ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD AGENDA
October 19, 2016 — 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:  Jake and Jennifer Roberds
A. Property Address: 60 North Reed Street
B. Date of Approval: 9/13/2016
C. Project: Renewal of a CoA dating from 21 May 201Zonstruct a deck
and ancillary building per submitted plans. Tharkwvill not visible from the
public. The deck will feature a simple picketeding. The ancillary building will be
detailed to match the house.
2. Applicant:  Johnna Rogers
A. Property Address: 204 Roper Street
B. Date of Approval: 9/13/2016
C. Project: Gently powerwash exterior, repaint adedeand replace wood
components such as siding to match in dimensiae,and material.
3. Applicant: Donald Manning
A. Property Address: 909 Government Street
B. Date of Approval: 9/14/2016
C. Project: Temporary display of sandwich board.dhation of wooden
directional parking sign.
4. Applicant: Chris Rainosek
A. Property Address: 201B Dauphin Street
B. Date of Approval: 9/15/2016
C. Project: Apply two vinyl decals 42"W x 20” H taside windows.
5. Applicant: SBA Communications Corporation
A. Property Address: 660 Springhill Avenue
B. Date of Approval: 9/15/2016
C. Project: Place a small cell on roof of buildingse to stage temporarily
from 9/22/16 to 10/6/16. Cell will be composed wigte antenna mounted on tripod
pole situated on sled mount.



6. Applicant: Jim Walker
A. Property Address: 602 Church Street
B. Date of Approval: 9/16/2016
C. Project: Repair an existing rear deck.
7. Applicant:  Leigh Hill
A. Property Address: 63 LeMoyne Place
B. Date of Approval: 9/20/2016
C. Project: Remove burglar bars, remove storm deplace wood as necessary
to match in dimension, profile, and material. Rep&im in a neutral scheme.
8. Applicant: Idenitity Signs on behalf of Lee Pierce
A. Property Address: 72 S. Royal Street
B. Date of Approval: 9/20/2016
C. Project: Replace a sign to match the existinigelko2” cut aluminum
lettering and logo at 36” high and 121" wide sayiRgpyal Scam”.
9. Applicant: Patricia Woolf
A. Property Address: 1115 Church Street
B. Date of Approval: 9/21/2016
C. Project: Repaint to match existing. Install woode&nor over to connect with
picket fence.
10.Applicant:  Phoenix Restoration Services on behalf of Williaitwell
A. Property Address: 169 S. Georgia Avenue
B. Date of Approval: 9/22/2016
C. Project: Reroof with architectural shingles in iual; and replace rotten
boards as necessary to match existing.
11.Applicant: Cedric Brooks and Nadine Andrews
A. Property Address: 552 Eslava Street
B. Date of Approval: 9/22/2016
C. Project: Replace and repair wood as necessamydimg fascia, soffit, lap
siding and foundation boards to match existingimeshsion, profile and material.
Repair existing columns. Repair or replace (1) kolwon westernmost portion of
porch to match existing. Repaint to match existalpr scheme.
12.Applicant:  Karen Smith
A. Property Address: 33 S. Lafayette Street
B. Date of Approval: 9/22/2016
C. Project: Install metal handrail located at south@wst side of porch steps per
approved design.
13.Applicant:  E. Bradford & Francie Ladd
A. Property Address: 2301 DelLeon Avenue
B. Date of Approval: 9/22/2016
C. Project: Switch the location of a door and a wiwdm a previously approved
addition (approved on 17 June 2015 and renewe@auie 2016).



