ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD MINUTES
December 5, 2012 — 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 tceomt 3:00. Cart Blackwell, MHDC Staff,

2.

3.

called the roll as follows:

Members Present Nick Holmes Ill, Thomas Karwinski, Bradford Laddarris Oswalt, and
Craig Roberts.

Members Absent Gertrude Baker, Carlos Gant, Kim Harden, Cardhasser, Jim Wagoner,
and Janetta Whitt-Mitchell.

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

Mr. Karwinski moved to approve the minutes of thevisimber 20, 2012 meeting. The motion
received a second and passed unanimously.

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

B. MID MONTH APPROVALS: APPROVED

1.

Applicant:  Brian Robertson with Robertson Construction
a. Property Address: 51 Semmes Avenue
b. Date of Approval:  11/15/12
c. Project: Repair and replace deteriorated woodwmrkatch the existing in
profile, dimension, and material. Repair and wheoessary replace wooden windows to
match the existing. Repaint the building per thensitted Sherwin Williams color scheme:
the body will be Classic French Grey; the frontidedl be Chinese Red; and the trim will
be white.

Applicant:  Chris Bowen
a. Property Address: 1700 Dauphin Street
b. Date of Approval:  11/15/12
c. Project: Repair/replace rotten wood, repaint &aatn.

Applicant: ~ Wrico Signs for Advantage Staffing
a. Property Address: 1500 Government Street
b. Date of Approval:  11/16/12
c. Project: Remove the existing signage from theestmnt unit. Install on the same
location a sign with a total square footage of @iase feet. The reverse channel illuminated
(back lit) sign will feature an aluminum face ahe tdesign will be comprised of the name of
the occupying tenant.

Applicant:  Andrew Brown
a. Property Address: 257 Adam Street
b. Date of Approval:  11/19/12
c. Project: Pull down a rotten soffit on the extefdalcony of the East Elevation,
leave bottom exposed as would have been doneibgtgr

Applicant:  Signature Real Estate
a. Property Address: 1111 Dauphin Street
b. Date of Approval:  11/20/12
C. Project: Install a temporary banner sigmef thirty day period.



6. Applicant:  Dennis Henson
a. Property Address: 315 Dexter Avenue
b. Date of Approval:  11/20/12
C. Project: Construct a modified versionhd aipproved stock garage per the
submitted plans. The garage will be located inréfae lot and not visible from the public
view. The building will employ siding and brackéssmatch those on the main dwelling.
The color scheme and roofing shingles will matasthfound on the main house.

7. Applicant:  McGill Toolen Catholic High School
a. Property Address: 11 North Lafayette Street
b. Date of Approval:  11/21/12
c. Project: Repaint per the existing color schermepdr the wall facings when and
where necessary. Said work will also match thetiexjs

8. Applicant:  Roy and Debbie Isbell
a. Property Address: 910 Government Street
b. Date of Approval:  11/26/12
c. Project: Replace a wooden privacy to match th&tieg in height, location, and
material.

C. APPLICATIONS

1. 2012-66-CA: 201 North Conception Street
a. Applicant: Douglas B. Kearley with Douglas Burtudgkey Architecture for Mr.
John Schley Rutherford
b. Project: Restoration and Renovation — the reiragtah of iron work (balcony
balustrade and front lot fencing); the installatainmecessed porch infill;
the in kind repair and replacement of historic mats; the construction
of a wall; and the alteration of fenestration.
APPROVED AS AMENDED. CERTIFIED RECORD ATTACHED.
2. 2012-67-CA: 263 South Monterey Street
a. Applicant: Darrel Williams with Darrel J Williamsd Associates for Tony Harvard
b. Project: New Construction — Construct a eshdition.
APPROVED. CERTIFIED RECORD ATTACHED.
3. 2012-68-CA: 219 Dauphin Street
a. Applicant: Ricky Armstrong with Modern Signs for @ditchen
b. Project: Signage — Install signage on and atojtiiding’s marquee.
APPROVED (OPTION #1). CERTIFIED RECORD ATTACHED.
4. 2012-69-CA: 410 South Ann Street
a. Applicant: Charles P. and Teresa E. Smith
b. Project: Siding Replacement — Remove aluminum gidimd install hardiboard
siding.
APPROVED AS AMENDED. CERTIFIED RECORD ATTACHED.
5. 2012-70-CA: 412 South Broad Street
a. Applicant: Douglas L. Anderson with Burr Foreman fdarvin Hewatt Enterprises
b.  Project: New Construction - Construct a gas station and eom@nce store.
WITHDRAWN. CERTIFIED RECORD ATTACHED.



