ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD MINUTES
June 18, 2014 — 3:00 P.M.
Pre-Council Chambers, Mobile Government Plaza, 20&overnment Street

A. CALL TO ORDER

1.

2.

3.

The Chair, Harris Oswalt, Sr., called the meetmgrder at 3:00. Cart Blackwell, MHDC Staff,
called the roll as follows:

Members Present Bob Allen, Robert Brown, Kim Harden, Harris Odiwvand Craig Roberts.
Members Absent Bradford Ladd, Carolyn Hasser, Harris Oswalt, 8telve Stone.

Staff Members Present Devereaux Bemis, Cart Blackwell, and Keri Couiman

Mr. Roberts moved to approve the minutes for thmee}y 2014. The motion received a second
and was unanimously approval.

Mr. Roberts moved to approve midmonth COA’s grarted&taff. The motion received a
second and was unanimously approval.

B. MID MONTH APPROVALS: APPROVED.

1.

Applicant:  Gordon Boone
a. Property Address: 275 Park Terrace
b. Date of Approval:  6/2/14

c. Project: Repair and when necessary replace sidintatch the existing in
composition, material, profile, and dimension. Repthe house per the existing color
scheme.

Applicant:  James Wagoner and Charles Howard
a. Property Address: 1805 Dauphin Street
b. Date of Approval:  6/2/14
c. Project: Repaint the house per the existing cgdbeme. Repair and when
necessary replace deteriorated woodwork to magkxisting.
Applicant:  Mike Henderson Roofing and Repair
a. Property Address: 1658 Laurel Street
b. Date of Approval:  5/28/14
c. Project: Replace roof with GAF Driftwood, dimemsal shingle; replace
damaged flat roof and decking; replace soffit sedied. All repairs to match existing in
profile, dimension, and material.
Applicant: ~ Baytown Builders
a. Property Address: 750 Government Street
b. Date of Approval:  5/27/14
c. Project: Build new dumpster pad, 10 by 10 fe¢hwix inch lip, same site as
existing pad.
Applicant:  Bob Peck
a. Property Address: 200 Rapier Avenue
b. Date of Approval:  6/2/14
C. Project: Repaint per the existing coldresne. Repair and when necessary
replace deteriorated woodwork to match the exissimger profile, dimension, and material.
Applicant:  Wanda Dearman
a. Property Address: 20 Hannon Avenue
b. Date of Approval:  6/3/14
c. Project: Repair any deteriorated woodwork to imaie existing as per profile,
dimension, and material. Touch up black paint @nitbn fence and security door. Repaint



the house per the Valspar submitted color scheoy,iPale Powder; trim, white; detailing,
black; porch, Gardener’s Soil. Pave the drivewatywwoncrete.
7. Applicant: P. M. Gardner Construction
a. Property Address: 251 Dexter Avenue
b. Date of Approval:  6/3/14
C. Project: Reroof treubke with architectural shingles.
8. Applicant:  Chris Bailey for Steve and Melissa Millg
a. Property Address: 202 Rapier Avenue
b. Date of Approval:  6/5/14
c. Project: Construct a covering over astaxy deck.
9. Applicant: David Calametti
a. Property Address: 12 Macy Place
b. Date of Approval:  6/5/14
c. Project: Reroof the house with asphalt shindgkepaint the house per the
existing color scheme. Repair and when necessplyoe deteriorated woodwork to match
the existing as per profile, dimension, and makeria
10. Applicant:  Chris Huff
a. Property Address: 11 Semmes Avenue
b. Date of Approval:  6/5/14
C. Project: Replace sills underneath the éo8aid work will not be visible.
11. Applicant:  William M. Moore, Jr.
a. Property Address: 200 Lanier Avenue
b. Date of Approval:  6/5/14
c. Project: Construct either a 6’ tall interior l@boden fence or masonry wall. Said
wall/fence will extend along alley-facing/rear lote from edge of the garage onward.
12. Applicant:  Noel Clarke
a. Property Address: 1014 Dauphin Street
b. Date of Approval:  6/6/14
c. Project: Mothball the building. Apply plyboardimyer windows, doors, and
other fenestrated units in such a manner as tepteinauthorized access and continued
deterioration of the interior. Said applicationdl e installed in such a manner as to not
damage historic fabric.
13. Applicant:  Henry Coleman Wood
a. Property Address: 953 Augusta Street
b. Date of Approval:  6.6/14
c. Project: Repair and when necessary replace ded&sd porch baseboards,
columnar bases, and associated woodwork to magcexisting as per profile, dimension,
and material. Touch up the paint on said locatamper the existing color scheme. Repair
and replaced deteriorated foundation screeningatchmthe existing.
14. Applicant:  Dennis Devette
a. Property Address: 17 North Ann Street
b. Date of Approval:  6/6/14
c. Project: Replace deteriorated supports of theepaychere to match the existing
as per profile, dimension, design, and material.
15. Applicant:  Carmen and Guy Miller
a. Property Address: 157 South Cedar Street
b. Date of Approval:  6/9/14
c. Project: Level the foundations (making repairand if necessary replacing
deteriorated sills). Repair foundation piers (ulsuabpropriate mortar). Repair and when
necessary replace deteriorated woodwork, sidinghpdecking, and details to match the
existing as per profile, dimension, and materigrd®f the house with either asphalt



