ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD AGENDA
June 19, 2013 - 3:00 P.M.
Pre-Council Chambers, Mobile Government Plaza, 20&overnment Street

A. CALL TO ORDER
1. Roll Call
2. Approval of Minutes
3. Approval of Mid Month COAs Granted by Staff

B. MID MONTH APPROVALS

1. Applicant: Fred Bauer
a. Property Address: 9 South Julia Street
b. Date of Approval:  5/31/13
c. Project: Paint the house in the existing yellmloc Body: Lowe’s A11-3
Butter; Trim: White; Porch Deck: Gray; Porch Gegt Blue. Replace front, cement steps
with brick. Antipode’s to remain. Replace sideosisteps with brick. Repair roof replacing
four roof jacks reattaching loose tiles.
2. Applicant: Clark, Greer, Latham Associates
a. Property Address: 61 South Conception Street
b. Date of Approval:  5/30/13
c. Project: Renewal for of a Certificate of Appra@téness issued on 2 May 2012.
The CoA called for the construction of a parkingdad the installation of fencing.
3. Applicant: Sheila McMahon
a. Property Address: 102 Hannon Avenue
b. Date of Approval:  5/31/13
c. Project: Repaint the house per the existing cstbeme.
4. Applicant: Patrick Tolbert
a. Property Address: 201 Saint Joseph Street
b. Date of Approval:  5/31/13
c. Project: Install a new covering over a vehictay.
5. Applicant: Joe Bradley
a. Property Address: 359 Saint Francis Street
b. Date of Approval:  5/30/13
C. Project: Paint the building Benjamin Mder@vercast.
6. Applicant: Nik Shah
a. Property Address: 555 Government Street
b. Date of Approval:  6/3/13
C. Project: Reroof totatmathe existing.
7. Applicant:  Mark Keith
a. Property Address: 553 Church Street
b. Date of Approval:  5/29/13
c. Project: Repair and replace deteriorateddwork to match the existing in
profile, dimension, and material. Repaint per thiensitted Sherwin Williams color scheme:
the body will be Svelte Sage; the lower-story fisties will be Conti Street Grey Green; the
upper-story fishscales will be Charles Street Bribk main trim will be Dauphin Street
Light Gold; the accent details will be Jorgensombita Kendall Lodge, and Duxsberry
Green.
8. Applicant: R & JHome Repair
a. Property Address: 1626 Spring Hill Avenue
b. Date of Approval:  6/5/13



C. Project: Repair and replace deteriorateddwork to match the existing in
profile, dimension, and material. Repair and whecessary replace windows to match the
exiting in material, construction, and light configtion. Touch up the paint per the existing
color scheme.

9. Applicant:  Arthur B. Crooker, Jr.
a. Property Address: 28 South Lafayette Street
b. Date of Approval:  6/5/13
c. Project: Remove an existing vehicular gate andnsttoct a gate matching the
existing that will be located further into the lot.

10. Applicant:  Kimberly Hargrove
a. Property Address: 1461 Brown Street
b. Date of Approval:  6/5/13
c. Project: Repair and replace deteriorated woodwmrkatch the existing in
profile, dimension, and material. Repaint per tkisteng color scheme.

11. Applicant:  Langan Construction
a. Property Address: 15 Macy Place
b. Date of Approval:  6/5/13
c. Project: Reroof the house with asphalt shingles.

12. Applicant:  Bea Forniss
a. Property Address: 308 Charles Street
b. Date of Approval:  5/6/13
c. Project: Replace new non-matching wood with woornh&tch the original in
profile, dimension, and material. Paint repaira@sded.

13. Applicant:  Melanie Bunting
a. Property Address: 1558 Bruister Street
b. Date of Approval:  5/7/13
c. Project: Paint the house in the following pactieme: Body — St. Anthony Street
Gray (BLP); Trim — Light Sandstone (Behr); Accertherry Bark (Behr); andPorch Floor
— Fort Conde Gray Beige (BLP); Repair balustemrmadch existing in profile, dimension and
material.

