ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD MINUTES
May 1, 2013 — 3:00 P.M.
Pre-Council Chambers, Mobile Government Plaza, 20&overnment Street

A. CALL TO ORDER

1.

2.
3.

The acting Chair, Harris Oswalt called the meetngrder at 3:00. Devereaux Bemis, MHDC
Staff, called the roll as follows:

Members Present Robert Allen, Nick Holmes Ill, Thomas KarwinsBradford Ladd, Harris
Oswalt, Craig Roberts, Steve Stone, and Jim Wagoner

Members Absent

Staff Members Present Devereaux Bemis, Sandra Franks, and John Lawler.

The minutes of the previous meeting had not bestedaand approval was held until they were.
It was moved to approve the midmonth COA’s gramtg&taff. The motion passed.

B. MID MONTH APPROVALS: APPROVED

1.

Applicant:  John L. Lawler
a. Property Address: 103 Ryan Avenue
b. Date of Approval:  4/8/13
c. Project: Repaint the house per the existing cstbeme.
Applicant:  Melissa Rankin
a. Property Address: 311 North Conception Street
b. Date of Approval:  4/9/13
c. Project: Install a swing set.
Applicant:  Harry McCarron
a. Property Address: 554 Eslava Street
b. Date of Approval:  4/9/13
c. Project: Build a storage building per the MHD@ct plans. The construction of
the storage building is allowed by lot coverageurements and will meet setback
requirements. Repair woodwork on the house andneftee work and house to match the
existing (wood to match in profile, dimension andtetial and paint per color scheme). The
storage shed will be painted the same color akdhse.
Applicant:  David Koen
a. Property Address: 962 Palmetto Street
b. Date of Approval:  4/9/13
c. Project: Repair and replace any deteriorated wodkito match the existing in
profile, dimension, and material. Repaint the baddper the existing color scheme.
Applicant:  George Baird with All Pro Painting and | mprovement
a. Property Address: 60 North Reed Avenue
b. Date of Approval:  4/9/13
C. Project: Repaint the house per the exjstlor scheme.
Applicant:  Carol Miller
a. Property Address: 600 Eslava Street
b. Date of Approval:  4/11/13
c. Project: Repair any deteriorated woodwork anditlieg) to match the existing in
profile, dimension, and material. Repaint the dinglper the submitted color scheme.
Applicant: Warren Mason
a. Property Address: 1005 Texas Street
b. Date of Approval:  4/10/13
C. Project: Repair rateave boards to match existing in profile and disien.
Applicant:  Jennifer Lindall



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

a. Property Address: 1557 Blair Avenue
b. Date of Approval:  4/15/13
c. Project: Repair deteriorated woodworkntatch the existing in profile,
dimension, and detail. Remove later porch screenfant the house per the submitted BLP
color scheme: the trim will be Exmoor Hall; detagiwill be Monroe Street Green; and the
porch ceiling will be Selma Street Grey. Reroof leese with asphalt shingles. Repave the
driveway.
Applicant: Mike Henderson Roofing
a. Property Address: 272 Park Terrace
b. Date of Approval:  4/17/13
c. Project: Repair the roof.
Applicant:  Dennis and Cherie Hansen
a. Property Address: 315 Dexter Avenue
b. Date of Approval:  4/17/13
C. Project: Repaint house the existing colBegpair / replace any rotten woodwork
as necessary to match existing in profile, dimemsiad material.
Applicant:  Wayne Strickland
a. Property Address: 266 Roper Street
b. Date of Approval:  4/17/13
c. Project: Repaint the house per the existing cedbeme. The trim will be white
and the body will be mauve.
Applicant:  Quality Home Repair/Remodeling
a. Property Address: 22 South Lafayette Street
b. Date of Approval:  4/12/13
c. Project: Replace rotten boards on the southditheiilding and repaint the work
to match the existing.
Applicant: Miles Roofing
a. Property Address: 167 Roberts Street
b. Date of Approval:  4/18/13
c. Project: Reroof and replace rotten decking tocmat
Applicant: Jerry Graham
a. Property Address: 309 Marine Street
b. Date of Approval:  4/22/13
c. Project: Reroof the house. The shingles will tdbe existing.
Applicant: Glen Jones
a. Property Address: 517 Dauphin Street
b. Date of Approval:  4/19/13
c. Project: Remove rotten shutters and replace wdthd shutters, either louvred or
paneled per the design review guidelines. Paiflingeath Green or equivalent.
Applicant: Daniel Howat
a. Property Address: 1747 Hunter Avenue
b. Date of Approval:  4/22/13
c. Project: Install a three foot tall wooden fenoelesing the front lawn.
Applicant: Cameron Pfeiffer-Traylor
a. Property Address: 204 Michigan Avenue
b. Date of Approval:  4/22/13
c. Project: Reinstall nine-over-one wooden windovithiww the side elevations
(removing late replacements sashes). The windoWsnatch the lost original windows (as
documents by physical evidence and surviving exag)pl
Applicant: Coulson Roofing
a. Property Address: 251 Saint Athony Street



b. Date of Approval:  4/23/13
c. Project: Reroof the house. The roofing shinglésmatch the existing.

19. Applicant:  Deangelo Parker
a. Property Address: 953 Savannah Street
b. Date of Approval:  4/18/13
c. Project: Repair and replace deteriorated sitbrmgatch the existing in
composition, profile, and dimension. Replace thedeivs, when and where necessary, to
match the existing in profile, dimension configiwmat and material. Repair detailing to
match the existing. Reroof the house (a shotguth) &ther asphalt shingles or a metal
roofing (either standing seam metal or 5-V crimgahpanels).

C. APPLICATIONS

1. 2013-27-CA: 173 South Georgia Avenue
a. Applicant: J. L. Meaher
b. Project: Demolition — Demolish one fire-damaged two deteriorated ancillary
buildings.
c. Approved with a recommendation to keep the dlaimg and remove the chain link
fence permanently.
Expiration date: May 1, 2014.

2. 2013-28-CA: 301 South Georgia Avenue
a. Applicant:  John Dendy with Dendy and AssociatesJiffrey and Nancy Goodman
b. Project: Ancillary Construction — Construct antidlary building.
c. Approved. Expiration date: May 1, 2014

3. 2013-29-CA: 1014 Old Shell Road
a. Applicant:  Houston Miller for Kristina M. Gates
b. Project: Reroofing — Reroof a house with metal irmppanels.
c. Approved: Expiration date: May 1, 2014

4. 2013-30-CA: 1501 Old Shell Road
a. Applicant: Ben Cummings with Cummings Architeetéor McGill-Toolen
Catholic High School
b. Project: Fencing — Remove and install fencing.
c. Approved: Expiration date: May 1, 2014

5. 2013-31-CA: 106 Ryan Avenue
a. Applicant:  Ben Cummings with Cummings Architeetéor Ben and Laura
Cummings
b. Project: Partial Demolition, Restoration, anch®eation — Demolish a later rear
addition, restore, renovate, and add to a resiadumtilding.
c. Approved: Expiration date: May 1, 2014

6. 2013-32-CA: 65 North Catherine Street (formerly 151 Old Shell Road)
a. Applicant:  Harry Bishop for Dr. Philip Butera of Nlerology Associates of Mobile
b. Project: After-the-Fact-Approval — Retain lightifigtures.
c. Denied

7. 2013-26-CA: 101 Dauphin Street
a. Applicant:  Tracy Bassett with Goodwyn, Mills andwzzeod for the Retirement



Systems of Alabama

b. Project: Fenestration — Replace ground level stoné and upper story
fenestration.

c. Approved with conditions and as amended.
Expiration date: Mayl, 2014

8. 2013-33-CA: 457 Conti Street
a. Applicant:  Stephen Carter
b. Project: Partial Demolition, Renovation, and Neéanstruction — Demolish a rear
wing, construct a new rear wing, and renovate tharuilding.
c. Approved: Expiration date: May 1, 2014

D. OTHER BUSINESS
1. Form Based Code: The Board discussed the progosadased code and concerns
were raised about the impact on the ARB. Dever&amiis and Bob

Allen will investigate.

