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LANDMARK COMMISSION APRIL 4, 2016 

 
FILE NUMBER: CA156-087(JKA)  PLANNER: Jennifer Anderson 
LOCATION: 4716 Junius Street  DATE FILED: November 5, 2014 
STRUCTURE: Main, Contributing  DISTRICT: Peak’s Suburban 
COUNCIL DISTRICT: 2 MAPSCO: 46-B 
ZONING: PD No. 98 CENSUS TRACT: 0015.02 
  
 
APPLICANT: Eric Spinazzola 
  
OWNER:  Eric Spinazzola 
 
REQUEST:  
1) Install 4" Hardiboard on rear facade of the main structure. Work completed without a 
Certificate of Appropriateness. 
 
BACKGROUND / HISTORY:    
 
April 2014  - The applicant was issued a routine maintenance Certificate of 
Appropriateness to replace no more than 10% of rotted wood siding and trim with 
matching materials – CA134298(JKA).  
 
May 22, 2014 – Building Inspection issued a Notice of Violation for failure to obtain a CA 
for foundation repair and installation of metal skirting, and because the scope of work 
exceed the $3000 interior remodel permit. Other violations were noted but do not 
pertain to this application.  
 
May 28, 2014 – Staff sent Mr. Spinazzola a reminder of what his Routine Maintenance 
Certificate of Appropriateness allowed, specifying that no more than 10% of the wood 
siding could be replaced and that replacement must be with matching wood siding. 
 
June 10, 2014 – Mr. Spinazzola and his assistant met with Staff to discuss the window 
survey for the property. During this meeting, the applicant questioned why synthetic 
siding, Hardiboard, and metal skirting cannot be used on main structures. Staff 
explained that Section 3.6 states that imitation cannot be used on main structures and 
that it applies to all facades on a main structure. Staff also explained that the use of 
imitation materials on accessory structures violates the Secretary of Interior standards 
stating that original materials should be replaced with like materials. 
 
July 2014 - Landmark Commission denied the metal skirting installation and no other 
application was submitted after the Denial (CA134-406(JKA)).  
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July 2015 – The applicant was issued a Notice of Violation for installing Hardiboard 
siding on the rear and sides of the main structure.  
 
August 2015 – The applicant requested to withdraw the application to retain the 
Hardiboard skirting because he could not attend the hearing. Because the request was 
made past the withdrawal deadline, Landmark Commission denied all of the requests 
without prejudice to give the applicant another opportunity to resubmit an application 
and attend the hearing.  
 
December 2015 – The Landmark Commission denied the installation of Hardiboard on 
the sides and rear of the main structure. The installation of Hardiboard skirting was 
approved with the condition that the Hardiboard stops at the drip edge.  
 
March 2016 – The applicant appealed Landmark Commission’s decision to deny 
Hardiboard on the sides and rear of the main structure to the City Plan Commission 
(CPC). The CPC affirmed the Landmark Commission’s decision to deny the Hardiboard 
on the sides of the main structure; however, they remanded the decision to deny 
Hardiboard on the rear of the main structure to the Landmark Commission.  
 
Note: The approval to install Hardiboard skirting up to the water line on the rear and 
denial to install Hardiboard siding on the sides of the main structure are not a part of this 
application. 
 
CITY PLAN COMMISSION ACTION (MARCH 3, 2016): 
 
The City Plan Commission remanded the decision to deny Hardiboard on the rear of the 
main structure to the Landmark Commission. MOTION I to affirm the Landmark 
Commission’s decision to Deny the work failed. (VOTE 7:7. For: Emmons, Ridley, 
Houston, Haney, Jung, Housewright, Peadon. Against: Anglin, David, Shidid, 
Anantasomboon, Schultz, Murphy, Tarpley). MOTION II to affirm the Landmark 
Commission’s decision to Deny Hardiboard on the sides façade passed unanimously. 
MOTION III to remand the Landmark Commission’s decision to Deny the work on the 
rear façade passed (VOTE 12:2. For: Anglin, Emmons, Houston, David, Shidid, Jung, 
Housewright, Schultz, Peadon, Murphy, Ridley, Tarpley. Against: Anantasomboon, 
Haney).  
 
