ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD MINUTES
May 7, 2014 — 3:00 P.M.
Pre-Council Chambers, Mobile Government Plaza, 20&overnment Street

A. CALL TO ORDER

1. The Chair, Bradford Ladd, called the meeting tceomt 3:00. Cart Blackwell, MHDC Staff,
called the roll as follows:
Members Present Robert Allen, Catarina Echols, Carolyn HasseckNHolmes Ill, Bradford
Ladd, Harris Oswalt, Craig Roberts, and Steve Stone
Members Absent Robert Brown, Kim Harden, and Jim Wagoner.
Staff Members Present Cart Blackwell, and Keri Coumanis.

2. Steve Stone moved to approve the minutes of thé Apr2014 meeting. The motion received
a second and passed unanimously.

3. Carolyn Hasser moved to approve the midmonth C@fasited by Staff. The motion received a
second and passed unanimously.

B. MID MONTH APPROVALS: APPROVED

1. Applicant:  David McConnell
a. Property Address: 150 Government Street
b. Date of Approval:  4/9/14
c. Project: Install cast iron cages around the Ingid air-conditioning units (to
match existing on building).
2. Applicant:  David McConnell
a. Property Address: 1565 Dauphin Street
b. Date of Approval:  4/9/14
c. Project: Install interior lot fencing. The fengirnwhich will be recessed behind
the front plane of the main house, will be madeitifer aluminum or cast iron. The fencing
height and design meets the standards outlindteiesign Review Guidelines for
Mobile’s Historic Districts. The fencing will featel one vehicular and two pedestrian gates.
3. Applicant:  Steve Cooner
a. Property Address: 1709 Hunter Avenue
b. Date of Approval:  4/10/14

c. Project: Reroof flat roof with modified bitumerhite in color. Not visible from
street.

4. Applicant:  Joe and Donna Camp
a. Property Address: 962 Augusta Street
b. Date of Approval:  4/14/14
c. Project: Repaint the building per the submittethiBcolor scheme. The body will
be Creamy White. The remaining colors will remdie same. When and where necessary,

repair/replace deteriorated woodwork to match thistiag in profile, dimension, and
material.

5. Applicant:  Gary Lee
a. Property Address: 261 South Ann Street
b. Date of Approval:  4/17/14
C. Project: Repair and when necessary replatsiorated woodwork to match the
existing in profile, dimension, and material ontbtite main house and garage. Repaint per
the existing color scheme. Repair roofing to makehexisting.



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Applicant:  City of Mobile
a. Property Address: 751 Government Street
b. Date of Approval:  4/16/14
c. Project: Construct a handicap access ramp aogetbs rear porch (per
submitted plans).
Applicant: Goodwyn, Mills & Cawood for the RSA
a. Property Address: 26 North Royal Street
b. Date of Approval:  4/18/14
C. Project: Slightly oedigure the existing U-shaped drive accessingREA
Tower’s south-facing vehicular drive.
Applicant:  Kimberley Hargrove
a. Property Address: 105 Ryan Avenue
b. Date of Approval:  4/17/14
c. Project: Remove asbestos roof, rerodi Witmberline charcoal gray.
Applicant: Michael and Kelly Smith
a. Property Address: 1658 Laurel
b. Date of Approval:  4/18/14
c. Project: Paint the house in one of the two Bemdwoore color schemes or
equivalent: Body: Hampshire Taupe (990) or LamibgKIC-3) Trim: Wolf gray (21727-
40) or Hillsborough beige (1033)Accent: Montanatag056) or Sparrow ( AF-720)
Applicant:  Mark Jackson
a. Property Address: 558 Dauphin Street
b. Date of Approval:  4/1/14
C. Project: Reroof the building with a flatled top metal roof to match the
existing.
Applicant:  Barbara Turley
a. Property Address: 1062 Church Street
b. Date of Approval:  4/21/14
c. Project: Paint column brackets and post turmadtch fishscales in gable.
Repaint rest of house per existing.
Applicant:  Tara Potts
a. Property Address: 456 Dexter Avenue
b. Date of Approval:  4/23/14
c. Project: Repair and when necessary replace sidintatch the existing as per
profile and dimension. Repair/replace porch deckigatch the existing in material and
construction. Touch the paint per the existing cettheme.
Applicant:  Dennis Langan Construction
a. Property Address: 300 West Street
b. Date of Approval:  4/23/14
c. Project: Remove asbestos roofing shingles frardikelling and reroof with
dimensional asphalt shingles.
Applicant:  Dannae Howe
a. Property Address: 250 Rapier Avenue
b. Date of Approval:  4/23/14
c. Project: Repaint the building per the submittbdr@in-Williams color scheme:
the body will be Camelback; the trim will remaireteame (white); and the accent colors
will be black. Reinstall shutters. Painting saidtsers black.
Applicant:  Redd Roofing
a. Property Address: 66 South Royal Street
b. Date of Approval:  4/23/14



