ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD MINUTES
November 19, 2014 — 3:00 P.M.
Pre-Council Chambers, Mobile Government Plaza, 20&overnment Street

A. CALL TO ORDER

1. The Chair, Harris Oswalt, Sr., called the meetmgrder at 3:00. Cart Blackwell, MHDC Staff,
called the roll as follows:
Members Present Bob Allen, Robert Brown, Catarina Echols, KimrHian, Carolyn Hasser,
Harris Oswalt, Craig Roberts, Steve Stone, andWagoner.
Members Absent Nick Holmes and Bradford Ladd.
Staff Members Present Cartledge Blackwell and Keri Coumanis.

2. Robert Brown moved to approve the minutes for tbedynber 5, 2014 meeting. The motion
received a second and was unanimously approval.

3. After questions regarding midmonth approvals nan@® 17, Steve Stone moved to approve
midmonth COA’s granted by Staff. The motion reeeiha second and was unanimously
approval. The motion received a second and wasimoasly approval.

B. MID MONTH APPROVALS: APPROVED.

1. Applicant:  Robert Campbell
a. Property Address: 10 South Lafayette Street
b. Date of Approval:  10/29/14
c. Project: Reroof the rear of the house to matetstiingles on the front.

2. Applicant:  Tracy Tarvers
a. Property Address: 18 South Julia Street
b. Date of Approval:  10/30/14
c. Project: Replace broken glass in rear sunroofn siiting, redeck porch with
tongue and groove, add wooden wheelchair rampaat re

3. Applicant:  Wink Management
a. Property Address: 22 South Reed Street
b. Date of Approval:  11/2/14
c. Project: Construct a 10 x 10 addition set 6 isdhdrom the back corner of the
house. Addition’s rear to slope to 8'9” with a 1stépe to the roof. The roof will be asphalt
rolled roofing to match the color of the curreningfhes. The materials will match the house
in profile, dimension and material and mimic thei$®@in all aspects such as the skirt board,
fascia, etc. Addition to rest on brick piers wiktice between hung appropriately.
Construct a 10 & 16 deck across the remainingusiaig 5/4 deckboard and stock railing
supplied by the MHDC. The deck will be restingd@ wood posts. Brick piers may be
used if desired. Lattice will be hung betweenstdl new wood door per photograph
submitted. House to be painted Olympic Gray Ma(btg1-3); trim will be white; lattice to
be Irish Cream.

4. Applicant:  Steven Dawson
a. Property Address: 107 Saint Francis Street
b. Date of Approval:  1/29/14
C. Project: Sandwich board sign for Chick Filet, aiétame, 34" high, 21" wide.

5. Applicant:  Carl Cunningham
a. Property Address: 260 South Broad Street
b. Date of Approval:  10/27/14
C. Project: Repair/replace rotten wood sidimgching the existing in profile,
dimension and material. Paint the body of the Bon®ne of the following Olympic paints



or equivalent: D57-4 Steeple Gray; D57-5 Volcahéh; or D56-4 Feldspar. Trim to be
painted white. Window Sash to be Sherwin Willia®W 7583 Wild Current or equivalent.
6. Applicant:  Tom Townsend
a. Property Address: 401 Dauphin Street
b. Date of Approval:  10/27/14
c. Project: Window Repair Scope 1. Remove Top and Bottom Sasth,
Framing as needed.2. Repair masonry in rough ogemd adjacent areas to provide
sound substrate, using historic mortar and stuecdNP'S Guidelines.
3. Repair Sash and Framing with either Heart Pistic wood pieces cut to fit, or,
paint-able epoxy wood repair fillers.4. Sand, pripant frame and sashes 5.
Reinstall New Window Scopel. Remove Top and Bot&ash, and Framing as
needed.2. Repair masonry in Frame and adjacerd argmovide sound substrate,
using historic mortar and stucco per NPS Guidelhddew Windows; 6/1,
matching existing dimensions, true divided lighgosl windows, primed and painted
“White”.4. Sand, prime, and paint frame. 5. ReilidtpExterior Wall Repairs We
will repair cracking with historic mortar and stacger NPS Guidelines. 11l) Roof
Work. This is provided for in the Notes (left sid®) the Plan | sent you today.
7. Applicant: Ricky Vale
a. Property Address: 1061 Dauphin Street
b. Date of Approval:  10/27/14
C. Project: Reroof whituid applied system.
8. Applicant:  Alston Fence
a. Property Address: 1260 Palmetto Street
b. Date of Approval:  10/27/14
c. Project: Repair/replace rear 4 foot fetacaatch the original in profile,
dimension and materials. It runs from rear of leciesrear 6 foot fence. Replace double
gates to right of house with a single gate.
9. Applicant: Tim Clarke
a. Property Address: 1650 Government Street
b. Date of Approval:  10/27/14
c. Project: Remove existing wooden fencing enclosivegrear lot. Construct a six
foot tall skim-coated block wall on the locationtbé aforementioned fencing. A sliding
vehicular gate will extend over the existing drigaid drive (and a patio) will be repaved.
10. Applicant:  Ronald G. Smith
a. Property Address: 1564 Old Shell Road
b. Date of Approval:  11/4/14
c. Project: Extend an existing fence (4’ wooden picket) aldmg ¢astern lot
line.
11. Applicant:  Andrew Winiarski
a. Property Address: 1108 Government Street
b. Date of Approval:  11/4/14
c. Project: Install a generator off of the eastdsitevation).
12. Applicant:  Tony Jones
a. Property Address: 221 South Dearborn Street
b. Date of Approval: 11/6/14
c. Project: Reissue of a CoA renewed on 13 Dece2bEB. The CoAs call for the
construction of an addition atop a porch.
13. Applicant:  City of Mobile
a. Property Address: 457 Church Street



b. Date of Approval:  11/10/14

c. Project: Reroof building. The roof is behindarapet wall and is not visible. It
will be a flat membrane roof. Install new downspautter and collector heads of stainless
steel

14. Applicant:  Frost Home Construction
a. Property Address: 16 McPhillips Avenue
b. Date of Approval:  11/10/14
c. Project: Reroof the building using architectiglaingles.

