MEMPHIS LANDMARKS COMMISSION
MEETING DATE: November 21, 2019
CASE NUMBER:

MLC # 19-220

AGENDA ITEM: G.2

LOCATION:

1882 Central Avenue
Central Gardens Historic District

OWNER/APPLICANT:

Zachary & Angela Corr

ARCHITECT:

David Anderson

COA REQUEST:

New Construction(s): New two-story, single-family home with
an attached garage; and
Site Improvement(s): New driveway, walkway, and side and
rear yard fences

STAFF ANALYSIS:
1. Subject property is a +/-15,908 sq. ft. vacant lot, located on the north side of Central Avenue
block between South McLean Boulevard and South Barksdale Street.
2. Proposed new construction partially adheres to the Central Gardens Design Guidelines
Chapters 1 and 3. See pages 5 to 13 of the staff report.

RECOMMENDATION:
Approval with six (6) Conditions
1. The property owner shall be responsible to provide necessary curb cut and side walk repairs
along Central Avenue;
2. The front facing portion of the side yard fence on the east shall be of transparent material
(metal or wrought-iron) to provide transparency and setback minimum 6-feet from the front
façade of the house;
3. The proposed driveway gate shall be relocated to provide minimum 6-feet setback from the
front façade of the house;
4. The roof pitch shall be adjusted to 8/12 to match the traditional slope and lower the overall
structure height;
5. The metal roof above the screened porch and the dining room shall be of asphalt shingles with
appropriate roof pitch;
6. An updated site plan and roof plan with recommended changes shall be submitted to the
Landmarks Commission staff prior to issuance of the COA.

Staff Writer: Ayse Tezel

E-mail: ayse.tezel@memphistn.gov
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HISTORIC DISTRICT MAP

Subject Property

Subject property highlighted in yellow.
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ZONING MAP

Subject property outlined in yellow.
Existing Zoning: Residential Single-Family - 8 (R-8[H]) District in the Central Gardens Historic
District.

MLC#: 19-220
STAFF REPORT

Page 4
November 21, 2019
VIEW FROM CENTRAL AVENUE LOOKING NORTH

(Google Street View, 2019)
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STAFF ANALYSIS:
Subject property is a +/-15,908 sq. ft. vacant lot, located on the north side of Central Avenue
block between South McLean Boulevard and South Barksdale Street.
Does the Project Meet the District Guidelines?
Chapter 1: Design Guidelines for New Construction of Single Family Homes and Secondary
Structures
Building Orientation and Setbacks
N.1 A new house should fit within the range of front yard setbacks seen in the block.
a.

The greatest consideration should be given to the setbacks of immediately adjacent
historic houses.

-Maybe, proposed site plan shows the structure to be setback 85-feet, and this distance is in
consistency with the underlying setback requirements of the final plat. However, the setback
of the structure to the immediate east is +/-92-feet (without the +/-12-feet deep porch)
and the setback of the house to the immediate west is +/-180-feet.
b. The front yard setback of a new building should be consistent with the median setback in
the block.
-Yes, median setback of this block is +/-87.1-feet, and the proposed setback of 85-feet is
consistent.
c.

In general, taller portions of structures should be set back farther from the front setback
than shorter portions.

-No, proposed elevations show the two-story portion of the house to be located towards
the front setback while the one-story portions to be located towards the rear. However,
most of the historic houses along this portion of Central Avenue are two-story houses, and the
proposed structure will be in consistency with the average height of the buildings within this
block.
N.2 Uniform spacing of side yards should be maintained.
a.

Side yard setbacks should appear similar to others in the block, as seen from the street.

-Yes, proposed side yard setbacks are 5-feet on each side, which adheres to the underlying
zoning requirements and the overall setbacks along Central Avenue.
N.3 The front of a house should be oriented to the public street and the primary entrance
should be clearly defined.
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A prominent entry will contribute to the "pedestrian-friendly" character of the street.

-Yes, the front of the house is oriented to the Central Avenue, and the main entrance to the
house faces the street.
b. Use of a porch element to define the entry is strongly encouraged.
-Maybe, the proposed front elevation shows a stoop entrance instead of a front porch.
Considering the architectural style of the house and the other structure within the
neighborhood with same architectural style, front porch is not necessarily a significant
component of this style of structures. Proposed stoop serves as a transition area from the
public street to the private house and provides human scale.
Building Mass, Scale, and Form
N.5 Buildings shall convey a sense of human scale which may be achieved by employing
techniques such as these:
a.

Use of building materials that are of traditional dimensions. (See also guidelines for
materials)

-Maybe, proposed materials are asphalt shingles, brick (painted), limestone quoins, and metal
roofing, dimensions are not specified in the submitted plans and elevations.
c.

Use of a building mass that is similar in size to those seen traditionally.

-Yes, proposed structure is consistent with other similar structures’ mass within the district.
d. Use of a solid-to-void ratio (i.e., the percentage of openings to walls) that is similar to that
seen traditionally.
-Yes, proposed structure’s solid-to-void ration is consistent with the historic houses within this
block.
e.

Use of window openings that are similar in size to those seen traditionally.

-Yes, proposed window openings are consistent with the traditional window sizes and in
proportion with the mass of the proposed house.
N.6 A new building should be of similar mass and scale to those of historic single family
structures traditionally seen in the neighborhood.
a.

The mass of a larger building may be subdivided into smaller "modules" that are similar in
size to buildings seen traditionally.

-Yes, proposed building is subdivided to smaller modules towards the rear of the lot.
b. Attaching subordinate modules to the primary building form may be appropriate.
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-Yes, the proposed structure has an attached garage, which is located towards the rear of the
lot.
N.8 A new building should be constructed to the same number of stories and to a height
that is compatible with the height of historic structures adjacent to it.
b. The height of the foundation wall, porch roof, and main roof should be compatible with
those of adjacent single-family historic houses.
-Maybe, proposed foundation height is 24-inch, which is consistent with other historic houses
as well as the Unified Development Code requirements. However, proposed roof pitch is
9/12, which is higher than the traditional houses.
c.

Where the immediate context dictates, the front should include a one-story element, such
as a porch.

-Yes, the entrance stoop provides a one-story element to the front façade.
N.9 Maintain the alignment of horizontal elements along the block.
b. Window sills, moldings, cornice lines and raised foundation floor heights are among those
elements that may be seen to align.
-Yes, proposed elevations include details such as brick window sills, continuous limestone sill,
and raised foundation which define the horizontal elements.
N.12 Roofs, both primary and secondary, should conform to those typically characteristic of
the style.
a.

Although seen in the neighborhood on Tudor Revival structures, steeply pitched roofs are
not appropriate to most of the house forms seen in the neighborhood.

-Yes, proposed roof type is primarily hip which is appropriate for the proposed architectural
style of the house.
N.13 Sloping roof forms such as gabled, hip, jerkinhead, bellcast hip, cross-gable and gambrel
should follow the pitch of sloping roofs generally found on historic houses of the block.
a.

The primary ridgeline of a residential structure should generally be no higher than the
ridgeline of any adjacent historic house and shall not exceed the typical maximum for the
block.

-Maybe, proposed roof pitch is 9/12 which is slightly higher than typical maximum.
N.15 Eave depths, facia, soffits, and cornice trims should be similar to those of historic houses
on the block.
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They should also be compatible with the style of the structure.

-Maybe, fascia and soffits are proposed to be of wood, but dimensions are not provided.
Materials
N.16 Stone, stucco, brick, painted wood siding and painted shingles are appropriate materials for
new construction.
a.

