ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD MINUTES
December 3, 2014 — 3:00 P.M.
Pre-Council Chambers, Mobile Government Plaza, 20&overnment Street

A. CALL TO ORDER

1. The Chair, Bradford Ladd, called the meeting toeomt 3:00. Cart Blackwell, MHDC Staff,
called the roll as follows:
Members Present Bob Allen, David Barr, Catarina Echols, Carolyasser, Kim Harden,
Bradford Ladd, Harris Oswalt, Craig Roberts, StBt@ne, and James Wagoner.
Members Absent Robert Brown and Nick Holmes, Il1.
Staff Members Present Cartledge Blackwell.

2. Mr. Stone moved to approve the minutes for the Ndwer 19, 2014 meeting. The motion
received a second and was unanimously approval.

3. Mr. Wagoner moved to approve midmonth COA'’s grdritg Staff. The motion received a
second and was unanimously approval. The motiogived a second and was unanimously

B. MID MONTH APPROVALS: APPROVED

1. Applicant: Robert F. Lee, llI
a. Property Address: 50 North Reed
b. Date of Approval:  11/17/14
c. Project: Repair deteriorated woodwork, siding;kileg, and detailing to match
the existing as per profile, dimension, design, muaderial. Repaint per the existing color
scheme. Remove later replacement porch columnsst@ab and install square section posts
documented by survey photographs found within th#D@ property files. Remove later
alterations to fenestration on the side and rearagions. Reconstruct deteriorated wooden
windows (to match) on the North (side) elevatiorni®ve a later period and stylistically
inappropriate door from the East (rear) Elevatlostall a period approprtiate wooden door.
Infill a window on East (Rear) Elevation. Removtetaailings (Lowe’s type) from the front
porch. Repair/replace roofing shingles to matchetkisting. Repave the front walk from the
sidewalk’s inner edge to the front steps. Remogkaanlink fence. Install a six foot privacy
fence on the locations of the aforementioned fancin

2. Applicant: Lisa Windish-Gregg
a. Property Address: 159 South Warren Street
b. Date of Approval:  11/17/14
c. Project: When and where necessary, repair deaéeid woodwork to match the
existing as per profile, dimension, and materigp&int the house per the existing color
scheme. Repair/replace window panes to match tisérex(glazing specific). Replace
deteriorated roofing shingles to match the existing

3. Applicant: Leroy Anderson
a. Property Address: 1055 Elmira Street
b. Date of Approval:  11/18/14
c. Project: Tarp the building’s roof. Repair and wimecessary replace siding. The
siding will be wood in composition and match suingysections of wooden siding. Securely

mothball exterior openings. The plyboard coverimgsbe applied in such a manner as not
to damage door and window casings.



C. APPLICATIONS

1. 2014-58-CA: 451 Government Street
a. Applicant: Yoko Allen for the Mobile Area Chambefr@ommerce
b. Project: Signage — Remove and replace banners.
DENIED IN PART AND APPROVED AS AMENDED (PENDING THE ISSUANCE
OF A VARIANCE.). ATTACHED.
2. 2014-59-CA: 551 Dauphin Street
a. Applicant: Robert Maurin with Pete Vallas Architéat Tony and Sylvia Atchison
of Atchison Home
b. Project: Restoration and Renovation — Restore, fRarpand Adaptively Reuse
a 19"-Century commercial building.
APPROVED. CERTIFIED RECORD ATTACHED.
3. 2014-60-CA: 1107 Elmira Street
a. Applicant: Restore Mobile
b. Project: New Construction — Construct a lgirfigmily residence.
APPROVED. CERTIFIED RECORD ATTACHED.
4. 2014-61-CA: Restore Mobile
a. Applicant: 1017 OIld Shell Road
b. Project:  Stabilize, Restore, and Renovaemtributing Residence — Make in
kind repairs/replacements and reconfigure roofs.
APPROVED. CERTIFIED RECORD ATTACHED.
5. 2014-62-CA: 10 South Ann Street
a. Applicant: Caldwell Whistler
b. Project: Demolition - Demolish a contributing resnge.
DENIED. CERTIFIED RECORD ATTACHED.

D. OTHER BUSINESS
1. Window Guideline

The Board reviewed and discussed a draft guidelligessing the repair and replacement of
historic wooden windows.

2. Meeting Cancellation
The Board was notified that the 17 December 201dtimg would be cancelled.
3. Thanks

The Board was thanked for their contributions térihand time the City of Mobile and historic
preservation.



APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
CERTIFIED RECORD

2014-58-CA: 451 Government Street

Applicant: Yoko Allen for the Mobile Area Chamber of Commerce
Received: 11/17/14
Meeting: 12/3/14

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: Church Street East

Classification: Non-Contributing

Zoning: T-4 and T5-2

Project: Sighage — Remove and replace banners.