14.Applicant:  Patricia Pettway
A. Property Address: 714 Monroe Street
B. Date of Approval: 9/26/2016
C. Project: Install canvas awning over side rear poReplace rotten siding to
match in dimension, profile and material. Repamige in existing color scheme.
15.Applicant:  Moffatt and Nichol
A. Property Address: 5 Dauphin Suite 100
B. Date of Approval: 9/26/2016
C. Project: Install 4°0” x 1’6" single face wall moumetal sign with adhesive
6'8” above ground level.
16.Applicant:  Camilo Contracting
A. Property Address: 1101 A and B Government Street
B. Date of Approval: 9/27/2016
C. Project: Replace roof with architectural shingresveatherwood.
Replace fascia and eaves to match existing in dirmanprofile, and material as
needed and repaint to match. Replace gutters aedee
17.Applicant:  Stacy Meeks
A. Property Address: 262 S. Monterey Street
B. Date of Approval: 9/27/2016
C. Project: Infill a small section of porch (retaigipiers) per submitted plans.
The work is not visible from the public view.
18.Applicant:  Restore Mobile
A. Property Address: 1008 Texas Street
B. Date of Approval: 10/4/2016
C. Project: Renewal of previously issued Certifidaten May 2015. Said CoA
calls for the restoration and refitting of relochtiwvelling.
19.Applicant:  Jeanette Shaw
A. Property Address: 456 Charles Street
B. Date of Approval: 9/29/2016
C. Project: Repaint in existing color scheme.
20.Applicant:  Conde Charlotte Museum
A. Property Address: 104 Theatre Street
B. Date of Approval: 9/29/2016
C. Project: Install double face yard sign. Sign i®égpainted metal face no more
than 5 square feet.
21.Applicant:  Ashley Griffin
A. Property Address: 164 Houston Street
B. Date of Approval: 9/29/2016
C. Project: Repaint house, body light gray, otheistig.
22.Applicant:  Wendell Quimby
A. Property Address: 7 N Cedar Street
B. Date of Approval: 9/30/2016
C. Project: Replace 6 x6 support beams around suppsettucture and 2" x 6”
lap siding, and 1" x 4” tongue and grove wood onchdo match existing in profile,
dimension and material. Repaint to match existwigrcscheme.



23.Applicant:  John & Joy Klotz
A. Property Address: 350 Dauphin Street
B. Date of Approval: 10/3/2016
C. Project: Repaint the building per the submittebicecheme.
24.Applicant:  Terry and Courtney Stanfield
A. Property Address: 256 Stocking Street
B. Date of Approval: 10/3/2016
C. Project: Install balustrade on balcony matchingnsitted plans. Reconstruct
front porch steps using formed concrete with briekeered CMU block parapet
wall flanking steps. Remove existing front porctuocons and install round
fiberglass columns.
25.Applicant:  Preston and Virginia Reeder
A. Property Address: 1005 Augusta Street
B. Date of Approval: 10/3/2016
C. Project: Repaint door to match shutters.
26.Applicant:  Allan & Christy Gustin
A. Property Address: 354 South Broad Street
B. Date of Approval: 10/3/2016
C. Project: Repoint foundation piers using the appedertype mortar. Repair and
when necessary replace deteriorated woodwork agrple, dimension, &
material. Reconstruct original railings as per sung fragments, ghost marks, etc...
Repair and when necessary replace planks constgumiumnar piers. Repair and
reinstate wooden tongue-and-groove porch deckiegaR and when necessary
replace (at least one sash) wooden windows to ntaghbxisting as per
construction, light configuration, and muntin ptefiReroof the house with either a
standing seam metal roof, 5-V Crimp metal roofagphalt shingles. Remove later
infill from a porch. Reinstate columnar piers. Egp@riginal doors and windows on
said re-exposed porch.
27.Applicant:  Sydney Betbeze representing Restore Mobile
A. Property Address: 1008 Texas Street
B. Date of Approval: 10/4/2016
C. Project: Install hardiboard siding on a relocdtedding’s side and rear
elevations. Install wooden siding on the facade.
28.Applicant:  Laura B. Ratledge
A. Property Address: 316 N. Conception Street
B. Date of Approval: 10/4/2016
C. Project: Repair and when necessary replace degggtbwoodwork to match
the existing as per profile, dimension, and malteRapair deteriorated windows as
per construction, light configuration, and munthofge.
29.Applicant:  Mary Beth Harris
A. Property Address: 31 McPhillips Avenue
B. Date of Approval: 10/4/2016
C. Project: Construct 12 by 12 foot deck with 24 Ipyi&tice fence.