A combination of exterior building materials is encouraged.

-Yes, proposed materials are painted brick and limestone.
N.18 Masonry that appears similar in character to that in historic houses within the neighborhood
should be used.
c.

It is preferred that the original brick of the historic home be maintained and not painted.
However, if painted, the preference is to maintain the same color as the original brick.

-Maybe, exterior brick is proposed to be painted, but paint color is not provided.
e.

Stone, similar to that used traditionally, is also appropriate.

-Yes, limestone quoins will be used to detail the corners at the front façade.
N.20 Depending on style, traditional roof materials such as tile, slate, wood shingles, and composite
shingles are appropriate.
a.

Materials selected for use should convey a scale and texture similar to those traditionally
used.

-Yes, proposed roof materials are asphalt shingles and metal with matching colors.
N.21 Metal roofs are generally not appropriate except for porches.
a.

Such roofs should be applied and detailed in a manner that is appropriate to the style of
the house.

-Yes, metal roof that is proposed for the rear sunroom is appropriate, and to match the color of
the proposed asphalt shingles.
Architectural Details
N.22 A building facade should incorporate some degree of detail.
a.

New architectural details should relate to comparable historic stylistic elements in general
size, shape, scale, finish, materials and shadow depth and should be appropriate to the
style.

-Yes, proposed façades incorporate details that relate to the historic houses with the same
architectural style.
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b. It is part of the character of the neighborhood to have stylistic elements (i.e. brackets,
porches, dormers, chimneys, etc.) as seen on the historic structures.
-Yes, proposed front façade elevation shows dentil cornices at the front façade gable, which is
a stylistic element that can be seen on other historic homes.
c.

Chimneys also provide decorative opportunities and are encouraged. Appropriate
materials are brick, stone and stucco. Inappropriate materials are wood, wood substitutes,
metal and stucco with wood trim.

-Yes, proposed chimneys incorporate subtle detail and proposed materials (brick and
limestone) are appropriate.
N.24 Architectural details should appear similar to those seen traditionally.
a.

Use materials similar to those seen historically. Wood and brick were the most common
materials used for exterior details.

-Yes, proposed materials are appropriate for the proposed architectural style.
N.25 The imitation or exact copying of older historic styles is discouraged.
a.

One should not create a replica because this blurs the distinction between old and new
buildings.

-Yes, proposed design does not appear to an exact copy of the historic style.
N.26 The use of contemporary interpretations of historic styles in new houses is encouraged.
-Yes, the new construction is an interpretation of Georgian Revival, one of the recurring
architectural styles of the Central Gardens Neighborhood.
Porches
N.27 The use of a front or side porch is strongly encouraged in a new house design.
a.

A porch should also be appropriate to the style used.

-Maybe, submitted floor plans and elevations illustrate a stoop instead of a front porch.
Some historic Georgian Revival homes within the district also do not have front porches.
b. A porch should be similar in character, design, scale and materials to those seen
traditionally.
-Yes, proposed stoop entrance is in character with the Georgian Revival interpretation and
consistent with the scale of other examples within the district.
c.

The size of a porch should relate to the overall scale of the primary structure to which it is
attached.

MLC#: 19-220
STAFF REPORT

Page 10
November 21, 2019

-Yes, proposed stoop entrance relates to the overall scale of the two-story house, and gives it
a human-scale element.
N.28 The design of a porch should relate to the overall architectural style of the main structure.
b. The depth of the porch should be a minimum of eight feet (8') so it is of sufficient size to
be usable as outdoor living space. Simply adding a "token" porch or front stoop is
inadequate.
-Yes, proposed stoop should not be considered as a “token” because several historic houses
with same architectural style do not have full-width front porches; and the depth of the
proposed stoop is +/- 8-feet from the front door to the front edge of the stoop.
N.30 A porch should use similar elements and materials to that seen traditionally.
a.

Wood and brick are particularly appropriate.

-Yes, proposed stoop is to be of stone with limestone foundation walls and 12-inch tapered
wood columns.
Windows and Doors
N.31 Windows and doors should be of a traditional size and should be placed in a similar solid-tovoid relationship as historic buildings.
a.

Large expanses of glass are discouraged.

-Yes, proposed windows do not create large expanses of glass.
c.

Unusually shaped windows, such as circles, octagons and trapezoids, are inappropriate.

-No, there are three circular windows proposed on front and rear elevations.
d. The number of different window styles should be limited so as not to detract attention
away from the overall building or façade.
-Yes, windows are unified with the exception of two circular windows on front and rear
façades.
e.

The use of double front doors is not typical of historic houses in the neighborhood and is
inappropriate. Front doors with transoms and side lights are appropriate.

-Yes, proposed front door is a 4-feet wide single door with transom and side lights.
N.32 Windows and doors shall be finished with trim elements similar to those used historically.
b. Wood double hung windows with traditional depth and trim are preferred.
-Yes, majority of proposed windows are double hung with appropriate depth and trim.
N.34 The use of windows on all elevations is typical and should be incorporated in the design of
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new houses.
a.

Double hung windows or casement windows are preferred. The variety of double hung
window designs are a distinguishing characteristic of Central Gardens.

-Yes, proposed windows are double hung and casement style windows which are applied to all
four elevations of the house.
N.36 Shutters, if used, should be workable and of a size to completely cover the window as
traditionally intended.
-Yes, proposed shudders are operable and cover the windows completely, with the exception
of fixed shudders that cover false windows (on east and west façades) which are proposed to
maintain the symmetry of the elevations.
N.37 A door located on a primary facade should be similar in character to those seen historically in
the district.
a.

The scale should be similar.

-Yes, proposed front door is 4-feet wide and 8-feet tall, with transom and side lights.
Secondary Structures
N.38 Where visible from the street, a secondary structure should be located in the rear yard of the
primary residence.
-Yes, proposed attached garage is located towards the rear right corner of the house.
N.39 A secondary structure should reflect the architectural character and style of the main structure
or be compatible with the style of the main structure.
a.

Similar materials and details should be used.

-Yes, attached garage shall have the same architectural details and materials as the primary
structure.
N.40 A new secondary structure should appear subordinate in height and scale to those buildings
seen traditionally along the street front.
a.

Accessory buildings that are oversized in comparison to the primary structure are
inappropriate.

-Yes, attached garage is not oversized and subordinate to the primary structure.
b. Garage doors should be designed to minimize the apparent width of the opening. Using
two single doors is encouraged.
-No, proposed garage door is 20-feet wide, wider than a typical single garage door.
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N.41 A carport or garage should be detached and located to the rear of the primary structure or
attached but not visible from the street.
-No, proposed garage is attached to the proposed primary structure, but the attachment
point is the southwest corner of the garage structure, setback +/-62-feet from the front façade
of the house. The attachment point will not be visible from street.
N.42 Consider using a porte-cochere if appropriate to the style of the house.
b. Where a porte-cochere is to be included in a new residence, it should be in keeping with
the overall design of the structure and not be visually distracting.
-Yes, proposed porte-cochere is appropriate for the overall design and scale of the proposed
house.
N.43 Attached front facing garages are not appropriate.
-No, proposed garage is attached to the primary structure, but the attachment point is the
southwest corner of the garage structure, setback +/-62-feet from the front façade of the
house. The attachment point will not be visible from street.
N.44 A garage door should be in keeping with the style of the house.
-Yes, proposed garage door is an overhead door, 20-feet wide and 8-feet tall.
Chapter 3: Design Guidelines for New Site Improvements
Fences and Walls
SI.4 An appropriate fence or wall may be used to define a side or rear yard for interior block
properties.
a.

