RALEIGH HISTORIC DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS COMMITTEE
Minutes of the Meeting
July 1, 2013

CALL TO ORDER
Chair Scott Shackleton called the Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) Committee meeting to
order at 4:01 p.m.

ROLL CALL

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

Present: Will Alphin, Elizabeth Caliendo, Miranda Downer, Scott Shackleton
Excused Absence: Sarah David

Staff Present: Tania Tully, Martha Lauer

Approval of the June 2013 Minutes
Mr. Alphin moved to waive the reading of the minutes for the hearing and adopt the minutes as
submitted. Ms. Downer seconded the motion; passed 4/0.

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. Mr.
Ralph Puccini, Notary Public, administered the affirmation.

Visitor's/Applicant’s Name and Address Affirmed
John Kerr, 1027 W South Street 27603 Yes
Scott Thompson, 606 Wade Ave 27605 Yes
Katherine White, 309 N Bloodworth Street 27601 Yes
Tom Urquart, 309 N Bloodworth Street 27601 Yes
Jackie Twisdale, 318 Oakwood Ave 27601 Yes
John & Lina Sibert, 206 E Franklin Street 27604 Yes
M.B. Hardy, 1020 W South Street 27603 Yes
Daniel Band, 607 Church Street 27604 No
Rachel Steinsberger, 804 W Morgan Street 27603 No
David Maurer, 115.5 E Hargett Street 27603 No
Laurie Jackson, 115.5 E Hargett Street 27603 No
Chris Jones, CCF Tree Services Yes
APPROVAL OF AGENDA

Ms. Caliendo moved to approve the agenda as revised. Ms. Downer seconded the motion;
passed 4/0.
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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: 085-13-CA, 086-13-CA, and 090-13-MW.
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS — CERTIFIED RECORD

085-13-CA 1027 W SOUTH STREET

Applicant: JOHN SIBERT -2SL DESIGN BUILD
Received: 6/14/2013 Meeting Date(s):
Submission date + 90 days: 9/12/2013 1) 7/1/2013 2) 3)

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: BOYLAN HEIGHTS HISTORIC DISTRICT
Zoning: R-10

Nature of Project: Remove existing rear screened porch and deck; construct new rear and side

addition with screened porch and deck; remove tree; install stamped concrete patio; front
porch alterations; install stained front porch floor; change exterior paint color

Amendments: Revised drawings and additional information regarding tree removal were
provided by the applicant and are attached to these comments.

DRAC: The Design Review Advisory Committee (DRAC) reviewed the proposal June 27,
2013. Present were Curtis Kasefang, Erin Sterling Lewis, Jerry Traub, and Dan Becker; also
present were Casie Sears, John Kerr, Alan Sibert, Martha Lauer, and Tania Tully.

Conflict of Interest: None noted.

Staff Notes:

e File and aerial photos are available for review.
e The Boylan Heights National Register nomination form describes this house as a
contributing resource constructed ca. 1923 and as a “one-story Bungalow; pyramid or

hip roof with gable dormer; engaged one-story porch, full facade.”

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

Sections  Topic Description of Work
2.3 Site Features and Plantings Remove existing rear screened porch and deck;
construct new rear and side addition with

screened porch and deck; remove tree; install
stamped concrete patio

3.1 Wood install stained front porch floor
3.4 Paint and Paint Color install stained front porch floor; change exterior
paint color

3.8 Entrances, Porches, and front porch alterations; install stained front porch
Balconies floor

41 Decks Construct new rear deck

4.2 Additions to Historic Remove existing rear screened porch and deck;
Buildings construct new rear and side addition with

screened porch and deck;
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1>(-

2*

3*

4*

5>{-

1>{-
2>{-

3*

4*

5*

STAFF COMMENTS

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

Removal of tree may be incongruous according to Guidelines sections 2.3.1, 2.3.5, 2.3.7;
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.”

The application states that the majority of the tree’s branches hang over the house.

