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RALEIGH HISTORIC DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 

CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS COMMITTEE 

Minutes of the Meeting 

May 6, 2013 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

Chair Scott Shackleton called the Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) Committee meeting to 

order at 4:02 p.m.  
 

ROLL CALL 

Tania Tully, Preservation Planner, called the roll as follows: 

Present: Will Alphin, Elizabeth Caliendo, Miranda Downer, Kiernan McGorty, Scott Shackleton 

Staff Present: Tania Tully, Martha Lauer 

 

Approval of the April 1, 2013 Minutes 

Ms. McGorty moved to waive the reading of the minutes for the hearing and to adopt the 

minutes as submitted. Ms. Caliendo seconded the motion; passed 5/0.  

 

Minor Works 

There were no questions regarding the Minor Work report. 

 

The following is a list indicating persons in attendance and whether they were affirmed. Ms. 

Kiernan McGorty, Notary Public, administered the affirmation. 
 

Visitor’s/Applicant’s Name and Address Affirmed 

Dan Kells, 603 N Boundary Street 27604 Yes 

Cristyn Kells, 603 N Boundary Street 27604 Yes 

John & Lina Sibert, 525 E Lane Street 27604 Yes 

Rosalind Blair, 322 E Cabarrus Street 27610 Yes 

Jennifer McDaniel, 520 N Bloodworth Street 27604 Yes 

Chip Wells, 311 N Boundary Street 27604 Yes 

Lisa Miller, Durham No 

Heather Wagner, Durham No 

Todd Barlow, 606 N Boundary Street 27604 Yes 

Laura Jackson, 528 Elm Street 27604 Yes 

Marie Schering, 530 Elm Street 27604 Yes 

Bobby Sanders, 322 E Cabarrus Street 27601 No 

Jenny Harper, 312 E Cabarrus Street 27601 Yes 

Mary Hart-Paul, 306 E Forest Dr 27605 Yes 

Greg Paul, 306 E Forest Dr 27605 Yes 

Brandy Thompson, 216 Fayetteville Street 27601 No 

Michael Lee, 912 W South Street Yes 

Andy Penry, 315 N Boundary Street 27604 Yes 

John Farabow, 315 N Boundary Street 27604 Yes 
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REVIEW OF SUMMARY PROCEEDINGS/APPROVAL OF AGENDA  

Ms. McGorty moved to approve the agenda as printed. Mr. Alphin seconded the motion; 

passed 5/0. 

 

SUMMARY PROCEEDINGS 

There were no objections to the approval of the Summary Proceedings without a public hearing. 

The committee reviewed and approved the following cases 054-13-CA and 055-13-CA for which 

the Summary Proceedings are made part of these minutes. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – SUMMARY PROCEEDING 

 

054-13-CA 701 E LANE STREET 

Applicant: MATTIAS M GOULD 

Received: 4/22/2013 Meeting Date(s): 

Submission date + 90 days:  7/21/2013 1) 5/6/2013 2)  3)  

 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 

 

Historic District:    OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT 

Zoning:    R-10 

Nature of Project:    [After-the-Fact] Install 6' tall wood privacy fence with gates 

Conflict of Interest:  None noted. 

Staff Notes:  

 Per a conversation with the applicant the design of the fence will match that of the fence 

on the adjacent property. 

 Staff observed on April 29, 2013 that the fence has been constructed. 

 

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 

Sections Topic Description of Work 

2.4 Fences and Walls Install 6' tall wood privacy fence with gates 

 

STAFF COMMENTS 

 

Based on the information contained in the application, in staff's judgment: 

 

A. Installation of 6' tall wood privacy fence with gates is not incongruous in concept according 

to Guidelines sections 2.4.8, 2.4.11. 

1* Wood privacy fences are frequently approved in rear yards in Oakwood. 

2* The design of the fence will match that of the fence on the adjacent property and be 

constructed utilizing neighbor friendly design such that the support posts face inward 

towards the yard with the finished side of the fence facing the street and adjacent 

properties. 

3* The gates match the design of the fence and have simple black metal hardware.    

 

Staff suggests that the committee approve the application. 

 

Decision on the Application 

 

There were no objections to approval without a public hearing. 
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Ms. McGorty moved to approve the application, adopting the staff comments as the written 

record of the summary proceeding on 054-13-CA. Mr. Alphin seconded the motion; passed 

5/0.  

 

Committee members voting:  Alphin, Caliendo, Downer, McGorty, Shackleton. 

 

Certificate expiration date:  11/6/13. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – SUMMARY PROCEEDING 

 

055-13-CA 501 CUTLER STREET 

Applicant: EDDIE COLEMAN FOR KIM STONE 

Received: 4/22/2013 Meeting Date(s): 

Submission date + 90 days:  7/21/2013 1) 5/6/2013 2)  3)  

 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 

 

Historic District:    BOYLAN HEIGHTS HISTORIC DISTRICT 

Zoning:    R-10 

Nature of Project:    Remove tree in rear yard 

Conflict of Interest: None noted. 

 

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 

Sections Topic Description of Work 

2.3 Site Features and Plantings Remove tree in rear yard 

 

STAFF COMMENTS 

 

Based on the information contained in the application, in staff's judgment: 

 

A. Removal of tree in rear yard is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines sections 2.3.1, 

2.3.5; “Raleigh City Code Section 10-2052(a)(2)c.5.i states that “An application for a certificate of 

appropriateness authorizing the demolition or destruction of a building, structure, or site within 

the district may not be denied... However, the authorization date of such a certificate may be 

delayed for a period of up to three-hundred sixty-five (365) days from the date of approval… If 

the Commission finds that the building, structure, or site has no particular significance or value 

toward maintaining the character of the Overlay District, it shall waive all or part of such period 

and authorize earlier demolition or removal.” 

1* The tree proposed for removal is in the rear yard adjacent an alley. 

2* There are numerous trees long the property line. 

3* The application does not include information regarding a replacement tree. 

 

Staff suggests that the committee approve the application, with the following condition: 

1. That the applicant donate the monetary value of one 3” caliper medium or large maturing tree 

(as defined by the NeighborWoods program) to the City of Raleigh’s NeighborWoods tree 

planting program prior to removal of the tree.  

 

Decision on the Application 

 

There were no objections to approval without a public hearing. 
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Ms. McGorty moved to approve the application, adopting the staff comments as the written 

record of the summary proceeding on 055-13-CA. Mr. Alphin seconded the motion; passed 

5/0.  

 

Committee members voting:  Alphin, Caliendo, Downer, McGorty, Shackleton. 

 

Certificate expiration date:  11/6/13. 
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PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Chair Shackleton introduced the public hearing portion of the meeting. The committee heard 

the following cases in the following order for which the Certified Records are made part of 

these minutes: 008-13-CA, 030-13-CA, 017-13-MW, 053-13-CA, 056-13-CA, 058-13-CA, 059-13-

CA, and 060-13-CA. 

 

 

Ms. McGorty, an adjacent neighbor, was recused from the hearing for 053-13-CA. Prior to the 

hearing Ms. Downer moved to allow Ms. McGorty to leave the room.  Mr. Alphin seconded; 

motion passed 5/0.  After the hearing for 053-13-CA Ms. Caliendo moved to allow Ms. McGorty 

to return.  Ms. Downer seconded; motion passed 4/0.
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 

 

008-13-CA 606 N BOUNDARY STREET 

Applicant: TODD BARLOW 

Received: 1/18/2013 Meeting Date(s): 

Submission date + 90 days:  4/18/2013 1) 5/6/2013 2)  3)  

 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 

 

Historic District:    OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT 

Zoning:    R-10 

Nature of Project:    Amended: construct 1-story rear addition with screened porch & deck; 

construct new 2-car garage; remove front stoop and awning; construct new front porch; 

change exterior paint color; replace windows in existing house; alter driveway; alter roof 

covering; alter gutters; construct trellis; side existing brick house with fiber cement siding. 

Amendments:    Additional information was received from the applicant via email, May 1, 2013 

including verification that the non-historic shed is proposed for removal. 

DRAC:    This application was reviewed by the Design Review Advisory Committee (DRAC) on 

September 26, 2012 and January 30, 2013.  Present were Jerry Traub, David Maurer, and 

Dan Becker; also attending were Todd Barlow and Tania Tully. 

Conflict of Interest:  None noted. 

Staff Notes:  

 City code section 10-2052(d)(3) states “Buildings and structures shall be congruous with 

the height of well-related nearby buildings and structures in the Historic Overlay 

District. In general, this height is within ten (10) per cent of the height of these well-

related buildings and structures.” 

 Because of the extensive nature of the proposed alterations to this non-contributing 

resource, staff is treating the proposed work as new construction rather than an 

addition. 

 Photos of example garages are attached to these comments. 

 

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 

Sections Topic Description of Work 

2.3 Site Features and Plantings Construct 1-story rear addition with screened 

porch & deck; construct new 2-car garage; 

remove front stoop and awning; construct new 

front porch; alter driveway; construct trellis. 

2.5 Walkways, Driveways, and 

Offstreet Parking 

alter driveway 

2.6 Garages and Accessory 

Structures 

construct new 2-car garage; remove shed 

3.4 Paint and Paint Color change exterior paint color 
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3.5 Roofs alter roof covering; alter gutters 

3.6 Exterior Walls side existing brick house with fiber cement siding 

3.7 Windows and Doors replace windows in existing house 

3.8 Entrances, Porches, and 

Balconies 

remove front stoop and awning; construct new 

front porch 

4.3 New Construction Construct 1-story rear addition with screened 

porch & deck; construct new 2-car garage; 

remove front stoop and awning; construct new 

front porch. 

 

STAFF COMMENTS 

 

Based on the information contained in the amended application, in staff's judgment: 

 

A. Construction of 1-story rear addition with screened porch & deck; siding of existing brick 

house with fiber cement siding; removal of front stoop and awning; construction of new 

front porch; changing of exterior paint color; replacement of windows in existing house; 

alteration of roof covering; alteration of gutters; construction of trellis; side existing brick 

house with fiber cement siding is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 

sections 2.3.6, 2.3.7, 2.3.8, 3.4.3, 3.5.5, 3.6.10, 3.7.6, 3.8.6, 4.3.1, 4.3.4, 4.3.6, 4.3.7, 4.3.8, 4.3.9, 

4.3.10, 4.3.11; however the use of hardie shingles is incongruous according to Guidelines 

section 4.3.10. 

1* The house at 606 N Boundary Street, constructed in the 1950s, is a non-contributing resource 

in the Oakwood Historic District. 

2* There are trees on this and adjacent properties that may be impacted by the construction of 

the addition; a tree protection plan was not included in the application. 

3* The proposed foundation type appears to be continuous; it is unclear form the application if 

this will have any impact on adjacent trees; the addition is inset with a deck nearest the tree. 

4* Trellises are traditional rear yard features and have been approved in the historic district 

including at 411 N Bloodworth Street with COA 155-02-CA. 

5* The lot size is 7,841 SF; the existing house has a footprint of 1,186 SF inclusive of porches; 

the proposed addition with porches has a footprint of 1,257 SF; total footprint is 2,443 SF.  

The current lot coverage is 15%; the proposed lot coverage is 31%. This is typical lot 

coverage along Boundary Street. 

6* It is typical for HVAC to be upgraded when additions are constructed; no information 

regarding replacement of the existing unit or addition of a new unit is provided; current 

HVAC unit is not screened. 

7* Paint colors were not included with the application. 

8* The roofing, window, exterior wall, and porch alterations are all being made to non-historic 

elements. 

9* The addition is inset which breaks up the mass of the building; however, the roof of the 

main part of the house seems out of proportion height-wise; the ridge of the addition is 

about 19 feet tall, the existing house and lower part of the addition are about 16 feet tall.  
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10* The side elevation drawings show that the rear addition has a gable roof, but the rear 

elevation and roof plan shows a hipped roof; an email from the applicant dated May 1, 2013 

states that the roof will be hipped. 

11* Wide gable-front porches are common in the historic district; the pitch of the porch gable is 

similar to the roof pitch of the existing house. 

