ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD MINUTES
August 21, 2013 — 3:00 P.M.
Pre-Council Chambers, Mobile Government Plaza, 20&overnment Street

A. CALL TO ORDER

1.

2.

3.

The Chair, Bradford Ladd, called the meeting tceomat 3:00. Cart Blackwell, MHDC Staff,
called the roll as follows:

Members Present Robert Allen, Kim Harden, Carolyn Hasser, Nic&lides 11, Thomas
Karwinski, Bradford Ladd, Harris Oswalt, Craig Raise Steve Stone, Jim Wagoner, and Janetta
Whitt-Mitchell.

Members Absent Janetta Whitt-Mitchell.

Staff Members Present Devereaux Bemis, Cart Blackwell, and John Lawler

Mr. Karwinski moved to approve the minutes of thegAst 7, 2013 meeting. The motion
received a second and passed unanimously.

Mr. Karwinski moved to approve the midmonth COAtsugted by Staff. The motion received a
second and passed unanimously.

B. MID MONTH APPROVALS: APPROVED.

1.

Applicant:  Mobile Fence for Jim Allen
a. Property Address: 15 Houston Street
b. Date of Approval:  7/31/13
c. Project: Repair a 6’ wood fence to match existiRgmove chain link fence and
replace it with the matching 6’ high privacy fence.
Applicant:  Habitat for Humanity
a. Property Address: 21 South Hallett Street
b. Date of Approval:  7/29/13
c. Project: Reroof the house with asphalt shinglesich up the paint around the
soffits.
Applicant:  Kenneth McKee
a. Property Address: 25 Lee Street
b. Date of Approval:  7/30/13
c. Project: Repair the front porch to match thetaxis Repaint to match the
existing color scheme.
Applicant:  Deborah DeGuire
a. Property Address: 209 Dauphin Street
b. Date of Approval:  8/1/13
c. Project: Replace rotten wood in kind and as needRepaint the building per the
existing color scheme.
Applicant:  Taylor Atchison
a. Property Address: 1400 Dauphin Street
b. Date of Approval:  8/1/13
C. Project: Repair and/or replace to detatext woodwork to match up the existing
in profile and dimension. Repaint the work per élésting color scheme.
Applicant:  David Calametti
a. Property Address: 1714 Dauphin Street
b. Date of Approval:  8/1/13
c. Project: Remove a roll up door on the rear elematnstall wood and glass
entrance in the location of the above.



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Applicant: Ross Pritchard
a. Property Address: 1011 Church Street
b. Date of Approval:  8/2/13
c. Project: Replace rotten wood on house, repaintatch. Clean up around shed, leave
existing.
Applicant:  Jeff Mizell
a. Property Address: 26 South Julia Street
b. Date of Approval:  8/2/13
c. Project: Reroof with 30 year architectstangles, brown color.
Applicant: Tony Atchison with Atchison Home / Atchison Properties
a. Property Address: 551 Dauphin Street
b. Date of Approval:  8/5/13
c. Project: Repair deteriorated stucco using angpjate mortar. Finish repainting
the building. Remove plyboarding and replacemamnalum window units. Reinstall
wooden six-over-six windows. Repair the roof. Repaside door.
Applicant:  Coulson Roofing for David Koen
a. Property Address: 151 South Dearborn Street
b. Date of Approval:  8/5/13
C. Project: Reroof to match the existing.
Applicant:  Barnes Fence and Home Improvement
a. Property Address: 104 South Georgia Avenue
b. Date of Approval:  8/5/13
c. Project: Install a 6’ high, interior lot woodervacy fence.
Applicant:  Brian Weeks with Diversified Roofing
a. Property Address: 256 Dexter Avenue
b. Date of Approval:  8/6/13
c. Project: Reroof the house with asphalt shingles.
Applicant:  Kiker Corporation
a. Property Address: 1655 McGill Avenue
b. Date of Approval:  8/6/13
c. Project: Reroof the house with asphalt shingles.
Applicant:  Glamr Ventures
a. Property Address: 1966 Government Street (signagélor)
b. Date of Approval:  8/6/13
c. Project: Replace franchise signage. Replacexisérey wall sign as per the same
dimensions. The reverse channel illuminated sighfeature the name of the franchise.
Replace a existing freestanding sign within thetig cage. The reverse channel
illuminated sign will feature the name of the ediment.
Applicant:  Gray Arnold
a. Property Address: 154 South Cedar Street
b. Date of Approval:  8/7/13
c. Project: Paint in the same BLP color scheme anvedent. Repair/replace rotten
wood as needed. Body: Flo Claire Crocus Yellowif riwhite Porch Decking, shutter and
rail caps: Claiborne St. Red
Applicant:  Julia Greer
a. Property Address: 113 South Georgia Avenue
b. Date of Approval:  8/7/13
c. Project: Remove expanses of infill located beliiodt porch’s intact posts and
balustrades. Touch up the color scheme as pekisiing.