D.

OTHER BUSINESS

1. Midmonth Approvals

Mr. Bemis addressed a concern regarding one ahttimonth approvals included within
the November 7, 2012 Agenda. The midmonth in gquest 10 in the aforementioned
document involved the relocation of an existingichiak fence. The Board agreed that the
relocation of existing chain link fences should hetapproved on Staff level.

2. 355 Marine Street

Mr. Blackwell asked the Board to consider a resotuinvolving the Board’s
authorization of staff or midmonth level approvabdire damaged residential building
located within the Oakleigh Historic Garden Distride introduced the property which is
located at 355 Marine Street to the Board. Showintyres form the Staff files and then
imagery of the damaged inflicted by the fires, Blackwell then spoke to the number of
and circumstances surrounding a dozen fires thag becurred in the southern portion of
the Oakleigh Garden District. Upon reviewing thefalgraphs of the building and
listening to the explications, the Board unanimguagiproved the resolution allowing
Staff to issue midmonth approval. Further discussi® to number, concentration, and
nature of the fires ensued.



APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
CERTIFICATE RECORD

2012-66-CA: 201 North Conception Street
Applicant: Douglas B. Kearley with Douglas Burtu Kearley Architecture for Mr. John Schley

Rutherford
Received: 11/14/12
Meeting: 12/5/12

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: DeTonti Square

Classification: Contributing

Zoning: R-1

Project: Restoration and Renovation — the reirattat of iron work (balcony balustrade

and front lot fencing); the installation of recasg®rch infill; the in kind repair
and replacement of historic materials; the confivnof a wall; and the
alteration of fenestration.

BUILDING HISTORY

This two-story brick residence dates from 1857. @iiwelling is one of Mobile’s finest extant side Ihal
with wing houses. Comprised of the typical urbatediall, but one featuring recessed side and rear
service wings, several hundred of this house tiyplIblock after block of downtown Mobile. 201 Nwort
Conception Street was constructed for the St. Samily. The house still features many of its oragjin
interior and exterior fittings.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

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

STAFF REPORT

A. This property has never appeared before theifectaral Review Board. After serving as a law
office for several decades, the property recerithnged hands and the new owner/applicant is in
the process of returning the house to residensial The house’s exterior restoration and
renovation includes the following: the reinstatiatof iron work (balcony balustrade and front
lot fencing); the installation of recessed pordilljrthe in kind repair and replacement of histori
materials; the construction of a wall; and theratien of fenestration.

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

1. “Replacement of exterior finishes, when requiradst match the original in profile,
dimension and material. Particular care must bertakith masonry.”
2. “The type, size and dividing lights of windowsdatheir location and configuration

(rhythm) on the building help establish the histafaracter of a building. Original
window openings should be retained as well asmaighindow sashes and glazing.”



C.

n

10.

11.

12.

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

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

“The form and shape of the porch and its robfsukd maintain their historic appearance.
The materials should blend with the style of thiding.”

“Where rear or side porches are to be encloserecommended method is to preserve
the original configuration of columns, handrailsgdather important architectural
features.”

Fences and walls “should complement the buildingd) not detract from it. Design, scale,
placement and materials should be considered althgheir relationship to the Historic
District. The height of solid fences in historistlicts is generally restricted to six feet,
however, if a commercial property or multi-familgusing adjoins the subject property,
an eight foot fence may be considered.”

“Often one of the most important decorative deas$ of a house, doors reflect the age and
style of a building. Original doors and door opeys should be retained along with any
moldings, transoms, or sidelights. Replacementsldheflect the age and style of the
building.”

“Blinds and shutters were integral functionaingmnents of historic buildings. Blinds
and shutters should be sized to fit the revealioflew opening precisely. Operable units
with appropriate hinges are encouraged.”

“Deteriorated features shall be repaired ratten replaced. Where the severity of the
deterioration requires replacement of a distincteature, the new feature shall match the
old in design, color, texture, and other visuallijies and where possible materials.
Replacement of missing features shall be substadtizy documentary, physical, or
pictorial evidence.”