BUILDING HISTORY

The building housing the Mobile Chamber of Commaetates from the 1960s. The building was
constructed atop a block that had previously beésimduished by residential buildings. The McCaytne
and Russell houses were among the prominent dgeglince occupying the block. The aforementioned
houses, along with others, were demolished foctimstruction of an unrealized hostelry. A car lot
occupied the lot prior to the construction of tHea@ber Building.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

Section 9 of the Preservation Ordinance statesBtead 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 in December of 2011. At that
time, the Board approved the installation of basn€&he application up for review calls for the
removal and replacement of the aforementioned lvanne

B. The Sign Design Guidelines for Mobile’s Histobestricts and the Government Street Corridor
state, in pertinent part:

1. “Signs shall be mounted and erected so theyotlolsscure architectural features.”

2. “The overall design of all signage including mbog and framework shall relate to the
principle building on the property.

3. “For buildings without a recognizable style, gign shall adopt the decorative features of
the building.”

4. “The size of the sign shall be in proportioritie building and the neighboring structures
and signs.”

5. “The total maximum allowable sign area for &ihs is one and one half square feet per

linear front foot of the building, not to exceedtgi(64) square feet.”

C. Scope of Work (per submitted materials):
1. Remove the existing wall and lamppost banners.



2. Install new banners of the same size, material d@sibn on the location of the existing
banners.
a. The two (2) wall banners will measure 25’ x 10dimension.
b. The eight (8) lamp post banners will measure 2’ ix 8limension.
c. The banners will be canvas in composition.
d. The banners will feature the Chamber’s tag line.
e. The banners will be affixed to walls of the builgiand lampposts.

STAFF ANALYSIS

This application involves the removal and replacenoé banners. The banners will match the existing
with regards to size, material, design, and locatio accord with the Sign Design Guidelines for
Mobile’s Historic Districts and Government Streee banners will not obscure architectural features
(See B-1). The banners will work in concert witk firoportions of the building and the nature ofgite
(See B-4.). While the total size of the proposethigas exceed the maximum signage size allotment (Se
B-5.), they are reversible interventions that waubd permanently impact the historic surroundirigs.
addition to the size of the building, building’sigular presence on the block informs the size ®f th
signage. It should be noted that the banners itatesthe property’s principle signage. Variancesiia

be required for the replacement of the banners.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Based on B (1-4), Staff does not believe this @pgibn would impair the architectural and histdrica
character of the surrounding district. Pendingitsaance of a variance from the Board of Zoning
Adjustment, Staff recommends approval of the rerhamd replacement of the banners on account the
absence of signage, lack of impact on historiciéaize of the building, and said building’s slaadone
nature on the block.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Yoko Allen was present to discuss the application.

BOARD DISCUSSION

The Board discussion took place concurrently withpublic testimony. Mr. Ladd welcomed the
Chamber’s representative. He stated that the atiglicappeared to be a simple updating of an egisti
feature - banners. Mr. Ladd asked Ms. Allen if bhd any clarifications to address, questions to @sk
comments to make.

Ms. Allen answered no.

Mr. Ladd asked his fellow Board members if they bhagt questions to ask the Chamber’s representative.
Mr. Roberts addressed Ms. Allen. He stated thaiomsidered the banners to be likable to litter on
Government Street. He asked Ms. Allen how longldidtue Chamber like the banners to be in place.

She responded by saying three years. Mr. Robeais &giced his unfavorable opinion of the banners.
He expressed his surprise at a favorable Staff Repo

Ms. Allen asked for direction. She asked if freediag banners could be approved if the Board was no
amenable replacements of the existing banners.rRaftated that freestanding features would be even



more egregious. Ms. Allen again asked for directddn Roberts replied by saying that no signage or
banners would be preferable.

Mr. Roberts stated aesthetic/architectural andigneioncerns as the reasons behind his objection. In
reference to the latter, he mentioned that thetiegisignage was installed for specific anniversargnt.

Ms. Allen once again asked for direction. She #aad the Mobile Area Chamber of Commerce is a
commercial enterprise that interacts, shapes, egquines the community and needs some form of
visibility.

Mr. Roberts stated that the Board had grappled katimers on several other notable buildings and/or
institutions. He cited Government Street Presbgte@hurch and the Center of the Living Arts.

Mr. Blackwell cited how the Sign Design Guidelim@stect historic building as well non-contributing
structures. With regard to banners, he cited timstemt installation, removal, and replacement ahleas
on cultural institutions. He cited the Metropolitstuseum of Art in New York as one example of
building (one of historical cultural significanddgt is ordinarily festooned with banners that do n
detract from its character or mission.

Ms. Harden said that the non-contributing statusefbuilding coupled with overall design made the
banners not necessarily objectionable, but thermecunature and advertising nature of the banners
proved were matters on concern.

Ms. Allen said that the signage could be redesigaadbrk in concert with an upcoming 180
anniversary. Mr. Roberts informed Ms. Allen to Bpior those celebratory banners closer to the
anniversary date.

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

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 unanimougphpaged.
DECISION ON THE APPLICATION

Mr. Roberts moved that, based upon the facts a®apg by the Board, the application does impair the
historic integrity of the district or the buildingnd that a Certificate of Appropriateness notsseéd.

The motion received a second. Ms. Hasser and Mid lvated in opposition.