c. Project: Repair roofing to match the existing.

16. Applicant:  Robin Strickland
a. Property Address: 303 South Ann Street
b. Date of Approval:  4/28/14
c. Project: Replace a six foot tall rear lot linévpcy fence to match the existing as
per height, location, and materials. Extend a pitdece that encloses the front lawn. The
design of the extension (gothic picket) will mathlk existing. Repair/reconstruct an interior
lot lattice/picket fence to match the existing. Rie@and when necessary replaced deteriorate
woodwork to match the existing as per profile, dagien, and material (including decking
to match, tongue-and-groove). Repair deterioratedaws to match the existing as per light
pattern, construction, and material. Remove a tadacrete walkway accessing the front
porch and install brick pavers in the locationted aforementioned concrete paving. Make
repairs to the front porch’s concrete steps. Ihptalers and/or gravel in the driveway.
Install an overhang over the rear entrance.

17. Applicant:  Charles Storrs
a. Property Address: 115 Providence Street
b. Date of Approval:  4/25/14
c. Project: Install a six foot dog eared privacydetn the rear of the property 25
plus feet from the Catherine Street right of walye Tence will run 50.8 feet connecting the
existing side yard fences.

18. Applicant:  Restore Mobile
a. Property Address: 456 Chatham Street
b. Date of Approval:  4/28/14
c. Project: Repaint the building per the submi&dP color scheme: Theatre Street
Gold (body); Fort Morgan Sand (trim); and Old DampWay Gold (accent). When

necessary, woodwork will be replaced to match th&tiag as per profile, dimension, and
material.

C. APPLICATIONS

1. 2014-CA-17: 206 Levert Avenue
a. Applicant: Robert V. McCown for John and Jessicastdttar
b. Project: Ancillary Related — Demolish a ggrand construct a new garage.
APPROVED. CERTIFIED RECORD ATTACHED.
2. 2014-CA-18: 460 Chatham Street
a. Applicant: George Swann on behalf of Restore Mobile
b. Project: Relocation — Remove for reconstructionréde portion of a residential
building.
APPROVED. CERTIFIED RECORD ATTACHED.
3. 2014-CA-19: 1008 Texas Street
a. Applicant: George Swann on behalf of Restore Mobile
b. Project: Relocation — Relocate a residential bogdinto a vacant lot.
APPROVED. CERTIFIED RECORD ATTACHED.
4. 2014-CA-20: 1015 Old Shell Road
a. Applicant: Claire Miller
b. Project: Fenestration — Replace doors.
APPROVED. CERTIFIED RECORD ATTACHED.

D. OTHER BUSINESS

1. Discussion



APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
CERTIFIED RECORD

2014-17-CA: 206 Levert Avenue
Applicant: Robert V. McCown for John T. and JessicaMostellar
Received: 4/16/14

Meeting: 5/7/14
INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION
Historic District: Ashland Place
Classification: Non-Contributing
Zoning: R-1
Project: Ancillary Related — Demolish a garagd eanstruct a new garage.

BUILDING HISTORY
This house dates from 1925. The dwelling was ektelysremodeled in 1986.
STANDARD OF REVIEW

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

STAFF REPORT
A. This property last appeared before the ArchitedtReview Board on December 4, 2013. At that
time, the Board approved a submission entailingthestruction of a front porch, the
construction of a rear porch, and the alteratiodasmers. With this proposal, the applicants
submit designs calling for the demolition of aniflacy building and construction of a new
ancillary structure atop the same location.
B. The Design Review Guidelines for Mobile’s HistaDistricts state, in pertinent part:
1. “An ancillary structure is any construction atktigan the main building on the property.
It includes but is not limited to garages, carpgoergolas, decks, pool covers, sheds and
the like. The appropriateness of ancillary consiomcshall be measured by the
Guidelines applicable to new construction. Thedtme should complement the design
and scale of the main building.”
C. Scope of Work (per submitted plans):
1. Demolish the garage.
2. Construct a new garage.
a. The garage will occupy the footprint of the exigtoarage.
b. The garage will measure 32’ 4” in width and 26tiepth.



