ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD MINUTES
December 18, 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 David Barr, Carolyn Hasser, Nick Holmes, Thomasudnski, Bradford
Ladd, Harris Oswalt, Craig Roberts, and Steve Stone

Members Absent Bob Allen, Kim Harden, Jim Wagoner, and Janéftatt-Mitchell.

Historic Development and City Legal Staff Members Pesent Devereaux Bemis, Cart
Blackwell, and Keri Coumanis.

With the exception of midmonth #3, Mr. Karwinski veal to approve the minutes of the
November 6, 2013 meeting. The motion receiveccarsttand 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 (WITH THE EXCEPTION O F #3)

1.

Applicant:  Kate and Joe McNeel
a. Property Address: 7 Dauphin Street
b. Date of Approval:  11/26/13
c. Project: Pressure wash the building. Repaintheeexisting color scheme.
Applicant:  Lewis Golden
a. Property Address: 22 South Monterey Street
b. Date of Approval:  11/27/13
c. Project: Reroof house using architectural shinggek gray in color. Fascia
boards to be replaced as needed. Paint new waodttth existing.
Applicant:  Fred Hoffmeyer
a. Property Address: 207 South Georgia Avenue
b. Date of Approval:  11/26/13
c. Project: Place iron post with linking chain fermween two and three feet high
on south property line alongside 205 S. Georgieegivay.
Applicant:  Mark Anderson
a. Property Address: 1117 Selma Street
b. Date of Approval:  12/2/13
c. Project: Make repairs to a rear porch. The wamtwiill be replaced to match
the existing in profile, dimension, and materiagheTwork will be repainted to match the
existing as per the color scheme.
Applicant:  Ronald Leslie
a. Property Address: 167 South Dearborn
b. Date of Approval:  12/2/13
C. Project: Replace existing wheelchair ramgsouth side of house. Width is 40
inches and length 26 feet. Wood.
Applicant:  Andrew Grabner with Scott Services
a. Property Address: 1510 Government Street
b. Date of Approval:  12/4/13
c. Project: Construct a monument sign. The alumistapped aluminum sign will
feature the name of the franchise and a directidegice. The sign meets size and material
conditions. The sign will not feature illumination.



7. Applicant: Jose Antonio Chavez
a. Property Address: 1107 Oak Street
b. Date of Approval:  12/5/13
C. Project: Make repaora fire-damaged house. Replace deterioratedgs{gihen
and where necessary) to match the existing inlprafimension, and material. Replace
(when and where necessary) deteriorated windowsatoh the existing in light
configuration, material, and construction. Reroghwoofing shingles matching the
existing. Repaint per the existing color scheme.
8. Applicant:  Vicky Rye
a. Property Address: 259 South Georgia Avenue
b. Date of Approval:  12/5/13
c. Project: Construct a picket fence endgshe property’s front yard. The wooden
fence will be three feet in height.
9. Applicant: Teague Construction, Inc.
a. Property Address: 22 South Conception Street
b. Date of Approval:  12/4/13
c. Project: Replace roofing shingles to match thste.
10. Applicant:  Cheryl Zafaris
a. Property Address: 1711 Hunter Avenue
b. Date of Approval:  12/5/13
C. Project: Demolish collapsed shed in régroperty.
11. Applicant:  Richard Brown with Building and Maintena nce Company
a. Property Address: 1155 Church Street
b. Date of Approval:  12/6/13
c. Project: Repaint the house per the existing cgdbeme. Repair and when
necessary replace any deteriorated woodwork tohmb&existing in profile, dimension,
and material. Make minor repairs to the roof. Waoek will match the existing.
12. Applicant:  Randolph Ryaland
a. Property Address: 1367 Brown Street
b. Date of Approval:  12/9/13
c. Project: Paint the orange porch deck and shut®enjamin Moore Cream.
13. Applicant:  Michael Barber
a. Property Address: 1751 Hunter Avenue
b. Date of Approval:  12/9/13
c. Project: Repair and replace deteriorated woodwmrkatch the existing in
profile, dimension, and material. Repair eavesracednstruct porch roofs.
14. Applicant:  Southern Foundation Repair
a. Property Address: 105 Levert Avenue
b. Date of Approval:  12/9/13
c. Project: Make repairs to the foundation. The weikmatch the existing.
15. Applicant:  Haberdasher
a. Property Address: 451 Dauphin Street
b. Date of Approval:  12/3/14
c. Project: Retain two hanging signs. The composigrd hanging signs (one suspended
from the other) feature the name of the establisttrard a directional emblem. The signs
meet required heights for the passerby (7' abogesitlewalk). The total square footage of
the signage meets size requirements.