The Board then reconsidered the application.

Mr. Roberts moved that, based upon the facts a®apg by the Board, the application does impair the
historic integrity of the district or the buildingut that a Certificate of Appropriateness be idsoe the

lamp posts banners (whose signs will not excedg-fixir square feet and match the dimensions of the
existing banners) pending the issuance of a vagifmomn the Board of Adjustment.



The motion received a second and passed unanimously

Certificate of Appropriateness Expiration Date: 123/15



APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
CERTIFIED RECORD

2014-59-CA: 551 Dauphin Street
Applicant: Robert Maurin Pete Vallas Architect for Tony and Sylvia Atchison of Atchison

Home
Received: 11/17/14
Meeting: 12/3/14

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: Lower Dauphin Commercial
Classification: Contributing
Zoning: T5-2
Project: Restoration and Renovation — Restore, Retapand Adaptively Reuse a9

Century commercial building.

BUILDING HISTORY

Though completed in the mid 1860, this two-storg4vommercial building perpetuates the form and
function of its Antebellum predecessors. Italiariatstyle, the building’s ground floor commercial,
upper-story residential and rear service spacesrabshe functional divisions and traditions ofliear
store buildings.

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 December 18, 2013. At
that the time, the Board approved the first phdtheobuilding’s restoration. The first round of
work concerned the restoration of the body of thiegple portion of the building. With this
application, the applicants restoration and reriomaif the rear portion of the property thus
completing the adaptive reuse of the property. Wrmeted, but still approved portions of the
scope of work have been included for reasons abreaof timing and permitting.

B. The Secretary of the Interior's Standards fatétic Rehabilitation and the Design Guidelines
for Mobile’s Historic Districts and the Governmedireet Corridor state, in pertinent part:

1. “New additions, exterior alterations, or relatev construction shall not destroy the
historic materials that characterize a propertye méw work shall be differentiated from
the old and shall be compatible with the massiizg, Scale, and architectural features to
protect the historic integrity of the property atsdenvironment.”

2. “A roof is one of the most dominant features difuilding. Original or historic roof
forms, as well as the original pitch of the roobshl be maintained. Materials should be
appropriate to the form and pitch and color.”

3. “The size and placement of new windows for addg and alterations should be
compatible with the general character of the bogdi



C. Scope of Work (per submitted plans):
1. Restoration and Renovation — Restore, RenovateAdaptively Reuse a ¥9Century
commercial building.
a. Repair and when necessary replace deterioratedwaskido match the existing in
profile, dimension, and material.

b. Continue the repainting the building.

c. Complete the reconstruction of the ground flooreftont (previously approved).
d. Stabilize and repair cantilevered roof overhandbkrepairs will match the existing

as per design, profile, pitch, and material.

Reinstall wooden brackets on the aforementionedhavegs.

Convert a window bay into a door bay on East Elewatf the one-story infill.

Reroof and construct a deck atop the later onerséar addition.

Install galvanized steel and iron wire railing atbp reroofed one-story rear

addition.

Construct a rooftop deck atop the former serviaegwBaid deck will serve as an

upper-story utility area.

J-Install railings matching those installed arounel tboftop of reroofed one-story
wing around the aforementioned utility deck.

k. The former of the aforementioned railings will rag will rest atop a two extension
of the existing perimeter wall. Said extension wdhstructed of stucco-faced
concrete blocks.

I.  When and where necessary, reroof to match therxist

@ o

CLARIFICATIONS/REQUESTS
1. Provide a more detailed rendering of the propoagithgs.
STAFF ANALYSIS

This application involves the restoration, renosatiand adaptive reuse of a historic commercial
building. Portions of the project, namely the restomction of the storefront, have already been @y
The aforementioned portions of the scope of woekiacluded so as to keep the work up-to-date for
permitting purposes.

This project, the final phase of multi-designeoimfied restoration and renovation of a historicdiod,
focuses on the rear portion of the building. Dedibg a two-story service wing fronted by one-story
infill, the subject area faces a north-south rugrstreet (Cedar Street). The proposal involves the
retention of historic fabric and the installationpoesent day features aimed at better realizieg th
potential of those spaces and features.

The single-story infill would be reroofed and afrtmp mechanical enclosure would be constructed. A
modern iron railing would enclose both the deckrsaunting the reroofed one-story infill and theitytil
deck. In accord with the Secretary of the Intes@tandards for Historic Preservation, the new work
would be differentiated from the old, yet compatillith (in terms of proportions and material) the
existing fabric (See B-1.). The original roof formdl be retained (See B-2.). The increase inhtbight
of the one-story infill's wall would read as a paeawall. The materials employed would serve to
differentiate the new from the old. Said extensi@muld be in keeping the parapet walls charactegizin
the building. The alteration of the fenestrationtloa infill portion of the building would not impac
historic fabric. In keeping with the Design Revi@uidelines for Mobile’s Historic Districts, said
alteration is compatible with the character of thattion of the building (See B-3.).



STAFF RECOMMENDATION

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

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Taylor Atchison and Robert Maurin were presentisguks the application.