Side yard fences/walls should be made of traditional materials such as solid boards, brick,
parged concrete block, stone twisted wire or wrought iron. Chain link, vinyl/plastic, precast
concrete panels and concrete block, among other materials are not appropriate. The only
exception is a rear fence or wall that is not visible from a public street.

-Yes, proposed fences are to be of solid board wood, defining the side and rear yards of the
property.
b. All fences/walls shall not exceed six feet (6') except for a rear yard fence or wall that
should be no more than eight (8") in height. For front yard fences, see SI.1.
-Yes, proposed side yard fences are 6-feet, and the rear yard fence is 8-feet in height.
c.

A non-transparent side yard fence/wall's perpendicular extension to or toward the house
shall be set back a minimum of one fourth (1/4) of the depth of the house as measured
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from the front exterior wall (not including the porch). Rear additions are excluded from this
measurement. A transparent side yard fence/ wall's perpendicular extension toward the
house shall be set back a minimum of six feet (6') from the front exterior wall (not including
the porch). All such perpendicular fencing should be front facing. In no case, shall a side
yard fence/wall extend beyond the front plane of the house (not including the porch).
-Maybe, Side yard fence’s perpendicular extension toward the house on the west side is +/70-feet behind the front elevation, thusly meeting the design guidelines’ requirement. However,
on the east side perpendicular section of the solid wood fence is setback only +/-6-feet
from the front façade, not meeting the requirements.
Parking
SI.8 Driveways should be constructed of paving materials similar to those used traditionally.
a.

Brick, stone or smooth troweled finish concrete are appropriate.

-Yes, proposed driveway shall be of concrete.
SI.9 The tradition of straight, narrow driveways should be maintained. Driveways should be
constructed of traditional materials that contrast with the asphalt paving of the street.
a.

Adjacent driveways shall not be combined to create broad expanses of concrete in the
front yard.

-Yes, proposed new driveway shall be +/-10-feet wide and setback +/-6-feet from the east
property line. Thus, it will not be combined with the adjacent driveway.
Other Site Improvements
SI.10 Walkways to the front of the house may lead directly from the front door or from the driveway
to the front door, depending on the style of the house.
-Yes, proposed walkway leads from the driveway to the front door, and is appropriate for this
historic block.
SI.11 Front walkways shall be constructed from concrete or brick that are traditionally found in the
District.
-Yes, proposed walkway is to be constructed of concrete, matching the proposed driveway.
SI.12 The sidewalk width should be consistent with the other sidewalks on the block.
-Maybe, proposed site plan does not show the sidewalk upgrades, but the staff
recommends that the applicant shall repair the sidewalk and curb cut leading to the Central Avenue,
to match the existing sidewalk width and material.
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Staff Comments:
The proposed new construction and site improvements include a new two-story single family
home with an attached one-story garage, screened rear porch, an attached porte-cochere (on the
east side of the house), new concrete driveway and walkway, new side and rear yard fencing, and
an in-ground pool at the rear yard. The overall architectural style of the house is Georgian Revival
influenced. Proposed exterior materials include brick (to be painted), limestone quoins, asphalt
shingles, metal roofing, and stucco. On the front façade, proposed door has side lights and
transom, and to be 4-feet wide and 8-feet tall. Proposed windows are generally double hung,
multilight windows, with the exception of three circular windows (one on the front gable). Proposed
shutters are operable woof shutters that completely cover the proposed windows. There are fixed
shutters on false windows that keep the symmetry on east and west elevations.
Staff believes the overall architectural design of the structure to be in consistency with the
other Georgian Revival houses within the Central Gardens Historic District. The design guidelines
strongly encourage construction of a front porch, as well as the Unified Development Code Section
3.9.2 Contextual Infill Standards. However, the proposed +/-8-feet deep, +/-9-feet wide front stoop
is determined to be sufficient enough to meet these standards.
Proposed site plan shows the structure to be setback 85-feet, and this distance is in
consistency with the underlying setback requirements of the final plat. However, the setback of the
structure to the immediate east is +/-92-feet (without the +/-12-feet deep porch) and the setback of
the house to the immediate west is +/-180-feet. Along this block of Central Avenue, existing
setbacks show minor inconsistencies (see Figure 1). Side setbacks also show minor
inconsistencies, ranging from 10-feet to 0. The proposed structure is setback 5-feet from both east
and west property lines. Moreover, there is a proposed +/-13-feet wide porte-cochere on the east
(right) side of the structure, thus, the main portion of the house is setback +/-18-feet from the east
property line. The proposed site plan does not show the distance between the driveway and the
east property line, as well as the proposed curb cut to the Central Avenue.
Proposed roof is mainly asphalt shingles at 9/12 pitch, which is higher than traditional roofs.
There is also a metal roof portion that is towards the rear west side of the proposed house, covering
the screened rear porch and the dining room. This proposed metal roof will be visible from the
Central Avenue.
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On the east (right) side, there is a proposed porte-cochere with 6-feet tall, metal driveway
gate setback +/-4-feet from the front façade of the house. Central Gardens Design Guidelines
requires that all transparent fences which run perpendicular to the front façade to be setback
minimum 6-feet from the front façade. There is also a solid board wood fence that is in line with the
driveway gate, the Design Guidelines require all solid (non-transparent) fences which run
perpendicular to the front façade to be setback minimum of 1/4 of the total depth of the structure.
Figure1: Central Avenue between South McLean Boulevard and South Barksdale Street

*Subject property outlined in red.
*The yellow line indicates the 85-feet setback of 1882 Central property.
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Staff Recommendation: Approval with six (6) Conditions
Staff recommends COA approval for new construction of a two-story, single-family home with
an attached garage; and site improvements for a new driveway, walkway, and side and rear yard
fences in accordance with the district guidelines and comments stated above, with the following
conditions:
1. The property owner shall be responsible to provide necessary curb cut and side walk repairs
along Central Avenue;
2. The front facing portion of the side yard fence on the east shall be of transparent material
(metal or wrought-iron) to provide transparency and setback minimum 6-feet from the front
façade of the house;
3. The proposed driveway gate shall be relocated to provide minimum 6-feet setback from the
front façade of the house;
4. The roof pitch shall be adjusted to 8/12 to match the traditional slope and lower the overall
structure height;
5. The metal roof above the screened porch and the dining room shall be of asphalt shingles
with appropriate roof pitch;
6. An updated site plan and roof plan with recommended changes shall be submitted to the
Landmarks Commission staff prior to issuance of the COA.

MLC#: 19-220
1882 Central Avenue
Central Gardens HD
Prepared by: Ayse Tezel
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GENERAL INFORMATION:
Previous COA’s:

None

Zoning:

Residential Single-Family - 8 (R-8[H]) District

Complaint(s):

None

Demolition(s):

None

PUBLIC NOTICE(S):

Total of 16 Public Notices were mailed on Thursday November 7, 2019.

DEPARTMENTAL COMMENTS:
The following comments were provided by agencies to which this application was referred:
City Engineer:

No comments received.

City Fire Division:

No comments received.

City Real Estate:

No comments received.

Memphis & Shelby County
Health Department:

No comments received.

Construction Code Enforcement:

No comments received.

Office of Resilience:

Office of Resilience has no comments.

Memphis Light, Gas and Water:

No comments received.