30. Applicant:

Sign Pro on behalf of China House Restaurant, ldggen

A. Property Address: 966 Government Street
B. Date of Approval: 10/4/2016
C. Project: Install wall mounted painted metal 4'& &ign on mansard roof.

C. APPLICATIONS

D.

1. 2016-22-CA: 1000 v~ Caroline Avenue

A. Applicant:

B. Project:

Ms. Debbie Coleman of Sun Plans Incbehalf of Ms. Laura
Zacher

Side Addition - Construct a side Additionto a shotgun dwelling
according to one of two sets of submitted desighs. first option
features a shed roof addition. The second opéatures a gabled
roof.

2. 2016-23-CA: 516-522 Dauphin Street

OTHER BUSINESS

1.

A. Applicant:
B. Project:

Discussion.

Mr. Trey Langus on behalf of BJE Propest

Preservation Intervention responsive tttinooed

Structural Assessment of a Structurally Impairedit@buting
Building - The rehabilitation effort will be infored by EITHER
1.) the continued implementation of structural sizdition efforts
(pending results a second structural analysis)sforation of the
building per said report OR 2.) the reconstructibthe building
(using salvaged materials) as based on site condiand
measured drawings so as to achieve exacting réphcaf
profiles, dimensions, planes, and other designideretions.



APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
STAFF REPORT

2016-22-CA: 1006 %2 Caroline Avenue

Applicant:  Ms. Debbie Coleman of Sun Plans Inc. on behalf of Maira Zacher
Received: 9/17/2016

Meeting: 10/19/2016

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: Old Dauphin Way Historic Disttic

Classification: Contributing
Zoning: B-2
Project: Side Addition - Construct a side Additimmtio a shotgun dwelling

according to one of two sets of submitted desighs.first option features
a shed roof addition. The second option featurgetded roof.

BUILDING HISTORY

1006 ¥z Caroline Avenue dates from circa 1900. Hotgan dwelling type, which features,
single room width and multiple room depth with doarranged in fill, represents a vernacular
form common throughout the Southeast. Shotguns typreally constructed in urban areas for
rental or speculative purposes. They often occuows. Many were constructed as part of the
mill or manufacturing housing developments.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

Section 9 of the Preservation Ordinance statesBtrieed shall not approve any
application proposing a Material Change in Appeegamless it finds the change...will not
materially impair the architectural or historic walof the building, the buildings on adjacent
sites or in the immediate vicinity, or the genefigbial character of the district...”

STAFF REPORT

A. According to the MHDC vertical files, this projye has not appeared before the
Architectural Review Board. The application up feview calls for the construction of
an addition.

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

1. “Design an addition to be compatible with the c¢@ad character of the property,
neighborhood, and environment.”

2. “Design the building components (roof, foundatidaors, and windows) of the
addition to be compatible with the historic arcbitee.”

3. “Maintain the relationship of solids to voids (wimals and doors) in an exterior wall
as is established by the historic building.”



4. “Differentiate an addition from a historic structunsing changes in material, color
and /or wall plan and be subordinately scaled.”

5. “Alternative materials such as cement fiberboard,adlowed when the addition is
properly differentiated from the original structtire

6. With regard to door and window materials, “aluminalad” is listed as acceptable
material selection.

7. “Design a roof of an addition to be compatible vitile existing historic building.”

8. “Design a roof shape, pitch, material, and levet@hplexity to be similar to the
existing historic building.”

C. Scope of Work (per submitted plans):
1. Construct a side addition. Both options of the egapion include the following:

A. The addition will measure approximately 30’ in dephd 12’ in width.

B. A5 x 16’ deck will be situated of the West sidetloe addition.

C. The addition will rest atop brick-faced foundatimers that will match those
supporting the body of the house.

D. Boxed, framed, and recessed lattice skirting panél€xtend between the brick-
faced foundation piers.

E. The aforementioned roofing treatment will also emypl over the body of the
house.

F. 6” wooden drop lap siding (Haridboard) will clacetivalls as it does the body of
the house.

G. 4" corner boards will be employed. Said corner bsawill match those found on
the body of the house.

H. Six-over-six aluminum clad wooden windows will beg@oyed so to match the
window type (sash) and light configuration (6/6p4k found on the body of the
house.