The meeting adjourned at 4:50.



APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
CERTIFIED RECORD

2013-27-CA: 173 South Georgia Avenue
Applicant: J. L. Meaher
Received: 4/9/13

Meeting: 5/1/13
INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION
Historic District: Oakleigh Garden
Classification: Contributing (main residence)
Zoning: R-1
Project: Demolition — Demolish one fire-damaged tmal deteriorated ancillary
buildings.

BUILDING HISTORY

This building dates from circa 1912. Built by Etivl Walford, the Spanish Colonial Revival dwelling
features stuccoed walls and a tiled roof. An elegatry sequence and a gracious gallery also disish
the residence.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

Section 9 of the Preservation Ordinance statesBtad 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 October 15, 2007. At that
time, the Board approved the demolition of a fitgtegd garage and the construction of a new
garage. With this application, the applicant pregzohe demolition of three ancillary buildings.
Those structures are as follows: a fire-damagel baase; the foundation of a hot house; and a
second hothouse.

B. The regards to demolition, the Guidelines remtbows: “Proposed demolition of a building
must be brought before the Board for considerafitwe. Board may deny a demolition request if
the building’s loss will impair the historic inteétyr of the district.” However, our ordinance
mirrors the Mobile City Code, see 844-79, whiclsdetth the following standard of review and
required findings for the demolition of historicisttures:

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

i. The historic or architectural significance of theisture;

1. The three ancillary buildings proposed for dematitare located on a
property distinguished by a contributing main resicke. The back house
or servant’s quarters is a board and batten strictiuwas constructed
contemporaneous with the main house. The two hedg®were
constructed after the main house.




Vi.

Vil.

viii.

Xi.

Xii.

The importance of the structures to the integritthe historic district, the
immediate vicinity, an area, or relationship toastktructures
1. The three outbuildings are located in the reatigoiof this corner lot
property (the northeast corner of South Georgiantieeand Selma
Street). Set back from the street, the buildingaatadirectly engage
passerby. While they add to the built density efltt, the buildings do
not define the architectural integrity of the prape
The difficulty or the impossibility of reproducirtbe structure because of its
design, texture, material, detail or unique loagtio
1. The building materials are capable of being repcedu
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 creatmieighborhoad
1. The back house is one of numerous contemporaneovisesrelated
dependencies surviving in the Oakleigh Gardenidistiot houses
survive in greater number. Hot houses of the sagsegd and
construction as the extant example are found athesisrger region.
Whether there are definite plans for reuse of tio@erty if the proposed
demolition is carried out, and what effect sucmplaill have on the
architectural, cultural, historical, archaeologicaicial, aesthetic, or
environmental character of the surrounding area
1. The owner inherited the property.
The date the owner acquired the property, purchase, and condition on date
of acquisition
1. The property is not up for sale. The main house the process of being
restored and renovated.
The number and types of adaptive uses of the propensidered by the owner
1.
Whether the property has been listed for saleeprasked and offers received, if
any,
1. The property has not been listed for sale.
Description of the options currently held for theghase of such property,
including the price received for such option, tbhaditions placed upon such
option and the date of expiration of such ogtion
1. Not applicable.
Replacement construction plans for the propertyuestion and amounts
expended upon such plans, and the dates of suemdkpres
1. Not given.
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; and
1. Application submitted.
Such other information as may reasonably be redjliyethe board
1. See the submitted materials.

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 site plan):

Demolish a fire-damaged back house.

Demolish the foundation of a greenhouse.
Demolish a second greenhouse.

Remove the debris.

Level the site of the aforementioned buildings.
Plant sod.

Remove and reinstall fencing to facilitate the dgtoo.

NogopwdhE

STAFF ANALYSIS

This application involves the demolition of an diacy building and greenhouse for the purpose of
increasing the uninterrupted green space in thke Y. When reviewing demolition applications, the
following criteria are taken into account: theharectural significance of the building; the phyaic
condition of the building; the impact the demolitiwill have on the historic district; and the natof
any proposed redevelopment.

This property is dominated by its principle builgjra grand residence influenced by the populariSpan
Colonial Revival style. Four ancillary buildingsedocated behind the main house. The three ancillar
structures proposed for demolition (the fourthasagie constructed on the site of an older garage)fa
inferior style and construction than the main resite. The back house possesses the most arctatectur
and historical significance. Better examples sfdential ancillary construction from the period in
guestion survive. Hot houses of the same desigrtanstruction as the surviving example locatedhen t
subject property are found across the region.

The back house suffered extensive damage as acemrsee of a fire that consumed an adjacent garage.
As per the hothouses, one is in a bad state aftatal repair and second survives only in its fatiahs.

When assessing the effect the proposed demoliwondd have on the historic district and the
streetscape, the location of the buildings needettaken into the account. This property is latatiethe
northeast corner of South Georgia Avenue and S8imeet. The buildings are located to the rear ef th
house, which faces South Georgia Avenue, and ddirattly engage Selma Street.

If granted demolition approval, the applicant wod&molish the three buildings; remove the debeisell
the site; and plant sod.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Based on B (1-2), Staff does not believe this @gibn will impair the architectural or the histzai
character of the building or the district. Staifsenmends approval of this application.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY
No one was present to present the application. édew two neighbors did request that the chain link
fence not be allowed to be reinstalled following thork on the property.

BOARD DISCUSSION
The Board discussion took place concurrently with public testimony. Tom Karwinski noted for the

record that he had worked on a design for the gailag stated it would have no bearing on his d&tis
The Board attorney was asked to comment on thexfgnestion. Mr. Lawler stated he believed the



removal of the fence is not intended to be permiaaed was being done in order to the necessary.work
Therefore, the Board could not require it to rendomwn.

FINDING OF FACT

Tom Karwinski moved that, based upon the evidemesgmted in the application and during the public
testimony, the Board finds the facts in the Steffart.

The motion received a second and was unanimoughpaged.

DECISION ON THE APPLICATION

Tom Karwinski moved that, based upon the factpsaved by the Board, the application does not
impair the historic integrity of the district oralouilding and that a Certificate of Appropriatenbs
issued and that the Board recommends the permesmanval of the chain link fence and that the
outbuilding be retained.

The motion received a second and was unanimoughpaged.