14. Applicant:  Victoria D. Oetken
a. Property Address: 26 South Lafayette Street
b. Date of Approval:  5/4/13
c. Project: Replace a wooden gate to match thathwdmésted.

C. APPLICATIONS

1. 2013-42-CA: 259 North Jackson Street
a. Applicant: Douglas B. Kearley with Douglas Burtudgkey Architect for Tim Lloyd
and James Gilbert
b. Project: New Construction and Fencing - Constauaar wing and construct
walls/fencing.
2. 2013-43-CA: 1209 Elmira Street
a. Applicant: Felipe Garcia with Felipe Garcia R antb€Robert Brooks
b. Project: Alterations to a Rear Elevation — Infiletremainder of a partially
enclosed two-tiered gallery.
3. 2013-44-CA: 258 State Street
a. Applicant: Don Williams for John Bridler
b. Project: New Construction — Construct an elevabaiftsoff the Rear Elevation
and extend a porch located off the old service wing
4. 2013-45-CA: 1700 Church Street



a. Applicant: Randy Delchamps for the estate of Clsdtlarris, Jr.
b. Project: Demolition — Demolish a residential builgli

D. OTHER BUSINESS

1. Foley Conference
2. Discussion



APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
STAFF REPORT

2012-42-CA: 259 North Jackson Street

Applicant: Douglas Burtu Kearley with Douglas Burtu Kearley Architect for Tim Lloyd and
James Gilbert

Received: 6/3/13

Meeting: 6/19/13
INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION
Historic District: DeTonti Square
Classification: Contributing
Zoning: R-1
Project: New Construction and Fencing — Construat\a rear wing and construct
fencing.

BUILDING HISTORY

According to notes located within the MHDC propdilgs, this side hall house was constructed in6186
The ltalianate style dwelling is a surviving exampf scores of independent and attached row hahiaes
once lined Mobile’s easternmost residential tholdages.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

Section 9 of the Preservation Ordinance statesBtead shall not approve any application
proposing a Material Change in Appearance unldgsdis the change...will not materially impair the
architectural or historic value of the buildingethuildings on adjacent sites or in the immediataity,
or the general visual character of the district...”

STAFF REPORT

A. This property last appeared before the ArchitedtReview Board on June 5, 2013. At that time,
the Board approved the reconstruction of a froliega With this application, the new
owners/applicants propose the construction of maedition and the construction of fencing.

B. The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards fastétic Rehabilitation and the Design Review
Guidelines for Mobile’s Historic Districts stat@, pertinent part:

1. “New additions, exterior alterations, or relatev construction shall not destroy historic
materials that characterize the property. The nevkwhall be differentiated from the
old and shall be compatible with the massing, sizele, and architectural features to
protect the historic integrity of the property dtsdenvironment.”

2. “New additions and adjacent or related new gantibn shall be undertaken in such a
manner that if removed in the future, the essefdirah and integrity of the historic
property and its environment would be unimpaired.”

3. Fencing “should complement the building anddegtact from it. Design, scale,
placement and materials should be considered althgheir relationship to the Historic
District. The height of solid fences in historistlicts is generally restricted to six feet,
however, if a commercial property or multi-familgusing adjoins the subject property,
an eight foot fence may be considered.”



C. Scope of Work (per submitted plans):
1. Remove a later stoop accessing the rear entrance.
2. Infill with brick (to match the existing) the lowgortions a later vertical strip window. The
replacement window wood in material and singletlighconfiguration.
3. Construct a rear addition (per submitted plans).
a. The addition will measure 24’ by 26’ in plan.
b. The addition will take the form of a single-stomyctosed space with and L-shaped
porch.
c. The stucco-faced addition will be surmounted byppdd roof. Asphalt shingles
will sheath the roof.
d. Framed and recessed lattice skirting will extensivben the porch’s stuccoed
foundation piers.
A flight of west-facing and north-facing splayeeéss$ will access the porch.
Square section wooden porch posts will provideyghrhic sequence on the porch.
Tongue-and-groove porch decking will top the posaubstructure.
The addition’s South Elevation will feature a sieo-six wooden window.
The addition’s West (Rear) Elevation will featurdauble French door unit with
flanking side lights and surmounting transom. Saitstrated bay will access the
porch and will be locate behind four square seqpiosts.