12* There are three different overhang depths on the house – the porch, the existing house, and 

the new portion; the house would read more cohesively as a unit if there was consistency; 

the house currently has no overhang; with the addition of the fiber cement siding over the 

brick, an alteration is likely necessary anyway. 

13* Trim details are contemporary new construction atypical of the district; it is more typical to 

for the rake and eave trim to be straight rather than having a triangular faux return; there is 

typically not a trim board along the bottom of the wall, although a wider water table is 

sometimes seen.   

14* Windows are drawn with trim on all four sides of the window; traditionally, window trim 

was on three sides, with an extended sill at the bottom. 

15* The application states that wood windows and asphalt shingles will be used; details and 

specifications were not provided; fiber cement siding is commonly approved on new 

construction in the historic district, but only with a smooth finish; the application does not 

specify the finish. 

16* The committee has approved the use of substitute materials for new columns provided they 

had a smooth paintable surface (130-08-CA; 302 N Blount Street); details and specifications 

were not included in the application.      

17* Hardie-shake siding has not been approved in the historic district; samples and evidence of 

compatibility was not provided; cedar shakes are a traditional accent siding material found 

throughout the district; the new construction at 500 N Boundary (COA 175-05-CA) was 

approved with painted wood cedar shakes in the gable ends; the new house at 601 Leonidas 

Ct. also has painted cedar shingles in the gable ends.  

18* Detailed drawings of and specifications for the porch railing, gutters, and brick stair were 

not included in the application. 

 

B. Construction of new 2-car garage; alteration of driveway; remove shed is not incongruous in 

concept according to Guidelines sections 2.3.2, 2.3.6, 2.3.7, 2.5.4, 2.5.5, 2.5.9, 2.6.6, 2.6.9, 4.3.1, 

4.3.2, 4.3.4, 4.3.6, 4.3.9, 4.3.10, 4.3.11 ; however the size of the garage in conjunction with the 

associated concrete pad and proposed addition may be incongruous according to Guidelines 

sections 2.3.8, 2.5.7, 4.3.6, 4.3.7, 4.3.8 and the use of hardie shingles is incongruous according 

to Guidelines section 4.3.10. 

1* There are trees on this and adjacent properties that may be impacted by the construction of 

the garage; a tree protection plan was not included in the application. 

2* The location of the garage at the end of the driveway is typical of the historic district and the 

location farthest from a tree in the southeast corner of the yard.   

3* The lot size is 7,841 SF; the existing house has a footprint of 1,186 SF inclusive of porches; 

the proposed addition with porches has a footprint of approximately 1,257 SF.  The 

proposed garage is approximately 586 SF; the concrete slab not including the driveway is 
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approximately 556 SF.  The current lot coverage is 15%; proposed with addition is 31%; 

proposed with addition and garage is 46%. 

4* The ridge of the addition is about 19 feet tall, the existing house and lower part of the 

addition is about 16 feet tall.  

5* The shed being removed is non-historic. 

6* The concrete runner driveway is a traditional driveway form; there is an existing curb cut; 

detailed drawings were not provided. 

7* The committee typically requires that concrete surfaces in the historic district have a water-

washed finish; the finished surfaces of the driveway and concrete pad were not specified. 

8* The proposed garage is wider than two bays and has an added storage area; additionally, 

the height is approximately 17.5 feet – based on scaled drawings; garages in Oakwood, both 

historic and approved via COA typically are sized tightly around the garage doors, with 

additional space provided via shed additions. 

9* Addresses and footprint images of several two-car garages were provided in the amended 

application.  The following information was gleaned by staff:   

 608 N Boundary Street; tax records: 24x28 – 1970; existing garage is not historic;  

 306 Pell Street; tax records: 18x19 – 1932;  

 506 N Boundary Street; tax records: 12x20 – 1952; existing garage is not historic;  

 600 N Boundary Street; tax records: 20x24; based on Sanborn Fire Insurance maps an 

existing 1-car garage was either altered or replaced after 1950; existing garage is not 

historic;  

 216 Elm Street; tax records: 20x38 1940s non-historic garage approved for demolition 

in 2009;  

 530 Oakwood Avenue; tax records: 18x16 – 1930.  

10* Trim details are contemporary new construction atypical of the district; it is more typical to 

for the rake and eave to be straight rather than having a triangular faux return; there is 

typically not a trim board along the bottom of the wall, although a wider water table is 

sometimes seen.   

11* Windows are drawn with trim on all four sides of the window; traditionally, window trim 

was on three sides, with an extended sill at the bottom; drawing indicated flat garage doors; 

garage doors in the district typically have some sort of paneling and frequently have 

windows; specifications and details were not included in the application. 

12* The application states that wood windows and asphalt shingles will be used; details and 

specifications were not provided; fiber cement siding is commonly approved on new 

construction in the historic district, but only with a smooth finish; the application does not 

specify the finish. 

13* Hardie-shake siding has not been approved in the historic district; samples are not 

provided. 

14* The design of the garage is intended to reflect the design of the newly remodeled main 

house and is of traditional character. 

15* Rear elevation makes the garage look lager than it is; adding a trim board would visually 

break it up and make it appear to be the bump-out that it is. 
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Staff suggests that the committee approve the amended application, with the following 

conditions: 

 

1. That the height of the main part of the addition be reduced. 

2. That the eave depths be made consistent throughout the house.   

3. That painted cedar shakes of horizontal siding be used in the gable ends rather than fiber-

cement shingles. 

4. That the following details and specifications be provided to and approved by staff prior to 

the issuance of permits for the addition: 

a. A tree protection plan for the construction site and adjacent trees prepared by an 

arborist certified by the International Society of Arboriculture or Landscape 

Architect registered with the NCBLA. Plan should specific the necessity (or not) of a 

pier foundation. 

b. Windows; 

c. Revised drawings. 

5. That the width of the garage be reduced so as to be closer in size to the garage doors and 

reduce the lot coverage. 

6. That the garage doors have a smooth paintable finish 

7. That the following details and specifications be provided to and approved by staff prior to 

the issuance of permits for the garage: 

a. Revised drawings; 

b. Windows; 

c. Garage doors; 

d. A tree protection plan for the construction site and adjacent trees prepared by an 

arborist certified by the International Society of Arboriculture or Landscape 

Architect registered with the NCBLA; 

e. Roof covering. 

8. That the following details and specifications be provided to and approved by staff prior to 

installation: 

a. doors and trim; 

b. gable end treatment; 

c. eave and trim details; 

d. paint color;  

e. new HVAC unit, location & screening; 

f. driveway extension and concrete pad. 

9. That the tree protection plan(s) be in place prior to commencement of any ground 

disturbing activities. 

10. That all new concrete have a water-washed finish. 
 

PUBLIC TESTIMONY 

 

Support:  Todd Barlow [affirmed] spoke in support of the application for an addition and 2-car 

garage.  
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Mr. Shackleton asked if Mr. Barlow had any comments on the staff conditions. Mr. Barlow said 

he was not clear on architectural terms like heights and eaves, but that he will do whatever they 

tell him too. 

Ms. Caliendo asked if he knew how high his house sits above sidewalk.  Mr. Barlow said 

approximately 4-5 feet and that there is a 2 foot retaining wall.  Tania Tully [affirmed] said that 

it was 4 feet at most. 

Mr. Alphin asked what he is planning to make trellis out of.  Mr. Barlow said that he is thinking 

of eliminating trellis, but if not, it would be wood.  He also confirmed for Mr. Alphin that it 

would not have a roof, but just be a trellis. 

Mr. Barlow said that no trees are coming down on property and that he can provide a tree 

protection plan. An arborist has already looked at it. Ms. Tully explained that even if a structure 

isn’t going to be directly on roots of tree, if it’s going to be in vicinity, you need to make sure 

there aren’t any roots that could be damaged during construction activities.  

 

Ms. Tully explained staff’s comment regarding the eaves.  The house as it stands now doesn’t 

have any overhang at all. The proposed addition has an overhang, and the garage has even 

deeper bungalow overhang, and staff feels that it should be consistent throughout. Pick a depth 

and be consistent.  She also noted that the rake overhang is usually slightly different than the 

eave overhang but it needs to be consistent.  She also noted that on the roof of the main part of 

the addition it seems like there was a lot of it unnecessarily.  

 

Mr. Barlow stated that the current house has a pull-down attic and the addition is looking to 

have taller ceilings. 

 

Regarding the garage, Mr. Alpin asked if he was planning to add storage.  Mr. Barlow said no. 

Ms. Tully said staff’s suggestion is to shrink it back down. Mr. Alphin asked if there was 

workshop space planned.  He noted that he thinks he understands why there’s extra space, but 

thinks the whole roof can be dropped down. Mr. Barlow said he has no problem with that. 

 

With regard to staff’s suggestion about lowering the roof height on the house Ms. McGorty 

asked if staff would have the same suggestion of the house was truly new construction.   Ms. 

Tully said yes. 

 

Mr. Alphin asked if it was being treated as new construction because of the radical facelift.  Ms. 

Tully said yes, with all the changes, does the house fit in.   

 

Opposition:  

Laura Jackson [affirmed], a rear yard neighbor, had comments and questions regarding the tree 

protection and garage location.  She noted that it was hard to read the diagrams and how close 

the square that comes out of the garage for storage space gets to the tree. She is glad to see tree 

protection plan.  Ms. Jackson commented that the location of the garage is somewhat unusual 

because it is not at the end of the driveway.  Ms. Tully agreed that it’s not a direct straight line. 

Mr. Alphin noted that it was probably in relationship to property line. 
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Marie Cherie [affirmed], a rear yard neighbor, had comments and questions regarding the lot 

coverage and size of the garage.  Ms. Cherie noted that the comments say it’s 45% covered by 

building and asked what the maximum is allowed, because it looks like more than that. Ms. 

Tully said that staff did count the pad and didn’t count the driveway strips because they are 

already there.  She said that there is no lot coverage maximum, that it depends on where you 

are in Oakwood.  Ms. Cherie noted that there is very little front yard, so he is really losing green 

space.  

 

Ms. Cherie also noted that she feels like the garage is 3-car disguised as a 2-car garage.  Ms. 

Tully pointed out to the committee that staff found that the garage may be incongruous in staff 

comments, but forgot to put pending the decision on the lot coverage.  She noted that the 

application included iMaps lot footprints of nearby properties that the committee should use.  

Mr. Shackleton noted that it does look like because of depth of lot even with 46% it will still 

have less coverage than the houses around. 

 

Mr. Alphin asked Mr. Barlow asked if he would be willing to slide the garage over if the trellis 

was not being constructed.  This would result in a smaller pad.  Ms. Tully noted that setbacks 

are trumped as long as the proposal meets the Guidelines and that Mr. Barlow would need to 

be careful of firewall safety. 

 

Mr. Barlow noted that the garage is about 14’ off the tree currently and he is willing to slide the 

garage over. 

 

There was no one else present to speak in favor of or in opposition to the application. 

 

At Mr. Shackleton’s suggestion Ms. McGorty moved that the public testimony portion of the 

hearing be closed.  Mr. Alphin seconded; motion carried 5/0. 

 

Committee Discussion 

 

The following points were made in discussion [speaker indicated in brackets]: 

 

The height of the main part of the addition is a question. [Alphin] 

I feel like the house sits so high up that the roof height is not an issue.  Also the roof pitch is 

already a slight 4/12. [Caliendo] 

I’m okay with it as presented. [Alphin] 

Do we want to pick an eaves overhang? I would rather see overhangs added than not. [Alphin] 

The eave depths can be made consistent by adding eaves to the original portion. [McGorty]  

We need trellis details included if he is going to do the trellis. [Alphin] 

If he’s not going to do the trellis, do we want to add that he should slide it over 3 feet from 

property line to get it away from tree? Wording of motion? [Shackleton] 
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You should add a fact that the applicant may not construct the trellis. Then add a fact that it is 

common for driveways to be directly at the end without a jog and be close to property lines. 