C. APPLICATIONS

1. 2013-86-CA-: 551 Dauphin Street
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a. Applicant: Tony Atchison with Atchison Home
b. Project: Remodel an altered ground floorestont.
APPROVED. CERTIFIED RECORD ATTACHED.
2013-87-CA-: 109 Levert Avenue
a. Applicant: Lucy Barr with Lucy Barr Designs for M& Mrs. Lyle Hutchison
b. Project: Construct a side porch, a hyphed,sasecond story on top of a garage.
APPROVED. CERTIFIED RECORD ATTACHED.
2013-88-CA-: 1555 Fearnway
a. Applicant: Robert Dueitt with Robert Dueitt Consttion for Christopher Agee
b.  Project: Addition and Roofing - Constructar addition and alter a roof Pitch.
APPROVED. CERTIFIED RECORD ATTACHED.
2013-89-CA-: 960 Government Street
a. Applicant:  Mr. & Mrs. J. Daly Baumhower, Il
b. Project: Construct a second story umbragye thte facade’s upper story balcony.
WITHDRAWN.
2013-90-CA-: Kimberly Curtis-Williams
a. Applicant: 361 George Street
b. Project: Fenestration — Install a securigrd
DENIED. CERTIFIED RECORD ATTACHED.

2013-91- CA: 8 North Lafayette Street
a. Applicant: John Stimpson
b. Project: Demolition — Demolish non-contributing miamily housing.
APPROVED AS AMENDED. CERTIFIED RECORD ATTACHED.

OTHER BUSINESS

Serda’s Signage — The Board reviewed imagery ofigpeage installed at 26 South Royal Street
(Serda’s Coffee Company). Fred Rendfrey with thevBtown Mobile Alliance was present to
discuss the signage. Mr. Rendfrey thanked the Bimarapproving the sign and complimented
the design. He stated that during Mardi Gras baadsther items thrown from parade floats
damage signage and that signage such as the exang@ediscussion represented an
improvement over existing lighted signage in teaheepair, maintenance, and appearance. The
test case approval involving a limited amount oDLpastic-faced portions of signage was
discussed. Mr. Blackwell was instructed to meehwitr. Rendfrey with regard to formulating
possible parameters for reviewing applicationssforilar sign.

Attendance — Mr. Bemis spoke to the Board on atteod and notifications thereof.

Mr. Karwinski was congratulated on his many yedrseovice to Mobile’s historic districts.



APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
CERTIFIED RECORD

2013-86-CA: 551 Dauphin Street
Applicant: Tony Atchison with Atchison Home

Received: 12/2/13
Meeting: 12/18/13
INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION
Historic District: Lower Dauphin Commercial
Classification: Contributing
Zoning: B-4
Project: Remodel an altered ground floor storefront

BUILDING HISTORY

551 Dauphin Street (known as the Chamberlain Bugddates from 1865. The Postbellum building’s
plan and elevations adopt the urban residentiakfeeroial formula established during the decades
leading up to the Civil War - a commercial spacs warmounted by upper story residential areas. The
occupying tenants had the use of both floors af seavice wing.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

Section 9 of the Preservation Ordinance statesBtad 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 ArchitetiRewiew Board on October 16, 2013. At that time,
the applicant, at the encouragement of the Boaitldrew an application calling for the removal of a
later ground floor storefront. The withdrawal wasmppted by code-related concerns. The applicant
and Staff met with representatives from Right ofiWire Safety, Permitting, and Planning. The
owner/applicant returns to the Board with an agpion that reflects input from the previous Review
Board meeting and the interdepartmental meetirigifolips. This application calls for the removal of
a historically inappropriate storefront and thestauction of new storefront more in keeping witk th
style and period of the building.

B. The Design Review Guidelines for Mobile’s Histo)stricts and the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for Historic Rehabilitation state, intipent part:

1. “Replacement doors should reflect the age and sfytiee building.”

2. “New additions, exterior alterations, or relatedvrmnstruction shall not destroy historic
materials that characterize the property. The wevk shall be differentiated from the old and
shall be compatible the massing, size, scale, efdtectural features to protect the historic
integrity of the property and its environment.”

3. “Replacement of missing features shall be substiaat by documentary, physical, or pictorial
evidence.”

4. “The size and placement of windows for additiond alterations should be compatible with the
general character of a building.”

