 

development plan of the city; and 

3. Such other planning and historic preservation considerations as may be relevant to the 

proposed designation. 

 

City of Cincinnati neighborhood planning documents specifically support the use of historic tax 

credits and support preserving the Manse Hotel and Annex through a historic landmark 

designation. 

The 2017 Walnut Hills Reinvestment Plan specifically discusses the Manse Hotel and Annex, 

noting it would be a good area for affordable housing.
38

 The Walnut Hills Reinvestment Plan 

also advocates the use of historic tax credits for neighborhood revitalization.
39

 Consequently the 

Walnut Hills Reinvestment Plan supports the local historic designation. 

In 2012, the City Planning Commission adopted Plan Cincinnati, a comprehensive plan for 

Cincinnati’s future.
40

 

PLAN CINCINNATI’s sixth Livability Principle is to "Value communities and neighborhoods," 

defined as an instruction to "enhance the unique characteristics of all communities investing in 

healthy, safe, and walkable neighborhoods – rural, urban, or suburban" (emphasis added).
41

 

PLAN CINCINNATI’s eighth Guiding Principle is to “Preserve our resources and facilitate 

sustainable development." The plan notes that "our built resources, such as our walkable 
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neighborhoods and historic structures, are some of our greatest assets. We need to protect our 

assets and reverse the modern trend of 'disposable development.'"
42

 

PLAN CINCINNATI’s Sustain Goal 2B calls the city to "Preserve Our Built History," noting 

that “Cincinnati’s rich history is best exemplified through our historic buildings and by the built 

environment that helps define a neighborhood’s character…”
43

 

The Manse Hotel and Annex complex is a unique element of Walnut Hills history. Recognition 

of this historic building and its Conservation Guidelines will ensure that its significance is 

highlighted and its role in the community is recognized and preserved. Historic designation is 

supported by the Walnut Hills Reinvestment Plan and PLAN CINCINNATI. Moreover, the 

positive impact of historic designation for the Walnut Hills community and the surrounding 

communities cannot be understated. 

The Local Landmark designation will enable the building’s owner to submit an application for 

Ohio Historic Preservation Tax Credits. These tax credits are critical for being able to finance 

rehabilitation work on the Manse Hotel and Annex. 

Consistency with CZC 1435 

According to Chapter 1435 of the Cincinnati Zoning Code (Historic Preservation) certain 

findings must be made before a historic structure can be designated by City Council. The 

structure must be found to have historic significance. "Historic significance" means that the 

attributes of a district, structure, or site possess the integrity of location, design, setting, 

materials, feeling, and association, and: 

1. Association with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 

our history; or 

2. Association with the lives of persons significant in the past; or 

3. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, method, or construction that 

represents a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual 

distinction; or 

4. That have yielded or is likely to yield, information important in history or prehistory. 

The Manse Hotel and Annex is historically significant under Criterion 1 as defined according to 

Chapter 1435 of the Cincinnati Zoning Code. The structure represents an important period in 

Cincinnati’s African American social history. The building retains enough historic integrity 

through location, design, setting, materials, feeling, and association to effectively convey its 

significance. 
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 The Manse Hotel and Annex is unique in Cincinnati and is a rare example in the state of a black-

owned, full-service hotel with convention-type facilities that served as a regional destination. 

The Negro Motorist Green Book listed a number of hotels in Cincinnati offering services to 

blacks. None are directly comparable to the Manse Hotel and Annex. The Manse's focus on 

offering a ballroom for meetings and conventions separated it from other African American 

hotels. While, the Sterling Hotel at 6th and Mound housed the Cotton Club that hosted political 

meetings in the 1940s it was a night club first and foremost. The Cotton Club was owned by 

African Americans but the Sterling Hotel was owned by the Menke family, who were immigrant 

Germans. The Gordon Hotel, which briefly overlapped the Manse in the early 1930s, was also 

white owned. Built by a philanthropic businessman, Joseph Schmidlapp, the Gordon Hotel 

shared more in common with Cincinnati's Ninth Street YMCA than other Cincinnati black 

hotels. Both were built with funding from philanthropic whites concerned that African 

Americans did not have proper facilities and helped construct separate, but equal facilities. Not 

viable as a lodging business the Gordon Hotel was converted to apartments during the 

Depression. The building survives at Chapel and Ashland Streets. 

  

Two other hotels, the Cordelia Hotel, 612 W. 6th Street, and the Terminal Hotel, 1103 Hopkins 

Street, both served a working class, transient African American population and did not have any 

gathering place beyond a bar. The Cordelia, Sterling and to a lesser extent, the Terminal, 

appeared more frequently in crime reports than the society pages. The three hotels, all located in 

the West End, were demolished during urban renewal or interstate highway construction in the 

early 1960s. 

  

The Manse Hotel and Annex was significant in the state. African American hotels in Columbus 

were in the same class as Cincinnati's Sterling Hotel. Columbus' Hotel St. Clair and the Macon 

Lounge and Hotel were better known for their nightclubs than the quality of their lodging. 
44

Neither had gathering spaces beyond lounges and restaurants. 

  

The only directly comparable business in Ohio was the black-owned Majestic Hotel at East 55th 

and Central in Cleveland. It offered meeting associated meeting spaces and a high level of 

service making it, like the Manse Hotel and Annex, a regional destination.
45

 The Majestic Hotel 

was demolished in 1962. 
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Research Methodology 
 

Owen & Eastlake researched the African American social history of Cincinnati with a focus on 

segregation and community development. Owen & Eastlake used local and regional African 

American newspapers, using hard news accounts, society pages, and advertising to ascertain 

community use of the Manse Hotel, with a focus on its relationship to the history of segregation, 

throughout the period of significance. 
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Figure 1: 1917-1930 Sanborn Insurance Map showing the Hotel Terry. 

 

 

Figure 2: Pittsburgh Courier advertisement, 1933 
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Figure 3: 1950 Sanborn Insurance Map showing Manse Hotel (right) and Manse Hotel Annex 

(left) Yellow shading in Manse Hotel indicates original c. 1876 house. Pink shading in rear 

indicates 1930s addition. Pink shading on south elevation indicates solarium, Blue shading 

indicates 1949-1950 addition. 
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Figure 4: The Manse Hotel around the time of the April 1950, grand reopening. 

 

 
Figure 5: The Manse Hotel Annex showing south elevation before the 1972 renovation. 
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Figure 6: The Manse Hotel Annex advertisement, Cleveland Call and Post, 1955. 

 

 

 
 

Figure 7: November 1949 dinner at the Manse Hotel in honor of Cincinnati Union publisher 

Wendell P. Dabney (left to right: Edward Gaither, nightclub owner; Horace Sudduth, Manse 

Hotel owner; Wendall Dabney; Henry Higgins of Industrial Federal Savings; Roscoe Conklin 

Simmons, Chicago Tribune columnist; Judge Ormond Scott, Washington D.C. Municipal Court.) 
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Figure 8: The Manse Hotel and Annex sale advertisement, Cincinnati Enquirer, 1960. 
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Manse Hotel, south and west elevations. 

 

 

 
 

Manse Hotel, north and west elevations. 
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Manse Hotel, east elevation. 

 

 
 

Manse Hotel, east elevation, looking south 
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Manse Hotel, east and south elevations. 

 

 

 
 

Manse Hotel Annex, south and east elevations. 
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Manse Hotel Annex, south and west elevations. 

 

 

 

 
 

Manse Hotel Annex, west and north elevations. 
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Manse Hotel Annex, east and north elevations. 

 













ITEM 2 November 5, 2018 

APPLICATION FOR 
ZONING RELIEF AND  

CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS 
HISTORIC CONSERVATION BOARD PUBLIC HEARING 

       STAFF REPORT 
 
APPLICATION #:  ZH20180175/COA2018066 
APPLICANT:  BILT Architects   
OWNER:   OTR Holdings 
ADDRESS:  1615 Pleasant Street 
PARCELS:   094-0008-0026-00    
ZONING:   RM 1.2   
OVERLAYS:   Over the Rhine Historic District  
COMMUNITY:  Over the Rhine 
REPORT DATE:  October 23, 2018  
HEARING DATE:  November 05, 2018  
STAFF REVIEW:  Beth Johnson, Urban Conservator 
 
 
Details of Zoning Relief Required: 

1. §1405-07– Dimensional Variance- Rear Yard – Dimensional Variance of 25 
feet is requested. A 30-foot rear yard is required in an RM 1.2 District and the 
proposed project has a 5-foot rear yard setback.   

2. §1405-07- Dimensional Variance - Side Yard- Dimensional Variance of 5 foot 
and 7 foot for side yards. A 3 family in an RM 1.2 District require a 5 foot and 17-
foot side setbacks. A 0 foot and 10-foot side setbacks are proposed.  
 

Nature of Request: 
The applicant is requesting two variances and a Certificate of Appropriateness for 
façade changes and an addition.  

 
Existing Conditions: 
There are 2 original buildings that were built around 1875. The buildings have had 
cinderblock/CMU addition on the rear and an unsympathetic faux stone façade installed 
on the front in the 1960s. A vacant parcel is at the north of the project. This is an 
existing gravel parking pad with an existing curb cut.  
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Figure 1: Street view of 1615 Pleasant Street. Pictures provided by Google Street Views. 

 

Figure 2:  Map of 1615 Pleasant Street. Map provided by Cagis Maps 
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Proposed Conditions: 
The proposal at 1615 Pleasant Street  
1. Remove the parapet at the top to expose the original heights of the buildings. 
2. Paint the faux stone 2 different colors to differentiate the townhouses or paint one 

side and tile the other side.  
3. Enlarge an opening on the south for an inset deck/balcony 
4. Recess a portion of the roof on the north building to create a roof deck.  
5. Build a 3-story addition to connect to the existing CMU addition. The addition will 

also be CMU but will be coated with a stucco that will also coat the existing 
addition. 

6. Reintroduction of a cornice treatment 
7. Addition of fence and parking on the property.   

 
Previous Review:  NA 
 
Applicable Zoning Code Sections:   
Zoning District: Section 1405  Residential 
Variance Requests: Section 1405  Development Standards  
   Section 1425  Parking Regulations 
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 
 
Zoning Analysis: 
Dimensional Variances:  
Staff is supportive of the requested variances. The neighborhood and street of the 
proposed project is a dense urban neighborhood with minimal setbacks, often at zero lot 
line development.  
 
 

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 project will not have an adverse effect of the historic 
architecture. The proposed addition is set back from the street and will not 
architecturally overwhelm the existing building.  

 (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). 

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_CH1435HIPR_S1435-09-2CEAPSTRE
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Any development at the vacant portion of the site would likely require 
variances for the building due to the existing conditions of the site as an urban 
parcel.  

 
Standards for Variances per Section 1445-05-4 

 (a)  Owing to special circumstances or conditions pertaining to a specific piece of 
property, the strict application of the provisions or requirements of this Code or 
the Land Development Code, as applicable, are unreasonable and would result in 
practical difficulties.  

The property is a combination of urban parcels. The parcels are only 85 feet 
deep and in order to take advantage of the land while providing parking 
would require a reduction of a rear yard setback.   

(b)  The variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a substantial 
property right of the applicant possessed by owners of other properties in the 
same district or vicinity. 

Many properties within the district and on Pleasant Street enjoy a 
reduced and zero lot line development.  

 
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 RM 1.2. The use of the property as 3 
townhouses/condos conforms to the allowed use and density. The 
proposed setbacks do not conform to the base zoning.  

 

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 does substantially conform to the guidelines for the 
Over-the-Rhine Conservation District. (Refer to Certificate of 
Appropriateness review below)  

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 through 
rehabilitating existing buildings and creating more homeownership and 
living options within the neighborhood. 

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.   
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There is an existing curb cut on the property that the project will continue to 
use. The project will be able to provide a parking space for each unit and 
will not increase the parking demand while bringing a vacant building back 
into use/  

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.   

3 single family townhouses/condos are in keeping with the neighborhood and 
the minimum and zero lot line development is in keeping with an urban 
neighborhood.  

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.  

This is not applicable 

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.   

Staff does not anticipate any adverse effect. The proposal is reusing existing 
buildings and will be having an addition on the property towards the rear of 
the property.  

k. Blight.  The elimination or avoidance of blight.  
The current buildings are vacant. The project will be rehabilitating 2 
townhouses and bringing them back into use.   

l. Economic Benefits.  The promotion of the Cincinnati economy.   
The proposed work will increase the property value of the subject parcels.   

m. Job Creation.  The creation of jobs both permanently and during construction.   
The proposed project will create temporary jobs during construction.  

n. Tax Valuation.  Any increase in the real property tax duplicate.   

Property taxes will increase due to the improved value of the rehabilitated 
property.  

o. Private Benefits.  The economic and other private benefits to the owner or 
applicant.   
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The potential owner has an economic benefit to the proposed establishment 
and is maximizing it with more than twice the allowed density. 

 

 
Certificate of Appropriateness Review 

 

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 compatible in character with an existing condition. While it is 

using stucco, which is generally not a permitted material, the stucco is a hand 

troweled material that will have a slight color to blend into the warm tones of the 

existing brick. The addition is also set back 50 feet from the street and the intent 

of the owners is to use this wall for either a green wall or artistic installation. The 

windows that are on the face are vertically oriented and while contemporary have 

strong mullion divisions to break up the glass. The use of a larger glass, floor to 

ceiling, treatment is acceptable in this application due to the placement of the 

glass on a new non-historic addition and is not on a historic building nor  is it 

removing historic material.  

 

REHABILITATION 

1. Materials: Missing or deteriorated materials should be replaced with recycled or 

new materials that match the original as closely as possible with regard to the 

following: type, color, style, shape, and texture of material. The composition, type of 

joint, size of units, placement and detailing should be appropriate for the building. 

Synthetic materials such as aluminum or vinyl siding, imitation brick or plastic are 
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inappropriate. Other types of synthetic materials such as split-face concrete block 

may be approved on a case-by-case basis.  

 

In the 1960s an unsympathetic addition of the faux stone was attached to the 

front. This material, if removed could damage the underlying brick to the point 

where it was unsalvageable. In order to try and blend the material more into 

the street, painting the stone is a solution. Staff finds this is a solution that 

would help take an inappropriate material and try to make it more in keeping 

with the street. The applicants are also proposing to see if a terra cotta tile 

could be used over one side of the building in order to differentiate the 

buildings and cover up an inappropriate material. Staff also finds this an 

appropriate solution as terra cotta has the same feel and look as a brick 

material and would help blend the façade more into the street as well as help 

distinguish the 2 buildings.  

 

4. Ornamentation: Significant architectural features such as window hoods, decorative 

piers, quoins, bay windows, door and window surrounds, porches, cast-iron storefronts 

and other ornamental elements should be preserved. These distinctive features help 

identify and distinguish the buildings in Over-the-Rhine. Don't remove or replace 

ornamentation with substitutes that are of a different scale or design or an incompatible 

material. Make replacement ornamentation match the character of the existing feature 

closely as possible with respect to type, color, style, shape and texture of material. 

Some synthetic materials including fiberglass castings may be approved on a case-by-

case basis. 

The reintroduction of a cornice line to both buildings is an appropriate 

replacement. The cornices were removed and both the size and scale of the 

proposed treatments on each building are appropriate for both the building and 

the street.  

 

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 proposed rooftop deck is an appropriate treatment as it is keeping the 

original roofline and is recessing the deck into the roof. This will not be visible 

from the street and will not be building anything above the roof line.  

Another deck that is being built is on the south face of the building. The proposal 

is to widen two windows and have a covered balcony. While widening originally 
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window openings is not encouraged, due to a new building being built to the 

south, this will not be highly visible from the street and will not adversely affect 

the character of the building or street.  

 

 

Other Considerations: 

Prehearing Results: October 17, 2018. The meeting was attended the applicant.  
 
 

Recommendation: 
 
 

I. ZONING VARIANCE 
A. APPROVE the application for Zoning Relief for a 3-family building at 1615 

Pleasant Street per the drawings submitted by BILT Architects submitted 
10/24/2018. The Zoning Relief requested includes 
 

1. §1405-07– Dimensional Variance – APPROVE - Dimensional Variance 
of 20 feet for a rear setback to allow for a 5 foot rear yard setback.  

2. §1405-07– Dimensional Variance – APPROVE - Dimensional Variance 
of 5 and 7 feet for a side setback to allow for a 3 and 10 foot side 
setbacks.   

Subject to the following conditions 
a. The property shall be developed as a 3 family building and sold as a 

condominium in order to appropriately address shared parking, 
maintenance, fire separation and emergency egress requirements.   
 

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

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

 

II. CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS 
A. APPROVE the application for Certificate of Appropriateness changes to a of 3 

family building at 1615 Pleasant Street per the drawings submitted by BILT 
Architects submitted 10/24/2018 with the following conditions.  
1. The lots shall be consolidated into one lot or subdivided into 3 lots prior to 

building permits being issued. Staff prefers a one lot consolidation with 
condos rather than multi lots with easements and potential lot size 
variances.  

2. The driveway shall be narrowed to a maximum width of 18 feet, shall be 
surfaced per Sec. 1425-37 of the Cincinnati Zoning Code and shall be 
differentiated in surfacing from the proposed entry walk and shall be 
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provided a barrier between the driveway and walk to prevent cars from 
parking on the pedestrian way. 

3. The building permits must be issued within 2 years or the COA will expire. 
4. The applicants will continue to work with staff on the final treatment option 

for the front façade. A Tile treatment or Painting treatment shall be 
permitted.   

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

1. The addition is 50 feet back from the property line and the stucco wall will 
be a foundation for an art installation  

2. The building had an unsympathetic treatment to the front façade and the 
proposed changes will make the building more contextual to the street.  

3. A new contemporary treatment on the new addition is contemporary but 
compatible and it is on a non-historic building.  

4.  That the property owner and applicant have demonstrated by credible 
evidence that the proposal substantially conforms to the applicable 
guidelines. 



�

October 24, 2018 
1431 Republic St. Certificate of Appropriateness 

Beth Johnson  
Urban Conservator 
City of Cincinnati 

Re: 1615 -17 Pleasant Street Certificate of Appropriateness Statement

Dear Ms. Johnson, 

We respectfully submit for your review our proposal for 1615-17 Pleasant Street. 

1615 -17 Pleasant Street was originally constructed as two townhouses in 1874. At some point, 
possibly in the 1960’s, an attempt was made to convert the two townhouses into a single 
multifamily structure. openings were made in the demising wall making connections horizontally 
at each floor. Floor levels differed so steps were added. A new faux stone facade and parapet 
were added at the East facade (Pleasant St.). The different building heights were hidden behind 
a parapet wall. A three story concrete block (CMU) addition was added to the west of the 
townhouses. 