Then you can add in a condition that if the applicant chooses not to do the trellis, and wants to 

slide it over then details should be provided to staff. [Tully] 

Please make sure that you are comfortable with the lot coverage. Add a fact, the proposed 

building puts it approximately 46% etc. Based on iMaps lot footprints. [Tully] 

Are we okay with reducing width of garage? [Caliendo] 

I’m ok with it as it is. [Alphin] 

It looks like the storage shed portion could be moved a foot in. [Caliendo] 

So on condition 5 reduce height but not width? [Shackleton] 

Okay [Alphin] [Caliendo] 

Is there a prohibition against 3-car garages? [McGorty] 

There has not been a 3-car garage approved by the COA committee. [Tully] 

Shift the little box toward the front. [Alphin] 

Width? [Shackleton] 

32’ [Alphin] 

The garage is not even close to the width of a 3-car garage.  It is 24’ without storage shed. That 

changes number 5, reducing height and moving storage shed 1’ north. [Shackleton] 

 

Findings of Fact  

 

Mr. Alphin moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the public 

hearing, the committee finds staff comments A. (inclusive of facts 1-18) and B. (inclusive of facts 

1-15)  to be acceptable as findings of fact, with the following modifications and additional fact: 

 

Changing comment B. to read as follows: 

B. Construction of new 2-car garage; alteration of driveway; remove shed is not incongruous in 

concept according to Guidelines sections 2.3.2, 2.3.6, 2.3.7, 2.3.8, 2.5.4, 2.5.5, 2.5.7, 2.5.9, 2.6.6, 

2.6.9, 4.3.1, 4.3.2, 4.3.4, 4.3.6, 4.3.7, 4.3.8, 4.3.9, 4.3.10, 4.3.11 ; however the use of hardie 

shingles is incongruous according to Guidelines section 4.3.10. 

 

Changing fact B. 3* to add the following:  

3* …based on the lot footprints included in the amended application, this amount of lot 

coverage is appropriate in this section of Oakwood.   

 

Adding fact B. 16* to read as follows: 

16* It is common for garages to be located at the head of the driveway. 

 

The motion was seconded by Ms. McGorty; passed 5/0. 
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Decision on the Application 

 

Mr. Alphin made a motion that the application be approved as amended, with the following 

conditions: 

 

1. That the eave depths be made consistent throughout the house by adding eaves to the 

original portion of the house.   

2. That painted cedar shakes of horizontal siding be used in the gable ends rather than fiber-

cement shingles. 

3. That the following details and specifications be provided to and approved by staff prior to 

the issuance of permits for the addition: 

a. A tree protection plan for the construction site and adjacent trees prepared by an 

arborist certified by the International Society of Arboriculture or Landscape 

Architect registered with the NCBLA. Plan should specific the necessity (or not) of a 

pier foundation. 

b. Windows; 

c. Revised drawings. 

4. That the height of the garage be reduced and the shed portion of the garage be moved one 

foot towards the front of the garage in plan.   

5. That the garage doors have a smooth paintable finish 

6. That the following details and specifications be provided to and approved by staff prior to 

the issuance of permits for the garage: 

a. Revised drawings; 

b. Windows; 

c. Garage doors; 

d. A tree protection plan for the construction site and adjacent trees prepared by an 

arborist certified by the International Society of Arboriculture or Landscape 

Architect registered with the NCBLA; 

e. Roof covering. 

7. That the following details and specifications be provided to and approved by staff prior to 

installation: 

a. doors and trim; 

b. gable end treatment; 

c. eave and trim details; 

d. paint color;  

e. new HVAC unit, location & screening; 

f. driveway extension and concrete pad; 

g. trellis. 

8. That the tree protection plan(s) be in place prior to commencement of any ground 

disturbing activities. 

9. That all new concrete have a water-washed finish. 
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10. If the trellis is not constructed, the garage may shift left so as to be more in line with the 

driveway and with a revised site plan provided to and approved by staff prior to the 

issuance of permits. 

 

The motion was seconded by Ms. McGorty; passed 5/0. 

 

Committee members voting:  Alphin, Caliendo, Downer, McGorty, Shackleton. 

 

Certificate expiration date:  11/6/13. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 

 

030-13-CA 520 N BLOODWORTH STREET 

Applicant: JENNIFER MCDANIEL 

Received: 3/13/2013 Meeting Date(s): 

Submission date + 90 days:  6/11/2013 1) 4/1/2013 2) 5/6/2013 3)  

 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 

 

Historic District:    OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT 

Zoning:    R-10 

Nature of Project:    Construct new 1-1/2 story garage; extend driveway; remove fence; remove 

tree; plant new tree; remove shed 

Amendments:    New information was included in the staff packets; final drawings and a site 

section sketch were provided via email April 30, 2013 and are attached to these comments. 

DRAC:    This application was reviewed by the Design Review Advisory Committee (DRAC) on 

March 27, 2013.  Present were Jerry Traub, David Maurer, and Curtis Kasefang; also 

attending were Jennifer McDaniel, Alan Harrison, and Tania Tully. 

Conflict of Interest:  None noted. 

Staff Notes:  

 Staff photos are available for review. 

 City code section 10-2052(d)(3) states “Buildings and structures shall be congruous with 

the height of well-related nearby buildings and structures in the Historic Overlay 

District. In general, this height is within ten (10) per cent of the height of these well-

related buildings and structures.” 

 

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 

Sections Topic Description of Work 

2.3  Site Features and Plantings Construct new 1-1/2 story garage; extend 

driveway; remove tree; plant new tree 

2.4  Fences and Walls remove fence 

2.5  Walkways, Driveways, and 

Offstreet Parking 

extend driveway 

2.6  Garages and Accessory Structures Construct new 1-1/2 story garage; remove non-

historic shed 4.3  New Construction 

 

STAFF COMMENTS 

 

Based on the information contained in the amended application, in staff's judgment: 
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A. Construction of new 1-1/2 story garage; is not incongruous in concept according to 

Guidelines sections 2.3.1, 2.3.2, 2.3.6, 2.3.7, 2.3.8, 2.6.6, 2.6.8, 2.6.9, 4.3.1, 4.3.4, 4.3.6, 4.3.7, 4.3.8, 

4.3.9, 4.3.10, 4.3.11; however the size and scale of the garage may be incongruous according 

to Guidelines section 4.3.6 and the steel garage door may be incongruous according to 

Guidelines sections 4.3.10. 

1* The 1-story frame house at 520 N Bloodworth Street, constructed in the 1940s, is a non-

contributing resource in the Oakwood Historic District. 

2* One tree is proposed for removal to accommodate construction of the garage; several trees 

remain on the property including one immediately to the rear of the garage; a tree 

protection plan was not included in the application. 

3* The garage is proposed to be slab on grade; the applicant stated that no excavation will be 

required for installation of the garage, but that fill will be brought in for leveling. 

4* The lot size is 5,663 SF; the existing house has a footprint of 881 SF inclusive of stoops; the 

proposed garage has a footprint of 528 SF; total footprint is 1,409 SF.  The current lot 

coverage is 16%; the proposed lot coverage with garage is 25%. 

5* The location and orientation of the garage is not unusual in the Oakwood Historic District; it 

is located at the end of the driveway. 

6* The height of the proposed garage is 22 feet to the ridge, plus an approximate 8” 

foundation; the existing house is 20 feet tall; the lot sits 3½ feet above the sidewalk; 

accessory buildings are typically deferential to the main building. 

7* The proposed garage has a symmetrical gable roof with the 2nd level created through the use 

of dormers. 

8* Two bay garages have been approved in Oakwood at 415 Elm Street (035-08-CA) and 608 

Oakwood Avenue (212-07-CA). The amended application includes a staff review of other 

garage examples. 

9* The amended application indicates the use of traditional sloped soffits; this overrides the 

boxed soffit detail included in the initial application. 

10* The drawings show the general location and size of window and door trim; details and 

specifications were not included in the application; wood windows and doors are typical for 

the historic district. 

11* Proposed materials in the amended application are asphalt shingles, smooth-faced fiber 

cement siding with a 5” reveal, and smooth faced Ameritec trim. 

12* In the amended application, windows are proposed to be 1/1 double hung to match the 

design of the existing house; specifications were not included in the application. 

13* The amended application specifies steel garage doors with deep pebblegrain texture, two 

coat prefinished paint system, and grooved panels; the committee has not yet approved the 

use of steel garage doors; substitute materials have only been approved with paintable 

smooth surfaces. 

14* Testimony from the April meeting included that the garage will look shorter because the 

house is up and the yard slopes down. 

15* Testimony from the April meeting included that siding is fiber cement, 5” reveal, smooth 

side and the garage will have a wood person-door. 
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B. Extending of driveway; removal of fence; removal of tree; planting of new tree; removal of 

non-historic shed is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines sections 2.3.5, 2.3.7, 

2.4.1, 2.5.2, 2.5.5, 2.5.6, 2.5.9, 2.6.1; Raleigh City Code Section 10-2052(a)(2)c.5.i. states that 

“An application for a certificate of appropriateness authorizing the demolition or 

destruction of a building, structure, or site within the district may not be denied….However, 

the authorization date of such a certificate may be delayed for a period of up to three-

hundred sixty-five (365) days from the date of approval... If the Commission finds that the 

building, structure, or site has no particular significance or value toward maintaining the 

character of the Overlay District, it shall waive all or part of such period and authorize 

earlier demolition or removal.” 

1* One tree is proposed for removal to accommodate construction of the garage; several trees 

remain on the property including one immediately to the rear of the garage; a tree 

protection plan was not included in the application. 

2* The amended application indicates a preference for the installation of shrubs in the front 

yard rather than a replacement tree; the committee has approved a donation to the 

NeighborWoods tree planting program in lieu of tree replacement when there is sufficient 

tree coverage on the subject property. 

3* The fence and shed being removed are non-historic. 

4* The driveway is proposed to be extended and culminate in a 15’x22’ concrete pad in front of 

the garage; a drawing was not included in the application. 

5* The lot size is 5,663 SF; the existing house has a footprint of 881 SF inclusive of stoops; the 

proposed garage has a footprint of 528 SF; the proposed concrete pad is 330 SF; total 

footprint is 1,739 SF.  The current lot coverage is 16%; the proposed lot coverage with garage 

and concrete pad is 31%. 

6* The surface texture of the concrete pad was not included in the application; the committee 

typically requires a water-washed finish. 

 

Pending the committee’s determination regarding the size and scale of the garage and the 

steel garage doors, staff suggests that the committee approve the amended application, with the 

following conditions: 

 

1. That the windows be wood. 

2. That the garage doors have a smooth paintable surface. 

3. That the following details and specifications be provided to and approved by staff prior to 

the issuance of permits: 

a. NeighborWoods donation; 

b. Windows and trim; 

c. Garage doors; 

d. A tree protection plan for the construction site and adjacent trees prepared by an 

arborist certified by the International Society of Arboriculture or Landscape 

Architect registered with the NCBLA. 

4. That the following details and specifications be provided to and approved by staff prior to 

installation: 
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a. person door and trim; 

b. trim details; 

c. driveway extension and concrete pad. 

5. That all new concrete have a water-washed finish. 

6. That the tree protection plan(s) be in place prior to commencement of any ground 

disturbing activities. 

 

PUBLIC TESTIMONY 

 

Support:  Jennifer McDaniel [affirmed] was present to speak in support of the application.   

Mr. Shackleton noted that staff’s main issues are the use of steel in the door and the size and 

scale of the garage.  Tania Tully [affirmed] noted that the issue is the pebble grain finish. Every 

time a new material has been approved thus far it has been with a smooth finish.  She noted that  

in reviewing new materials two of the things that the committee has historically considered are 

the smooth finish and not attempting to look like something else, like faux grain. The question 

is if that is that compatible or not on a new garage in a historic district. Mr. Alphin notes that 

texture and sheen in the guidelines are the issue. With wood materials, smooth paintable don’t 

look fake. 

 

Ms. Tully notes that the texture in the steel doors may have to do with durability—presumably 

to prevent baseballs from denting doors.  Martha Lauer [affirmed] noted that there will be an 

endless variety of textures in the world of new materials.  Mr. Shackleton asks if it is paintable 

in the future.  Ms. Tully says yes, that from the manufacturer website she recalls seeing 

instructions on how to paint them yourself. She notes that metal is a traditional material, 

perhaps not for a front door on a historic house, but on new construction, perhaps.  The issue 

seems to be the smooth surface. 