shingles or period appropriate metal roof (5-V griar standing seam metal). Repaint the
house per the existing color scheme.

16. Applicant:  Joia Juzang
a. Property Address: 8 South Conception Street
b. Date of Approval:  6/9/14
c. Project: Reinstall gutters. Replace deteriorateddwork to match the existing
as per profile, dimension, and material. Make neyp@i deteriorated stucco (using
appropriate mortar compositions, etc...). Repairiandcessary replace a window to match
the existing as per material, light configuratiand construction. Touch up the paint per the
existing color scheme.
17. Applicant:  Melanie Scogin
a. Property Address: 109 Beverly Court
b. Date of Approval:  6/9/14
c. Project: Reroof with 30 year architectural shingjray in color.
18. Applicant:  Imogene Jackson
a. Property Address: 15 North Julia Street
b. Date of Approval:  6/6/14
c. Project: Replace rotten boards as needed matekisting in profile, dimension
and materials. Paint repairs to match.
19. Applicant:  Stacy Wellborn
a. Property Address: 1054 Palmetto Street
b. Date of Approval:  5/19/14
c. Project: Replace existing privacy fence in kisit foot dog eared), remove
chainlink fence and add privacy fence in that secto
20. Applicant: Do Right Construction
a. Property Address: 160 South Warren Street
b. Date of Approval:  6/9/14
c. Project: Repair and when necessary replaceioietted woodwork and
detailing to match the existing as per profile, éirsion, design, and material. Repaint per
the submitted BLP color scheme: body - Montic&kd; decking, shutters, and doors —
Conti Street Gray Green; and trim, doors, and wivkle DeTonti Square Off White.
21. Applicant:  Marie Mattern
a. Property Address: 157 South Catherine Street
b. Date of Approval:  6/9/14
c. Project: Repair deteriorated woodwork to mat@hexisting as per profile,
dimension, and material. Touch up the paint aghgeexisting color scheme.
22. Applicant:  Chuck Dixon
a. Property Address: 157 South Catherine Street
b. Date of Approval:  6/9/14
c. Project: Repair/rebuild shed utility lean-t@fon side of house as per original.
23. Applicant:  Jeff Haller
a. Property Address: 1320 Dauphin Street
b. Date of Approval:  6/9/14
c. Project: Install gutters.
24. Applicant:  Esther Andrews
a. Property Address: 13 Houston Street
b. Date of Approval:  6/9/14
c. Project: Reroof to match the existing.



25. Applicant: Sally Breitung
a. Property Address: 1261 Selma Street
b. Date of Approval:  6/9/14
c. Project: Reroof to match the existing. Repatedorated woodwork to match to

the existing as per profile, dimension, and malefiauch up the paint as per the existing
color scheme.

C. APPLICATIONS

1. 2014-28-CA: 266 Park Terrace

a. Applicant: Cullen Jacobs with RCJ Construction vithirway Investments

b.  Project: Demolition — Demolish a derelicb08 residence in preparation for the
construction of a new single family residence.

APPROVED. CERTIFIED RECORD ATTACHED.
2. 2012-29-CA: 15 McPhillips

a. Applicant: Sue Wagner
b. Project: Fenestration — Remove and repkee Windows.
TABLED. CERTIFIED RECORD ATTACHED.
3. 2012-30-CA: 58 South Julia Street
a. Applicant: Paul A. Dagenais

b. Project: Fenestration — Remove and replace origuradows.
WITHDRAWN. CERTIFIED RECORD ATTACHED.