It is our intent to restore and return the structure to the original two townhouses by removing the 
parapet, uncovering cornice windows and filling openings in the demising wall. New box gutters 
and cornice details will be added to help distinguish the two separate townhouses. The existing 
faux stone is well attached and is not easily removed therefore will be painted a neutral 
monochromatic tone. Painting will eliminate the color variation leaving a regular mortar pattern. 
As an alternate we would like to explore tiling over the the insul-brick at 1615 Pleasant and seek 
approval from Staff after some experimentation. Black powder coated details will be added to 
provide a layer of smaller scale modern detailing. Owners plan to source historic wrought iron 
for front yard fences and gates.

The 3 story CMU structure from the 60’s will become a third townhouse with new additions. The 
additions will be clad in a lap siding with 5” exposure. A new concrete block veneer addition will 
also be added to help visually tie the existing CMU with the new. The new CMU will support a 
green wall. new and old CMU will get a smooth hand troweled finish to further integrate the two 
and make the identity of the material ambiguous. The new CMU addition sits 50’ back from 
Pleasant Street allowing the historic structures to remain prominent and address the street. The 
existing parking lot will be resurfaced and improved.

Sincerely, 

���
Patricia Bittner, Architect 

www.biltarchitects.com
P.O. Box 423 Cincinnati, OH 45201
Office: 1429 Elm Street Cincinnati OH 45202

http://www.biltarchitects.com


1615 - 17 Pleasant Street Zoning Variance

We are requesting the following zoning code variances:

 1. 1405-07, Development Regulations: Rear Setback. A 30 foot yard setback is 
required, a 5 foot setback is proposed. A 25 foot variance is requested.  

 2. 1405-07, Development Regulations: Side Setback. A 5 foot and a 17 foot setback 
is required for side yard for a 3 family unit. A 3 foot and a 10 foot setback are 
proposed. A 2 foot and a 7 foot variance is requested.  

The owners of 1615-17 Pleasant Street are proposing development that is consistent 
with the existing historic context and similar to recent developments in the block. 
The proposed development “is in the public interest” in that it is compatible with 
the historic context and historic guidelines. The property owners wish to enjoy 
property rights similar to other property owners in the vicinity.

www.biltarchitects.com
P.O. Box 423 Cincinnati, OH 45201
Office: 1429 Elm Street Cincinnati OH 45202 September 7, 2018 !

http://www.biltarchitects.com
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1615 - 17 Pleasant Street existing photos
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www.biltarchitects.com
P.O. Box 423 Cincinnati, OH 45201
Office: 1429 Elm Street Cincinnati OH 45202 September 7, 2018 !

http://www.biltarchitects.com


1615 - 17 Pleasant Street existing photos
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www.biltarchitects.com
P.O. Box 423 Cincinnati, OH 45201
Office: 1429 Elm Street Cincinnati OH 45202 September 7, 2018 !

http://www.biltarchitects.com
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VICINITY PLAN
N.T.S.

1

PROPERTY ADDRESS: 1615, 1617, 1619 PLEASANT ST., CINCINNATI OH 45202

AUDITOR PARCEL ID: 081-0004-0092-00
LEGAL DESCRIPTION: 1615-17 PLEASANT ST 60 X 85 IRR LOTS 26-27 FINDLAY

& GARRARDS SUB PARS 26-27- 28 CONS

PROPERTY OWNER: OTR HOLDINGS LLC

ARCHITECT: PATRICIA BITTNER
BILT ARCHITECTS
P.O. BOX 423, CINCINNATI OH 45201

ZONE: RM-1.2 RESIDENTIAL MULTI FAMILY
OVERLAY: OTR HISTORIC DISTRICT
CONSTRUCTION:  TYPE IIIB

PROPOSED USE: 3 FAMILY DWELLING
RELEVANT CODES: RESIDENTIAL CODE OF OHIO 2013 (RCO)

CINCINNATI BUILDING CODE (CBC)
OHIO MECHANICAL CODE 2017 (OMC)
OHIO PLUMBING CODE 2017(OPC)

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
CONVERT EXISTING APARTMENT BUILDING INTO (3) TOWNHOUSES.

BUILDING FOOTPRINT: 1408 SF
LOT AREA: 5100 SF

SF BUILDING AREAS  (INCLUDING WALLS)
LOCATION UNIT A UNIT B UNIT C TOTAL
CONDITIONED 1800 2055 2656 6511
SEMI-
CONDITIONED 1200 1370 515 3085
TOTAL  3000    + 3425    + 3171 = 9596SF

PROJECT DATA

GENERAL NOTES

NORTH
PLOT PLAN
1/8"=1'-0"

2

1. DO NOT SCALE THE DRAWINGS.
2. UNLESS OTHERWISE INDICATED, PLAN DIMENSIONS ARE TO

COLUMN GRID ON CENTERLINES, NOMINAL SURFACE OF MASONRY,
FACE OF STUDS AND FACE OF CONCRETE WALLS.

3. GENERAL CONTRACTOR TO VERIFY FIELD CONDITIONS PRIOR TO
COMMENCEMENT OF EACH PORTION OF THE WORK.

4. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL COORDINATE ALL PORTIONS OF THE
WORK AS DESCRIBED IN THE CONTRACT DOCUMENTS. NOTIFY THE
ARCHITECT FOR RESOLUTION OF ALL DISCREPANCIES PRIOR TO
CONSTRUCTION.

5. CONTRACTOR TO COORDINATE DIMENSIONS FOR EQUIPMENT
SUPPORTS, WALL, FLOOR OR ROOF OPENINGS WITH APPLICABLE
TRADE CONTRACTORS PRIOR TO STEEL FABRICATION OR
CONCRETE PLACEMENT.

6. WORK SHALL BE DONE IN ACCORDANCE WITH INDUSTRY
STANDARDS AS DETERMINED BY THE PRIMARY ASSOCIATION OF
EACH TRADE.

7. ALL WORK SHALL BE DONE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE LATEST
ADOPTED EDITIONS OF GOVERNING CODES AND REGULATORY
AGENCIES AS OF THE DATE OF PERMIT ISSUANCE.

8. OWNER WILL OBTAIN PERMITS AND COMPLY WITH REQUIREMENTS
OF LICENSING AGENCIES.

9. EGRESS DOORS SHALL BE READILY OPERABLE FROM THE SIDE
FROM WHICH EGRESS IS TO BE MADE WITHOUT THE USE OF A KEY
OR SPECIAL KNOWLEDGE OR EFFORT.

10. TEMPORARILY BRACE THE ENTIRE STRUCTURE AS REQUIRED TO
MAINTAIN STABILITY UNTIL IT IS COMPLETE AND FUNCTIONING PER
THE DESIGN INTENT IN ACCORDANCE WITH GENERALLY ACCEPTED
CONSTRUCTION PRACTICES. CONTRACTOR WILL BE SOLELY AND
COMPLETELY RESPONSIBLE FOR CONDITIONS OF JOB SITE,
INCLUDING SAFETY OF ALL PERSONS AND PROPERTY DURING
PERFORMANCE OF THE WORK. THIS REQUIREMENT WILL APPLY
CONTINUOUSLY AND NOT BE LIMITED TO NORMAL WORKING
HOURS.

11. FIRE RATED ASSEMBLIES SHALL BE PROTECTED FROM WEATHER
DAMAGE.

12. WHERE CONDITIONS ARE NOT SPECIFICALLY INDICATED BUT ARE
OF A SIMILAR CHARACTER TO DETAILS SHOWN, SIMILAR DETAILS OF
CONSTRUCTION SHALL BE USED, SUBJECT TO REVIEW AND
APPROVAL BY THE ARCHITECT.

13. CONTRACTOR TO SCHEDULE A PRE-CONSTRUCTION MEETING WITH
OWNER, ARCHITECT AND ENGINEER.

14. CONSTRUCTION MEANS AND METHODS ARE THE SOLE
RESPONSIBILITY OF THE BUILDER.

15. CONTRACTOR SHALL REVIEW ALL SHOP DRAWINGS WITH ACTUAL
FIELD CONDITIONS. REVIEW OF SHOP DRAWINGS BY ARCHITECT IS
SOLELY FOR COMPLIANCE WITH THE DESIGN INTENT.

16. GUARDRAILS OR HANDRAILS SHALL BE PROVIDED ON ALL OPEN
SIDES OF STAIRS OR ELEVATED PLATFORMS. GUARDRAILS SHALL
NOT BE LESS THAN 36" HIGH. HANDRAILS SHALL BE BETWEEN 34"
AND 38" ABOVE STAIR NOSING.  OPENINGS SHALL RESTRICT A 4"
DIAMETER SPHERE FROM PASSING THROUGH.  HANDGRIP SHALL BE
NOT LESS THAN 1 1/2" NOR MORE THAN 2" IN CROSS-SECTIONAL
DIMENSION. RETURN HANDRAILS AT ENDS.

17. SMOKE DETECTORS SHALL BE HARD WIRED AND INTERCONNECTED
WITH BATTERY BACK-UP. ACTUATION OF ONE ALARM SHALL
ACTIVATE ALL OF THE ALARMS.

18. WINDOW SUPPLIER SHALL REFER TO EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS AND
SCHEDULES FOR CONFIGURATION AND OPERATION OF ALL
WINDOW AND DOOR UNITS. SUBMIT WINDOW ORDER TO
ARCHITECT FOR APPROVAL

19. EXTERIOR DOORS SHALL HAVE MIN. 1/2" THROW OR DEAD BOLT OR
DEAD LATCH.. ALL WINDOWS MUST BE CAPABLE OF BEING LOCKED.
ALL LOCKS, INCLUDING DOOR LOCKS, MUST BE ABLE TO BE
OPENED WITHOUT THE USE OF A KEY OR SPECIAL KNOWLEDGE OR
EFFORT.

20. WINDOWS WITHIN 24" OF A DOOR AND WITHIN 18" OF FLOOR, AND
GLAZED DOORS, SHALL HAVE SAFETY GLAZING. EACH LIGHT SHALL
HAVE CLASSIFICATION PERMANENTLY MARKED.

21. GLASS ENCLOSURES FOR SHOWER OR TUB, INCLUDING ALL DOORS
AND PANELS, SHALL BE FACTORY LABELED SAFETY GLAZING.

22. THE DRAWINGS, ARRANGEMENTS, ANNOTATIONS AND GRAPHICAL
PRESENTATIONS ON THE CONTRACT DOCUMENTS ARE THE
PROPERTY OF THE ARCHITECT WHO RETAINS OWNERSHIP AND
AUTHORSHIP OF THE DOCUMENTS IN IT'S ENTIRETY. THE
DOCUMENTS ARE INSTRUMENTS OF SERVICE AND ARE
INTELLECTUAL AND PHYSICAL PROPERTY OF THE ARCHITECT.
AUTHORIZED USE OF THE DOCUMENTS ARE GRANTED SOLELY FOR
THIS PROJECT.

PRINT DATE:
OCTOBER 15, 2018
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NEW PARTITION WALL, 2X WD STUDS @ 16"
O.C.  W/ 5/8" GWB EA. SIDE.

NEW RATED WALL

CHANGE IN CEILING

WALL LEGEND

F2

1 HR RATED WALL - UL DES U305:
5/8" TYPE X GWB EA. SIDE
2X4 WOOD STUDS @ 16"O.C..

1 HR RATED FLOOR/CEILING - UL DES L514:
1" NOMINAL WOOD FINISH AND SUB FLOOR
RC-1 CHANNEL OR EQUIVALENT
FLOOR JOISTS @ 16" O.C.
5/8" SHEETROCK FIRECODE C CORE

2 HR RATED WALL - UL DES U301
(2)5/8" SHEETROCK FIRECODE
CORE GYPSUM PANELS, EACH SIDE

X
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X

X X
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2 HR RATED FLOOR/CEILING - UL DES L511
1" NOMINAL WOOD FINISH AND SUB FLOOR
2X FLOOR JOISTS @ 16"O.C.
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(SHT)
(DWG)

(X)

SD

REVISION NUMBER

WINDOW NUMBER

DOOR NUMBER

ELEVATION

DETAIL NUMBER

SECTION CUT

INTERIOR ELEVATION
NUMBER

SMOKE DETECTOR: WHEN MORE THAN ONE

SMOKE ALARM IS REQUIRED TO BE INSTALLED

WITHIN AN INDIVIDUAL DWELLING UNIT THE

ALARM DEVICES SHALL BE INTERCONNECTED

IN SUCH A MANNER THAT THE ACTUATION OF

ONE ALARM WILL ACTIVATE ALL OF THE

ALARMS IN THE INDIVIDUAL UNIT.

PROVIDE A CARBON MONOXIDE MONITOR AT

EACH APARTMENT
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1 HR RATED WALL - UL DES U305:
5/8" TYPE X GWB EA. SIDE
2X4 WOOD STUDS @ 16"O.C..

1 HR RATED FLOOR/CEILING - UL DES L514:
1" NOMINAL WOOD FINISH AND SUB FLOOR
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SMOKE DETECTOR: WHEN MORE THAN ONE

SMOKE ALARM IS REQUIRED TO BE INSTALLED

WITHIN AN INDIVIDUAL DWELLING UNIT THE

ALARM DEVICES SHALL BE INTERCONNECTED

IN SUCH A MANNER THAT THE ACTUATION OF

ONE ALARM WILL ACTIVATE ALL OF THE

ALARMS IN THE INDIVIDUAL UNIT.

PROVIDE A CARBON MONOXIDE MONITOR AT

EACH APARTMENT
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5/8" TYPE X GWB EA. SIDE
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SMOKE DETECTOR: WHEN MORE THAN ONE

SMOKE ALARM IS REQUIRED TO BE INSTALLED

WITHIN AN INDIVIDUAL DWELLING UNIT THE

ALARM DEVICES SHALL BE INTERCONNECTED

IN SUCH A MANNER THAT THE ACTUATION OF

ONE ALARM WILL ACTIVATE ALL OF THE

ALARMS IN THE INDIVIDUAL UNIT.

PROVIDE A CARBON MONOXIDE MONITOR AT

EACH APARTMENT
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IN SUCH A MANNER THAT THE ACTUATION OF
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PROVIDE A CARBON MONOXIDE MONITOR AT

EACH APARTMENT
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PLEASANT STREET

0 4 8

1615-17 Pleasant Street - Site Line Diagram



�

smooth lap siding examples 
with mitered corners



�

Privacy fence above 
retaining wall

smooth stucco over CMU

www.biltarchitects.com
P.O. Box 423 Cincinnati, OH 45201
Office: 1429 Elm Street Cincinnati OH 45202

http://www.biltarchitects.com


�

alternate: 
tile at street facade t.b.d.

approved by staff



ITEM 3                November 5, 2018 

APPLICATION FOR 
ZONING RELIEF AND  

CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS 
HISTORIC CONSERVATION BOARD PUBLIC HEARING 

       STAFF REPORT 
 
APPLICATION #: ZH20180142/COA2018050 
APPLICANT:  Platte Architecture and Design 
OWNER:  Dedric Powell 
ADDRESS:  1518 Race Street 
PARCELS:  081-0004-0010 
ZONING:  CC-P  
OVERLAYS:   Over the Rhine Historic District  
COMMUNITY: Over the Rhine 
REPORT DATE:  August 30, 2018; September 26, 2018, October 24, 2018 
HEARING DATE: September 10, 2018, October 8, 2018 
STAFF REVIEW: Beth Johnson, Urban Conservator 
 
 
Details of Zoning Relief Required: 

1. §1409-07– Dimensional Variance – Dimensional Variance of 6300 sq. ft. of lot 
area to allow for 15 residential dwelling units at 300 sf/unit rather than the 
permitted 6 residential dwelling units at 700 sf/unit.   

2. §1425-15(c)(3)- Numerical Variance -7 space parking variance to allow for only 
8 of the required 15 parking spaces for a proposed mixed-use project. *    

 
*As of October 20, 2018 parking is no longer required at this location due to the Parking 
Overlay.  

 
 

Nature of Request: 
The applicant is requesting two variances and a Certificate of Appropriateness for 
construction of a new 5 story mixed-use building at 1518 Race Street.  
 
As of the writing of this updated staff report, a recent decision has been delivered by the 
Board of Zoning Appeals.  Specifically, the Board determined that Zoning 
Administration’s interpretation of elevator shafts and rooftop accessways as exceptions 
to height per Section 1421-19 was erroneous and reversed an approved building permit 
issued by the department at 1140 Fort View.  The section reads: 

§ 1421-19. - Exceptions to Height Limits.  
Height limits do not apply to farm buildings and structures, spires, belfries, 
cupolas, domes, false mansards, monuments, water towers, fire and hose 
towers, transmission towers, windmills, chimneys, smoke stacks, flag poles, radio 
and television towers, masts, aerials, parabolic satellite receivers, microwave 
transmitters and receivers used in connection with radio and television 
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broadcasting, unless subject to specific regulations by other provisions of the 
Cincinnati Zoning Code. 

Prior to this decision, the Zoning Administration interpretation was that these two roof 
top facilities, were comparable to chimneys, smokestakes, belfries, cupolas and domes.  
The ZBA did not concur.  Henceforth, under current zoning regulation, these are 
effectively calculated within the total height.  Further, as these structures are adequately 
tall enough to allow people to be enclosed within them, they will be counted as a “Story”  
per the OTR Guidelines.   
 

 
Existing Conditions: 
To the north of the lot is a 2 ½ Story Second Empire residential building and Prince of 
Peace Church building. To the south is a 3 story at the front and fourth story set back 
from the front new construction residential building. Across the street are 3 and 4 story 
residential buildings. To the east across the alley are 2-3 story buildings.  
 

 

Figure 1: Street view of 1518 Race Street. Pictures provided by Google Street Views. 
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Figure 2:  Map of 1216-1218 Race Street. Map provided by Cagis Maps 

 
Proposed Conditions: 
The proposal at 1518 Race Street 
1. Construct a new 5-story mixed use building. The building will be a 5-story building 

utilizing most of the parcel.  
1. The new building is to be set at the front property line at the upper stories 

and be set back 1 foot from the front property line.  
2. The rear of the building will be set in from the rear property line on the first 

floor to accommodate for a turn radius into the garage and will be set at 
the rear property line on the upper stories.  

3. The rear half of the building will have 0 ft. setbacks on each side.  The 
front half of the property will have 5 ft. setbacks on each side.   

4. The front and front half of the sides will be brick masonry the back half of 
the sides and rear will be cement fiber board.  

5. 8 parking spots are within the rear of the building. These parking spaces 
are accessed via mechanical lift systems and therefore take up less room, 
being stored above and below the entrance.  This partially accounts for 
the higher than average first floor height.   

6. Balconies on the front and south façade of the building  
7. Commercial space on the first floor, atypical along the majority of the 

facades on this block of Race Street and 15 apartments total on floors 2-5.  
 