 

Ms. McDaniel points out that the driveway also has a slight jog to the garage and that she is 

happy to move it over for a straight driveway entrance. 

 

Ms. Caliendo asks about the size of the floor trusses on the second floor.  Ms. Tully notes that 

the application doesn’t have a dimension but shows a detail drawing.  Mr. Shackleton locates a 

notation on the last page of the amended application that says there is a 2’ floor truss. Ms. 

Caliendo says that it gets back to scale and whether they need to be that deep.   

 

There was no one else present to speak in favor of or in opposition to the application. 

 

At Mr. Shackleton’s suggestion Ms. McGorty moved that the public testimony portion of the 

hearing be closed.  Mr. Alphin seconded; motion carried 5/0. 

 

Committee Discussion 

 

The following points were made in discussion [speaker indicated in brackets]: 
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As for the steel doors, the guidelines just don’t allow for the grain. [Alphin] 

It would be okay if it was smooth, but the texture is not okay. [Shackleton] 

What about the scale? [Shackleton] 

I still think it could be brought down two feet - 9’ to ridge.  The height seems excessive. The last 

example on Elm St may be applicable, but even that is only 1’4” taller than the house. [Caliendo] 

The garage itself is 22’ on top of a foot of fill. [Shackleton] 

I suggest it goes down to 20’ which is sufficient to get to two stories. [Caliendo] 

If that’s really a 2’ truss, I think it could be reduced. [Alphin] 

Is the question the garage, or is it the garage in relation to the house? If it’s the relationship, you 

may need more information.  [Tully] 

It’s a win-win. There seems to be a lot of space between top of door and eaves, if that were more 

proportional it would be better. Just a reduced height of ceiling. It shows an 8’ceiling at the low 

point of dormer area. [Alphin] 

It needs to be considered how it could be done with the guidelines. Even so, and considering 

the drawing of the slope of the back yard I still have concern with scale meeting the guidelines. 

[Shackleton] 

The deferential relationship is what concerns me. [McGorty] 

I don’t think it is, but I do it were 2 feet shorter. [Shackleton] 

It would still be usable. [Caliendo] 

 

At Mr. Shackleton’s suggestion Ms. McGorty moved that the public testimony portion of the 

hearing be reopened.  Ms. Downer seconded; motion carried 5/0. 

 

PUBLIC TESTIMONY (2) 

 

Ms. McDaniel states that she thought they had to go that height to meet code, otherwise she 

would be fine to go down two feet.  Of course she wants garage doors that will open.  She is 

also open to raising the roof of the house.   

 

Mr. Alphin notes that a garage that is two feet shorter will still have usable space upstairs 

unless the applicant has specified that she wants 8 foot ceilings.  Ms. McDaniel states that the 

upstairs need to be regular to-code rooms.  Mr. Shackleton notes that it is a question of 8 feet 

where – and that the dormers make a difference.  Mr. Alphin notes that dormers are often 

lower. 

 

Mr. Shackleton asked staff how to deal with the applicant’s offer to raise the rood of the house.  

Ms. Tully said that it is a whole other application and notes that there are two ways to go. One, 

defer again and she can amend her application to alter roof of house or have the committee 

make decision based on the info available and she could do new application where she’d 

request opportunity to apply with new information such as changing the height of her house. 

 

Mr. Shackleton states that they are likely to approve this garage with 20’ maximum height at 

ridge. 
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Ms. McDaniel asks if the steel is okay, but the finish not okay.  Mr. Shackleton confirmed. 

 

Ms. McDaniel asks is she can move the garage over to line up with the driveway.  She notes that 

there is a garage on the other side but she would make sure to stay 3’ away. 

 

At Mr. Shackleton’s suggestion Mr. Alphin moved that the public testimony portion of the 

hearing be closed.  Ms. Downer seconded; motion carried 5/0. 

 

Committee Discussion (2) 

 

The following points were made in discussion [speaker indicated in brackets]: 

I think we need new fact 16, that during the public hearing applicant revised request to place 

garage in line with driveway. Do we need a condition? [McGorty] 

Yes, change 4c to add garage siting [Tully] 

Add condition that the height of the garage be no greater than 20’. [McGorty] 

 

Findings of Fact  

 

Ms. McGorty moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the public 

hearing, the committee finds staff comments A. (inclusive of facts 1-15) and B. (inclusive of facts 

1-6) to be acceptable as findings of fact, with the following modifications and additional fact: 

 

Changing comment A. to read as follows: 

A. Construction of new 1-1/2 story garage; is not incongruous in concept according to 

Guidelines sections 2.3.1, 2.3.2, 2.3.6, 2.3.7, 2.3.8, 2.6.6, 2.6.8, 2.6.9, 4.3.1, 4.3.4, 4.3.6, 4.3.7, 4.3.8, 

4.3.9, 4.3.10, 4.3.11; however the size and scale of the garage is incongruous according to 

Guidelines section 4.3.6 and the steel garage door is incongruous according to Guidelines 

sections 4.3.10. 

 

Adding fact A. 16* to read as follows: 

16* During the public hearing the applicant requested to place the garage in line with the 

driveway. 

 

The motion was seconded by Ms. Caliendo; passed 5/0. 

 

Decision on the Application 

 

Ms. McGorty made a motion that the application be approved as amended, with the following 

conditions: 

 

1. That the windows be wood. 

2. That the garage doors have a smooth paintable surface. 
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3. That the following details and specifications be provided to and approved by staff prior to 

the issuance of permits: 

a. NeighborWoods donation; 

b. Windows and trim; 

c. Garage doors; 

d. A tree protection plan for the construction site and adjacent trees prepared by an 

arborist certified by the International Society of Arboriculture or Landscape 

Architect registered with the NCBLA. 

4. That the following details and specifications be provided to and approved by staff prior to 

installation: 

a. person door and trim; 

b. trim details; 

c. driveway extension and concrete pad; 

d. garage siting. 

5. That all new concrete have a water-washed finish. 

6. That the tree protection plan(s) be in place prior to commencement of any ground 

disturbing activities 

7. That the garage be reduced in height to be no more than 20 feet tall. 

 

The motion was seconded by Mr. Alphin; passed 5/0. 

 

Committee members voting:  Alphin, Caliendo, Downer, McGorty, Shackleton. 

 

Certificate expiration date:  11/6/13. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 

 

017-13-MW 912 W SOUTH STREET 

Applicant: JAMES LEE 

Received: 2/18/2013 Meeting Date(s): 

Submission date + 90 days:  5/19/2013 1) 5/6/2013 2)  3)  

 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 

 

Historic District:    BOYLAN HEIGHTS HISTORIC DISTRICT 

Zoning:    R-10 

Nature of Project:    Install picket fence in front yard; install gutters 

Conflict of Interest:  None noted. 

Staff Notes:  

 City Code section 10-2052(a)(2)c.1.states that a COA application shall be acted upon 
within ninety (90) days after the complete application is filed issued; …provided 
however, that the Commission may take the matter under advisement for a total 
period of up to one hundred eighty (180) days to receive additional evidence or 
memoranda of authority requested by the Commission for its consideration. 
Nothing herein shall prohibit an extension of time where mutual consent is given. 

 Installation of low picket fences is typically approvable by staff as Minor Work. It is 

staff’s judgment that the proposed section of fence that extends onto the slope around 

the does not meet the Design Guidelines and per the RHDC by-laws the item has been 

referred to the committee for review. 

 

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 

Sections Topic Description of Work 

2.4  Fences and Walls Install picket fence in front yard 

3.5  Roofs install gutters 

 

STAFF COMMENTS 

 

Based on the information contained in the application, in staff's judgment: 

 

A. Installation of picket fence in front yard is not incongruous in concept according to 

Guidelines section 2.4.8; however, the section of fence extending around the tree is 

incongruous according to Guidelines section 2.4.8. 

1* The proposed wood fence is a traditional 3’ tall picket design utilizing 1” square pickets 

with a pyramidal top and will be painted white. 

2* The proposed fence will surround the front yard and will be at the edge of a steep slope. 

3* A large tree is situated adjacent the front walk and in line with the proposed fence.  The 

application proses to extend the fence around the tree into the sloped portion of the yard. 
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4* Photographs of examples were provided digitally in the amended application, but they 

were not of sufficient size to print and addresses were not included. 

 

B. Installation of gutters is not incongruous according to Guidelines section 3.5.8. 

1* Traditional half-round gutters are proposed on the front of the house and K-style in the rear; 

all proposed to be white to match the trim color. 

2* Details and specifications were included with the application. 

 

Staff suggests that the committee approve the application, with the following condition: 

 

1. That the fence not extend around the tree into the sloped area of the yard. 
 

PUBLIC TESTIMONY 

 

Support:  Michael Lee [affirmed] spoke in support of the application. Mr. Lee explained that the 

location of the fence is a problem with the tree. The yard has a very steep slope, and the tree is 

quite large on the edge of that slope. Most of the tree is inside the fence (80%) and 20% is out. To 

protect the tree, he proposes going around. He notes that the tree is right at the steps. 

 

Ms. McGorty asks what staff is proposing.  Tania Tully [affirmed] says that staff is suggesting 

that the fence meet the tree. Mr. Lee states that the proposal makes the gate impractical because 

the gate has to be one place. He notes that the tree roots are right there at the top of the steps. 

He says that he looked into mounting the gate into the concrete steps, but that he would not be 

able to anchor there from a structural point; the back and forth of the gate would create fissures 

in the sidewalk. 

 

Ms. McGorty asked staff if the issue is with the visual line of the fence or with the distance of 

the fence to the sidewalk.  Ms. Tully said that it was the visual line, not the distance.  She states 

that the fence could come along the base of the slope but that would be impractical from the 

owner’s standpoint.  Mr. Lee also pointed out that there are huge cut granite stones at the base 

of the slope. 

 

Mr. Alphin asked if the fence line just pull back and go behind the tree.  Mr. Lee said no, 

because the tree is enormous, 12’ in circumference. 

 

Mr. Alphin suggested moving the whole side of the fence forward on that side.  Mr. Lee noted 

that the fence needs to come out about a foot to go around the tree. The pickets don’t interfere 

with the roots, just the posts. 

 

Ms. Tully pointed out facts that should be incorporated: the applicant looked into mounting 

into concrete; this is infeasible; the applicant mentioned why he couldn’t have just one post for 

gate as staff is suggesting; he also mentions the 12’ circumference of the tree.  She notes that 

these may be sufficient facts to make the decision non-precedent setting. 



 

May 6, 2013 COA Meeting Minutes   Page 27 of 54 

 

 

Mr. Lee noted that he could also probably make top of the fence taller--the same height as rest 

of the fence.  

 

Opposition:  There was no one else present to speak in favor of or in opposition to the 

application. 

 

At Mr. Shackleton’s suggestion Mr. Alphin moved that the public testimony portion of the 

hearing be closed.  Ms. McGorty seconded; motion carried 5/0. 

 

Committee Discussion 

 

The following points were made in discussion [speaker indicated in brackets]: 

 

There are two competing interests, the fence and preservation of the tree. The effort is to 

preserve the tree. I am okay with trying to accommodate goal. I’m not sure what is visually less 

disruptive. [McGorty] 

If he moves the fence closer to the tree, it will be less. I would also raise that portion of fence. 

[Caliendo] 

Add facts about the 12’circumference and that it is not feasible to mount posts in concrete. 

[Shackleton] 

Also add that the second post will add to the stability of the gate. [Alphin] 

Move the fence as close to the tree as possible without damaging roots. [McGorty] 

Raise the pickets to be in line visually with rest of fence. [McGorty] 

Add fact 5 about the infeasible options, that applicant has looked into other locations for the 

fence that are not feasible; it is not possible to mount the post into the sidewalk. [Downer] 

 

Findings of Fact  

 

Ms. Downer moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the public 

hearing, the committee finds staff comments A. (inclusive of facts 1-4) and B. (inclusive of facts 

1-2) to be acceptable as findings of fact, with the following modification and additional facts: 

 

Changing comment A. to read as follows: 

B. Installation of picket fence in front yard is not incongruous in concept according to 

Guidelines section 2.4.8. 

 

Adding the following facts to read as follows: 

5* The applicant looked into other locations for the fence that are not feasible. 