I.  The windows will be cased to match the treatmeuandbon the body of the house

J. The Wood fascia board shall be 2.5” inches so ttziminat found on the body of
the house.

K. Ratfter tails matching those found on the body eflibuse will extend around the
addition.

L. 5V Crimp Galvalume (traditional metal color) roadipanels will surmount the
addition so as to match the roofing treatment foomdhe body of the house.

M. South Elevation (street-oriented)

1. The South Elevation will feature two six-over-sixndows.

2. The South Elevation will feature the end bay ofde sleck at its western
termination.

3. Aflight of wooden steps will access the deck.

4. Picketed wooden railings will be employed on therementioned steps.

N. West Elevation

1. The West elevation will feature a double Frenchrdacsix-over-six
window matching the dimensions of those found @nltbdy of the house
and elsewhere on the addition, and a smaller kittieeght six-over-six
window.



2. The wooden deck mentioned in C-1-K (2-4) will exdealong the portion
of the West Elevation situated beneath the aforéiomeed fenestrated
units. The deck expanse will measure

3. The deck will be supported by wooden piers which & interspersed
with boxed and recessed lattice foundation skirting

O. North (rear) Elevation

1. The North Elevation will feature a single six-ova@x-window.

2. The North Elevation will feature the end bay ofdesdeck at its western
termination.

3. A flight of wooden steps will access the deck.

4. Picketed wooden railings will be employed on ther@mentioned steps.

2. Construct the addition employing a shed roof.
3. Construct the addition employing a gable set peatjpeihar to the gable surmounting the
body of the house. The West Elevation of the galile€eature a louvered vent.

STAFF ANALYSIS

This application involves the construction of aesatldition off a side of a shotgun dwelling. The
dwelling is located in the rear of a deep lot aetibd another dwelling so is minimally visible
from the public view. As initially presented, thgpdication called for a shed roof to surmount
the addition. On the encouragement of MHDC sth#,dpplicant revised the roof structure in an
additional submittal so as to feature a gable sbafcture. The application up for review presents
both applications for the Board’s consideration:

A.) Addition to the side of a shotgun dwelling utiligia Shed Roof
B.) Addition to the side of a shotgun dwelling utiligia Gable Roof

In accord with the Design Review Guidelines for Me@ls Historic Districts, both of the
schemes for the proposed addition (the same balofevel) have been designed so as to be
differentiated in plan and elevation from the badyhe main dwelling (See B-3.). In being
setback or recessed in placement from the fromt plahe body of the house, the addition would
“read” as distinct, albeit complementary, to a &arghole. Compatibility is assured by building
elements and solid to solid to void relationshipsst notably observed on the side and rear
elevations (See B-2.). The light configuration ehelows, profiles of sidings, material of roof
roofing, and articulation of details will match thristing. Hardiboard siding and aluminum clad
windows are alternative approaches which are aliioleeadditions (See B 4-5.). The design is
positioned and proportioned in manner which thabispatible with the property,
neighborhood, and environment (See B-1.).

With regard to roof structures, the Design Reviemd8lines state that the roof of an addition
should be compatible with the existing historiclthmg with regard to shape, pitch, material, and
level of complexity of the existing historic buiidj (See B 7-8.). Many shotguns feature shed
roofs on rear additions, but rarely on side el@rati A nearby example was approved prior to
the Architectural Review Board being active in subject area. While the shed roof option for
side addition is sensitive in nature to materiald alements to the main body of the dwelling,



the large size of the shed roof (See B 1-2, 4, &) i& not compatible with historic form of the
main structure.

The second option, one featuring a gable roof suntiog the addition, is compatible with the
massing and proportions of the shotgun structuterms of shape, pitch, material, and level of
complexity to be similar to the existing historigillding.”

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Option | — Shed Roof

Based on B (7-8), Staff believes this scheme woulghir the architectural and historical
character of the building or the district. Stafedaot recommend approval this alternative on
account of the roof design.