15. Applicant:  Ruth and Vicki Rye
a. Property Address: 62 Houston Street
b. Date of Approval:  11/10/14
c. Project: Reinstall railings on the front porclerjgsubmitted designs — MHDC
stock).

16. Applicant:  Allison Peebles
a. Property Address: 107 Ryan Avenue
b. Date of Approval:  11/12/14
c. Project: Install a covering over an existing sstl@op. Repair existing fencing and
construct a bricked expanse of fencing (same heiBletinstall wooden shutters. Repaint
the house per the existing color scheme. Repagrideated woodwork (when and where
necessary) to match the existing as per profileedsion, and material.

17. Applicant:  Brian Caffee with Tim Killian Constructi on
a. Property Address: 465 South Broad Street.
b. Date of Approval:  11/12/14
c. Project: Repair and when necessary replace mgistght foot high sections of
fencing. Install size foot fencing and gates arotinedgarbage dumpster. Replacing an
existing inner lot section of four foot high fengiwith six foot high fencing. Install a ten by
twelve foot storage building (pending administratreview and authorization by Urban
Development). Said installation will meet setbagfiuirements.

C. APPLICATIONS

1. 2014-53-CA: 259 North Jackson Street
a. Applicant: Douglas Kearley with Douglas Burtu KesrlArchitect for Tim
Lloyd and Jim Gilbert
b. Project: Ancillary Construction — Constract ancillary building.
APPROVED AS AMDENDED. CERTIFIED RECORD ATTACHED.
2. 2014-54-CA: 261 North Jackson Street
a. Applicant: Douglas Kearley with Douglas Burtu KegrlArchitect for Sondra
Dempsey
b. Project: Ancillary — Construct ancillary lwlings.
APPROVED. CERTIFIED RECORD ATTACHED.
3. 2014-55-CA: 701 Spring Hill Avenue
a. Applicant: Douglas Kearley with Douglas Burtu KesrlArchitect for Moe’s
b. Project: Ancillary — Construct an outdoor diningar
APPROVED AS AMENDED. CERTIFIED RECORD ATTACHED.
4. 2014-56-CA: 457 Chatham Street
a. Applicant: Kevin Cross for Cross Property Resowt€
b. Project: Restoration/Renovation and Addition — Utake structural, wall,
siding, porch, and roofing work. Construct a newgliear addition.
APPROVED AS AMENDED. CERTIFIED RECORD ATTACHED.
5. 2014-57-CA: 101 Dauphin Street



a. Applicant: Tracy Bassett with Goodwyn, Mills & Cawabfor the Retirement
Systems of Alabama

b. Project: Signage — Install tenant signage.
APPROVED (PENDING THE ISSUANCE OF A VARIANCE). CERT IFIED
RECORD ATTACHED.

D. OTHER BUSINESS

1. Discussion — Mr. Bemis discussed the proposal foagket on the site of the previously planned
Mardi Gras Park.



APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
CERTIFED RECORD

2014-53-CA: 259 North Jackson Street
Applicant: Douglas Kearley with Douglas Burtu Kearley Architect for Tim Lloyd and Jim

Gilbert
Received: 10/29/14
Meeting: 11/19/14

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: DeTonti Square
Classification: Contributing
Zoning: T-3
Project: Ancillary Construction — Construct an dacy building.

BUILDING HISTORY

A detached dwelling, this house is one of marf{-C@ntury brick townhouses that once lined the
residential corridors of old Mobile’s northern ward\ccording to materials located within the prapsr
MHDC property file, the subject building dates eirt866. The handsome side hall residence features
Italianate detailing.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

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

STAFF REPORT

A. This property last appeared before the ArchitedtReview Board on June 19, 2013. At that
time, the Board approved the construction of tveoetil gallery. Said gallery was recently
constructed. The application up for review callstfee construction of ancillary building.

B. The Design Review Guidelines for Mobile’s Hist Districts and the Guidelines for New
Residential Construction in Mobile’s Historic Dists” 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
applicable to new construction. The structure sthaoimplement the design and scale of
the main building.”

2. “Placement has two components: setback, thargistbetween the street and a building;
and spacing, the distance between its propertyalmkadjacent structures....New
buildings should not be placed too far forward ehibd the traditional “facade line”, a
visual line created by the fronts of buildings ajdhe street. An inappropriate setback
disrupts the facade line and diminishes the vishatacter of the streetscape. If the
traditional facade line or “average” setback issidarably less than that allowed under
the Zoning Ordinance, the Review Board will supgortapplication for a variance from



the Board of Zoning Adjustment to allow for new strction closer the street and more
in character with the surrounding historic builditig

Scope of Work (per submitted plans):

The ancillary building will be located in the ncetst corner of the lot.

The building will measure 21’ 6” in width and 25’87 depth.