Previous Review:  NA 
 
Applicable Zoning Code Sections:   
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Zoning District: Section 1409  Commercial 
Variance Requests: Section 1409  Development Standards  
   Section 1425  Parking Regulations 
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 
 
Zoning Analysis: 
 
Density:  
The CC-P Zoning District differentiates between existing buildings and new buildings in 
the density allowances. Existing buildings are given a higher density at 1 unit per 500 sf 
of lot size, whereas new construction is given 1 unit per 700 sf. This differentiation is 
often due to the constraints of working within an existing footprint and existing floorplans 
and specifically within OTR, in buildings that were originally built as tenement buildings. 
New construction buildings do not have these same constraints. While Staff is 
sympathetic to the applicant’s assertions that the site historically had 20 units and the 
market demand for moderately sized apartments, staff does not support this argument 
for the density. While staff does have concerns with the density of the lot, the major 
issue with the density was the issue of the size and scale of the building in regards to 
neighborhood. Many of these issues have been dealt with as is discussed in the 
Certificate of Appropriateness section. 
 
At the October 22, 2018 HCB meeting, the board members voiced concerns over the 
proposal and the lack of an economic hardship argument in the desire for more than 
double the allowed density as well as the desire to have the roof deck with penthouses.  
 
The applicants have submitted support for their economic hardship argument and the 
applicant should make a complete presentation on such during the hearing.  
 
The neighboring property owners at 1514 Race Street have also submitted an analysis 
of the economic hardship argument, countering many of the claims that the applicant 
has made.  
 
In reviewing both documents, staff does see that there are enough questions regarding 
the analysis that Economic Hardship claim is not compelling to staff. The issues that 
staff sees as problematic are the following 

1. Acquisition and Soft Costs. The Hamilton County Auditor has the acquisition 
costs at $15,675. Over $700,000 in soft costs is high and the applicants have 
not detailed those costs to determine if they are justified.  

2. In looking at Economic Hardship argument, a consideration of available 
incentives is valid question. The applicant states they will just be using 

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_CH1435HIPR_S1435-09-2CEAPSTRE


5 
 

Conventional Loans, however has the tax abatement program been 
considered in the scenario which is typically available and granted? Has the 
developer considered loans through the Cincinnati Development Fund?   

3. Construction costs include the construction of the roof deck at the same costs 
as a finished space and include the roof deck costs in the comparison of 15 
units with a roof deck to 15 units without. If a roof deck were not built, the 
construction costs should be less and the comparison is not an accurate 
comparison.  

 
Parking:  
On September 19, 2018, City Council Passed the Urban parking Overlay Zone #1, 
which exempts all projects within the boundary of the overlay from parking 
requirements. This overlay will become law on October 20, 2018. By the time this 
application is submitted for building permits, all parking would be exempt and the 
variance would not be required. 
 
One of the concerns that staff considered when looking at density is the increase in the 
parking demand that the project creates. With the Parking Overlay in place, the increase 
in parking demand is now 9. The applicants are providing 8 spaces and therefore the 
increase parking demand they are adding, per zoning code calculations, would only be 
1.  
 
 
Use:  
The applicants have stated that this will be for an apartment use only though concerns 
have been raised the project is for short-term rentals (Transient Occupancy). If a short-
term rental use is proposed or desired for this location, and the proposed project 
exceeds five rooming units, the building will be required to meet the building code 
standards for a hotel use and would be required to get a Use Variance. Short Term 
Rentals are not permitted in the CC-P.   
 

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 applicants have adjusted the design to make the building more in 
compliance with the Over-the-Rhine Historic Conservation District Guidelines.    

In light of the recent Zoning Board of Appeals decision regarding height, the 
penthouses are considered a story and therefore the building is 5 stories and 
is therefore not in compliance with the Over-the-Rhine Historic District 
Guidelines.  

 

 (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 
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a determination, the Historic Conservation Board may consider the factors set forth 
in Section 1435-09-2 (aa) to (ff). 

The applicants have not demonstrated that the proposed project is the only 
project that would create an economically viable use.  

In consideration of documentation from both the applicants and from the 
neighbors, staff is not convinced that a project of 15 units is the only viable 
project.  

 
Standards for Variances per Section 1445-05-4 

 (a)  Owing to special circumstances or conditions pertaining to a specific piece of 
property, the strict application of the provisions or requirements of this Code or 
the Land Development Code, as applicable, are unreasonable and would result in 
practical difficulties.  

 There is no special circumstance or conditions of this specific property that 
would make the strict application of the provisions or requirements of this 
Code unreasonable and that would result in practical difficulties of 
developing the site. The site is on flat land in an area that is already 
developed. There are no physical characteristics, such as lot shape or 
topography that would create hardships in developing the lot. Other lot 
owners in this block have constructed a number of infill projects, none of 
which compromises the zoning district’s density requirement.   

 

(b)  The variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a substantial 
property right of the applicant possessed by owners of other properties in the 
same district or vicinity. 

 As this project is a new construction mixed use building within a CC-P 
Zoning district, it should be compared to other new construction buildings 
within the CC-P zoning district and not existing buildings. The CC-P 
district distinguished between the two in regards to residential density. 
The applicant only provided one new construction project out of eight that 
they provided. Comparing the new project to other infill projects within the 
same block is a more accurate comparison. Please see below under 
zoning (a) for a staff analysis. This analysis shows that they are not 
asking for a property right that other owners in the direct vicinity are 
enjoying, but are rather asking for a much higher density.  

 
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 
does not conform to the zoning as it is increasing the density by 2.5 times 
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the allowed density that is permitted and therefore does not meet the 
intent of the CC-P zoning district. The applicants have provided density 
numbers from other projects also in OTR and also in the CC-P district, 
however all but 1 of these is a historic building. In the CC-P, the density 
between new residential units and existing buildings is differentiated. 
Existing building are able to use a 1 unit per/500 sf of lot size and new 
construction is to use 1 unit/700sf. Comparing other new construction 
projects is a more accurate comparison. There has been a considerable 
amount of new construction projects, both apartments and condos in the 
direct vicinity of this project. All of these projects meet the zoning code for 
density and did not require a variance for increased density. They include 
the following 

 

New Construction: Address #units  Lots Sf sf/unit 

1. 1514 Race Street   3  4500           1500   
2. 1515 Race Street   17  17121           1007   
3. 1505 Race Street   2  2156  718 
4. 116 W 15th Street   13  9785  752 
5. 1510-1516 Pleasant Street 4  5030  1257 

 

The applicant did supply a list of buildings that have a similar density. However, 
all but one of these properties were projects in existing buildings and the majority 
of them decreased or maintained their density when the building was 
rehabilitated into its existing use. Further the majority of these were fairly close to 
the CC-P zone district compliant density of 1 unit per 500 sf of lot area for 
existing buildings and 1 unit per 700st of lot area for new buildings. (see 
highlighted). Even the property with the highest density in the chart below is only 
1.9 times the allowed density on the lot, rather than the 2.5 times the density 
allowed that the project is requesting.  

                         

1 
2 

3 4 

5 
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Address  Previous 
Unit 
Count 

New 
Unit 
Count 

Lot St Previous 

sf/unit 

New 
Sf/unit 

Density 
Ratio 
(CC-P 
permitted 
density 
divided 
by actual 
density 

1401 
Republic St 

Existing/Historic 7 10 2625 375 263 1.9 

31 W 13
th
 St Existing/Historic 39 17 4660 119 274 1.8 

1405 
Republic St 

Existing/Historic 16 13 4125 257 317 1.5 

20-22 W 12
th
 

St 
Existing/Historic 12 8 2995 249 374 1.3 

1221 
Republic St 

Existing/Historic 40 20 8625 215 431 1.1 

21 W 13
th
 St Existing/Historic 11 11 4750 432 432 1.1 

1331 Vine St New 
Construction 

Na 10 5450 NA 545 1.3 

1200 -1213 
Race  

Existing/Historic 25 25 14409 576 576 .8 

 

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 does substantially conform to the guidelines for the 
Over-the-Rhine Conservation District. (Refer to Certificate of 
Appropriateness review below)  

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. 
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This project conforms to the Over the Rhine Comprehensive Plan through 
creating a mixed-use development that supports a walkable community.  
However, it does not conform to the Plan as the proposed structure does 
not address the street in a consistent pattern that the historic buildings 
create.  

The Comprehensive Plan also calls for developments within Historic 
Districts to support the historic conservation efforts and as in staff’s 
review, the development does not substantially conform to the historic 
district guidelines, the development does not support the historic 
conservation efforts.   

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 be impacted by the construction of this infill project as it would 
more than double the allowed density on the lot which will also increase the 
amount of cars required for this lot. Any proposed use of the basement shall 
not be allowed for the commercial use but for the residential uses only. 

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 as the proposed commercial space is permitted in the 

CC-P zone and it will be completely enclosed with no outdoor area. Given the 
close proximity of the proposed commercial use to adjacent residences, any 
proposals for retractable glass facades shall be prohibited. 

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 use of a mixed-use development with residential on the upper 
stories and commercial on the first floor is allowable within the district, though 
it is out of character upon the particular block face on Race Street, with the 
predominant first story facades incorporating residential uses along the street. 
Regardless of use, the building design is not compatible with the 
neighborhood, particularly in terms of scale, height and density. In the 
Certificate of Appropriateness Review below, staff will detail how the building 
is not compatible with the neighborhood. 
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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.  

An amendment to the Zoning Code for a parking overlay zone has been 
approved by the Cincinnati City Council and will go into effect on October 
20th. This has relieved the project of all parking requirements.  

 

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.   

The adverse effects that staff has been concerned with in regards to parking 
and the height have both been addressed by either the applicant or by 
changes in law.  

There has been significant opposition to this project in regards to the density 
and the design of the project. Staff has reviewed all of the letters that have 
been submitted in regards to the project and below notes that neighbors on all 
sides of the project object to the project. In reviewing the letters in support of 
the project, there was not a neighbor in support that is visible on the below 
map. Staff cannot ignore that those who are currently living directly adjacent 
to the property are not supportive of the development and have valid 
concerns about the adverse effect that over 2x the density will have on their 
properties and their street.  
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Figure 3: Map showing addresses of property owners that submitted statements within the block surrounding the property. 
All statements that are red are not in support of the proposal. There are no statements from property owners within the 
area shown on the map that are in support of the proposal.  

 

k. Blight.  The elimination or avoidance of blight.  
The current property is a vacant property and is not considered a blighted 
property.  

l. Economic Benefits.  The promotion of the Cincinnati economy.   
The proposed work will increase the property value of the subject parcels.   

m. Job Creation.  The creation of jobs both permanently and during construction.   
The proposed project will create temporary jobs during construction and will 
provide permanent jobs at the restaurant on the first floor and with the 
property management of the apartments.  

n. Tax Valuation.  Any increase in the real property tax duplicate.   
Property taxes will increase due to the improved value of the significantly 
larger structure on the property.   

 

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

The owner has an economic benefit to the proposed establishment and is 
maximizing it with more than twice the allowed density 
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Certificate of Appropriateness Review 

 

NEW CONSTRUCTION 

In a previous review staff stated that the overall height was reduced to 4 stories with 2 
penthouses, however a recent ZBA case has changed the zoning administration 
determination and the penthouses are now considered a story. Therefore the height of 
the proposal does not conform to the guidelines.  Staff wishes to make clear, a rooftop 
deck is not prohibited, as part of this proposal.  What is suggested is that an elevator 
shaft and enclosed rooftop access, as well as any pergola or shade structures are 
currently prohibited, above the 4th story.  Options that the applicant could choose as 
alternatives include outdoor access below the rooftop deck, done on a number of 
properties in Mt Adams for example, no elevator access to the roof, and shade 
providing furniture.  Alternatively, the fourth floor interior area could be reduced and 
outdoor space provided thereupon.   

 

The other issues in regards to side setback and the changes to rhythm and vertical 
emphasis remain the same and staff feels that those changes are still in compliance 
with the design guidelines. Staff will recommend that the proposal remove the roof deck 
and the penthouses to come in to compliance with the height requirement for the OTR 
Historic Conservation District Guidelines.   

 

The applicants have worked with staff to address the major issues that staff outlined in 
the previous review. The applicants have made the following changes 

1. Height: The building has been reduced to an overall height of 4 stories with 2 

penthouses at the top of the building set towards the middle. If the roof deck size 

was reduced one penthouse would be able to be removed.  

2. Side setbacks: The setback to the north has been removed to create only one 
side setback between buildings.  

3. Rhythm and Vertical Emphasis of the windows:   The windows on both the front 
and the rear have been adjusted to create a better rhythm and vertical emphasis. 
The windows on the rear are now taller and the windows on the front line up to in 
vertical columns  

With these changes staff does feel that the applicant substantially meets the design 
guidelines for the Over-The Rhine Historic District.  

 

The New Construction Guidelines do not require a replicated historic building and even 
state that new constructions should not replicate historic architecture. The guidelines 
provide guidance on the elements that would make a building contextually sensitive. A 
historic district is important because of its collection of historic buildings, and when new 
construction is built it should support the historic buildings and not overwhelm or detract 
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from the historic resources. Deviating from many of the common design traits found in 
the buildings in Over-the-Rhine detracts from these resources. 

Evolution of design and designing a building that is reflective of its current time is 
important, but within a historic district that has been established to protect and celebrate 
the historic fabric, this design should not be at the expense of the historic buildings.  
New construction should be designed to be contemporary while also being contextual. 
Contextual design does not have to mean replicative design. There have been many 
recent examples of contemporary design, that have also been contextually sensitive, 
approved for the district. These buildings have balanced their programmatic needs with 
the context of the block they are on. Many have also required variances, but these 
variances have been to help make the project more compatible with the neighborhood, 
such as setbacks.  

 

Staff comments on the Specific Guidelines for 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. New 
construction can improve both the physical quality and economic vitality of the 
neighborhood.  

The lot is a vacant lot.  

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.  

This infill development does not replicate the existing buildings and staff feels 
that with the incorporated changed from the last HCB hearing on 9/10/2018 that 
the building is substantially contextually sensitive to the neighborhood and the 
historic architecture.   

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.  

Staff details the compatibility of the project with the guidelines and surrounding 
buildings below in the specific guidelines.  

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.  
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Staff details the compatibility of the project with the guidelines and surrounding 
buildings below in the specific guidelines 

 

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.  

 
The building does have a well-defined base with a commercial storefront, an 
anomaly along this particular block face of Race Street. The base is 
distinguished with large plate glass and a metal cladding. The storefront is set 
back from the front property line about a foot. While the storefront is well defined, 
the setback combined with a corner that is not anchored to the property line is 
out of context with the neighborhood.  
 

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.  

 
The middle is defined by three stories of windows that are two different sizes and 
spaced in three rows that are offset. There is sight articulation as the windows 
are recessed however there is no definition around the windows.  
 
The guidelines state in the Composition statement that – “The most important 
features of buildings in Over-the-Rhine are the arrangement of openings on the 
principal façade” The applicants have adjusted the design to make the windows 
more in keeping with the neighborhood by vertically aligning them.  
 

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 top is defined only by a small coping. There is a larger band of brick between 
the top of the windows and the top of the building. The applicants have also 
added a glass railing to the top at the edge of the roof deck. With the addition of 
this and a condition that this glass be frosted, staff feels a distinctive top will be 
achieved.  
 
If the rooftop deck is entirely removed, the top is a simple top that does not have 
a strong element to terminate the uppermost part of the building.  If the rooftop 
deck is maintained and the penthouses removed, the safety rail that has a solid 
or opaque treatment could provide a stronger terminus at the top of the building.  

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 roofs are flat roofs, which are appropriate for roofs on buildings that are over 
three stories tall.  

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.  

1. The windows on the primary street façade are taller than they are wide.  
2. The windows also do not have any definition, such as lintels or sills.  

3. The balconies on both the front and side are not a contextual element on 
street facing or street adjacent facades, however with the changes in 
design to incorporate these into its own element on the façade, they do 
not act as a typical window along the street. This changes helps create a 
rhythm and taken into the overall design of the building, staff finds these 
acceptable at their proposed location.  

4. The windows on the rear façade have be adjusted to be taller than they 
are wide and are an appropriate change.  
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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. 

The applicant have made some minor changes to help make the storefront more 
contextual. The overall height of the first floor was reduced to make it more in scale 
with adjacent properties. The applicant has also introduced a corner to the north 
edge of the building creating an anchored frame for the entire storefront. When 
storefronts are setback from the street, they have an anchoring corner.  

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 property, especially detached 
buildings, has 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.  

The applicant has adjusted the side setbacks to be more in keeping with the 
historic district. Eliminating the north setback and introducing a light well creates 
a better street continuity than having 2 side setbacks. There are many instances 
of one side setback but very rarely other than on large institutional buildings 
within the district are there buildings that do not have a zero lot  

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.  

1. With the adjustment of the building increasing its width to the north to 
reduce the setback to a zero lot line, the subsection of the building has 
become wider and now the width mimics the parsonage building to the 
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north. The rest of the building is approximately 30 feet which is in keeping 
with the widths of other buildings along the street and within the district.  

2. The change of the windows to align in a vertical manner also create a 
strong rhythm across the façade.   

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.  

The change of the building to include a vertical column of windows rather than an 
offset of windows creates a more vertical building. While the building is a wider 
building at about 45 feet at the street front, the subdivision of the building into 2 
district parts with the window/balcony tower and the section with light brick a 
punched individual openings breaks the building into 2 vertically oriented sections.  

 

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 proposal does not comply with the newly established interpretation of what is 
included in the height determination. If the penthouses are removed, and the 
cornices raised to conceal railings or the railings become part of the cornice, the 
building will comply with this guideline.  

 

The applicant has adjusted the height in the following ways to be more contextually 
sensitive.  

1.) Removed the 5th floor and only have 2 penthouses. 

2) Reduced the overall height to 49 feet.  

3) Reduced the height of the storefront to 15.5 feet.  

These changes have made the overall height more contextual. While the 
penthouses will be visible they are only a small portion of the roof and will not be 
highly visible from either Race Street or Republic Street.  

 

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 
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not appropriate and should not be considered as exposed finish materials for new 
construction in this district. 

1. Overall the materials used on the building are appropriate. The main massing is 
brick with metal accents and fiber cement board on the rear.  However, with the 
given height, the rear facades are highly exposed to Republic Street and may 
need considerable additional attention if the building remains this tall.   

2. One concern staff has is the mural on the south wall of the project. The direct 
neighbors have concerns regarding the mural. Murals are a common occurrence 
within Over-the-Rhine; however, when they are used they are on exposed walls 
to the right of way. Further if this image is used at all as part of the marketing for 
the building, it will be considered a sign and would have to be removed as it 
would be significantly larger than any permitted signage, for residential or 
commercial uses permitted within OTR.   

Other Considerations: 

Prehearing Results: August 22, 2018. The meeting was attended by 3 individuals 
representing 3 different buildings and by representatives from the OTR Foundation. 
Staff has received 3 letters of opposition to the project with concerns over density, 
parking and design. 14 letters of support for the project were submitted.  
 
The OTR Infill Committee/Foundation has submitted a letter in opposition to the revised 
project.  
 
Staff has received an additional 15 letters in opposition and 1 letter in support of the 
project.  
 