] The addition’s North Elevation will feature a doalfirench door unit with flanking
side lights and surmounting transom. Said fenestrbfly will access the porch and
will be located behind four square section posts.

4. Demolish a later ancillary building.

5. Install a brick walkway that will extend betweetre inner edge of the sidewalk and the

reconstructed front porch (approved during there 2013 meeting).

Remove a concrete block wall located behind thpgny’s eastern brick wall.

Construct a stuccoed CMU wall that will extend gldhe South and West lot lines. A

portion of wall of the same design will extend betn the house and the existing wall

extending along the North lot line. An double igate will allow for ingress and egress.

The wall fields will measure 6’ in height. The wplers with their surmounting caps will

measure 6’ 8” in height.

8. Construct a 30" iron fence atop an 8" bring copivadl. Said wall and fencing will extend
from the termination of the East lot line’s exigtibrick wall to a point just beyond the front
walkway. The wall-fence construction will tie-intike northeast corner of the house.

—s@ o

No

STAFF ANALYSIS
This application involves the construction of arraddition and the construction of walls and fegcin

Meeting setback and lot coverage requirementgriygosed addition would be minimally visible from
the public view. In accord with the Secretary @ thterior's Standards, the addition’s single-stimmynm
and stuccoed walls differentiate it from two-stamgssing and brick walls of the main house (See.B-1)

With regard to the proposed walls and fencing rémeoval of the expanse of concrete blocks located
behind the eastern section of wall would removersympathetic alteration to the property. The
proposed stuccoed wall meets the design and magearadards (See B-3). The proposed iron fence a
coping wall is a historical combination that theaBd has approved on locations within the DeTonti
Square Historic District (258 State Street foramste). Iron open-work fencing is allowed up to eghe
of four feet.



STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Based on B (1-3), Staff does not believe this @gibn will impair the architectural or the histzai
character of the building or the district. Staifsenmends approval of this application.



APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
STAFE REPORT

2013-43-CA: 1209 Elmira Street
Applicant: Felipe Garcia with Felipe Garcia R and Cfor Robert Brooks
Received: 6/3/13

Meeting: 6/19/13
INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION
Historic District: Oakleigh Garden
Classification: Contributing
Zoning: R-1
Project: Alterations to a Rear Elevation — Infiletremainder of a partially enclosed two-

tiered gallery.
BUILDING HISTORY

This classically proportioned foursquare dwellirsgeds from 1908. Both the house’s interior plan and
fittings survive intact.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

Section 9 of the Preservation Ordinance statesBtead shall not approve any application proposing
Material Change in Appearance unless it finds trenge...will not materially impair the architectucal
historic value of the building, the buildings orjamknt sites or in the immediate vicinity, or thengral
visual character of the district...”

STAFF REPORT

A. This property has never appeared before the Aithital Review Board. The applicant proposes the
infill the remainder of a partially enclosed twesrgd gallery.
B. The Design Review Guidelines for Mobile’s Histobistricts state, in pertinent part:

1. “New additions, exterior alterations, or rehhew construction shall not destroy historic
materials that characterize the property. The nevkwhall be differentiated from the old and
shall be compatible with the massing, size, s@ald,architectural features to protect the historic
integrity of the property and its environment.”

2. “New additions and adjacent or related newstoigtion shall be undertaken in such a manner
that if removed in the future, the essential formd ategrity of the historic property and its
environment would be unimpaired.”