Historic District Boards/Neighborhood Associations:

See attached.

LETTERS OF SUPPORT:

Six (6) letters received, see attached.

LETTERS OF OPPOSITION:

Ten (10) letters received, see attached.

APPLICATION:

See attached.

HISTORIC AND ARCHITECTURAL INVENTORY:
NATIONAL REGISTER’S RECORD: N/A
SANBORN MAP:
/staff: at

See attached.

N/A

To:
CC:

Brian Bacchus and Ayse Tezel, Staff Planners, Landmarks Commission
Brett Ragsdale, Secretary Landmarks Commission
CGA Landmarks committee members

From: Debi Havner, Central Gardens Association Landmarks Committee Chair
Date: November 13, 2019
Re: Case#: MLC 19-052 172 Kimbrough Place, Central Gardens District
Case#: MLC 19-053 1483 Union Avenue, Central Gardens District
Case#: MLC 19-219 1740 Harbert Avenue, Central Gardens District
Case#: MLC 19-220 1882 Central Avenue, Central Gardens District
The above top three cases were reviewed with their representatives present at the previous Landmarks Design Review Meeting on Oct 3, 2019. Case MLC 19-220 was reviewed
at the November 7th Landmarks Design Review meeting with Commissioners Robert
Norcross and Cyndy Tucker attending. The Central Gardens Landmarks Design committee reviewed and communicated with the applicants prior to the November 21, 2019
Commission meeting.
Case#: MLC 19-052 172 Kimbrough Place, Central Gardens District
Case#: MLC 19-053 1483 Union Avenue, Central Gardens District
The Central Gardens Landmarks Design Committee is in support of the applications regarding the two signs: Kimbrough Towers LLC and Kimbrough Wine & Spirits. Moving
the original Kimbrough Towers Monument to the new location in front of the entrance to
the apartment complex seems the appropriate spot. The garage of the height would allow
Kimbrough Towers to use their original monument sign which conforms with Central
Gardens Architectural Design Guideline: SI.15a A new sight should not pre-date the
facade it is applied to. A 20th century commercial storefront building should not
have a colonial style sign or vice versa.
The existing digital sign no longer meets the required setback requirements of 10” from
the sidewalk on the Kimbrough Place side The variance would allow the original digital
sign to remain in its current location rather than bring it into compliance as it would be to
close to the parking structure and a concern for pedestrian safety. The improvements to
the sign will add to the appearance. Central Gardens Architectural Design Guidelines:
SIGNS; page 42 SI. 15-23. The Central Gardens Guidelines do not address details
for existing signs.

P. O. Box 41382
• Memphis, Tennessee 38174-1382

Case#: MLC 19-219 1740 Harbert Avenue, Central Gardens District
Demolition of an existing shed; new construction a detached garage with ADU and an
open front porch and driveway.
Central Gardens Architectural Guidelines:
Page 29, N.38 Where visible from the street, a secondary structure should be located
in the rear yard of the primary residence.
N.39, a, b. A secondary structure should reflect the architectural character and style
of the main structure or be compatible with the style of the main structures.
a. similar materials and details should be used
b. details should be compatible, if they are used.
Fences and Walls/Gates SI.2 a. Front yard fences/walls…. Front yard fences, walls,
gates may be slightly higher, but no more that six feet (6’)
If the driveway gate is replaced we would require that the gate be within the Central Gardens Guidelines.
Case#: MLC 19-220 1882 Central Avenue Central Gardens District
New construction of a single family house with an attached garage and site improvements
for a new driveway and walkway.
The Corr plans follow UDC guidelines. It should be noted there are a lot of gray areas
within the Central Gardens Architectural Guidelines.
We as the Central Gardens Landmarks Committee carry responsibilities. We help CG
homeowners with design projects and make decisions about projects and designs that
may affect the appearance of individual properties. We help maintain the over all character of our neighborhood and are welcoming and supportive to new families joining our
Central Gardens community. We also try help neighbors understand what may be built
next door to them, both from the side of the city and adhering to the Central Gardens Architectural Design standards.
Central Gardens Architectural Guidelines:
SI.4c page 40: transparent side yard fence/wall’s perpendicular extension toward
the house shall be set back a minimum of 6 feet (6’) from the exterior wall (not including the porch). All such perpendicular fencing should be front facing. In no case
shall a side yard fence/wall extend beyond the front plane of the house (not including the porch). We would prefer this guideline to be followed.
The gray areas:
N.1 a. c. p.16: New homes should conform to the standard setback on the street with the
greatest emphasis given to historic home immediately adjacent to the property.
The planning office says the measurement given to the Corr’s was correct. They are
relooking at this to make sure it is accurate.

P. O. Box 41382
• Memphis, Tennessee 38174-1382

N.2a p.16: Side yard setbacks should appear similar to others in the block, as seen from
the street.
The planning office says they are correct on the side yard set back measurements. They
are going to recheck that and also get with UDC to make sure they are under the size limit of the house and not too big for the lot.
N.8a, b, c. p.19: A new building should be constructed to the same number of stories and
to a height that is compatible with the height of historic structures adjacent to it.
a. Where there is no adjacent historic structure, build to a height consistent
with that of other historic structures in the immediate vicinity.
b. The height of the foundation wall, porch roof, and main roof should be
compatible with those of adjacent single-family historic houses.
c. Where the immediate context dictates, the front should include a one
story element such as a porch.
The city planners are going to relook at the height of the new home vs. the height of the
adjacent homes.
The Corr designs are for a Colonial Georgian Revival style home which does not always
have a large porch, but rather a stoop. The 4-5 foot “stoop” is regarded as a correct size
for the home, although there are homes of this style in the neighborhood that might have
a larger porch or no porch at all.
N. 16 p.22 Stone, stucco, brick, painted wood siding and painted shingles are appropriate
for new construction.
N. 18 a, b, c. p23 Masonry that appears similar in character to that in historic houses
within the neighborhood should be used.
a. bond, mortar color, width and type of joints should be compatible with
historic houses in the District.
b. brick should be similar in characteristics including color, texture and
size to that found in historic houses of similar style in the District
c. It is preferred that the original brick of the historic home be maintained
and not painted. However if painted, the preference is to maintain the same color as the
original brick.
N. 21a p.23 Metal roofs are generally not appropriate except for porches.
a. Such roofs should be applied and detailed in a manner that is appropriate
to the style of the house.
The Corr’s have a back screened in patio on their plans with a metal roof. The patio is on
the back North/West side of the house.