The garage will rest atop a concrete slab.
The garage will be faced with wooden siding matghtrat found the main house as per
profile, dimension, and material.
e. The garage will feature six-over-six wooden windamsl multi-light glazed &paneled
wooden doors.
f. A gable-on-hip roof will surmount the garage miminckthat found on the main house.
g. The roofing shingles will match those found on iein house.
h. The five bay West Elevation (facing the Rear Elmrabf the House) will feature two glazed
and paneled doors and three six-over-six windows.
i. Two paved walkways, one extending along the sidb@building and a second extending
between the garage and the rear porch, will baddoaff the West Elevation.
A gabled dormer located on the West Elevation fsditure three six-light windows.
The South Elevation will feature a paneled andefaoll up garage door.
A new drive will be located on the site of the ¢xig garage.
. The South Elevation’s gable will feature two sigHt windows.
The East (Rear, Alley-facing) Elevation will noatare fenestration (neither does the
existing).
0. The North Elevation will not feature fenestratio®ither does the existing).

2o

S3TAT

STAFF ANALYSIS

This application involves the demolition of a garand the construction of a new garage. The egistin
garage is not visible from the public view. Locatétlan alley dividing the block, the garage is mad
wood and concrete block. The garage does not acodiame present day vehicles.

When reviewing applications calling for the demohtof ancillary buildings, the Board takes inte th
following concerns: the architectural significarefehe building; the condition of the building; thepact
the demolition will have on the streetscape; amdnditure of any proposed redevelopment. With regard
architectural significance of the building, thelding is an ancillary building located to rear afi@an-
contributing (historically) residence. Of the falevations, only the West Elevation survives laygel
intact. The remaining elevations have been altasgger wall facings and fenestration. The building
possesses structural failures and deterioratedat@soomponents and facings. As previously stated t
building is not visible from street which the inlet house faces (Levert Avenue). A new garage
occupying the footprint of the existing garage veblié constructed on the site.

The Design Review Guidelines for Mobile’s Histobstricts state that ancillary construction should
complement the design and scale of the main bglfffee B-1). This property’s principle building, a
1925 residence that was extensively remodeledeii #80s, was approved for extensive renovations on
December 4, 2013. As cited in the opening of tlaf Report, the scope of work included the
construction of a front porch, the alteration ofrders, and the construction of a rear porch. Tisgydeof
the aforementioned alterations was aimed at redagtthe 1920s character of the house. The proposed
ancillary building, a two-car garage, would occtipg footprint of and take designs inspiration 6mis

of overall form) from the existing garage. The asgular building would be surmounted by a gable-on-
hip roof like the existing, but feature a gablerder and fenestration. The latter would face and
complement the approved rear porch in terms afatgn and proportions. The windows, doors, and
siding match those found on or approved for thenrhause.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Based on B (1), Staff, Staff does not believe #piglication will impair the architectural or thestarical
character of the historic district. Staff recomm&ag@proval of this application.



PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Robert V. McCown was present to discuss the apjiica

BOARD DISCUSSION

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

Mr. McCown answered no saying that Mr. Blackwelll lzaldressed the application in full.

Mr. Ladd said that it was his understanding thatdfvners initially intended to repair the existgayage
structure. Mr. McCown answered yes. He elaborayeshlying that for reasons of cost, use, and
deterioration his clients had decided proceed wiitlalternative intervention involving the demolitiof

the existing garage and the construction of a nenage.

Mr. Stone asked for clarification as to the opemabf the garage door. Mr. McCown addressed Mr.
Stone’s concern.

Mr. Ladd asked if there was anyone from the audievico wished to speak either for or against the
application. Upon hearing no response, Mr. Ladded the period of public comment. No further
discussion ensued amongst the Board.

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 amegg by the Board, the application does not impair
the historic integrity of the district that a Cédate of Appropriateness be issued.

The motion received a second and was unanimoughpeaged.