Option Il — Gable Roof

Based on B (1-2, 4, & 7-8), Staff believes thisesole would not impair the architectural and
historical character of the building or the didtrfstaff recommends approval this proposal.



APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
STAFF REPORT

2016--CA: 522 Dauphin Street

Applicant: ~ Mr. Trey Langus on behalf of BJE Properties
Received: 10/5/2016

Meeting: 10/19/2016

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: Lower Dauphin Commercial

Classification: Contributing

Zoning: T5.1

Project: Preservation Intervention responsiveottioued Structural

Assessment of a Structurally Impaired Contribuuwlding - The
rehabilitation effort will be informed by EITHER)lthecontinued
implementation of structural stabilization efforts (pending results a
second structural analysis) & restoration of thiding per said report
OR 2.) thereconstruction of the building (using salvaged materials) as
based on site conditions and measured drawings gpachieve exacting
replication of profiles, dimensions, planes, arttkotdesign
considerations.

BUILDING HISTORY

This Antebellum building dates circa 1853. While thverall two-and-one-half-story form that
defines 522 Dauphin Street remains intact, thedingl as with so many downtown edifices, has
evolved over the course of its existence. The eaghbsick walls were faced with stucco circa
1900. The ground floor storefront has been alterechultiple occasions. Dormers and galleries
were added in 1992. The former existed at an ealdite.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

Section 9 of the Preservation Ordinance statesBtraed shall not approve any
application proposing a Material Change in Appeaeamless it finds the change...will not
materially impair the architectural or historic walof the building, the buildings on adjacent
sites or in the immediate vicinity, or the genefigbial character of the district...”

STAFF REPORT
A. According to materials in this property’s MHD@nical file, 522 Dauphin last appeared
before the Architectural Review Board on August11992. At that time, the Board

approved the reconstruction of dormers, instalfatibsix-over-six windows,
construction of a cast iron balcony, and paintihthe exterior.
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B. The Secretary of the Interior's Standards amdbsign Review Guidelines for Mobile’s
Historic Districts state, in pertinent part:

1.

2.

Accepted interventions for historic buildings ing&i“preservation, restoration,
rehabilitation, and reconstruction.”

Preservation is defined as “the act of procespplyang measures to sustain the
existing form, integrity, and material of a builginrSome work focuses on
keeping a property in good working condition byawing features as soon as
deterioration becomes apparent, using proceduatsdtain the original character
and finish of the features.”

Restoration is defined as “the act or process cfiately depicting in the form,
features, and character of a property as | appear@garticular time or period. It
may require the removal of features from outsigepériod(s).”

Rehabilitation is defined as “the process of rangra property to a state that
makes a contemporary use possible while still pvasg those portions or
features of the property which are significanttohistorical, architectural, or
cultural values. This term is the broadest of {herapriate treatments and is often
used in the standards with the understanding tima&y also involve other
appropriate treatments.”

Reconstruction is defined as “the act or procestepfcting, by means of new
construction, the form, features, and detailing sfte, landscape, building,
structure, or object for the purpose of replicaitsgappearance at a specific time
and in its historic location.”

“Reconstruction will be used to depict vanishedon-surviving portions of a
property when documentary and physical evidene@adable to permit accurate
reconstruction with minimal conjecture, and sudorestruction is essential to the
public understanding of the property.”

“Reconstruction will include measures to presemwe r@maining historic
materials, features, and spatial relationships.”

“Reconstruction will be based on the accurate dagibn of historic features and
elements substantiated by documentary or physwaéece rather than on
conjectural designs or the availability of differéeatures from other historic
properties.”