C. Scope of Work (per submitted plans):



1. Remove a later ground floor storefront.
2. Install a new storefront.
a. The storefront will be constructed on the locatdihe existing storefront.
b. The castiron grilles located within the storeftemtinettes will remain in place.
c. The spacing of the storefronts bays will respeetaituated bays of the surviving
columnar screen.
d. Four pairs of glazed and paneled doors will bearedt within the storefront’s bays.
e. Intervening paneled fields will extend betweendperable fenestrated units.
3. Construct a six-over-six window within the locatiofhthe East (side) Elevation’s northernmost
fenestrated bay. Surrounding masonry expanse$eviticed with stucco.

STAFF ANALYSIS

As is the case with many T9Century commercial buildings, the ground floorrsfoont of this building
has been altered. The textured brick bulkhead hrmimum windows represent late®2Century
alterations. Original cast iron columns and lursettet characterize the storefront have survived. |
accord with the Secretary of the Interior’'s Staddathe aforementioned historic features will ramai
place (See B-2.). Unlike the existing storefrohg proposed replacement would respect the oribanal
system. While photographic evidence depictingatginal doors does not survive, glazed and paneled
doors, as recorded by surviving and documentedliogi, were the typical door type for commercial
buildings of this period and style (See B-1 and 3.)

The late 2B-Century alterations to the storefront also inctittee alteration of the East (side) Elevation’s
northernmost bay. A door was converted into a windbhe applicants proposed the installation ofa si
over-six wooden window. Said window would matchgmions and casing of the windows approved for
the original six-over six windows located elsewhanghe building. In accord with the Design Review
Guidelines, said alteration of modified fenestradiagl is compatible with the general character ef th
building (See B-4).

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Based on B (1-4), Staff does not believe this apgitbn will impair the architectural or the histai
character of the building or district. Staff recoemds approval of this application.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Tony Atchison was present to discuss the applinatio

BOARD DISCUSSION

The Board discussion took place concurrently withpublic testimony. Mr. Ladd welcomed the
applicant. He asked Mr. Atchison if he had anyifitations to address, comments to make, or questio
to ask. Mr. Atchison stated that Mr. Blackwell redtiressed the application in full.

Mr. Ladd asked his fellow Board members if they hag questions to ask the applicant.

Mr. Karwinski asked Mr. Atchison for clarificaticas to width of the doors. Mr. Atchison answered Mr
Karwinski's query.

Mr. Karwinski voiced code-related concerns. RetiagaMr. Blackwell’s introduction, Mr. Bemis
reminded the Board that Fire & Safety and RighiMay had given positive feedback as to ingress and



egress and other code-related requirements duriagdepartmental meetings and consequent emails.
Mr. Ladd reminded his fellow Board members thatlevbbde-related discussions are beneficial to
applicants, code is a part of the Board’s directviguv.

A discussion of egress-related codes ensued.

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

No further Board discussion took place.

FINDING OF FACT

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

The motion received a second and was unanimoughpeaged.

DECISION ON THE APPLICATION

Mr. Stone moved that, based upon the facts as apgiay the Board, the application does not imgeer t
historic integrity of the district or the buildirand that a Certificate of Appropriateness be issued

The motion received a second and was unanimougphpaged.

Certificate of Appropriateness Expiration Date: 1218/14



APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
CERTIFIED RECORD

2013-87-CA: 109 Levert Avenue
Applicant: Lucy Barr with Lucy Barr Designs for Mr. & Mrs. Lyle Hutchison
Received: 12/2/13

Meeting: 12/18/13
INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION
Historic District: Ashland Place
Classification: Contributing
Zoning: R-1
Project: Construct a side porch, a hyphen, anaganskestory on top of a garage.

BUILDING HISTORY

This Colonial Revival house dates from 1927. Tigad is distinguished by Serliano-inspired entrance
porch.

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 August 14, 2006. At that time,
the Board approved the installation of fencing. &pelication up for review calls for the constroatiof

a side porch, a hyphen (connecting to the mainédnttuthe garage) and the construction of a sectory-s
atop the garage. An earlier proposal calling ferd¢bnstruction of a second-story atop the garage wa
approved on July 25, 2005.

B. The Design Review Guidelines for Mobile’s HigtoDistricts and the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for Historic Rehabilitation state, intipent part:

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

2. “The porch is an important regional characterist Mobile architecture. Particular
attention should be paid to handrails, lower rditdusters, decking, posts/columns,
proportions and decorative details.”