D. OTHER BUSINESS

1. Discussion



APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
CERTIFIED RECORD

2014-28-CA: 266 Park Terrace

Applicant: Cullen Jacobs with RCJ for Fairway Real Estate Investments
Received: 6/2/14
Meeting: 6/18/14

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: Leinkauf

Classification: Contributing (See analysis)

Zoning: R-1

Project: Demolition — Demolish a derelict 19509dence in preparation for the

construction of a new single family residence.
BUILDING HISTORY

The documentation of the local expansion of theaka&uf Historic District assigns this two-story
“Minimal Traditional” dwelling a 1945 constructiatate. The building dates from late 1950s.

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. The applicant acquired
the property in December of 2013 with the intentddmehabilitating the building. After assessing
the condition of the long vacant house, the appticame to the realization that the demolition of
the house and ancillary building would be more effgctive means of revitalizing the lot. If
granted demolition, the applicant would like to stvact historically informed residential infill
upon the site.

B. With regards to demolition, the Guidelines raadollows: “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 intetyr of the district.” However, our ordinance
mirrors the Mobile City Code, see 844-79, whictsdetth the following standard of review and
required findings for the demolition of historicisttures:

1. Required findings; demolition/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 relocadif 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 tleusture;
1. Termed “Minimal Traditional” in style, this contiiting residence is
representative of the mass produced housing ahtded"-Century
American suburbs.




ii. The importance of the structures to the integritthe historic district, the
immediate vicinity, an area, or relationship toastktructures
1. The footprint and mass of this residence impacsgiazing and density of

Park Terrace, a single block development locatédfadBovernment Street.
As evidenced by Sanborn Maps and hinted at byiegiftatures (curbcut),
the building is a second generation dwelling onltie

iii. The difficulty or the impossibility of reproducirthe structure because of its
design, texture, material, detail or unique loaatio
1. The building is constructed of a mixture of per{adbestos tiles and

aluminum windows) and traditional materials. Wisteme materials are
capable of being reproduced, others are not.

iv. Whether the structure is one of the last remaiexamples of its kind in the
neighborhood, the county, or the region or is adgeample of its type, or is
part of an ensemble of historic buildings creatingeighborhood
1. Houses of this style, construction, and plan amadoacross the United

States.

v. Whether there are definite plans for reuse of tioperty if the proposed
demolition is carried out, and what effect suchmplwill have on the
architectural, cultural, historical, archaeologicaicial, aesthetic, or
environmental character of the surrounding area

1. If granted demolition approval, the applicant wod&molish the building,
level the lot, and construct new residential infilhe new residential
construction will be reviewed in full in a secorapécation.

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

1. The applicant acquired the property on DecembefQ23.
vii. The number and types of adaptive uses of the propensidered by the owner
1. The applicant acquired the property with the int#fenovating the
dwelling. After assessing the structural, environtag and cosmetic
deterioration of the dwelling, the applicant fouhdt it would be cost
prohibitive to rehabilitate the building.
viii. Whether the property has been listed for saleepricsked and offers received, if
any,
1. The property has not been listed for sale by tleeatiowner. The applicant
acquired the long vacant house in a foreclosue sal

ix. 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.

X. Replacement construction plans for the propertyugstion and amounts
expended upon such plans, and the dates of suendixpres
1. N.A.

xi. 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.
xii. Such other information as may reasonably be redjliyethe 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 plan):

1. Demolish a contributing, but deteriorated resii@dé building and ancillary building.
2. Level the lot.
3. Submit in general concept form initial reviewre$idential infill construction.

STAFF ANALYSIS

The inventory lists this house as being built cit€d5. However, it does not appear on the 195b@&an
Map which is the end date for the period of siguifice. So this building should be considered non-
contributing to the district. This application olves the demolition of a single-family residence.
Demolition applications entail the review of théldaving concerns: the architectural significancetod
building; the condition of the building; the effaaftthe demolition on the streetscape and surragndi
district; and the nature of the proposed develogmen

According to the paperwork from the local expangibthe Leinkauf Historic District this building \sa
assigned a 1945 date of construction. The housealctates from after 1955. While listed as
contributing, the house is neither architecturghgicant in its own right, nor a fine representati
example of a pervasive building typology. The biniddis a simple two-storied block with an engaged
single-story garage. Countless examples of thiglogy were constructed across the United Stataguri
the 1950s, 1960s, and 1970s.