P. O. Box 41382
• Memphis, Tennessee 38174-1382

Tezel, Ayse
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

David Rose <davidleerose@gmail.com>
Wednesday, October 30, 2019 10:13 PM
Tezel, Ayse
Corr family house plans at 1882 Central (Central Gardens)

Ayse,
I wanted to reach out to you, as the homeowner of 1876 Central, with regard to the proposed plans for the Corr
home at 1882 Central. As a neighbor, I am very much in favor of what has been planned for this lot. I believe it
will add value and additional character to Central Gardens. The opportunity for new construction does not
happen often in this neighborhood, and I am very pleased with what the Corr family and their architects are
offering.
Thank you for the opportunity to express my approval.
Respectfully,
David Rose
1876 Central Ave.
901-355-6359

-David Rose
mobile: (901) 878-9020
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Tezel, Ayse
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

DeFeo, Brian <Brian.DeFeo@STJUDE.ORG>
Thursday, October 31, 2019 12:44 PM
Tezel, Ayse
1882 Central Avenue Development
1882 Cental Ave development support.pdf

Hello,
My name is Brian DeFeo and I am a Central Gardens resident (1859 Harbert). Attached is a letter expressing my support
for the proposed development at 1882 Central Avenue. I appreciate you taking the time to read my comments.
Thank you,
Brian

Brian DeFeo, PT, DPT, OCS
Lead Physical Therapist
St. Jude Children’s Research Hospital
262 Danny Thomas Place, Mail Stop 113
Memphis, TN 38105‐3678
Ph (901) 595‐7007
Fax(901) 595‐2961
Brian.defeo@stjude.org
www.stjude.org

Email Disclaimer: www.stjude.org/emaildisclaimer
Consultation Disclaimer: www.stjude.org/consultationdisclaimer
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Tezel, Ayse
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Katie McLean <katiemmclean@gmail.com>
Wednesday, November 06, 2019 6:20 AM
Tezel, Ayse
1882 Central

Good morning Ayse
Reviewed the property at 1882 Central & it looks great!
I fully support the development of this property!
-Katie Maxwell McLean
1778 York Ave

1

Tezel, Ayse
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Bob Burditt <rburditt@gmail.com>
Saturday, November 09, 2019 2:01 PM
Tezel, Ayse
1882 Central

Hello Ayse,
As owner of 1868 Central, I'm writing in support of the Corr's plans for new construction. I've spent a lot of
time with the Corr's in understanding their project plan and am excited to have them as a new neighbor.
The home that they are planning on building is beautiful and certainly will fit in with the Central Gardens
architectural guidelines.
I have heard that there are some objections to their front yard setback, but I would encourage the commissioners
to approve this plan as proposed. The Corr's have small children and it is important that they have as much
back yard as possible as Central is a busy street. As currently planned, they have very little back yard
available. For the safety of their children and overall use by the family, it would be unfair to ask them to lessen
this space.
Thank you,
Bob Burditt
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Tezel, Ayse
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Bass, Johnnie K <Johnnie.Bass@STJUDE.ORG>
Tuesday, November 12, 2019 11:48 AM
Tezel, Ayse
Central Gardens--support letter for Corr residence on Central Avenue

Dear Ms. Tezel,
I am writing to express my support for the proposed residential development at 1882 Central Avenue. I have been a
resident of Central Gardens for the past three years and believe the home meets the style and structural type of housing
outlined in the Central Gardens guidelines. It appears that the land owners and architect have spent a significant
amount of time and energy into developing thorough drawing plans for a beautiful home that will make great use of the
current empty lot. I fully support residential development at this site as long as issues such as adequate drainage and
any other undesirable site logistics regarding new construction to adjoining neighbors and properties are addressed. I
know that some neighbors have opposed further development on this lot; however, there are several other neighbors,
such as myself, who support it. Thank you for your consideration.
Johnnie Bass
1594 Vinton Avenue

Email Disclaimer: www.stjude.org/emaildisclaimer
Consultation Disclaimer: www.stjude.org/consultationdisclaimer
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Tezel, Ayse
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Laura Burditt <lauraburditt@gmail.com>
Tuesday, November 12, 2019 6:19 PM
Tezel, Ayse
1882 Central Avenue

Dear Ayse Tezel,
I am a property owner of 1868 Central Avenue, and I support the proposed plans of 1882 Central Avenue. I
reviewed them and find them to be tastefully done and adhering to the architectural guidelines. I think the house
will be beautiful and a wonderful addition to the neighborhood.
Dr. and Mrs. Corr are active in the midtown community and send their daughter to the neighborhood public
school. They should be welcomed into the Central Gardens neighborhood.
Sincerely,
Laura Burditt
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Tezel, Ayse
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Bev Trojan <bev@terrytrojan.com>
Tuesday, October 22, 2019 3:39 PM
Tezel, Ayse
These comments concern the proposed new home at 1882 Central Ave., to be reviewed November 7

Dear Ms. Tezel,
Our home, built in 1912, sits immediately to the east of the proposed new construction. We do welcome new
neighbors and have actually attempted to engage them privately in conversation, but, sadly, our phone calls
have not been returned.
We understand and accept the reconfiguration of the lot immediately to our west, (originally 1876 Central Ave,
a lot with 2 acres of land) but think some adjustments need to be made to their proposed new home. Below are
our concerns:
1. Their proposed setback is 85 feet. Our set back is 92.4 feet and according to Central Gardens guidelines, a
new home should conform to the standard setback on the street with greatest emphasis given to historic homes
immediately adjacent to the property. (Central Gardens Guidelines p. 16 N. 1, a, c). We have not measured the
other setbacks on the street, but visually they seem to line up with our setback with the exception of the
farmhouse at 1876 and the house immediately to our east at 1900 Central. We request that their setback be the
same as ours. At the Central Gardens landmarks meeting the owner’s, the Corrs, verbally agreed to change
their setback and we want them to honor that agreement.
2. Their lot is narrower than any other lot on the street. However, the footprint of their proposed house has
used every available square foot of property. There is no other home on the street that has so encroached on the
side setbacks, though I have to admit that ours is close. (Guidelines p. 16 N.2 a)
3. The height of our home is about 30 feet. We feel as though theirs should be compatible. At the CG
landmarks meeting their architect did not know the proposed height of their house. We ask that it be in line
with those on the street. (Guidelines p. 19 N.8 a, b, c)
4. They will require a variance to place a driveway on Central Ave. (OPD section 4.4.3. Section 4.1 makes
this applicable)
5. It was recommended at the CG landmarks meeting that the owners incorporate a large porch, have larger
eaves and eliminate the gas sidelights. We agree with those requests but have a concern that with the proposed
setback water runoff onto our property may become an even greater problem.
Simply put, the house is very large for the size of the lot. It is an unusual problem, we agree, but this house
should blend with the existing homes in the neighborhood. I am attaching a survey of our property and the
proposed footprint of the Corr property at 1882 as well as the front elevation.
We would welcome a phone call or, better, yet, feel free to drop by at 1894 Central to chat about this new
development.
Also, as a neighbor, am I allowed to attend the Design Review meeting which I believe is scheduled for Nov 7?
1
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Tezel, Ayse
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Terry Trojan <terry@terrytrojan.com>
Tuesday, October 22, 2019 9:30 PM
Tezel, Ayse
Bev
1882 Central Ave.

Ms. Tezel, Thank you for responding to my wife Beverly’s correspondence regarding proposed construction adjacent to
our property. Her list of concerns is equally shared by me and especially #5 on her list which mentions our concern for
water runoff.
I have been advised by several knowledgeable individuals to hire a civil engineer to protect my interest and I am
planning to take that step.
Before I engage a private engineer, I need to know if there will be an opening in the commission meeting to present such
a study. It seems an injustice that I must go to the expense of securing an engineer but apparently that is my best
option.
I will continue to speak directly with the property owner, Z. Corr but so far messages left have not gained a response.
I realize you must remain impartial so my request is simple. Will an engineering study prepared for me be considered by
the commission as they review a proposed new construction on property which I do not own?
T.M. Trojan
1894 Central Ave.
Memphis
850 830‐0070; office 448‐6078
Sent from my iPad
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Tezel, Ayse
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Terry Trojan <terry@terrytrojan.com>
Monday, November 11, 2019 6:29 PM
Tezel, Ayse
MLC 19-220