C. Scope of Work (per submitted plans):
1. Construct a side/rear porch.
The porch will be located off the main house’s $&dtievation.
The porch will measure approximately 14’ in deptld 89’ 8” in length.
The porch will rest atop a brick veneered foundathmat will match the existing.
The columnar supports, fascia, and eaves will midtose on the body of the house.
Five columnar piers will define the porch’s Soutl\&tion.
A brick chimney will occupy one of the aforementahbays.
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g. The roof pitch will match the existing.
h. The shingles will match the existing.
2. Alter fenestration on South Elevation (Thesdsuaccess the porch.).
a. Remove two windows.
b. Replace the aforementioned windows with glazedpameled doors.
3. Construct a connector between the house anghtiage.
a. The connector will be located over the existingkmaly that extends between the main
house’s back door and the garage.
b. The wooden connector will feature fascia and esaatrinents matching those employed
on the house and garage.
c. The roofing shingles will match those employed o body of the main house.
4. Add a second story to the garage.
The second story will feature wooden siding matghivat employed on the lower-story.
The eave treatment of the addition will match tkisteng.
The roofing shingles will match those employed loamain house and connector.
Six-over-six wooden windows will be employed.
The window casings will match those employed onntiaén house.
The roof configuration will replicate the existing.
East Elevation
i.  The ground floor’s later six paneled door will leplaced by a glazed and
paneled door.
ii.  Two six-over-six windows will be located on the epstory
h. South Elevation
i. Install a glazed and paneled garage door withirbthigling’s vehicular bay.
ii.  The window and double door on the ground floor Wilreplaced by a glazed
and paneled door with accessed by a stoop witregdkrailings.
iii. A bracketed overhang will extend over the stoop.
iv.  The overhang will feature a rafter treatment arafing shingles that will match
the existing.
v.  The second story will feature a bank of three sigresix wooden windows and a
four light window.
i. West Elevation
i.  The West Elevation will not feature fenestration.
j-  North Elevation
ii.  The North Elevation’s upper-story will feature tarfienestrated bays. The
aforementioned bays will take the form of faux womag featuring fixed shutters
matching those employed on the body of the house.

@~oooow

STAFF ANALYSIS

This application calls for the construction of agyooff the south (side) elevation, a hyphen-like
connector off the rear of the building, and a seestory atop the garage.

With regard to the proposed porch, said porch wenténd an existing rear porch around the south sid
of the building. The existing rear porch was appben June 13, 2005. The porch extension would be
minimally visible from the public view. In accordt the Secretary of the Interior's Standards, the
massing, size, scale, and architectural featuees@npatible with house’s historic fabric (See B-The
Historic District Overlay allows for setback frotmet southern lot line.



The proposed connector would afford covered adoesgeen the house and the garage. Located off an
earlier addition, the hyphen’s massing, size, s@ald architectural features are compatible wigt tf
the main house. (See B 1-2).

As evidenced by photographs in the MHDC's propéhg, the garage has been modified on several
occasions. On June 25, 2005, an earlier propoBegctor alterations to the first-story and consttion
of a second-story was approved by the Board. Matiesations to fenestration, the design up foraevi
is identical to the approved design. In accord whth Secretary of the Interior's Standards, thesings
size, scale, and architectural features are cobipatiith house’s historic fabric (See B-1.).

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. Staifsenmends approval of this application. Staff does
recommend that the original windows that were rezaipbe kept on the property.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Lyle Hutchison and Lucy Barr were present to disahe application.

BOARD DISCUSSION

The Board discussion took place concurrently withpublic testimony. Mr. Ladd welcomed the
applicant and the applicant’s representative. HHe@#r. Hutchison and Ms. Barr if she had any
clarifications to address, comments to make, ostjoies to ask.

Mr. Hutchison and Ms. Barr answered no.

Mr. Ladd asked his fellow Board members if they hagt questions to ask the applicant or his
representative.

Mr. Karwinski stated that he had given Ms. Barr sguossible suggestions. Ms. Barr thanked Mr.
Karwinski.

No other Board members voiced questions or concerns

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

FINDING OF FACT

Mr. Holmes moved that, based upon the evidencespted in the application and during the public
testimony, the Board finds the facts in the Steffart as written.

The motion received a second and was unanimoughpaged.



DECISION ON THE APPLICATION

Mr. Holmes moved that, based upon the facts aapgdrby 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 approved.

Certificate of Appropriateness Expiration Date: 1218/14
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
CERTIFIED RECORD

2013-88-CA: 1555 Fearnway
Applicant: Robert Dueitt with Robert Dueitt Constru ction for Christopher Agee
Received: 12/2/13

Meeting: 12/18/13
INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION
Historic District: Old Dauphin Way
Classification: Non-Contributing
Zoning: R-1
Project: Addition and Roofing - Construct a readitidn and alter a roof Pitch.

BUILDING HISTORY
This house dates from first third of 2Century. An front addition was constructed in 11850s.
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 was last reviewed on Septemb@082. At that time, the Old Dauphin Way
Review Board approved the removal of jalousie wimsland their replacement with wooden
windows. This application calls for the construotif a rear addition and the alteration of a
portion of the building’s roof.