The building will rest atop an existing concretabslISaid slab will be slightly extended.

The building’s hipped roof will be sheathed witlplaslt shingles which will match those
employed on the main house.

The East (street-facing) Elevation will featureolh up paneled and glazed vehicular door
measuring 18’ in length and 7’ in height. Existimgck piers will flank the vehicular bays. The
wall surrounding the vehicular door will be facedhastucco.

6. The North (adjacent lot facing) Elevation, an arigtot line wall, will not feature fenestration.

7. The West (rear) Elevation will be sheathed withditamard siding matching that employed on
the house’s rear addition.

8. The South (side of house facing) Elevation willdoenprised of the following West to East
sequence: an enclosed storage shed bay featurimgeandoor (properly cased) and two latticed
bays (boxed and suspended) extended between sspdi@n columnar piers featuring decorative
capitals.

9. A stucco-faced wall (matching existing walls) vaktend between the house and the ancillary

building. A pedestrian passage (opening) will puatt the wall. An iron gate will be employed.

prone O
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STAFF ANALYSIS

This application involves the construction of aciliary building. The Design Review Guidelines for
Mobile’s Historic Districts state that “the appraeness of accessory structures shall be meabyri
guidelines applicable to new construction. Thecitnme should complement the design and scale of the
main building.” (See B-1.)While the design of thregosed ancillary building respects the design and
scale of the main residence, the location of thikglimg (one in advance of the principle building)
obscures the house. The Guidelines for New Resadéonstruction in Mobile’s Historic Districtsage
that “new buildings should not be placed too famfard or behind the traditional ‘facade line’, awal

line created by the fronts of buildings along ttreet. An inappropriate setback disrupts the fadiage
and diminishes the visual character of the strapes¢t (See B-2.) Staff recommends moving the pregos
garage back into the lot (to the west). Recessiagtructure to location in plane or behind thetreall

of the house will respect the “facade line” esttidid by the main house. Relocation of the builghitlg
address compliance issues pertinent to Mobile’s li@own Development District (DDD) Code. Staff
notes that while that while metal and/or composit@arage doors are authorized by the Design the
Review Guidelines for Mobile’s Historic Districtdie (DDD) Code does not approve there usage.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Based on B (2), Staff believes this applicatior imilpair the architectural and historical charactethe
property and the district. As proposed, Staff do@srecommend approval of the application. If the
building was moved westward into the lot in suaghanner as to respect the traditional facade liné St
would recommend approval of the application. Aaacie would be required for the garage doors.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Douglas B. Kearley was present to discuss the egtjuin.



BOARD DISCUSSION

The Board discussion took place concurrently vhthpublic testimony. Mr. Oswalt welcomed the
applicant’s representative. He asked Mr. Kearldweihad any clarifications to address, questiosko
or comments to make.

Mr. Kearley stated that it was his understandiray T4 sections of the Downtown Development Distric
allowed for construction on the lot line. He cimd example of a building constructed on the lat bmly
two lots south of the subject lot as an instandeudtling located on the street-abutting lot liMy.

Kearley explained that the owners prefer the loca#is submitted. He informed the Board that the
applicants were amenable to using wooden garags dodo conform to Downtown Development
District Code.

Mr. Roberts and Mr. Kearley entered into an excleaegarding garage doors.

Discussion ensued as to the location of the bigldin

Mr. Kearley informed the Board that the applicamtaild be amenable to recessing the building so that
the front of the ancillary structure aligned wiktetfront plane of the main residence (body of theask).

No further Board discussion ensued.

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

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 Steffart, amending facts to note that the building evdne
aligned with front plane of the body of the maisidence and the vehicular door would be made of
wood.

The motion received a second and was unanimoughpaged.

DECISION ON THE APPLICATION

Steve Stone moved that, based upon the facts aslaechéy the Board, the application does not impair
the historic integrity of the district or the buitg and that a Certificate of Appropriateness kaésl
following the issuance of any possible variancesitgd by the Board of Zoning Adjustment.

The motion received a second and was approvedibirerts voted in opposition.

Certificate of Appropriateness Expiration Date: 1¥19/15



APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
CERTIFIED RECORD

2014-54-CA: 261 North Jackson Street

Applicant: Douglas Kearley with Douglas Burtu Kearley Architect for Sondra Dempsey
Received: 10/29/14
Meeting: 11/19/14

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: Oakleigh Garden

Classification: Contributing

Zoning: T-3

Project: Ancillary — Construct ancillary buildings.

BUILDING HISTORY

This center hall cottage dates circa 1900. Thettoadl dwelling type is overlaid with and complented
by fashionable Queen Ann turned posts, ornameaikdgs, and perforated motifs.

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 3, 1997. At that
time, the Board denied an application calling for &lterations to the facade’s fenestration. The
application up for review calls for the construatiaf two ancillary buildings.

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

1. “An ancillary structure is any construction atltigan 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
applicable to new construction. The structure sthaoimplement the design and scale of
the main building.”

C. Scope of Work (per submitted plans):

1. Construct a carport.
a. The building will be located in the northwest carpéthe Iot.
b. The building will measure approximately 14’ in wacind 20’ in depth.
c. The building will rest atop an existing masonryridation.
d. Square section piers featuring bases and capittisupport the building’s

hipped roof.

e. Asphalt shingles will sheath the roof.