17. Applicant:  David L. Sanders
a. Property Address: 202 George Street
b. Date of Approval:  8/12/13
c. Project: Construct an ancillary building per sitibad plans (approved 14
December 2004).

C. APPLICATION

1. 2013-63-CA: 1400 Dauphin Street
a. Applicant: Taylor Atchison
b. Project: Painting — Paint an unpainted bbigkding.
DENIED. CERTIFIED RECORD ATTACHED.
2. 2013-64-CA: 128 Macy Place
a. Applicant: Patricia Lambert
b. Project: Chimneys — Remove a chimney stack.
APPROVED AS AMENDED. CERTIFIED RECORD ATTACHED.
3. 2013-65-CA: 50 Le Moyne Place
a. Applicant: Jake Epker
b. Project: After-the-Fact-Approval — Retainarauthorized replacement door and
sidelights.
DENIED. CERTIFIED RECORD ATTACHED.
4. 2013-66-CA: 210 Dauphin Street
a. Applicant: John Switzer with J. L. Swit, LLC
b. Project: After-the-fact-Approval — Retain unapproweindows.
DENIED. CERTIFIED RECORD ATTACHED.

D. OTHER BUSINESS

1. Secretary of the Interior's Standards
2. Discussion



APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
CERTIFIED RECORD

2013-63-CA: 1400 Dauphin Street
Applicant: Taylor Atchison
Received: 8/5/13

Meeting: 8/21/13
INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION
Historic District: Old Dauphin Way
Classification: Contributing
Zoning: R-1
Project: Painting — Paint an unpainted bricks bogd

BUILDING HISTORY
This gabled roof dwelling dates from 1947.
STANDARD OF REVIEW

Section 9 of the Preservation Ordinance statesBtiaad 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 orjamkbnt sites or in the immediate vicinity, or thengral
visual character of the district...”

STAFF REPORT

A. This property has never appeared before the Acthitel Review Board. The new owner/applicant
proposes painting the building.
B. The Design Review Guidelines for Mobile’s Histobistricts and the Secretary of the Interior's
Standards for Rehabilitation state, in pertinemt;pa
1. “The exterior material of a building helps defie style, quality and historic period.”
2. “Distinctive features, finishes, and constructienohniques or examples of craftsmanship that
characterize a property shall be preserved.”
C. Scope of Work (per the submitted color scheme):
1. Paint the body of the building Benjamin Moore’sékch Canvas”.

STAFF ANALYSIS

This application calls for painting of a contrimdibuilding. While the Design Review Guidelines for
Mobile’s Historic Districts do not rule out painginmachine-made brick, the Guidelines state thagrimxt
materials help define the style, quality, and pgoba building (See B-1). There is considerablecenn

in the preservation community that painting bricks eventually lead to moisture problems. Also as
seen in Cathedral Towers, the painting of briclatae a monochromatic mass as opposed to the wariati
in texture, shading and color that results formgtmut color and dimensionality. There is also the
problem with extended maintenance on a surfacadhattually maintenance free. Though the current
owners are willing to paint the structure on a ftagbasis, it does not necessarily follow thatrateners
will maintain the house as well. The Secretarthefinterior's Standards for Historic Rehabilitatistate
that historic finishes that characterize a propshtyuld be preserved (See B-2).



STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Based on B (1-2), Staff believes this applicatiol impair the architectural and the historical cheter
of the building and the district. Staff does natamend approval of this application.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY
Sylvia Atchison was present to discuss the apjitinat
BOARD DISCUSSION

The Board discussion took place concurrently vhtnpublic testimony. Mr. Ladd welcomed the
applicant’s representative. He asked Ms. Atchi$shé had any comments to make, questions to ask, o
clarifications to address.

Ms. Atchison informed the Board that her family lmgchased the property in order to renovate and
resell it. After mentioning the prominent locati@he said that the proposed improvements would
enhance the appearance of the house and allovbétter blend with the area. Ms. Atchison citeal th
police building on Dauphin Street as a brick swuetwwhich had been painted. She said that she had
pictures on her phone of other brick buildings tedawithin the historic districts which has beempsd.
Ms. Atchison said that the brick was harsh in apgeze.

Mr. Ladd thanked Ms. Atchison. Referencing theffRRaport, he said that while the Secretary of the
Interior's Standards speak of distinctive finishegint is a reversible intervention.

Mr. Holmes asked Mr. Blackwell when the house wasstructed. Mr. Blackwell responded that
according to literature in the MHDC property fiteethouse was constructed in 1947. Mr. Holmes stated
that many brick houses of contemporaneous datepelarance were painted at the time of their
completion. He agreed with Ms. Atchison regardimg harsh appearance of the brick. Mr. Holmesicite
that the Board once denied an application for pagrein unpainted brick building and that the City
Council had overturned the Board’s ruling. Heeddahat the aforementioned building is locatedhat t
southeast corner of Dauphin and Hallett Streets.

Mr. Roberts stated that this application does mablive the painting of old or fine brick. He agreeith

Ms. Atchison and Mr. Holmes as to the harsh cotat el of the bricks. Mr. Roberts acknowledged the
Secretary of the Interior’'s Standards, but noted ith practice they are not always applicable $wed t
Board can take exception with them.

Mr. Karwinski took exception as to the appeararfdbe® brick. He suggested that the brick might need
cleaning.

Mr. Roberts stated that he did not believe paintiregbricks would impair the building. He noted the
bricks were neither antique or attractive.

Mr. Stone made an observation regarding the cdltreobricks.
Mr. Roberts expressed concern regarding the roof.

Mr. Bemis addressed the Board. Taking as a poidephrture Mr. Robert’'s observation that the brick
could be deemed unattractive, he stated that tlaedBe not a beautification committee. He said tha



Board has consistently ruled against the paintingnpainted brick buildings. Both Ms. Atchison avid.
Ladd cited the recent approval of the painting®® South Monterey Street.

Mr. Bemis stated the applicant was only going selethe property and that painting the brick would
violate the Secretary of the Interior's Standards.

Mr. Karwinksi recommended that the brick shouldtclEaned. He said that if after a good cleaning the
appearance was not improved, the applicant coeld tbassess the appearance of the building.

Mr. Allen pointed out that other brick buildingschieen painted on Dauphin Street, those buildireye w
neither as fine, nor as prominently situated assthgect building.

Mr. Holmes stated that simple cleaning would naireds the appearance of the brick.

Mr. Bemis said that since someone had chosen ttlethiat they had not deemed in aesthetically
displeasing. He stated that paint is hard to renfimra brickwork. Mr. Ladd took exception with Mr.
Bemis observation.

Mr. Roberts and Ms. Atchison entered into a disomssegarding the roof.

Mr. Roberts suggested the use of shutters.

Mr. Bemis reminded the Board that of their missidn.said regardless of whether painting brick is
period or not matters little for the building wast painted. Mr. Holmes disagreed with Mr. Bemis’
interpretation.

Mr. Bemis and Mr. Holmes entered into a discussamarding precedent.

A discussion ensued as to how to rule on the agupbic.

Mr. Ladd asked if there was anyone from the audievico wished to speak either for or against the
application. Upon hearing no response, Mr. Laddeaxdicthe period of public comment. No further Board
discussion took place.

FINDING OF FACT

Mr. Roberts moved that, based upon the evidencepted in the application and during the public
testimony, the Board finds the facts in the Staffart as written.

The motion received a second and was unanimoughpaged.
DECISION ON THE APPLICATION

Mr. Wagoner moved that, based upon the facts a®e@gp by the Board, the application does impair the
historic integrity of the district or the buildirand that a Certificate of Appropriateness not baes.