BOARD DISCUSSION

The Board discussion took place concurrently vhthpublic testimony. Mr. Ladd welcomed the
applicant and his representative. He asked Mr.i8tchand Mr. Maurin if he had any clarifications to
address, questions to ask, or comments to makeMiurin replied that Mr. Blackwell had addressesl th

application in full.

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

Mr. Roberts complimented Mr. Maurin on the subnaisdior reasons of the design and the submittals
illustrating the same.

Mr. Atchison explained to the Board the particulairthe project and his interest in moving forwarith
the adaptive reuse.

Ms. Harden complimented Mr. Atchison for participgtin a predevelopment meeting.

Mr. Allen asked for clarification as to what haccheapproved at previously. Ms. Harden and Mr.
Blackwell addressed Mr. Allen’s concerns.

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

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 Steffart as written.

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

Mr. Roberts moved that, based upon the facts amepgp by the Board, the application does not impair
the historic integrity of the district or the buitd and that a Certificate of Appropriateness baesl.

The motion received a second and was unanimoughpaged.

Certificate of Appropriateness Expiration Date: 123/15



APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
CERTIFIED RECORD

2014-60-CA: 1107 Elmira Street
Applicant: Restore Mobile

Received: 11/17/14
Meeting: 12/3/14
INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION
Historic District: Oakleigh Garden
Classification: Non-Contributing
Zoning: R-1
Project: New Construction — Construct a single famgsidence.

BUILDING HISTORY

Until 2008, a circa 1880 workman'’s cottage occupigsl lot. The single-story, hipped roof dwellingsv
damaged during and dismantled after Hurricane Katri

STANDARD OF REVIEW

Section 9 of the Preservation Ordinance statesBtead 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 last appeared before the ArchitedtReview Board on March 19, 2008. At that
time, the Board approved the reconstruction ofstohic dwelling and the construction of an
addition off the rear elevation of said residefd®se application up for review calls for the
construction of a new single family residence.

B. The Guidelines for New Residential Construciioiobile’s Historic Districts state, in pertinent
part:

1. “Placement has two components: setback, thartie between the street and a building;
and spacing, the distance between its propertg lmel adjacent structures. New
construction should be placed on the lot so thletbe# and spacing approximate those of
nearby historic buildings. New buildings should betplaced too far forward or behind
the traditional “facade line”, a visual line creditey the fronts of buildings along a street.
An inappropriate setback disrupts the facade limediminishes the visual character of
the streetscape.”

2. “Building mass is established by the arrangeraadtproportion of its basic geometric
components — the main building, wings and porctiesroof and the foundation.
Similarity of massing helps create a rhythm alorsfyaet, which is one of the appealing
aspects of historic districts. Therefore, new cacsion should reference the massing of
forms of nearby historic buildings.”

3. “The foundation, the platform upon which a binfgirests, is a massing component of a
building. Since diminished foundation proportioravé a negative effect on massing and
visual character, new buildings should have foundatsimilar in height to those of
nearby historic buildings. Pier foundations arecemaged for new residential

10



10.

construction. When raised slab foundations aretoarted, it is important that the height
of the foundation relate to that of nearby histdddings.”

“Although roofs and foundations reinforce magsite main body and wings are the
most significant components. A building’s form diape (a box) or a complex (a
combination of many boxes or projections and inaléons). The main body of a building
may be one or two stories. Secondary elements|lygwaches or wings extend from the
main building. These elements create the massiagboilding. Interior floor and ceiling
heights are reflected on the exterior of a building should be compatible with nearby
historic buildings.”

“A building’s roof contributes significantly its massing and to the character of the
surrounding area. New construction may considaere appropriate, roof shapes,
pitches and complexity similar to compatible witlo$e of adjacent historic buildings.
Additionally roof designs of new residential comstion may incorporate eave overhang
or trim details such as exposed rafters, cornasgi, frieze board, mouldings, etc. as
those of nearby buildings.”

“The size of a building is determined by its dimsions which also dictate square footage.
SCALE refers to a building’s size in relationshapather buildings — large, medium,
small. To preserve the continuity of a historistdct, new construction should be in
scale with nearby historic buildings.”

“Facade elements such as porches, entrancesjiiatholws make up the “face” or facade
of a building. New construction should reflect tise of facade elements of nearby
historic buildings.”

“The porch is an important regional characterist Mobile architecture. In order to
coexist in harmony with adjacent historic strucsuirethe historic districts, porches are
strongly encouraged. Designs for new porches ghalab reference historic porch
location, proportion, rhythm, roof form, supponils, and ornamentation. Porches of
new buildings should also be similar in height andth to porches of nearby historic
buildings. Proper care should be taken in the litlegadf new porches. Scale, proportion
and character of elements such as porch columnercbrackets, railings, pickets, etc.
should be compatible with adjacent historic streesuWood or a suitable substitute
material should be used. In addition, elements sgdbalconies, cupolas, chimneys,
dormers, and other elements can help integratevastracture with the neighborhood
when used at the proper scale.”