“New additions, exterior alterations, or rethteew construction shall not destroy the
historic materials that characterized the propdrhe new work shall be differentiated
from the old shall but compatible with the sizeglegcand architectural integrity of the
property and its environment.”

“New additions and related adjacent or rela@a construction shall be undertaken in
such a manner that if removed in the future, tisemsal form and integrity of the

historic property and its environment would be yp@ined.”

Scope of Work (per submitted plans):
1. Reinstall a cast iron balustrade upon facade’st(Elsation) unroofed upper gallery (See detalil
as submitted.)

The overall height of the railing will be 36”.
The geometric design will be comprised of elongateals with multi-foiled devices
located therein.

Reinstall a cast iron fencing around the front iporof the lot.

a. The sections of fencing will match those documemtebeing located on the property in

an early 28-Century photograph found within the MHDC propéits.

Remove a later brick and iron enclosure and coctsému 8’ high stucco-faced wall (See plans).

a. The wall will enclose a rear service area.

Remove the West (Rear) Elevation’s later door arkfed surround.

a. Replace the aforementioned with a temporally aylisstally appropriate four paneled

wooden door.



b. Square-shaped sidelights and transoms will comghiesglazed sections of said door’s
wooden architrave/surround.
5. Enclose the rear porch with glazed recessed infill.
a. The aluminum storefront units will be black in colo
b. Said units will be recessed behind the upper andid@alleries porch posts and railings.
c. The individual bays of the storefront units will sgaced to align with the porch posts
and with the midpoints between said posts.
6. Construct a flight of masonry steps accessing ¢heice wing's first story gallery.
a. The south-facing steps will feature wooden railings
b. The stair railings will match those found on th@epand lower rear galleries.
7. Repair and when necessary replace deteriorataarésadnd finishes to match the existing in
profile, dimension, and material.
a. Repair any deteriorated woodwork and detailing &tam the existing in design,
composition, dimension, and material.
b. Remove and re-expose currently plyboard coveregisteation.
Repair and install operable wooden shutters to Imtiie existing in profile, dimension,
and material.
Repoint the brickwork using an appropriate mortar.
Repair and make operable all window sashes.
Repair existing iron grilles located within the loing’s watertable zone.
Repaint per the existing color scheme.
Remove and replace flashing about the chimney stack
Remove and relocate electrical/mechanical equiprfnent the building’s West (rear
Elevation). The mechanical equipment will be retedao a less conspicuous location
that will not harm the building’s material fabric.
] Repair and replace deteriorated square sectios pastpicket railings on rear gallery to
match the existing.
8. Convert the North (a side) Elevation’s easternrficststory window from a window to a door.
a. The entrance bay will feature a glazed and paneldd light door.
b. A transom will surmount the door.
c. If possible, the marble window sill will be reempéal as the door’s threshold.
d A single flight of north-facing brick steps with amervening stoop will allow for
access to and from the door.
e. A concave umbrage featuring standing seam metéihgpand wooden brackets will
extend over the stoop.
f.  Iron railings will be employed on the stoop angste

o

—s@ oo

STAFF ANALYSIS

This application involves the restoration and reatmn of an architecturally and historically sigognt
residential building. The scope of work includes thllowing: the reinstallation of iron work (balcy
balustrade and front lot fencing); the constructiba wall; the installation of recessed porchlinfine in
kind repair and replacement of historic materiatgj the alteration of fenestration.

The proposed reinstallation of ironwork consistéaad parts. One portion of the ironwork reinstadiat
addresses the fagade’s upper story gallery ansettend addresses the front and side lawns. Sometime
during the middle third of the 20Century, both the balustrade enclosing the fagagieper story gallery
and the fencing enclosing the front and side laweie removed. With regard to the gallery, the Desig
Review Guidelines for Mobile’s Historic Districttage that historic porches should be maintained and
repaired to reflect their period and that particaltiention should be paid to handrails, lowerstail
balusters, and the like. (See B-4) The Secretatijeofnterior’'s Standards state that replacement of



missing features shall be substantiated by docuangnthysical, or visual evidence (See B-10).
Photographs of the building documenting a rail mggntures in the brick work record the presencanof
earlier cast iron railing. The cast iron proposaitig is in keeping with the style and proportiaighe
building. With regard to the fencing, the Desigeview Guidelines state that should complement the
building and not detract from it. The cast irondieg panels will match those documented in an early
20"-Century photograph of the property. Said fenciniymeet the height requirements observed in the
historic districts.

