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RALEIGH HISTORIC DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 

CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS COMMITTEE 

Minutes of the Meeting 

October 7, 2013 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

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

order at 4:04 p.m.  
 

ROLL CALL 

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

Present: Will Alphin, Elizabeth Caliendo, Sarah David, Scott Shackleton 

Alternate Present: Fred Belledin 

Excused Absence: Miranda Downer 

Staff Present: Tania Tully, Martha Lauer 

 

Approval of the September 9, 2013 Minutes 

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

as submitted. Mr. Belledin seconded the motion; passed 5/0.  Note that the minutes for Case 

135-13-CA were not approved at this meeting due to a Notice of Intent to Appeal and ongoing 

transcription. 

 

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. 

Martha Lauer, Notary Public, administered the affirmations. 
 

Visitor’s/Applicant’s Name and Address Affirmed 

Gail Wiesner, 515 Euclid Street 27604 Yes 

Chris Tingler, 125 N Harrington Street 27603 Yes 

Erin Sterling Lewis, 704 N Person Street 27604 Yes 

Drew Robinson, 113 S Wilmington Street 27601 Yes 

Marsha Gordon, 421 N Bloodworth Street 27604 Yes 

Louis Cherry, 421 N Bloodworth Street 27604 Yes 

Mary Hart-Paul, 306 E Forest Drive 27605 Yes 

Christian Dysart, 319 Fayetteville Street 27601 No 

Brandy Thompson 1100 Filmore Street 27605 Yes 

Josh Decker 1409 Garden Place 27603 Yes 

John Brooks, N Blount Street No 
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REVIEW OF SUMMARY PROCEEDINGS/APPROVAL OF AGENDA  

Ms. Caliendo moved to approve the agenda as printed. Ms. David 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 142-13-CA, 143-13-CA, 144-13-CA, 

and 146-13-CA for which the Summary Proceedings are made part of these minutes. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – SUMMARY PROCEEDING 

 

142-13-CA 103 N EAST STREET 

Applicant: LYNNE HOUCK 

Received: 9/5/2013 Meeting Date(s): 

Submission date + 90 days:  12/4/2013 1) 10/7/2013 2)  3)  

 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 

 

Historic District:    OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT 

Zoning:    R-10 

Nature of Project:    Remove non-historic shed greater than 144 sf in area. 

Conflict of Interest:  None noted. 

Staff Notes: The Guidelines, on page 62 state “Demolition of significant buildings, structures, 

sites, objects, or trees within Raleigh Historic Districts is discouraged” [emphasis added]. 

 

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 

Sections Topic Description of Work 

2.6 Garages and Accessory Structures Remove non-historic shed greater than 

144 SF in area. 5.2 Demolition 

 

STAFF COMMENTS 

 

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

 

A. Removal of non-historic shed greater than 144 SF in area is not incongruous in concept 

according to Guidelines sections 2.6.1, 5.2.2, 5.2.3, 5.2.5, and 5.2.6; Raleigh City Code Section 

10.2.15.E.1. states that “An application for a certificate of appropriateness authorizing the 

demolition or destruction of a building, structure or site within any Historic Overlay District 

or Historic Landmark may not be denied…However, the authorization date of such a 

certificate may be delayed for a period of up to 365 days from the date of issuance…If the 

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

toward maintaining the character of the Historic Overlay District or Historic Landmark, it 

shall waive all or part of such period and authorize earlier demolition or removal.” 

1* The shed is adjacent an outbuilding on the property to the rear and north.   

2* Undated updates to the 1914 Sanborn Fire Insurance Map (The map was updated through 

1950 and then 1962, but individual updates are undated.) shows a small 1-story metal clad 

frame accessory building in the northwest corner of the lot. Based on this information the 

building was likely constructed prior to between 1914 and 1950 – possibly outside of the 

district’s period of significance.  It can, however, provide information about how accessory 

buildings were located and designed in the district. 

3* The application includes pictorial documentation of the exterior of the shed. 
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4* There are deciduous trees at the rear of the structure; according to an email with the 

applicant, the shed sits on a dirt floor so no excavation is required for its removal. 

5* After demolition the site will be planted with grass. 

 

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

 

1. That debris from the removal of the structure will be cleared from the site within 30 days of 

demolition. 
 

 

Decision on the Application 

 

There were no objections to approval without a public hearing. 

 

Ms. Caliendo moved to approve the application, adopting the staff comments as the written 

record of the summary proceeding on 142-13-CA. Mr. Alphin seconded the motion; passed 

5/0.  

 

Committee members voting:  Alphin, Belledin, Caliendo, David, Shackleton. 