Certificate of Appropriateness Expiration Date: May 1, 2014



APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
CERTIFIED RECORD

2013-28-CA: 301 South Georgia Avenue
Applicant: John Dendy with John Dendy and Associate Architects for Jeffrey and Nancy

Goodman
Received: 4/15/13
Meeting: 5/1/13

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: Oakleigh
Classification: Non-Contributing
Zoning: R-1
Project: Ancillary Construction — Construct an #lacy building.

BUILDING HISTORY
This Colonial Revival House dates from 1937.
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 theitectaral Review Board. With this application,
the applicants propose the construction of an langibuilding.
B. The Design Review Guidelines for Mobile’s HistobDistricts state, in pertinent part:
1. “An ancillary structure is any construction athigan the main building on the property.
It includes but is not limited to garages, carpguergolas, decks, pool covers, sheds and
the like. The appropriateness of accessory strestsinall be measured by the guidelines
for applicable to new construction. The structureudd complement the design and scale
of the main building.”

C. Scope of Work (per submitted plans:
1. Construct an ancillary building.

a. The building will be located to the rear of the peay’s principle dwelling.

b. The building will measure 17’ 4" by 22’ in plan.

c. The building will rest atop a raised foundation.

d. Boxed, framed, and recessed lattice skirting wahf and extend around the
raised foundation.

e. Square sections wooden posts featuring columnarbéses and capitals and
matching pilasters will demarcate the building’srfelevations.

f. A hipped roof sheathed with asphalt shingles matcthose employed on the
house will surmount the building.

g. North and south-facing gables will be centeredrenhipped roof.

h. The North Elevation’s three bays will be faced witboden siding.



i. The East Elevation’s two open bays feature botticarand horizontal framing
that will secure lattice panels. The horizontatrinag will be located at an upper
rail-like level.

j- Wooden steps will access the building.

2. A patio will be located between the ancillarylthing and the main house.

CLARIFICATIONS
1. What is the surface of the proposed patio?
STAFF ANALYSIS

The Design Review Guidelines for Mobile’s Histobstricts state that the appropriateness of accgsso
structures shall be measured by the guidelinepplicable to new construction. The structure should
complement the design and scale of the main bglfffee B-1). Building setbacks and lot coverage
requirements are also taken into account.

The principle building on this property is ColonRvival in style. The design of the proposed &l
building takes visual and proportional inspiratfoom the main residence. Wooden siding and roofing
shingles will match those found on the principleetlimg. Roof forms, proportional dimensions, and
decorative elements echo those of the main house.

The applicant’s representative and Staff have gsed setback and lot coverage requirements withrurb
Development. The proposed new construction posésenaetback nor coverage issues.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Based on (B-1), Staff does not believe this appboawill impair the architectural or the historica
character of the building or the district. Staf@enmends approval of this application.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY
John Dendy, architect, and Nancy Goodman, ownee wassent to discuss the application. Mr. Dendy
stated the patio would be an interlocking sandspawer.

BOARD DISCUSSION

The Board discussion took place concurrently vhgnpublic testimony. Tom Karwinski suggested that
the piers should be more visible with a heavieattreent or through the use of brick.

FINDING OF FACT

Craig Roberts moved that, based upon the evidemsepted 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

Craig Roberts moved that, based upon the fact@phkcation does not impair the historic integofy
the district or the building and that a CertificateAppropriateness be issued.

10



The motion received a second and was unanimoughpeaged.

Certificate of Appropriateness Expiration Date: May 1, 2014
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
CERTIFIED RECORD

2013-29-CA: 1014 Old Shell Road

Applicant: Houston Miller for Kristina M. Gates
Received: 4/15/13
Meeting: 5/1/13

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: Old Dauphin Way

Classification: Contributing

Zoning: R-1

Project: Reroofing — Reroof the house with metafirgg panels.

BUILDING HISTORY

This Arts and Crafts inspired bungalow dates fr®@83L The gabled roofed dwelling features a full
length front gallery.

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 March 12, 1998. At that
time the Old Dauphin Way Review Board approvedratiens to the front porch. With this
application, the applicant proposes the instaltatiba metal roof.

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

1. “A roof is one of the most dominant featuresdifuilding. Materials should be
appropriate to the form and the pitch and the cblor

C. Scope of Work (per submitted materials):
1. Remove the existing roof.
2. Install 5-V crimp metal roofing panels. The paneill be gray in color.

STAFF ANALYSIS

This application involves the installation of a alegbof. Applications for metal roofs are revienwata
case by case basis. The Design Review Guidelimdddbile’s state that a roof is one of the most
dominant features of a building. Materials showdabpropriate to the form, pitch, and color of thef
(See B-1).

The body of this Arts and Crafts informed bungalswurmounted by a cruciform roof structure.

One gable roof surmounts the body of the houses dhible is parallel with the street. A second gable
roof, one perpendicular to the street, extends theefront porch.

12



The roof pitch is not steep.

The color of the proposed roofing panels is hisadly appropriate.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Ordinarily, Staff would not recommend the apprasfainetal roof on a bungalow. On account of the
stylistic simplicity of the building and the configation of the roof, Staff does not believe thiplagation
will impair the architectural or the historical chater of the building or the district. Staff recmends

approval of this application.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY
No one was present to discuss the application.

BOARD DISCUSSION
There was no Board discussion.
FINDING OF FACT

Nick Holmes moved that, based upon the evidencgepted in the application and during the public
testimony, the Board finds the facts in the Steffart.

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

Craig Roberts moved that, based upon the fact@phkcation does not impair the historic integofy
the district or the building and that a CertificateAppropriateness be issued.

The motion received a second and was unanimoughpeaged.

Certificate of Appropriateness Expiration Date: May 1, 2014
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
CERTIFIED RECORD

2013-30-CA: 1501 Old Shell Road

Applicant: Ben Cummings with Cummings Architecture for McGill-Toolen Catholic High
School

Received: 4/4/13

Meeting: 5/1/13

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: Old Dauphin Way

Classification: Non-Contributing

Zoning: R-1

Project: Fencing — Remove and install fencing.

BUILDING HISTORY

A number of excellent buildings comprise the campiuslcGill-Toolen Catholic High School. The
Administration Building, with its large setback aexbansive fagade, adopts the so-called “instibatio
Versailles’ approach to site planning and buildirggatment. The “Versailles Approach,” was a popular
design method for organizing school and corporatepexes. It was used throughout the 1950s and
1960s. Designed by architect John Carey, the Adination building is one of several dozen buildings
the architect designed for the then Diocese of @tadp from the 1920s-1960s.

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 portion of the McGill-Toolen campus lastp@ared before the Architectural Review Board
on October 21, 2009. At that time, the Board appdothe construction of a new Student Center.
With this application, the school proposes the neathof chain link fencing located along
Catherine Street and the installation of aluminencing matching that found elsewhere on the
campus.
B. The Design Review Guidelines for Mobile’s HigtoDistricts state, in pertinent part:
1. Fencing “should complement the building anddwitact from it. Design, scale,
placement and material should be considered aldthgtheir relationship to the Historic
District.”

C. Scope of Work (per submitted plans):

1. Remove chain link fencing.

2. Install a six foot high aluminum fencing of theme design as that installed and approved
on other parts of the campus.

3. The fencing will be located atop the locationttaf aforementioned fencing and will

extend along the western side of the building.

14



STAFF ANALYSIS

The application involves the installation of fergrimhe Design Review Guidelines for Mobile’s Histor
Districts state that fencing should complementihiégding and not detract from it. Design, scale,
placement and material should be considered aldtigtixeir relationship to the Historic District.