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

1. With regard to additions, “the new work shallditerentiated from the old and shall be
compatible with the massing, size, scale, and &ciural features to protect the historic
integrity of the property and its environment.”

2. “A roof is one of the most dominant features dfuilding. Original roof forms, as well as
the original pitch of the roof should be maintainkthterials should be appropriate to the
form, pitch, and color.”

C. Scope of Work (per submitted plans):
1. Construct rear addition.

The addition will square out the southeast corm¢n® house.

Corner boards will be employed to demarcate thesttian between the old and new.

The addition will rest atop brick foundation piers.

The walls of the addition will be faced with woodghmingles matching those employed

on the body of the house.

e. The addition will employ three-over one wooden viwd matching those employed on

the body of the house.

2. Alter the pitch of a portion of the roof.

coop
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a. The roof over the center portion of the rear elievawvill be raised and extended over the
addition.

b. The fascia treatment will match the existing.

c. The roofing shingles will match the existing.

STAFF ANALYSIS

This application involves the construction of arraddition. The proposed addition would squaretioait
southeast portion of the dwelling. While the matisrand architectural features of the additionmre
keeping with the existing historic fabric (See B-tonstruction of the addition would alter thechibf
the original roof. The Design Review Guidelinedesthat original roof forms should be maintaineddS
B-2.).

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

In concept, Staff does not object to the constomctif the addition, but on account of the roof gesi
Staff believes the application would impair thehétectural and historical character of the dist(iste B-
2). Staff does not recommend approval of the agftio but suggests a hew design incorporating the
original porch of the roof be submitted.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Tony Atchison was present to discuss the applinatio

BOARD DISCUSSION

The Board discussion took place concurrently withpublic testimony. Mr. Ladd welcomed the
applicant’s representative. He asked Mr. Dueltieithad any clarifications to address, commentsaticem
or questions to ask.

Mr. Dueitt explained to the Board that he had dised the application with Mr. Bemis in the MHDC
office and encountered Mr. Blackwell when the lattede a site visit to the subject property. He
explained that while he understood the concernsudated in the Staff Analysis, continuing an eixigt
flat roof over the proposed addition would only angmt issues that plague flat roofs in general higd t
roof in particular. Mr. Dueitt explained that therthernmost (street-facing) gable would not be
impacted, only the rear gable. He stated thatdhegable would be altered on one slope so to dxten
over the proposed addition. Mr. Dueitt said thatvae trying to right previous wrongs.

Mr. Karwinski stated that the existing roof was greblem. Mr. Dueitt concurred. Mr. Karwinski said
that he would address the existing roof in additmaddressing the new construction. Mr. Dueittl shat
he was doing just that, but the changes to thdiregisoof were restricted to the rear elevation afut
respect to the facade and for reasons of econoMic&arwinski suggested the use of gable set
perpendicular to the rear gable.

Further discussion ensued as to extending the peapalteration to the roof pitch in a northerlyedtion
S0 to mitigate repair issues caused by the exi@goof.

Mr. Karwinski reiterated that an east-facing galtaild serve to preserve the roof pitch and address

runoff. Mr. Dueitt concurred, but stated that amothalley would be created for water from the
aforementioned alternative would pour onto thetagddlat roof. Mr. Stone noted the same.
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Ms. Hasser stated that while she would defer t@thkitects, she had experience with flat roofseAf
reiterating previous comments, the steps the agpfe representative had taken to address the, iaade
the problems affecting flat roofs in a city like bite, Ms. Hasser stated that she felt comfortatle i
approving the proposed work. Turning to Mr. Blackyw&he asked if the subject building was a
contributing structure. He answered no. Ms. Hastged that the application as proposed would not
impair the historic district.

Mr. Stone stated that the proposed work would b@mally visible from the public view. Mr. Dueitt
agreed.

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

No further Board discussion took place.

FINDING OF FACT

Mr. Stone moved that, based upon the evidence mexbén 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. Stone moved that, based upon the facts as apgoy the Board, the application does not imgeer t
historic integrity of the district or the buildirand that a Certificate of Appropriateness be issued

The motion received a second and was approved<{&winski voted in opposition.

Certificate of Appropriateness Expiration Date: 1218/14
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
CERTIFIED RECORD

2013-89-CA: 960 Government Street
Applicant: Mr. & Mrs. J. Daly Baumhower, 1lI

Received: 12/2/13
Meeting: 12/18/13
INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION
Historic District: Oakleigh
Classification: Contributing
Zoning: B-1
Project: Construct a second story umbrage a®ffeitade’s upper story balcony.