Recommendation: 
Staff Recommends that the application be Approved. While Staff does not agree that 
the density they are asking for is a right that others with similar projects have received, 
the major concerns staff had regarding the density was the height and parking. As both 
of those have been addressed to the satisfaction of staff we do not have an objection to 
the density request.  
 
Staff also feels that the applicant has adequately addressed the concerns raised 
regarding massing, height, and window placement and that the proposal substantially 
conforms to the guidelines.  
 

I. ZONING VARIANCE 
A. DENY the application for Zoning Relief for a mixed-use building at 1518 Race 

Street per the drawings submitted by Platte Architecture and Design 
submitted 10/10/2018. The Zoning Relief requested includes 

 
1. §1409-07– Dimensional Variance – DENY- Dimensional Variance of 

6300 sq. ft. of lot area to allow for 15 residential dwelling units at 300 
sf/unit rather than the permitted 6 residential dwelling units at 700 sf/unit.   
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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 materially 
detrimental to the public health, safety and welfare or injurious to property 
within the district or vicinity where property.  

2. The applicants have failed to demonstrate that the proposed project is the 
only economically viable project at the site.  

3. Property Owners that are adjacent to the property on all four sides of the 
building object to the project.  
 

II. CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS 
A. APPROVE the application for Certificate of Appropriateness for construction 

of a mixed-use building at 1518 Race Street per the drawings submitted by 
Platte Architecture and Design submitted 10/10/2018 with the following 
conditions.  
1. Building permit must be issued within 2 years or the Certificate of 

Appropriateness will expire 
2. The penthouses must be removed and cornices should conceal any 

proposed safety railings.  
3. The mural on the south side of the building shall be not be extended past 

the edge of the first column of windows.  
 

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

1. That the property owner and applicant have demonstrated by credible 
evidence that the proposal substantially conforms to the Over-the-Rhine 
Historic Conservation District Guidelines.  

2. Due to a Zoning Board of Appeals decision on October 17, 2018 height 
calculations are to include penthouses and access additions on the roof. A 
penthouse is now considered a story and the height of the proposed 
project should be no more than 4 stories tall.  

 



10/22/2018 

 

 

Ms. Beth Johnson, AICP, Urban Conservator 

City of Cincinnati, Buildings & Inspections 

Permit Center, 805 Central Avenue, Suite 500 

Cincinnati, OH 45202 

 

Email: beth.johnson@cincinnati-oh.gov 

 

 

 

Dear Beth, 

 

This is an attempt to voice my dissent regarding the 1518 race street project. I am a community member who leaves on the 

1500 block of Republic Street Republic.  The scale of the building is totally out of line with what might be considered normal 

and acceptable. The multiple variances (density, heights etc). It is  an utmost lack of sensitivity on their part to eradicate 

neighboring homes’ access to air and light under the pretense of “financial necessity”. The entire project is an insult to our 

intelligence and a total money making enterprise at the cost of the neighborhood. 3CDC’s goal of community preservation and 

balance is being endangered and conceivably destroyed by the scope of this project. 

 

Thank you for listening. 

 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Martine Kul 

1506 Republic Street 

Cincinnati 45202 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

October 28, 2018 

 

 

Ms. Beth Johnson, AICP, Urban Conservator 

City of Cincinnati, Buildings & Inspections 

Permit Center, 805 Central Avenue, Suite 500 

Cincinnati, OH 45202 

 

Email: beth.johnson@cincinnati-oh.gov 

 

Dear Beth, 

 

We understand that you are reviewing a submission to build a structure that appears to be far 

outside of consideration for the historic district of the 15
th

 street block of Race. With the limitation 

on that lot of 6 units, we are concerned that the developer wants to far exceed that with 15 units. We 

understand they have been filed to be apartments, however, there is suspicion that they will actually 

be AirBnb units.  

 

We are also concerned about the height of the unit and how it will infringe on the neighbors in the 

area. With the Prince of Peace Parish house being 2 floors plus an attic, this would be exceeding the 

rule of being only one floor taller than an adjacent property. Also, at 5.5 stories, it will block the 

light to the neighbors on Goose Alley.  

 

Please take our feedback into consideration as you consider their submission.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

Ann Knecht and Bill Bangert 

1118 Race Street 

Cincinnati, OH 45202 



October 19, 2018


Ms. Beth Johnson, AICP | Urban Conservator  

City of Cincinnati | Buildings & Inspections 
Permit Center | 805 Central Avenue, Suite 500 | Cincinnati, OH 45202


Subject: No Credible Economic Hardship - 1518 Race St COA & Variances 

Dear Beth,


The proposers of the 1518 Race St. project now seem to be emphasizing the case for economic 
hardship as the reason for granting variances.  Section 1435-05-4 of the Cincinnati Municipal Building 
Code (Variances, Special Exceptions and Conditional Uses) specifies that one of the conditions 
for receiving a variance is that it “Is necessary where the denial thereof would result in a 
deprivation of all economically viable use of the property as viewed in its entirety.”  Pertaining to 
this review for a Certificate of Appropriateness, Section 1435-09-2 (Certificates of 
Appropriateness; Standards for Review) states that the applicant has to show credible evidence of 
economic hardship.  


The purpose of this letter is to clearly demonstrate two things:


1. The experience of my wife and I on the identically-sized lot directly adjacent to them, also privately 
financed, and living within the parameters of the Building Code is able to generate an attractive rate 
of return in year 1.  Our experience at 1514 Race demonstrates that an economic return can be 
generated while following the Building Code.  


2. That the “Financial Necessity” analysis provided by the proposers is riddled with misinformation and 
fabrication that clearly overstates costs and understates revenue


Let’s start with the basics, so there is no confusion on the comparison:


• 1514 Race and 1518 Race were/are identical vacant lots


• Both are infill projects


• Both are privately financed (ours by US Bank)


• 1518 has the advantage of having an existing water/sewer connection for which we paid $35,868.86 
to obtain


• 1518 has the further advantage of lower land costs, as, according to Hamilton County Auditor 
records, the acquisition cost for our lot at 1514 Race was $250,000 and for 1518 Race was only 
$15,567


• 1514 has three finished units, and the Building Code allows 1518 to build six units plus the 
commercial space, and with our understanding of the new OTR parking rules, the project would 
require zero parking spaces
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EXPLAINING HOW 1514 IS ECONOMICALLY PROFITABLE IN YEAR 1  

1514 Race was completed in May 2017. Assuming a small start-up period, I have used the last 12 
months ending October 18, 2018 for an economic analysis.  Over the last 12 months, 1514 has 
generated an accounting profit of $14,135.31.  Under the assumption that the developers are “active” 
real estate investors instead of “passive”, we and they also receive a depreciation benefit on the building 
cost.  For us, the annual benefit is 30% of 1/30th of $2.0 million, or a further $20,000 (assumes 30% tax 
rate).  Thus the net cash profit in our first year was $34,135.31. This is for a 3-unit building on a 4,500 ft2 
lot.  The Building Code allows 1518 six units within code. This gives them the advantage of greater 
returns. We chose to build 3 units for aesthetic reasons, not economic reasons.  The chart below shows 
the specific figures, which I am happy to review in detail with you or the Historic  Conservation Board 
(“HCB”).  


Clearly, the fact that my wife and I, under identical circumstances (new infill on a vacant lot), can 
generate an economic return with only three units within Municipal Code guidelines indicates that the 
1518 Race St. developers can do the same. Our gross rental yield of about 5% is pretty normal for a 
project our size.  The 1518 developers have the ability to add further units within guidelines (up to 6) and 
have a commercial space, but 15 is clearly unjustified based on economic hardship.
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Cinti Income

10/19/2017 to 10/18/2018 P&L for 1514 Race St.

INCOME

Income - 1514 Race $113,403.10

EXPENSE

Interest Expense -$56,681.80

Utilities -$14,396.79

Commissions -$3,630.09

Cleaning/Maintenance -$8,654.26

Insurance -$5,440.00

Real estate tax -$5,078.76

Professional Fees -$2,716.80

Repairs -$1,641.46

Advertising -$1,027.83

  Subtotal Expense -$99,267.79

ACCOUNTING PROFIT $14,135.31

Depreciation (30-yrs excl. land) $66,666.67

Tax benefit @ 30% $20,000.00

NET CASH PROFIT $34,135.31



EXPLAINING HOW THE PROPOSER’S ECONOMIC ANALYSIS IS RIDDLED WITH 
MISINFORMATION AND FABRICATION 

1. The analysis on page 19 of their submission COA_1518 Race_2018-10-17_Part1_.pdf is riddled with 
serious errors. Here, the proposers try to compare the economics of a 16-unit building to one of 6 
units.  They overstate costs by saying that the building costs are based on 21,750 ft2 (14,200 
residential, 2,000 commercial and 5,550 basement/garage) while their own drawings in COA_1518 
Race_2018-10-17_Part 2_.pdf (pages 8-10) show residential at 8,688 ft2, commercial 2,000, and 
basement/garage at 5,591 (16,279 ft2 total).  Thus, they have conveniently double counted 5,512 ft2 
of retail space at $230/ft2 building cost or $1,267,760.  They then compound the error by only using 
the residential in their revenue calculations.  This understates commercial revenues by $46,000 per 
year using their submission in COA Packet Supplement_2018-10-17_.pdf.  


2. Based on the points outlined above, the proposers are planning a basement that will cost $370,000 
to build (2,000 ft2 @ $185/ft2) and assuming zero rent from this space.  If that is the case, why build 
the basement? They should use footings, as we have done at 1514 Race. On the other hand, they 
could be trying to avoid disclosing rental income from this space.  They are either financially unwise 
or again trying to make the revenue scenario look worse than it would be.  Neither is very flattering 
to the proposer’s case.


3. The rent analysis in COA_1518 Race_2018-10-17_Part1_.pdf borders on the absurd.  In it, the 
proposers have given the options of either 16 units in 14,200 ft2, or 6 units in the same space. At 16 
units, they are estimating $2.25/ft2 rent/month and for 6 units, they assume $1.20/ft2. If they 
reduced the average size of the 6 units to the same as 16 units (888 ft2 instead of 2,366), annual 
income would only decline from $197,640 to $143,856, but building costs would decline by 
$2,039,640 (2,366 ft2 - 888 ft2 = 1,478 ft2 x 6 units x $230 avg building cost = $2,039,640).  
Obviously, it makes no sense to add more then $2 million in building costs for ~$50,000 in income.


4. In COA Packet Supplement_2018-10-17_.pdf. the financing cost estimate is misleading and 
overstates costs because the calculation includes both principal and interest.  Whereas they state 
that the financing cost is $322,000/year for a 30-year loan, interest costs for the first five years are 
$268,000, $264,000, $261,000, $257,000, and $253,000.  Thus, they are underestimating profit by 
$58,000 to $69,000 annually during the first five years.  Principal payments are considered profit, not 
expense. Any financial person would know that.


5. Unless the proposer is naive in his financial acumen with banks, the estimated 6.25% interest rate is 
absurdly high.  We closed on a 10-year mortgage with US Bank on September 17, 2017, so only 13 
months ago. Our interest rate was 3.36%.  We would agree that interest rates are higher, but for 
perspective the interest costs on their estimated $4.32 million mortgage would be $143,000 at 
3.36% vs. $268,000 at 6.25%.  I would suggest if they couldn’t do better than 6.25% that they are in 
the wrong line of work.  US Bank is basically one of our local banks. It is not a special financing 
instrument.  I checked today with my US Bank representative, and he suggested that our same loan 
today would carry an interest rate of about 4.75%


6. The proposers have totally excluded depreciation benefit from their calculations.  $4.32 million in 
building costs will generate $144,000 annually in depreciation expense which equates to another 
$43,200 in tax benefit assuming a 30% tax rate.


7. The soft costs also seem grossly overstated.  Our land acquisition and soft costs were $352,110 
consisting of $250,000 land costs, and $102,110 of architectural, engineering and legal costs.  We 
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could add the $35,868 sewer connection costs, but instead included that as a construction cost.  
The proposers have a land acquisition cost of $15,567 (source: Hamilton County Auditor) and 
assuming architectural, engineering and legal costs that are double ours, that equates to soft costs 
of $220,000. So where does $720,000 come from?  Is their financial management so poor that there 
is another $500,000 to get this project going?  Our guess is that it is building in fat in order to create 
a supposed economic hardship or extend the time until profitability.


8. The whole construction cost seems nonsensical when considering an option within Building Code 
guidelines.  With six units, the parking construction would not be required based on our 
understanding of the new parking rules (1,632 ft2 @ $185/ft2 = $301,920).  Given the lack of revenue 
recognition for basement commercial space (see point 2 above), why not use footings instead of 
constructing a basement (2,179 ft2 @ $185/ft2 = $403,115 less the cost of footings)? And we have 
previously mentioned the lower total construction costs and higher rental potential of building six 
reasonably-sized units.


RECAP 

Let’s review the key points:


• With an identical land parcel, new infill construction, and private financing, the directly adjacent 
neighbors are generating a solid, positive economic return in year 1 despite higher land costs 
($250,000 vs. $15,567) and higher building costs than the proposers are suggesting ($270/ft2 vs. 
$230/ft2). Obviously, our development is an economically viable alternative as specified in the 
Building Code.


• The proposers provided misleading financial analysis to overstate costs and underestimate income 
(including principal and interest, excluding depreciation, overstating interest rates, overstating soft 
costs). The language of Section 1435-05-04 is pretty specific in its language about the need for 
deprivation of any financially viable alternative.  The proposers are trying to convey this via 
misleading information because they cannot do it with facts.  The HCB needs to consider this.


• The financial analysis also contains falsehoods that go to credibility.  Double counting residential 
building costs, excluding revenues from worksheets, including principal and interest in debt 
calculations — these are serious errors that cannot be glossed over by the HCB


As such the HCB should deny the density variance as the application doesn’t come close to meeting 
the parameters of Section 1435-05-4 of the Cincinnati Municipal Building Code (Variances, Special 
Exceptions and Conditional Uses) or Section 1435-09-2 (Certificates of Appropriateness; Standards for 
Review).  If the proposer stayed with the Building Code, building a 6-unit, 3.5-story building with or 
without a commercial space, using reasonable cost, construction, and financing assumptions as we did, 
they could make a profit in year 1.


I am available to discuss any of these findings in more detail if they are not clear.


Sincerely,


Ted Leavitt 

1514 Race St.

Cincinnati, OH 45202
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Ms Beth Johnson 
Urban Conservator, City of Cincinnati 
805 Central Avenue, Suite 500 
Cincinnati, OH 45202 
 
OCTOBER 23, 2018 
 
SUBJECT:  LETTER OPPOSING 1518 RACE STREET COA & VARIANCES 
 
 
Dear Beth, 
In advance of the HCB Hearing on November 5th, this provides you with my strong plea that you once again recommend 
DENYING their request for variances and COA. 
 
As you know, we have all been discussing this proposal respectfully for the past 4 months, BUT after being denied by 
the Board twice, they come back with not a single change to their proposal – that we all know is still out of code in 
terms of density, height, and parking – and still totally out of line with the scale of buildings in this block.  (Even the new 
3CDC Affordable Housing directly across Race is beautifully done and a lovely addition to the block.) 
 
But now, they continue to expect approval of an out-of-code structure, and want you and us to care about their greed-
driven financials and hypothetical pro-formas.  This is in stark contrast to multiple adjacent neighbors, who have 
independently developed in-code buildings that are financially viable, and with real numbers, not made up pro-formas 
that are riddled with serious errors, inconsistencies and mis-representations – and do not provide a credible case for 
“hardship” or “financial necessity”.  Despite their contention to the contrary, it is possible to develop multi-unit buildings 
within city codes, as multiple direct neighbors have done along both sides of the 1500 block of Goose Alley. 
 
But importantly, their financials are not the only ones that matter.  The adjacent buildings to the north, south, east, 
and all along both sides of Goose Alley (Race St and Republic) will all be directly and adversely impacted by their out-
of-code and disrespectful design.   
 
Specifically, Item J of the Staff Report template addresses Adverse Effects, including “any adverse effect on the 
access to light and air from adjoining properties”…and “usefulness or value of neighboring land and buildings”.  In these 
past 4 months, they have been both dismissive and disrespectful of valid neighbor concerns – and have not made a 
single change to address the concerns of neighbors regarding their imposing and infringing design, nor even 
acknowledged these issues.  They have 90’ along the south side in which to place windows and avoid directly 
infringing/over-looking the signature windows in our three units (mid-way signature windows for our units 1, 2, and 3) as 
well as the balcony directly across from our Unit 2/second floor) – but they have never tried/nor even acknowledged 
these issues, not once in all these months of review.  And, how can a carte blanche ‘appropriateness’ be granted for 
out-of-code murals when they have never been specific as to content or design?  The south-side mural, directly facing 
into our space, is inappropriate altogether and should be eliminated.  Both the south-side windows and mural are design 
infringements that will have an immediate and significantly adverse effect on our property values, as well as our ability 
to rent our units. 
 
The bottom line is that IF they built a code-compliant, 6-unit, 3.5 story (vs 2.5 stories at Prince of Peace), neighbor-
respecting building, they would not be required to have any expensive parking/parking lift systems, and they certainly 
could build at a much lower cost (approximately $1.5M - $2M less), with higher/faster returns than the current 15-unit 
mass that they are proposing.  And, they certainly don’t need a full floor party deck with 64’/5.5 story access 
‘penthouses’ in order to generate an economic return.  Net, they would not need variances to develop an in-code and 
neighbor respecting building that does not immediately harm the light, air, enjoyment, property values, and rental 
income of adjacent neighbors on all sides.   
 
To the Board, I say, this proposal, as currently designed, continues to NOT be appropriate for this block nor in any way 
sensitive to the existing adjacent properties on any side.  The proposal does NOT comply with density, height and 
parking codes; nor have they provided credible rationale for justifying any of these variances.   
 
Please, I respectfully ask-- follow the codes, listen to the neighbors/relevant stakeholders, and DENY the requested 
Variances and Certificate of Appropriateness.  Thank you. 
 
Best regards, 

  
 
Victoria S Leavitt 
1514 Race St, Apt #3 
Cincinnati, OH 45202 
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COA Application for 1518 Race Street | Supplement
Developer:  Dedric Powell
Architect:  Platte Architecture + Design

Supplement to November 5th, 2018 HCB Hearing 

Coming out of the October 8th, 2018 Historic Conservation Board hearing there were two areas of concern: 
density and height. For clarity, we have prepared a supplement to the previously submitted COA packet to 
focus on these two issues.