Certificate of Appropriateness Expiration Date: 57/15



APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
CERTIFIED RECORD

2014-17-CA: 460 Chatham Street

Applicant: George Swann for Restore Mobile
Received: 4/15/14
Meeting: 5/7/14

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: Oakleigh Garden

Classification: Contributing

Zoning: R-1

Project: Relocation — Remove for reconstructionrda portion of a residential building.

BUILDING HISTORY

This property is comprised of two separate housaswere joined at an early date. A hyphen connects
the two distinct sections of the larger house. @& gabled roof portion of the house is the otifehe
two parts. The larger eastern portion (Chathane$faeing) portion was constructed slightly lateairt

the rear portion of the house. Both parts of thellimg date from the last third of the"1.@entury.

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 theitactiural Review Board. In this application (the
first of two aimed at revitalizing the property)e®ore Mobile proposes the relocation of the rear
of the properties two conjoined houses.

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

1. “The exterior material of a building helps define style.”

2. “Often one of the most important decorative feadwka house, doorways reflect the age
and style of a building.”

3. “The type, size, and dividing lights of windows aheir location and configuration
(rhythm) on the building help establish the histafiaracter of the building.”

4. Roofing “materials should be appropriate to therfand pitch and color.”

5. “The porch is an important regional characterisfidobile architecture. Historic
porches should be maintained and repaired to tdfiea period. Particular attention
should be paid to handrails, lower rails, balustdesking, posts/columns, proportions,
and other decorative details.”

C. Scope of Work:
1. Remove for reconstruction the rear portion mdsidential building.
2. Reconfigure the house’s Rear (West Elevatioriplésvs.
a. Construct a new rear wall.



b. The wall will be faced with wooden siding matchihat employed on the East
(facade) and North Elevations as per profile, disi@m and material.
c. Continue the house fascia/frieze, and boxed eauendralong the Rear
Elevation.
The roofing shingles will match those found elsexeh@n the main house.
e. Install fenestration on the new Rear Elevation.
i. A centrally located four paneled wooden door wdlflanked by six-
over-six wooden windows.
il. Both the doors and the windows will be surroundgevboden casings
matching those employed on the house’s windows.
3. Remove later siding on the house’s South Elevatisiall wooden siding matching the original
siding found on the East and North Elevations watard to profile, dimension, and material.
4. Make alterations to previously altered porch posts.

Q

STAFF ANALYSIS

This application is the first of two involving tmemoval of the house’s rear gable-roofed portich the
construction of a new Rear Elevation. The applicatilso involves the reversal of later alteratitins
house’s siding and porch posts.

Moving buildings, especially frame buildings, cahges a documented method saving human energy
and historic resources. Structures were floateddine Mobile River from Fort Louis when the
settlement was moved to present downtown Mobileedty as 1817, fully fabricated buildings were
shipped to Mobile from New York. The practice ofvirgy buildings is therefore not of recent invention
For both practical and preservation related bujdjmumerous historic buildings have been relodated
Mobile. Instances of the former include — Charlee& Prominent examples include the following: the
Toulmin House (from Toulminville to the campus bé&tUniversity of South Alabama), Marx House
(from Church Street to the campus of the Universit$outh Alabama), Seaman’s Bethel (from Church
Street to the campus of the University of Southbalaa), Bunker House, (from Church Street to Warren
Street), Durand Houses (from Conti to Saint EmaSuedets), Gee House (from Monroe to Saint
Anthony Streets), - House (from Conti to Augustee&is), and the Bates House (Toulminville to
Palmetto Street). Most recently, the Oakleigh Vem®evolving fund relocated three houses from itee s
of the Diagnostic Medicine Center on Spring HillédNos. 1058, 1062, and 1066 Church Street.

The experience of the historic character of a ptgpe due in large to the dialogue between a lngjd
and its site. Location and construction (place launttling) are inextricably bound. The subject bungglis
one of two parts of a larger residence. While #ae portion of the building proposed for removethis
older of the buildings two parts, it is the smabled rear-oriented portion of the building. Visililem
Texas Street, a side street, the principle facaded Chatham Street would remain unchanged.
Commonly cited criteria involved in relocating allding include, but are not limited the following:
means of saving the building; documenting the lingjdand selecting a site. The size of the two
buildings in separated form would afford better @apnity of not only saving the buildings, but also
revitalizing the surrounding district. The buildihgs been thoroughly photographed and measured. The
historical record will be added to pertinent MHDjperty files thus becoming part of the certifiedia
historical records. The nearby location featuraklmgs of similar style, period, and typology.