C. Scope of Work (per submitted plans):

1. Infill the upper-story and the lower-story galleriaf a partially enclosed rear porch.

a. A double multi-light French door with surmountirrgrisom and a four light wooden
window matching that found on the body of the howglecomprise the lower story’s
south-facing fenestration. A single light windowlwomprise the west-facing.
fenestration. The framing of the windows will matblat found on the body of the house.

b. A porch post will be removed.

c. A wooden stoop and flight of wooden steps will ascéhe French door. Wooden picket
rails and boxed pedestal-like hewel posts will saunt the stoop. Matching picket



railings will be located on either end of the staik pergola-like device will extend over
the stoop. A second cantilevered device will beted to the west of the lower-story
window.

d. A framed transom and a framed single light windoi @amprise the upper story’s
south-facing fenestration. A single light windowlwiomprise the upper-story’s west-
facing fenestration. The framing of the windowd wiatch that found on the body of the
house.

e. Two intermediate posts will be removed from theempgallery. The two terminating
posts (one engaged to the wall and other free-stgnaill remain.

STAFF ANALYSIS

This application involves the infill of a two-tiete@ear gallery. This rear porch is already pastiall
enclosed. The Secretary of the Interior’'s Standamdslistoric Rehabilitation state that alteratidns
historic structures should be differentiated frget, compatible with the existing (See B-1). By ieiteg
the corner posts, the infill will still “read” asporch, only one that has been enclosed. Siding and
windows will match those found on the main house&ill provide continuity. The alterations are
reversible (See B-2).

CLARIFICATIONS
1. Will the newel posts located on the stoop be ermgalat the termination of the steps?
STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Based on B (1-2), Staff does not believe this @gibn will impair the architectural or the histzai
character of the building or the district. Staf@dexmends approval of this applicaiton.



APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
STAFE REPORT

2013-44-CA: 258 State Street
Applicant: Don Williams for John Bridler
Received: 6/5/13

Meeting: 6/19/13
INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION
Historic District: DeTonti Square
Classification: Contributing
Zoning: R-1
Project Construct a Rear Addition — Construct avator shaft and extend a porch

located off the old service wing.
BUILDING HISTORY

William K. Thurber constructed this side hall witling house in 1851. A cast iron gallery originally
graced the facade’s three western bays.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

Section 9 of the Preservation Ordinance statesBtead shall not approve any application proposing
Material Change in Appearance unless it finds trenge...will not materially impair the architectucal
historic value of the building, the buildings orjamknt sites or in the immediate vicinity, or thengral
visual character of the district...”

STAFF REPORT

A. This house has never appeared before the Architdédeview Board. The applicant proposes the
construction an elevator shaft and a connectordmtvelevator shaft and the balcony located off the
Rear (North) Elevation.

B. The Design Review Guidelines for Mobile’s Histob)stricts state, in pertinent part:

"1. “New additions, exterior alterations, or relhtgew construction shall not destroy historic
materials that characterize the property. The nevkwhall be differentiated from the old and
shall be compatible with the massing, size, s@ald,architectural features to protect the historic
integrity of the property and its environment.”

2. “New additions and adjacent or related new constrachall be undertaken in such a manner
that if removed in the future, the essential formd ategrity of the historic property and its
environment would be unimpaired.”

3. “The porch is an important regional characterisfidobile architecture. Particular attention
should be paid to handrails, lower rails, balustdesking, posts/columns, proportions, and
decorative details.”

C. Scope of Work (per submitted plans):

1. Construct a rear addition (an elevator shaft).

a. The addition will measure 8’ x 9’ in plan.
b. The addition will be constructed of either “Old Miet) or weathered modern brick.
c. The water table will be continued around the additi



d. Brick-veneered and recessed faux windows will bpleged on the upper and lower-
stories of the addition’s West and North Elevatioffse dimensions of the windows will
match those found on the body of the house. Stacao@dow sills matching those
employed on the body of the house will be employed.

e. The addition will feature flounder-like parapets.