Density.........................pages 2-8
Height..........................pages 9-11	
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PROJECT BUDGET
Construction Costs 3,600,000$   
Acquisition + Soft Costs 720,000$      
Total Project Cost 4,320,000$   

PROJECT SOURCES
assumes 30 year term for all financing

Conventional Development Scenario Subsidized Development Scenario
Source Total Source Rate Annual Payment Source Source Amount Rate Annual Payment

Gap Funding or Developer Capital (5%) 216,000$            0% $0
Conventional Financing 4,320,000$    6.25% $322,284 Low‐Interest Financing (20%) 864,000$            3% $44,081

Conventional Financing (75%) 3,240,000$         6.25% $241,713
Total Annual Debt Service: $322,284 Total Annual Debt Service: $285,794

GROSS OPERATING INCOME with roof deck
# of Units 6 11 15 15
Average unit size (SF) 1523 831 610 610 5th Fl 520
Rent psf 1.67$              2.08$                      2.51$                       2.68$                       4th Fl 4000
Rent per unit 2,543$            1,728$                    1,531$                       1,635$                     3rd Fl 4000
Gross residential revenue 183,126$       228,159$              275,598$                 294,264$                2nd Fl 4000

1st Fl 3692
commercial SF 2,000              2,000                      2,000                         2,000                      Baseme 3766
annual rent psf 23.00$            23.00$                    23.00$                       23.00$                     Total Gross SF 19978
Gross commercial revenue 46,000$         46,000$                 46,000$                    46,000$                  Per SF construction cost 180.20$               

Less 8% vacancy (18,330)$        (21,933)$               (25,728)$                  (27,221)$                

Net annual revenue 210,795$       252,227$              295,870$                 313,043$                5,217,381.33$    
Property Valuation at 
6.00% Cap Rate

PROJECT BUDGET
Construction Costs 3,600,000$   
Acquisition + Soft Costs 720,000$      
Total Project Cost 4,320,000$   

PROJECT SOURCES
assumes 30 year term for all financing

Conventional Development Scenario Subsidized Development Scenario
Source Total Source Rate Annual Payment Source Source Amount Rate Annual Payment

Gap Funding or Developer Capital (5%) 216,000$            0% $0
Conventional Financing 4,320,000$    6.25% $322,284 Low‐Interest Financing (20%) 864,000$            3% $44,081

Conventional Financing (75%) 3,240,000$         6.25% $241,713
Total Annual Debt Service: $322,284 Total Annual Debt Service: $285,794

GROSS OPERATING INCOME with roof deck
# of Units 6 11 15 15
Average unit size (SF) 1523 831 610 610 5th Fl 520
Rent psf 1.67$              2.08$                      2.51$                       2.68$                       4th Fl 4000
Rent per unit 2,543$            1,728$                    1,531$                       1,635$                     3rd Fl 4000
Gross residential revenue 183,126$       228,159$              275,598$                 294,264$                2nd Fl 4000

1st Fl 3692
commercial SF 2,000              2,000                      2,000                         2,000                      Baseme 3766
annual rent psf 23.00$            23.00$                    23.00$                       23.00$                     Total Gross SF 19978
Gross commercial revenue 46,000$         46,000$                 46,000$                    46,000$                  Per SF construction cost 180.20$               

Less 8% vacancy (18,330)$        (21,933)$               (25,728)$                  (27,221)$                

Net annual revenue 210,795$       252,227$              295,870$                 313,043$                5,217,381.33$    
Property Valuation at 
6.00% Cap Rate

Conventional Financing Subsidized Financing
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6

6 UNITS
Net Revenue 210,795$         217,119$         223,633$         230,342$         237,252$        244,370$        210,795$        217,119$        223,633$         230,342$         237,252$        244,370$       
Operating Expenses (25,000)$          (25,625)$          (26,266)$         (26,922)$         (27,595)$        (28,285)$        (25,000)$         (25,625)$         (26,266)$          (26,922)$          (27,595)$         (28,285)$        
Debt Service (322,284)$        (322,284)$        (322,284)$       (322,284)$       (322,284)$      (322,284)$      (285,794)$       (285,794)$       (285,794)$        (285,794)$        (285,794)$       (285,794)$      
Net Operating Income (136,489)$       (130,790)$       (124,917)$       (118,865)$       (112,627)$      (106,200)$      (99,998)$         (94,299)$         (88,427)$          (82,374)$          (76,137)$         (69,709)$        

11 UNITS
Net Revenue 252,227$         259,793$         267,587$         275,615$         283,883$        292,400$        ‐$             252,227$        259,793$        267,587$         275,615$         283,883$        292,400$       
Operating Expenses (25,000)$          (25,625)$          (26,266)$         (26,922)$         (27,595)$        (28,285)$        ‐$             (25,000)$         (25,625)$         (26,266)$          (26,922)$          (27,595)$         (28,285)$        
Debt Service (322,284)$        (322,284)$        (322,284)$       (322,284)$       (322,284)$      (322,284)$      ‐$             (285,794)$       (285,794)$       (285,794)$        (285,794)$        (285,794)$       (285,794)$      
Net Operating Income (95,058)$          (88,116)$          (80,963)$         (73,592)$         (65,996)$        (58,170)$        ‐$             (58,567)$         (51,625)$         (44,472)$          (37,101)$          (29,506)$         (21,679)$        

15 UNITS
Net Revenue 295,870$         304,746$         313,889$         323,305$         333,004$        342,995$        ‐$             295,870$        304,746$        313,889$         323,305$         333,004$        342,995$       
Operating Expenses (25,000)$          (25,625)$          (26,266)$         (26,922)$         (27,595)$        (28,285)$        ‐$             (25,000)$         (25,625)$         (26,266)$          (26,922)$          (27,595)$         (28,285)$        
Debt Service (322,284)$        (322,284)$        (322,284)$       (322,284)$       (322,284)$      (322,284)$      ‐$             (285,794)$       (285,794)$       (285,794)$        (285,794)$        (285,794)$       (285,794)$      
Net Operating Income (51,414)$          (43,163)$          (34,661)$         (25,901)$         (16,875)$        (7,575)$           ‐$             (14,924)$         (6,673)$           1,829$             10,589$           19,615$          28,916$         

15 UNITS w/ Roof Deck
Net Revenue 313,043$         322,434$         332,107$         342,070$         352,333$        362,902$        ‐$             313,043$        322,434$        332,107$         342,070$         352,333$        362,902$       
Operating Expenses (25,000)$          (25,625)$          (26,266)$         (26,922)$         (27,595)$        (28,285)$        ‐$             (25,000)$         (25,625)$         (26,266)$          (26,922)$          (27,595)$         (28,285)$        
Debt Service (322,284)$        (322,284)$        (322,284)$       (322,284)$       (322,284)$      (322,284)$      ‐$             (285,794)$       (285,794)$       (285,794)$        (285,794)$        (285,794)$       (285,794)$      
Net Operating Income (34,241)$          (25,475)$          (16,443)$         (7,136)$            2,453$            12,333$          ‐$             2,249$            11,015$          20,048$           29,354$           38,943$          48,823$         

OVERVIEW OF PROJECT FINANCIALS - 1518 Race Street
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The Cincinnati Municipal code only allows one residential unit per 700 SF of  property. Given a property of  4500 
SF, this results in 6 units currently permitted under code. As we will demonstrate, 6 units doesn’t work financially, 
nor does it meet the needs of  the city for highest and best use of  the site. 

	 - More units provide a more predictable revenue stream. 
		  - Fewer units create higher risk for vacancies, negatively impacting the financial model.

	 - Smaller units provide a higher ROI.
		  As is evident in the Gross Operating Income portion of  the proforma below, the rental market 
		  supports higher per-square-foot rents for smaller units than larger units.  

	 - Construction costs are increasing.

	 - Interest rates are increasing. 

	 - There is greater uncertainty in construction costs due to trade wars, tariffs, etc.
		  - For example, steel contractors are guaranteeing their prices for only 24 hours.

	 - No financial assistance or gap funding is being provided.
		  - This is a not a 3CDC project that enjoys greater access to capital and below-market rate loans.

Higher density improves the economics of  the project in the following ways:

2.  Meet housing demand
	 - There is unprecedented demand for reasonably-priced housing in OTR. Small units meet the price point 
for many workers looking to live in OTR.

1.  Financial necessity

WHY ARE  WE REQUESTING A DENSITY VARIANCE?

PROJECT BUDGET
Construction Costs 3,600,000$   
Acquisition + Soft Costs 720,000$      
Total Project Cost 4,320,000$   

PROJECT SOURCES
assumes 30 year term for all financing

Conventional Development Scenario Subsidized Development Scenario
Source Total Source Rate Annual Payment Source Source Amount Rate Annual Payment

Gap Funding or Developer Capital (5%) 216,000$            0% $0
Conventional Financing 4,320,000$    6.25% $322,284 Low‐Interest Financing (20%) 864,000$            3% $44,081

Conventional Financing (75%) 3,240,000$         6.25% $241,713
Total Annual Debt Service: $322,284 Total Annual Debt Service: $285,794

GROSS OPERATING INCOME with roof deck
# of Units 6 11 15 15
Average unit size (SF) 1523 831 610 610 5th Fl 520
Rent psf 1.67$              2.08$                      2.51$                       2.68$                       4th Fl 4000
Rent per unit 2,543$            1,728$                    1,531$                       1,635$                     3rd Fl 4000
Gross residential revenue 183,126$       228,159$              275,598$                 294,264$                2nd Fl 4000

1st Fl 3692
commercial SF 2,000              2,000                      2,000                         2,000                      Baseme 3766
annual rent psf 23.00$            23.00$                    23.00$                       23.00$                     Total Gross SF 19978
Gross commercial revenue 46,000$         46,000$                 46,000$                    46,000$                  Per SF construction cost 180.20$               

Less 8% vacancy (18,330)$        (21,933)$               (25,728)$                  (27,221)$                

Net annual revenue 210,795$       252,227$              295,870$                 313,043$                5,217,381.33$    
Property Valuation at 
6.00% Cap Rate

RENT PER UNIT SIZE
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3.  Encourage residential diversity
	 - If  the city is truly interested in maintaining a diverse OTR community, it needs to allow developers to do 
greater numbers of  1-bedrooms and micro-units. 
	 - Limiting the project to 6 units ensures that this will be a high-end luxury building, available to only the 
wealthiest residents. 
	 - While the studios in this project will not meet the needs of  every OTR resident, they do put living in OTR 
within reach for a larger portion of  the city’s population. For context, see below:

* For a further breakout of  rents in the financial models, see page 6.

2016 MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME, BY LOCATION
	 - https://datausa.io/profile/geo/cincinnati-oh/#income_geo

(2018 HUD data)

Salary Total Housing Costs Utilities Insurance Rent at 30% of income

Census Tract 016 10,703.00$   267.575 125 25 117.58$    
Census Tract 264 16,373.00$   409.325 125 25 259.33$    
Census Tract 009 27,366.00$   684.15 125 25 534.15$    
Census Tract 010 46,027.00$   1150.675 125 25 1,000.68$ 
Census Tract 007 60,563.00$   1514.075 125 25 1,364.08$ 

Greater Cincinnati 78,300.00$   1957.5 125 25 1,807.50$ 

Salary Total Housing Costs Utilities Insurance Rent at 30% of income

Census Tract 016 10,703.00$   267.575 125 25 117.58$    
Census Tract 264 16,373.00$   409.325 125 25 259.33$    
Census Tract 009 27,366.00$   684.15 125 25 534.15$    
Census Tract 010 46,027.00$   1150.675 125 25 1,000.68$ 
Census Tract 007 60,563.00$   1514.075 125 25 1,364.08$ 

Greater Cincinnati 78,300.00$   1957.5 125 25 1,807.50$ 

016

009

site

010

007

264

estimated 
studio apt rent*



5

5.  Historically Appropriate
	 - Historic records show there were 20 residences on the site, reflecting the higher amount of  overall density 
that was common in Over-the Rhine. The current population density is a fraction of  what it was at its peak in the 
19th century.

6.  Adjacency to Streetcar
	 - City Planners agree that higher density development should be concentrated along public transportation 
initiatives like the streetcar, to capitalize on infrastructural investments designed to move mass amounts of  bodies.
	 - Construction costs are higher along the streetcar; DOTE prevents the normal movement of  materials and 
equipment across the tracks. This makes the project more expensive, and in greater need of  higher density to make 
it viable.

4.  Good for the planet
	 - High density urban areas that are walkable and use existing infrastructure reduces our carbon footprint and 
leads to a more sustainable lifestyle. In the face of  global warming, we need to be encouraging dramatically higher 
density in our cities, not closing them off  to people who can’t afford to live here.
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A. The strict application of  the code is unreasonable and would result in practical difficulties.

As described above, there are a variety of  factors making construction more expensive and difficult in 2018. 
Included below is a project pro forma that shows why the project needs higher density. Assuming a fixed 
construction budget with the same number of  stories but a different unit count and mix, the gross operating 
income is significantly lower with only 6 units versus 15 units. In addition, including a roof  deck allows the 
developer to increase the rent and close the feasibility gap.
  

Estimated rents are determined by the number of  bedrooms, as well as their location--units in the front of  the 
building (with balconies) are more expensive. Average unit size is determined by the unit count/mix in each 
scenario.

PROJECT BUDGET
Construction Costs 3,600,000$   
Acquisition + Soft Costs 720,000$      
Total Project Cost 4,320,000$   

PROJECT SOURCES
assumes 30 year term for all financing

Conventional Development Scenario Subsidized Development Scenario
Source Total Source Rate Annual Payment Source Source Amount Rate Annual Payment

Gap Funding or Developer Capital (5%) 216,000$            0% $0
Conventional Financing 4,320,000$    6.25% $322,284 Low‐Interest Financing (20%) 864,000$            3% $44,081

Conventional Financing (75%) 3,240,000$         6.25% $241,713
Total Annual Debt Service: $322,284 Total Annual Debt Service: $285,794

GROSS OPERATING INCOME with roof deck
# of Units 6 11 15 15
Average unit size (SF) 1523 831 610 610 5th Fl 520
Rent psf 1.67$              2.08$                      2.51$                       2.68$                       4th Fl 4000
Rent per unit 2,543$            1,728$                    1,531$                       1,635$                     3rd Fl 4000
Gross residential revenue 183,126$       228,159$              275,598$                 294,264$                2nd Fl 4000

1st Fl 3692
commercial SF 2,000              2,000                      2,000                         2,000                      Baseme 3766
annual rent psf 23.00$            23.00$                    23.00$                       23.00$                     Total Gross SF 19978
Gross commercial revenue 46,000$         46,000$                 46,000$                    46,000$                  Per SF construction cost 180.20$               

Less 8% vacancy (18,330)$        (21,933)$               (25,728)$                  (27,221)$                

Net annual revenue 210,795$       252,227$              295,870$                 313,043$                5,217,381.33$    
Property Valuation at 
6.00% Cap Rate

Summary of existing 15 unit building Estimated Rents for each unit

Unit size (SF) Rent Rent/SF
Front 1 BR 835 Studio 457 1150 2.516411
Front 1 BR 840 1 BR ‐ rear 685.5 1300 1.896426
Rear Studio 446 1 BR ‐ front 837.5 2100 2.507463
Rear Studio 420 2+ BR ‐ rear 1371 2100 1.531729
Rear Studio 505 2+ BR ‐ front 1675 3000 1.791045
Total SF/floor 3046
Total SF 9138

# of Units Ave unit size Total Rent Ave Rent/SF
15 609.2 22950 2.51149
11 830.7272727 19900 2.177719
6 1523 15300 1.674327

Summary of existing 15 unit building Estimated Rents for each unit

Unit size (SF) Rent Rent/SF
Front 1 BR 835 Studio 457 1150 2.516411
Front 1 BR 840 1 BR ‐ rear 685.5 1300 1.896426
Rear Studio 446 1 BR ‐ front 837.5 2100 2.507463
Rear Studio 420 2+ BR ‐ rear 1371 2100 1.531729
Rear Studio 505 2+ BR ‐ front 1675 3000 1.791045
Total SF/floor 3046
Total SF 9138

# of Units Ave unit size Total Rent Ave Rent/SF
15 609.2 22950 2.51149
11 830.7272727 19900 2.177719
6 1523 15300 1.674327

There are two separate standards for requesting a variance per CMC 1445-15. The code requires that the applicant 
satisfy one. We believe we satisfy both.

ON WHAT GROUNDS ARE WE REQUESTING A DENSITY VARIANCE?
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PROJECT BUDGET
Construction Costs 3,600,000$   
Acquisition + Soft Costs 720,000$      
Total Project Cost 4,320,000$   

PROJECT SOURCES
assumes 30 year term for all financing

Conventional Development Scenario Subsidized Development Scenario
Source Total Source Rate Annual Payment Source Source Amount Rate Annual Payment

Gap Funding or Developer Capital (5%) 216,000$            0% $0
Conventional Financing 4,320,000$    6.25% $322,284 Low‐Interest Financing (20%) 864,000$            3% $44,081

Conventional Financing (75%) 3,240,000$         6.25% $241,713
Total Annual Debt Service: $322,284 Total Annual Debt Service: $285,794

GROSS OPERATING INCOME with roof deck
# of Units 6 11 15 15
Average unit size (SF) 1523 831 610 610 5th Fl 520
Rent psf 1.67$              2.08$                      2.51$                       2.68$                       4th Fl 4000
Rent per unit 2,543$            1,728$                    1,531$                       1,635$                     3rd Fl 4000
Gross residential revenue 183,126$       228,159$              275,598$                 294,264$                2nd Fl 4000

1st Fl 3692
commercial SF 2,000              2,000                      2,000                         2,000                      Baseme 3766
annual rent psf 23.00$            23.00$                    23.00$                       23.00$                     Total Gross SF 19978
Gross commercial revenue 46,000$         46,000$                 46,000$                    46,000$                  Per SF construction cost 180.20$               

Less 8% vacancy (18,330)$        (21,933)$               (25,728)$                  (27,221)$                

Net annual revenue 210,795$       252,227$              295,870$                 313,043$                5,217,381.33$    
Property Valuation at 
6.00% Cap Rate

PROJECT BUDGET
Construction Costs 3,600,000$   
Acquisition + Soft Costs 720,000$      
Total Project Cost 4,320,000$   

PROJECT SOURCES
assumes 30 year term for all financing

Conventional Development Scenario Subsidized Development Scenario
Source Total Source Rate Annual Payment Source Source Amount Rate Annual Payment

Gap Funding or Developer Capital (5%) 216,000$            0% $0
Conventional Financing 4,320,000$    6.25% $322,284 Low‐Interest Financing (20%) 864,000$            3% $44,081

Conventional Financing (75%) 3,240,000$         6.25% $241,713
Total Annual Debt Service: $322,284 Total Annual Debt Service: $285,794

GROSS OPERATING INCOME with roof deck
# of Units 6 11 15 15
Average unit size (SF) 1523 831 610 610 5th Fl 520
Rent psf 1.67$              2.08$                      2.51$                       2.68$                       4th Fl 4000
Rent per unit 2,543$            1,728$                    1,531$                       1,635$                     3rd Fl 4000
Gross residential revenue 183,126$       228,159$              275,598$                 294,264$                2nd Fl 4000

1st Fl 3692
commercial SF 2,000              2,000                      2,000                         2,000                      Baseme 3766
annual rent psf 23.00$            23.00$                    23.00$                       23.00$                     Total Gross SF 19978
Gross commercial revenue 46,000$         46,000$                 46,000$                    46,000$                  Per SF construction cost 180.20$               

Less 8% vacancy (18,330)$        (21,933)$               (25,728)$                  (27,221)$                

Net annual revenue 210,795$       252,227$              295,870$                 313,043$                5,217,381.33$    
Property Valuation at 
6.00% Cap Rate

An alternative financing model shows the advantages enjoyed by 3CDC with their below-market rate loan funds 
and available capital pools. In this case, we estimate it would reduce the annual debt service of  the project by nearly 
$40K per year, significantly improving the return on investment. 