The proposed aluminum fencing is of the same dessgexisting fencing found elsewhere on the McGill-
Toolen Campus. Most recently approved for instaltabn either side of North Lafayette Street (4.4
Dauphin Street and 1413 Old Shell Road), this s@meing would replace the existing chain link that
extends along the western portion of the subjempgnty. Adjacent to North Catherine Street, the
proposed fencing would not only match fencing ithetbon other properties of the campus, but also
remove non-conforming fencing.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Based on B (1), Staff does not believe this appboawill impair the architectural and the histaic
character of the district. Staff recommends apgdrofthis application.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY
Ben Cummings was present to discuss the applicati@nexplained that they there would be two stidin
vehicular gates and one swinging pedestrian gates.

BOARD DISCUSSION

The Board discussion took place concurrently with public testimony. The Board clarified the tyfe
gates and noted the removal of the inappropriaaendimk fence.

FINDING OF FACT

Tom Karwinski moved that, based upon the evidemesgmted in the application and during the public
testimony, the Board finds the facts in the Staffart, amending fact

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

Tom Karwinski moved that, based upon the factsapi@ication does not impair the historic integoty
the district or the building and that a CertificateAppropriateness be issued.

The motion received a second and was unanimougphpaged.

Certificate of Appropriateness Expiration Date: May 1, 2014
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
CERTIFIED RECORD

2013-31-CA: 106 Ryan Avenue

Applicant: Ben and Laura Cummings
Received: 4/15/13
Meeting: 5/1/13

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: Baldeighshland Place

Classification: Contributing

Zoning: R-1

Project: Restoration and Renovation — Restore vaeo demolish a portion, and enlarge

a residential building.
BUILDING HISTORY

This single-story residence dates from 1922. Atify constructed, the house constituted an Anid a
Crafts bungalow. During the middle third of thé"@Dentury the house was partially remodeled and
received an icing of Colonial Revival details. S@bedditions and alterations were made. Porches we
enclosed and the main entrance was altered.

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 has never appeared before theitectiural Review Board. The new
owner/applicants propose the restoration and rdiwovaf the principle dwelling.

B-1. The regards to demolition, the Guidelines raadbllows: “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 historicigttures:

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 cdwder of the district. In making this
determination, the board shall consider:

i. The historic or architectural significance of tleusture;

1. This contributing property is located within thehand Place Historic
District. A much modified Arts and Crafts bungaldigtinguishes the
property. Only a later rear addition is proposadd@molition.

ii. The importance of the structures to the integritthe historic district, the
immediate vicinity, an area, or relationship toesthtructures
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1. The house is a contributing building. The latelesiear addition that is
proposed for demolition is not of the same archited quality as the
main house and does not engage the street.

iii. The difficulty or the impossibility of reproducirthe structure because of its
design, texture, material, detail or unique loagtio

1. The building materials are capable of being repcedu

iv. Whether the structure is one of the last remaiexamples of its kind in the
neighborhood, the county, or the region or is adgexample of its type, or is
part of an ensemble of historic buildings creadnmmeighborhoad

1. The addition is one of many later contemporaneeas &xtensions that
were added to houses in and beyond the histottiGatiss

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

1. The archaeological record that would be affectetheyproposed
addition has already been disturbed by earliervetgions.

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

1. The property is in the process of being acquirethkyapplicants.

vii. The number and types of adaptive uses of the psopensidered by the owner

1. The applicants have considered nothing other thstoring and
renovating the house for residential use.

viii. Whether the property has been listed for saleepriasked and offers received, if
any;

1. The property is in process of being acquired byaiy@icant.

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

1. Not applicable.

X. Replacement construction plans for the propertyui@stion and amounts
expended upon such plans, and the dates of suendixpres

1. Not given.

xi. Financial proof of the ability to complete the m@ment project, which may
include but not be limited to a performance bonktir of credit, a trust for
completion of improvements, or a letter of commitinigom a financial
institution; and

1. Application submitted.

xii. Such other information as may reasonably be rednyethe board

1. See the 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.”

B-2.  The Secretary of the Interior's StandardsHmtoric Rehabilitation and the Design Review

Guidelines for Mobile’s Historic Districts stat@, pertinent part:

1. “New additions, exterior alterations, or relatev construction shall not destroy historic
materials that characterize the property. The nevkwhall be differentiated from the
old and shall be compatible with the massing, sizele, and architectural features to
protect the historic integrity of the property dtsdenvironment.”
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6.

7.
8.

“New additions and adjacent or related new ¢aotibn shall be undertaken in such a
manner that if removed in the future, the essefdirah and integrity of the historic
property and its environment would be unimpaired.”

“The porch is an important regional charactirist Mobile architecture. Historic
porches should be repaired to reflect their pefRadticular attention should be paid to
handrails, lower rails, balusters, decking, postsfons, proportions and decorative
details.”

“The size and placement of new windows for addgt and alterations should be
compatible with general character of the building.”

“The removal of historic materials and alteyatof the features and spaces that
characterize a property shall be avoided.”

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

“Original or historic roof forms should be maiirted.”

Fencing “should complement the building anddeitact from it.”

Scope of Work (per submitted plans):

1.

West Elevation (Facade).

a. Remove the later columns and roof structure surtiogithe existing porch
stoop.

b. Construct antepodia-like cheeks to either siddefftont steps. The cheeks will
feature a concrete cap. An upper cheek will betcooked atop the existing
stoop.

c. Construct a new front porch entrance atop theiagistoop.

i. The existing stoop will be heightened by way olgper cheek (see C-

1-a).

ii.  Two pairs of square section columnar supportssmiport the porches
shed roof. The beam treatment and moldings wilch#tose found
elsewhere on the building.

iii.  The pitch of the shed will continue the downwarigipiof the existing
roof slop. The composite roofing shingles will ntathose to be
installed on the body of the house.

Remove the existing front door.

e. Install a new front door. The Arts and Crafts-imegdidoor will feature a large
central glass panel with narrower glazed surroupntigints.

f. Remove the windows that infill the enclosed soutiveerner’s screened porch.
Said windows will be salvaged and reused elsewbetée house.

g. Install a modified wheatsheath wooden balustradbénre-opened porch bays.
Wood framing will extend between the balustradejsrail and the soffit of the
porch bay. Metal porch screening will be instalethind the railing.

h. Construct wooden awnings over the window and se@@orch bays flanking
the front entrance.

i.  The awnings will be supported by brackets matcktoge found
elsewhere on the dwelling.
ii.  The awnings will use metal roofing panels.

i. Remove the section of wall infilling the facadetth oriented porch. If
possible, salvage and reuse the wooden sash wirldoated therein.

j. Install an aluminum storefront window system in #fierementioned reclaimed
bay.

Q
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2.

3.

4.

North Elevation

a.