6* A second post is needed for stability of the gate; mounting into the concrete is not feasible. 

7* The tree is 12 feet in circumference.  

 

The motion was seconded by Ms. McGorty; passed 5/0. 
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Decision on the Application 

 

Ms. Downer made a motion that the application be approved, with the following conditions: 

 

1. That the fence be as close to the tree as possible without damaging the roots. 

2. That the height of the pickets going around the tree be adjusted to get a consistent height 

with the remainder of the fence. 

 

The motion was seconded by Ms. McGorty; passed 5/0. 

 

Committee members voting:  Alphin, Caliendo, Downer, McGorty, Shackleton. 

 

Certificate expiration date:  11/6/13. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 

 

053-13-CA 516 E JONES STREET 

Applicant: MARY HART-PAUL FOR ANN ROBERTSON 

Received: 4/18/2013 Meeting Date(s): 

Submission date + 90 days:  7/17/2013 1) 5/6/2013 2)  3)  

 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 

 

Historic District:    OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT 

Zoning:    R-10 

Nature of Project:    Change previously approved COA 066-11-CA for roof railing 

Conflict of Interest:  Ms. McGorty, an adjacent neighbor, was recused from the hearing. 

Staff Notes: COA file 066-11-CA is available for review. 

 

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 

Sections Topic Description of Work 

3.3 Architectural Metals 
Install metal railing around roof deck 

3.5  Roofs 

 

STAFF COMMENTS 

 

Based on the information contained in the amended application, in staff's judgment: 

 

A. Installation of metal railing around roof deck is not incongruous according to Guidelines 

sections 3.3.11, 3.5.10, 3.5.11. 

1* Viewed from across Jones Street the railing is not visible from the view of an average person 

5’ from ground; it could be viewed from East Street but only from a long distance. 

2* The application includes a rendering illustrating the potential visibility of the proposed 

relocated railing from across the street. 

3* The railing was originally approved with the front railing 11’ back from the edge of the flat 

roof and with a maximum 36” height; the new proposal is for the front section of railing to 

be reduced to 34” at 9’6” back from the edge of the flat roof; the remaining sections of railing 

will be 36”. 

4* Details and specifications of the proposed railing design were included in the application. 

 

Staff suggests that the committee approve the application. 

 

PUBLIC TESTIMONY 

 

Support:  Mary Hart-Paul [affirmed], designer, and Greg Paul [affirmed], contractor were 

present to speak in support of the application.  
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There was no one else present to speak in favor of or in opposition to the application. 

 

At Mr. Shackleton’s suggestion Mr. Alphin moved that the public testimony portion of the 

hearing be closed.  Ms. Caliendo seconded; motion carried 4/0. 

 

Committee Discussion 

 

There was no discussion following the public hearing. 

 

Findings of Fact  

 

Ms. Caliendo moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the public 

hearing, the committee finds staff comment A. (inclusive of facts 1-4) to be acceptable as 

findings of fact. 

 

The motion was seconded by Mr. Alphin; passed 4/0. 

 

Decision on the Application 

 

Ms. Caliendo made a motion that the application be approved. 

 

The motion was seconded by Mr. Alphin; passed 4/0. 

 

 

Committee members voting:  Alphin, Caliendo, Downer, Shackleton. 

 

Certificate expiration date:  11/6/13. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 

 

056-13-CA 525 E LANE STREET 

Applicant: JOHN SIBERT, 2SL DESIGN BUILD FOR R. BRONSTEIN 

Received: 4/22/2013 Meeting Date(s): 

Submission date + 90 days:  7/21/2013 1) 5/6/2013 2)  3)  

 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 

 

Historic District:    OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT 

Zoning:    R-10 

Nature of Project:    Construct rear screened porch; alter windows; remove metal stair; alter 

doors; change exterior paint color; amendments: remove window air-conditioning units; 

install new HVAC unit; replace multiple gas and electric meters with single units; install 

driveway and parking pad; remove and close porch basement access. 

Amendments:    Additional information was provided via email April 29, 2013 and is attached 

to these comments. The application was amended via a May 2, 2013 email to include 

removal of a basement access door and is attached to these comments. 

Conflict of Interest:  None noted. 

Staff Notes:  

 Sanborn Fire Insurance maps are available for review. 

 

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 

Sections Topic Description of Work 

2.3  Site Features and Plantings Construct rear screened porch; install driveway 

and parking pad 

2.5 Walkways, Driveways, and 

Offstreet Parking 

Install driveway and parking pad 

3.4  Paint and Paint Color change exterior paint color 

3.7  Windows and Doors alter windows; alter doors; remove basement 

door  

3.8  Entrances, Porches, and Balconies remove metal stair 

3.10 Utilities and Energy Retrofit remove window air-conditioning units; install 

new HVAC unit; replace multiple gas and 

electric meters with single units 

4.1  Decks Construct rear screened porch 

4.2  Additions to Historic Buildings Construct rear screened porch 

 

STAFF COMMENTS 

 

Based on the information contained in the amended application, in staff's judgment: 
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A. Construction of rear screened porch; installation of driveway and parking pad is not 

incongruous in concept according to Guidelines sections 2.3.1, 2.3.6, 2.3.7, 2.3.8, 2.5.5, 2.5.6, 

2.5.7, 2.5.9, 4.1.1, 4.1.2, 4.1.3, 4.1.5, 4.1.6, 4.1.7, 4.1.8, 4.2.1, 4.2.2, 4.2.4, 4.2.5, 4.2.6, 4.2.7, 4.2.8, 

4.2.9. 

1* No information was included in the application regarding trees; photographs suggest that 

there are trees on the subject and adjacent properties that may be impacted by the proposed 

screened porch and driveway; a tree protection plan was not provided. 

2* The lot size is 7,405 SF; the footprint of the house including porches is 1,734 SF; the footprint 

of the proposed screened porch and deck minus the removed metal stair is approximately 

332 SF; the footprint of the proposed driveway and parking pad is approximately 586 SF the 

existing lot coverage is 23%; the proposed lot coverage with the addition is 28%; with the 

addition and driveway it is 36%. 

3* Typically, driveways were made of gravel or compacted soil; often a grass median 

separated two gravel or aggregate textured concrete runners; occasionally, more decorative 

brick or stone pavers were used; information about the proposed driveway material or 

ground level surface under the porch was not included in the application. 

4* The screened porch includes small deck and stair along west side of porch that will not be 

visible from the street. 

5* The screened porch addition is on the rear elevation and level with the first floor of the 

house; due to the slope of the yard, the porch will sit about 7½ feet above grade; information 

regarding screening was not included in the application. 

6* The proposed gable roofed rectangular addition is the same width as an existing 2nd floor 

gable bump out. 

7* 525 E Lane Street is a corner property; the proposed addition will be visible from the street;    

the materials and details are proposed to match the existing house; specifications and detail 

drawings were not included in the application.  

 

B. Alteration of windows; removal of metal stair; alteration of doors; changing of exterior paint 

color; removal of window air-conditioning units; installation of new HVAC unit; 

replacement of multiple gas and electric meters with single units; removal of basement door 

is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines sections 3.4.3, 3.7.1, 3.7.7, 3.7.13, 3.8.1, 

3.10.3, 3.10.8. 

1* Changing exterior paint color is approvable as minor work is included here for 

administrative efficiency; paint chips were included with the application. 

2* Doors and windows being removed are not historic. 

3* The amended application states that a window will not be reused. 

4* The new meters with single units will be placed in the same locations as the multiple 

meters. 

5* The application states that new windows will be all wood Jeld-Wen units matching the 

existing muntin patterns; the windows on the sleeping porch are 1/1 and easily replicable; 

the windows on the porch are 5/1 with a decorative semi-lattice muntin pattern that may 

require custom fabrication; specifications and details were not included in the application. 
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6* The treatment of the new siding where doors are removed was not included in the 

application; the committee typically requires that new siding be woven in with the existing 

so as to avoid matching vertical joints.  

7* It is unclear from the application what window is proposed for removal on the east 

elevation. 

8* The location, size, and screening of the new HVAC unit were not included with the 

application. 

 

Staff suggests that the committee approve the amended application, with the following 

conditions: 

 

1. That the following details and specifications be provided to and approved by staff prior to 

the issuance of permits: 

a. Tree protection plan for the construction site and adjacent trees prepared by an 

arborist certified by the International Society of Arboriculture or Landscape 

Architect registered with the NCBLA;  

b. Screened porch construction. 

2. That the tree protection plan(s) be in place prior to commencement of any ground 

disturbing activities. 

3. That new siding be woven in with the existing so as to avoid matching vertical joints. 

4. That the following details and specifications be provided to and approved by staff prior to 

installation/construction: 

a. Clarification of what window is proposed for removal on the east elevation; 

b. Front door; 

c. Replacement windows and trim;  

d. Driveway; 

e. HVAC unit, location and screening. 
 

PUBLIC TESTIMONY 

 

Support:  John and Lina Sibert [affirmed] were present to speak in support of the application.  

They noted that the house is currently a four apartment boarding house that the new owner is 

taking back to single family house.  The distributed a photograph of the porch foundation door 

they want to remove. 

 

There was no one else present to speak in favor of or in opposition to the application. 

 

At Mr. Shackleton’s suggestion Ms. McGorty moved that the public testimony portion of the 

hearing be closed.  Mr. Alphin seconded; motion carried 5/0. 

 

Committee Discussion 

 

There was no discussion following the public hearing. 
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Findings of Fact  

 

Ms. McGorty moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the public 

hearing, the committee finds staff comments A. (inclusive of facts 1-7) and B. (inclusive of facts 

1-8)  to be acceptable as findings of fact, with the following additional fact: 

 

B. 9* The applicant requested removal of front porch crawlspace door. 

 

The motion was seconded by Mr. Alphin; passed 5/0. 

 

Decision on the Application 

 

Following discussion on an initial motion made by Ms. McGorty and seconded by Mr. Alphin, 

Ms. McGorty made an amended motion that the application be approved as amended, with the 

following conditions: 

 

1. That the following details and specifications be provided to and approved by staff prior to 

the issuance of permits: 

a. Tree protection plan for the construction site and adjacent trees prepared by an 

arborist certified by the International Society of Arboriculture or Landscape 

Architect registered with the NCBLA;  

b. Screened porch construction. 

2. That the tree protection plan(s) be in place prior to commencement of any ground 

disturbing activities. 

3. That new siding be woven in with the existing so as to avoid matching vertical joints. 

4. That the following details and specifications be provided to and approved by staff prior to 

installation/construction: 

a. Clarification of what window is proposed for removal on the east elevation; 

b. Front door and hardware; 

c. Replacement windows and trim;  

d. Driveway; 

e. HVAC unit, location and screening; 

f. Lighting fixtures. 

 

Mr. Alphin agreed to the changes.  The amended motion passed 5/0.  

 

Committee members voting:  Alphin, Caliendo, Downer, McGorty, Shackleton. 

 

Certificate expiration date:  11/6/13. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 

 

058-13-CA 514 S BLOODWORTH ST & 520 S BLOODWORTH ST 

Applicant: ROSALIND BLAIR 

Received: 4/22/2013 Meeting Date(s): 

Submission date + 90 days:  7/21/2013 1) 5/6/2013 2)  3)  

 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 

 

Historic District:    PRINCE HALL HISTORIC DISTRICT 

Zoning:    DOD, RB 

Nature of Project:    Relocate building; construct rear addition at new location 

Amendments:    Revised drawings were provided May 3, 2013 and are attached to these 

comments. 

DRAC:    This application was reviewed by the Design Review Advisory Committee (DRAC) on 

May 1, 2013.  Present were Jerry Traub, Dan Becker, Erin Sterling, and Curtis Kasefang; also 

attending were David Maurer, Tania Tully, and a student observer. 

Conflict of Interest:  None noted. 

Staff Notes:  

 Additional photos from Google Streetview and City of Raleigh Pictometry are available 

for review. 

 A valid permit for demolition of the building was issued in February 2012 prior to 

historic district designation. 

 Because the house can be demoed legally at any time, staff reviewed the application as a 

combination of new construction for the purpose of compatibility with the district and 

the site and as alterations to a historic building for the purpose of retaining the 

architectural and historic integrity of the part of the house being retained. 