The motion was approved. Messrs. Holmes, Ladd Stode voted in opposition.

DENIED.



APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
CERTIFIED RECORD

2013-64-CA: 128 Macy Place

Applicant: Patricia Lambert
Received: 8/5/13
Meeting: 8/21/13

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: Old Dauphin Way

Classification: Contributing

Zoning: R-1

Project: Chimneys — Remove a chimney stack.

BUILDING HISTORY
This Arts and Crafts inspired “bungalow” dates frtia first quarter of the J0Century.
STANDARD OF REVIEW

Section 9 of the Preservation Ordinance statesBtiad 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 last appeared before the ArchitetiRewview Board on December 11, 1991. At that
time, the Board denied a request to box in the éisiexposed rafter tails. The current owner/apptica
proposes the removal of a chimney stack rising altiog house’s North (side) Elevation.

B. The Design Review Guidelines for Mobile’s Histobistricts and the Secretary of the Interior's
Standards for Rehabilitation state, in pertinemt:pa

1. “The removal of historic materials or alteratiorieatures and spaces that characterize a
property shall be avoided.”

2. “Distinctive features, finishes, and constructienltniques or examples of craftsmanship that
characterize a property shall be preserved.”

C. Scope of Work:

1. Remove a chimney stack (only that portion risingwabthe roof.
2. Install siding over the affected area.

STAFF ANALYSIS

This application calls for the removal of a chimrstgck.

The Design Review Guidelines for Mobile’s Histobistricts do not specifically address chimneys. The
Secretary of the Interior's Standards state tratéimoval/alteration of historic features should be

avoided and that distinctive features should begireed (See B 1-2) It has been the Board’s poticatl
for the retention of prominent, particularly exterend, chimneys visible from the right of way.



STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Based on B (1-2), Staff believes this applicatiol impair the architectural and the historical cheter
of a building and the district. Staff does not meoeend approval of this application.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY
Patricia Lambert was present to discuss the apjgita
BOARD DISCUSSION

The Board discussion took place concurrently vt public testimony. Mr. Ladd welcomed the
applicant. He asked Ms. Lambert if she had any cemsito make, questions to ask, or clarifications t
address.

Ms. Lambert explained to the Board the reasonirgriaeher application. She told the Board that despi
two repair jobs the roof continued to leak. Thekieg occurs only at the location of the chimney aad
caused damage to the interior walls and possilgsthucture of the building. Ms. Lambert said that
while she did not want to remove the roof, she dagsvant the leaking to cause further damage to he
home.

Mr. Ladd asked Ms. Lambert if she had considerbdroglternatives.

Mr. Wagoner asked where the leaks were occurrirgy.llmbert explained that the leaking was
occurring where the roof pitch meets the inner fafdhe chimney stack. Mr. Wagoner recommended
that flashing be either installed or replaced.

Ms. Harden recommended the use of a cricket. MbeRe agreed. Mr. Wagoner noted that the
construction of a cricket would likely be less empige than removing the chimney stack.

Ms. Lambert stated that she was open to amendingdmdication from demolishing the chimney stack to
constructing a cricket.

Mr. Ladd asked if there was anyone from the audievico wished to speak either for or against the
application. Upon hearing no response, Mr. Laddeadicthe period of public comment. No further Board
discussion took place.

FINDING OF FACT

Ms. Harden moved that, based upon the evidencemexsin the application and during the public
testimony, the Board finds the facts in the Staeffart, amending facts to note that a cricket wdnald
constructed between the chimney stack and theptaok. Said cricket would be sheathed in shingles
matching those employed on body of the roof.



DECISION ON THE APPLICATION

Ms. Harden moved that, based upon the facts asdedéry the Board, the application does not impair
the historic integrity of the district or the buitg and that a Certificate of Appropriateness kaésl.

The motion received a second and was unanimougphpaged.

Certificate of Appropriateness Expiration Date: 821/14



APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
CERTIFIED RECORD

2013-65-CA: 50 Le Moyne Place
Applicant: Jake Epker
Received: 8/1/13

Meeting: 8/21/13
INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION
Historic District: Old Dauphin Way
Classification: Conditionally Contributing
Zoning: R-1
Project: After-the-Fact-Approval — Retain an unawitted replacement door and
sidelights.