BUILDING HISTORY

When constructed in 1911, the Antoinette BuildirgsviMobile’s first luxury apartment house. The
Renaissance Revival style building features classietails, monumental proportions, and a tiled.roo
Featuring a plan four spacious units distinguidhgg@arquet floors, marble mantels, and built in
furniture, the interior lives up to the exteriohd building is attributed to Stone Brothers of Nevleans
(for reasons of style and association). Portiorth@finterior were later remodeled by Mobile aretiit
William March.

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 immediataity,
or the general visual character of the district...”

STAFF REPORT

A. This property last appeared before the ArchitedtReview Board on June 21, 2000. At that
time, the Board approved the reroofing and theamphent of terracotta roofing tiles. The
application up for review calls for the construatiaf umbrages atop the facade’s upper story
balconies.

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

1. With regard to additions, “the new work shallditerentiated from the old and shall be
compatible with the massing, size, scale, and &ctuiral features to protect the historic
integrity of the property and its environment.”

2. “The porch is an important regional characterist Mobile architecture. Particular
attention should be paid to handrails, lower rditdusters, decking, posts/columns,
proportions and decorative details.”

3. “A roof is one of the most dominant features dfuilding. Original roof forms, as well as
the original pitch of the roof should be maintainkthterials should be appropriate to the
form, pitch, and color.”
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C. Scope of Work (per submitted plans):
1. Construct covered extensions over the fagade’snsestory balconies.

a. The wooden overhangs will be supported by 2’ xeirns

b. 2’x 12" beams will comprise the fascia.

c. Terracotta roofing tiles matching those employedrenbody of the building will be
employed on the roof.

d. The shed roof will continue the downward pitch leé principle hipped roof
surmounting the building.

STAFF ANALYSIS
This application involves the construction of rabfembrages atop the facade’s second-story balconies

The Design Review Guidelines for Mobile’s Histobistricts state that porches are a historic rediona
characteristic of Mobile architecture (See B-1heTacade of this building, a grandly scaled faut u
apartment house, features lower-story galleriemédfby columns and columnar piers and upper-story
balconies. While the materials of the proposed Iparobrages (wood) would serve to differentiate the
new work from the historic fabric, the original dgsintent would be lost. Additionally, construatiof

the proposed umbrages would obscure detailing Emdesits that characterize roof’s fascia and rafters
These are character-defining features of the mgldparticularly the roof structure. The Design iRev
Guidelines state that original roof forms shouldtmEntained (See B-2.).

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Based on B (1-2), Staff believes this applicatiot mpair the architectural or the historical chater of
the building and the district. Based on B (1-2afSdloes not recommend approval of the proposed

covering. Staff encourages the applicants to censid awning or another reversible solution thatildio
afford shelter without altering historic fabric @oscuring historic details.

WITHDRAWN PRIOR TO THE MEETING.
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
CERTIFIED RECORD

2013-90-CA: 361 George Street
Applicant: Kimberly Curtis-Williams
Received: 12/2/13

Meeting: 12/18/13
INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION
Historic District: Oakleigh Garden
Classification: Listed as Contributing (DowngradedNon-Contributing)
Zoning: R-1
Project: Fenestration — Install a security door.

BUILDING HISTORY

This house dates from last quarter of th&-C@ntury. As originally constructed, the dwellingsva
shotgun with a side wing.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

Section 9 of the Preservation Ordinance statesBtiad shall not approve any application proposing
Material Change in Appearance unless it finds thenge...will not materially impair the architectucal
historic value of the building, the buildings orja®nt sites or in the immediate vicinity, or tlengral
visual character of the district...”

STAFF REPORT

A. This property last appeared before the ArchitetRexiew Board on April 3, 1991. At that time, the
Board approved the construction of a rear addaiod alterations to the body of the building. This
application calls for installation of a metal setudoor.

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

1. “Metal storm or screen doors are naivedid on front doors.”

C. Scope of Work (Per Submitted materials):

1. Remove a storm door.
2. Install a metal security door in front of the piiple entrance.

STAFF ANALYSIS

This application involves the installation of a aletecurity door on the front elevation of resiagnt
building. The Design Review Guidelines for Mobiléigstoric District state that metal doors are not
allowed on front entrances (See B-1.).

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Based on B-1, Staff believes this application wilpair the architectural and the historical characf
the district. Staff does not recommend approvahisfapplication.
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PUBLIC TESTIMONY

No one was present to discuss the application.