The exposed new Rear (West) Elevation would bedfatenaterials (wooden siding), fenestrated units
(windows), detailing (casings, cornices, eaves), raofing surfaces (shingles), matching those found
elsewhere on the building and are in keeping wigkohic integrity of the structure’s period andlstySee
B 1-4). The materials are in compliance with Dedtgview Guidelines for Mobiles Historic Districts.
The treatment of the Rear Elevation’s entranceyratpwill be reviewed at a later date. Restore Néobi



will examine the structure of the original reanglgon and assess the plan of the rear portioheof t
house.

With regard to reversal of later alterations, bfotimt porch’s posts and the South Elevation’s gjdiave
been altered. In accord with Design Review Guidsjrwhich state that exterior materials help dedine
building’s style, later siding will be removed argplaced with siding matching the original as pefife,
dimension, and material (See B-1.). Particulamditte will be paid to the porch posts which will
repaired/replaced with wooden posts characteistioe period and style of the house (See B-5).

CLARIFICATIONS
1. Clarify how the porch posts will be treated.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Based on B (1-4) and taking into account the itedgions, Staff does not believe this applicatah
impair the architectural or the historical of thalhings or the district. Pending clarification tasthe

exact treatment of the porch posts, Staff recommapgroval of this application.

*On account of his involvement with Restore MobDevereaux Bemis was not involved in the review
of this application.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

George Swann was present to discuss the application

BOARD DISCUSSION

Mr. Stone recused himself from the meeting.

The Board discussion took place concurrently withpublic testimony. Mr. Ladd welcomed the
applicant’s representative. He asked Mr. Swane ifibd any clarifications to address, questionskoar
comments to make.

Mr. Swann added that the relocation of the reatigroof the building would allow for the creatioha
better floor plan in the main part of the dwellidgs. Hasser asked for clarification regarding wtten
next phase of the application would appear befoeeBoard. Mr. Swann stated that an application doul
be forthcoming.

No further Board discussion ensued. Mr. Ladd askiéetre was anyone from the audience who wished
to speak either for or against the application.otupearing no response, Mr. Ladd closed the pe&fiod
public comment.

FINDING OF FACT

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

The motion received a second and was 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 buitg and that a Certificate of Appropriateness kaésl.

The motion received a second and was unanimougphpaged.

Certificate of Appropriateness Expiration Date: 5/7/15
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
CERTIFIED RECORD

2014-18-CA: 1008 Texas Street
Applicant: George Swann on behalf of Restore Mobile
Received: 4/15/14
Meeting: 5/7/14
INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION
Historic District: Oakleigh Garden
Classification: Contributing
Zoning: R-1
Project: Relocation — Relocate a residential bogdinto a vacant lot.

BUILDING HISTORY

According the 1904 Sanborn Maps, a single-storgtgin with wing occupied this vacant lot.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

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

STAFF REPORT

A. This property has never appeared before the Aithital Review Board. The Restore Mobile
Revolving Fund proposed the relocation of the peation of 460 Texas Street (See the preceding
application in this agenda.) to the site.

B. The New Construction Guidelines for Mobile’s Histostate, in pertinent part:

1.

2.

“The goal of new construction should be to blertd the historic district, but to avoid
creating a false sense of history. . .

With regard to placement and scale “Placement has domponents: setback, the
distance between the street and a building; andirepahe distance between its property
lines adjacent structures. New construction shbelgplaced on the lot so that setback
and spacing approximate those of nearby historildings, maintaining a visual line
created by the fronts of buildings along a stréet.inappropriate setback disrupts the
facade line and diminishes the visual characterthef streetscape. Current setback
requirements of the City of Mobile Zoning Ordinancay not allow the majority of
existing buildings. If the traditional facade line“average” setback is considerably less
than allowed under the Zoning Ordinance, the Re\B@ard will support an application
from the Board of Adjustment to allow for new camstion closer to the street and more
in character with the surrounding buildings.”