“The number of and proportion of openings — wiwd and entrances — within the facade
of a building creates a solid-to-void ratio (walkapening). New buildings should use
windows and entrances that approximate the placeamehsolid-to-void ratio of nearby
historic buildings. In addition, designs for newnstruction should incorporate the
traditional use of windows casements and door sads. Where a side elevation is
clearly visible from the street, proportions andgaiment of their elements will have an
impact upon the visual character of the neighbadhead must be addressed in the
design.”

“The goal of new construction should be to Blaro the historic district but to avoid
creating a false sense of history by merely coptistpric examples. The choice of
materials and ornamentation for new constructiange®od way for a new building to
exert its own identity. By using historic exampéessa point of departure, it is possible
for new construction to use new materials and ogrdation and still fit into the historic
districts. Historic buildings feature the use oftenals for roofs, foundations, wall
cladding and architectural details and architettesails. In new buildings, exterior
materials — both traditional and modern — shoutdely resemble surrounding historic
examples. Buildings in Mobile’s historic distriatary in age and architectural styles,
dictating the materials to be used for new consitvac Traditional buildings which are

11



11.

12.

13.

15.

16.

not present on nearby historic buildings or buildiin the area that contain only
Victorian-era houses, a brick ranch-style houseldvba inconspicuous and disrupts the
area’s visual continuity. Modern materials whiclvéidhe same textural qualities and
character as materials of nearby historic buildimgs be acceptable.”

“The degree of ornamentation used in new coattm should be compatible with the
degree of ornamentation found upon nearby histarildings.” Although new buildings
should use the decorative trim, window casings,a@hdr building materials similar to
nearby historic buildings, the degree of ornamémathould not exceed that
characteristic of the area. Profile and dimensafmsew material should be consistent
with the examples in the district.”

The type, size and dividing light of windowagdaheir location and configuration
(rhythm) help establish historic character of dding and compatibility with adjacent
structures. Traditionally designed windows opesiggnerally have a raised surround on
frame buildings. New construction methods shoallb¥v this method in the historic
districts as opposed to designing window openihgsare flush with the wall.”

Often one of the most important decorativeuiesst, doorways reflect the architectural
style of a building. The design of doors and daysvcan help establish the character of
a building and compatibility with adjacent facadgeeme entrances in Mobile’s historic
districts have special features such as transoohsleeorative elements framing the
openings. Careful consideration should be givendorporating such elements in new
construction.”

“New materials that are an evolution of histanaterials, such as Hardiplank concrete
siding or a simulated stucco finish, should suggesfile, dimension and finish of
historic materials. True materials such as bmodod siding, or stucco are encouraged.
Some synthetic materials, such as fiberglass pmwlthmns may be appropriate in
individual cases as approved by the Review Board.”

“Modern paving materials are acceptable inHIstoric Districts. However, it is
important that the design, location, and matebalsompatible with the property.
Landscaping can often assist in creating an apatepsetting. The appearance of
parking areas should be minimized. *

C. Scope of Work (per submitted site plan):
1. Construct a single family residence.

The house will be set back — feet from the street.
The distance to the eastern lot line will measure —
The distance to the western lot line will measure —
The one-story residence will measure 30’ in widtd &2’ in depth.
The building will measure 25’ in height
18 tall brick-veneered foundation piers will suppthe house
Boxed and recessed wooden lattice foundation paniklextend between the
aforementioned foundation piers.
The house will feature hardiboard siding.
The house will feature one-over-one aluminum cladaen windows.
The window and door bays will feature simple andded surrounds.
The horizontal and raked portions of the cornick feature simple moldings.
A north-south oriented gable roof will surmount timuse.
. Asphalt shingles will sheath the roof.
North Elevation (Facade)
i.  The North Elevation will be fronted by a three lpaych.
ii.  Four chamfered posts will define the porch bays.
iii.  Aflight of wooden steps featuring picketed raingill access the porch.

S3ITFRTTS @moan0oo
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iv.  The North Elevation will feature three fenestrabbegts. A centrally located
door will be flanked by one-over-one windows. Tl@r@mentioned door
will either be two vertical lights over two panels.

v.  The North Elevation’s gable will be faced with gjlied siding.

vi.  Asphalt shingles will sheath the continuous retomice.

vii. A louvered vent will punctuate the gable.
0. East Elevation
i.  The East Elevation will feature three one-over-amn@lows.
p. South (Rear) Elevation

i The South Elevation will feature three fenestrdiags. From east to west,
the fenestration is as follows: a pair of doubleri€eh doors; a transom
window; and a one-over-one window.

ii. A small rear deck will be located off the Frenclodanit. Support on
wooden pier interspersed with boxed and recessticelakirting, the deck
will feature as single flight of east-facing stépaturing a picketed railing.

iii. The South Elevation’s gable will be faced with gi¥d siding.

iv.  Asphalt shingles will sheath the continuous rettomice.

v.  Alouvered vent will punctuate the gable.

g. West Elevation
i.  The West Elevation will feature a single transomdew and two one-
over-one windows.
2. Install hardscaping.
i. A concrete walkway will extend from the inner ediéhe reinstated
sidewalk to the front steps
ii. A curbcut will allow access to driveway (locatedhe east of the house).
CLARIFICATIONS

1. Clarify the front and side setbacks.
STAFF ANALYSIS

This application involves the construction of agbinfamily residence on a vacant lot. Applicatiéms
new residential construction must meet the criteatined in the Guidelines for New Residential
Construction in Mobile's Historic Districts. The @loof the New Residential Construction Guidelirges i
to integrate new buildings into historic settings.