The amended application includes a letter from a licensed professional engineer that states
the ground at the foundation is not sloped away from the house and noted several
foundation cracks; it does not say with certainty that the tree caused the damage, but asserts
that the tree within 6 feet of the foundation increases the severity of the foundation
problems.

The amended application includes a letter from an ISA certified arborist that rates the Oak
tree as a high risk due to vicinity of the house, damage to the house, and structural
condition of the tree.

The tree proposed for removal contributes to the canopy of the historic district; photographs
indicate the presence of other trees on the property, buts specifics are not included in the
amended application.

A replacement tree is not proposed.

Removal of existing rear screened porch and deck; construction of new rear and side
addition with screened porch and deck is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines
sections 2.3.6,2.3.7,2.3.8,3.7.9;4.1.1,4.1.2,41.3,4.15,42.1,422,424,425,4.2.6,427,
4.209.

The deck and screened porch being removed were approved with COA 135-01-CA in 2001.
A tree protection plan for remaining trees that may be impacted by construction activity
was not included with the application.

The lot size is 8,276 SF; the existing house has a footprint of 1,722 SF inclusive of porches
and deck; the existing addition and deck being removed are 350 SF; the proposed new
addition with deck and porch has a footprint of approximately 968 SF; the footprint of the
house with addition, deck, and porch is 2,340 SF (an increase of 618 SF). Not counting
hardscape, the current lot coverage is 21%; the proposed lot coverage is 28%.

Two windows are being reused; the remainder of the windows in the addition will be new
wood windows to match the existing; specifications and details were not provided.

The deck and screened porch are at the rear of the house and will be attached to the new
addition.
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6* Itis unclear from the application if all the wood on the screened porch is proposed to be
stained, or just the support posts as it is currently constructed. Under 117-00-CA at 1007 W.
South Street, a painted screened porch was added adjacent to an existing unpainted deck at
the rear of the house; no requirement for painting the deck was made by the committee.

7% Screening is not shown for the area under the deck or screened porch; the commission
typically requires screening to visually tie them into the house.

8* Decks have been approved previously throughout the district, including at 913 W. South
Street (098-01-CA) and at 1007 W. South Street (025-93-MW).

9* Screened porches are a vernacular form that can be found in the district. They have
previously been approved by the committee, such as at 1007 W. South Street (117-00-CA).

10* The new rear addition will replace the roof of the existing shed-roofed rear addition.

11* The addition will have a series of hipped roofs similar in slope to the existing hipped roof;
the bump-outs in the addition relate to the existing bump-outs in the existing house and
reduce the visual mass of the addition.

12* Information regarding the proposed siding and roofing were not included in the
application; the siding on the existing house is painted wood shingles.

C. Installation of stamped concrete patio; front porch alterations; installation of front porch
floor; change exterior paint color is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines
section 2.3.10, 3.1.5, 3.4.3, 3.8.1, 3.8.5, 3.8.6; however, leaving the wood unpainted is
incongruous according to Guidelines sections 3.1.4, 3.1.9, 3.4.1, 3.4.5, 3.8.4.

1* Porch columns being removed were installed per COA 136-03-MW.

2* Stamped concrete has not been approved; stamping is not a traditional treatment for
concrete in the historic district. Patios are more commonly concrete or stone pavers or
concrete with a water-washed finish that is more compatible with the district’s historic
concrete surfaces.

3* Historically porch floors were painted.

4* In 2009, the committee required that the front porch floor at 903 W Lenoir Street be painted
(COA 025-09-CA).

5* Details regarding the dimensions, orientation and installation of the new flooring were not
included in the application.

6* A photograph of the house from the 1930s illustrates the proposed replacement columns;
details regarding the dimensions and installation of the new columns and details were not
included in the application.

7* Changing of paint color, house numbers, lighting, and installation of fan are included for
administrative efficiency; details and specifications were included in the application
package.