With regard to the proposed stucco-faced wallDbsign Review Guidelines state that the placement,
design, and scale of fencing should be conside3ed B-7.). Masonry walls of this sort commonly
enclosed the rear lots and ran along the propietg bf Mobile’s more substantial mid™t€entury
residences (See HABS collection, www.memory.loc.govhe wall would surround what was a rear
service court. The design of the wall is in keepigjoric and more recently constructed examplaado
throughout the DeTonti Square Historic DistricteTdtale of the 8’ high wall is not out of keepinighw
proportions of the building and the streetscapghduld be noted that the height of solid fences in
historic districts is generally restricted to seef, but, if a commercial property or multi-familgusing
adjoins the subject property, an eight foot feneg ime considered (See B-7). Commercial buildingk an
parking lots surround this property.

The Design Review Guidelines state that the fonchshape of the porch should be maintained (See B-
5.) and if rear or side porches are to be enclaseelfecommended method is to preserve the original
configuration of columns, handrails, and other ingat architectural features (See B-6). The relega
has was altered over the course of th&@éntury (flooring, fenestration, steps, and parii were
changed). In addition to the repair, replacemedtrainstallation of railing and columns (all to rhain
kind), this application calls for the installatiohaluminum storefront units behind the porch pastd
railings. The placement of the storefront infilhired the architectural members will allow for the
retention of and provide respect for spacing tiséohic fabric. Numerous interventions of this tyyzve
been approved by the Board and can be found indBHsitreet East and Detonti Square. The proposed
new steps and railings are in keeping the histdraracter and materials of the house and would be
located behind the stuccoed wall. With regard &dtlterations affecting the later rear door, thei@e
Review Guidelines state that replacements shotlettehe age and style of a building (See B-8¢ Th
proposed door and surround are more in keepingtivitthouse’s style and period.

All repair work, and when necessary replacemendetériorated and/or missing features (documented),
will match the existing with regard to design, mitis, and dimensions.

The window proposed for conversion to a door isiled on the North Elevation. A side elevation, one
facing the inner lot, the North Elevation featuless fenestration than house’s other fenestration a
looks upon what was prior to a recent purchasearaee lot of record. The Secretary of the Int&io
Standards for Historic Rehabilitation state thaeggr alterations shall not destroy the matertiadd
characterize a property and shall be compatible thi¢ size, scale, and architectural integrityhef t
property (See B-11). Limited in scope, the conwarsif the window to a door, though visible from the
North Conception Street, would not alter the histortegrity of the building or the district. A niae sill
would, if possible, be salvaged for use as a tloldsihe door and transom configuration is keepith
style, period, and proportions of the building. Mn@oden brackets would be in keeping with the
property, yet differentiated from existing treatrgen

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Based on B (1-12), Staff does not believe thisiappbn will impair the architectural or the hisial
character of the building or the district. Staifsenmends approval of this application.



PUBLIC TESTIMONY
Douglas B. Kearley was present to discuss the egan.
BOARD DISCUSSION

The Board discussion took place concurrently withpublic testimony. Mr. Ladd welcomed the
applicant’s representative. He asked Mr. Kearldweihad any comments to make, questions to ask, or
clarifications to address. Mr. Kearley provided Bward with a larger copy of the early"2Gentury
photograph of the property which clearly shows féreing and railing, He said that he had nothilsg e
to add that was not covered in the Staff Reportrdentation.

After glancing at the photograph, Mr. Ladd askeithére was anyone from the audience who wished to
speak either for or against the application. Upearimg no response, Mr. Ladd closed the period of
public comment.

Addressing his fellow Board members, Mr. Ladd askettyone had any questions to ask the applicant’s
representative.

Mr. Karwinski said he had several comments to makeeaking to Mr. Kearley, Mr. Karwinski stated
that according to the Mobile’s Historic Districtdimance, original doors and windows should be
preserved. He said that by converting a windowdo@r on the North Elevation the architectural el
historical character of the building would be afégt He also stated that while a door might be
convenient, the main entrance was only a few featya

Mr. Kearley responded to Mr. Karwinski's commenyssiaying that the applicant had acquired both the
the house and the adjoining vacant lot. He saitlttie steps, stoop, and door would allow for the af
that latter portion of the newly enlarged propelty. Kearley reminded the Board that the window in
guestion is located on a side elevation.