 

Certificate expiration date:  4/7/14. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – SUMMARY PROCEEDING 

 

143-13-CA 1105 W LENOIR STREET - ROW 

Applicant: CITY OF RALEIGH URBAN FORESTRY DIVISION 

Received: 9/17/2013 Meeting Date(s): 

Submission date + 90 days:  12/16/2013 1) 10/7/2013 2)  3)  

 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 

 

Historic District:    BOYLAN HEIGHTS HISTORIC DISTRICT 

Zoning:    R-10 

Conflict of Interest:  None noted. 

Nature of Project:    Remove decaying and insect ridden maple tree 

 

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 

Sections Topic Description of Work 

2.3 Site Features and Plantings Remove decaying and insect ridden maple tree 

 

STAFF COMMENTS 

 

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

 

A. Removal of decaying and insect ridden maple tree is not incongruous in concept according 

to Guidelines sections 2.3.5; however not replacing the tree is incongruous according to 

Guidelines sections 2.3.5; Raleigh City Code Section 10.2.15.E.1. states that “An application 

for a certificate of appropriateness authorizing the demolition or destruction of a building, 

structure or site within any Historic Overlay District or Historic Landmark may not be 

denied…However, the authorization date of such a certificate may be delayed for a period 

of up to 365 days from the date of issuance…If the Commission finds that the building, 

structure or site has no particular significance or value toward maintaining the character of 

the Historic Overlay District or Historic Landmark, it shall waive all or part of such period 

and authorize earlier demolition or removal.” 

1* The tree proposed for removal is 40 inches at diameter breast height (DBH) and 50 feet tall. 

2* An inspection by an arborist certified by the International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) 

revealed that: there is girdling roots on root flare, evidence of insects, dead limbs in canopy; 

the arborist also states that the trunk of the tree has decay and signs of insects, and one of 

the leads are starting to die. 

3* According to the North Carolina Cooperative Extension Service housed at NC State 

University in the Department of Horticultural Science, red maple trees are deciduous and 

range from 40 feet to 60 feet in height. 
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4* From November 30, 2007 to January 7, 2013 the Urban Forester has requested removal of 

thirty-five (35) trees, all of which were determined by staff arborists to be dying, in decline, 

or hazardous. Of these, five (5) were in the Boylan Heights Historic District. 

5* The budget for tree planting in the City of Raleigh has been eliminated.  The Urban Forestry 

Division of the Parks, Recreation and Cultural Resources Department will replace public 

trees in residential areas through its NeighborWoods program or a Tree Planting Permit 

(citizen purchase). 

6* In 2008 and 2009 the NeighborWoods program received two COAs (207-08-MW and 017-09-

MW) for the planting of sixty-seven (67) new trees in the public right-of-way.   

7* Since 2009 donations for the value of 22 trees have been made to NeighborWoods through 

the COA process. 

 

Staff suggests that the committee approve the application waiving the 365-day demolition 

delay, with the following condition: 

 

1. That a medium maturing tree as defined by the Urban Forester’s “Suggested Street Trees for 

the City of Raleigh” be planted in Boylan Heights during the next NeighborWoods planting 

season. 
 

 

Decision on the Application 

 

There were no objections to approval without a public hearing. 

 

Ms. Caliendo moved to approve the application, adopting the staff comments as the written 

record of the summary proceeding on 143-13-CA. Mr. Alphin seconded the motion; passed 

5/0.  

 

Committee members voting:  Alphin, Belledin, Caliendo, David, Shackleton. 

 

Certificate expiration date:  4/7/14. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – SUMMARY PROCEEDING 

 

144-13-CA 1101 PENDER STREET (O'RORKE CATHOLIC CEMETERY) 

Applicant: CITY OF RALEIGH URBAN FORESTRY DIVISION 

Received: 9/17/2013 Meeting Date(s): 

Submission date + 90 days:  12/16/2013 1) 10/7/2013 2)  3)  

 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 

 

Historic District:    RALEIGH HISTORIC LANDMARK 

Zoning:    R-10 

Nature of Project:    Remove decaying and insect-ridden red oak tree 

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 decaying and insect-ridden red oak tree 

 

STAFF COMMENTS 

 

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

 

A. Removal of decaying and insect-ridden red oak tree is not incongruous in concept according 

to Guidelines sections 2.3.5; however not replacing the tree is incongruous according to 

Guidelines section 2.3.5;  Raleigh City Code Section 10.2.15.E.1. states that “An application for 

a certificate of appropriateness authorizing the demolition or destruction of a building, 

structure or site within any Historic Overlay District or Historic Landmark may not be 

denied…However, the authorization date of such a certificate may be delayed for a period 

of up to 365 days from the date of issuance…If the Commission finds that the building, 

structure or site has no particular significance or value toward maintaining the character of 

the Historic Overlay District or Historic Landmark, it shall waive all or part of such period 

and authorize earlier demolition or removal.”  

1* The tree proposed for removal is 43 inches at diameter breast height (DBH) and 50 feet tall. 