I am the owner of the home/lot at 1894 Central and immediately adjacent to the proposed construction at 1882 Central.
I attended the Landmarks Design Review (LDR) meeting on Thursday, Nov. 7 and am uncertain that my concerns as
expressed by Central Gardens Landmarks will be addressed in the plans which are being reviewed for a COA.
1. My first concern is the front setback which has been shown and verbally asserted as 85 feet. The setback of my home
(excluding porch) as shown on the copy of my survey which I submitted at the LDR is 92.4 feet. I oppose the setback of
less than 92 feet. I present p. 16 of the Central Gardens Design Guidelines paragraph N‐1. “A new home should fit
within the range of front yard yard setbacks seen in the block. a) the greatest consideration should be given to the
setbacks of immediately adjacent historic houses.” The existing home at 1876 is the historic farmhouse on my block and
has a much greater setback. Placing the new home in front of mine will not “maintain the line of building fronts.
2. My second concern is the side setbacks which at 5 feet does not appear similar to others in the block. CGDG P. 16,
N.2. Lots on the north side of Central are typically large and side setbacks are thus more generous.
3. Third, I am not an architect and am not able to determine if the height and horizontal elements will be compatible
with the height of the adjacent historic structures and maintain the alignment of the horizontal elements along the
block. This is important. (Pg. 19 CGDG) 4. I am concerned that there is no description of the proposed site
improvements for a fence. What material, how high and does it maintain the requirements for side fences in Central
Gardens.
While not a Landmarks matter, I hope that water runoff from this very large home and paved side parking/turnaround
will be controlled as proposed by installation of gutters and underground drainpipe.
I do plan to request my 3 minutes to address the Commissiom.
Terry M. Trojan
1894 Central Ave.
Sent from my iPad
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Tezel, Ayse
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

leslie garey <legarey@yahoo.com>
Tuesday, November 12, 2019 6:10 PM
Tezel, Ayse
Property disaster across the street from me at 1882 Central Ave (Case #MLC19-220)

Dear commissioners;
I’m reaching out to you to oppose the size of the proposed house in relation to the size of the
lot, the placement of the house in relation to the homes on either side, and the height of the
house in relation to the other homes.
It seems that they are proposing a zero lot line house on our historical avenue that will
disrupt the rhythm of our area which so many of Central Gardens guidelines address. Their
proposed house has used every available square foot of property. This lot is too narrow for this
house!!! There is no other home on the street that has so encroached on the side setbacks.
(Guidelines p. 16 N.2 a)
The proposed setback is 85 feet which is much closer to the street than the home next to it at 1894 Central
Ave and the other historical homes on the north side of Central Avenue. Apparently the owners of the new
house verbally agreed to change the setback of their home at the Central Gardens landmarks meeting. (Central
Gardens guidelines
p. 16N 1a,c)
The height of the proposed house needs to be comparable to the others on the street.
(Guidelines p. 19 N.8 a, b, c)
I am a business owner of a 95 year old family business and I am heavily invested in Memphis and our
community. I believe that Central Avenue and Central Gardens neighborhood is an asset to our wonderful city
and I plead with you to address our concerns and help us preserve the integrity of our historical area.
I appreciate your time and review of this information,
Leslie Garey
1887 Central Avenue
901-487-2065
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Tezel, Ayse
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

cynthia sengel <csengel@me.com>
Wednesday, November 13, 2019 4:15 PM
Tezel, Ayse
attached my letter against 1882 Central Ave as now planned --Sengel 1881 Central Ave
Untitled 20.pdf

Hello,
I am attaching my original letter concerning the dividing of this property. It was done without going before the
Land Use Board. As you see below there are very specific guidelines when subdividing a property.
This property should never have been divided with no public hearing before the LUCB. We have tried
everything as neighbors to get someone to listen to us to no avail.

TCA sections 13-4-301 and 13-3-401
“Subdivision” means the division of a tract or parcel of land into two (2) or more lots, sites, or other
divisions requiring new street or utility construction or any division of less than five (5) acres for the
purpose, whether immediate or future, of sale or building development, and includes resubdivision
and when appropriate the context, relates to the process of resubdividing or to the land or area
subdivided.”
This definition creates two development scenarios under which a planning commission can apply its
subdivision regulations. The first is for any division of land into two (2) or more lots, regardless of size,
where new streets or utilities will have to be extended to serve those lots. The second scenario is the
division of land into two (2) or more lots where those lots are less then five acres in size. Most land
division activities will generally meet one of these conditions and be subject to the authority of locally
adopted subdivision regulations.

Remedies for violations of the Subdivision Regulations are another concern addressed by the courts.
In the case of Lake County v. Truett 758 S.W. 2d 529 (Tenn. Court of Appeal 1988), the court held
that the developer was not relieved of his responsibility to have a plat approved by the planning
commission although the commission secretary had erroneously signed the plat and it had been
recorded. The Court of Appeals of Tennessee affirmed the decision enjoining the developer from the
sale of lots and went even further in directing the county to take whatever steps necessary to cause
the illegally recorded plats to be expunged from the records of the county. If the plat is accidentally
recorded without the planning commission's approval, the developer is still legally responsible.
Although this was a county case the issue is still relevant to Municipal Planning Commissions due to
the similar nature of the enabling legislation.
As previously noted, TCA sections 13-4-302 and 13-3-402 require that the local planning
commission approve all subdivision plats before they can be recorded by the county register,
1