2. Construct a storage building.
a. The faceted building will be located in the soutbtveorner of the lot.
b. Boxed and framed lattice panels will front comptise wall facings.
c. A double latticed door will afford entry to and fnathe building.



d. A splayed hipped roof sheathed with asphalt shinglid surmount the structure.
STAFF ANALYSIS

This application involves the construction of tweclary buildings — a carport and storage shecak Th
Design Review Guidelines for Mobile’s Historic Dists state that “the appropriateness of accessory
structures shall be measured by the guidelinescayb to new construction. The structure should
complement the design and scale of the main bglti{tee B-1.) With regard to the carport, the
proposed building’s scale and materials complerttenprinciple residence. The proposed storage shed
observes the design and material standards. Hawéeeroof pitch is not in accord with the (DDD)
Guidelines. Additionally, the construction of twocdlary buildings exceeds the number secondary
structures authorized by Mobile’s Downtown DevelgomDistrict (DDD) Code. A variance would be
required for the construction of both buildingswasl as the roof pitch of the storage shed.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Based B (1), Staff does not believe this applicati@uld impair the architectural or the historical
character of the property of the district. While fhroposed buildings meet the Design Review Guidsli
for Mobile’s Historic Districts, the number of sttures exceeds the allotment authorized by the (PDD
Code. At this juncture, Staff recommends the cocsion of the garage as proposed or the constructio
of a building combining both vehicular and storfgrctions. Construction of both buildings would
involve the issuance of a variance by the Boarddjfistment. Pending the issuance of variancesdtr b
buildings and the pitch of the storage shed’s rsiafff would recommend approval of the applicaasn
proposed.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Douglas B. Kearley was present to discuss the egtjuin.

BOARD DISCUSSION

The Board discussion took place concurrently withpublic testimony. Mr. Oswalt welcomed the
applicant’s representative. He asked Mr. Kearldyeihad any clarifications to address, questiorsko
or comments to make.

Mr. Kearley stated that Mr. Blackwell had explairted application in full.

Mr. Harden asked for clarification as to the looatof the proposed buildings. Mr. Kearley addredded
Harden'’s query.

Mr. Allen asked for clarification as the rulingetBoard could adopt. Mr. Blackwell outlined several
options.

No further Board discussion ensued.

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



FINDING OF FACT

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

The motion received a second and was unanimougphpaged.

DECISION ON THE APPLICATION

The Board adopted a two part ruling.

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

for the construction of the carport.

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 pending issuance of variances fronBtieerd

of Zoning Adjustment (for two ancillary buildings@the roof pitch of the storage shed) that a Geate
of Appropriateness be issued for the constructidmoth the carport and storage shed buildings.

The motion received a second and was unanimoughpaged.

Certificate of Appropriateness Expiration Date: 1¥19/15
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS

CERTIFIED RECORD

2014-55-CA: 701 Spring Hill Avenue

Applicant: Douglas Kearley with Douglas Burtu Kearley Architect for Moe's
Received: 10/29/14
Meeting: 11/19/14

Historic District:
Classification:
Zoning:

Project:

BUILDING HISTORY

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Lower Dauphin Commercial
Contributing

Ancillary — Construct an outdoor diningar

This multi-building complex occupies a trianguléodk bound by Spring Hill Avenue, Washington
Street, Dauphin Street, and Scott Street. Datioign 1946, the flat-iron like main entrance features

streamlined features.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

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

STAFF REPORT

A. This property last appeared before the ArchitedtReview Board on January 16, 2012. At that
time, the Board approved the alteration of lateefration. The application up for review calls
for the construction of an outdoor dining area.

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

1. “An ancillary structure is any construction attigan 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 accessory strestsinall be measured by the guidelines
applicable to new construction. The structure sthaoimplement the design and scale of
the main building.”

C. Scope of Work (per submitted plans):
1. Remove palmetto trees (planted within the pastytears).
2. Construct two outdoor dining platforms.

a.

b.

c.
d.

The outdoor dining structure will be comprisedwbtelevated platforms located
within the right of way off of Spring Hill Avenue.

The two dining platforms will measure 12’ x 45’ &d 10 x 41’ 6” in

dimension.

An existing pedestrian curbcut will extend betwéantwo platforms.

The wooden platforms will rest atop wooden founatapilings

The deck structure will be sheathed with wooderkithec
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f.  Wooden picketed railings interspersed with perdiéapost will extend around
the platforms.
g. Ramps will allow ingress to and egress from théfqims.

STAFF ANALYSIS

The Design Review Guidelines for Mobile’s Histobistricts state that ancillary construction should
“complement the design and scale of the main ngldi(See B-1.) Simple in design and independent of
the main building, the posts and railings artidagithe proposed dining platform neither physically
impact the structure nor impair the appearancbiehtain building. Outdoor dining spaces animate the

experience of a number of local eateries. Previoustructions have been approved for Heroes Sports
Bar on Dauphin Street and the Royal Scam on Rayaét

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Based on B-1, Staff does not believe this appbeatill impair the architectural or the historical
character of the building or the district. Stafi@enmends approval of this application.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Douglas B. Kearley was present to discuss the egtjin.

BOARD DISCUSSION

The Board discussion took place concurrently withpublic testimony. Mr. Oswalt welcomed the
applicant’s representative. He asked Mr. Kearleékeafcurbing would remain in situ. Mr. Kearley
answered yes.

Mr. Oswalt then asked Mr. Kearley if he had argrifications to address, questions to ask, or comisne
to make. Mr. Kearley stated that the palm treeslevcemain in place. He explained that the deck @oul
wrap around said trees. He also cited another ebeanfign approved, but unconstructed dining platfor
(Café 219).