The addition will be surmounted by a shed roof thiditcontinue the roof pitch of the

main roof.

. The roofing shingles will match the existing.

2. Extend a porch roof.

a. Connect the service wing'’s reconstructed side gattethe main house.
b. The roof pitch and sheathing off the extended watifmatch the existing.
c. Crickets will be employed.

d. The entablature will match the existing in progled materials.

-

CLARIFICATIONS
1. What is the height of the proposed addition?
STAFF ANALYSIS

This application involves the construction of arraddition and the continuation of a porch. Both
interventions would be located the rear of thiseoldot property.

The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for HistRehabilitation state that additions should be
differentiated from, yet compatible with the histdouilding (See B-1). The use of brick walls vaéirve
to differentiate the addition from the stuccoedlsvaf the main house. The use of an articulate@dmvat
table and the dimensions of faux windows will allfaw continuity proportions and features.

With regard to the continuation of the service visrgjde gallery, the gallery already has featurapaer
porch deck. The entablature and pitch of the ropfations of the gallery will be continued over the
subject area and tie into the house as was origittathe dwelling (as documented by Sanborn Maps
depicting the porch in its original configuratiorip accord with Design Review Guidelines, the
proportions would be in keeping with the existisgé B-3).

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Based on B (1-3), Staff does not believe this @gibn will impair the architectural or the histzai

character of the building or the district. Pending aforementioned clarification, Staff recommends
approval of this application.
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
STAFF REPORT

2013-45-CA: 1700 Church Street
Applicant: Randy Delchamps for the Estate of Charls Harris, Jr.
Received: 6/3/13

Meeting: 6/19/13
INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION
Historic District: Leinkauf
Classification: Contributing
Zoning: R-1
Project: Demolition — Demolish a residential builgli
BUILDING HISTORY
This contributing residence dates from 1945. Thgleistory residence features a gabled stoop emtran

and large side porch.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

proposi

Section 9 of the Preservation Ordinance statesBtead shall not approve any application
ng a Material Change in Appearance unldgd$ the change...will not materially impair the

architectural or historic value of the buildingethuildings on adjacent sites or in the immeditaity,
or the general visual character of the district...”

STAFF

A.

REPORT

This property last appeared before the ArchitedtReview Board on August 1, 2012. The
application called for the demolition of the prayés contributing residence. The property had
previously appeared before the Board on Novemb202] with the same request. The Board
encouraged the applicant to investigate alternaibgses of action such as listing the property
for sale. The property was listed for sale, bueiesd no offers. The applicant’s representative
reappears before the Board application callingterdemolition of the house.

With regards to demolition, the Guidelines readollows: “Proposed demolition of a building
must be brought before the Board for considerafitwe. Board may deny a demolition request if
the building’s loss will impair the historic intétyr of the district.” However, our ordinance
mirrors the Mobile City Code, see 844-79, whiclsdetth the following standard of review and
required findings for the demolition of historicigttures:

1. Required findings; demalition/relocation. The Board shall not grant certificates of
appropriateness for the demolition or relocatioarmy property within a historic district
unless the Board finds that the removal or relocatif such building will not be detrimental
to the historical or architectural character of disrict. In making this determination, the
Board shall consider:

i. The historic or architectural significance of theisture;

1. “Minimal Traditional” in style, this contributingaessidence is one many single
story houses featuring stoop accessed front ergsagnad screened side
porches found across the region. This wood franaengke is situated on a
corner lot amid buildings of similar date and style
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ii. The importance of the structures to the integritthe historic district, the
immediate vicinity, an area, or relationship toastktructures
1. This building is located in the westernmost blo€iChurch Street.

Extending through three historic districts, theafiblock of Church Street,
upon which this house is situated, is located withe Leinkauf Historic
District. This house and others of comparable datesimilar treatment
comprise an intact streetscape which extends fromawood to Houston
Streets. The house contributes to the built denaithitectural significance,
and historic integrity of the surrounding district.

iii. The difficulty or the impossibility of reproducirtbe structure because of its
design, texture, material, detail or unique loaatio
1. A portion of the west elevation has collapsed duéetferred maintenance.