2* An inspection by an arborist certified by the International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) 

revealed that: the tree is in decline and has Hypoxylin Canker (Disease); the arborist states 

that as the tree continues to die, it will become more hazardous to pedestrians, motorists, 

and to the crews maintaining cemetery property. 

3* According to the North Carolina Cooperative Extension Service housed at NC State 

University in the Department of Horticultural Science, red oak trees are deciduous and 

range from 60 feet to 75 feet in height. 

4* Trees are not mentioned as having significance in the landmark designation report. 
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5* A replacement tree is not proposed. 

6* As a City owned cemetery, O’Rorke Catholic Cemetery is managed in part by the Historic 

Cemeteries Advisory Board (HCAB).  According to an email from the City’s Urban Forester, 

the HCAB is in the process of determining the location of possible tree plantings in the three 

City controlled cemeteries. The tornado of 2011 raised concerns regarding the 

appropriateness of planting trees in close proximity to areas that that could house both 

marked and unmarked graves. 

 

Staff suggests that the committee approve the application waiving the 365-day demolition 

delay, with the following conditions: 

 

1. That a large maturing tree as defined by the Urban Forester’s “Suggested Street Trees for the 

City of Raleigh” be planted during the next planting season after removal of the tree.   

2. That the location of the tree be determined by the Urban Forester and the HCAB and 

provided to and approved by staff prior to planting.   

3. That should the Urban Forester and HCAB determine that there is not an appropriate 

location for a new tree on the site a large maturing tree as defined by the Urban Forester’s 

“Suggested Street Trees for the City of Raleigh” be planted in the right-of-way in a Historic 

Overlay District or on a Raleigh Historic landmark during the next planting season after 

removal of the tree.   
 

 

Decision on the Application 

 

There were no objections to approval without a public hearing. 

 

Ms. Caliendo moved to approve the application, adopting the staff comments as the written 

record of the summary proceeding on 144-13-CA. Mr. Alphin seconded the motion; passed 

5/0.  

 

Committee members voting:  Alphin, Belledin, Caliendo, David, Shackleton. 

 

Certificate expiration date:  4/7/14. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – SUMMARY PROCEEDING 

 

146-13-CA 501 N BLOUNT STREET 

Applicant: MARY HART-PAUL FOR ROBERTSON LAW FIRM LLC 

Received: 9/18/2013 Meeting Date(s): 

Submission date + 90 days:  12/17/2013 1) 10/7/2013 2)  3)  

 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 

 

Historic District:    BLOUNT STREET HISTORIC DISTRICT 

Zoning:    PDD, O&I-2 

Nature of Project:    Enclose portion of rear porch; add new window; remove second rear door 

Conflict of Interest:  None noted. 

 

 

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 

Sections Topic Description of Work 

3.7 Windows and Doors add new window; remove second rear door 

3.8 Entrances, Porches, and 

Balconies 

Enclose portion of rear porch; add new window; 

remove second rear door 

 

STAFF COMMENTS 

 

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

 

A. Enclosure of portion of rear porch; addition of new window; removal of second rear door is 

not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines sections 3.7.9, 3.7.13, 3.8.1, 3.8.7. 

1* There are two rear doors; the central door will be retained. 

2* One third of the inset rear porch is proposed for enclosure; a corner board will remain to 

notate the new wall. 

3* Windows and materials are proposed to match the existing; details and specifications were 

not included in the application. 

 

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

1. That window specifications be provided to and approved by staff prior to the issuance of 

permits. 

2. That close-up photographs of the materials being matched be provided to and approved by 

staff prior to installation. 
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Decision on the Application 

 

There were no objections to approval without a public hearing. 

 

Ms. Caliendo moved to approve the application, adopting the staff comments as the written 

record of the summary proceeding on 146-13-CA. Mr. Alphin seconded the motion; passed 

5/0.  

 

Committee members voting:  Alphin, Belledin, Caliendo, David, Shackleton. 

 

Certificate expiration date:  4/7/14. 
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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: 145-13-CA, and 147-13-CA. 

 

Mr. Alphin was recused from case 135-13-CA and left the room for the duration of the case.  

After the decision Ms. Caliendo moved to readmit Mr. Alphin.  Ms. David seconded; motion 

passed 4/0 

 

Mr. Belledin was recused from cases 145-13-CA and 147-13-CA and left for the remainder of the 

meeting.   

 

Due to the receipt of a Notice of Intent to Appeal, transcribed minutes for the 2nd part of case 

135-13-CA will be reviewed and approved at a special meeting at the conclusion of the RHDC 

Business meeting on Tuesday, November 19. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 

 

145-13-CA 520 S PERSON STREET 

Applicant: IN SITU STUDIO 

Received: 9/17/2013 Meeting Date(s): 

Submission date + 90 days:  12/16/2013 1) 10/7/2013 2)  3)  

 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 

 

Historic District:    PRINCE HALL HISTORIC DISTRICT 

Zoning:    DOD, RB 

Nature of Project:    Master landscape plan; change previously approved COA to use aluminum 

clad wood windows 

Amendments:    Section drawings and specifications for the proposed widows and examples of 

existing curb cuts were provided and are attached to these comments. 