Prior to the 2013 purchase by the present ownsibihiiding had been vacant for a decade. The house
suffers from years of deferred maintenance. Sirat{foundation) and health (invasive mold) retate
issues are of particular concern.

The building’s massing contributes to the built gignand rhythmic spacing of the streetscape.
If granted demolition approval the applicant’s wibldvel the lot and plant grass on the site. Adaca

rendering has been provided for initial review éimcept form. The historically informed residentiill
proposed for this lot will be addressed in fulbitater application.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Based on B (1-2), Staff does not believe this @ggibn will impair the architectural or the histzai
character of the building. It will be a loss te tstreetscape. However, taking into account tfe,st
construction, and condition of the main buildinglamcillary structure and the plans to constructizer
house on the site, Staff recommends approval ofi¢heolition as part one in the historically inforine
revitalization of the lot.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Cullen Jacobs was present to discuss the applicatio



BOARD DISCUSSION

The Board discussion took place concurrently wihpublic testimony. Mr. Oswalt welcomed the
applicant’s representative. He asked Mr. Jacobe Had any clarifications to address, comments to
make, or questions to ask.

Mr. Jacobs explained that while the new ownersfinadlooked into remodeling the house, assessmient
existing conditions caused them to realize thabvation was not economically feasible.

Mr. Oswalt thanked Mr. Jacaobs.

Mr. Oswalt asked if there was anyone from the aumievho wished to speak either for or against the
application. Lynn Bagley, a resident of Park Tegtapoke in favor of the application. She explaitied
she represented the whole of the neighborhoodpreszing support for the proposed demolition and
historically attuned residential redevelopment.

Mr. Oswalt asked his fellow Board members if they lany questions to ask the applicant’s
representative.

Mr. Roberts advised Mr. Jacobs as to the desigeweprocess. Mr. Blackwell explained that the
applicant had been informed and realized that quneé¢ approval of the initial design would havebto
followed up by the submission and the approvallahg and elevations for the proposed new
construction. Mr. Jacobs stated that he underdtomg@rocess. Mr. Roberts complimented the project.

Mr. Oswalt asked his fellow Board members if thag lany additional comments to make or questions to
ask. No further Board discussion ensued.

Mr. Oswalt closed the period of public comment.
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 Steffart as written.

The motion received a second and was unanimoughpeaged.
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 unanimoughpeaged.

Certificate of Appropriateness Expiration Date: 618/15



APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
CERTIFIED RECORD

2014-29-CA: 15 McPhillips Avenue
Applicant: Sue Wagner
Received: 5/19/14 (initially received)

Meeting: 6/18/14
INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION
Historic District: Old Dauphin Way
Classification: Contributing
Zoning: R-1
Project: Fenestration — Remove and replace latedaws.

BUILDING HISTORY

With its stuccoed walls, parapet walls, and lovelpéd roof, this house features seminal charadterist
the Mission-informed variant of the Colonial Revivdesign impulse.

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 has never appeared before theiteiiural Review. With the exception of the
facade’s fenestration, all of the house’s origimaddows have been removed. In this application,
the owner proposes the removal of four later (metal vinyl) window groupings located on the
South (side) Elevation and the installation of Yiwindows in said locations.

B. The Design Review Guidelines for Mobile’s HistobDistricts state, in pertinent part:
1. “The type, size and dividing lights of windowsdatheir location and configuration
(rhythm) on a building help establish the histat@aracter of a building.”
2. “Where [historic] windows cannot be repairedyngindows must be compatible with

the existing. The size and placement of new windimvadditions and alterations should
be compatible with the general character of théding.”

3. Vinyl windows are listed as an inappropriateenat for window construction in
Mobile’s Historic Districts (Test case approvals f@w construction and later
replacement windows have been approved.).

C. Scope of Work:

1. Remove four later metal and vinyl window growgsirirom the house’s South (side)
Elevation.
2. Install vinyl windows.



CLARIFICATIONS/REQUESTS

1. Provide renderings of the four proposed windowsauetevation and section). Dimensions
and sections should be provided.

STAFF ANALYSIS

This application involves the removal and replacenoé four later window groupings located on the
house’s South (side) Elevation. The only originaldews to survive, those located on the fagade and
protected by the porch, will remain in place.