The interior has been trespassed upon on numeogasions. Since last
appearing before the Board in November of 2012d#terioration has
escalated despite the lawn being cleared and fldirfgumothballed.

iv. Whether the structure is one of the last remaiexamples of its kind in the
neighborhood, the county, or the region or is adgeample of its type, or is
part of an ensemble of historic buildings creatingeighborhood
1. Single story houses of this design can be foundsaahe Southeast and

Northeast.

v. Whether there are definite plans for reuse of tioperty if the proposed
demolition is carried out, and what effect suchmplwill have on the
architectural, cultural, historical, archaeologicaicial, aesthetic, or
environmental character of the surrounding area

1. If granted demolition approval. The applicants viblglvel the lot and plant
grass on the site. The lot would function as amsgace.

vi. The date the owner acquired the property, purchase, and condition on date
of acquisition

1. The property is being gifted to St. John’s Epis¢@jfaurch.
vii. The number and types of adaptive uses of the propensidered by the owner
1. After assessing the condition of the house andvieceno offers purchase
from an outside party, the owner and Church haeiddd to reapply for
demolition of the house.
viii. Whether the property has been listed for saleepricsked and offers received, if
any;,
1. The property has been listed for sale. The askiiog s $31,500. No offers
were made.

ix. Description of the options currently held for theghase of such property,
including the price received for such option, thaditions placed upon such
option and the date of expiration of such ogtion
1. N.A.

X. Replacement construction plans for the propergyuestion and amounts
expended upon such plans, and the dates of suemdkpres
1. NA.

xi. Financial proof of the ability to complete the mp#ment project, which may
include but not be limited to a performance bonigtier of credit, a trust for
completion of improvements, or a letter of committriEom a financial
institution.

1. Application submitted.
xii. Such other information as may reasonably be reduyethe board
1. See submitted materials.
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2. Post demolition or relocation plans required. In no event shall the Board entertain any
application for the demolition or relocation of amgtoric property unless the applicant
also presents at the same time the post-demobtigost-relocation plans for the site.”

C. Scope of Work (per submitted plan):

1. Demolish a contributing residential building.
2. Level the lot.
3. Plant grass.

CLARIFICATIONS

1. Will any trees be removed?
2. Will fencing remain in place?

STAFF ANALYSIS

This application involves the demolition of a sedhmily residence. Demolition applications entiad
review of the following concerns: the architectusiginificance of the building; the effect of the
demolition on the streetscape and surroundingidistne condition of the building; and the natofghe
proposed development.

This house is a contributing residence in the LairfilHistoric District. The single story wooden
residence, like many of the same date and stytisigsiguished by a stoop accessed front entramdaa
screened side porch.

The house is located in the westernmost block afr€hStreet. Church Street extends through three of
Mobile’s historic districts. All the buildings ohis final block of Church Street are extant. Selvettzer
buildings facing this stretch of Church Street@ifréhe same period and similar design. This house a
the neighboring dwellings contribute not only te thuilt density, but also to the architectural el
historical character of the Leinkauf Historic Distr

This house suffers from years of deferred mainteaamd its current state amounts to demolition by
neglect. At the request of ht Board, the yard heared and the building mothballed continued
deterioration has ensued. The property has beted lisr sale, but no offers were made. The appiibas
provided an estimate showing that the cost of ratm/renovation. Said estimate exceeds the estna
value of the house.

If granted demolition approval the applicant’s wbidvel the lot and plant grass on the site.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
The demoalition of a contributing building resultsthe impairment of the property and the distritte

condition of the building and the applicant comptia with all of the Board’s requests (mothballisite
clearance, and property listing) should be not¢aff 8efers to Board with regard to this applicatio
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