Conflict of Interest:  Mr. Alphin moved to recuse Mr. Belledin. Ms. David seconded, passed 4/0.  

Mr. Belledin left the room for the duration of the case. 

Staff Notes:  

 Some site features were approved as part of the approval of the new construction with 

COA 074-13-CA. 

 

 

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 

Sections Topic Description of Work 

2.3 Site Features and Plantings Master landscape plan 

2.4 Fences and Walls Install low retaining wall 

4.3 New Construction change previously approved coa to use 

aluminum clad wood windows 

 

STAFF COMMENTS 

 

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

 

A. Implementation of master landscape plan is not incongruous in concept according to 

Guidelines sections 2.3.1, 2.3.2, 2.3.4, 2.4.8.  

1* The plan is for detached new construction; there are no existing site features being removed. 

2* The plan is composed primarily of elements and features that are required per the City of 

Raleigh zoning ordinance. 

3* Trees proposed along the right of way are listed as available through the City of Raleigh’s 

NeighborWoods tree planting program. 
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4* The plan uses layered plantings with a mix of deciduous and evergreen trees and shrubs in 

a range of heights; it is unclear from the site plan whether heights indicated are at time of 

planting or full growth. 

5* The landscape plan includes the following features: new curb cut on E Lenoir Street, 

removal of curb cut on S Person Street, pervious pavement for the parking area, bike rack, 

segmental retaining wall, walkway, sidewalk relocation.  Details and specifications were not 

included in the application. 

6* The driveway on the western adjacent property is being retained. 

7* It is unclear from the site plan what is happening to the granite curb at the new cut on E 

Lenoir Street; the commission typically requires that the granite curb be retained and 

lowered in place and left exposed. 

8* The access ramps at the intersection are noted to be the city standard; starting in the 1990s 

(142-94-CA) the commission has required the retention of granite curbing at access ramps. 

9* City of Raleigh transportation engineering staff have proposed that the granite curb be used 

on the radius of the curb cut rather than being lowered in-place.  They offer the following 

reasons:  1) in the volume of vehicles using this driveway which exceeds the volume for a 

single family home driveway; 2) the problem with vehicles turning into the driveway and 

running over the curb  and causing damage to either the vehicle or granite curb, and 3) the 

sunken granite across the driveway could create a maintenance problem for the City with 

three different materials, asphalt pavement, granite and concrete abutting each other and 

allowing water to freeze in any voids at the joints and cracking and damage occurring. 

 

B. Changing of previously approved COA to use aluminum clad wood windows may be 

incongruous according to Guidelines sections 4.3.9, 4.3.10. 

1* The proposed windows are for use in detached new construction. 

2* The proposed windows are JeldWen Site Line EX Aluminum Clad Wood Windows; the 

application states that the windows are compatible in detail, texture, finish, color, and sheen 

with other windows in the district, including wood windows.  

3* The application states that window samples will be available at the hearing to illustrate 

compatibility of detail, texture, finish, color, and sheen between a wood window and an 

aluminum clad wood window. 

4* The application states that the use of wood windows is technically infeasible because wood 

windows do not have a nailing flange, the quality of wood used to construct modern-day 

manufactured wood windows is lesser than the wood used to construct wood windows 

typically found in contributing historic structures in the historic district, and the location of 

some of the windows will not be easily accessed for maintenance purposes. 

5* The application states that “Wood windows today are comprised typically of young pine 

that is finger jointed in order to meet required structural standards. Finger jointing results in 

more exposure of wood’s end grain, which absorbs water, if exposed. This, along with the 

lower grade of wood, significantly increases the risk of peeling paint, rot, and/or decay.” 

6* The proposed windows will not have exterior trim. 

7* All metal windows (typically steel) were historically used in some buildings starting in the 

1930s. 
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8* Previous approvals of non-historic materials included the following reasons: did not 

emulate original materials (107-06-CA at 412 S Boylan Avenue); the nature of the synthetic 

material is not evident after painting and it does not have a faux wood appearance (142-08-

CA at 305 Cutler Street); the proposed lap siding is smooth, not imitation woodgrain; and is 

a durable material (CAD-93-049 at 601 Leonidas Lane). 

9* Previous denials of non-historic materials included the following reasons: Turfstone is a 

modern paving material that has no precedent in the historic district, and is not found in use 

for driveway strips (114-05-CA at 606 E Lane Street); denial of wood-grain Hardieplank 

stating that the committee was specific in its approval of smooth texture Hardieplank, 

noting that imitation wood-grain was prohibited by the guidelines in use at that time ( 191-

05-CA at 721 Dorothea Drive); Hardieplank on addition denied stating that “Additions will 

be sheathed in wood clapboards to match the dimensions and alignment of the original 

clapboards underlying the artificial siding on the body of the house to which the addition 

will connect.” (016-06-CA at 513 Cutler Street); the committee typically does not approve 

substitute materials when they abut historic materials (229-08-CA at 518 E Lane Street). 