As it happens, whatever the financing you’re unlikely to see a good return on investment in the first ten years of  
a project at this site at this point in time. Moreover, there’s considerable risk involved in undertaking this type of  
project: nothing on the revenue side is a sure thing, and construction in OTR famously unpredictable. 

The scenario where the project can truly move forward in the face of  all this uncertainty is the one with high 
density, buoyed by the presence of  a roof  deck. See revenue forecasts below.

Conventional Financing Subsidized Financing
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6

6 UNITS
Net Revenue 210,795$         217,119$         223,633$         230,342$         237,252$        244,370$        210,795$        217,119$        223,633$         230,342$         237,252$        244,370$       
Operating Expenses (25,000)$          (25,625)$          (26,266)$         (26,922)$         (27,595)$        (28,285)$        (25,000)$         (25,625)$         (26,266)$          (26,922)$          (27,595)$         (28,285)$        
Debt Service (322,284)$        (322,284)$        (322,284)$       (322,284)$       (322,284)$      (322,284)$      (285,794)$       (285,794)$       (285,794)$        (285,794)$        (285,794)$       (285,794)$      
Net Operating Income (136,489)$       (130,790)$       (124,917)$       (118,865)$       (112,627)$      (106,200)$      (99,998)$         (94,299)$         (88,427)$          (82,374)$          (76,137)$         (69,709)$        

11 UNITS
Net Revenue 252,227$         259,793$         267,587$         275,615$         283,883$        292,400$        ‐$             252,227$        259,793$        267,587$         275,615$         283,883$        292,400$       
Operating Expenses (25,000)$          (25,625)$          (26,266)$         (26,922)$         (27,595)$        (28,285)$        ‐$             (25,000)$         (25,625)$         (26,266)$          (26,922)$          (27,595)$         (28,285)$        
Debt Service (322,284)$        (322,284)$        (322,284)$       (322,284)$       (322,284)$      (322,284)$      ‐$             (285,794)$       (285,794)$       (285,794)$        (285,794)$        (285,794)$       (285,794)$      
Net Operating Income (95,058)$          (88,116)$          (80,963)$         (73,592)$         (65,996)$        (58,170)$        ‐$             (58,567)$         (51,625)$         (44,472)$          (37,101)$          (29,506)$         (21,679)$        

15 UNITS
Net Revenue 295,870$         304,746$         313,889$         323,305$         333,004$        342,995$        ‐$             295,870$        304,746$        313,889$         323,305$         333,004$        342,995$       
Operating Expenses (25,000)$          (25,625)$          (26,266)$         (26,922)$         (27,595)$        (28,285)$        ‐$             (25,000)$         (25,625)$         (26,266)$          (26,922)$          (27,595)$         (28,285)$        
Debt Service (322,284)$        (322,284)$        (322,284)$       (322,284)$       (322,284)$      (322,284)$      ‐$             (285,794)$       (285,794)$       (285,794)$        (285,794)$        (285,794)$       (285,794)$      
Net Operating Income (51,414)$          (43,163)$          (34,661)$         (25,901)$         (16,875)$        (7,575)$           ‐$             (14,924)$         (6,673)$           1,829$             10,589$           19,615$          28,916$         

15 UNITS w/ Roof Deck
Net Revenue 313,043$         322,434$         332,107$         342,070$         352,333$        362,902$        ‐$             313,043$        322,434$        332,107$         342,070$         352,333$        362,902$       
Operating Expenses (25,000)$          (25,625)$          (26,266)$         (26,922)$         (27,595)$        (28,285)$        ‐$             (25,000)$         (25,625)$         (26,266)$          (26,922)$          (27,595)$         (28,285)$        
Debt Service (322,284)$        (322,284)$        (322,284)$       (322,284)$       (322,284)$      (322,284)$      ‐$             (285,794)$       (285,794)$       (285,794)$        (285,794)$        (285,794)$       (285,794)$      
Net Operating Income (34,241)$          (25,475)$          (16,443)$         (7,136)$            2,453$            12,333$          ‐$             2,249$            11,015$          20,048$           29,354$           38,943$          48,823$         

project becomes profitable in year 5
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B. The variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of  a substantial property right of  the 
applicant possessed by owners of  other properties in the same district or vicinity.

A variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of  a substantial property right of  the applicant 
possessed by owners of  other properties in the same district or vicinity.  Comparable developments, both new 
and historic buildings, enjoy a similar density to this request.  This variance will allow the owners to experience a 
comparable privilege to other property owners nearby. The owner nor its predecessors caused the nonconformity.  
For comparison, our proposed project is included within a list of  OTR properties whose unit density ratios exceed 
1/700 sf. All of  these properties reside in the same Zoning District (CC-P).

Address # units lot sf sf / unit

1118 Sycamore 155 40302 260
1401 Republic 10 2625 263
31 W. 13th 17 4660 274
1518 Race 15 4500 300
1405 Republic 13 4125 317
1216‐1218 Race 22 7132 324

infill projects shown highlighted

COMPARABLE HIGH-DENSITY PROJECTS IN OTR

For the first HCB hearing, the staff  report selected 5 nearby projects and argued that that these projects were more 
suitable for comparison. Of  these 5 projects, 4 were 3CDC projects subsidized with below-market rate loans and 
gap funding. 

While this developer does not object to the work 3CDC has done in promoting the well-being of  the neighborhood, 
it is unfair to hold private developers to the same standards for project viability. (3CDC is a non-profit with access 
to large amounts of  money, whose mission is to pursue projects that private developers and banks deem too risky.) 
We do not believe the city wants exclusively high-end luxury and 3CDC-subsidized projects in OTR.

6 
 

direct vicinity of this project. All of these projects meet the zoning code for 
density and did not require a variance for increased density. They include 
the following 

 
New Construction: Address #units  Lots Sf sf/unit 
1. 1514 Race Street   3  4500           1500   
2. 1515 Race Street   17  17121           1007   
3. 1505 Race Street   2  2156  718 
4. 116 W 15th Street   13  9785  752 
5. 1510-1516 Pleasant Street 4  5030  1257 

 
The applicant did supply a list of buildings that have a similar density. However, 
all but one of these properties were projects in existing buildings and the majority 
of them decreased or maintained their density when the building was 
rehabilitated into its existing use. Further the majority of these were fairly close to 
the CC-P zone district compliant density of 1 unit per 500 sf of lot area for 
existing buildings and 1 unit per 700st of lot area for new buildings. (see 
highlighted). Even the property with the highest density in the chart below is only 
1.9 times the allowed density on the lot, rather than the 2.5 times the density 
allowed that the project is requesting.  
                         

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1 
2 

3 4 

5 

High-end 
Luxury Residence/ Airbnb 

1514 Race
--
--
--

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

3CDC Subsidized
--

1515 Race
1505 Race

116 W. 15th
1510-1516 Pleasant
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The current OTR Guidelines state the following:
 “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 1500 block of  Race Street is composed of  3-4 story buildings. Historically there were numerous 4-story 
buildings on the block, as shown in the Sanborn map below. Notably, there were two 4-story buildings on the 
current site of  1518 Race.

Throughout the 1500 block of  Race Street, 4-story buildings remain in 2018. Towards the middle of  the block, near 
the site of  1518 Race Street, there are two 4-story buildings--see photo below.

Sanborn Fire Insurance Map, Cincinnati c. 1904 (Updated 1930)

4-story buildings at 1518-20 Race

HOW DOES OUR PROJECT MEET THE HEIGHT REQUIREMENTS?

1. Matches historic context
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Per the zoning code, the presence of  egress towers at the roof  do not constitute a story. Therefore, our building is 4 
stories tall. The height of  the building directly north of  1518 Race is 3 stories, one story shorter than the proposed 
project.

As noted above, the OTR Historic Guidelines state that new construction projects should be within one story of  
adjacent contributing buildings. Per the zoning code, the term “adjacent” is typically understood as within 100’. 
There are three contributing buildings within 100’ that are 4-stories:  1513-1515 Republic, 1523-1525 Race, and 
1527 Race.
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“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.”
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The proposed project at 1518 Race is shorter than the building across the street.

Moreover, the egress towers at 1518 Race are set back to limit visibility and correspond more or less with the roof  
line of  1523-25 Race. In terms of  massing and height, the proposed building at 1518 Race is very much consistent 
with the neighborhood and the block.

SIDE ELEVATION

Side view of 1523-25 Race shown dashed 
atop South Elevation of 1518 Race.
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3. Proposed massing fits the site-specific context of  3-4 story buildings.





 

September 19th, 2018 

Beth Johnson 

Urban Conservator 

City of Cincinnati Buildings and Inspections 

805 Central Avenue, Suite 500 

Cincinnati, OH 45202 

 

RE: COA for 1518 Race 

Dear Beth: 

First, let me highlight the changes we’ve made since the first COA submission: 

1. Height – What was previously a 4 story building with a 5th story in the back is now a 4 

story building with a roof deck. The first floor height has been reduced to 15’-6”, and 

additional design changes have been made to compress the experience of the 

storefront. Lastly, the parapet at the roof has been replaced with a translucent 

guardrail, effectively lowering the perceived height of principle mass of the building. 

2. Density – The number of residential units proposed has dropped from 16 to 15.  

3. Windows - Front – The size, orientation, and detailing of the windows has changed to 

bring them more into conformance with the guidelines. 

4. Windows – Rear – The windows in the rear have been updated to better reflect the 

front façade, and produce a more attractive elevation. 

5. Side setback – The previous north setback at the sidewalk has been closed by 

stretching the front of the building northward. 

As ever, it is our intent at Platte Architecture and Design to present a project at 1518 

Race Street that embraces modern design and 21st-century construction practices while 

respecting the historic fabric of Over-the-Rhine.   

Our proposal is for a four-story mixed-use building with a restaurant at grade and 

residential apartments above.  
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The project complies with the specific guidelines of the Over-the-Rhine Historic District 

in the following ways: 

1. Composition:  Per the guidelines, the primary façade at 1518 Race Street 

demonstrates a careful “arrangement of openings” and an “overall vertical 

emphasis”. The elevation is broken up into three zones: 

a. Base – The retail storefront resides at the first floor, framed by a 

horizontal banding that wraps around to the south of the storefront. 

b. Middle –Punched openings in the masonry from floors 2-4, with a bay of 

balconies to the north.  

c. Top – A recessed course of brick provides a subtle, style-appropriate nod 

to the traditional cornice, capped off with a simple stone coping. In 

addition, a translucent panelized guardrail sits 12” back from the face of 

the brick, atop the roof, to articulate the building’s “top”. 

 

2. Roofs:  The proposed roofs are low-slope, behind translucent panelized 

guardrails. Per the guidelines, this approach is “similar to roofs of adjacent and 

nearby buildings of similar size and use.” The roofs will not be visible. 

 

3. Window Openings:  As recommended in the guidelines, the window openings 

reflect the size and placement found on similar buildings in the district. They are 

tall, and horizontally aligned. The windows themselves are set back 6” from the 

face of the elevation, with metal sills. The percentage of punched openings at the 

façade is 36%, which falls within the 20%-50% that is typical for historic buildings in 

this neighborhood. The northern bay of openings contain balconies. While there 

are projecting balconies in some historic OTR buildings, these are recessed to 
minimize their presence and present a more uniform, uncluttered appearance. 

 

4. Storefronts:  The storefront is where the building meets the street. At 1518 

Race, the storefront sits back 12” from the sidewalk but opens up to the right-of-

way with a dramatic, uniform expression of glazing. While modern, the overall 

storefront aligns with other historic storefronts in the following ways: 

a. Height. The height from the first floor to the second is 15’-6” tall. The 

height of the area below the horizontal banding is 12’-6”. The glass is 10’-

6” high, with a 12” tall aluminum base. 

b. Framing.  A metal banding spans above the storefront and turns down to 

the south, framing the storefront. 

c. Bays. The 4’ spacing of vertical mullions is a modern version of the bays 

that historically were articulated with cast iron columns. 

d. Glass. The storefront itself is primarily glass.  

 

5. Setback:  The building is pushed up to meet the sidewalk at the edge of the 

property line. The storefront is 12” behind the property line. There is a 5’-0” side 

setback to the south that matches what was there historically.  

 

6. Rhythm:  The front façade is divided into thirds. The northern 1/3 is expressed 

as a single bay of vertically-aligned balconies spanning 15’, reminiscent of the 

historic oriel bay windows found elsewhere in the district. The southern 2/3 spans 





 

Permit Center   805 Central Avenue, Suite 500    Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 

P 513-352-3271     F 513-352-2579    www.cincinnati-oh.gov 

ADJUDICATION/DENIAL LETTER 

Date: 06/05/2018  

Location: 1518 Race Street 

Request: Infill/New Construction 

Zoning District: CC-P/Over-the-Rhine Historic District 

 

Applicant Name:  Platte Architecture and Design 

 

The City of Cincinnati appreciates receiving your information regarding your proposed project. The 

purpose of this letter is to inform you that your proposed project will be required to get Zoning Variance 

and Certificate of Appropriateness from the Historic Conservation Board as it is within a Historic 

Conservation Overlay Zone.  

 

All documents that are checked on the Documents Required for Historic Conservation Board Review are 

a required part of the submission and the submission will not be considered complete unless all of these 

documents are included. Please submit only 3 copies application and all documents that are required. 

You will be required to submit 10 copies of the packet closer to the date of the Historic Conservation 

Board meeting. When you submit the copies of the application, the Documents Required Sheet must be 

submitted as well. A $606.09 fee is required with the submission as well. The next deadline is June 8, 

2018 for the July 23, 2018 Historic Conservation Board Meeting. 

 

Your request also does not comply with the City of Cincinnati Zoning Code for the following reason(s):  

1. 1409-09 Density: In the CC-P District new residential development needs 700 sf of lot size/unit. 

The lot is 4500sf which would permit 6 units. 16 units are being proposed. A Density Variance is 

required.  

2. 1425-19: Off Street Parking and Loading Requirements: The project has 16 residential units and 

2750sf of assembly/restaurant use. As the project is in a CC-P district the first 2000sf of 

commercial space is exempt from parking. The total parking required is 21 spaces. The project 

can be granted a 50% reduction for proximity to public parking. The property is providing 8 spots 

so a 2 spot parking Numerical Variance is required.  

 

The 3 copies of the applications and documents required will be turned into the Law Department- Office 

of Administrative Boards. Their office is located on the 5
th
 floor of 805 Central Avenue in the Permit 

Center. It is highly encouraged that you make an appointment for submission to guarantee that your 

submission will be accepted by the deadline. Appointments can be made with Kasandra Maynes at 513-

352-1559.  

 

You may also contact me at the information listed below with historic conservation or zoning questions, 

concerns or to make an appointment.  

 

Sincerely,  

 

 

 

Beth Johnson 

Urban Conservator 

(p): 513-352-4848 

(e): beth.johnson@cincinnati-oh.gov 
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CINCINNATI’S HISTORIC CONSERVATION OFFICE  
Documents Required for Review for  
Historic Conservation Board Review 
The Historic Conservation Office will provide this list with the required items checked off once an 
Adjudication/Denial letter is issued.  
 
 3 complete hard copies at the time of application. 
 All drawings formatted to 11x17 or 12x18.  
 Digital copy in PDF format provided on CD, USB drive, or emailed to beth.johnson@cincinnati-oh.gov 
 Adjudication/Denial Letter and this checklist 
 Certificate of Appropriateness Application Form 
 A letter/narrative statement of intent and how the project meets the applicable Historic Conservation 

Guidelines 
 Zoning Hearing Examiner Application Form 
 A letter/narrative statement required in Section 6 of the Zoning Hearing Examiner Application 
 The Hamilton County Auditors record or other documentation showing property ownership  
 A letter/email of permission from owners, lease, contract to purchase or other agreement demonstrating the 

applicant or owner’s legal basis to seek the COA or Zoning Relief   
 A list of the applicants’ witnesses and expert witnesses who you expect to testify at the hearing or legal 

counsel, if any  
 8 business days before the hearing date 10 hard copies and a digital copy in one pdf or for the final board 

packet. Drawings must be formatted and retain the proper scale in 11x17 or 12x18.   
 Other Documents or information applicant wants to present for their case 
 Non-Refundable Application Fee. Checks made payable to the City of Cincinnati. $___________ 
 
All Drawings and Plans must include the following 
 A graphic scale required on all drawings 
 North arrows on all site, context and floor plans  
 Elevations labeled with North, South, East West, front, side and rear labels 
 Street names labeled 
 Date and/or revision dates 
 
Architectural Drawings and Plans 
 An index of drawings located on the first sheet 
 Context Map showing the building within at least a block of context 
 Existing and proposed site plans including  

 Parcel/boundary lines 

 Building footprints and dimensions labeled 

 Setback dimensions from all property lines labeled  

 Existing and proposed principal and accessory buildings, including location, dimensions, and height 
labeled; 

 All properties and their structures immediately adjacent to the site  
 Existing and proposed elevation drawings 

 Total Height from grade to top of the building 

 Total height- ASL (Above Sea Level) 

 Materials labeled 
 Existing and proposed floor plans and roof plans (with chimney locations) 

 Residential and Commercial Spaces labeled. Residential Spaces must be numbered.  

 Square feet of commercial spaces listed 

606.09
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 Site section and/or Site elevations including any adjacent properties 
 Driveways, sidewalks, walkways, terraces, and other paved surfaces 
 Existing and proposed accessory structures, including walls, fences, porches, lighting, signs, and other site 

improvements; 
 Existing and proposed landscape areas and materials, if proposed to be altered; 
 Proposed materials, textures, and colors. Include Make, model and series for proposed materials 
 Labeled photos of all sides of the building and a 1 block streetscape context in all directions  
 Site line drawings for any roof additions. 
 A color rendering, axonometric drawings and/or perspective of the proposed construction (required on infill 

projects)  
 
Required if applicable to the project 
 Historic Sanborn Maps of the site 
 Window brochures and cut sheet  
 Roof product information (brochure)  
 Garage door brochures  
 Sample materials or color samples. _____________________________________________ 
 Fence drawings of style, fence brochures or photo of a sample fence  
 Signs; drawings, photo showing the sign on the building, mounting info, materials, colors and illumination  
 Mature tree removal requires a letter from an arborist stating its poor health  
 All written correspondence submitted by the applicant and other affected persons  
 Tentative project schedule  
 _______________________________________________________________________ 
 _______________________________________________________________________ 
 _______________________________________________________________________ 
 
Demolition (full or partial) for Historic Conservation Districts and Landmarks  
 Demolition Case Sheet and all required information listed on the sheet unless otherwise not required by the 

Urban Conservator in writing and provided with application.  
 Statement of plans for the property after demolition.  