Mr. Kearley introduced the owner. The Board welcdraad complimented the proprietor.

No further Board discussion ensued.

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

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 facts to note that the palm tremdadv

remain in place.

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

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

The motion received a second and was unanimougphpaged.

Certificate of Appropriateness Expiration Date: 13¥19/15
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
CERTIFED RECORD

2014-56-CA: 457 Chatham Street
Applicant: Kevin Cross with Cross Property Resource LC

Received: 11/3/14
Meeting: 11/19/14
INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION
Historic District: Oakleigh
Classification: Contributing
Zoning: R-1
Project: Restoration/Renovation and Addition — Utealee structural, wall, siding, porch,

and roofing work. Construct a new wing/rear additio

BUILDING HISTORY
This paired door workman'’s cottage dates from 18T& house was remodeled in the 1920s.
STANDARD OF REVIEW

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

STAFF REPORT

A. This property last appeared before the ArchitedtReview Board on July 17, 2013. At that time,
the Board denied a request to demolish the buildngew owner applicant proposes extensive
restoration and renovation campaign. The proposegesof work includes: installation of new
foundation piers; repair and/or replacement offidr structural components; replacement of
siding; repair and/or replacement of porch postd;tae reroofing of the dwelling.

B. The Design Review Guidelines for Mobile’s HistoDistricts and the Secretary of the
Interior's Standards for Historic Rehabilitatiomtst, in pertinent part:

1. “A building’s base or foundation gives the builgla sense of strength and solidity, and
serves to tie the structure to the ground.”

2. “The exterior material of a building helps defiits style, quality, and historic period.
The original siding should be retained and repaiRaplacement of exterior, finishes,
when required, must match the original in profilanension and material.”

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

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

5. With regard to doors “replacements should resfiecage and period of the building.”
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“Original windows should be retained as welbaginal window sashes and glazing. The
size and placement of new windows or alteratiomsishbe compatible with the general
character of the building.”

“New additions, exterior alterations, or relatev construction shall not destroy the
historic materials that characterize the propdrhe new shall be differentiated from the
old and shall be compatible with massing, sizelese@and architectural features to protect
the historical character of the property and itgremment.”

C. Scope of Work:

1.
2.
3.

B

© NG

11.
12.
13.

14.
15.

Remove foundations
Salvage bricks from the original foundation.
Construct foundation piers. All exterior perigrefoundation piers will be faced with
bricks salvaged from the original foundation piers.
Recessed and boxed (wooden) lattice foundatiaering will extend between the
foundation piers.
Repair and when necessary replace joists anslttfeoor.
Remove the house’s wooden siding.
Replace the house’s wooden siding with hardithsating.
Repair and when necessary replace the fronhjzoposts to match the existing as per
design, material, proportion, and detail.
Install porch railings.
Remove later front doors.
Install period appropriate four-paneled woodears.
Reinstall six-over-six wooden windows.
Alter fenestration on the North (Side) ElesatiRemove two six-over-six window
openings (windows removed) and install two six-esigrwindows of lower heights.
Reroof the house with asphalt shingles.
Construct a new rear wing/addition.
a. The new construction will measure 36’ 6’ in deptid 28’ in width.
b. The newly constructed rear wing will rest atop er poundation.
c. The exterior piers will be faced with salvaged kric
d. Boxed and suspended lattice (wooden) foundatianirsgiwill extend between
the piers.

e. The walls will be faced with hardiboard siding.

f. The addition will feature nine-over-nine windowsidwindows will be framed
in the same manner as the main house’s windows.
The fascia and eave treatments will match thogendigshing the main house.
The main house’s hipped roof will extend over thditon.

The same roofing shingles will be employed.

The South Elevation will feature a pair of nine-cuene windows and two six-

over-six windows.

k. The East (Rear) Elevation will feature a recessethgast corner porch. A flight
of steps with stoop (with picketed railing) will becated beneath the porch
overhang. A glazed and paneled wooden door witirdficcess to and from the
stoop.

I.  The North Elevation will feature three nine-ovenawindows.

e g

STAFF ANALYSIS

This application involves the restoration/renovatd single family residence and the constructiba o
new rear wing/addition.
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With regard to the foundation work, the Design RewvGuidelines state that “a building’s base or
foundation gives the building a sense of strengthsolidity, and serves to tie the structure to the
ground.” (See B-1.) This 1870s house was remodeléte 1920s. At that time, a continuous foundatio
treatment replaced individual bricks piers. Theamegion of the original foundation treatment witie
reuse of salvaged materials will recapture architet and historical integrity.

Addressing the house’s siding, the Design Revievd&imes state that “the exterior material of a
building helps define its style, quality, and hratgeriod. The original siding should be retairzexdl
repaired. Replacement of exterior, finishes, wlegquired, must match the original in profile, dimens
and material.”(See B-2.) While the hardiboard gidimight match the profile and dimension, said gjdin
would alter the material and historical characfahe house.

An inner lot building, this house’s facade is thiamary elevation impacting the public view. A full-
length gallery distinguishes the facade. The DeBguiew Guidelines state that “historic porchesustho
be maintained and repaired to reflect their peratticular attention should be paid to handréolser
rails, balusters, decking, posts/columns, proposti@nd decorative details.” (See B-3.) Porchrook!
should be repaired; when the posts cannot be szpegplaced, they will be replaced matching the
original in profile, dimension, design, and materia

Two paired door units are a distinguishing stydistbmponent of this workman’s house. The original
doors were replaced at an earlier date. In accdafdthe Design Review Guidelines, the proposed
replacement doors “respect the age and periocedbdiiding.” (See B-5.).