 

Staff suggests that the committee approve the master landscape plan application, with the 

following conditions, but offers no suggestion regarding the use of aluminum clad wood 

windows: 

 

1. That the finish surface of the new sidewalk match that of the adjacent sidewalks. 

2. That the granite curb along E Lenoir Street be retained or relocated to be used as part of the 

new curb cut. 

3. Specifications and details for the following items be provided to and approved by staff prior 

to installation: 

a. Curb cut detail; 

b. Pervious pavement; 

c. Segmental retaining wall; 

d. Sidewalk surface; 

e. Bike rack. 

4. That the sidewalk access ramp detail be the detail approved by the commission in a 

Citywide ramp installation in the 1990s. 
 

PUBLIC TESTIMONY 

 

Support:  Erin Sterling Lewis [affirmed], Drew Robinson [affirmed] DHIC, and Chris Tingler 

[affirmed], Cline Design were present to speak in support of the application.  Ms. Lewis stated 

that The 10 at South Person is the final name of the project and indicated that they would 

discuss the landscape design first, then the windows.  

 

Mr. Tingler addressed the master landscape plan and made the following comments in 

conjunction with a slide presentation and additional written information:  

 The first slide is construction level, you may have seen that.  
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 Design considerations: onsite currently there are no trees. Along with the western 

boundary at the top of the drawing there’s existing residential. We took that into 

consideration with sun angles, microclimate, plant hardiness zone (7B), utilities, and 

plant availability.  

 We tried to keep in the same palate of old-fashioned plant families throughout the 

district. Plants as drawn are at their mature sizes.  

 Much of the planting are to meet requirements for the City of Raleigh street tree 

requirements and Transitional Protective yard buffers.   

 The City’s Urban Forester was consulted on the street trees and height was limited due 

to overhead powerlines. 

 We chose trees that are vase shaped for buffer to neighbor.  

 Photographs of the proposed trees and plants were shown in the slide presentation. 

 Mature heights of trees and plants are shown on the plan. 

 Landscaping softening the retaining wall edge as you get closer to the driveway. 

 Foundation plantings, screening of condenser units and mailbox in the back are also 

provided. 

 Tall plants flanking the front doors were chosen to reflect the tall thin windows on the 

buildings. 

 

Mr. Shackleton asked if anyone was there to speak in favor of or against this application.  

Hearing none he stated that they would discuss landscaping first, then we can deal with the 

windows separately.  

 

Mr. Shackleton, to the applicant, noted that in the staff comments, there are some issues about 

the curb cuts. Mr. Tingler said that Public Works doesn’t want any granite in the driveway. 

One, they are afraid that it will pop a tire because the material is so coarse and dense. They are 

afraid the two materials going together will not be durable with the amount of moving traffic 

going between. Tania Tully [affirmed] pointed out fact 9 in the comments. She also noted that 

the guidelines says not to remove granite curbing but doesn’t say how. What she heard from 

city staff is a recommendation that the granite curbing be removed from street and used in the 

curve of driveway cut. Mr. Shackleton said he was not sure what that means since the driveway 

is curved but granite is straight. Mr. Alphin said he was confused by fact 9. Ms. Tully reported 

that it was a suggestion by Public Works staff.  Mr. Shackleton said that he doesn’t think that’s 

possible and asked if there is another place on the property that it can be used.  Ms. Tully said 

no, because the curb cut being removed along Person is in a section with concrete curbs.  Ms. 

David asked if it would be possible to trade the straight piece of granite curbing with curved 

pieces in city storage.  Mr. Alphin added and retaining what’s there.  Ms. Tully said perhaps.   

 

Ms. Tully stated that the committee needed to base their decision on the guidelines.  She also 

noted that if the City was removing the granite it would have to come before the commission as 

well. She pointed the committee to guidelines 2.1.13 and 2.1.2.  Mr. Shackleton noted that 2.3.13 

was is pretty clear.  
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Mr. Shackleton then moved the discussion to the windows. Large window samples were 

displayed in front of the applicant’s table view of the committee 

 

Ms. Lewis, in a slide presentation, showed the elevation that was approved and made the 

following comments: 

 They are proposing windows to be aluminum clad.  

 This technical information has been reviewed during a prior case at this meeting, but 

Mr. Alphin was not part of that discussion.  Mr. Shackleton asked that Ms. Lewis make 

the points that need to be made. 

 Guideline 4.3.10 was the guideline that was used in the last case. 

 The white Pella window from the last hearing was not appropriate, so they have come 

back with apples-to-apples wood and aluminum clad windows for review.  