Pending the committee’s determination regarding the removal of the tree, staff suggests that

the committee approve the amended application, waiving/with the 365-day demolition delay
for removal of the tree and with the following conditions:
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1. That a new tree of similar species be planted on the property during the next planting
period after construction ceases.

2. That the tree protection plan be in place prior to commencement of any ground-disturbing
activities.

3. That construction details, specifications, and/or samples be provided to and approved by
staff prior to the issuance of permits for the following items:

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;

c. Eaves;

d. Screened porch and deck rail construction.

4. That the deck and screened porch have screening between the support posts.

o

That the patio not have a stamped surface.

6. That construction details, specifications, and/or samples be provided to and approved by
staff prior to installation for the following items:

Front porch flooring;

Front porch columns and details;

Roofing;

Siding and trim or close-up photos of the trim being matched;

Window and door trim or close-up photos of the trim being matched;

Screened porch and deck colors;

Deck and screened porch screening;

Patio.

PR me an oR

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Support: John Sibert [affirmed], 2SL Design Build and John Kerr [affirmed], owner were
present to speak in support of the application. Mr. Sibert said that they have no problem
implementing the suggested conditions.

Mr. Shackleton asks for information on why the tree should come down now rather than in 365
days. Mr. Sibert states that the tree is impacting the structure of house; it is destroying the
foundation wall between the brick piers. Mr. Kerr said that the entire tree leans over the house,
right over the power connection.

Chris Jones [affirmed] , CCF Tree Service, spoke in support of the application. Mr. Jones made
the following points:

e The tree is only about 5" off of house.

e The proximity of the home has created a problem with developing the root system.

e The drip line of the canopy far exceeds the roots so it’s a high risk for wind failure

e The house next door is also impacted by the root system.
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e At that age, based off of sounding techniques, the tree probably has about 75% internal
decay and soil and erosion.

e The tree also has canopy die back.

e The life span is limited to what it would be because of its location —if it doesn’t fail
within the next year, it will be in the next couple of years, weather depending. With the
current amount of rain this year, the inevitable is sooner or later.

Mr. Alphin asked what kind of tree it is. Mr. Jones said it was a probably a Pin Oak. A voice
from the audience suggested it was a Water Oak. Mr. Alphin asked how old the tree is. Mr.
Jones said it was hard to tell, but that typically oaks aren’t fast growing. He estimated it was at
least 60 years. Mr. Alphin asked how big would that type of tree get. Mr. Jones said that it
could eventually grow to within one foot of house. He said that in his occupation they focus on
safety for people first, and then tree preservation. He stated that the tree isn’t getting the
nutrition it needs because the roots are getting crushed.

Scott Thompson [affirmed], ]S Thompson Engineering, spoke in support of the application. He
made the following points:

e There is some damage to foundation now.

e The tree’s close proximity has exerted pressure.

e The damage is not severe, but will be at some point.

e The grading is such that positive drainage is not happening; water is going into the

basement.
e The tree is obviously leaning over the house.
e He recommends that the tree be removed.

Mr. Jones stated that with the weight of oaks in general, one of that size is in excess of 30,000
pounds, noting that a failure of that magnitude would literally demolish the house.

Opposition: Marsh Hardy [affirmed], 1020 W South Street, stated that he is not opposing the
application in total, or expanding the house, but the removal of the tree. Mr. Hardy expressed
concern about the way that the commission conducts business. The way things are constituted
as he sees is it is that a homeowner can go out and hire an opinion for the work he wants in and
those opposed to that cannot do the same with equal standing before you. Mr. Shackleton
clarified that somebody opposed cannot enter the property without permission, but anybody
could hire an arborist to write a report, and the commission will consider that report equally.
Mr. Hardy said that he’s done that before and that was not allowed. Mr. Shackleton said to
focus on this case. Mr. Hardy said he was operating under the misconception that he couldn’t
have hired arborist. He would have done so. Tania Tully [affirmed] said that in short yes,
anyone coming to present can hire an expert to testify. The question then is for the committee to
decide where the weight lies. Dueling experts have happened over the years.