Mr. Karwinski stated that he believed the conversibthe window into a door would impair the howsse’
overall integrity.

Mr. Kearley cited two similar instances where stlevation fenestration had been altered, the Levert
Office building on Government Street and Christ €huCathedral on Saint Emanuel Street. These two
buildings represent two of Mobile’s most historlgand architecturally significant buildings.

Mr. Karwinski stated that based on the Staff Reffatproperty up for review constitutes a unique
building and should be preserved as it now stands.

Mr. Karwinski turned the discussion to the proposaling. He said that if a railing is to be reial#d on
the facade’s second floor gallery the railing sdauhtch the original documented in the previously
mentioned photograph.

Mr. Kearley addressed Mr. Karwinski concerns. Hd Haat it was the applicant’s initial intention to
replicate the railing in an exacting manner butrttedds had not been located. He added that the
Ketchum House on Government Street, the resideindechbishop Libscomb, features a railing of the
same design as the one that once enclosed thespljperty’s second story gallery. Mr. Kearleydtol
the Board that if the original design could be fielgsreplicated the applicant was amenable, but the
applicant would like to have the option to userdieng proposed in this application.



No further discussion ensued.

FINDING OF FACT

Mr. Roberts moved that, based upon the evideneepted in the application and during the public
testimony, the Board finds the facts in the Staffart, amending facts to note that applicant wabde
the option to install a railing matching the origiimailing.

Mr. Karwinski voted in opposition.

DECISION ON THE APPLICATION

Roberts moved that, based upon the facts as améydbée Board, the application does not impair the
historic integrity of the district or the buildirand that a Certificate of Appropriateness be issued

Mr. Karwinski voted in opposition.

Certificate of Appropriateness Expiration Date: 125/13



APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
CERTIFICATE RECORD

2012-67-CA: 263 South Monterey Street

Applicant: Darrel Williams with Darrel J. Williams & Associates for Tony Havard
Received: 11/19/12
Meeting: 12/5/12

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: Leinkauf

Classification: Contributing

Zoning: R-1

Project: New Construction — Construct a rear aouliti

BUILDING HISTORY
This classically detailed American foursquare tiipese was constructed circa 1910.
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 immeditaity,
or the general visual character of the district...”

STAFF REPORT

A. This property last appeared before the ArchitedtReview Board on November 21, 1994. At
that time, the Board approved the construction grhall single story addition off the East (rear)
Elevation. With this application, the owners proptise construction a porch and a deck off of
the earlier addition.

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

1. “New additions, exterior alterations, or relatedv construction shall not destroy the
historic materials that characterized the propdrhe new work shall be differentiated
from the old and shall be compatible with the stmle, and architectural integrity of the
property and its environment.”

2. “New additions and related adjacent or relata nonstruction shall be undertaken in
such a manner that if removed in the future, tisemsal form and integrity of the
historic property and its environment would be ypéined.”

C. Scope of Work (per submitted plans):
1. Construct a small one-story addition off aniealRear (East) Elevation.

a. The addition will take the form of a covered poectd deck.

b. The hipped roof of the earlier addition will extemekr the porch. The roofing
shingles will match the existing.

c. Measuring 12’ in depth and extending the lengtthefearlier rear addition, the
proposed porch will rest atop brick foundation pigratching those employed on the
body of the house. Boxed, framed, suspended, aedsed wooden lattice will

10



extend between said foundation piers. The sameadfttion treatment will support
the deck.

d. Tongue-and-groove wooden porch decking will regspdhe addition’s foundation

level superstructure.

Four square section porch posts matching the fag;pdasters will support the

porch’s roof.

The entablature will match that found on the maimreking.

The porch and the deck’s wooden railing will matteéit found on the facade’s upper

story gallery.

The rear deck will be located to the north of am@lane with the porch.

A wooden trellis featuring decorative terminatiavi extend over the deck.