 They researched what is the best window given those issues and found Jeld-Wen.  

 The differences between the aluminum clad and wood windows are that one is a 

casement window and another is a picture or fixed window. The windows have similar 

profiles except one has the opportunity to have screens in it.  

 Looking at the section and plan views of casement windows, she notes that the 

company, Jeld-Wen, considers aluminum clad windows to be wood windows.  

 There is a difference in the paint, which is that there is a 10-year warranty for the baked 

on paint finish on the aluminum clad windows.  

 The all wood windows are painted by a contractor on site, so there is no warranty on 

this from Jeld-Wen.  

 The company recommends that as a building owner you check up on your wood 

windows and paint up to once a year.  

 From a warranty standpoint rotting windows is due to paint not installed correctly, or 

needed paint, etc. It is very hard to prove that paint was installed correctly, so 20 year 

warranty is very hard to prove with wood windows.  

 The cladding is exactly in the profile of the wood.  

Tania Tully [affirmed] suggested that Ms. Lewis point out the discussion about brick mould. 

Ms. Lewis stated that they have the same plan as the former case and made the following 

additional comments: 

 If they used all wood windows they would pop off the brick mould and put a thin piece 

of trim to finish off window to look like the aluminum clad style.  

 On Jeld-Wen’s wood windows, the sills are all aluminum clad.  

 The big difference is the nailing flange.  You can get a vinyl flange that is nailed to wood 

window but it doesn’t function as well. Once you add flashing and paper on top, you 

have three layers between window and elements.  

 With a three story building, we feel that this is really appropriate. 

 

Ms. Caliendo asked if when water does get into the aluminum window is it repairable.  Ms. 

Lewis said that if it is a terrible installation, it is possible for water to get in there, but unless it’s 

installed improperly, Jeld-Wen really prides itself on the window not taking on water.  
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Ms. David noted that it looks like in the specs there’s a 10 year warranty on the window and a 

20 year on the glazing. Ms. Lewis said that the bottom line is that it’s the same warranty except 

for the painting aspect. 

 

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.  Mr. Alphin seconded; motion carried 4/0. 

 

 

Committee Discussion 

 

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

 

On the landscape plan, the specific issue is the granite curbcut. Guideline 2.1.3 is very clear.  It 

leaves little room for interpretation so we’ll do what we have to do and let city duke it out. Are 

there any other issues on landscaping portion of it? Testimony clarified the issue in fact 4 about 

full growth – heights are noted in the handout.  For the windows we do have many of the same 

facts we considered earlier today. The color in the samples is identical to the proposed color.  

The applicant addressed the issue of diagonal seams.  I cannot tell the difference between the 

two windows from 10’ away. [Shackleton] 

For the record, we do know what infeasible means and didn’t need the definition included in 

application. [David] 

What they really mean is that they’re not affordable. The guidelines don’t allow us to care about 

what things cost. [Alphin] 

Cost is not an argument for us to consider. In terms of appearance they look the same, and even 

though I was reading aluminum clad it wasn’t coming home to me that it is a wood window 

with aluminum coating on it. [David] 

It’s a finish. The section drawings make it pretty clear too, and the samples.  When you look at 

the same construction it’s the same look. This is a freestanding brand new building, not a 

historic building or an addition to a building. [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 1-9) and B. (inclusive of facts 

1-9) to be acceptable as findings of fact, with the following modifications and additional facts: 

 

Under Comment A make the following modification: 

Modifying fact 4* to read:  

4* The plan uses layered plantings with a mix of deciduous and evergreen trees and shrubs in 

a range of heights; in the presentation and plant handout, mature heights were provided. 
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Modify comment B to read: 

B. Changing of previously approved COA to use aluminum clad wood windows is not 

incongruous according to Guidelines sections 4.3.9, 4.3.10. 

 

Modifying fact 3* to read:  

3* Window samples were available at the meeting to illustrate compatibility of detail, texture, 

finish, color, and sheen between a wood window and an aluminum clad wood window. The 

samples looked identical to the committee from 10 feet away. 

 

Modifying fact 4* to read:  

4* The application states that the use of wood windows is technically infeasible because wood 

windows do not have a nailing flange, the quality of wood used to construct modern-day 

manufactured wood windows is lesser than the wood used to construct wood windows 

typically found in contributing historic structures in the historic district, and the location of 

some of the windows will not be easily accessed for maintenance purposes.  The nailing 

flange on the aluminum clad wood windows is aluminum and integrated with the window. 

 

Adding the following facts to read: 

10* The windows have a smooth painted finish not an anodized finish. 

11* The seams are of the aluminum cladding are flush. 

12* The components of the wood window and aluminum clad wood window are identical in 

construction 

 

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

 

Decision on the Application 

 

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

conditions: 

 

1. That the finish surface of the new sidewalk match that of the adjacent sidewalks. 

2. That the granite curb along E Lenoir Street be retained or relocated to be used as part of the 

new curb cut. 