Mr. Hardy then made the following comments:

July 1, 2013 COA Meeting Minutes Page 7 of 19
y g g



e The arborist is free to speculate about the growth of fungus in a tree they want to
remove without taking measurements, in fact taking no measurements.

e People who live in old neighborhoods in urban environments know that trees have
shorter life spans than in the country, but value them because the canopy adds value
and livability.

e The commission should not allow the argument that urban trees do not live as long as
country trees have wright.

e The commission should also not allow the argument that multiple targets from nearby
trees is a reason for removal. That is quality of old neighborhoods, and what they agree
to in living in an old neighborhood.

e He is familiar with damage done to the foundation of old homes and in this case there
was none.

e Trees and houses have coexisted for a very long time and the tree accommodates the
building nearby. Tree roots seek out wet ground and the tree adapts to where the
nutrients are available. He expects the roots to be alongside of the house and not under
house.

Ms. Tully clarifies that two of the three trees discussed in the arborist’s report are not requested
for removal in the application — only the oak.

e The oak has a huge crown that spreads out at least 60 feet. It is true that there is a large
branch near roof. Trimming the branch off would protect the roof and balance the tree.

e The tree is bending toward the light.

e The matter of the water in the basement is due to the fact that the door into the basement
is very near the tree at a low position. That would naturally let rainwater into the
basement. If they changed the figuration of the foundation so that the door is walled off,
and put door on back of building, that would remove that source of water in the
basement.

Support: Mr. Sibert noted that the primary concern is for the people in the house. He noted two
pictures on page 14 of the original application packet that show how the tree is leaning and
there are multiple branches over the house. He said that they would love to keep the tree but
that it is encroaching on the house and creating a life safety hazard. He said that they are
proposing to plant another tree further over. Mr. Kerr noted his concern that the tree would be
directly over his child’s bedroom.

There was no one else present to speak in favor of or in opposition to the application.
At Mr. Shackleton’s suggestion Ms. Caliendo moved that the public testimony portion of the

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

Committee Discussion

The following points were made in discussion [speaker indicated in brackets]:
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Sometimes people plant little trees too close and they become big trees; it doesn’t necessarily
work out as desired. Putting in a new tree can add to the canopy that Boylan Heights enjoys.
[Alphin]

The only thing we have authority to do is delay removal by 365 days. I don’t see any change in
365 days. [Shackleton]

Unless the tree falls before that. [Downer]

I'm in agreement with staff recommendations [Shackleton]

Findings of Fact

Ms. Caliendo moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the public
hearing, the committee finds staff comments A. (inclusive of facts 1-5), B. (inclusive of facts 1-
12), and C. (inclusive of facts 1-7) to be acceptable as findings of fact, with the following
modification:

Changing Comment A as follows:
A. Removal of tree is not incongruous according...

The motion was seconded by M. ; passed 6/0.

Decision on the Application

Ms. Caliendo made a motion that the application be approved as amended, waiving the 365-day
demolition delay for removal of the tree, with the following conditions:

1. That a new tree of similar species be planted on the property during the next planting
period after construction ceases.

2. That the tree protection plan be in place prior to commencement of any ground-disturbing
activities.

3. That construction details, specifications, and/or samples be provided to and approved by
staff prior to the issuance of permits for the following items:

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;

c. Eaves;

d. Screened porch and deck rail construction.

4. That the deck and screened porch have screening between the support posts.

That the patio not have a stamped surface.

6. That construction details, specifications, and/or samples be provided to and approved by
staff prior to installation for the following items:

a. Front porch flooring;

b. Front porch columns and details;

o
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Roofing;
Siding and trim or close-up photos of the trim being matched;
Window and door trim or close-up photos of the trim being matched;
Screened porch and deck colors;
Deck and screened porch screening;

h. Patio.
7. That the porch floor be painted.