no plat of a subdivision of land lying within the municipality shall be filed or recorded until it shall have
been submitted to and approved by the planning commission and such approval entered in writing on
the plat by the secretary of the commission or by another designee of the planning commission;
provided, that if the plat of subdivision divides the tract into no more than two (2) lots, then the
approval may be endorsed in writing on the plat by the secretary of the commission or by another
designee of the planning commission without the approval of the municipal planning commission,
upon certification by the planning staff of the municipal planning commission that the subdivision
complies with such regulations governing a subdivision of land as have been adopted by the regional
planning commission pursuant to § Code Sec. 13-4-303″>13-4-303; and provided further, that no
request for variance from such regulations has been requested.
 no more than 2 lots—— he made 3 lots
 provided further NO REQUEST FOR VARIANCE.
The back lot was approved without the variance for facing a house into someone’s backyard. The lot
in the front is not the average width of the others on the street.It is much smaller. It will sit in front of
the house beside it to the east and way in front of the house to the West. 2 drive ways will be next to
each other. The house will TOWER over the one to the east.
I have part of a lot. I have enough square footage to knock down my back house, they did, and build
a home looking into my neighbors back yard. What kind of precedent have you set for midtown????
Last year I stood in front of the LUCB and they voted down a development on this lot. Their major
concern was the lot in the back and the flooding and homes blocking the other original home. This lot
divide went in without their approval. I was in court supporting my neighbor desperately trying to fight
a home being built facing into her backyard, l was in court when the engineer testified before the
judge that the flooding was significant because of an old creek bed and there was nothing that could
mediate it. They would do their best . If it had gone before the board, that could have been brought up
for consideration. The whole land divide could have been discussed. The neighbors could have
voiced their opinions and concerns, but nope, a Planning director, solely got to make the decision in
changing a neighborhood, a subdivision, and a street landscape all by himself with no public hearing.
I beg of you to make a stand, to question why a historical lot in Central Gardens did not need
approval from your board or the LUCB. There are numerous lots in midtown that are part of lots. If
this precedent is set there is no stopping more ill shaped lots and homes facing into a neighbors
backyard.
I have attached my letter of my only chance to appeal this whole fiasco, and I was turned down, said I
had no right to appeal. If you approve this home, this major new home facing a street that does not fit
in with the rhythm of the other homes, then what can stop me from building a high fenced wall around
my property. Because others don’t have it around me, ha, there is a home being built across the
street that towers over its neighbor. A drive way is being cut next to another, a home is being built
facing another’s backyard!!! What a joke, your guidelines will have no standing anymore.
Cynthia and Jason Sengel
1881 Central Ave
Memphis,TN 38104
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July 31, 2019
Oﬃce of Planning and Development
Josh Whitehead
Re:1876 Lot division and BOA variance for new lot home 1868 Central
Consider the following as a written notice of appeal to your decision to divide the lot on record
1876 Central into 3 ill -configured lots that do not fit the rhythm and spacing of homes along
both sides of Central Ave.
Also, consider this letter as a written notice of appeal to the decision made July 24th to grant
variances to the UDC code concerning the setbacks and orientation of homes for lot 1868
Central Ave.
On the above variances granted, the Board of Adjustment shall make the following findings to
grant a variance. I argue the variance is not valid because—
• There are no unusual characteristics of the property that exhibit exceptional physical features
as compared to other properties located in the same zoning district which would find the
home needs to face west into the neighboring properties backyard and not face the direction
of the other homes towards Central.
• There are no practical diﬃculties or undue hardship that would warrant the direction or the
building of a huge RV garage in front of the home and on top of the neighboring properties or
to build the home facing the neighboring properties backyard.
According to the UDC code, written findings must be found to grant a variance to the code.
Not simply because the property owner finds that a more attractive view than the back of
another home.
I also argue that the variance granted is not in “harmony with the purpose and intent of the
code and is injurious to the neighborhood.” Multiple neighbors have objected and find that this
is injurious to their property and privacy rights. It was noted at the very first meeting concerning
the first proposed subdivision of the original lot, the serious flooding to the back and side
properties. It was the main reason the Land Use Control Board decided against granting the
approval for the subdivision. The building of the homes on the back of the property would
ultimately lead to more flooding because of the additional hardscape. Looking at the proposed
home, with its massive garage and multiple feet of concrete drives, circular and on the side,
would directly aﬀect the runoﬀ from this property.
I am also appealing the decision made by yourself as the Planning Director in your decision
without public review to divide the lot into three lots. None of the lots fit the scale or rhythm of
the neighborhood. The flag lot is not a normal lot in this area and the front lot with its odd
shape and configuration next to a historical home is very much out of the character, setting and
rhythm of Central Ave.
You were very much aware of the concern over the development of this lot over a year ago with
the previous proposed subdivision approved by your department. I find your under the radar lot
division without any notice to the Central Gardens Neighborhood Association or the immediate
neighbors, an intentional decision by you and your department to skirt the UDC code and favor
the owner of the property to the injury of the neighboring property owners.

July 12, 2018, Jane-Coleman Cottone with the Tennessee Historical Commission, wrote to you
her concern that the property division would have “significant challenges for constructing
appropriate infill on the new plots”. She noted that the ‘design guidelines for central Gardens
have clear parameters for setback and orientation, and that building around the existing
historic house modifies its orientation as well.”
There is no way a home can be built on the front lot without significantly altering the rhythm
and spacing of the homes on Central Ave. The land is significantly higher than the home to the
East and all homes that are at that land height have very wide lot widths. The height of the
home also will not be the same as the one next to it due to the land height.
The original home is located at an angle and any drive or other home will interfere with its
setting. Either the drive would have to be on the west and be in front of the historical property
or if located to the East would be next to the neighboring property’s drive which does not
follow neighborhood guidelines.
The lot width is also not in the rhythm of the neighboring properties. All immediate lots next to
it and immediately across the street are double the width of the new lot.
Simply, dividing this lot to meet the R8 required acreage and setback is not suﬃcient to
significantly maintain the rhythm of the neighboring properties.
In conclusion, this property should never have been divided without input from the neighbors
and should have gone through the normal channels of review to make sure those concerns
were part of the record. Several of us contacted you when we first found out about the lot
division and at no time did you inform us we could appeal your decision. When replying to the
Tennessee Historical Commission you responded “I would strongly contest any interpretation
that would curtain the rights of the owner to utilize what I view as dormant lots or record.”
I ask you, where is your concern for the rights of the neighboring owners of not dormant but
solidly alive lots of record? We have been vocal from the first moment the first subdivision was
proposed. We were allowed a voice because we were notified according the the UDC code and
were oﬀered the chance to fight the subdivision for the protection of our property values, and
protect from further damage from flooding.
Your decision to subdivide this lot calling the lots “old lots of record” so as to circumvent the
UDC code robbed us of the chance to object that decision. I and others feel this decision was
made purposely by you and your department for exactly that purpose, because you knew we
would object. If not that, then we would argue, it was done without intent on your part and you
and your department failed to realize the injurious nature of the decision. We would like to
appeal that decision and allow this subdivision to go through the normal reviews that any other
subdivision would go through.
Sincerely,
Cynthia Sengel
1881 Central Ave
Memphis, TN 38104
and neighbors

Leslie Gary
1887 Central Ave
Memphis,TN 38104

Rob Keeler
1861 Central Ave
Memphis,TN 38104

Emma Childers
1860 Central Ave
Memphis,TN 38104

Josh Hardison
1873 Central Ave
Memphis,TN 38104

Tezel, Ayse
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

LEIGH MARTIN <martlei@aol.com>
Wednesday, November 13, 2019 7:29 AM
Tezel, Ayse
1882 Central Ave.

Is the city actually going to allow this house to be built 8 feet in front of 1894 Central home. It is not fitting with
in our guidelines. Why are we letting these developers take over and run Central Gardens? It’s ridiculous that
residents from 1994 now have to worry about their property values. Please let me know what we can do to stop
this. I am a long time resident of Central Gardens and real estate agent. I have been selling CG for 21 years
because I know what amazing neighbors we have. What an amazing Association we have. Please let us know
what to do.

Leigh Martin
TOP PRODUCER
Sowell Realtors
901-351-3877
martlei@aol.com

lmartin@sowellandco.com
Sowellandco.com
Instagram: realtortostars
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Tezel, Ayse
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Rob Keeler <rdkeeler96@aol.com>
Thursday, November 14, 2019 3:58 PM
Tezel, Ayse
1882 Central

Ayse Tezel,
We have not received any notification by mail on the proposed house at 1882 Central Ave.
I just received an email about this.
My wife, Barbara Keeler, and I both think the house is way too big for the lot. Zero lot lines are not common in Central
Gardens. It does not fit in with the neighborhood.
It is also too close to Central Ave by several feet.
Sincerely,
Robert & Barbara Keeler
1861 Central Ave.
Memphis, TN 38104
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Tezel, Ayse
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Emma <emma@theyellowhouseonunion.com>
Thursday, November 14, 2019 6:24 PM
Tezel, Ayse
emma@theyellowhouseonunion.com
MLC 19-220- 1882 Central Avenue