With regard to windows, the Design Review Guiddistate that “original windows should be retained
as well as original window sashes and glazing. Sibe and placement of new windows or alterations
should be compatible with the general charact¢éhebuilding.” (See B-6). While the proposed
alterations to original fenestration on the Nostiué¢) Elevation would be located in the same |locadis
the existing windows, said windows would not béh&f same size.

This house is surmounted by a hipped roof. TheddeRieview Guidelines state that “original roof farm
as well as the original pitch of the roof shouldnb&intained. Materials should be appropriate tdfohe
and the pitch and the color.” (See B-4.) The rapfimaterials are will match the existing.

The Secretary of the Interior's Standards state“tiew additions, exterior alterations, or relatexiv
construction shall not destroy the historic materibat characterize the property. The new shall be
differentiated from the old and shall be compatibith massing, size, scale, and architectural featto
protect the historical character of the propertg & environment.” (See B-7). As proposed, theptiog
of foundation piers constitutes the only point fedtentiation between the historic and proposed ne
fabric. Staff recommends the use of a “corner boatrthe point where the existing house and the new
addition meet and perhaps place the addition uadeoss gable to further differentiate the new fibm
old.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends approval and denial in part.
Based on B (1, 3-6), Staff does not believe thadation, window, door, porch, and roof work would

impair the architectural or historical charactethad building or the district. Staff recommends rappl
of the aforementioned portions of the application.
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Based on B (7), Staff believes the addition woulg@air the architectural and historical charactethef
building and the district. Pending the applicaatsenability as to the use of “corner boards” posed
at the juncture of the historic and proposed wartk e consideration of a cross gabled roof, Statfild
recommend approval of the addition. As proposeaff 8bes not recommend approval of the
aforementioned scope of work.

Based on B (2), Staff believes the removal of histsiding and the installation of hardiboard sglin
would impair the architectural or historical chaea®f the building or the district. Staff does not
recommend approval of that portion of the applaratiHowever, staff has no objections to an appiava
addition utilizing a matching cement board. Addiadly, Staff does not recommend approval of the
railing as there is no physical or photographicuhoentation of the porch having railings.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY
Kevin Cross was present to discuss the application.
BOARD DISCUSSION

Mr. Blackwell informed the Board that the applicargis amenable to amending his application so be in
accord with portions of the Staff Recommendatioa.téld the Board that Mr. Cross would like to amend
the application as follows: “corner boards” woulllémployed at the junctures of the old and new work
(on both side elevations); railings would not bepayed; and six-over-six windows would repaired
and/or constructed.

The Board discussion took place concurrently withpublic testimony. Mr. Oswalt welcomed the
applicant. He asked Mr. Cross if he had any clatfons to address, questions to ask, or comments t
make.

Mr. Cross explained to the Board that when he tmokhe project, he knew that he was taking on major
investment. That said and at that time, he didealize the extent of the work. After investigatihg
condition of the building and making earlier intemtions (such as the demolition of the later reagyy

he developed the application submitted for review.

Mr. Cross addressed each of the points of conétrexplained that the addition of railings on trant
porch came about for reasons of code. He statédohsed on a brief discussion with Mr. Blackwell,
given the height of the building’s elevation, nags might not be required. He stated that he was
amenable to not using railings on the front poMh.Cross informed the Board that he was not averse
using “corner boards” at the juncture of the ordinouse and the addition.

Mr. Cross then stated the Board that for reasoexjpénse and maintenance he preferred to use
hardiboard siding as opposed wooden siding.

Mr. Roberts and Mr. Blackwell reiterated the Stéport by referencing the Design Review Guidelines
for Mobile’s Historic Districts. Mr. Roberts notaldat hardiboard is allowed on additions and new
construction.

Ms. Harden asked Mr. Cross if it was possible tpre hardiboard siding that would match the wooden
siding in profile and dimension. Mr. Cross answeyes.

Mr. Cross told the Board that he was amenable esplacing wooden siding on the dwelling to match
the existing as per profile, dimension, and materia

17



Mr. Cross then introduced to the Board the idemaoving the building three to five feet to the sole
then went in the rationale behind the moving oftib#ding. He explained that when meeting with Bert
Hoffman in Urban Development, Mr. Hoffman informiit for reasons of code that the addition might
not be able to have windows on the North (a sideydfion on account of fire-related restrictions.
Discussion ensued. Mr. Coumanis asked Mr. Crdss lad called for a predevelopment meeting. Mr.
Cross answered no. Ms. Coumanis encouraged him $0.dShe elaborating saying by that meeting
representatives from the Fire Department and athiecerned departments would allow for broader
exchange and definitive statement. Mr. Blackwellmteered to assist Mr. Cross.

No further Board discussion ensued.

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

FINDING OF FACT

Mr. Stone moved that, based upon the evidence mxbé the application and during the public
testimony, the Board finds the facts in the Staffart, amending facts to note the following: reipagir
and replacing of wooden siding on the building tateh the existing as per profile, dimension, and
material; not using railings on the front porch¢g @amploying “corner boards” to differentiate at the
juncture of the old and new work (a window groupiogddressed).

The motion received a second and was unanimoughpeaged.

DECISION ON THE APPLICATION

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

The motion received a second and was unanimoughpeaged.