BUILDING HISTORY

According to materials located within this prop&tMHDC file, this American Foursquare type
dwelling dates circa 1905.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

Section 9 of the Preservation Ordinance statesBtiad shall not approve any application
proposing a Material Change in Appearance unldasdis 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 has never appeared before theitectioral Review Board. The application up for
review concerns the after-the-fact approval of mauthorized replacement door and sidelights.

The application appears before the Board as atrefsal311 call.

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

1. “Often one of the most important decorative tees of a house, doorways reflect the age
and style of a building. Original doors and opesisgould be retained along with any
moldings, transoms or sidelights. Replacementsldhespect the age and style of the
building.”

2. “Doors with leaded or art glass may be approgdiavhen documentation exists for their
use, or when they are compatible with the desighstyle of the structure.”

C. Scope of Work:
1. After-fact-Approval — Retain an unauthorizedlagpment front door and sidelights.

STAFF ANALYSIS
This application appears before the Board as dtrefsa 311 call. The application involves the &dtiee-

fact-approval of a door and sidelights. Doors weraoved and replaced and transoms were installed
without the issuance of a Certificate of Appropeiass or the pulling of a building permit.

10



According photographs located within this MHDC pedy file, this house featured a pair of glazed and
paneled doors. A single glazed door featuring lda@enes and flanking sidelights was installed. The
Design Review Guidelines for Mobile’s Historic Dists state that original doors and openings shbald
retained. Replacements should respect the agetdadéthe building (See B-1). The unauthorizedido
treatment is not in keeping with the constructicomfiguration, proportion, and appearance of the
original.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Based on B (1-2), Staff believes this applicatimpairs the architectural and the historical charaot
the building. Staff does not recommend approvahisfapplication.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY
Scott Lambert was present to discuss the applitatio
BOARD DISCUSSION

The Board discussion took place concurrently vt public testimony. Mr. Ladd welcomed the
applicant. He asked Mr. Lambert if she had any cemisito make, questions to ask, or clarificatians t
address.

Mr. Lambert explained that upon taking into accahetdeteriorated condition of the old door, he #red
applicant had taken the time to look at other pedoors found on the Le Moyne Place and its immedia
environs. He said that the door in gyestion wagsdas the configuration of the subject doors. He
referenced the pictures provided by the applidaattwere included in the PowerPoint presentation
(examples of doors featuring a tripartite configira comprised of a centrally located single doghw
flanking sidelights). Mr. Roberts stated that whie door is substantial in appearance it neitisches
the one that was removed, nor work with the desighe house. A discussion ensued as to the figamin
of the door. Mr. Roberts reiterated the door &pjpropriate for the house. Mr. Ladd asked if the
application was a result of a 311 call. Mr. Blackvamswered yes. Mr. Ladd asked if the Board could
table the application for further review. Mr. Bersad that the application would need to be ruleohu
within a forty day period of its submission.

Mr. Ladd asked if there was anyone from the audievico wished to speak either for or against the
application. Upon hearing no response, Mr. Laddedothe period of public comment. No further Board
discussion took place.

FINDING OF FACT

Mr. Roberts moved that, based upon the evideneepted in the application and during the public
testimony, the Board finds the facts in the Staffart as written.

The motion received a second and was unanimoughpaged.

11



DECISION ON THE APPLICATION

Mr. Roberts moved that, based upon the facts as@eoeby the Board, the application does impair the
historic integrity of the district or the buildirand that a Certificate of Appropriateness not baed. The
application was required to reappear before thedBwithin a period of thirty days.

The motion received a second and was unanimoughpaged.

DENIED.

12



APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
CERTIFIED RECORD

2013-66-CA: 210 Dauphin Street
Applicant: John Switzer with J. L. Swit, LLC
Received: 7/24/13

Meeting: 8/21/13
INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION
Historic District: Lower Dauphin Commercial
Classification: Contributing
Zoning: B-4
Project: After-the-fact-Approval — Retain unapproweindows.