The wooden trellis will extend between the northgortion of the porch and the

three square section posts located at the noréretof the deck. The deck posts

will be of the same design as those on the frodtrear (proposed) porches.

k. An east-facing flight of steps will allow for inggeto and egress from the porch and
deck. Extending the length of the latter's Rears(ERlevation, the steps will feature
railings matching those employed elsewhere on dlagian.

o

STAFF ANALYSIS

This application involves the construction of arraddition. The Secretary of the Interior’'s Starldaior
Historic Rehabilitation and the Design Review Giliitks for Mobile’s Historic Districts state thateth
additions to historic buildings should be diffeiateéd from yet, compatible with the size, scale an
architecture of the existing fabric (See B 1-2).

Not visible from the public view, the proposed $a&gtory addition would be constructed off of and t
the side of an earlier single story addition apprbisy the Board. Taking the form of a roofed panH a
pergola covered deck, the proposed addition mexttsdetback and site coverage restrictions.
Differentiation is provided by continuing the siagitory massing established the earlier additibe. T
foundations, porch posts, balustrades, and entablatill match the existing thereby affording cowity
of elements and details.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

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

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Darrel J. Williams was present to discuss the appbn.

BOARD DISCUSSION

The Board discussion took place concurrently vhthpublic testimony. Mr. Ladd welcomed the
applicant’s representative. He asked Mr. Williafrse had any comments to make, questions to ask, or
clarifications to address.

Mr. Williams answered no, but added that he wasgareto address any questions the Board might have.

Mr. Ladd asked his fellow Board members if they hagt questions to ask the applicant’s represemetativ
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Mr. Karwinski told Mr. Williams that drawings of ¢hproposed addition’s side elevations should have
been provided. Mr. Williams said that none had beacuted. He said that from the plan one canyeasil
deduce the appearance of the side elevations. &did concurred.

Mr. Holmes asked for clarification regarding thefrthat would extend over the proposed porch. He
asked Mr. Williams if the roof pitch would be camied. Mr. Williams answered yes. A discussion
regarding the roof ensued.

Mr. Ladd asked Mr. Williams what had stood beyomel ¢arlier addition previously. Mr. Williams
explained that a deck once occupied that portich@property. He stated that the deck had been
removed prior to his involvement with the projentaccount of its deteriorated condition.

Mr. Bemis asked Mr. Williams for clarification as how the pergola would engage the porch. Mr.
Williams addressed Mr. Bemis’ query. He stated tiwdaitions in the submitted plans specified how the
porch would be constructed.

Mr. Ladd asked if any of his fellow Board membeasi lany further questions. No discussion ensued.

Mr. Ladd asked if anyone from the audience wislespbieak either for or against the application. Upon
hearing no response, Mr. Ladd closed the periquibfic 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

Mr. Roberts moved that, based upon the facts amegg by 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 unanimoughpeaged.

Certificate of Appropriateness Expiration Date: 125/13
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
CERTIFICATE RECORD

2012-68-CA: 219 Dauphin Street
Applicant: Ricky Armstrong with Modern Signs for Soul Kitchen
Received: 11/19/12

Meeting: 12/5/12
INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION
Historic District: Lower Dauphin Commercial
Classification: Contributing
Zoning: B-4
Project: Sighage — Install signage on the buildingarquee.

BUILDING HISTORY

The facade of this building dates from 1935. Fotynéfoolworth’s Five and Dime, the facade
constitutes one of Mobile’s finest extant exampuiea streamlined Moderne style.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

Section 9 of the Preservation Ordinance statesBtad 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 October 16, 2006. At that
time, the Board denied a request to retain a wopdeacy fence that enclosed the rear portion of
the commercial property. With this application, teeupying tenant proposes the installation of
signage on the 1935 marquee.
B. The Sign Design Review Guidelines for Mobilkfistoric Districts and Government Street state,
in pertinent part:

1. “Signs shall be mounted or placed so they damhsture the architectural features or
openings of a building.”

2. “The overall design of all signage including theunting framework shall relate to the
design of the principal building on the property.”

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

4, “The total maximum allowable sign area for @ihs is one and one half square feet per
linear front foot of the building, not to exceed §uare feet.”

5. “Internally lit signs are prohibited.”

6. “Lighted signs shall use focused, low intenglitymination. Such lighting shall not shine
into or create glare at pedestrian or vehiculdfi¢raor shall it shine into adjacent areas.”

7. “The structural materials of the sign shouldchahe historic materials of the building.