“A reconstructed property will re-create the app@ae of the non-surviving (or
extremely deteriorated) historic property in matks;i design, color, and texture.”
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C. Scope of Work (per submitted plans, reports, gtc
1. Continue the implementation of structural stabtla efforts pending results a
second structural analysis and Proceed to Pregamearid Restoration of the
building per said report. While the report hasloe¢n delivered it would entail:
a. Remove cement-based stucco
b. Stabilize masonry from without and within.
c. Deconstruction of walls.
d. Reconstruction of walls using appropriate mortanposition.
e. Application of new stucco.
f. Construction of substantial interior supports (aftand horizontal).
OR
2. Reconstruct the building using salvaged materiased on site conditions, and
measured drawings so as to achieve exacting réphcaf profiles, dimensions,
planes, and other design considerations.
a. Remove cement-based stucco.
b. Carefully remove, pallet, and store brick.
c. Stabilize the foundations/underpinnings of the. site
d. Reconstruct the building to match the existing.
e. The masonry sequence from the outside in will bik®ws: true stucco,
salvaged bricks (at least one course), and conbletk.
f. Use of appropriate mortar compaosition.
g. Reinstate the cast iron gallery, windows, etc...

STAFF ANALYSIS

This property has been the subject of thoughttelraion by the current owners, the City of
Mobile, and independent stakeholder groups, mastohypthe Downtown Mobile Alliance. The
ensuing narrative provides a chronological timebheneetings, processes, and engagement
efforts concerning the property:

Following the recent purchase of the building (witthe calendar year), Historic
Development staff met with applicant’s represemtatipon the conscientious
introduction by a staff member of the Downtown MelAlliance. That first city visit
occurred in early June of 2016. The owner’s reprdive, contractor, and engineers
were present. Structural concerns on the buildingistern wall (Cedar Street side) were
observed and discussed. A tour of the interioofe#d. The applicant’s representative
showed Historic Development staff interior condisaelated to and independent of the
problems related to the exterior condition. MHD@fstamiliarized the applicant’s
representative with the two part design review pssdor properties located within the
Henry Aaron Loop’s three historic districts - apgaaace before the Downtown
Development District’'s (DDD) Certified Review Comitee (CRC) and the City of
Mobile’s Architectural Review Board (ARB). So tottex inform members of the CRC, a
site visit was arranged in advance of that bodiading Thursday meeting. Said site
visit occurred on June 20, 2016. The exterior awekrior structure was scrutinized. The
property appeared before the CRC on June 23, 2088uctural report commissioned
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by the owner was provided. The application up fdled for the demolition of the
building. No plans were provided, but reconstrutticas mentioned from the onset. The
CRC requested more information as to extent otitterioration. The CRC convened a
second site visit. Several structural engineersaa@dy inspector were in attendance.
The building was not deemed a life-safety concéthat time. The Downtown Mobile
Alliance and the developer entered into exchanggarding the securing of reports for
the building. A stabilization plan was provided.the intervening time period, the
building’s condition worsened. MHDC staff was n@if and examined worsening
conditions. Senior City staff was alerted. Investigns took place. Emergency
stabilization efforts were put in place on OctoBg2016.

Theapplication up for review constitutes a preservation approach that is aipnoittged in
nature and two part in consideration. The applcatialls foreither thecontinued
implementation of structural stabilization efforts (pending results a second structural
analysis)& restoration of the building per said reporr the reconstruction of the building
(using salvaged materials) as based on site condiind measured drawings so as to achieve
exacting replication of profiles, dimensions, plsyn@nd other design considerations.

For purposes of awareness, it should be notedNdabnal Parks Service outlines for four
principle preservation strategies. Those interegrstiare as follows:

Preservation- the act of process of applying measures to susttai existing
form, integrity, and material of a building. Somenwfocuses on keeping a
property in good working condition by repairing ti@@s as soon as deterioration
becomes apparent, using procedures that retaworigieal character and finish
of the features.

Restoration - the act or process of accurately depicting enfdrm, features, and
character of a property as it appeared in a pdati¢ime or period. It may

require the removal of features from outside th@&opés).”

Rehabilitation - the process of returning a property to a stadérnakes a
contemporary use possible while still preservingsthportions or features of the
property which are significant to its historical¢latectural, or cultural values.
This term is the broadest of the appropriate treatsmand is often used in the
standards with the understanding that it may aigolve other appropriate
treatments.