20

Remove the sections of wall infilling the porch’siith Elevation. If possible,
salvage and reuse the window wooden sash windaasdd therein.
Install aluminum storefront windows in the aforeriened bays.
Remove a pair of sash windows.
Replace the aforementioned window units with a vemodasement type window
pairing.
The North Elevation of the proposed rear additidhlve constructed and
detailed as follows:
i.  The addition will rest atop a foundation matchihgttsupporting the
main house.
ii.  The siding will match that sheathing body of thes®with respect to
profile and dimension.
iii.  Wooden brackets, rafter tails, and louvered vefitmatch those found
on the body of the house.
iv.  The addition will take the form of a (from westdast) hyphen-like
connector abutting a gabled and shed roof block.
v.  Salvaged casement will be employed in the hypheadBd board siding
will extend in a dado-like manner beneath the afenetioned windows.
vi.  Two six-over-six wooden windows will be located bath the additions
north-south oriented gable. Wooden awnings matcthioge installed on
the facade will extend over the aforementioned wivgl

East Elevation

a.
b.

C.

= @0

[ S —

Salvage and reuse wooden windows, rafters, anddtisac
Remove a few remaining sections of slate roofirigghs. Install composite
roofing shingles matching those proposed to beliest elsewhere on the house.
Remove, and if possible salvage, the wooden winglogvdoor infilling the
north-facing porch.
Install aluminum storefront units matching thosstatied elsewhere on the
reconfigured former porch (See the Scope of Worktfe North Elevation for
mention of the porch).
Remove the porch’s east-facing steps.
Construct a new flight of steps.
The East Elevation of the addition outlined in (€)2will not feature
fenestration.
Remove a rear chimney stack. The chimney stack tupahrough the roof and
does not engage an exterior wall.
A south-facing later addition will be demolished.
A new south-facing addition will be constructed.
i.  The addition will take the form of a shed roofedesmsion of the existing
roof.

ii.  The roof pitch will continue uninterrupted.

iii.  The foundation treatment will match the existing.

iv.  The siding will match the existing in profile anoiregénsion.

v.  Brackets will match the existing.

vi.  The roofing shingles will match that sheathing ltloely of the house.

South Elevation

a.

The new center gable roofed portion of the reaitaadwill feature two six-
over-six wooden sash windows. Wooden awnings midcthiose to be
constructed elsewhere on the house extend ovevititows.
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b. A wooden awning will extend over the doorway actesthe addition’s hyphen-
like connector.
A flight of brick steps will access the aforemengd door.
The steps will access a brick patio.
Remove brackets and alter the existing roof locatéthe body of the main
house.
Construct second gable and connecting cricket theeaforementioned areas.
Construct a wooden awning over the paired windaeated beneath the
aforementioned gable.
Remove the windows and siding infilled the enclogeth’s South Elevation.
Install the same modified wheatstheaf railing aocth screening as described in
the Scope of Work for the West Elevation.
j- Awooden awning to match those installed elsewbarthe building will extend
over the reopened porch bay.
2. Remove a pine tree and eucalyptus tree.
3. Remove paved surfaces from the rear of the lot.
4. Demolish (relocate if possible) a storage shed/ptayse.
5. Construct a wooden fence to either side of thes@ou
I.  The fencing will not extend beyond the front plafi¢he house.
ii.  With the exception of the bay featuring a doublegtine sections of fencing will
adopt the form of a downward curve.
iii. The fencing will extend between brick piers.
iv.  Two existing brick piers will serve as guides floe tonstruction of additional
piers.
v. The northernmost fencing will feature a pedesteatrance.

® a0

T a-

STAFF ANALYSIS

This application involves restoration and renovaib a contributing dwelling. The original Arts and
Crafts design was modified by later alterations additions. The proposed restoration and renovation
would entail the removal of later additions an@tions, the restoration and introduction of pirio
elements, and the construction of rear additions.

The restoration and renovation of the West Elevaffiacade) calls for the following: the removal and
replacement of a front entrance; the installatibnesv door; construction of wooden awnings; the
reclamation of two infilled porches. The existingtgle configuration sheltering the front door ifager
Colonial Revival alteration. While not a documentealture, the proposed design would recapture the
Arts and Crafts character that defines the buildihgstoric character and is appropriate to thégoeof
construction (See B-2-5). The southwest cornertpasas infilled at an early date (See B-2-6). The
recessed exterior fenestration, surviving intefémestration, and ceiling heights evidence thetence of
the porch (See B-2-6). The windows found withinitifdled porch bays would be salvaged and reused
elsewhere on the house. The proposed railing argh@ereening is in keeping with the style andqukri
of the house. As per the wooden awnings, Stafeles that their placement to either side of thenmai
entrance would detract from the rhythmic sequemceading forms and fenestrated bays that
characterize the facade. Staff does not objettda@onstruction of the wooden awnings on remaining
elevations. The fagade’s north-facing porch wag miflled at a later date. The application cafls the
removal of later mural and fenestrated infill (gbkssalvage and reuse of the later) and instaltabf
aluminum storefront units. Not only would the sfovat units allow this area to “read” as a porct, b
they would also, by virtue of their manufacture amaterials, differentiate old and new work.
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The work on the North (side) Elevation calls foe following: the removal and replacement of porch
infill; the alteration of fenestration; and the stiuction of an addition. The removal and the rephaent
of porch fenestration are addressed above. Witlkexheption of the porch infill, only one other
fenestrated bay is proposed for removal. A pasash windows (short kitchen variety) would be repth
by salvaged casement window. In accord with DeBigniew Guidelines, the size and placement of new
window would be compatible with general characfahe building (See B-2-4). Regarding the new
construction, the proposed addition on its Norttd South Elevation is three part in configuratioakihg
the form of a hyphen, a block, and a shed, the estmentalization and roof structures make new work
differentiated form the historic core of the buildi(See B-2-1). Beyond the hyphen-like bay with its
beaded siding the body and rear portion of thetmahdvould employ roof forms, siding profiles, wiow
awnings, louvered vents, and brackets in such &waayo engender visual and architectural conginuit

The East Elevation of the proposed addition do¢$aabure fenestration. The face of the house tiseat
rear elevation and not visible from either straethe adjoining lots. Staff does not believe theamize of
fenestration will impair the architectural or thistbrical character of the building or the district

The restoration and alteration of the South Elewvae¢éintails the following: the previously discussed
removal of porch infill; the alteration of a roafri; the previously discussed construction of agsjn

the previously discussed construction of a reaitiadl the previously discussed removal of pordiilin
the demolition of later side/rear addition; and ¢bestruction of new side rear wing. The removal of
porch infill, the construction of a railing, thestallation of screening, and the construction ofiags

have been discussed. With regard to the proposddlterations, the Design Review Guidelines state
that historic roof forms should be maintained (Be& 7). Lower in pitch than the surrounding roof
forms, the shed-roof proposed for alteration da#dace the street. Alterations to non-charactéinohe
roof forms have been approved by the Board on nousenccasions. The proposed gable-cricket-gable
configuration is in keeping with period and woudgtifitate the construction of the new side additibine
construction of the aforementioned addition woulthé the demolition of a later sleeping porch-like
addition. When reviewing demolitions, the followingteria are taken into account: the architedtura
significance of the building; the physical conditiof the building; the impact the demolition wikve on
the historic district; and the nature of any praggbsedevelopment. The sleeping porch side-reatiaddi
is neither of the same quality design, nor consitvoas the main house. Minimally visible from the
public view, the addition does not engage the ttcape (See B-1). The proposed new side/rear wing
would take the form of a shed roofed extensiornefliouses east-west gable. The roof pitch would
continue downward over the addition. Salvaged wivalvould be employed. The foundation treatment,
siding profiles, and rafter treatment would matebse found on the body of the house. The fenestrati
of previously mentioned rear wing matches that eygd elsewhere on the addition.