 City code section 10-2052(d)(3) states “Buildings and structures shall be congruous with 

the height of well-related nearby buildings and structures in the Historic Overlay 

District. In general, this height is within ten (10) per cent of the height of these well-

related buildings and structures.” 

 

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 

Sections Topic Description of Work 

2.3 Site Features and Plantings Construct rear addition at new location 

2.5 Walkways, Driveways, and 

Offstreet Parking 

Install driving strips 

3.5 Roofs Replace metal roof with architectural shingles 

3.7 Windows and Doors Add 2nd window to front elevation; add windows 

on south elevation 

4.3 New Construction Construct rear addition at new location 

5.1 Relocation Relocate building 
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STAFF COMMENTS 

 

Based on the information contained in the amended application, in staff's judgment: 

 

A. Relocation of building is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines sections 5.1.1, 

5.1.2, 5.1.3, 5.1.4, 5.1.5, 5.1.6, 5.1.7, 5.1.8. 

1* A valid demolition permit exists; the building can be demolished at any time without a 

COA; relocating the structure is considered a last resort, as no other alternative to its 

demolition is available and moving the structure has become the only means of saving it 

from destruction. 

2* The house at 514 S. Bloodworth Street is a ca. 1880 shotgun‐form frame house with a metal‐

sheathed front‐gable roof, 6/6 windows, and Victorian ornamentation including delicate 

sawn porch railings and post brackets and a quatrefoil gable vent.  It is highlighted in the 

historic overlay district designation report. 

3* An existing conditions floor plan of the house was included in the application; additional 

documentation of the structure in its existing site and configuration was not. 

4* The house will be moved approximately 110 feet south to the vacant lot at 520 S Bloodworth 

Street, within the Prince Hall Historic District; the house will be sited in the same orientation 

and approximate setback as presently on the existing site.     

5* Only the front two rooms (approximately 32 feet) of the house will be relocated; the rear 

20’6” will be demolished. 

6* No information regarding the specifics of the move, including method or route was 

included in the application. 

7* The application states that the current site will be used for future parking; neither specifics 

for the future parking or immediate treatment of the lot was included in the application. 

8* According to iMaps aerial photographs there may trees on the existing site and at the rear of 

the new site; it is unknown whether any of the trees are of the regulated size. 

 

B. Construction of rear addition; alteration of windows; roofing alteration is not incongruous 

in concept according to Guidelines sections 2.3.1, 2.3.2, 2.3.6, 2.3.7, 2.3.8, 2.5.5, 2.5.6, 3.7.9, 

4.3.1, 4.3.5, 4.3.6, 4.3.8, 4.3.9, 4.3.10, 4.3.11; however, replacement of the exiting metal roof 

with asphalt shingles is incongruous according to Guidelines section 3.5.1. 

1* The portion of the site proposed for the house is vacant with no vegetation; there may be 

trees at the rear of the lot. 

2* The lot is 7,405 SF; the footprint of the proposed new construction is approximately 1,616 SF 

for lot coverage of 22%.   

3* The application indicates that traditional driveway strips will be installed at an existing curb 

cut; details and specifications were not included in the application. 

4* The site plan does not indicate a walk extending from the front porch to the sidewalk. 

5* Information about the HVAC unit and screening and lighting is not included in the 

application. 
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6* The front room of the historic house is proposed to remain intact and largely unaltered 

except for replacement of the metal roof with asphalt shingles and removal of the transom 

window above the front door; the metal roof is one of the character defining features of the 

historic house. 

7* No information is available regarding the salvage of windows being removed. 

8* There is an existing 2-story contributing building (approximately 28’ tall) on the block at 322 

E Cabarrus Street; portions of the proposed house will be approximately 27’6” tall. 

9* The examples of camel-back additions included in the application are not within the historic 

overlay district.   

10* The house has the appearance of a narrow gable front building with shed roof additions; the 

proportions, roof slope, and details are traditional and found within the historic district. 

11* Proposed materials noted to match existing including lap siding, windows, and trim; 

roofing is proposed to be asphalt shingles; specifications and details were not included; the 

committee typically requires wood. 

12* Porch step details are not included; no stair railing is proposed. 

 

Staff suggests that the committee approve the amended application, with the following 

conditions: 

 

1. That the historic portion of the house remains roofed in metal. 

2. That the transom window remain. 

3. That windows being removed be salvaged and either be reused in the new addition, stored 

on site, or offered to a reputable reuse facility for donation or sale. 

4. That the new windows and doors be wood. 

5. That the following details and specifications be provided to and approved by staff prior to 

the issuance of permits for the relocation: 

a. Documentation of the building and existing site conditions in its original setting and 

context using photographs, site plans, or other graphic or written statements; 

b. Specifics of the move, including method, route and potential impacts on trees; 

c. Site plan for proposed site features and plantings of the original site after the 

relocation. 

6. That the following details and specifications be provided to and approved by staff prior to 

the issuance of permits for the addition/new construction: 

a. Windows. 

7. That the following details and specifications be provided to and approved by staff prior to 

construction/installation: 

a. Roofing; 

b. Screened porch; 

c. Doors; 

d. Gable vents; 

e. Lighting; 

f. Front porch steps and railing (if applicable); 

g. HVAC unit, location, and screening; 
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h. Driveway; 

i. Walkway (if proposed). 
 

PUBLIC TESTIMONY 

 

Support:  Rosalind Blair [affirmed] and Bobby Sanders were present to speak in support of the 

application.  

 

Mr. Shackleton clarified with staff that the historic portion remains roofed in metal, so really 

just front portion that will remain.  

 

Tania Tully [affirmed] explained that this is a unique situation in the new Prince Hall district.  A 

valid demo permit was pulled on the house in February 2012 so staff chose to review it in two 

ways.  For the part of the house that is being retained let’s keep that as intact as possible, for the 

new addition, she is treating it as new construction. Ms. Tully noted that typically, if there 

weren’t the possibility of demolition, the commission would want the camelback pushed back 

farther. The retention of the metal roof makes it really clear that we have a bit of an architectural 

gem left.  

 

Ms. Blair asked if it has to be the existing metal because the tornado tore off part of the original 

metal.  Ms. Tully said no, new metal is ok.   

 

Ms. Blair said she would need to follow up regarding the windows, because of the poor 

condition.  Ms. Tully stated that it may be a case where pieces of other windows being removed 

are reused to repair those being retained.   Ms. Tully stated that she is sure the windows are in 

in bad shape, but whether or not they are repairable is yet to be determined.  Staff will work 

with her on this. 

 

Mr. Shackleton asked about the trees on new lot.  Ms. Blair confirmed that on the new lot there 

is brush, not any trees greater than 8” DBH. 

 

There was no one else present to speak in favor of or in opposition to the application. 

 

At Mr. Shackleton’s suggestion Ms. Downer moved that the public testimony portion of the 

hearing be closed.  Ms. Caliendo seconded; motion carried 5/0. 

 

Committee Discussion 

 

There was no discussion following the public hearing. 
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Findings of Fact  

 

Mr. Alphin moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the public 

hearing, the committee finds staff comments A. (inclusive of facts 1-8) and B. (inclusive of facts 

1-12) to be acceptable as findings of fact, with the following modifications: 

 

Modify fact B. 1. To read as follows: 

1* The portion of the site proposed for the house is vacant with no vegetation; there are no 

trees at the rear of the lot. 

 

The motion was seconded by Ms. McGorty; passed 5/0. 

 

Decision on the Application 

 

Mr. Alphin made a motion that the application be approved as amended, with the following 

conditions: 

 

1. That the historic portion of the house remains roofed in metal. 

2. That the transom window remain. 

3. That windows being removed be salvaged and either be reused in the new addition, stored 

on site, or offered to a reputable reuse facility for donation or sale. 

4. That the new windows and doors be wood. 

5. That the following details and specifications be provided to and approved by staff prior to 

the issuance of permits for the relocation: 

a. Documentation of the building and existing site conditions in its original setting and 

context using photographs, site plans, or other graphic or written statements; 

b. Specifics of the move, including method, route and potential impacts on trees; 

c. Site plan for proposed site features and plantings of the original site after the 

relocation. 

6. That the following details and specifications be provided to and approved by staff prior to 

the issuance of permits for the addition/new construction: 

a. Windows. 

7. That the following details and specifications be provided to and approved by staff prior to 

construction/installation: 

a. Roofing; 

b. Screened porch; 

c. Doors; 

d. Gable vents; 

e. Lighting; 

f. Front porch steps and railing (if applicable); 

g. HVAC unit, location, and screening; 

h. Driveway; 

i. Walkway (if proposed). 
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The motion was seconded by Ms. McGorty; passed 5/0. 

 

Committee members voting:  Alphin, Caliendo, Downer, McGorty, Shackleton. 

 

Certificate expiration date:  11/6/13. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 

 

059-13-CA 603 N BOUNDARY STREET 

Applicant: DANIEL KELLS 

Received: 4/22/2013 Meeting Date(s): 

Submission date + 90 days:  7/21/2013 1) 5/6/2013 2)  3)  

 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 

 

Historic District:    OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT 

Zoning:    R-10 

Nature of Project:    Construct rear screened porch addition over new flagstone patio; construct 

small bump-out; install new concrete runner driveway; replace roof covering; replace 

gutter system. 

Amendments:    Revised drawings were provided May 5, 2013 and are attached to these 

comments. 

DRAC:    The Design Review Advisory Committee (DRAC) reviewed the proposal May 1, 2013. 

Present were Curtis Kasefang, Erin Sterling, David Maurer, Jerry Traub, and Dan Becker; 

also present were Cristyn Kells, Dan Kells, Tania Tully, and a student observer.  

 

Conflict of Interest:  None noted. 

Staff Notes:  

 Sanborn Fire Insurance maps are available for review 

 

 

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 

Sections Topic Description of Work 
2.3  Site Features and Plantings Construct rear screened porch addition over new 

flagstone patio; install new concrete runner 

driveway 

2.5 Walkways, Driveways, 

and Offstreet Parking 

install new concrete runner driveway 

3.5 Roofs replace roof covering; replace gutter system 

4.2  Additions to Historic 

Buildings 

Construct rear screened porch addition over new 

flagstone patio;construct small bump-out 

 

STAFF COMMENTS 

 

Based on the information contained in the amended application, in staff's judgment: 

 

A. Construction of rear screened porch addition over new flagstone patio; construction of  

bump-out is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines section 2.3.2, 2.3.8, 4.2.1, 
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4.2.5, 4.2.6, 4.2.7, 4.2.8, 4.2.9; however the proposed material and color of the bump-out may 

be incongruous according to Guidelines sections 4.2.7, 4.2.8.   

1* The house at 603 N Boundary Street, constructed between 1914 and 1950, is a 1-story side 

gable bungalow with a barrel shaped roof over the central front stoop.  The stucco siding, 

exposed rafter tails, and brackets are craftsman elements. 

2* There are no trees on this or adjacent lots within 50 feet of the house. 

3* The application states that the lot coverage, including the addition and hardscape will 

increase from 23% to 35%. 

4* The addition is located at the rear of the house on a non-character defining elevation. 

5* The new addition uses the same rectangular geometry as the existing house and brings in 

the circular features (porch roof and windows) in the form the screened opening in the gable 

end of the addition.   

6* In the amended application the addition is inset 1 foot from the side of the house and is 

several feet lower than the historic house; the roof slope of the addition matches that of the 

historic house, which lessens the visual impact of the addition.    

7* The design of the addition is a mixture of painted and stained wood with a heavy timber 

frame feel and with solid balustrades; the geometry of the screen panels and balustrades 

reflects that of the sunroom on the historic house.   

8* The bump-out extends beyond the existing exterior chimney by a few inches; it will extend 

approximately 18” from the wall of the house, have a shed roof.   

9* The amended application states that the screened porch will have a 5” rake (same as existing 

structure) and 22” exposed eaves/ladder rafters (same as existing structure); details and 

specifications were not included in the application. 

10* Ell additions are a traditional method of adding onto a house. 

11* Materials proposed are standing seam metal roof to match proposed change on historic 

house; heavy timber framing; vertical standing seam metal panels for balustrades and 

siding of bump-out. 

