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RALEIGH HISTORIC DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 

CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS COMMITTEE 

Minutes of the Meeting 

March 4, 2013 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

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

order at 4:00 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 January 7, and February 4, 2013 Minutes 

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

as submitted. Mr. Alphin 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 

Vann Joines, 500 E Davie Street Yes 

James F. Jackson, 406 Hillsborough Street 27603 Yes 

Darcia Black, 225 Elm Street Yes 

David Brown, 510 Glenwood Ave Yes 

Brian Cummings, 510 Glenwood Ave Yes 

George Adler, 310 W Martin Street No 

 

 

APPROVAL OF AGENDA  

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

passed 5/0. 
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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: 009-13-MW, 018-13-CA, and 019-13-CA. 



 

 

APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 

 

009-13-MW 19 W HARGETT STREET 

Applicant: ARTCRAFT SIGN CO 

Received: 1/22/2013 Meeting Date(s): 

Submission date + 90 days:  4/22/2013 1) 3/4/2013 2)  3)  

 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 

 

Historic District:    LANDMARK HISTORIC DISTRICT 

Zoning:    DOD, BUS 

Nature of Project:    Install projecting sign 

Conflict of Interest:  None noted. 

Staff Notes:  

• Ordinarily, review of a sign installation is eligible for minor work approval by staff.  

However, the sign material in staff’s judgment may not meet the guidelines and would 

set a precedent.  According to the commission’s Bylaws and Rules of Procedure, Article 

XV, “Staff will refer Minor Work projects to the COA Committee for review if in staff’s 

judgment the change involves alterations, additions, or removals that are substantial, do 

not meet the guidelines, or are of a precedent-setting nature.” 

• The Odd Fellows Building was designated a Raleigh Historic Landmark in 1993.  The 

1923-24 building is described in part as “a ten-story, brick and steel skyscraper which 

adheres to the classic or Chicago school approach to design in that the base, shaft, and 

capital formula are exhibited... The elevator lobby is accessed via two pairs of 

asymmetrically placed double glass doors off West Hargett Street.  The Odd Fellows 

Building is a steel frame, rectangle-shaped, commercial building utilizing 1920s fire-

proof construction technology…The base stage or ground level of the building consists 

of glass planes that are sandwiched between two story high pilasters. The first story 

replacement bronze trimmed windows and glass doors (c. 1985) are proportionately 

larger than all the other windows and are separated from the second story ones by terra 

cotta panels. Fourteen pilasters bear an entablature with a simple architrave, frieze, and 

a cornice with block modillions. Symmetrically placed below each pilaster's abacus is an 

International Order of Odd Fellows (IOOF) symbol that represents the exemplification 

of five of the eight degrees… The interior of the 1924 building was originally accessed by 

number 15, as 11, 13, 17, and 19 West Hargett Street were retail entryways. “ 

• The Odd Fellows Building was listed in the National Register of Historic Places in 1997.  

The 1923-24 building is described in part as being “clad in cream-colored brick and 

limestone block, accented with terra cotta ornamentation…The two-story base of the 

structure features divided plate glass between two-story pilasters on the ground floor. 

The windows and asymmetrically placed double glass doors (ca. 1986) are separated 

from the second story by horizontal, decorative terra cotta panels with a simple circular 

ornament. Fourteen pilasters, each consisting of two slightly raised columns with 



 

 

capitals, support an entablature with a simple architrave, frieze and cornice with block 

modillions.” 

 

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 

Sections Topic Description of Work 

2.8 Signage 
Install projecting sign 

3.9  Storefronts 

 

STAFF COMMENTS 

 

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

 

A. Installation of projecting sign is not incongruous according to Guidelines sections 2.8.2, 2.8.3, 

2.8.4, 2.8.5, 2.8.7, 2.8.8, 2.8.10, 2.8.11, 3.9.1, 3.9.8; however the use of plastic decorative 

elements may be incongruous according to Guidelines section 2.8.7,  

1* The sign is proposed to be mounted to the one of the limestone block pilasters 

approximately nine feet above the sidewalk; the application states that the sign will be 

mounted into the mortar joints rather than damaging the limestone. 

2* The sign is approximately 22”x100” and will project from the wall about 22”.   

3* The decorative white acrylic globes mirror the simple circular ornaments on the terra cotta 

panels separating the storefront glass from the second story. 

4* The black cylinder is metal (1/4" structural schedule 40) and the black and white globes are 

plastic (polycarbonate and acrylic respectively). 

5* The sign is neon; not internally lit. 

6* The committee has approved the limited use of plastic including the following instances: 

 039-10-CA at 115 E Hargett Street: Approved installation of two clear acrylic signs in 

metal frames on the condition that the signs not be lit.  Potentially relevant facts of the 

decision included 1* “The proposed signs will be framed with black 2”x2” c-channel 

aluminum extrusion.  The purpose of the proposed clear acrylic sign face is to obscure 

less of the historic fabric of the building.” and 8* “When the design guidelines were 

being formulated, the intent of these provisions was to prohibit the use of modern 

commercial-standard internally-lit translucent-colored plastic box signs or colored 

translucent awning material that would create an expanse of glowing material using an 

internal light source to project images outward toward the eye.” 

 134-10-MW at 135 S Wilmington Street: Approved installation of vertical opaque lexan 

sign with back lit wooden spoon logo. Potentially relevant facts of the decision include 

1* “A sign of similar size with back-lit letters was approved in this same location (023-

06-CA); approval was based in part on the fact that “the plastic material is not intended 

to be the sign, but rather the means of minimizing the impact of mounting the sign on 

the building’s exterior material.” and 5* “…there will be no lighting behind the plastic – 

just the reflection…” and 7* “The sign mounting is reversible.” and 8* “This is a district 

with commercial character.” and 10* “The amended application states the following: The 



 

 

Period of Significance for the Moore Square Historic District is 1870 through 1939. PVC 

was discovered in 1872 and plasticized in 1926. Plastic was used in signage in the 1930s.” 