With regard to the proposed fencing, the desigegtion, height, and materials of the sections mibets
standards outlined in the Design Review Guideliég fence complements the design of the house
(SeeB-2-8). Additional fence posts will match tixéseng.

Two trees will be removed. Neither the pine treethe eucalyptus tree is considered heritage ttessr
paving will be removed.

A storage shed/play house is proposed for eithecaiton to another site or demolition. The
aforementioned ancillary building is not a charadefining component of this property (See B-1).

REQUESTS/CLARIFICATIONS
1. Provide a rendering of the proposed treatmentehtrth-facing porch’s East Elevation.

2. What type material will pave the proposed court@ard
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3. What type of metal roofing will be used to roof theoden awnings?
4. What is the color of the proposed storefront upitgposed for the north-facing porch?
5. Why is the rear chimney stack being removed?

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Based on B (1-2), Staff does not believe this apgilbn as a whole will impair the architecturatioe
historical character of the building or the surrdimg district. With the exception of the constroatiof
awnings on the West Elevation’s, Staff recommems@val of this application upon receipt of the
aforementioned clarifications.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Ben Cummings was present to discuss the applicatiEnexplained an alteration to the awning roof
material from the metal to a board and batten hiadk type material. The Cummings felt the awnings
were necessary for protection from rain since thiege opening the right bay as a screened porch. He
stated there was evidence of a metal bracket famamng on the left side of the house. The storefr
bays will be a dark bronze. The chimney will benoged in order to remove the fireplace in the letth
to provide more room. The patio will be concreithva brick border.

BOARD DISCUSSION

The Board discussion took place concurrently withpublic testimony. It was suggested that the fan
light over the door be removed.

FINDING OF FACT

Steve Stone moved that, based upon the evidensentesl in the application and during the public
testimony, the Board finds the facts in the Staffart, amending fact that the roof material ofalaings
would be the board and batten synthetic wood amehéime of the district be corrected to Ashlanddlac
The motion received a second and was unanimoughpeaged.

DECISION ON THE APPLICATION

Steve Stone moved that, based upon the facts asxdachéy the Board, the application does not impair
the historic integrity of the district or the buitd and that a Certificate of Appropriateness beesl.

Certificate of Appropriateness Expiration Date: May 1, 2014

22



APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
CERTIFIED RECORD

2013-32-CA: 65 North Catherine Street
Applicant: Harry Bishop for Dr. Philip Butera of Ne phrology Associates of Mobile
Received: 4/15/13

Meeting: 5/1/13
INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION
Historic District: Old Dauphin Way
Classification: Non-Contributing
Zoning: B-1
Project: After-the-Fact-Approval — Retain lightifigtures.

BUILDING HISTORY
This non-contributing building was constructed 01.2.
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 in May 2, 2012. At that time,
the Board approved the installation of signage.

B. The Design Review Guidelines for Mobile’s HistobDistricts state, in pertinent part:
1. “Proposed lighting should be designed to avaiding surrounding areas.”
C. Scope of Work (per submitted materials):
1. Retain lighting fixtures.

STAFF ANALYSIS

This application involves the retention of unauthed lighting. The Design Review Guidelines st t
proposed lighting should be designed to avoid imgdurrounding areas (B-1). The application appear
before the Board as a result of a 311 related caimipl

Seven lighting fixtures were installed to the w@sar) and south (side) of this building. The totainber
of fixtures is seven. Four of the fixtures are ehare traditional design. Three of the fixtures mw@e
contemporary in appearance.

Neither design impairs the historic integrity oéthurrounding district; however due to the comptaot

surrounding property owners, Staff suggests th@ttiplicants consider removing and relocating more
traditional light fixture (whose light has causemhcern) and install the more modern down lights.
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In order to minimize light spill over, Urban Devploent recommends the use of light diffusing shields
located within the four traditional conical globgtits as a means of mitigating the spread of layitd
adjacent residential properties.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Based on B (1), Staff does not believe this appioampairs the architectural and the historical
character of the surrounding district. Pendingube of light diffusing shields, Staff recommends
approval on this application. In addition to orazmsalternative to the diffuser, Staff suggestsahyaicant
relocate the traditional fixtures to other areathefproperty and install down light fixtures ireth
locations.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Harry Bishop was present to discuss the applicatid@ explained that he had a light meter readored
on the property and the it was % of one foot can#le asked for a specification on how much lighsw
allowed.

Megan Jorns, a neighbor, spoke about how brighlighewas and that it impossible for them to enjoy
their back yard with the bright lights. She altatesd she believes that a commercial enterprise in
residential neighborhood required special scrutiny.

Byron Jorns, a neighbor and civil engineer, staeetiad worked on numerous commercial projects and
lighting spillover did not have to be a probleme sliggested a reduction in lighting and planting of
vegetation that would eventually obscure the prokle He also showed to photographs: one was of the
light at night; the other was of his own rathermiioent shadow on his home.

George Swann presented several other pictureseitritid down lights contained the light better thiam
acorn fixtures. He suggested that an engineeobsutted.

BOARD DISCUSSION

The Board discussion took place concurrently wighpublic testimony. To a statement made by the
applicant, Craig Roberts observed that the lightuag obviously a problem or the neighbors would not
have complained. Jim Wagoner noted the heightefiktures was excessive and were not appropriate
for the neighborhood or the lamps atop the takkpolSeveral members of the Board suggested the
participation of a landscape architect or an eregiméno understood lighting.

FINDING OF FACT

Craig Roberts moved that, based upon the evideresepted in the application and during the public
testimony, the Board finds the facts in the Steffart.

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

Craig Roberts moved that, based upon the factseggpted, the application does impair the historic
integrity of the district and that a CertificateAyfpropriateness be denied.

The motion received a second and was unanimoughpaged.

24



APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
CERTIFIED RECORD

2012-26-CA: 101 Dauphin Street

Applicant: Tracy Bassett and Carrie Day with Goodwyn, Mills and Cawood for the Retirement
Systems of Alabama

Received: initial, 3/29/13; revised, 4/22/13

Meeting: 5/1/13

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: Lower Dauphin Commercial

Classification: Contributing

Zoning: B-4

Project: Fenestration — Replace ground level stongs and upper story fenestration.

BUILDING HISTORY

The Van Antwerp Building is Mobile’s first skyscrap The building was built between 1904 and 1906
according to the designs of George B. Rogers. fitgetpart division of the building demarcated by th
commercial ground floor mezzanine, the office stals&ve, and the cornice-capped (removed) utility
floor is indicative of Rogers’ awareness of contenapy theories on the design of tall office builgsn

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 ArchitetRexiew Board on April 17, 2013. At that
time, the applicant’s representatives withdrew gpliaation involving the replacement of
fenestration. The applicant’s representatives nettuithe Board with additional supplemental
materials that were requested at the meeting.

B. The Secretary of the Interior's Standards fatétic Rehabilitation, The National Park Services’
Guide to Planning Successful Rehabilitation Preje@hd the Design Review Guidelines for
Mobile’s Historic Districts state, in pertinent par
1. “Deteriorated features shall be repaired ratin 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.”