While the Design Review Guidelines for Mobile’s tdigc Districts do not specifically address the
replacement of later windows, the Guidelines dtadie the size and placement of new windows for
additions and alterations should be compatible thighgeneral character of the building (See BThg
four later window groupings proposed for replacetaaa of three different configurations. The West t
East sequence is as follows: tripartite, singlighién type, and paired windows. All four openings
currently feature either metal or vinyl windowstthee casement, picture, or jalousie form. The pseg
windows would be vinyl in construction.

Though vinyl windows are listed as an inappropnaitedow material in the Design Review Guidelines,
the Board has issued a test case approval forsthefwinyl windows on a historic building locatatd58
Bradford Avenue. On May 4, 2011, the Board apprabhedemoval of later metal windows and the
installation of vinyl windows at the aforementioriedation. As with 15 McPhillips Avenue, the house
guestion was masonry in construction. The constmicappearance, texture, and installation of the
windows of the Bradford Avenue residence were aeal\at length. The manner in which the windows
fitted into the reveal was subject to particulacdission. Models and renderings were submitted for
review. The Board deemed the finished scope of va@lccessful intervention in that it recapturest lo
architectural and historical character.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

While Staff does not object to the removal of taet windows, clarifications as to the design and
installation of the subject windows are requiredd@ecommendation of approval. As submitted, Ssaff
unable to assess the application in full. Baselhok of information and B (1-3), Staff believes the
application would impair the application would inipidne architectural and historical integrity oeth
building and the district. Staff requests more ifiatarenderings of the appearance and installatiotihe
windows.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Sue Wagner was present to discuss the application.

BOARD DISCUSSION

The Board discussion took place concurrently withpublic testimony. Mr. Oswalt welcomed the
applicant. He asked Ms. Wagner if she had anyfidations to address, comments to make, or question

to ask.

Ms. Wagner expressed her concern that her windomufaaturer had failed to follow up with the
requested renderings.

10



Ms. Harden asked for clarification as to the desifithe facade’s original windows. Mr. Blackwelattd
that the facade’s windows, which will remain inggawere multi-light in design and casement in
construction. Ms. Harden explained to Ms. Wagnat tiew replacement windows should complement
the original windows.

Mr. Roberts asked Mr. Blackwell for explanationt@she procedure and precedents for replacing non-
original windows. Mr. Blackwell addressed Mr. Ralseaguery by citing the 58 Bradford Avenue as an
instance of precedence for the replacement of Weitetows. He went on to state that while the Design
Review Guidelines do not specifically address #isei@, replacement should be compatible the historic
character of the building and historic windowsk{iown).

Ms. Harden and Mr. Roberts encouraged Ms. Wagneelert a design that would be complementary to
the house’s original windows.

Mr. Roberts explained that visuals and models wanlslver many of the Board’s concerns. He said that
in addition to the design, construction, matefiaish, and components needed to be considered.

After discussion as to the most advisable coursetidn, Roberts moved to table the application for
reason of lack of information and further claritica. Mr. Blackwell volunteered to assist the apafit
by providing the names of additional window mantdaers.

TABLED.
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
CERTIFIED RECORD

2014-30-CA: 58 Julia Street
Applicant: Paul A. Dagenais
Received: 6/2/14

Meeting: 6/18/14
INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION
Historic District: Old Dauphin Way
Classification: Contributing
Zoning: R-1
Project: Fenestration — Replace original windows.

BUILDING HISTORY

With its asymmetrical massing and varied roof farthis house falls within the realm of a"2Gentury
Picturesque vein of the Period Revival Aesthetic.

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 November 18, 2014. At
that time, the Board approved the removal of laliding metal doors enclosing the house’s side
porch and the installation of aluminum clad wood&mdows (and fill) within the same location.
With this application, the applicant proposes thmlesale replacement of the house’s original
wooden windows with aluminum clad wooden windows.

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

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

2. “Where [historic] windows cannot be repairedyngindows must be compatible with
the existing. The size and placement of new windimvadditions and alterations should
be compatible with the general character of th&dmg.”

C. Scope of Work (per submitted materials):
1. Remove original wooden windows.
2. Install aluminum clad wooden windows.

12



STAFF ANALYSIS

This application involves the wholesale removaboginal wooden windows and their replacement with
aluminum clad wooden windows.