Certificate of Appropriateness Expiration Date: 1¥19/15
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
CERTIFIED RECORD

2014-57-CA: 101 Dauphin Street

Applicant: Tracy Bassett with Goodwyn, Mills & Cawood for the Retirement Systems of
Alabama

Received: 10/31/14

Meeting: 11/19/14

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: Lower Dauphin Commercial
Classification: Contributing

Zoning:

Project: Sighage — Install tenant signage.

BUILDING HISTORY

Said to be the first skyscraper on the Gulf CaastVan Antwerp Buildings has been one of Mobile’s
most beloved icons since its completion in 190& Wn-story building was designed by architect Geor
B. Rogers and was the centerpiece of the Van Aptlvasiness empire, a multivarious concern
embracing real estate, wholesale and retail phagat@als, and agricultural feed products. Witrstesel
reinforced concrete structure and glazed terragmdthfacings, the building revolutionized the Mg
trades and expanded stylistic exposure.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

Section 9 of the Preservation Ordinance statesBtiaad 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 scheduled to appear befoeeMithitectural Review Board on October 15,
2014. At that time, the Board was to have consitlareapplication involving the reinstallation of
mechanical equipment. The application up for revias for the installation of six signs
advertising the building’s principle tenant.
B. The Design Review Guidelines for Mobile’s HistaDistricts state, in pertinent part:

1. “Signs shall be mounted or erected so they do@ibscure the architectural features or
openings of a building.”

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

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

linear front foot of the principle building, not &xceed 64 square feet. A multi-tenant
building is also limited to a maximum of 64 squfaet.”

B. Scope of Work (per submitted site plan):
1. Install an upper building sign (See Sign A in dagrand application.).
a. This wall sign will be affixed to the mechanicabbk’s North Elevation.
b. The aluminum sign will be measure 16’ in length 4h@” in height.
c. The sign’s total square footage will amount to 3ijdare feet.
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d. The sign will be back lit.
Install an upper building sign (See Sign B in dieegram and application.).
a. This wall sign will be affixed to the Elevator TorsEast Elevation.
b. The aluminum wall sign will measure 24’ in lengtida2’ 8” in height.
c. The sign’s total square footage will amount to @2et.
d. The sign will be back lit.
3. Install an upper building sign (See Sign C in tlegthm and application.).
a. This wall sign will be affixed to the Elevator TorgSouth Elevation.
b. The aluminum wall sign will measure 18’ in lengtida2’ in height.
c. The sign’s total square footage will amount to S§uare feet.
d. The sign will be back lit.
4. Install a horizontal blade sign (See Sign D indiegram and application.).
a. This window/wall/horizontal blade sign will be mded from the soffit of a transom
window located on the ground floor/mezzanine’s Edsvation.
b. The aluminum sign will measure 13’ 10” in lengthddti 6” in height.
c. The total square footage of the sign will measdre@uare feet.
d. The sign will not feature illumination.
5. Install a blade sign (See Sign E in the diagramapnqlication.).
a. The blade sign will be located at the locationmkaisting blade sign extending from the
soffit of the main entrance’s marquee.
b. The composite sign will measure 5’1 in length ah@”3n height.
c. The double-faced sign will measure a total of 3®j8are feet.
d. The sign will not feature illumination.
6. Install a diagonal corner sign (See Sign F in tlagim and application.).
a. The diagonal corner sign will extend from the bimigds rounded northeast corner.
b. The composite sign will measure 6'4” in length dr&in height.
c. The total square footage of the sign will meas@&'e87.
d. The sign will not feature illumination.

n

CLARIFICATIONS

1. Clarify composite (material description for botle itmarquee’s blade sign and the diagonal corner

sign).
2. Clarify the exact location and installation of thimdow/blade sign (Sign D in diagram.).

STAFF ANALYSIS

It should be noted that the building has been agtdor two large signs with the name of the buidi
running down the south and west faces.

This application involves the installation of tehaignage. Six signs are proposed. The signs are as
follows: three upper building signs; a blade signyindow sign; and a diagonal corner sign. When
reviewing signs, the Board takes into account ditlewing: size, location, material, historic fahrand
lighting. The Downtown Development District (DDDp@e takes into account additional size, location,
material, and lighting considerations.

As all of the proposed signage exceeds the exisangnce over 64 square feet, the signage package
would require a variance from the Board of the Agnidjustment (See B-3.).

The upper building sign proposed for the North Bten (See Sign A in diagram.) measures 16’ in
length and 1’ 9” in height. Said sign would be lechon the building’s mechanical block. Measuring a
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total of 30.4 square feet, the aluminum sign wdagdack lit. Minus the square footage allotmerd, th
proposed signage meets the Sign Design Guidelaréddbile’s Historic Districts. The (DDD) set a litn
on the number of upper building signs. The buildurgady possesses the maximum number of upper
building signs. Additionally, the (DDD) Code does llow illuminated signage.

The upper building sign proposed for the East BElemgSee Sign B in diagram.) measures 24’ in lengt
and 2’ 8” in height. Said sign would be locatediom building’s elevator tower. The aluminum sign
would measure a total of 62.4 square feet. Thewild be back lit. Minus the square footage alkim
the proposed signage meets the Sign Design Guédelar Mobile’s Historic Districts. The (DDD) set a
limit on the number of upper building signs. Thélding already possesses the maximum number of
upper building signs. Additionally, the (DDD) Codees not allow illuminated signage.