3. Specifications and details for the following items be provided to and approved by staff prior 

to installation: 

a. Curb cut detail; 

b. Pervious pavement; 

c. Segmental retaining wall; 

d. Sidewalk surface; 

e. Bike rack. 

4. That the sidewalk access ramp detail be the detail approved by the commission in a 

Citywide ramp installation in the 1990s. 
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The motion was seconded by Ms. David; passed 4/0. 

 

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

 

Certificate expiration date:  4/7/14. 

 



 

October 7, 2013 COA Meeting Minutes   Page 20 of 25 

 

APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – STAFF COMMENTS 

 

147-13-CA 500 N BLOUNT STREET 

Applicant: BRANDY THOMPSON, AIA 

Received: 9/18/2013 Meeting Date(s): 

Submission date + 90 days:  12/17/2013 1) 10/7/2013 2)  3)  

 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 

 

Historic District:    BLOUNT STREET HISTORIC DISTRICT 

Zoning:    PDD, O&I-1, O&I-2 

Nature of Project:    Master landscape plan to include wrought iron gate and brick support 

piers; new walkways; new trees and plantings 

Amendments:    Additional information regarding the proposed gate was provided and is 

attached to these comments. 

Conflict of Interest:  Mr. Alphin moved to recuse Mr. Belledin. Ms. David seconded, passed 4/0.  

Mr. Belledin left the room for the duration of the case. 

Staff Notes:  

 Some site features were approved as part of the approval of the addition with COA 107-

13-CA. 

 This application changes some of the proposed plantings from COA 107-13-CA and 

adds additional items. Approved COA 119-09-MW - Change exterior paint colors; prune 

3 limbs on 32" DBH tree on north side of house; install brick paths on north side and 

rear. 

 The “Special Character of Blount Street Historic District” description in the Design 

Guidelines for Raleigh Historic Districts states:  

Setbacks vary considerably, from isolated houses centered on generous lots to 

others set close to each other and to the street. However, there are enough large lot 

properties to render Blount Street unique in establishing a more open spatial 

quality and character; the city’s other primarily residential historic districts impart 

a much more compact feeling. Because many properties in the Blount Street district 

are in office usage under the same ownership, the district’s side and rear yards are 

not segmented by privacy fences to the extent of the other residential districts, 

which also contributes to the feeling of spatial openness. Even though the 

Executive Mansion grounds are encircled by a high fence, the design of the fence 

with its simple wrought iron panels is transparent enough that it provides the 

necessary security without markedly detracting from the sense of open space in the 

district. 
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APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 

Sections Topic Description of Work 

2.3 Site Features and Plantings Master landscape plan to include wrought iron 

gate and brick support piers; new walkways; new 

trees and plantings 

2.4 Fences and Walls wrought iron gate and brick support piers 

2.5 Walkways, Driveways, 

and Offstreet Parking 

new walkways 

 

STAFF COMMENTS 

 

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

 

A. Implementation of master landscape plan to include wrought iron gate and brick support 

piers; new walkways; new trees and plantings is not incongruous in concept according to 

Guidelines sections 2.3.1, 2.3.2, 2.3.4, 2.4.8, 2.5.5, 2.5.6; however the height of the proposed 

brick piers and gate is incongruous according to Guidelines section 2.4.11. 

1* The house, constructed ca. 1875, is among the more ornate and high-style residences in the 

district, exhibiting the Italianate style overlaid with Eastlake detailing.  

2* The plan is composed of elements and features that are in keeping with late Victorian-era 

high-style landscape design precepts. 

3* Although on two separate lots, the proposed plan visually ties the house to the vacant lot to 

give the appearance of a larger site in keeping with its previous location on Wilmington 

Street; the existing landscaping is not historic; the plan works with the existing topography 

and does not alter it. 

4* The plan’s use of layered plantings maintains the districts sense of openness; along the side 

yard the maximum height of shrubs is 4 feet in combination of 8 to 12 foot tall evergreen 

trees. 

5* No trees are proposed for removal; one 10” DBH tree is being relocated. 

6* The application states “A new 5’ high wrought iron or painted steel gate supported by 

masonry piers is proposed to mark the formal entry to the site off of N Blount Street. The 

piers and gate are not noted on the landscape plan. The amended application states that the 

average height is 4’4” and included two proposed designs as well as an illustrative 

rendering; details and specifications were not included. 

7* This gate is similar to the open design of the iron fencing and gates at both the Executive 

Mansion at 200 N Blount Street, and William Peace University at 15 E Peace Street.” 

Photographs of these are included in the application.  