With regard to mass “Building mass is establishedhe arrangement and proportion of
its basic geometric components — the main buildimigngs, porches, the roof and the
foundation. Similarity of massing helps to creatdnythm along a street, which is one of
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the appealing aspects of the historic districtsher&fore, new construction should
reference the massing of forms of nearby histastridts.”

4. The foundation, the platform upon which a buildmgts, is a massing component of a
building. Since diminished foundation proportioras/é a negative effect on the massing
and visual character, new buildings should havedation heights similar in height to
those of nearby historic buildings. In most resid# areas, buildings are usually
elevated above a crawl space on a pier foundatiRiar foundations are encouraged for
new residential construction. When slab foundatiare constructed, it is important that
the height of the foundations relate to that ofrbgdistoric buildings. For this reason,
slab-on-grade foundations are not allowed for irighily residences. For multi-family,
where slab-on-grade is most practical, other deslgments such as water tables and
exaggerated bases can be effective in creatingshal appearance of a foundation”

C. Scope of Work (Per Submitted Plans):
1. Relocation — Relocate a residential building ont@eant lot.
a. The 32’ x 24’ house building will be located 226in the property inner edge of
the sidewalk. 7’ of the aforementioned setbackalibw for the construction of
a front porch.
b. The building will be located 12’ from the West lote and 6 feet from the
Eastern lot line.
¢c. Handmade bricks salvaged from the original previmiginal foundation piers
will be used to face the house’s new foundatiomspie
2. Make repairs to an existing curbcut located towkst of the relocated house.

STAFF ANALYSIS

This application is the first of two addressing thlcation and rehabilitation of the rear portaira
house located at 460 Chatham Street to the subjetn this application, the Restore Mobile seeks
approval of the relocation of the building. An eimguapplication will address the building’s facatiee
reconstruction of facade, the location & appeararidenestration on the fagade, the constructioa of
rear addition, etc...). As the building is proposedrtlocation, the Design Review Guidelines for New
Residential Construction are being employed foiesgy

The goal of new or infill construction within a tasic district is to blend with the historic chatacof the
exiting environment. As mentioned in the precedipglication, moving buildings, the most invasive
means of saving a structure, has been employe@asswf saving buildings for both practical and
historical reasons. Historical documentation oféhdier location records for posterity negatesame
degree the creation of false sense of history ES&e Most importantly a building is saved. Nearby
residential buildings of the same style, periodistaiction, and materials can be found in the imated
environs.

With regard to placement, infill construction/reddion should take into account placement and scale.
Placement has two components: setback, the disbateeen the street and a building; and spacimg, th
distance between its property lines adjacent strast(See B-2). The positioning of the house takes
the facade line of historic adjacent buildings &l &s the distance between historic buildings.

Building mass, which is established by the arrareggrand proportion of its basic geometric compament
(the main building, wings, porches, the roof anglfttundation), helps to create a rhythm alongesestr
which is one of the appealing aspects of the histhstricts (See B-3.). The massing of the buoigs

parts references nearby historic examples.
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Since diminished foundation proportions have a tieg&ffect on the massing and visual character,
newly constructed and/or relocated buildings shtyalde foundation heights similar in height to thoke
nearby historic buildings (See B-4.). The buildmi) be elevated atop appropriated tall foundatoers
faced with bricks salvaged from existing location.

The facade’s fenestration and porch detailing belladdressed in later application. The application
submitted for review provides the setback (froma®$treet) and depth of the porch. As mentioned
above, the setback references adjacent and hisethacks. Imagery submitted in the applicatiomsha
porch at nearby 500 Charles Street. The form, ldegaand roof type of the porch located at 500
Chatham Street serves as appropriate model fgydiwh to be constructed at 1008 Texas Street for
reasons of style, period, proportions, and matdfatade renderings are deferred to another applica
Restore Mobile wants their contractor and desigmexamine the structure for constructional evidenc
and other “ghost marks” that indicate the origiplaicement of fenestration and detailing. Previously
exposed framing indicates that the rear elevatimhliely the facade featured five fenestratedsuriihe
location and configuration of fenestration and pdsays will work in concern.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Based on B (1-4), Staff does not believe this @gibn will impair the architectural or the histzai
character of the building. Staff recommends apgdrof/this application.

*On account of his involvement with Restore MoblD&Evereaux Bemis was not involved in the review
of this application.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Geroge Swann was present to discuss the application
BOARD DISCUSSION

Mr. Stone recused himself from the meeting.