The upper building sign proposed for the South &iewn (See Sign C in diagram.) will measure 18’ in
length and 2’ in height. Said sign would be locatadhe building’s elevator shaft. The sign’s total
square footage would amount to 36’ square feet.sigrewill be back lit. Minus the square footage
allotment, the proposed signage meets the Sigrgpé€3uidelines for Mobile’s Historic Districts. The
(DDD) set a limit on the number of upper buildingrs. The building already possesses the maximum
number of upper building signs. Additionally, thedD) Code does not allow illuminated signage.

The proposed horizontal blade sign/window blada §8ee Sign D in diagram.) would measure 13’ 10”
in length and 1’ 6” in height. The aluminum signwa measure 21 square feet. The sign will not featu
illumination. . The Sign Design Guidelines for Miets Historic Districts state that “signs shall be
mounted or erected so they do not obscure thetacttwal features or openings of a building.” (8ek.)
Said sign would be mounted from the soffit of aat@m window located on the ground
floor/mezzanine’s East Elevation. As the northersnimay of the ground floor/mezzanine’s East
Elevation is both a distinctive feature of the tunp, further clarification is required for the &imn and
installation of the signage

The proposed blade sign (See Sign E in diagranmu)dvmeasure 5’1 in length and 3’ 2” in height. Said
blade sign will be located at the location of arseng blade sign extending from the soffit of thain
entrance’s marquee. The composite sign will compakiuble-faced sign will measure a total of 32.68
square feet. The sign will not feature illuminatidvhile the sign meets the Sign Design Guidelimes f
Mobile’s Historic Districts (the overall size ofdlsignage proposal), the size of the blade sigaesisthe
square footage allowed for blade signs as defingdeg DDD Code. Further clarifications would be
required as to the material of the sign face.

The proposed diagonal corner sign (See Sign Fagrdm.) would measure 6’4" in length and 12’ in
height. The total square footage of the sign walksure 76’ 8”. The sign will not feature illumirti
Said sign would extend from the building’s distimetrounded northeast corner. The Sign Design
Guidelines for Mobile’s Historic Districts stateatii'signs shall be mounted or erected so they do no
obscure the architectural features or openingshofilding.” Further clarification is required fane
signage materials.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Based on B (1-3), Staff recommends approval in gadtdenial in part.
Based on (1-3), Staff does not believe the uppidihg signs (See signs A-C in the diagram.) would

impair the architectural or the historical charactiethe building. Pending the issuance of a vanéafnom
the Board of Adjustment for the size and lightirighee signs, Staff recommends approval of two ef th
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upper building signs. This would be in keepinghvihie signage approved on the First National Bank
Building.

As submitted and based on B (1), Staff requests §n D in diagram.) further clarification as plese
location and installation of the subject sign.

Based B (1-3), Staff not believe the blade sigmppsed for the marquee (See Sign E in Diagram.) avoul
impair the architectural or the historical charactiethe building. Pending clarification as the arél
composition and the issuance of a variance fronBtheed of Adjustment, Staff recommends approval of
the marquee’s blade building sign.

Based B (1), Staff believes the proposed diagoores sign (See Sign E in Diagram.) would impag th
architectural or the historical character of théding. Staff does not recommend approval of the
diagonal corner sign.

Since the requested signage exceeds the amounedlloy law the Board can only approve signage
pending issuance of a variance by the Board ofifpAidjustment. However, staff believes the Board
should look at all the signage requested in aggeemyad to determine the signage appropriate to the
building.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Susan Gallagher, Steve Timms, and Chris Thrash present to discuss the application.

BOARD DISCUSSION

The Board discussion took place concurrently vhthpublic testimony. Mr. Oswalt welcomed the
RSA'’s representatives. He asked Ms. Gallagher,Tiinms, and Mr. Thrash if they had any clarificagon
to address, questions to ask, or comments to make.

Mr. Timms explained to the Board that the signsenest being proposed by the RSA, but by the
building’s chief tenant.

Discussion ensued as to the overall signage package

The Board discussed which of the upper body sigosld be removed.

The Board concurred with the Staff Report as petirtstallation of the diagonal corner sign.
Discussion ensued as to the location, construcéind lighting of the window sign.

Mr. Blackwell explained the rationale behind thértg of the signage.

Mr. Bemis asked about additional tenant signage. Titnms said that any additional tenant signage
would appear at a later date.

The variance process was mentioned and brieflydssd.

No further Board discussion ensued.
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Mr. Oswalt asked if there was anyone from the anmievho wished to speak either for or against the
application. Upon hearing no response, he closegé¢hniod of public comment.

FINDING OF FACT

Ms. Harden moved that, based upon the evidencemexsin the application and during the public
testimony, the Board finds the facts in the Staffart, amending facts to note that the Sign D wdeld
moved closer to the building so as to not jeoparttie more ornamental portions of the terracotta.
The motion received a second and was unanimoughpaged.

DECISION ON THE APPLICATION

The Board recommended approval in part and demiadit.

Mr. Roberts moved that, based upon the facts as@eaeby the Board, four of signs composing the
application do not impair the historic integritytbe district or the building and that upon isswaot

variances from the Board of Zoning a Certificaté\ppropriateness be issued for Signs A, B, E, and

Mr. Roberts moved that, based upon the facts as@edeby the Board, two of signs composing the
application do impair the historic integrity of thestrict or the building. Signs C and F were ddnie

The motion received a second and was unanimoughpaged.

Certificate of Appropriateness Expiration Date: 13¥19/15
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