Discussion at City Plan Commission centered around the issue of protected vs. non-
protected facades and to whether or not Section 3.6 is applicable to protected facades.  
 
ANALYSIS:  
 
Section 3.6 states: 
 

Wood siding, trim, and detailing must be carefully restored wherever practical. Historic 
materials should be repaired, they may be replaced only when necessary. Badly 
deteriorated paint should be removed in accordance with the Department of Interior 
standards prior to refinishing. All exposed wood must be painted, stained, or otherwise 
protected. No resurfacing with vinyl or aluminum siding or stucco is permitted on main 

00009



CA156-087(JKA) D7-3 

structures. Imitation materials are allowed on accessory structures only if they are in 
keeping with the style and materials of the main structure. 

 
Section 3.1 states: 
 

The front and side facades are protected facades.  

 
While the rear of the main structure is not considered a protected façade, Staff 
interprets Section 3.6 as applying to all facades, including the rear façade. Staff 
believes that if Section 3.6 had only been intended for protected facades it would have 
specified as it does elsewhere in the ordinance. Section 3.6 also states that imitation 
materials are allowed on accessory structures only if they are in keeping with the style 
and materials of the main structure. The ordinance does not state that imitation 
materials are allowed on main structures, and Staff believes that if the criteria had 
intended to allow imitation materials on main structures, it would have specified here. 
Therefore, Staff believes that Hardiboard on the rear of the main structure violates 
Section 3.6 and is recommending Denial.  
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION:  
1) Install 4" Hardiboard on rear facade of the main structure. Work completed without a 
Certificate of Appropriateness – Deny – The work does not meet the standards in City 
Code Section 51A-4.501(g)(6)(C)(i) because it is not consistent with preservation 
criteria Section 3.6. 
 
 
TASK FORCE RECOMMENDATION:  
1) Install 4" Hardiboard on rear façade of the main structure. Work completed without a 
Certificate of Appropriateness – Deny.  
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Photos / comments submitted by applicant.  
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Photo/comment submitted by the applicant 
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Photos / comments submitted by applicant showing metal skirting installed 
without a CA, denied by LMC, then replaced with Hardiboard skirting without a 
CA.  
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Rear of the main structure in April 2014 showing the wood skirting and siding 
intact. Photo submitted by applicant at time of Routine Maintenance request to  
replace no more than 10% of the wood siding with wood siding.  
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Rear of the main structure in August 2014 showing the wood skirting 
replacement with metal skirting and wood siding intact. The metal skirting was 
installed without a CA and Denied without Prejudice by the Landmark 
Commission .Photo by Code Enforcement at time of Stop Work Order.  
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+ 
 
July 2015 - Hardiboard skirting and siding installed without a Certificate of 
Appropriateness. Photo by Code Enforcement at time of Stop Work Order.  
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Photos / comments submitted by applicant. 100% of all original wood siding was 
replaced with Hardiboard without a Certificate of Appropriateness.  
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Photos / comments submitted by applicant. 100% of all original wood siding was 
replaced with Hardiboard without a Certificate of Appropriateness.  
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Photos / comments submitted by applicant. All original wood siding on the back 
half of the side facades was replaced with Hardiboard without a Certificate of 
Appropriateness.  
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Photos / comments submitted by applicant. Front of main structure showing 
original siding.  
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Communication between Staff and the applicant showing that the applicant 
received Staff’s clarification on the constraints of the Routine Maintenance 
Certificate of Appropriateness. PAGE 1 of 2  
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Communication between Staff and the applicant showing that the applicant 
received Staff’s clarification on the constraints of the Routine Maintenance 
Certificate of Appropriateness. PAGE 2 of 2  
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PROCEDURE FOR APPEAL OF 
CERTIFICATES OF APPROPRIATENESS 

TO THE CITY PLAN COMMISSION 
(Revised April 2014) 

 
 
 
1. Postponements. 
 
 a. The City Plan Commission may grant a postponement if it wishes. 
 
 b. Dallas Development Code §51A-4.701(e), regarding postponement 

of zoning applications by the applicant, does not apply. 
 