The proposed new construction meets municipal sktteguirements and adopts the traditional facade
line of nearby residential buildings (See B-1).dPoironted and gabled surmounted in design, thediou
adopts the form of a popular late"1@entury/28-Century residential typology. Comparable examples
can be cited in and around Mobile’s historic dettrj as well as throughout the region. Two hou$éiseo
same design were approved by this Board for cottstruat 1051 and 1053 Texas Streeet. The overall
massing of the dwelling is comparable to nearbtohisal examples and is in scale with the historic
context (See B 2, 5, and 6). The materials ar@mptiance with the Design Guidelines (See B-10k Th
mass and scale of the buildings is in keeping wigkoric buildings. The three bay rhythms of thegbo
and fenestrated bays are in keeping with the appearand experience of this section of the Oakleigh
Garden District (See B 7, 8, 9, 12 and 13). Coegttdiin hardiboard, a material approved for new
construction and additions in Mobile’s Historic Dists, and simple in treatment, the building is
traditional in appearance, yet contemporary isiitsplicity (See B-15}.

1 On account of his involvement with Restore Mobeyereaux Bemis was not involved in the reviewhs
application.
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Based on B (1-2), Staff does not believe this apgitbn will impair the architectural or the histai
character of the surrounding district. Staff recaanas approval of this application.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Jenny Laurent was present to discuss the applicatio

BOARD DISCUSSION

The Board discussion took place concurrently withpublic testimony. Mr. Ladd welcomed the
Restore Mobile’s representative. He asked Ms. Lilfeshe had any clarifications to address, qoesti

to ask, or comments to make.

Ms. Laurent stated that Mr. Blackwell had addregkedapplication in full.

Mr. Ladd asked his fellow Board members if they hagl questions for Restore Mobile’s representative.
Mr. Allen voiced concern as to the replication griséing infill design. Ms. Laurent and Mr. Blackwel
spoke to the concern. Ms. Laurent explained thatdRe Mobile’s board had discussed the replication
matter. She informed the (Review) Board that Restonsidered the design to be both a historically
sympathetic and marketable intervention. Mr. Blaghkwtated the Oakleigh Garden District is fillediw
numerous instances of repeated house types. He th@edevelopers and speculators constructed fouse
of the same design across of the whole of the ptesistrict and across the country throughout & 1
Century. Mr. Roberts noted that variation couldriieduced in detailing and color.

No further Board discussion ensued.

Mr. Ladd asked if there was anyone from the audiemho wished to speak either for or against the
application. Upon hearing no response, he closegé¢hniod of public comment.

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

moved that, based upon the facts as amended IBote, the application does not impair the historic
integrity of the district or the building and theCertificate of Appropriateness be issued upoff'Sta
approval of the building setbacks.

The motion received a second and passed unanimously

Certificate of Appropriateness Expiration Date: 123/15
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
CERTIFIED RECORD

2014-61-CA: 1017 Old Shell Road
Applicant: Restore Mobile

Received: 11/17/14
Meeting: 12/3/14
INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION
Historic District: Old Dauphin Way
Classification: Contributing
Zoning: R-1
Project: Stabilize, Restore, and Renovate a Caritnit) Residence — In kind

repairs/replacements and Roof Reconfiguration.
BUILDING HISTORY

According to materials located within this lot's NIHproperty file, the core of this residence datesac
1859. An overlay in the 1901 City of Mobile Sanbéire Insurance Map depicts rear additions and
alterations impacting the body of the house.

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 has never appeared before theitectioral Review Board. Restore Mobile
proposes the stabilization, restoration, and retavaf the deteriorated building.

B. The Design Review Guidelines for Mobile’s HistoDistricts state, in pertinent part:
1. “The exterior of a building helps define itslstyquality, and historic period. The original

siding should be retained and repaired. Replaceofexkterior features, when required,
must match the original in profile, dimension, andterial.”

2. “The type, size, and dividing lights of windoassd their location and configuration
(rhythm) on the building help establish the histaiaracter of a building. Original
window openings should be retained as well asmaighindow sashes and glazing.”

3. “The porch is an important regional charactirist Mobile architecture. Historic
porches should be maintained and repaired to tafiea period. Particular attention
should be paid to handrails, lower rails, balustéesking, posts/columns, proportions
and decorative details.”

4, “A roof is one of the most dominant features dfuilding. Original roof forms, as well as
the original pitch of the roof, should be maintainMaterials should be appropriate to
the form pitch and color.”
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C. Scope of Work:

1. Repair and replace (when necessary) deteriove@eden siding, elements, and details to
match the existing as per profile, dimension, aademal.