The Board discussion took place concurrently withgublic testimony. Mr. Ladd welcomed Mr. Swann.
He asked him if he had any clarifications to adsireemments to make, or questions to ask.

Mr. Swann answered no.
No Board discussion ensued.

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

FINDING OF FACT

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

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

Mr. Oswalt moved that, based upon the facts asoapdrby the Board, the application does not impair
the historic integrity of the district and that ar@ficate of Appropriateness be issued.

The motion received a second and was unanimougphpaged.

Certificate of Appropriateness Expiration Date: 5/7/15
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
CERTIFIED RECORD

2014-20-CA: 1015 Old Shell Road
Applicant: Claire Miller
Received: 4/10/14

Meeting: 5/7/14
INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION
Historic District: Old Dauphin Way
Classification: Contributing
Zoning: R-1
Project: Fenestration — Replace doors.

BUILDING HISTORY
This three bay cottage featuring centrally posgmpedimented entry stoop dates from the 1870s.
STANDARD OF REVIEW

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

STAFF REPORT

A. This property last appeared before the ArchitetfRewview Board on July 21, 2010. At that time, the
Board approved the demolition of a later rear aoidiand the construction of new rear addition.
B. The Design Review Guidelines for Mobile’s Histobistricts state, in pertinent part:
1. “Often one of the most important decorative feadwoka house, doorways reflect the age and
style of a building. Original doors and openingewdd be retained along with any moldings,
transoms, or sidelights. Replacements should respea@age and style of the building.”

C. Scope of Work (Per Submitted Plans):
1. Remove later French doors accessing the West Eegadecked courtyard.
2. Install replacement doors.
a. The light pattern will match the existing.
b. The doors will be fiberglass in material and emoyulated divided light openings.

STAFF ANALYSIS

This application involves the replacement of l&e¥nch doors. While the Design Review Guidelings fo
Mobile’s Historic Districts state that original dscand openings should be retained, the subjecsdoe
not original. Neither the Design Review Guidelimes the New Construction Guidelines list fiberglass
in appropriate replacement material for non origimits. Located off of an uncovered deck, the door
are exposed directly to the elements.
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Taking into account the non original nature anétmn of the doors, Staff does not believe the
installation of the fiberglass doors will impaitktarchitectural or the historical character oftthéding
or the district. Pending discussion of the consioncof the window lights and finish treatment bét
door surfaces, Staff recommends approval of thidieagion.

*On account of his involvement with Restore MoblD&Evereaux Bemis was not involved in the review
of this application.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY
Claire Miller was present to discuss the applicatio
BOARD DISCUSSION

The Board discussion took place concurrently vhnpublic testimony. Mr. Ladd welcomed the
applicant’s representative. He asked if he hadctanyfications to address, questions to ask, orroents
to make.

Ms. Miller explained that on account of the locatiaf the doors, said fenestration was rotting. Shted
that not only had the units deteriorated, but theye also inoperable. Ms. Coumanis reiterated and
elaborated upon the Staff Report. Ms. Miller shiak tshe would prefer to have wooden doors, but the
location made their maintenance virtually impossibl

Mr. Holmes asked Mr. Blackwell to explain for thexord the nature of the recommendation. Mr.
Blackwell stated that Guidelines do not specificalldress replacement of non-original features. He
added that fiberglass is not listed as inappropffiediture for door replacements where historic slaoe

not present.

Mr. Holmes recommended the use of gutters. Ms.e¥itthanked Mr. Holmes. She added that she would
like to install awnings as well. Mr. Blackwell sdithat Staff could work with Ms. Miller with regatd
awnings.

Mr. Ladd asked if there was anyone from the audievico wished to speak either for or against the
application. Upon hearing no response, Mr. Ladded the period of public comment. No further
discussion ensued amongst the Board.

FINDING OF FACT

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

The motion received a second and was unanimoughpaged.
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DECISION ON THE APPLICATION
Mr. Roberts moved that, based upon the facts a®apgp by the Board and the way in which the current
Guidelines do not specifically address modern aatiitto historic buildings, the application does no

impair the historic integrity of the district oralbuilding and that a Certificate of Appropriatenbs
issued.

Certificate of Appropriateness Expiration Date: 5/7/15
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