2. Replacements windows on the primary, streettpor any highly visible portions
elevations that are part of the base of high-rigsklings must match the historic windows
in all their details and materials.

3. Replacements on the primary, street-facing ghligivisible elevations of tall buildings
above the base must match the historic windowie) design and all details that can be
perceived from ground level.
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4, “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.”

5. “Where windows cannot be repaired, new windowst be compatible with the existing.
The size and placement of new windows for additmmalterations should be compatible
with the general character of the building.”

C. Scope of Work (per submitted plans and suppléshematerials):
1. Replace the glass in the ground floor’s storgftmits. The decorative iron framing and
dividers will be repaired and reinstated. The fragnivill be painted beige in color.
2. Replace the building’s wooden windows with alnam clad wood replacement

windows. The windows will match the existing in pieand dimension. The contours of
the extruded form will be replicated. The window toe beige in color.

3. Square out the southwest corner of the building
4. Alter fenestration on the South and West Eiewat
5. Install the mechanisms for temporary floodinggfing measures.

STAFF ANALYSIS

This application involves the replacement of windaw an early 20Century skyscraper. The Secretary
of the Interior's Standards for Historic Rehabtiita state that “Deteriorated features shall beairepl
rather than replaced. Where the severity of theritgation requires replacement of a distinctivatdiee,
the new feature shall match the old in design,rcoéxture, and other visual qualities and wherssjixe,
materials (See B-1).

In a Guide Planning Successful Rehabilitation Ritsjethe National Parks Service specifically adskes
the replacement of deteriorated wooden windowstéacan skyscrapers. Replacement windows that are
part of the base of high-rise buildings must matah historic windows in all their details and matks
(See B-2). Replacements on those floors abovedbe must match the historic windows in size, design
and all details that can be perceived from groawvell(See B-3). The proposed window scheme observes
the National Parks Service’s policy.

The Design Review Guidelines state that originadeiws openings should be retained as well as atigin
sashes and glazing. Where windows cannot be ezhairew windows must be compatible with the
existing (See B 2-3). The proposed ground floor medzanine/storefront treatment will remain the sam
The historic metal frames and dividers will remaiie glass will be replaced. The proposed aluminum
clad wooden windows proposed for the upper flooi mvatch the existing in light configuration,
extrusions, profile, profile, and design.

Following the discussion at the previous meetingffSontacted the Alabama Historical Commission
(AHC) regarding this application. The AHC’s NatidrRegister Coordinator stated that the proposed
alterations to the fenestration would not resukither a change in historical status or a deljspirovided

the new windows match exactly the existing windpesthe NPS regulations.

The window locations on the street-facing North &adt Elevations will remain the same. Fenestration
changes will occur on the South and West Elevatidlierations are a consequence to the squaringfout
the building’s and the reworking of the interioyd¢ait. The Elevation and plan drawings are schenuetic
account the working nature of the plans. Staffizealthe location of the fenestration might change.
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The emergency water preventing devices will onlyrbglace during instances of extreme inclement
weather. They will not engage the building neitél there be any alterations to the building to
accommaodate the barriers.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Based on B (1-5), Staff does not believe this &afibn will impair the architectural or the histzi
character of the building or the district. Staifsenmends approval of this application.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Tracy Bassett was present to discuss the applicatif® explained the flood protection is angleth®
building and that when needed stainless steel twbe&l be placed on the sidewalk and connecteldeo t
building to create a temporary coffer dam. Theskonly be at the doors and only during hurricanes
The anchoring system with engineered connectotwithe only visible portion of the system. The
storefront appliqué will be retained and restordtth the glass to be installed from the interiopdissible.
Otherwise the appliqué will be removed and reitestal

BOARD DISCUSSION

The Board discussion took place concurrently wihpublic testimony. During the Board discussion,
Mr. Karwinski asked to see the detailed drawingthefcurrent and proposed windows. The subject of
the fire escapes came up and during the discutisgomwner’s representatives stated they wouldtbke
remove them. Several Board members agreed thatée not integral to the historic character & th
building and the applicant asked to amend the qodénclude removal of the fire escapes.

FINDING OF FACT

Craig Roberts moved that, based upon the evidemsepted in the application and during the public
testimony, the Board finds the facts in the Steffart, amending facts to include the removal offittee
escapes.

The motion received a second and was unanimoughpaged.

DECISION ON THE APPLICATION

Craig Roberts moved that, based upon the factmasded by the Board, the application does not impai
the historic integrity of the district or the buitd and that a Certificate of Appropriateness kaes upon

the submission of drawings showing the current wivgland the proposed.

Certificate of Appropriateness Expiration Date: May 1, 2014
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
CERTIFIED RECORD

2013-33-CA: 457 Conti Street
Applicant: Stephen Carter
Received: 4/12/13

Meeting: 5/1/13
INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION
Historic District: Church Street East
Classification: Non-Contributing
Zoning: B-4
Project: Restoration, Renovation, Partial Dematitiand New Construction.

Conflict of Interest Steve Stone as the architedthe project recused himself and left the room.
BUILDING HISTORY

This building dates from 1960. Resembling a oneystae hall with wing house, the building was
constructed using salvaged materials.

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 has never appeared before the Awthitel Review Board. The applicant proposes

the demolition of the building’s rear wing and ganstruction of a new rear wing.

B-1. The regards to demolition, the Guidelines raadbllows: “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 hasic integrity of the district.” However, our
ordinance mirrors the Mobile City Code, see 844wRich sets forth the following standard
of review and required findings for the demolitioihhistoric structures:

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

i. The historic or architectural significance of tleusture;
1. This building is a non-contributing structure lagdwithin the Church
Street East Historic District.
ii. The importance of the structure to the integrityhef historic district, the
immediate vicinity, an area, or relationship toesthtructures
1. Traditional in style and constructed of salvagedarials, the front
portion of the building adds to the built densihdavisual appearance of
the historic district. The front portion of the laihg is not proposed for
demolition. The rear portion, which is proposeddemolition, does not
impact the streetscape.
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Vi,

Vil.

viii.

Xi.

Xii.

The difficulty or the impossibility of reproducirtbe structure because of its
design, texture, material, detail or unique loagtio
1. The building materials are capable of being repceduand procured.
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 creatmeighborhoad
1. A number of tradition informed infill buildings dag from the 1950s
and 1960s are located in Mobile’s easternmost téstiistricts. More
examples are found in Mobile’s western suburbs.
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 the demolition of the rear wing is allowed ame tconstruction of the
new wing approved, the building will be converteddsidential use.
Construction of the present rear addition alreadiucbed the
archaeological record of the rear portion of thepperty.
The date the owner acquired the property, purchase, and condition on date
of acquisition
1. The property is not up for sale. The owner is & phocess of rezoning
the property for residential redevelopment. Theopeed demolition is
the first phase of the rehabilitation of the builgliand revitalization of
the property.
The number and types of adaptive uses of the pgropensidered by the owner
1. After considering business and other related ubkespwner applicant
decided to convert the building to residential use.
Whether the property has been listed for saleeprisked and offers received, if
any,
1. The larger property has not been listed for sale.
Description of the options currently held for theghase of such property,
including the price received for such option, tbaditions placed upon such
option and the date of expiration of such ogtion
1. Not applicable.
Replacement construction plans for the propertuigstion and amounts
expended upon such plans, and the dates of suendixpres
1. Not given.
Financial proof of the ability to complete the @@@ment project, which may
include but not be limited to a performance bonktir of credit, a trust for
completion of improvements, or a letter of committriEom a financial
institution; and
1. Application submitted.
Such other information as may reasonably be redjliyethe board
1. See the 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.”