BOARD DISCUSSION

After reviewing the imagery shown in the PowerPgirgsentation and referencing the Design Review
Guidelines for Mobile’s Historic Districts, the Babdiscussed where metal doors had been approved.
Mr. Bemis and Mr. Blackwell stated that metal doleasl been approved on commercial buildings and on
some rear elevations. Mr. Roberts asked if a nugtat could be approved if it was of a good desidn.
Bemis stated that the design would be subject trds Review. Mr. Bemis stated that burglar bar an
security doors have been repeatedly denied by dlaedB The Design Review Guidelines were consulted
for a second time.

Mr. Ladd asked if there was anyone from the audievico wished to speak either for or against the
application. Upon hearing no response, Mr. Laddetothe 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 unanimougphpaged.

DECISION ON THE APPLICATION

Mr. Roberts moved that, based upon the facts amapg by the Board, the application does impair the
historic integrity of the district and that a Cécate of Appropriateness not be issued.

The motion received a second and was approved.

DENIED.
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
CERTIFIED RECORD

2013-89--CA: 8 North Lafayette Street
Applicant: John Stimpson

Received: 12/2/13
Meeting: 12/18/13
INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION
Historic District: Old Dauphin Way
Classification: Non-Contributing
Zoning: R-2
Project: Demolition — Demolish a hon-contributimmndominium complex.

BUILDING HISTORY

This multi-family complex was constructed in the7@8.

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 orjamknt sites or in the immediate vicinity, or thengral

visual character of the district...”

STAFF REPORT

A. This property has never appeared before theitectioral Review Board. The application up for
review calls for the demolition of an apartment pbem.
B. The regards to demolition, the Guidelines reatbows: “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 inteétyr 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 historicisttures:

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 relooatif such building will not be
detrimental to the historical or architectural awer of the district. In making this
determination, the board shall consider:

i The historic or architectural significance oétstructure;

1. This non-contributing apartment complex (now congtouoms) dates
from the 1970s. With a first-story resting on ebdlaundation and upper
story defined by a mansard-like roof, the buildimgesembles numerous
multifamily complexes constructed during the ldstdt of the 28-
Century.

iii. The importance of the structures to the integritthe historic district, the
immediate vicinity, an area, or relationship toastbtructures;

1. While affording for built density and adopting aditional setback, this
infill construction does not contribute to the brstal character of the
historic district.
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Vi.

Vii.

viii.

viii

Xi.

Xii

The difficulty or the impossibility of reproducirtbe structure because of its
design, texture, material, detail or unique loagtio
1. The building materials are capable of being repceduWith exception
of salvaged cast iron elements employed in therggdars and the stair
railings, all of the materials date from the 1970s.
Whether the structure is one of the last remaiexamples of its kind in the
neighborhood, the county, or the region or is adgaample of its type, or is
part of an ensemble of historic buildings creatingeighborhood
1. Examples of this type and style of construction loariound across the
Southeast. Several examples are located in thee@@akhnd Old
Dauphin Way Historic Districts.
Whether there are definite plans for reuse of tioperty if the proposed
demolition is carried out, and what effect sucmplaill have on the
architectural, cultural, historical, archaeologjcaicial, aesthetic, or
environmental character of the surrounding area
1. The owner is in the process of selling the propdrhe sale of the
property is contingent on the demolition of theldiuig.
The date the owner acquired the property, purchase, and condition on date
of acquisition
1. The owner acquired the first units in the buildin@004. The purchase
prices have varied from $25,000 to $40,000.

The number and types of adaptive uses of the pgropensidered by the owner

1. Not provided.
Whether the property has been listed for spi&es asked and offers
received, if any
1. The sale of the property is being negotiated. Batentingent on the
demolition of the property.

Description of the options currently held for theghase of such property,
including the price received for such option, tbeditions placed upon such
option and the date of expiration of such opgtion

1. See the above.

Replacement construction plans for the propertyuestion and amounts

expended upon such plans, and the dates of suendikpres
1. Not given.

Financial proof of the ability to complete the mm@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 commitrtngom a financial
institution; and

1. Application submitted.
Such other information as may reasonablydspuired by the board
1. See submitted materials.

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 application).
1. Demolish a multi-family residence.
2. Remove the debris.
3. Level the site.
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STAFF ANALYSIS

This application involves the demolition of a namtributing apartment complex. When reviewing
demolition applications, the Board takes into actdhe following considerations: the architectural
significance of the building; the condition of theilding; the effect the demolition will have oreth
streetscape; and the nature of any proposed rexaueht.

The building proposed for demolition is a hon-cdmtting apartment building dating from the 1970s.
The design - a two-story structure featuring &-Btsry on slab and second-story within a mansi&ed-
roof - is one that was employed across the couMithile typical of its period, the infill buildingaks not
contribute to either the architectural or the histd character of the surrounding district. Witle t
exception of salvaged cast ironwork, the buildirefenials are of no significance.