2. Repair and re-glaze (when necessary) windowsatch the existing as per construction,
material, and light configuration.

3. Remove burglar bars from windows.

4, Stabilize the front porch and rear porches.

5. Repair and replicate (when necessary) porcimggiland posts to match the existing as
per design, profile, material, and construction.

6. Repair doors as required.

7 Stabilize, reconstruct/reconfigure, redeck, @rdof (asphalt shingles) the building’s
roof structure. A knee wall on the East Elevatima( portion) will be constructed.

8. Reroof the dwelling with asphalt shingles.

8. Repaint the building per the existing coloresoe.

STAFF ANALYSIS

This application involves the stabilization, restasn, and renovation of a contributing residential
building.

Much of the work specified in the application andhe Staff Report concerns the in kind repair and
replacement of historic features. In accord with Bresign Review Guidelines, the deteriorated wooden
siding, elements, and details will be either reghior replaced to match the existing as per profile
dimension, and material (See B-1.). Windows wilrbpaired and re-glazed to match the existing gsee
2.). Burglar bars will be removed. The front andrrporches will be stabilized. The porch posts and
railing will repaired and replicated as required¢$-3).

The Design Review Guidelines for Mobile’s Histobstricts state that “original roof forms, as wad
the original pitch of the roof, should be maintaihéSee B- 4). As mentioned in the Building History
found above, this house is said to date from ttee1850s. The house has been added to on atheast t
different occasions. On account of the additiome,dwelling’s roof structure is complicated andimes
ineffective. Multiple roof constructions surmouhgetwhole. Low pitches and awkward constructions
have resulted in the deterioration of not only rewffaces, but also the roof structure. This appba
calls for the reconfiguration of the roof structure

Two dominant hip roofs would surmount the whole tiwg. While the defining slopes will remain the
same, heights would be increased. Increases weyhddportionate with the overall massing of the
house. When viewed from the street, the houseadafeatures a hipped roof with an extremely shed.
The shed extends over house’s wrap around sidé poneell-designed later addition. The tell-tale
juncture line of the original cornice will remaim place thereby allowing recording the evolutiorhaf
dwelling. The roof reconfiguration would resultthre construction of single roof covering both tloe
of the house and the side porch. The roof slopdduamain the same. The rear portion of the haise
informed by a series additions and infills. Corbeards would remain in place. An all encompassing
hipped roof with subsidiary east-facing pent ové&nae would roof the rear portions of the dwelfing.

2. 0n account of his involvement with Restore Mobideyereaux Bemis was not involved in the reviewhes
application.
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Based on B (1-3), Staff does not believe this apgilbn would impair the architectural or historical
character of the building. Staff recommends apgdrof/this application.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Jenny Laurent was present to discuss the applicatio

BOARD DISCUSSION

The Board discussion took place concurrently withpublic testimony. Mr. Ladd welcomed the
Chamber’s representative. He asked Ms. Lauretieifed any clarifications to address, questiorsko
or comments to make.

Ms. Laurent stated that Mr. Blackwell had addregkedapplication in full.

Mr. Ladd, Mr. Oswalt, and Mr. Wagoner applaudeddbgquisition and the house.

No further Board discussion ensued.

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

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, amending fact

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

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

Certificate of Appropriateness Expiration Date: 123/15

17



APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
CERTIFIED RECORD

2014-62-CA: 10 South Ann Street
Applicant: Caldwell Whistler

Received: 11/12/14
Meeting: 12/3/14
INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION
Historic District: Old Dauphin Way
Classification: Contributing
Zoning: R-1
Project: Demolition — Demolish a contributing reside.

BUILDING HISTORY

Materials in this property’s MHDC file date the diiey to 1896. The building does not appear on the
1901 Sanborn Fire Insurance Map. It is possiblettiehouse’s gable surmounted northern wing
incorporates a vehicular shed depicted in the afergioned map, but the probability is unlikely for
reasons of elevation and construction. The footmifthe building is found within the 1955 Sanborn
Maps.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

Section 9 of the Preservation Ordinance statesBtead 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 ArchitetfRewview Board on September 21, 2011. At
that time the Board approved the demolition of pations and additions to said dwelling. With
this application, the owner proposes the demolitibthe dwelling.

B. With regards to demolition, the Guidelines readollows: “Proposed demolition of a building
must be brought before the Board for considerafitwe. Board may deny a demolition request if
the building’s loss will impair the historic 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 historicigttures:

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

i. The historic or architectural significance of theisture;
1. Material found within this house’s MHDC propertiefdates the dwelling to
1895. The house does not appear in the Sanborinsiteance Map of 1901.
While the dwelling could incorporate a portion afigage house depicted in
the 1901 Sanborn Map, it is doubtful. The presenfiguration of the house
appears on the 1955 Sanborn Map. The materialsimgasletailing, and
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Vi,

Vil.

viii.

Xi.

Xii.

scale of the dwelling are characteristic of thdding's period, style, and
typology.