B-2.  The Design Review Guidelines for Mobile’s st Districts and the Secretary of the
Interior's Standards for Historic Rehabilitatioatst, in pertinent part:

1. “The exterior material of a building helps defitestyle, quality and
historic period. Replacement of exterior finish@ken required, must
match the original in profile, dimension and matkri
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2. “The type, size and dividing lights of windows aheir location and
configuration (rhythm) on the building help estahblihe historic
character of a building. Original window openingg®sld be retained as
well as original window sashes and glazing.”

3. “Where windows cannot be repaired, new windows rhastompatible
with the existing. The size and placement of nemdeivs for additions
or alterations should be compatible with the gdneraracter of the
building.”

4. *“The porch is an important regional characterisfidobile architecture.
Historic porches should be repaired to reflectrtperiod. Particular
attention should be paid to handrails, lower rditdusters, decking,
posts/columns, proportions and decorative details.”

5. “Aroof is one of the most dominant features ofudlding. Original roof
forms, as well as the original pitch of the roobghl be maintained.”

6. With regard to contributing building “new work shié differentiated
from the old and shall be compatible with the magssize, and
architectural features to protect the historic abtar of the building.”

7. Fencing “should complement the building and notadgtfrom it.
Design, scale, placement and material should bsidered along with
their relationship to the Historic District.”

C. Scope of Work (per submitted plans):

ogrwNE

Reinstall repainted and repaired iron porch radiagd fencing sections.

Scrape, clean, prime, and paint existing ironwork.

Install a new standing seam metal roof and flasbirey the front porch.

Reroof the body of the original building with argdtural shingles.

Clean the masonry walls. Repoint the brickwork wite appropriate type of mortar.
Repair, and when necessary, replace deterioratedemowindows. The work will match the

existing in profile, dimension, and material. Repahe windows and the casings.

™~

Repair, and when necessary, replace deterioratedwark to match the existing with

regard to profile, dimension, and material. Rep#iatwoodwork.

8. Convert the West Elevation’s window bay into a dddre reconfigured bay will feature a
glazed and paneled door with a surmounting transom.

9. Two six-over-six wooden windows to be constructedither side of the aforementioned
door. The windows will match the existing in prefidimension, and material.

10. Relocate and consolidate service panels to the WBlesgation.

11. The main building’s slightly recessed eastern winlgreceive a new flight of concrete
steps and landing. Both the treads of stairs wdldire a concrete caps matching the cap of
the landing. An iron railing will enclose the stepyl landing

12. Demolish the later building’s later rear addition.

13. Construct a new rear wing.

a.
b.

c.
d.

—h

The new rear wing will be faced with St. Joe bi{Ekantation Blend).

The wooden fenestration, trim, and detailing wélDover White (Sherwin
Williams) in color.

The addition will be two-story in height.

A double shouldered beltcourse extending arounavtiwe of the rear addition will
demarcate the transition from the first and seciades.

The building will rest atop a concrete slab fouratat

The hipped roof will be sheathed in architectukahgles. Said shingles will match
those proposed for original portion of the existinglding. A ridge vent will
surmount the roof. A wooden architrave and cormitkeextend around the addition.
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g. The height of the addition is lower than the buitds principal roof.

h. The addition will feature aluminum clad six-ovex-giindows and glazed and
paneled wooden doors. The windows (and doors)f@aliure brick lintels and
concrete sills.

i. The rear wing's West Elevation will feature fivenfsstrated bays on both the first
and second floor levels. The central bay of theeaf@ntioned fenestration will be a
door.

j-  The West Elevation’s second story door will be ased by painted steel balcony. A
flight of stairs featuring an intermediate landinilj allow for ingress and egress
from the balcony. The balcony will extend betweles tiwo doors proposed for the
West Elevation (See B-8 and B-12-g). The railing e picket in type.

k. The rear wing’s South Elevation will feature bliwthdow bays. The fields of the
aforementioned fenestration will be filled withrinad recessed brick panels.

I.  The rear wing's East Elevation will feature two eixer six windows on both the
first and second floors.

m. The rear wing’'s North Elevation will feature a gtdzand paneled door on the first
floor and a single six-over-six window on the satdioor.

14. Construct a brick wall (the brick will be the saa®that proposed for the addition).

a. The various sections of wall (See the site plaf)ivei six feet in height.

b. Portions of the wall will feature upper and lowerizontal shoulder courses and
intermediate piers.

c. No section of the wall will extend beyond the frpidn of the house.

15. Remove trees located to the west of the building.

STAFF ANALYSIS

This application involves the in kind repair/re@agent of existing features, the demolition of a rea
wing, the construction of new wing, and the corcttam of a wall.

All'in kind repair and replacement work on the frportion of this non-contributing building will rnteh
the existing. In accord with the design, brickwarl be repointed with an appropriate mortar (Se2-B
1). Where windows cannot be repaired, they wiltdaced to match the existing in type, size, and
configuration (See B-2-2). Salvaged historic maisrin the form of iron railings and fencing wik b
reinstalled on the property (See B-2-4). The stfaging roof forms will not altered (See B-2-5).

When reviewing demolition applications, the follaicriteria are taken into account: the architedtu
significance of the building; the physical conditiof the building; the impact the demolition wikve on
the historic district; and the nature of any praabsedevelopment. This building is a hon-contritgiti
building dating from 1960. Only the flat-roofed reeing is proposed for demolition. The more
historically attuned street-facing portion of thalting will be repaired and renovated. The reamngvi
does not possess architectural integrity and stralctjuality as the front portion of the building.

The rear wing is not a good state of structurahireBarely visible from the public view, the reaing of
this non-contributing building does not factor i@ architectural or the historical characterhef t
surrounding district (See B-1).

As per the proposed rear wing and inner lot wh#, proposed design complements the design of the
more historically attuned front portion of the miple building. In accord with the Secretary of the
Interior's Standard’s for additions to historic lolimgs, this addition to a non-contributing struetis
differentiated from the old and compatible with thassing, size, and architectural of the existBeg(B-
2-6)
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Regarding the inner lot fencing, the proposed s@thplements the building and does not detract ftom
(See B-2-7).

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Based on B (1-2), Staff does not believe this @ggibn impairs the architectural or the historical
character of the surrounding district. Staff recands approval of this application.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Stephen Carter was present to discuss the applicalr. Carter noted that he purchased the prgpert
keep it from being demolished.

BOARD DISCUSSION

The Board discussion took place concurrently withpublic testimony.

FINDING OF FACT

Craig Roberts moved that, based upon the evideresepted in the application and during the public
testimony, the Board finds the facts in the Steffart.

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

Craig Roberts moved that, based upon the factmasded by the Board, the application does not impai
the historic integrity of the district or the buitd and that a Certificate of Appropriateness baesl.

The motion received a second and was unanimougphpaged.

Certificate of Appropriateness Expiration Date: May 1, 2014
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