Wood, metal, stucco, stone, or brick, are allovddstic, vinyl or similar materials are
prohibited. Neon, resin to give the appearanceaafdyand fabric may be used as
appropriate.”
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C. Scope of Work (per submitted site plans):
1. Install a sign on the marquee’s fascia.
a. The sign will measure 12’ in width and 2’ 6” in bhi.
b. The aluminum-faced sign will be bolted to the magu
c. The lettered signage will be centered in sign fiblaninated by fluorescent bulbs.
d. The total square footage of the signage will b& 3tjuare feet.
2. Install a sign atop the building’s marquee.
a. The sign will measure 17’ in width and 2’ in height
b. Said sign will be centered atop the aforementicigd.
c. The aluminum sign (comprised on individual lettgrimithout a background or sign
field) will be screwed atop the marquee.
d. The lettered sign units will be illuminated by neon
e. The total square footage of the sign will measdre@uare feet.

STAFF ANALYSIS

This application involves the installation of sigea Two signs are proposed for installation. Oge si
would be bolted to the fascia of the building’s dhanging marquee and the second sign would be
screwed atop the aforementioned marquee. Applesiiovolving signage entail the review of the
following: placement, design, installation, sizghting, materials, and design

With regard to placement, the Sign Design Guidalifor Mobile’s Historic Districts and Government
Street state that “The overall design of all signagluding the mounting framework shall relat¢hte
design of the principal building on the propertyPhotographs show the Woolworth’s marquee served
historically as the signboard for the building aveks integral to the overall design of the buildirgtaff
believes that the current proposal compromisestigénal intent of the marquee and the lower signag
actually damages its integrity.

The Sign Design Guidelines state that overall desfgsignage should relate to the design of th&ling
(See B-2.). Staff recommends that the currentiegin be redesigned to take advantage of thgrate
signboard designed for the building and submittét w lighting package.
With regard to size, the Sign Design Guidelinetestaat size should be in proportion to buildingl an
neighboring sizes (See B-3.) The total maximumasignis one and one half square feet per lineat fron
foot of the building, not to exceed 64 square {8eie B-4.). The combined square footage of the two
signs exceeds the maximum allotment. Staff wooldoppose excess sighage if it were appropriately
designed and remained in the original sign band.
CLARIFICATIONS

1. Will the lower sign be back lit?
STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Based on B-4 Staff, Staff believes this applicatiothimpair the architectural and the historichlacacter

of the building and the district and recommendsapglicants utilize the traditional Woolworth’s
signboard.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY
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Maggie Smith and Ricky Armstrong were present szaiss the application.
BOARD DISCUSSION

The Board discussion took place concurrently v public testimony. Mr. Ladd welcomed the
applicant and her representative. He asked Ms.hSamil Mr. Armstrong if they had any comments to
make, clarifications to address, or questions ko as

Mr. Armstrong first addressed the Board by sayirag the sign size would not exceed sixty-four sguar
feet. A discussion of the sign’s dimensions ensued.

Mr. Roberts complimented the design.

Ms. Smith said that since she had become one ainers of the Soul Kitchen, she had instigated
efforts to improve the building’s appearance. @tseveral recent improvements, she said that the
building does not currently possess a sign aduegtibie establishment. Ms. Smith said that she had
conducted research as to how other music venuegisipnage. She mentioned the Georgia Theatre in
Athens and other music venues possess signadeethefits both the appearance and experience of
historic districts. Mr. Armstrong distributed picéis of several similar projects.

Mr. Roberts asked Staff the rationale behind tladf &ecommendation.

Mr. Bemis responded to Mr. Roberts query by safirag the building’s marquee is an original design
element. He stated that marquee’s sign band wasdatl as a location for signage. He suggestedhihat
name of the music venue could be placed on the @foitmne marquee and that the names of current acts
could be placed on the ends of the marquee, athath could be located within the existing sign than

Ms. Smith said that she had initially considerestatling signage on the sign board, but that a tree
located within the right of way obscures most & $ign band.

Mr. Roberts said that while he understood Staffilsoerns, he considered the sign a reversible fedtle
complimented the design of the sign and how it @wdnd integrated with the building.

Mr. Ladd concurred saying that the design is inpkeg with the use and period of the building.

Fred Rendfrey from the Downtown Mobile Alliance agelssed the Board. He told the Board that the
DMA is in support of the application. Mr. Rendfrsgid that while the sign band might have been used
by Woolworths, it was not conducive to the currectupant and that Woolworths would not be coming
back. Stating that the proposal is b