 
2. Content of the record. 
 
 a. Copies of the complete record will be distributed by staff to the 

City Plan Commission two weeks before the scheduled hearing.  
 
 b. The parties may request that the record be supplemented. 
 
 
3. Additional correspondence and briefs. 
 
 a.  Additional correspondence or briefs, if any are desired to be 

submitted by the parties, should be provided to the planning staff 
for distribution to the City Plan Commission.  

 
b. The parties should provide each other with copies of any 

information they submit to the City Plan Commission.  
 
 c.  Interested parties should not make any contacts with commission 

members other than those submitted through the city staff.  
 
 
4. Representation of the Landmark Commission. 
 

a. The Landmark Commission will be represented by Laura Morrison.  
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5. Order of the hearing. 
 
 a. Each side will receive 20 minutes (exclusive of questions from the 

City Plan Commission) with 5 minutes for rebuttal by appellant. 
   
 b. Order of the hearing. 
 
  (1) Preliminary matters. 
 
   (A) Introduction by the Chair 
 
  (2) Appellant’s case (20 minutes). * 
 
   (A) Presentation by the appellant’s representative. 
 
   (B) Questions from Commission Members. 
 
  (3) Landmark Commission’s case (20 minutes). * 
 
   (A) Presentation by the Landmark Commission’s 

representative. 
 
   (B) Questions from Commission Members. 
 
  (4) Rebuttal/closing by the appellant’s representative (5 

minutes). 
 
  (5) Decision by the City Plan Commission. ** 
 
* If a party requires additional time to present its case, including testimony 

and evidence concerning the previous recommendations and actions of 
the city staff and the Landmark Commission and its task forces, the party 
shall request that additional time be granted by the City Plan Commission. 
If the Commission grants one party additional time, the opposing party 
shall also be granted a similar time extension. 

 
** In considering the appeal, the City Plan Commission shall hear and 

consider testimony and evidence concerning the previous 
recommendations and actions of the city staff and the Landmark 
Commission and its task forces.  
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6. Introduction of new evidence at the hearing. 
 

a. The City Plan Commission may only hear new testimony or 
consider new evidence that was not presented at the time of the 
hearing before the Landmark Commission to determine whether 
that testimony or evidence was available at the Landmark 
Commission hearing.  

 
 b. If the City Plan Commission determines that new testimony or 

evidence exists that was not available at the Landmark Commission 
hearing, the City Plan Commission shall remand the case back to 
the Landmark Commission. 

 
 c. The party attempting to introduce new evidence bears the burden 

of showing that the evidence was not available at the time of the 
Landmark Commission’s hearing.  

 
 d. Newly presented evidence is subject to objection and cross 

examination by the opposing party. 
 
 
7. Remedies of the City Plan Commission. 
 
 a. The City Plan Commission may reverse or affirm, in whole or in 

part, or modify the decision of the Landmark Commission. 
 
 b. The City Plan Commission shall give deference to the Landmark 

Commission decision and may not substitute its judgment for the 
Landmark Commission’s judgment.  The City Plan Commission 
shall affirm the Landmark Commission decision unless it finds that 
it: 

 
  (1) violates a statutory or ordinance provision; 
  
  (2) exceeds the Landmark Commission’s authority; or 
 
  (3) was not reasonably supported by substantial evidence 

considering the evidence in the record. 
 
 c. The City Plan Commission may remand a case back to the 

Landmark Commission for further proceedings. 
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