Reconstruction- the act or process of depicting, by means of cemstruction,
the form, features, and detailing of a site, laa@s¢ building, structure, or object
for the purpose of replicating its appearancesgiexific time and in its historic
location

See B 1-5.
Review of the aforementioned preservation appraaokeeals the nuanced and interrelatedness
of all those approved preservation strategies. giagn project might entail multiple forms of

intervention. Take for instance that both of thegosed approaches up for review embrace
rehabilitation. The first proposal represents a loioiation of preservation and restoration
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interventions, while the second approach includgesegyvation and restoration in the form of
reconstruction.

The first option meets the Design Review Guidelifogsgviobile’s Historic Districts in full. The
actions informing this approach would be informgdlie structural analysis. The National Parks
Service’s Historic Preservation Brief addressingtbtic Masonry (No. 2 of 48) identifies many
of the reasons that cause masonry issues, asswetiys which to mitigate them. The building’s
masonry failures are not only merely cosmetic,dbuictural in nature. Examination of exterior
and interior structural concerns caused the prgpene deemed a life-safety concern by the
City. The sidewalk has since been blockaded angdeany stabilization measures have been put
in place. The most apparent and pronounced stalchaladies impact the building’s western
wall. The structural and cosmetic problems refsath numerous factors. The causes include,
but are not limited to the composition of the 19@icco which prevents the bricks from
breathing, removal of interior supports durind'Zentury renovations, possible water
penetration at an earlier date, etc.... The firstoopivould inevitably entail substantial
reconstruction on account of structural issues otipg the building.

Reconstruction, again the act or process of raagg#te form, features, and detailing of a site,
landscape, building, structure, or object for theppse of replicating its appearance at a specific
period of time and in its historic location of hiiilg, is a logical and secure course of action for
ensuring the preservation of the of the architettand experiential character of the building.

The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards stateré@nstruction will be used in situations when
documentary and physical evidence is availablestoni accurate reconstruction with minimal
conjecture (See B-6.). The three exposed elevatbtigs corner lot building (Dauphin Street
facade, Cedar Street side, and rear/back lot) eveémtlangered at multiple locations, exist and
have been measured so to ensure exacting rephcatdulitionally, historic and later elements
that contribute to the streetscape would be preskervan effort to retain material spatial
relationships that define the building and theetBeape (See B-7.). Bay sequences of windows
& doors, location & treatment of the galleries, ader elements that comprise the overall
design would be recreated. As testified by the drgsvand regardless of the two approaches,
either partial or complete reconstruction will kesed on the a duplication of historic features
and elements substantiated by both documentarplaygical conditions rather than on
conjectural designs or the availability of differé@atures from other historic properties (See B-
8.). The reconstructed property will re-createdppearance of the non-surviving historic
property in materials, design, color, and text@eq B-9.).

Both preservation strategies involve assessmensanege of historic fabric as a preemptive
against structural collapse. The belated engagemiénand ultimate loss of the Masonic
Building (formerly — Saint Joseph Street) servegxample and a reminder of the time sensitive
nature of addressing major structural decay. Mdimi® lost significant portions of its 19

century building stock, most notably in its downtoand waterfront areas. Reconstruction has
saved numerous Mobile landmarks of the same panddconstruction method. The following
examples can be cited:

Trinity Episcopal Church (1900 Dauphin Street)
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Phoenix Fire Station/House (203 South Claiborneesyr
Marx House, Seaman’s House (University of SoutthAraa)
Telegraph Building (303 South Conception Street)
Durand Houses (205 Saint Emanuel Street)

Riley House (315 Chatham Street)

Those aforementioned instances of buildings sayaeédonstruction involved relocation to
alternative sites. Instances of reconstructiontemsclude the following:

Rear Wing of the Spear-Barter House (163 Saint E@laBtreet)
6 North Jackson Street (NOJA — substantial decocishn of the first floor and the
reconstruction of the lost second floor and garret)

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Based on B (1-9), Staff recommends approval of batims of historic intervention. If a second
structural report now pending completion allowstfte piecemeal preservation, Staff
encourages that approach. If complete reconstiustiould be employed said approved
rehabilitative intervention would save the buildisugd preserve the streetscape. Staff does not
believe this application would impair either thetatectural or the historical character of the
building or the district.
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