@™o Qo

The motion was seconded by Ms. Downer; passed 4/0.

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

Certificate expiration date: 1/1/14.
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS — CERTIFIED RECORD

086-13-CA 309 N BLOODWORTH STREET

Applicant: KATHERINE WHITE
Received: 6/14/2013 Meeting Date(s):
Submission date + 90 days: 9/12/2013 1) 7/1/2013 2) 3)

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT
Zoning: R-10

Nature of Project: Remove existing rear addition; construct new 2-story rear addition; window

and door alterations
Amendments: The application was amended June 28, 2013 to use vertical tongue-and-groove
siding on part of the addition in lieu of board-and-batten. Revised documents are attached
to these comments.
Conflict of Interest: None noted.
Staff Notes:
e 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 Remove existing rear addition; construct new 2-
story rear addition
3.7 Windows and Doors window and door alterations
4.2 Additions to Historic Remove existing rear addition; construct new 2-
Buildings story rear addition
STAFF COMMENTS

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

A. Removal of existing rear addition; construction of new 2-story rear addition; window and
door alterations is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines sections 2.3.6, 2.3.7,
238,37.1,379,3.7.13,42.1,422,42.4,425,42.6,42.7,429

1* The application indicates the presence of two trees in the rear yard that may be impacted by
construction activity; a tree protection plan is included.

2* The lot size is 5,663 SF; the existing house has a footprint of 1,438 SF inclusive of porch; the
existing addition is 90 SF; the proposed new addition has a footprint of 228 SF; the footprint
of the house with addition is 1,576 SF (an increase of 138 SF). Not counting hardscape, the
current lot coverage is 25%; the proposed lot coverage is 28%.
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3*

4:*

5>(-

6*
7*

8*

9*

10*

11*

12*

There is an existing concrete pad in the vicinity of the new addition; it is unclear from the
application, but the new addition may be entirely on the existing concrete pad resulting in
no new lot coverage.

The application proposes to make alterations to the fenestration in the existing house,
including reducing the size of a window and the addition of a new window on the south
side; details and specifications for the new window were included in the application.

The commission typically requires that the siding around removed features be woven in
with the existing so as to avoid matching vertical joints; it is unclear from the application if
that is proposed.

The addition being removed was enclosed per COA CAD-92-005 in 1992.

The new addition is located unobtrusively at the rear of the house, inset from the sides, and
is lower than the historic house; the addition has a hipped roof of lower slope than the
historic house, typical of small rear additions.

Most of the proposed new addition will match the existing in terms of materials, design,
color, and details; close-up photos of the details being matched were not included in the
application.

There is no fenestration on the south elevation of the new addition.

The intent of the north and west sides of the addition is that of the appearance of an
enclosed porch through the use of vertical tongue-and-groove siding; the amended
application includes examples of vertical siding used in several locations on historic houses
in Oakwood.

The roofing of the addition is proposed to be standing seam metal, a common roofing
material in the historic district; specifications were included in the application. The
specification includes a notation of optional serrations or risers; the commission typically
requires a flat pan between seams; the width of the pan is not specified.

Specifications for the new windows and doors and lighting were included in the
application.

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

conditions:
1. That the metal roofing not have the optional serrations or risers.
2. That the siding around removed features be woven in with the existing so as to avoid

matching vertical joints.

That the tree protection plan be in place prior to commencement of any ground-disturbing
activities.

That construction details, specifications, and/or samples be provided to and approved by
staff prior to installation for the following items:

a. close-up photos of the details being matched;

b. pan width of standing seam metal roof.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY
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Support: Katherine White [affirmed], owner and David Maurer were present to speak in
support of the application. Ms. White clarified fact 3* stating that the addition will be
completely on the existing concrete pad. There will, in fact, be several feet left of the pad, so
there is no new lot coverage. She noted she is happy to accommodate staff on the four
suggested conditions.