The Design Review Guidelines for Mobile’s Histobstricts state that original window opening should
be retained, as well as original windows sashegytaming (See B-1.). While the Guidelines go on to
address appropriate replacement considerationsctbarly state that replacements are allowed when
windows cannot be repaired. This house possessetean windows. An exterior examination of all of
the house’s windows reveals that only one bottaherhibits external signs of structural decay.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Based on B (1-2), Staff believe this applicatioeslompair the architectural and the historical abtar
of the building and the district. Staff does natammend approval of this application. If energy
conservation is the motivating concern, Staff emages the use of operable and appropriately iestall
storm windows. Retention of the original windowsntmned with the installation of storm windows, a
reversible intervention, would maintain historigatkgrity while at the same increasing
environmental/economic efficiency.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY
Dr. Paul Dagenais was present to discuss the apiplic
BOARD DISCUSSION

The Board discussion took place concurrently wihpublic testimony. Mr. Oswalt welcomed the
applicant. He asked Dr. Dagenais if he had anyfidations to address, comments to make, or questio
to ask.

Dr. Dagenais stated that he had acquired the pgxoimet994. He explained that the windows been
painted and nailed shut prior to his purchase ehibuse. Dr. Dagenais said that fillers had been
employed to secure and strengthen the windowsolddtie Board that black mold develops on the
window'’s interior facings and that a finger coukelthrough some portions of the windows. Dr. Dagenai
added that the age and previous treatments of ithaows result in related concerns as well. He imia
the Board that the application up for review pragma better quality window that would match desifjn
the original windows. He said that from the cuh® windows would look the same and that they would
match (in terms of construction) the windows thed bbeen approved and installed on a previously
enclosed porch/sunroom. The aforementioned window®agenais noted feature aluminum cladding
and double-paned construction. He spoke of thenbalaf aesthetic, economic, and environmental
concerns.

Mr. Roberts asked Mr. Blackwell the rationale behiine Staff recommendation. Mr. Blackwell

explained that the Design Review Guidelines staédriginal window opening should be retained, as
well as original windows sashes and glazing. Hbaated by saying that with regard to windows,
previous Board policy called for replacement winddwhen and where necessary) to match the originals
as per material and construction. He said thakerhe preceding application, this application addes

the replacement of original windows. He reiterdtesl Staff Report which notes that the review was
based upon an assessment of the exterior conditithre house’s windows alone. Mr. Blackwell stated
that if the Board was to entertain replacing thedews as proposed, best practice would call for a
window schedule showing the extent of the damage.
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Ms. Harden reiterated the value of a window schedshe explained that a schedule done by an
independent third party often reveals that regaafien more economically effective than replacemen

A discussion ensued as to the construction andaappee of the sunroom’s windows. When questioned
as to how those windows were authorized. Mr. Blaglkexplained that the once open porch had been
enclosed with metal sliding doors at an unknowre datd prior to historic regulations. He stated that
current applicant had applied and received appitovisstall the subject windows. It was noted tinat
preceding units were not original and that alumiralad windows are allowed on new construction and
the additions.

Discussion ensued as to what would constitute eepable percentage of deterioration that would
qualify for replacement. The Board and Staff expal that the answer was hard to determine.

Mr. Blackwell explained that a schedule was a mégnghich the application could move forward as
proposed.

Ms. Harden further explained and nuanced the hsnaffia schedule.

Storm windows were suggested as an alternativepilacement that would bring about greater energy
conscientiousness.

Ken O’Hanlon, a neighborhor of the applicant, espesl concern and asked for clarification as to the
regulations informing the recommendation. He c#tedtions on the City of Mobile’s municipal code..Ms
Coumanis explained that the MHDC's Ordinance aredbsign Review Guidelines constitute the legal
and procedural underpinnings of staff recommendati8he elaborated by saying the provision of a
schedule was an unwritten means by which applicattd this nature can proceed.

Mr. O’Hanlon cited the International Building Codés. Coumanis stated that buildings located within
official historic districts have code exemptions.

Discussion ensued as to the compatibility of theppsed replacement windows.

Mr. Blackwell addressed the applicant and the Badedexplained the rulings which the Board could
entertain, as well as how said rulings would imghetapplicant/application. He encouraged Dr.
Dagenais to withdraw the application and conduassessment/schedule of the windows. Mr. Blackwell
agreed to provide the applicant with a list of ipeledent third parties capable of conducting such an
assessment, as well the necessary forms and pagerwo

Dr. Dagenais withdrew the application.

WITHDRAWN.
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