8* A photograph of 530 N Blount Street is also provided as an example where “landscaping 

and low fencing along the front yard of the home is complimentary to the character of other 

surviving residences along N Blount Street;” a photograph of 601 N Bloodworth Street in 

Oakwood is provided as an example of formal landscaping for an 1870s house. 
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9* A new brick sidewalk is proposed to connect the new side porch stair to the new rear 

addition stair; details and specifications were not included in the application 

 

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

conditions: 

 

1. That the maximum height of the piers and gate be 42 inches, not including proposed 

lighting. 

2. That specifications and details for the metal gate, brick piers, and lighting fixtures be 

provided to and approved by staff prior to installation. 

3. That details and specifications for the brick walkway match that of the approved front walk 

(COA 107-13-CA). 
 

PUBLIC TESTIMONY 

 

Support:  Brandy Thompson [affirmed] and Josh Decker [affirmed], landscape architect were 

present to speak in support of the application. Ms. Thompson made the following initial 

comments: 

 This house was relocated to this property which was recently a parking lot, so there is 

no landscaping now to speak of. 

 The gate is a formal point of entrance, not a fence.  

 They are trying to keep the landscaping open in keeping with special character.  

 The owner is working with a few local artists to commission the gates, so the final 

design has not been solidified. 

 

Tania Tully [affirmed] passed around the color version of the illustration of the gate for the 

committee’s review.   

 

Mr. Shackleton noted guideline 2.4.11 is the applicable one regarding the gate.  He asks if this is 

a wall or a fence.  Mr. Decker said it is an entrance gate.  

 

Ms. David asked if we see a lot of “just a gate” in any historic district.  Mr. Shackleton said he 

cannot think of an example.  Mr. Alphin said he thinks it’s done, but we’d have to ask for 

evidence.  

 

Mr. Alphin asked why it has to be so tall.  Mr. Decker said that it is dimensionally above 42 

inches so as to allow room to put Merrimon-Wynne logo into the wrought iron itself.  Because 

of that, the dimension wants to exceed 42 inches.   Tania Tully [affirmed] noted that now they 

are talking about a sign. 

 

Ms. David said that historically you didn’t see stand-alone gates.  Ms. Thompson said that the 

gate is a continuation of the hedge and is on axis with the front door. Whether or not the logo is 
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part of it can be worked out with the owner.  Denoting entry is what is most important; the logo 

can be separate discussion. 

 

Mr. Decker, in reference to staff comment A.3, said that that the idea is to create as much 

flexibility with the side lawn space as possible.  There is a 30’section along Blount Street where 

you see little gem magnolias.  He noted that there would be the preference to minimally grade 

the area because there seems to be a leftover berm. This will not impact any existing trees. 

 

Christian Dysart [affirmed], has an option on 507 N. Blount Street, stated his support of this 

project. 

 

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.  Mr. Alphin seconded; motion carried 4/0. 

 

 

Committee Discussion 

 

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

I don’t see why it has to be taller than 42”. [Alphin] 

The Guidelines are clear. [Shackleton] 

It’s not normal to have a stand-alone gate like this. Fencing is typical, much lower, and a whole 

fence. There is not a lot of guidance ion the Guidelines.  [David] 

So your concern is the stand-alone gate? [Alphin] 

Yes. There is one in Oakwood but it’s a small picket fence. The rest of landscape plan looks 

great. [David] 

The gate and gate height are really the issues. When we do our motion we need to get the issue 

of grading corrected on fact 3 and note that no trees are affected. [Shackleton] 

 

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 1-9) to be acceptable as 

findings of fact, with the following modification: 

 

Modifying fact 3* to read: 

3* Although on two separate lots, the proposed plan visually ties the house to the vacant lot to 

give the appearance of a larger site in keeping with its previous location on Wilmington 

Street; the existing landscaping is not historic; the plan works with the existing topography 

and does not significantly alter it. Testimony at the hearing included minor grading at the 

northwest corner that will not affect existing trees. 
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Adding the following fact to read: 

10* No evidence was provided that there is historic precedence for gates without adjacent 

fencing. 

 

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

 

Decision on the Application 

 

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

Alphin made an amended motion that the application be approved as amended, with the 

following conditions: 

 

1. That the maximum height of the piers and gate be 42 inches, not including proposed 

lighting. 

2. That specifications and details for the metal gate, brick piers, and lighting fixtures be 

provided to and approved by staff prior to installation. 

3. That details and specifications for the brick walkway match that of the approved front walk 

(COA 107-13-CA). 

 

Ms. Caliendo agreed to the changes.  The amended motion passed 3/1 (Ms. David opposed).  

 

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

 

Certificate expiration date:  4/7/14. 
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OTHER BUSINESS 

1. Committee Discussion 

a. Application Completeness 

b. Meeting Post-Mortem 

2. Design Guidelines Update 

 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting was adjourned at 6:26 p.m. 

 

 

 

 

Scott Shackleton, Chair Minutes Submitted by: 

Certificate of Appropriateness Committee, Tania Tully, Preservation Planner 

Raleigh Historic Development Commission 

 

 