Jackie Twisdale [affirmed], neighbor and Tom Urquart [affirmed], husband of Ms. White, were
present in support of the application.

There was no one else present to speak in favor of or in opposition to the application.
At Mr. Shackleton’s suggestion Ms. Caliendo moved that the public testimony portion of the

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

Committee Discussion

There was no discussion following the public hearing.

Findings of Fact

Ms. Downer moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the public
hearing, the committee finds staff comment A. (inclusive of facts 1-12) to be acceptable as
findings of fact, with the following modification:

Modify Fact 3* to read as follows:
3* There is an existing concrete pad in the vicinity of the new addition; the new addition will
be entirely on the existing concrete pad resulting in no new lot coverage.

The motion was seconded by Ms. Caliendo; passed 4/0.

Decision on the Application

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

1. That the metal roofing not have the optional serrations or risers.
That the siding around removed features be woven in with the existing so as to avoid
matching vertical joints.

3. That the tree protection plan be in place prior to commencement of any ground-disturbing
activities.

4. That construction details, specifications, and/or samples be provided to and approved by
staff prior to installation for the following items:
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a. close-up photos of the details being matched;
b. pan width of standing seam metal roof.

The motion was seconded by Ms. Caliendo; passed 4/0.

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

Certificate expiration date: 1/1/14.
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS — CERTIFIED RECORD

090-13-MW 414 N BLOODWORTH STREET

Applicant: ROBERT M. TOMB FOR JAMES N STRONACH
Received: 6/19/2013 Meeting Date(s):
Submission date + 90 days: 9/17/2013 1) 7/1/2013 2) 3)

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT

Zoning: R-10
Nature of Project: Replace non-historic siding with fiber-cement siding.

Conflict of Interest: None noted.

Staff Notes:

e Staff photos and Google Street view photo is available for review.
e Sanborn Fire Insurance maps are available for review.

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

Sections  Topic Description of Work
3.1 Wood Replace non-historic siding with fiber-cement
3.6 Exterior Walls siding.

STAFF COMMENTS

1>{-

2>{-

3*

4*

5*
6*

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

Replacement of non-historic siding with fiber-cement siding may be incongruous according
to Guidelines sections 3.1.6, 3.6.5, 3.6.7.

Wholesale replacement of an architectural feature is not the same as replacing a unit of a
whole.

The historic wood siding is missing; the existing siding being replaced is masonite; there is
no COA on file for the masonite. Staff is uncertain as to whether the masonite has been in
place 4 or 40 years.

The proposed replacement is on a historic portion of the house on the side of the house, not
readily visible from the street, and is not sited on a corner lot.

The application proposes only to replace those portions of siding that are near a concrete
porch floor prone to water damage and prone to rot; the replacement siding is below a
historic sill.

The new fiber cement is smooth-faced and the same thickness as the rotted masonite.

In October 2012 the commission approved the replacement of a section of rotten wood near
the ground and subject to water damage and prone to rot with fiber cement on a non-
historic rear addition at 528 N Bloodworth Street (COA 101-12-MW).
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7* The commission has approved the use of synthetic materials in similar situations including:
window sill nosing at 305 Cutler Street (142-08-CA) and column bases and capitals at 302 N
Blount Street (130-08-CA).

Staff offers no suggestion to the committee.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Support: Robert Tomb [affirmed] was present to speak in support of the application. He said
that he is doing a lot of work on the house and found that the wood he is replacing is not wood.
He noted that he hasn’t seen work done on this side of the house in the last 40 plus years. He
wants to use hardiplank. He noted that was approved across the street at his mother’s house.
Tania Tully [affirmed] noted that what makes this different is that this is on the historic house,
not an addition.

The hardiplank is proposed for under the window sill where water hits the concrete porch and
splashes back up.