12* Bump-out will replace non-historic T-111 siding and be sheathed in vertical standing seam 

metal in a galvalume color; the amended application shows the bump-out framed in painted 

trim. 

13* The proposed galvalume color of the bump-out and contrasting trim will visually enhance 

the appearance of a new utilitarian feature; painting the bump-out and trim will make it 

visually recede.  

14* The application includes testimony from the 041-11-CA application hearing that discusses 

the visual retention of the laundry porch. The application states that the bump-out “will be 

respectful of the original laundry porch in that it will clearly denote where it once resided.” 

15* Window trim is 4½”; front sun porch is enclosed porch per 1980s or 1990s COA. 

16* Proposed drawings are not dimensioned or scaled. 
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A. Installation of new concrete runner driveway; replacement of roof covering; replacement of 

gutter system is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines sections 2.3.8, 2.4.8, 2.5.1, 

2.5.5, 2.5.6, 3.5.8.  

1* The application states that the lot coverage, including the addition and hardscape will 

increase from 23% to 35%. 

2* The proposed driving strips are a traditional driveway form; there is an existing curb cut; 

dimensions provided. 

3* The commission typically requires a water-washed finished on new concrete; this was not 

specified for the driving strips. 

4* The roof is currently covered with asphalt shingles; standing seam metal is a traditional 

roofing material; specifications for the system, including ridge cap were included in the 

application; color is proposed to be galvalume. The metal roof was approved in 2011 as part 

of COA 041-11-CA. 

5* Existing 4” k-style gutters will be removed and new 6” metal half-round gutters and round 

downspouts will be installed on the historic house and the new addition; specifications were 

included in the application. The gutters were approved in 2011 as part of COA 041-11-CA. 

 

Staff suggests that the committee approve the amended application, with the following 

condition: 

 

1. That the bump-out and trim be painted the same color as the body of the house. 

2. That the following details and specifications be provided to and approved by staff prior to 

the issuance of permits: 

a. Eave construction; 

b. Screened porch construction; 

3. That the following details and specifications be provided to and approved by staff prior to 

construction/installation: 

a. Brick sample; 

b. Driveway finish. 
 

PUBLIC TESTIMONY 

 

Support:  Cristyn and Dan Kells [affirmed] were present to speak in support of the application.  

Ms. Kells notes that tax records say the house was constructed in 1927.  She also comments that 

in fact 3 the hardscape number is not correct. Tania Tully [affirmed] states that the total 

coverage is 35%. 

 

Ms. Kells notes that in fact 8 the wood might project but the metal inset will be around 18”.  She 

does not want to paint the metal panels. She does not want to start painting metal when nothing 

else is painted.  

 

Regarding the eave construction, Ms. Kells is willing to do the same as the existing - 22”. 
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Ms. Kells noted that she has issues with the requirements of the drawings. 

 

Mr. Shackleton notes that the painting of the bump-out is the main issue. Ms. McGorty asks 

staff to clarify that the suggestion is for the bump-out to be the color of the stucco.  Ms. Kells 

points out that she would have to go get another color because the stucco is specially blended.  

Ms. Tully says yes, that the idea is to minimize the look of the bump-out.  It is a utilitarian 

feature so it shouldn’t stand out. 

 

Mr. Shackleton asked if the material was an issue.  Ms. Tully says that metal has been approved 

on an addition on Linden Avenue.  Mr. Shackleton notes that they should add to fact A.12* that 

metal used as siding has been approved on additions. 

 

Mr. Alphin asks the applicants why they are set on metal.  Ms. Kells says that they thought 

about putting a stucco patch, but she wants the quality of life in kitchen improved. She didn’t 

want to deal with a stucco professional on such a small job, they don’t like control joints, and 

they didn’t like wood cladding or shingles.  Mr. Alphin asked about the metal knee wall and 

railings.  Ms. Kells says that it is low maintenance. 

 

Mr. Alphin asked about the use of -stained wood.  Ms. Kells said that they are proposing 

pressure treated stained wood. They will let it weather and then stain similar to their fence.  She 

notes that if they paint it orange it will be too much orange. 

 

There was no one else present to speak in favor of or in opposition to the application. 

 

At Mr. Shackleton’s suggestion Ms. McGorty moved that the public testimony portion of the 

hearing be closed.  Mr. Alphin seconded; motion carried 5/0. 

 

 

Committee Discussion 

 

The following points were made in discussion [speaker indicated in brackets]: 

 

This is a really simple house with two materials; the language on front is a large opening. The 

addition has the same roof as the house but the rest of it is a pretty large departure from the 

house, plus it introduces two new materials. I appreciate the idea of the bump-out, indicating 

that there was something there, but the metal siding is an issue.  The amended application is 

much stronger, but this is still a pretty strong departure from the house when it has an 

instruction on how to do an addition. [Alphin] 

What material should be used? [McGorty] 

Painted wood. The palette is already there. The two guidelines staff cited are appropriate: 4.2.7 

and 4.2.8. [Alphin] 

Are you saying you would also remove metal from the bump-out?  The stained wood seems 

like they’re jumping outside of what’s appropriate for this house. [Shackleton] 
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I’m having a hard time making that stipulation here knowing what was approved on Linden. 

[McGorty] 

The form of the addition says that it belongs to the house, unlike the addition on Linden 

[Alphin] 

One idea that might make this different would be if the metal panel was gone and it was a flat 

panel without vertical definition to be painted to match the body of the house. [Downer] 

The commission has not yet approved hardie on an addition. [Tully] 

What I hear being said is that the metal and color of the metal is incongruous. Condition 1 

would change to say the bump-out and trim would be constructed with compatible material. 

[Shackleton] 

 

At Mr. Shackleton’s suggestion Ms. McGorty moved that the public testimony portion of the 

hearing be reopened.  Mr. Alphin seconded; motion carried 5/0. 

 

PUBLIC TESTIMONY (2) 

 

Mr. Shackleton explained that there are a couple of options at this point including denial or 

deferral.  Ms. McGorty said that the applicant could change the materials or go out and find 

evidence that this is in keeping with the neighborhood.  Ms. Tully notes that it may not be the 

stained wood itself, it may be the combination.  Ms. Kells asks if they could use stained 

beadboard instead of metal.  Ms. Caliendo notes that the fascia board and rake are stained too.   

 

Mr. Alphin says that they could redesign or find precedents and evidence to support the case.  

Mr. Kells says that he wanted something that would be obviously new.  McGorty says that they 

could find examples in the neighborhood that will reinforce the case.  Ms. Kells tried to get 

guidance on what material would be appropriate.   

 

Mr. Kells noted that the addition is on the rear and no one will see it but him.  Ms. Tully noted 

that while the guidelines do speak to putting additions on non-character defining elevations, it 

is not about whether it is visible. 

 

Ms. Kells speaks to the pressure treated beams and whether or not rim joists are painted.  Ms. 

Tully notes that it may not be the stained wood itself, it may be the combination.  She notes that 

examples of stained porches should be easy to find.   

 

There was discussion about what should be painted and what should be stained.  Ms. Kells says 

that they do want orange somewhere.  Ms. Kells notes that the material issued did not come up 

in the DRAC meeting, so she’s a bit confused. 

 

Mr. Shackleton said that the committee could deny or the applicant could request deferral.  

Discussion of what kinds of additional information would help the application was discussed.    

Ms. Kells requests that the application be deferred. 
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Decision on the Application 

 

Ms. Caliendo made a motion that the application be deferred per the applicant’s request.   

 

The motion was seconded by Ms. Downer; passed 5/0. 

 

Committee members voting:  Alphin, Caliendo, Downer, McGorty, Shackleton. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 

 

060-13-CA 315 N BOUNDARY STREET 

Applicant: JAMES ANTHONY & KAREN MORIARTY PENRY 

Received: 4/22/2013 Meeting Date(s): 

Submission date + 90 days:  7/21/2013 1) 5/6/2013 2)  3)  

 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 

 

Historic District:    OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT 

Zoning:    R-10 

Nature of Project:    Construct new 2nd floor addition; expand footprint by 95 SF 

Amendments:    A roof plan and revised front elevation drawing was provided May 1, 2013. 

Conflict of Interest:  None noted. 

Staff Notes:  

 COA file for 090-03-CA is available for review. 

 

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 

Sections Topic Description of Work 

2.3 Site Features and Plantings expand footprint by 95 sf 

4.2 Additions to Historic Buildings construct new 2nd floor addition; expand footprint 

by 95 SF 

 

STAFF COMMENTS 

 

Based on the information contained in the amended application, in staff's judgment: 

 

A. Construction of new 2nd floor addition; expansion footprint by 95 SF is not incongruous in 

concept according to Guidelines section 2.3.6, 2.3.7, 2.3.8, 4.2.1, 4.2.2, 4.2.4, 4.2.5, 4.2.7, 4.2.9; 

however the size and mass of the addition may be incongruous according to Guidelines 

section  4.2.6, 4.2.7, 4.2.8. 

1* The proposed footprint expansion is 95 SF; the lot is 13,504 SF. 

2* No information regarding trees is included in the application; photographs indicate a large 

tree on the adjacent property in the vicinity of the proposed footprint expansion; a tree 

protection plan is not included. 

3* In 2003 the committee approved a COA (090-03-CA) at this property to “Remove existing 

rear additions, construct new rear addition, construct new garage and gate house, install 

new fences, paths and drives, implement new landscape plan.” 

4* The addition was approved in 2003 in part because the “Size and scale of the addition is not 

substantially larger than the previously existing collection of additions. Its 1-story height is 

subservient to the original 1-1/2 story structure.” and “The mass of the new addition is 
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lower than the original structure, and is proportioned in a compatible relationship with the 

width of the house and the lot.” 

5* The application included examples of houses in the district that “were what we understood 

were addition projects where in most cases the height/mass of the addition was similar to 

height/massing of the existing original house.” The examples with staff comments are 

below: 

 516 E Jones Street –no COA Approved addition – entire house, original construction and 

addition was constructed within the period of significance of the district. 

 501 Oakwood Avenue – no COA Approved addition – entirely new construction 

 407 Polk Street – COAs were approved for removal of a 1920s addition and construction 

of a new addition in 1976. A 1977 note in the file indicated that the work was not 

completed and COA voided. A subsequent 1977 COA indicates retention of 1920s 

addition. 

 220 N East Street – no COA Approved addition 

6* The proposed addition is the same height as the existing house and has a low sloped roof 

centered on the existing addition. 

7* The application states that materials will match the existing; details and specifications were 

not included in the application. 

8* The historic house has open eaves and visually light decorative trim; the addition has a 

closed cornice with wider and visually heavy trim boards to match the existing addition.  

 

Pending the committee’s determination regarding the appropriateness of the mass and scale 

of the addition, staff suggests that the committee approve the amended application, with the 

following conditions: 

 

1. That the height of the addition be reduced so as to be lower than the historic house. 

2. That the following details and specifications be provided to and approved by staff prior to 

the issuance of permits: 

a. Revised drawings; 

b. A tree protection plan for the construction site and adjacent trees prepared by an 

arborist certified by the International Society of Arboriculture or Landscape 

Architect registered with the NCBLA; 

c. Windows and trim. 

3. That the tree protection plan be in place prior to commencement of any ground disturbing 

activities. 
 

PUBLIC TESTIMONY 

 

Support:  Andy Penry [affirmed], owner and John Farabow [affirmed], architect were present to 

speak in support of the application.  Mr. Penry states that they are only using attic space, not 

actually going up higher than the house. The ridge will extend back.  He notes that he is 

interested in knowing where they have authority to demand a tree protection plan.  Mr. Penry 

asserts that there is no basis for the condition and notes that they are adding life-safety egress. 
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Mr. Farabow comments that the house is very limited in width because of the size of property 

and by matching the height ridge of the existing house we aren’t damaging the effect of the 

historic section of the house.  He noted that they but they needed the height to get the necessary 

headroom on the second floor. They tried to keep the headroom the same and then add dormers 

because of the limitations of eave heights on the back. They matched the eave of the shed roof 

addition on the east side to dormer to break it, then went up.  