The importance of the structures to the integritthe historic district, the

immediate vicinity, an area, or relationship toastktructures

1. This house is part of a larger family compound cuisaal of three principle
residences and attendant ancillary structuresaSkthithin the boot of L-
shaped compound, the building faces, but doesiraattly engage the street
(on account of the presence of distance from tteeisand presence of the
two other principle residences).

The difficulty or the impossibility of reproducirthe structure because of its

design, texture, material, detail or unique loaatio

1. The building materials are capable of being repcedu

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. Other frame dwellings of the same construction amidulation dating from
the middle third of the 2DCentury survive within and beyond Mobile’s
westernmost historic districts (local and not).

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. If granted demolition approval, the owner would ddish the house,
remove debris, and level the site.

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

1. The owner acquired the property by inheritance.

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

1. After demolishing the 1970s rear additions, theliappt began to consider
demolishing the whole dwelling.

Whether the property has been listed for saleeprisked and offers received, if
any;,

1. Asthe house is situated on property that is cmstt by the two other
properties forming the family compound, the appiidaas not considered
listing the property individually.

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

1. N.A.

Replacement construction plans for the propertyuestion and amounts
expended upon such plans, and the dates of suendixpres

1. N.A.

Financial proof of the ability to complete the m@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 commitiiieom a financial
institution.

1. Application submitted.

Such other information as may reasonably be redjliyethe board

1. See submitted materials.
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2. Post demolition or relocation plans required. In no event shall the Board entertain any
application for the demolition or relocation of amgtoric property unless the applicant
also presents at the same time the post-demobtigost-relocation plans for the site.”

C. Scope of Work (per submitted materials):
1. Demolish a contributing residence.
2. Remove debris from the property.
3. Clear the site formerly occupied by the demolistieglling.

STAFF ANALYSIS

This application concerns the demolition of a cdwiiing residential building. When reviewing
demolition applications, the Board takes into tbeoant the following considerations: the architeztu
significance of the building; the condition of theilding; the impact the demolition will have oreth
streetscape; and the nature of any proposed rexgewueht.

This building is said to date from 1895. Sanborrpsatom 1901 through the 1920s do not depict the
dwelling. While a vehicular structure could havigmd with the location of the house’s northerngyiit

is highly on likely. The residence does appearhenlt955 Sanborn Map. The contributing house fesiture
traditional design components and materials.

Deferred maintenance is taking its toll on the diinig). Additionally, when the 1970s rear additiorswa
removed, the house was not properly mothballed ddiws and doors were faced with plyboard, but the
roof structure was left exposed to the elementin§iis rotting at certain locations. Resurrecfiem
carpets portions of the roof.

While the house is set back within the lot and madly impacts the streetscape, the dwelling remains
character defining component of a rare survivimgikacompound.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Based on B (1-2), Staff believes this applicatiauid impair the architectural and the historical
character of the building. Staff does not recommegmaloval of this application.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Caldwell Whistler was present to discuss the appbo.

BOARD DISCUSSION

The Board discussion took place concurrently withpublic testimony. Mr. Ladd welcomed the
applicant. He explained to Mr. Whistler that higplgation was not being singled out in any fashidn.
Ladd elaborated by saying that the Board takes tgomorequests very seriously. He asked Mr.
Whistler if he had any clarifications to addreasgstions to ask, or comments to make.

Mr. Caldwell informed the Board that the house bitkimore signs and conditions of deterioratiomtha
the photographs showed. He shared imagery on hidemtevice with the Board. Mr. Whistler told the
Board that termites had infested the building.

Mr. Ladd asked Mr. Whistler if he had obtainedrasties for repairs. Mr. Whistler answered no.
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Ms. Hasser asked Mr. Whistler if the house hadraite bond. Mr. Whistler answered no.

Mr. Allen asked for clarification as to the buildis location within the block and compound.

Mr. Ladd asked Mr. Whistler if he had consideretiig the house on the open market.

Mr. Wagoner encouraged Mr. Whistler to consideraf@ementioned alternative alternative.

Mr. Ladd explained to Mr. Whistler that placing thi®perty on the market served to ends. First, the
building could be sold and restored. Secondly,atil show good faith to the Board that he was doing

due diligence and investigating all options.

Mr. Whistler voiced his amenability to listing theuse, as well as other dwelling comprising the
compound.

Mr. Ladd stated for reason of clarification thawvibuld be in all parties’ best interest if the pedy was
officially listed on MLS.

Mr. Whistler explained that he was familiar witrat estate process. He stated that he was dupé¢amap
before environmental court on the property. Mr.dRlaell informed Mr. Whistler that he would provide
documents and correspondence that would facilitettters.

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

FINDING OF FACT

Ms. Harden moved that, based upon the evidencemexin 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. Roberts moved that, based upon the facts amepg by the Board, the application does impair the
historic integrity of the district or the buildiramd that a Certificate of Appropriateness not baasd. The
applicant was requested to list the property on Mir& six month period and properly mothball any
exposed openings.

The motion received a second and was unanimougphpaged.

Certificate of Appropriateness Expiration Date: 123/15
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