 
Hillside Overlay Zone (CZC § 1433) 
 A development plan, accompanied by a property survey, showing existing vegetation and proposed 

development, and where applicable, streets, drives, parking areas, walkways, heights of structure(s), location 
of structures, elevation and setback of proposed buildings, drainage, existing contours and proposed grading 
and new landscaping plans, proposed uses and square footage of uses and recreational facilities; 

 A preliminary geotechnical evaluation; 
 A determination of the maximum building envelope; 
 Average slope/grade of the property; and 
 Graphic illustrations demonstrating that the proposed improvement or new structure has not exceeded the 

maximum building envelope 
 
For additional questions contact Beth Johnson, Urban Conservator at 513-352-4848 or beth.johnson@cincinnati-
oh.gov 
 
Note: The aforementioned information is general in nature. Additional information may be required by the Urban 
Conservator once the application is submitted. Please use this list to plan for the potential documents that could be 
required for a submission.  

Cladding materials at the HCB meeting

mailto:beth.johnson@cincinnati-oh.gov
mailto:beth.johnson@cincinnati-oh.gov
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Ryan O'Malley

From: RIC POWELL <ric.powell@veregate.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 26, 2018 8:25 AM
To: Ryan O'Malley
Cc: Johnson, Beth; Eric Blyth; Kurt Platte
Subject: Re: 1518 Race - Permission for Platte to submit COA application on your behalf

Hello Beth,  
 
This is correct. I am the owner of 1518 Race Street and I have authorized Platte to submit the COA.  
 
Thank you, 
 
Dedric Powell 
513‐608‐0365 

Sent from my iPhone 
 
On Jul 26, 2018, at 8:22 AM, Ryan O'Malley <ryan@plattedesign.com> wrote: 

Ric, 
  
Please reply to this email confirming for Beth Johnson, the City of Cincinnati Urban Conservator, that 
you are the owner of 1518 Race Street and that you have authorized Platte Architecture & Design to 
submit a Certificate of Appropriateness application on your behalf. 
  
Thanks, 
Ryan 
  

R Y A N  O ’ M A L L E Y  
Project Manager / Designer 
  
<image001.png> 
  
202 W. Elder St. – 4th Fl. 
Cincinnati, OH  45202 
www.plattedesign.com  
(513) 871-1850 x.1012 
  







 

September 19th, 2018 

Beth Johnson 

Urban Conservator 

City of Cincinnati Buildings and Inspections 

805 Central Avenue, Suite 500 

Cincinnati, OH 45202 

 

RE: Zoning Relief for New Project at 1518 Race Street 

Dear Beth: 

We are requesting relief in the form of a density variance and 50% parking reduction for a 

proposed development at 1518 Race Street.  The proposed project is a 4 story mixed-use 

building.  The first floor will support a future restaurant, and the upper floors will include 

residential apartments. 

The development regulations in this district would allow for only 6 units.  While a density of 

only six units would allow for abundantly spacious residences, it is financially and practically 

necessary, and historically appropriate, to request increased density for this development. 

Practically speaking, the market demand supports the need for moderately sized apartments.  

Accommodating more individual renters at a reasonable unit area and rate responds to this 

demand of the neighborhood.   Many wishing for higher square footages in this neighborhood 

are in the market to buy condos or single-family townhomes. Our project, however, isn’t 

seeking to serve the top-tier luxury end of the rental market but to respond to a more 

moderate range of area and price. 

In addition, historic records show a greater density on this site than we are requesting.  Per 

Sanborn maps and city directories from 1931-32, this site once contained two four-story 

buildings, each containing a commercial storefront with 10 residential flats above, for a total 

of 20 apartments on the site.  Over-the-Rhine historically included a density rate much higher 

than seen today.  While the neighborhood will likely never again reach the density rates of its 

past, a variety of densities is appropriate within the storied fabric of the neighborhood.   

There is significant financial incentive to provide more, smaller rental units rather than fewer 

large units.  The enclosed pro-forma supports this.  While the per-square-foot cost of 
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constructing additional units (additional entrances, additional kitchens, etc) is greater, the 

financial-return-per-square-foot is also greater with increased units.  Developers are more 

risk averse in 2018 due to fluctuations in steel prices and other construction costs.  Labor 

costs are higher than they’ve ever been.  Confidence in a realistic working pro-forma cannot 

be overstated.  The pro-forma for this development becomes less attractive as the quantity of 

residences is reduced. 

More broadly speaking, increased density in urban areas is good for the planet.  High-density 

urban areas, walkable proximity to amenities, reduced carbon footprint, and living within 

existing infrastructure are all parts that move us to a more sustainable means of living.  This 

goal of density, limited to a level that is also appropriate for this historic neighborhood, 

promotes the general welfare of not just our own neighborhood, but the city and beyond.  (It 

is always healthy to envision our immediate neighborhood in a greater context.)  

Per Cincinnati Municipal Code 1445-13, the proposed project is in the public interest, as 

outlined below.  

 (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 or the 

Land Development Code, as applicable. 

• The proposed project substantially conforms to the zone district regulations.  The 

requested density does not meet the zoning regulations but is in line with other 

developments in the district and vicinity. 

(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 project seeks to appropriately conform to the guidelines of the Over-the-

Rhine historic district. Please refer to application and documentation for 

Certificate of Appropriateness. 

(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. 

• The project conforms to the OTR Comprehensive plan as an addition of mixed-

use space that supports walkability and holds and completes the line of the street.  

(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 site is accessed via existing infrastructure.  Race Street is adequately sized to 

support an increase in development.  We believe the development will support 

walkability and increased use of the streetcar system.  A portion of private 

residential parking is accommodated on the site via the rear alley. 
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(e) Buffering. Appropriate buffering is provided to protect adjacent uses or properties 

from light, noise and visual impacts. 

• (not applicable) 

(f) Landscaping. Landscaping meets the requirements of Chapter 1423, Landscaping and 

Buffer Yards. 

• (not applicable) 

(g) Hours of Operation. Operating hours are compatible with adjacent land uses. 

• (Not applicable; no outdoor commercial space is proposed.) 

(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 mixed-use development of commercial space with residential units 

above is compatible with the neighborhood.  The proposed design seeks to be 

compatible with the OTR historic guidelines as well.   

(i) Proposed Zoning Amendments. The proposed work is consistent with any proposed 

amendment to the zoning code or the Land Development Code then under consideration 

by the City Planning Commission or Council. 

• (not applicable) 

(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.  

• This proposed development will have positive effects on the vicinity.  Increased 

usefulness of the site, increased value of the property, completion of the street 

façade, and more contribute in a positive way.  Density is in line with other 

surrounding properties.  The proposed development may increase traffic, which 

will be accommodated by the existing street and streetcar system, and is offset by 

inclusion of residential parking on the site.   

(k) Blight. The elimination or avoidance of blight. 

• The site is currently a vacant lot.  While this lot is currently well-maintained, 

empty unused lots in the neighborhood can become magnets for debris and 

overgrown vegetation.  Putting empty lots into active use is a benefit to the 

neighborhood. 

(l) Economic Benefits. The promotion of the Cincinnati economy. 

• The proposed development will increase the property value of this site. 

https://library.municode.com/oh/cincinnati/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIXIZOCOCI_CH1423LABUYA
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(m) Job Creation. The creation of jobs both permanently and during construction. 

• The proposed development will create temporary construction jobs and later will 

create permanent jobs in the future restaurant and in property management and 

maintenance of the apartments. 

(n) Tax Valuation. Any increase in the real property tax duplicate. 

• Property taxes will increase with the proposed development of this site, and more 

so due to increased density of units. 

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

• The owner is seeking an economic benefit in the development of this property, 

and wishes to ensure economic success through the request for increased density.  

(p) Public Benefits. The public peace, health, safety or general welfare. 

• The proposed development will add to a nearly complete block, thereby 

completing the street.  The project will make available more apartments to meet 

the ongoing demand in the neighborhood.  The project will bring a commercial 

component to this side of the street, increasing walkability and amenities in the 

vicinity.  Further, the project design seeks to substantially conform to the OTR 

historic guidelines through a thoughtful composition. 

 

Below is a response to the standards for a variance per CMC 1445-15.   

1409-09: Development Regulations (CC-P) – Lot area/ dwelling unit 

The proposed plans include 15 residential units.  Section 1409-09 of the Cincinnati Municipal 

Code allows for one unit per 700 sf of lot area. Our lot area is 4500 square feet, which would 

allow only 6 units. In order to have 15 units, we are requesting a numerical variance of 6000 sf.  

We believe this request is justified based on the following hardship: 

• (a)The strict application of the Code is unreasonable and would result in 

practical difficulties. Compelling the owners of the site to limit the number of units 

they can develop significantly impacts their return on investment. As the enclosed 

proforma comparison indicates, developing 6 units (which is what the Zoning Code 

allows) vs. 16 units illustrates how much better it is to do smaller units and more of 

them, particularly at this location. 
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• (b) Neighboring properties enjoy a high unit density. It is true that a variance 

is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a substantial property right of the 

applicant possessed by owners of other properties in the same district or vicinity.   

Comparable nearby developments, both new and historic buildings, enjoy a similar 

density to this request.  This variance will allow the owners to experience a 

comparable privilege to other property owners nearby. The owner nor its 

predecessors caused the nonconformity.   

For comparison, our proposed project is included within a list of nearby properties 

whose unit density ratios exceed 1/700 sf. All of these properties reside in the same 

Zoning District (CC-P). 

Address  # units    lot sf  sf / unit 

1401 Republic  10      2625   263 

31 W. 13th St.  17       4660   274 

1518 Race  15      4500   300 

1405 Republic  13       4125   317 

20-22 W. 12th     8      2995   374 

1221-1223 Republic 20       8625  431 

21 W. 13th  11      4750  432 

1331 Vine   10      5450  545 

1200-1213 Race 25  14409  576 

As indicated in the table above, our request for density does not fall outside the range 

of what has been approved for comparable projects.  

In addition, historic records show a greater density was once supported on this site.  

City Directory records from 1931-32 

below:
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1425-19: Off-Street Parking and Loading Requirements (CC-P) 

1425-23: Reduced Parking 

Following the requirements of Section 1425-19, the residential portion of this project will 

require 15 spaces, and the commercial restaurant use will require 0 spaces, as that space will 

be limited to 2000 square feet. This makes 15 spaces total. Per 1425-23a, which allows the 

Zoning Administrator to grant a reduction in the number of spaces required where a use is 

located within 600’ of a public parking facility, we are requesting a 50% reduction in required 

parking. This would result in 8 required spaces. 

1518 Race is located within 600’ of the following public parking facilities:  

- 1549 Race Street (Corner of Liberty and Race) 

Many more public parking facilities are accessible by streetcar, and there is a streetcar stop 

immediately adjacent to this site. The Over-The-Rhine neighborhood is becoming increasingly 

walkable. Improved public transit, namely the streetcar, along with car-sharing and ride-

sharing programs have allowed residents to be mobile without car ownership.  Developer 

research confirms that fewer prospective residents wish to own cars in this neighborhood.   





Proforma Comparison
16 unit, 4.5 story building vs. 6 unit, 4.5 story building

RESIDENTIAL RESIDENTIAL
14,200 SF x $230 3,266,000 14,200 SF x $250 3,550,000

COMMERCIAL COMMERCIAL
2,000 SF x $185 370,000 370,000 370,000

BASEMENT/GARAGE BASEMENT/GARAGE
5,550 SF x $185 1,026,750 5,550 SF x $185 1,026,750

TOTAL 4,662,750 TOTAL 4,946,750

RESIDENTIAL ANALYSIS RESIDENTIAL ANALYSIS

14,200* SF/ 6 UNITS 2,366 SF 14,200* SF/ 16 UNITS 888 SF
2,366 SF X $1.20 2,840 888 SF X $2.25 1,998
$2,840 x 6 UNITS 16,470 $1,998 x 16 UNITS 31,968

ANNUAL RES. INCOME 197,640 ANNUAL RES. INCOME 383,616

ANNUAL LOSS 185,976

*GSF number includes rental and non-rentable space, floors 2-5, excluding roof deck

6 UNIT BUILDING16 UNIT BUILDING
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202 W. ELDER ST.
4TH FLOOR
CINCINNATI
OH 45202

WWW.PLATTEDESIGN.COM 1

1 - Drawing Index
2 - Front Rendering
3 - Context Map
4 - Street Context Photos
5 - Rear-of-Site Photos
6 - Front-of-Site Photos
7 - Site Plan - Existing
8 - Site Plan - Proposed
9 - Basement - 1st Floor Plans
10 - 2nd - 5th Floor Plans

DRAWING INDEX

11 - Roof Plan
12 - West Elevation - Existing
13 - West Elevation - Proposed
14 - East Elevation - Proposed
15 - North/South Elevations - Proposed
16 - Siteline Study
17 - Composition - Base
18 - Composition - Middle
19 - Composition - Top
20 - Window Openings

21 - Window Openings
22 - Storefronts
23 - Setback
24 - Rhythm
25 - Rhythm
26 - Rhythm
27 - Height
28 - Height
29 - Emphasis
30 - Materials

31 - Windows - Primary Elevation
32 - Windows - Secondary Elevation

No sheets updated for the 11.05.2018 HCB Hearing
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FRONT RENDERING - Looking NE
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CONTEXT MAP

Not to scale
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STREETSCAPE CONTEXT PHOTOS

15
38

 R
A

C
E

15
34

 R
A

C
E

15
32

 R
A

C
E

15
30

 R
A

C
E

15
28

 R
A

C
E

15
30

 R
A

C
E

15
14

 R
A

C
E

15
18

 R
A

C
E

15
10

 R
A

C
E

15
08

 R
A

C
E

15
06

 R
A

C
E

15
04

 R
A

C
E

15
00

 R
A

C
E

15
T

H
 S

T
R

EE
T

14
98

 R
A

C
E

14
36

 R
A

C
E

14
34

 R
A

C
E



M
IX

ED
 U

SE
 / 

N
EW

 C
O

N
ST

RU
C

TI
O

N

15
18

 R
ac

e 
St

re
et

Ci
nc

in
na

ti,
 O

H
  4

52
02

Ce
rt

ifi
ca

te
 o

f A
pp

ro
pr

ia
te

ne
ss

 A
pp

lic
at

io
n

202 W. ELDER ST.
4TH FLOOR
CINCINNATI
OH 45202

WWW.PLATTEDESIGN.COM 5

REAR-OF-SITE PHOTO - Looking SW REAR-OF-SITE PHOTO - Looking NW
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FRONT-OF-SITE PHOTO - Looking SE FRONT-OF-SITE PHOTO - Looking NE
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SITE PLAN - Existing
1/16” = 1’-0”
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SITE PLAN - Proposed
1/16” = 1’-0”
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BASEMENT FLOOR PLAN - Proposed 1ST FLOOR PLAN - Proposed
1/16” = 1’-0” 1/16” = 1’-0”
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2ND-4TH FLOOR PLAN - Proposed 5TH FLOOR PLAN - Proposed
1/16” = 1’-0” 1/16” = 1’-0”
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ROOF PLAN - Proposed
1/16” = 1’-0”
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WEST ELEVATION - Existing
1/16” = 1’-0”
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WEST ELEVATION - Proposed
1/16” = 1’-0”
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EAST ELEVATION (REAR) - Proposed
1/16” = 1’-0”
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SOUTH ELEVATION (SIDE) - Proposed
1/16” = 1’-0”

NORTH ELEVATION (SIDE) - Proposed
1/16” = 1’-0”
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SITELINES - Section looking North

RACE STREET PROPOSED PROJECT 1523 REPUBLIC 
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COMPOSITION - Base
“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.

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. “

Horizontal metal banding turns down and 
frames the base. 

The storefront is primarily glass, providing 
a change of material that differentiates 
it from above. The visual language of the 
storefront - its more open geometry and 
rhythm - further defines it as separate from 
the rest of the building. 

Aluminum paneling and doors are recessed 
4’-0” behind the front plane of the building. 

Dark stone extends below the middle zone 
to anchor the base. The base is set back 

12” from the sidewalk to differentiate the 
storefront area from above.  
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COMPOSITION - Middle
“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.

MIDDLE:  Details on new buidings 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.”

Punched opening style windows reflect 
the expression of windows in nearby 
historic buildings. Metal-clad bay at north side of elevation 

mirrors window bays in nearby historic 
buildings. 

Top of middle zone reinforced by 
alignment of punched openings w/ balcony 

openings. 
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COMPOSITION - Top
“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.

TOP:  New construction must employ a strong element that terminates the upermost 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.”

Recessed course of brick provides subtle, style ap-
propriate nod to the traditional cornice. 

Rear volume is not directly visible from the street, 
and does not relate visually in any meaningful way to 
the front facade. 

Translucent paneled guardrail, recessed behind face of 
building, serves as building “Top”.
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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 
structrues 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 institu-
tional 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 sashes 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. “

6” brick return at window openings adds depth 
to the facade.

Tall proportions of new windows match those 
found on nearby historic buildings. 

Metal accent at window jamb sits within masonry 
opening. Metal sills reflect historic projecting drip 
edge, and add articulation to the window opening.

Glazing occupies 36% of middle zone (which falls 
within the 20%-50% that is typical for historic 
buildings in this neighborhood).
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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 
structrues 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 institu-
tional 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 sashes 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. “

Sanborn Fire Insurance Map, Cincinnati c. 1904 (Updated 1930)

Sanborn shows presence of bay 
windows within the historic 
buildings that once occupied the site.

Recessed balconies reflect the language 
of bay windows found in historic OTR 

buildings, including the historic buildings 
found at 1518 and 1520 in the Sanborn 

maps. 
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STOREFRONTS
“New storefronts should relate to the characteristics of existing storefronts on historic buildings. Storefronts in the district are typically taller than individ-
ual 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 rehabiitated 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’-0” to 18’-0” above grade; the window sill height is between 18” and 3’-0” above grade; and storefront windows are set back from 
the structural elements approximately 12”.

The storefront zone (below 
horizontal banding) is 12’-6” high, 
which falls within the Historic 
Guidelines’ range of 12’-0” to 
18’-0”.

The storefront itself is primarily 
glass, simlar to historic storefronts 
in the district. Percentage of 
opening is 70%, which meets the 
zoning minumum of 70%.

12” window sill height within the 
aluminum storefront provides a 
base at grade.

Elements within the storefront align 
with elements in the zone above, adding 

continuity and harmony. 
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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 adjacnt and nearby sites. In Over-the-Rhine, most commercial buildings are built up to the property line. Some residential property, especially detached 
buildings, hav shallow setbacks but retain an “edge” at the property line with a fence. Some larger instutional buildings such as schools, churches, and public build-
ings 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.”