BUILDING HISTORY

Bavarian born architect Rudolf Benz designed this-$tory commercial building in 1882. Completed the
following year, the building cost $3,000.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

Section 9 of the Preservation Ordinance statesBtiad shall not approve any application
proposing a Material Change in Appearance unlggsdis 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 REPORT
A. This property last appeared before the ArchitedtReview Board on February 6, 2013. At that
time, the Board approved alterations to plans agggr@n March 19, 2008. The property
reappears before the Board as a consequence &f@B1The applicant proposes the retention
of upper-story fenestration that does not matchtwiaes approved.
B. The Design Review Guidelines for Mobile’s HistaDistricts state, in pertinent part:

1. “The type, size and dividing lights of windowsdatheir location and configuration
(rhythm) on the building help establish the histafiaracter of a building. Original
window openings should be retained as well asmaigvindow sashes and glazing.”

2. “Where windows cannot be repaired, new windowstbe compatible to the existing.
The size and placement of new windows for alterstishould be compatible with the
general character of the building.”

C. Scope of Work:
1. Retain the facade’s upper-story window units.

STAFF ANALYSIS

This application involves the retention windowseMindows currently installed on the building’s
second story facade do not match the ones appivtte Board on March 19, 2008. At that time, the
Board approved the installation of two-over-two wWen windows. Period appropriate windows were
either lost during or after a fire. The light capfration, composition, and construction are not gatible
with the historic character of the building (Se@B-It should be noted that the property alsoahas
preservation easement on it and the owner will negget permission from the Mobile Historic
Development Commission as well.

13



STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Based on B (1-2), Staff believes this applicatimpairs the architectural and the historical charaot
the building. Staff does not recommend approvahisfapplication.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY
John Switzer and Chuck Mepham were present to sksthie application.
BOARD DISCUSSION

The Board discussion took place concurrently vhtnpublic testimony. Mr. Ladd welcomed the
applicant and his representative. He asked Mr.Z&wand Mr. Mepham if they had any comments to
make, questions to ask, or clarifications to adslres

Mr. Holmes asked for clarification regarding thewgnd floor storefront Mr. Blackwell addressed Mr.
Holmes’ concerns.

Mr. Roberts asked Mr. Switzer why the windows d0match those that were the Board had approved.
Mr. Switzer explained that on account of code szlatoncerns he had installed the windows in questio

Mr. Roberts stated that the windows as installegtitrally change the look of the building. He askiéd
Switzer why he did not return before the Board. Sinitzer explained that he wanted to have the
building secured before he went abroad for an elaémeriod.

A discussion ensued as to code related requiremdntdlepham explained he could replace the
windows with an alternative design that would matahappearance of the approved windows. He said
that the windows would feature a two light top &mar light bottom. Discussion ensued as the
construction (double or single hung) windows. Isgrand egress requirements were mentioned. Mr.
Holmes reiterated the need to observe code regeirem

Mr. Bemis reminded the Board that the MHDC holdsasement on the subject building. He said that in
addition to requiring the Review Board’s approthe MHDC's Properties Committee would have to
sign off on the project. He said that the lattes B meeting scheduled next week and that theydwoul

all probability not approve the windows. Mr. Berad that both the windows and the gate would
require further review.

Mr. Mepham was asked for clarification as to theposition of the replacement windows. He responded
that the windows would be made of vinyl. Discusstasued. Mr. Holmes reminded the Board that code
related concerns would need to be addressed. dimé$ recommended a clad wood replica window

like those approved for the Battle House and the Matwerp Building.

A discussion ensued as to the number of windowgavie Bemis objected to the use of double-paned
glass. Mr. Bemis was informed that impact glassiregmultiple panes.

Mr. Ladd asked if there was anyone from the audievico wished to speak either for or against the
application. Upon hearing no response, Mr. Laddeadicthe period of public comment.

14



FINDING OF FACT

Mr. Roberts moved that, based upon the evidencepted in the application and during the public
testimony, the Board finds the facts in the Staffart as written.

The motion received a second and was unanimougphpaged.

DECISION ON THE APPLICATION

Mr. Roberts moved that, based upon the facts as@eoeby the Board, the application does impair the
historic integrity of the district or the buildirand that a Certificate of Appropriateness not baed. A

revised application was required for submissiorivitr thirty day period.

DENIED.
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