The building’s exterior does not exhibit signs @drdpair.
Though the building does add to the built densitthe district and adopts a traditional setbackg, th

demolition of the structure would not adversely &uapthe architectural or the historical characfehe
area.

No redevelopment plans have been provided.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff does not believe the demolition of the nontdbuting building will impair the architecturat the
historical character of the streetscape and thieaaisHowever, the ordinance clearly states thpost
demolition must be presented. Since there ardars for the site presented, the Board cannot &ppro

the demolition. The staff recommends denial ofgpplication and the Board instructs the staffilova
the request to return once a plan for the propsrsybmitted.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

John Stimpson and Ben Cummings were present tastidbe application.

BOARD DISCUSSION

The Board discussion took place concurrently withpublic testimony. Mr. Ladd welcomed the
applicant and the additional representative. He@dkr. Stimpson and Mr. Cummings if they had any
clarifications to address, comments to make, ostjoies to ask.

Mr. Stimpson stated that at the time of submiski@mad not provided a site plan because the saite of
property was contingent on the approval of the ditimo of the subject building and that he has no
intention to build anything on the property. Mringbson stated that since submitting the applicatien
had procured renderings depicting what the purchagented to do with the site.

Mr. Roberts stated the building possessed neitiogitactural nor historical significance. He askety
there was opposition to the building’s demolition.

Mr. Bemis reminded the Board that the ordinanceireg the submission of a redevelopment proposal
with applications entailing the demolition of givproperty’s principle building. He also remindee th
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Board that they had regretted not having plansigeavup front when approving the infill constructio
on southern portion of the Van Antwerp Complex.

Mr. Ladd spoke to the aforementioned project. tesk that all would agree that the Van Antwerp
project was singular in nature. Mr. Ladd stated tha subject application, the demolition of a non-
contributing building, was clear cut.

Mr. Roberts asked to see renderings of the propasii/elopment plan.

Mr. Cummings distributed plans. As copies of thengl one schematic in form, were being circulated,
Mr. Cummings spoke of the nature of the proposddvelopment. He stated that McGill-Toolen
Catholic High School was the purchaser. Mr. Cummisgd that the McGill-Toolen was not interested
in the non-contributing building, but only the sitpon which it stands. He said that while the bodd
would not immediately be torn down, it would eveaity be removed. Referencing the two plans
submitted for the Board’s review (an existing giken of the area and one showing the redeveloped si
he stated that it was McGill-Toolen’s intentioneixtend the parking lot to the south of the propextgr
the site under discussion.

Mr. Blackwell reminded the Board that several ye@reviously, they had approved the constructioa of
new Student Center further North on Lafayette $tide stated that parking lot occupies that site. H
asked Mr. Cummings if the parking for the proposiéel would absorb the spaces lost for the congtruct
of the Board approved building. Mr. Cummings an®eeyes.

Mr. Karwinski spoke to Mr. Cummings. He said thatearesident of Lafayette Street he was glad of the
direction the McGill-Toolen had taken. That said,thought the School needed to address long term
plans. Mr. Karwinski stated that he did not objectiemolition of the non-contributing buildings. He
stated that he sketched alternative proposalsaff@tded parking and improved the appearance eéstr
He also made suggestions and encouraged the repfatatet side parking. Mr. Karwinski reiterated h
general favor of the project.

Mr. Holmes stated that submitted parking plan wge@d schematic rendering and that he was not
opposed to approved the project. He said thatgheoaal should require the submission of more
complete plans upon the demolition of the building.

The timing of the demolition was discussed.
Mr. Cummings encouraged the approval of the deroolind stated that he fully understood that more
finished plans should and would be provided forrdaievelopment once the project was ready to move

forward.

Mr. Bemis stated that the submission of the schierpdn satisfied the requirements for redevelogmen
at this state.

FINDING OF FACT
Mr. Holmes moved that, based upon the evidencespted in the application and during the public
testimony, the Board finds the facts in the Steffart, amending facts to note the submission of the

schematic plan and the demolition of the ancillawilding. It as further noted the submission of the
schematic plan received reversed the Staff Recoriatiem.
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The motion received a second and was unanimoughpeaged.

DECISION ON THE APPLICATION
Mr. Holmes moved that, based upon the facts as deteby the Board, the application does not impair

the historic integrity of the district or the buitg and that a Certificate of Appropriateness kaésl and
that more precise parking and landscape plans wmilgquired for reviewing the redevelopment of the

property.
The motion received a second and was approvedStdne voted in opposition.

Certificate of Appropriateness Expiration Date: 1218/14
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