Sanborn Fire Insurance Map, Cincinnati c. 1904 (Updated 1930)

First floor storefront is 12” from edge of property line.

Building maintains property line at floors above.

Side setback

Side setback

Side setback

Side setback

Side setback

15
18

 R
ac

e

Side setback

5’-0” setback at south 
side of building matches 
historic setback as shown 
in Sanborn maps.
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RHYTHM
“New buildings should incorporated design features, such as window groupings, articulation of wall surfaces, and decorative elements such as columns or piers in an effort to maintain the 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.”

A 2A

Northern 1/3 is expressed as a 
bay of balconies similar to the 
oriel windows bays present in 
nearby historic buildings. 

Southern 2/3 is a field of punched 
window openings. 
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RHYTHM
“New buildings should incorporated design features, such as window groupings, articulation of wall surfaces, and decorative elements such as columns or piers in an effort to maintain the 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.”

eq eq

Northern bay of proposed project 
relates to the width of the existing 

3-story building to the north.
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RHYTHM
“New buildings should incorporated design features, such as window groupings, articulation of wall surfaces, and decorative elements such as columns or piers in an effort to maintain 
the 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.”

Punched window openings are center 
vertically aligned.  Window units jog within 
the openings, with a metal accent to one 
side of the brick opening.  Accent locations 
alternate at each floor.
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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.”

*Dimensions of adjacent buildings provided by Google Earth Pro.

1524 Race

1518 Race - South Elevation

SIDE ELEVATION

FRONT ELEVATIONS

HISTORIC SANBORN MAP

1518 Race Sanborn Fire Insurance Map, Cincinnati c. 1904 (Updated 1930)
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Sanborn shows presence of (2) 
4-story buildings at site of proposed 
project.

Side elevation of 1523-1527 Race 
(located across Race Street) shown 
dashed atop South Elevation of 1518 
Race, for height comparison.
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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.”

Tall buildings are not unusual in the area surrounding 
the proposed site. Numbers in gray indicate building 
stories within 100’ of the proposed site.
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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.”

Module of tall, narrow windows, 
repeated throughout the middle 
zone.

Tall, uninterrupted openings at 
1st floor.

Balconies expressed as single connected 
vertical element (bay) within larger facade. 
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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.”

FIBER CEMENT PANELS
Closed joints w/ aluminum trim. 
Surface-fastened w/ gray fasteners.

Location:  side and rear elevations

BRICK MASONRY
Light gray modular-sized brick with 
light mortar.

Location:  front and side elevations

PHENOLIC PANELS
Surface-printed panels, open joists, 
surface-fastened. 

Location:  balcony insets

photo of sample

photo of sample, 8” x 11”

photo of installation

photo of sample, 3 1/2” x 3 1/2” photo of sample, 3 1/2” x 3 1/2”

METAL PANELS
Dark Gray aluminum panels, open 
joints, surface-fastened w/ black 
fasteners. 

Location:  front elevation and at 
vertical recesses in side elevations

METAL PANELS
Black aluminum panels, open joints, 
surface-fastened w/ black fasteners. 

Location:  first floor, front elevation
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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.”

FIBER CEMENT PANELS
Closed joints w/ aluminum trim. 
Surface-fastened w/ gray fasteners.

Location:  side and rear elevations

BRICK MASONRY
Light gray modular-sized brick with 
light mortar.

Location:  front and side elevations

PHENOLIC PANELS
Surface-printed panels, open joists, 
surface-fastened. 

Location:  balcony insets

photo of sample

photo of sample, 8” x 11”

photo of installation

photo of sample, 3 1/2” x 3 1/2” photo of sample, 3 1/2” x 3 1/2”

METAL PANELS
Dark Gray aluminum panels, open 
joints, surface-fastened w/ black 
fasteners. 

Location:  front elevation and at 
vertical recesses in side elevations

METAL PANELS
Black aluminum panels, open joints, 
surface-fastened w/ black fasteners. 

Location:  first floor, front elevation

STONE CLADDING
Oversized black stone tile.
18” x 36” panel size. 

Location:  front and north 
elevations

photo of sample
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Architect Series® Contemporary

CM-13
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UNIT SECTIONS

Aluminum-Clad Exterior
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Fixed Sash in Frame Fixed Frame Direct Set

FIXED WINDOW

UNIT SECTIONS — RECTANGULAR SHAPES
Aluminum-Clad Exterior
Exterior Glazed

Scale 3" = 1' 0"

All dimensions are approximate.
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Seals tight and locks easily.

Architect Series® casement windows feature 

the SureLock® System that reaches out to pull 

the window sash against the weatherstripping 

to form a tight seal against drafts, making them 

more energy-efficient. Plus, Pella’s patented 

Unison Lock System secures casement and 

awning windows in two places with a single, 

easy-to-reach handle.

The confidence of added protection.

Pella products are backed by some of the strongest 

warranties in the business. See written limited warranty 

for details, including exceptions and limitations, at 

pella.com/warranty.

C O N T E M P O R A R Y

Lasting beauty. 

EnduraGuard® wood protection offers advanced protection against the effects of moisture, decay, 

stains from mold and mildew — as well as termite damage. This proven immersion-treatment method 

will help ensure that Pella® wood windows and patio doors look and perform beautifully for years.

Stain mold present after 7 months of field-testing  
a competitor’s pressure-treated wood.*

Competitor’s pressure-treated wood.

Pella’s casement window after 7 months  
of exposure to moisture.*   

Pella EnduraGuard wood protection.

* For testing purposes, the seal between the bottom rail and the glass was compromised in both casement units tested. 

L I M I T E D

PELLA ARCHITECT SERIES CONTEMPORARY - Primary Elevation
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A casement window perfectly complements the simplicity of modern design, while also 

providing maximum ventilation. This type of window is hinged on either side so the sash 

opens outward, to the right or left, in a swinging motion. 

Standard Features
• Color: White or Desert Sand 

• 2-1/2" frame 

• Frames include integral nailing fin 

• Foam compression gaskets in frame corners 

• Nesting handle 

• Compression weatherstrip applied along the full perimeter 

of the operating sash 

• High-performance Low-E insulating glass 

• Fiberglass Charcoal insect screens in an aluminum frame to 

match the unit’s color* 

• Low-profile multipoint locking system 

• DP 50 performance rated    

Optional Features
• Color: Bronze Anodized, Clear Anodized, French Vanilla, 

Arctic Silver, Mesa Red, Hartford Green, Hunter Green, 

Chestnut Bronze, or Dark Chocolate 

• Insulating glass options include Low-E with argon, LoĒ3-366, 

tinted, textured, laminated and tempered glass

• Grilles between the glass (GBG) available with 5/8" flat 

or 1" contour grilles 

• Frame options include block and flush fin 

• Custom sizes available 

*Insect screens are intended to allow air and light in while keeping insects out. They are not intended to stop children from  
 falling through an open door or window. For safety screens or other security devices, contact your local building supply retailer.

1514 J E L D - W E N . CO M

CASEMENT WINDOWS

JELDWEN PREMIUM ALUMINUM - Secondary Elevation



ITEM 4 November 5, 2018 

 

APPLICATION FOR 
ZONING RELIEF AND  

CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS 
HISTORIC CONSERVATION BOARD PUBLIC HEARING 

       STAFF REPORT 
 
APPLICATION #:  ZH20180160/COA2018059 
APPLICANT:   Vision Realty Group 
OWNER:   OTR Holdings 
ADDRESS:   1321 Republic Street 
PARCELS:  081-0004-0159 
ZONING:  CC-P  
OVERLAYS:   Over the Rhine Historic District  
COMMUNITY:  Over the Rhine 
REPORT DATE:  September 26, 2018, October 23, 2018 
HEARING DATE:  October 8, 2018, November 5, 2018 
STAFF REVIEW:  Beth Johnson, Urban Conservator 
 
 
Details of Zoning Relief Required: 
The original application was requesting an 8 foot variance to allow for an 8 foot front 
setback. The applicants have since amended their design and request to eliminate the 
setback and will no longer be requesting a front setback variance.  

 
Nature of Request: 
The applicant is a three-story single-family residential building on the lot with a front 
facing garage onto Republic Street.  

 
Existing Conditions: 
The existing lot is a vacant lot in between 2 existing buildings. There is a historic 3 story 
building to the south and a new row of 3 story townhouses to the south. There is not an 
alley way to the rear and there is an existing 3 foot access easement for building code 
egress requirements along the north edge of the property.  
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Figure 1: Birdseye View of 1321 Race Street. Pictures provided by Google Street Views. 

 

Figure 2:  Map of 1321 Republic Street. Map provided by Cagis Maps 
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Proposed Conditions: 
The proposal at 1321 Republic Street 
1. Construct a new 2 story single family home designed in a simple Greek Revival 

Inspired style 
1. Brick facing on front and side 
2. 3 columns of 2 over 2 double hung windows with simple sill and lintel.  
3. Simple gutter system cornice at the top.  
4. First floor entry with concrete steps and a garage door on the first floor.  
5. A rear deck at the second floor and a patio at the first floor.  
6. Side gabled roof.  
 

Previous Review:  NA 
 
Applicable Zoning Code Sections:   
Zoning District:  Section 1409  Commercial 
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 
 
Zoning Analysis: 
A single-family use is permitted in the CC-P section of the zoning code. As the applicant 
states the CC-P is intended to create a pedestrian oriented environment. Creating a 
building where the main feature on the ground/street level is a garage door is contrary 
to this goal and creates conflict to the purpose of this zone. While a garage door is not 
prohibited through the zoning code, staff does not feel that a garage door and curb cut 
supports the purpose of this zone or goals of the community. Below are two sections of 
the CC-P zone that support the desire to limit and exclude driveways and auto-oriented 
design.  
 

 

§ 1409-05. - Community Character. 

a) Pedestrian. This district designation is intended for areas with a traditional urban 
character, where buildings are required to be built to the street or sidewalk line, to 
provide a close relationship between pedestrians and shops. Design standards will 
reinforce this character and require treatments that provide an interesting pedestrian 
environment. This designation may apply to some areas where a few auto-oriented 
uses exist, but where restoring the pedestrian character is specified in a community 
plan or other documentation approved by the Planning Commission. 

 
§ 1409-11. - Driveway Restrictions.  
In pedestrian and mixed commercial districts, vehicular access must be from a side 
street or alley wherever practical. In all other commercial districts, the location, number 

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_CH1435HIPR_S1435-09-2CEAPSTRE
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of and distances between driveways must be approved by the Department of 
Transportation and Engineering. 
 
On October 20, 2018 The Urban Walkable/Parking Overlay Zone #1 will become law 
and will exempt all development from parking minimums. As parking will no longer be 
required, providing parking on site is not a legal requirement for this project to proceed.  
 
 
Certificate of Appropriateness Review 

 

NEW CONSTRUCTION 

While the proposed development is a fairly conservative approach to design for the 
district, providing a fairly straightforward interpretation to the design guidelines, staff 
cannot be supportive of the project with a garage door on the first floor. While there 
have been other projects that have had garage doors approved each project has been 
taken in the context of its block and the individual project. For this project we have 
considered the context as the 1300 block of Republic Street. The only garage door is on 
a non-contributing building and staff does not feel that this is a context that would permit 
a garage door as a main design element on a building.  

 

The applicant has provided evidence for an economic hardship in regards to the 
requirement to have a garage at this lot to sell the property. Staff finds that an economic 
hardship argument is hard to make when the property is a vacant parcel. Questions that 
remain unanswered that the Board should inquire upon at the hearing: 

1) Is the price for the parcel too much? If a potential property owner is paying too 
much for a piece of property that is an economic hardship created by the 
potential owner. This would be considered a self-created hardship.  

a. Has this property had other offers or other developers look at it and come 
to the same conclusion?  

b. How long has the property been listed?  
2) Is $100,000 profit for the developer an economic hardship?  
3) The applicant provided a proforma for 2-unit apartment with each having 2 

bedrooms and the proforma shows that there would be net income after debt 
service. This shows that the proposed use is not the only economically viable use 
on the property. Therefore, all economically viable uses of the property will 
not be deprived.  

4) The applicant also states they will not do the project if a COA is not approved 
and that is therefore that is an economic hardship. The applicant does not own 
the property and has it under option. Part of the Due Diligence process is gaining 
approvals and that is considered the cost of doing business. Every contract for 
purchase of a property is not guaranteed if you are proposing something that is 
not allowed or generally permitted by zoning. When the applicants came to Staff 
with a proposal for a garage door at this site, staff was very upfront that they 
would not recommend a project with a garage at this location and that a garage 
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was not permitted under the Historic Conservation Design Guidelines. The 
applicant chose to proceed knowing staff would recommend a denial of the 
application. The applicant chose to proceed even though they were aware that 
their proposal could be denied. This is a self-created hardship and does not 
constitute and Economic Hardship.  

  

If the board, upon additional inquiry and testimony by the applicant during the 
meeting, believes there is credible evidence to entertain the single-family use 
with the proposed garage, Staff and the applicant have devised a set of options 
for consideration, submitted and reproduced below (See Figure 3).  If the garage 
option is considered, Staff would recommend either Garage door Design Option 
A, C or F be required.  

 Design Option A, would provide for a red door on red brick to blend the 
façade together and by providing beige at the bottom would continue the 
line established by the water table.  

 Design Option C and F would provide a glass opening reminiscent of a 
storefront and provide transparency rather than a blank wall. Option C has 
a red base which would blend more with the building while Option F would 
provide more of a storefront feel with an opening that is distinguishable.  

 All of thse options bring the lintel height to the same as the door, a critical 
design consideration that enhances the compatibility in each proposal.  

 The Board and Staff would also need to devise appropriate findings in 
keeping with the rationale for approving the proposed garage door.  
Economic hardship, the narrowness of the site, the unusual restrictions on 
the property could all be a part of the consideration. 

 



 

6 
 

Figure 3.  Option A and Option F are Staff preferred alternatives. 

Staff comments on the Specific Guidelines for 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. New 
construction can improve both the physical quality and economic vitality of the 
neighborhood.  

The lot is a vacant lot.  

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.  

This infill development does not replicate the existing buildings and with the 
exception of the garage door staff feels that the design of the building is 
appropriate.  

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 
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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.  

Staff details the compatibility of the project with the guidelines and surrounding 
buildings below in the specific guidelines.  

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.  

Staff details the compatibility of the project with the guidelines and surrounding 
buildings below in the specific guidelines 

 

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.  

 
The building is a residential building and within residential buildings, the base is 
minimally distinguished from the middle of the building. This is mainly 
distinguished with an entrance door and stoop. The bottom on the building is 
grounded with cast stone water table.  
 

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.  

 
The middle is defined by two stories of double hung single punched opening 
windows with a simple sill and lintel.   
 
 

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 
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elaborate projecting cornices, decorative parapets and the expressive use of 
materials.  

The top is defined by a simple half round oversized gutter to create a simple 
cornice line with a slight projection.  

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 is a three story building with a side gabled roof.  

 

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.  

1. The windows on the building are aluminum clad simulated divided two 
over two light windows.  

2. The windows are individual openings with a double hung configuration and 
have articulation around with windows with the sills and lintels.  

3. The front door is similar to other front doors with a two light two panels 
door with a small transom and lintel.  

4. The garage door is not an element seen on residential buildings in the 
district. When garage doors are incorporated they are typically in 
accessory and secondary building usually facing alley ways. An exception 
to this has been within the hillside where garages have been built into the 
hill. While there can be slight deviation from the guidelines the first floor 
street facing facade is a prominent and main element of the building. It is 
what Pedestrians experience the most and is one of the most defining 
experiences of a building. A garage door is an inappropriate element on a 
building on this portion of Republic Street.   
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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. 

Not Applicable 

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 property, especially detached 
buildings, has 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.  

The building has a zero lot lines on the south and the front setbacks. These are 
an appropriate setback. Due to an easement required for code egress already 
established for a building to the west, the building must retain a setback from the 
north property line.  

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.  

1. The overall width of the building creates a rhythm that is appropriate to the 
street.  

2. The rhythm on the building has an established 3 part rhythm on the 
second and third stories with the columns of windows. This however has 
been broken with incorporating a garage door on the first floor.  
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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.  

The building has an overall vertical emphasis with being taller than it is wide and 
having columns of windows on the front façade  

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 height is an appropriate height as it is 3 stories in between 2 other 3 story 
buildings.  

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. 

1. Overall the materials used on the building are appropriate. The main cladding is 
a brick cladding and the windows are an aluminum clad wood window. The rear 
façade is a hardi material and is not visible from the street. The balcony/deck is 
metal and wood.  
 

Other Considerations: 

Prehearing Results: September 19. 2018. The meeting was attended by the applicants 
and a representative from OTR Infill Committee.  
 

Recommendation: 
Staff Recommends that the application be Denied. Staff has worked with the applicant 
and has advised them that staff would not be supportive of a development with a garage 
door at this location. Staff was upfront with the applicant and told them we could not 
recommend approval. Staff recommended innovative approached where the front 
appeared to be a portion of the building, while it was actually a garage door. Some 
examples that staff gave the applicant are below.  
 
https://www.thisoldhouse.com/ideas/find-hidden-garage-door 

https://www.thisoldhouse.com/ideas/find-hidden-garage-door
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While overall the building is simple and consistent with guidelines providing a building 
that, other than the garage door, would simply fall to the background, the garage door in 
this location will single this building out and provide a character that is out of context 
with the block and adjacent buildings. A garage door is also contrary to the base zoning 
of creating a pedestrian oriented environment as well as a recent overlay that was 
passed to exempt parking in order to promote a walkable environment.  
 
As the garage door does not conform to the guidelines, staff asked the applicants to 
provide an economic hardship reason showing that this is the only way a project could 
be built as this location and the applicant was unable to provide this information or 
documentation. As the applicant has not shown that the garage door is in compliance 
with the Over the Rhine Guidelines and the applicants has not meet the test outlined in 
1435-09-02(b), staff cannot recommend approval for this project.  
 

I. CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS 
A. DENY the application for Certificate of Appropriateness for construction of a 

Single-Family home at 1321 Republic Street per the drawings submitted by 
Eagle Design dated 8/24/18. 
 

B. FINDING: The Board makes this determination that per Section 1435-05-4: 
1. That the property owner and applicant have not demonstrated by credible 

evidence that the proposal substantially conforms to the Over-the-Rhine 
Historic Conservation District Guidelines.  

2. A garage door as the main element of the base of a single-family home on 
the 1300 block of Republic Street is out of context as no other contributing 
building on this block has a garage door as their first floor.  
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3. On-site parking is no longer a legal requirement for this property as of 
October 20, 2018.  

4. The applicant has not shown that all economically viable use of the 
property will be deprived without the approval of a Certificate of 
Appropriateness for a single-family home with a garage door fronting onto 
the street.  

5. The applicant has shown that a 2-family project without parking can be 
economically feasible.  
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