 

Mr. Penry comments that there is restricted headroom because there is a gigantic oak and 

they’ve designed this so that there won’t be an adverse effect on the oak. The defining elevation 

is on Boundary Street; the sides have no character.  This addition has no impact whatsoever.  He 

notes that they are not really extending the height of the roofline. 

 

Tania Tully [affirmed] comments that she disagrees about the sides being noncontributing; they 

are secondary. Ms. McGorty asks for clarification.  Ms. Tully explains that the character defining 

elevation is usually the façade and the sides as you go around the building become secondary in 

nature, not noncontributing.  

 

Ms. Tully also notes that on the east side, according to the 2003 application, the Bloodworth side 

was not added then. Mr. Farabow and Mr. Penry ask for clarification regarding staff’s comment.  

Using photographs, drawings, and Sanborn maps the location of the new addition was clarified.  

Ms. Tully noted that there was a second story addition on the main part of the house as early as 

1914. 

 

Mr. Shackleton asked staff for clarification regarding the requirement of a tree protection plan.  

Ms. Tully says that there is nothing in the Design Guidelines that says you have to provide a 

tree protection plan, or details of windows either, but that is the way that the commission has 

used to keep the construction process from harming trees. Mr. Shackleton noted that beyond 

digging there’s a concern with heavy equipment. Mr. Farabow —when the last addition was 

done it went to a pier foundation to preserve the tree. 

 

Ms. McGorty asked staff when they look at proportion and scale, do they look at it as house is 

now, not considering that prior additions were already made or as an addition on top of an 

addition. Ms. Tully said that the question is if they think that filling that in will overwhelm the 

historic house. She said not to worry about the non-historic addition. If you had a three story 

house with a two story addition, that is not overwhelming. This in staff’s opinion, this came 

close.  

 

Mr. Farabow noted what is remaining from, the 2003 addition and that they are trying to keep 

the addition as non-descript as possible.  Mr. Farabow noted that a second egress is important 

to owners. Mr. Penry says that they are interested in maintaining this house, not building a 

larger house. 
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Ms. McGorty spoke to her struggles of how to consider the scale and proportion of the addition 

to the house now.  Ms. Tully said that they would consider it as a whole; it is now going to be a 

2-stpry addition.  It will never be a one story without the bottom.  Ms. McGorty said that the 

whole addition looks very large. Mr. Shackleton says that if none of the additions had ever been 

built before, they would probably say no to the addition.  

 

Ms. Tully provided documents that show a comparison of the 2003 COA drawings and 2013 

drawings to determine if this is overwhelming.  Mr. Farabow states that the addition will be 

almost impossible to see.  Mr. Penry states that in truth, the addition is going to be only a very 

small bit higher. 

 

Ms. Tully asks if the eave line be dropped on the Bloodworth side.  The existing house has a 

very thin light eave line, and addition has a heavy one.  Mr. Farabow notes that they played 

with a simple eave board, but it looked strange. They don’t want to make the upper floor any 

more prominent. 

 

Opposition:  Chip Wells [affirmed], 311 N. Boundary stated that his concern is with the health 

of the large oak tree on his property. Mr. Wells contacted their arborist and wants a 

documented tree protection plan in place. His arborist prepared one with his concerns which he 

submitted for the record. He also noted that he feels like this is intrusive from their back yard 

and would like to see a buffer planted alongside the new second story. 

 

Mr. Shackleton noted that the COA committee doesn’t have the authority to require a buffer. 

They can only say if the addition meets the design guidelines or it doesn’t. Mr. Wells asked if 

the commission has any control over zoning.  Ms. Tully said that the HOD is a zoning layer and 

they do not regulate use, but are able to trump setbacks.  Buffering is an issue that typically 

arises between uses, not residential next to residential. 

 

Ms. McGorty notes that staff has suggested a tree protection plan as a condition.  Mr. 

Shackleton stated that the authority for tree protection plans comes from the fact that the overall 

tree canopy is part of the character of the historic district.  Mr. Penry noted that he has no issues 

with the report from the arborist.  Mr. Wells says that he is worried that building right up under 

tree will require major pruning to protect their house.  He also noted all of the work they have 

done to preserve and protect the tree over the years.  Ms. Tully notes that the commission has 

never not allowed an addition to be built because of the height of an addition getting too close 

to a tree. There could be a fact about questions of how it should be pruned.  Ms. McGorty noted 

that a tree protection plan will likely be required and the report provided is not a substitute.   

 

There was no one else present to speak in favor of or in opposition to the application. 

 

At Mr. Shackleton’s suggestion Ms. McGorty moved that the public testimony portion of the 

hearing be closed.  Mr. Alphin seconded; motion carried 5/0. 
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Committee Discussion 

 

The following points were made in discussion [speaker indicated in brackets]: 

The question is the size and scale. [McGorty] 

After he saw that there is already a roof he felt better. The way the wall is drawn conceals that 

the roof is already there. [Shackleton] 

This is clearly an addition, a series of additions telling story. [Alphin] 

 

Findings of Fact  

 

Ms. Caliendo moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the public 

hearing, the committee finds staff comment A. (inclusive of facts 1-8) to be acceptable as 

findings of fact. 

 

The motion was seconded by Ms. McGorty ; passed 5/0. 

 

Decision on the Application 

 

Ms. Caliendo made a motion that the amended application be approved with the following 

conditions: 

 

1. That the following details and specifications be provided to and approved by staff prior to 

the issuance of permits: 

a. A tree protection plan for the construction site and adjacent trees prepared by an 

arborist certified by the International Society of Arboriculture or Landscape 

Architect registered with the NCBLA; 

b. Windows and trim; 

c. Lighting fixtures. 

2. That the tree protection plan be in place prior to commencement of any ground disturbing 

activities. 
 

The motion was seconded by Ms. McGorty; passed 5/0. 

 

Committee members voting:  Alphin, Caliendo, Downer, McGorty, Shackleton. 

 

Certificate expiration date:  11/6/13. 
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OTHER BUSINESS 

1. Courtesy Review of Boylan Pierce Building Signage 

Although not legally required or binding, review of the proposed signage was made by the 

Committee in the manner of review of a COA application.  The following items summarize 

the commission’s comments regarding the congruity of the proposal with respect to the 

Design Guidelines for Raleigh Historic Districts: 

 The property is a contributing resource in the Fayetteville Street National Register 

Historic District (NRHD). 

 The period of significance for the district is 1874-1965. 

 The historic signs were in place by 1942, within the period of significance.   

 The proposal is a total reconstruction of the historic signs. 

 Because of the historic documentation, the proposed signage on this building is not 

incongruous in accordance with Guidelines section 2.8 Signage. 

The Commission concluded that the proposal was in character with the district and had this 

been submitted in an application for a COA it would have been approved. 

2. Request for Reconsideration: 034-13-CA 

Mr. Shackleton referenced the petition and procedures and explained the process to the 

petitioner and commissioners. Ms. Caliendo moved to allow Jenny Harper to present 

comments in support of the request for reconsideration.  Ms. Downer seconded; passed 4/0. 

Ms. Harper referenced her petition letter and offered the following additional comments to 

support her assertion that required procedural conditions of the RHDC’s Public Hearing 

Procedure for the Certificate of Appropriateness Committee were not satisfied:  

 At the April public hearing she a mistake to let staff comments speak for her; she 

thought staff comments would be given weight.  

 She was surprised by the lack of consideration given to the comments, the project, 

design, and materials especially considering all that went into the designation of Prince 

Hall and the significance of this watershed project.  

 This is an unquestionable precedence set for all districts.  

 Staff comments raised a lot of red flags including window arrangement, façade 

proportion, gaps in issues addressed.  

 Prince Hall is different than others with a variety of buildings, but she doesn’t want to 

see it become a dumping ground for any kind of architecture.  She didn’t appreciate the 

cherry picking done by the architects to justify the building being cobbled together. 

 She doesn’t believe this would be approved in other districts. 

 Stained siding was approved without discussion. There was no discussion of paint 

colors, which was mentioned in staff comments. 

 The approval of vinyl windows is a major concern and will ultimately undermine the 

purpose of HOD. She agrees that there have been a lot of advances in building materials 

and there’s an opportunity for discussion, but not in the middle of a monthly COA 

meeting. A decision so huge should have been made more carefully.  

 The concerned is about the other HODs as well.  
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 At the hearing the applicant complained about maintenance on wood windows, but 

three story buildings in other districts are managing just fine.  

 Cost was raised as a factor—this is not to be considered.  

 Other COA applications about new materials were mentioned including a United 

Daughters of the Confederacy case about column replacements.  The committee just 

denied the use of faux wood grain carriage doors.  

 In this district in particular, the approval of vinyl will affect rehabs as well as new 

construction.  

 Approving vinyl windows based on multi-family use seems arbitrary and 

unenforceable. 

 There was no discussion from the committee about imposing any conditions.  

Martha Lauer, Executive Director RHDC, read staff comments in support of the petition into 

the record making the following points: 

 The commission has long placed a high value on the use of historic materials; 

 There is a long-standing precedent of not allowing vinyl windows; 

 The 1993 COA decision that first allowed the use of hardie plank siding on new 

construction included the reasons that it was that painted and visually a close match to 

wood as well as on the width and lap of the boards, and their consistency with examples 

of historic siding. 

 Staff is concerned allowing vinyl windows will have it become the norm as happened 

with the use of hardie plank siding. 

 The recent Design Guidelines update did not result in a recommendation to revise the 

design guidelines standards regarding alternative materials. 

 Single pane wood windows with well-fitting storm windows will have a longer lifespan 

than thermopane vinyl windows.  Vinyl windows cannot be repaired. 

Discussion by the committee included the following comments: 

 Our job now is not to go through every point just made, but is there enough to warrant 

bringing the COA back. 

 The question is whether or not there was information missing in the facts; was there an 

error in law that would warrant reconsideration. Reconsideration does not rescind the 

existing approval, but warrants a reapplication. [Tully] 

 I’m not comfortable making a spot decision. [Alphin] 

 COA packets included the minutes from the meeting and the petition. The procedure is 

that the decision is made at this meeting.  [Tully] [Shackleton] 

 Regarding the discussion of the vinyl windows, the product has not been approved.  We 

have not seen the window and we may end up with a clad product. [Alphin] 

 As approved the windows will not come back to public hearing, but as an 

administrative review of conditions. From staff’s perspective the committee did not 

connect the dots.  There was no evidence provided that said why you should approve 

vinyl windows. [Tully] 

 There is a difference between vinyl and vinyl clad windows. [Alphin] 

 That should be discussed in a public hearing.  The commission has not approved vinyl 

of any sort. [Tully] 
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 Discussion between staff and the committee revealed that there was a misunderstanding 

as to the procedure/implication of the vinyl window approval.  

 Do you want to allow reconsideration or risk an appeal? [Lauer] 

 I don’t agree with Ms. Harper’s perception entirely.  When there’s something we agree 

on we don’t discuss it much. [Shackleton] 

 As the chair, if there’s a serious citizen concern in any HOD, especially a new one, that is 

serious enough that she would take these steps, we ought to err on side of caution and 

look at this again. He would argue for looking at it again. The other side is that there is 

an applicant that is seriously slowed down.  [Shackleton] 

 Is that a precedent that someone can come in and say I don’t like an application? 

[Alphin] 

 Yes, that is the procedure in the by-laws. [Shackleton] 

 Since the materials were mailed out and in reading through the minutes I think there is 

enough of a concern that it warrants looking at it again.  [Shackleton] 

 I agree. [Caliendo] 

Ms. Caliendo moved to find in favor of the petitioner, who is free to submit an application. 

Ms. Downer seconded; motion passed 3/1 (Mr. Alphin opposed).  

3. Demolition by Neglect: Oakwood 

Ms. Downer and Mr. Shackleton volunteered to visit and inspect the properties (323 Pace 

Street and 320 E. Jones Street) and report back to the committee. 

4. Committee Discussion 

i. Meeting Post-Mortem 

5. Design Guidelines Update 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting was adjourned at 8:30 p.m. 

 

 

 

 

Scott Shackleton, Chair Minutes Submitted by: 

Certificate of Appropriateness Committee, Tania Tully, Preservation Planner 

Raleigh Historic Development Commission 

 

 