Mr. Shackleton asked staff what she meant by fact 1*. Ms. Tully said that they are not replacing
an entire wall; it’s replacing a portion of a wall. Mr. Tomb stated that the rest of the wall is
original wood. From the windowsill down when the rain comes off the slate roof it hits the
circular concrete patio and splashed back up on the side of the house. It is probably why it
rotted away originally.

There was no one else present to speak in favor of or in opposition to the application.
At Mr. Shackleton’s suggestion Ms. Caliendo moved that the public testimony portion of the

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

Committee Discussion

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

It is clear that there is technology that has replaced masonite. Pressure treated wood is wood
and can be painted. There is a solution that meets the Guidelines. I'm not buying argument that
this is an opportunity to use new technology. It should be pressure treated wood. [Alphin]
They are not replacing an entire section. [Caliendo]

At Mr. Shackleton’s suggestion Ms. Caliendo moved that the public testimony portion of the
hearing be reopened. Ms. Downer seconded; motion carried 4/0.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY (2)
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Ms. Tully distributed photographs of the property taken by staff that showed the masonite
removed and hardie plank already installed. It also shows where the window sills are in
relationship to the wall.

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 (2)
The following points were made in discussion [speaker indicated in brackets]:

Guideline 3.6.5 says to consider compatible substitute materials only if original material is not
technically feasible, which supports what Mr. Alphin said. [Shackleton]

Pressure treated wood may be too specific. [Tully]

Why? [Alphin]

The commission is typically only requiring material and appearance, not a requirement of how
long something lasts. [Tully]

If we said wood, we would allow pressure treated — it would be a broad approval. [Shackleton]
Doesn’t that just support someone coming back later and saying wood is not technically
feasible? [Alphin]

This is not a question that has been specifically addressed before, of an applicant or to the City
Attorney. My response is just a gut feeling. [Tully]

You are also looking at this as a missing feature per 3.6.7. [Tully]

On the issue of treated vs. not, Mr. Alphin what do you want to do? [Shackleton]

It should be in the wording. [Alphin]

Findings of Fact

Mr. Alphin moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the public
hearing, the committee finds staff comment A. (inclusive of facts 1-7) to be acceptable as
findings of fact, with the following modifications:

Change Comment A as follows:
A. “...fiber-cement siding is incongruous...”

Modify fact 2* striking “Staff is uncertain as to whether the masonite has been in place 4 or 40
years.” and replacing with the following;:
2* “... the applicant testified that the masonite has been in place since the 1960s.”

The motion was seconded by Ms. Caliendo; passed 4/0.

Decision on the Application
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Mr. Alphin made a motion that the application be approved, with the following condition:
1. That the masonite siding be replaced with pressure treated wood.
The motion was seconded by Ms. Caliendo; passed 4/0.

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

Certificate expiration date: 1/1/14.
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OTHER BUSINESS
1. Demolition by Neglect: Oakwood
i. 323 Pace Street: Ms. Downer moved to recommend to the full commission that
the item be forwarded to the Inspections Department. Motion seconded by Ms.
Caliendo; passed 4/0.

2. The RHDC holds an easement on the White-Holman House, which includes the
interior. The house has recently changed hands. A letter listing the proposed
interior work was provided, which included no changes to the items specifically
listed in the easement document. Staff requests the committee’s permission to
approve, after receiving details, the changes at the staff level. It's all items typically
considered minor work.

Mr. Alphin moved to allow for the proposed changes to be approved at staff level
with the understanding that staff will bring any major work items before the COA
committee, particularly items listed specifically in the covenant. Motion seconded
by Ms. Caliendo; passed 4/0.
3. COA Orientation & Training Date has been set for August 12, 4-8 pm.
Design Guidelines Update
5. Committee Discussion

=

i. Application Completeness
ii. Meeting Post-Mortem

ADJOURNMENT
Mr. Shackleton adjourned the meeting at 5:37 p.m.

Scott Shackleton, Chair Minutes Submitted by:
Certificate of Appropriateness Committee, Tania Tully, Preservation Planner
Raleigh Historic Development Commission
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