Dear Ms. Tezel:
Thank you for the opportunity to share my comments and concerns regarding this proposal. For purposes of this review,
the Central Gardens Architectural Guidelines(posted on‐line) were used. If a different set of guidelines are being used at
any level of approval, that information should be shared with the neighbors prior to approval. If any member of the
Board is a relative, is friends with, or is in any way associated with the applicant, they should make this known publically
and recuse themselves from this application process.
I vehemently object to this proposal for the following reasons:
1) It would single handedly destroy the historic nature of this block of Central Avenue. Most, if not all of the trees
will be removed with this proposal ( disregarding the Level III Arboretum Status) In addition, this proposed plan
“disrupts the established patterns of rhythm of existing houses both on the same and opposite sides of a street,
the dominance of that pattern and rhythm must be respected and not disturbed” (p.16) The proposed
development violates this CGA Policy;
2) The proposed front yard set‐backs are not” within the range of front yard setbacks seen in the block” (N.1.a,b, c;
p.16)‐another violation of CGA policy;
3) There is no uniformity of spacing of the side yards, violation of N.2.a.; p.16;
4) There does not appear to be a porch at the front of the house (see N.3.c; p.17);
5) The proposed building mass, scale and form do not “follow the same pattern, mass, scale and form as those
historic houses existing” on this block of Central Avenue. CGA Architectural Design Guideline Policy Statement ,(
p. 18). This proposed building is overwhelming in its mass, scale and form; it “fills the lot” which is not
appropriate for historic Central Gardens;
6) The proposed placement of the building does not “maintain alignment of horizontal elements along the block.”
(CGA Guidelines, N.9; p.19); and
7) It is difficult to determine what is being proposed relative to the site improvements for the driveway, walkway
and fences and, therefore I cannot comment on these issues. This proposal should be considered incomplete
without more details related to these improvements.
This is the second obtrusive development in our neighborhood and just east of my property. This first one surreptitiously
bypassed the Landmarks Review process. Finally, this proposed development would overshadow the historic farmhouse,
nothing about this proposed development looks or feels like it belongs, adds value or respects this block of Central
Gardens or Central Gardens as a designated Historic District.
In my opinion, the applicant should have been encouraged to meet with the neighbors about this proposal.
Respectfully submitted,
Emma L. Childers
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Tezel, Ayse
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Grace Megel <graceplace@me.com>
Thursday, November 14, 2019 10:08 PM
Tezel, Ayse
1882 Central Ave

My husband and I moved to 1852 Central Ave this summer. We moved to Central Gardens for the
neighborhood, trees, privacy, and the historic charm.
We were not aware of the proposed new “subdivision” when we purchased our forever home.
It wasn’t long after we moved in when every single tree to the parcel on the other side of our East neighbor, was
clear cut. It has definitely affected our privacy.
Now we hear they want to build another house in front of a “historic
home”
The home proposed goes directly against Central Gardens Historic Neighborhood.
Below is from the Central Gardens.Org website

Property values are always enhanced by historic conservation status. Historic districts offer a mechanism for
protecting the historic nature of older, residential neighborhoods, while also allowing for renovations and additions to
our homes.

Central Gardens has Architectural Design Guidelines that have been approved by the Memphis Landmarks
Commission. The guidelines represent zoning policies adopted by the City of Memphis as a means to protect the
unique architectural character of the neighborhood. They provide a guide for decisions concerning new construction
and renovations that affect the appearance of individual properties as well as the overall character of the
neighborhood. Living in an historic neighborhood such as Central Gardens brings special responsibilities as well as
rewards.

I am against this project for numerous reasons:
This House does not have enough land to be built on without obstructing the neighbors. It will decrease the value of
our home and the integrity of the neighborhood .

The home being built at 1868 Central Ave is already invasive and out of character with our neighborhood.
Thank you,
Grace Megel
1852 Central Ave
Memphis, TN 38104

Sent from my iPhone
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Tezel, Ayse
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mark Scott <markscott003@gmail.com>
Thursday, November 14, 2019 11:37 PM
Tezel, Ayse
1876 Central Ave

We are voicing our displeasure on the proposed set back and height proposals for construction of the property at
1876 Central Ave. 1) The set back should be conforming with the adorning property at 92.4 feet from Central
Avenue to conform with immediately adjacent property. 2) This lot is not as wide as other lots in this area and
allowing the building to be as large as proposed would not be in caricature with other homes in this area. 3) The
height of this proposed property would appear to tower over other homes and not be in character with other
structures in this HD district. 4) Selection of placement of driveway will cause added danger so close to Central
and Barksdale, which has an established dangerous accident rate. 5) THE DEVELOPER (OWNER) HAS
BEEN NON-RESPONSIVE AND AVERSE TO ANY DISCUSSION OR CONTACT. 6) Plans as submitted
would be the same as building a "0" lot line home three doors down from our home and not contingent with
Central Gardens guidelines. 7) To state plainly: this home is too big for the lot and will cause additional
drainage problems for an already overburdened stormwater system at Central and Barksdale.
Mark A. Scott
1917 Central Avenue
Memphis, TN 38104
901-378-8378
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Tezel, Ayse
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Beth Rehrig <earehrig@fedex.com>
Friday, November 15, 2019 9:31 AM
Tezel, Ayse
Complaint for Review: 1882 Central Avenue

Dear Commissioner;
I am once again reaching out to you to oppose the changes and new construction on the original property site at 1876
Central and the new property at 1882 Central. We have had to accept that a new home will be built on a tiny lot,
regardless of historical guidelines, etc… being violated. However, the size of the proposed house in relation to the size of
the lot, the placement of the house in relation to the homes on either side, and the height of the house in relation to the
other homes are still issues that need further review. The new owners are proposing a zero lot line house on one of
Central Gardens prominent historical streets, Central Avenue, that will disrupt the rhythm and flow of the Avenue, as well
as the overall Central Gardens area which so many of Central Gardens guidelines address.
I know that there are other complaints referencing the many guidelines being infracted upon, so I am not going into those
details as I feel you are fully aware of them.
I am disappointed and surprised that this development has even made it this far and approved with so many clear
violations of the Central Gardens Historical Guidelines. I renovated my home on Cowden Avenue, with a simple change
to the roofline. I had to spend more time and money on architect fees just to go before Landmarks for the required
approvals. The original design of the secondary roofline as designed by my architect was rejected by Landmarks and
additional proposals were made by Landmarks, none of which matched my Craftsman style home. The proposals by
Landmarks were copy cats of neighboring homes and obviously not Craftsman style. Finally after the 3rd return before
Landmarks my architect’s plan was approved. My architect had never encountered this before with her designs in Central
Gardens. She and her husband were Midtown residents themselves, respected architects for our old homes, so they
know their stuff. She felt that this was so absurd that she actually cut her hourly fee in half for the required Landmarks
meetings because it had turned out so expensive with the amount of time she had to spend in front of the Landmarks
Commission fighting for the design of my home.
I had a very simple exterior change that cost me a lot of money and months of time. It makes no sense that new
construction such as this, and which never should have been subdivided and allowed new construction on, gets rubber
stamped with no regards to the Neighbors, the Neighborhood, nor the Legally binding Central Gardens Historical
Guidelines. This design has a permanent impact to Central Gardens Avenue, the surrounding Neighbors, and setting
negative precedents violating the Central Gardens Historical Guidelines. This construction getting pushed through with no
hiccups is a slap in the face to all of us in the past who have had to spend lots of money and months of time on simple
changes. I even had a neighbor who had installed a fence using the PVC style boards which Landmarks required them to
tear it down due to a violation of the Central Gardens Historical Guidelines. Do I agree with this? Yes, I do, that is why
we have these guidelines in place, to protect us from such things. They are also in place to protect us from this
construction being proposed. So please, take the time to listen to the complaints, carefully review the guidelines and
uphold the guidelines to address the issues being brought before you.
I appreciate your time and consideration. I am writing this while on vacation as I feel very strongly about this. Thank you,
Beth Rehrig
1854 Cowden Avenu
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