 

Pending the committee’s determination regarding the use of plastic as a decorative element 

on a sign, staff suggests that the committee approve the application. 

 

 

PUBLIC TESTIMONY 

 

Support:  Jim Jackson [affirmed], owner of Artcraft Sign Co. spoke in support of the application.  

Mr. Jackson offered to go into as much detail regarding the sign construction as desired and 

noted that Artcraft tries to design period-correct which is not typical of their industry.  He 

noted that even though he is using modern materials he felt that the globes were representative 

of what you’d find in the 20s or 30s as well as the neon. He said he was trying to tie into the art 

deco feeling of business and pointed out that once installed it is impossible to tell what the 

material really is. 

 

Mr. Shackleton said he has no problem with it because it’s not backlit, which is what they are 

trying to avoid. It seems to fit the spirit of the guidelines. Mr. Alphin agrees. 

 

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. McGorty seconded; motion carried 5/0. 

 

Committee Discussion 

 

There was no discussion following the public hearing. 

 

Findings of Fact  

 

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

hearing, the committee finds staff comment A. (inclusive of facts 1-6) to be acceptable as 

findings of fact. 

 

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

 

Decision on the Application 

 

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

 

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

 



 

 

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

 

Certificate expiration date:  9/4/13. 

 



 

 

 

APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 

 

018-13-CA 225 ELM STREET 

Applicant: DARCIA BLACK 

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

Submission date + 90 days:  5/19/2013 1) 3/4/2013 2)  3)  

 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 

 

Historic District:    OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT 

Zoning:    R-10 

Nature of Project:    Construct brick outdoor fireplace and chimney 

Conflict of Interest:  None noted. 

 

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 

Sections Topic Description of Work 

2.3 Site Features and Plantings Construct brick outdoor fireplace and chimney 

 

STAFF COMMENTS 

 

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

 

A. Construction of brick outdoor fireplace and chimney may be incongruous according to 

Guidelines sections 2.3.6, 2.3.7. 

1* The proposed outdoor fireplace will sit within a brick patio approved as a Minor Work (COA 

012-13-MW). 

2* Staff is not aware of historic outdoor fireplaces located in the district. 

3* The proposed structure is located at the rear of the property adjacent a concrete block accessory 

building on a neighboring property.   

4* Brick used to construct the structure is the same reclaimed brick used for the patio. 

5* The proposed fireplace is approximately six feet wide and six feet tall with a 36”x28” firebox; the 

chimney will extend another approximately four feet. The sides of the fireplace will be about 

4.25 feet deep for an approximate 9 square foot footprint. 

6* This type of modern brick fireplace is a removable feature. 

7* A front elevation drawing is provided; side elevation drawings are not. 

 

Pending the committee’s decision on the appropriateness of an outdoor fireplace, staff suggests 

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

 

1. That the following be provided to and approved by staff prior to the issuance of permits: 

a. Side elevation drawing of the fireplace and chimney 

 

 



 

 

PUBLIC TESTIMONY 

 

Support:  Darcia Black [affirmed], homeowner spoke in support of the application. She explained 

that she is creating an outdoor living space. She got the patio and walkway approved and the 

fireplace would be in the back corner of that. That the neighbors at 508 East Street have a fire 

chief/mason that assured her this would be safe. 

Ms. McGorty questioned staff about one of the Guidelines cited.  Tania Tully, [affirmed] stated that 

2.3.7 is an error; there are no trees impacted. Ms. Tully also noted that a challenge with the sites 

features guideline is that there is a lot of information on what not to do, but not a lot of information 

on what to do.  

 

Mr. Shackleton inquired about the visibility and point out that it is noted in fact 6 that it’s 

removable.  Ms. Black said that she would be submitting a subsequent COA for landscaping . 

 

Ms. Caliendo commented that the fireplace is adjacent a shed and it is almost an accessory structure 

itself.   

 

Mr. Shackleton noted that the materials are appropriate and that the scale is appropriate to the 

adjacent shed. 

 

Mr. Alphin commented that it is okay for accessory structures to be visible. 

 

Mr. Shackleton noted that the fireplace does not fit as an inappropriate item listed in 2.3.9. 

 

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.  Ms. Downer seconded; motion carried 5/0. 

 

 

Committee Discussion 

 

There was no discussion following the public hearing. 

 

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. 

 

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

 

Decision on the Application 

 

Mr. Alphin made a motion that the application be approved, with the following condition: 

 



 

 

1. That the following be provided to and approved by staff prior to the issuance of permits: 

a. Side elevation drawing of the fireplace and chimney 

 

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

 

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

 

Certificate expiration date:  9/4/13. 

 



 

 

 

APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 

 

019-13-CA 206 E PEACE STREET 

Applicant: JDAVIS ARCHITECTS FOR BLOUNT, LLC 

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

Submission date + 90 days:  5/19/2013 1) 3/4/2013 2)  3)  

 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 

 

Historic District:    BLOUNT STREET HISTORIC DISTRICT 

Zoning:    O&I-2, PDD 

Nature of Project:    Construct new 2- and 3-story townhome buildings. [note: only western 115’ 

of project parcel is located in historic overlay district and subject to binding review.] 

Amendments:    Additional information and minor revisions were provided by the applicant 

March 1 & 4, 2013. 

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

February 27, 2013.  Present were Jerry Traub, David Maurer, Dan Becker, and Erin Sterling; 

also attending were David Brown, Brian Cummings, Martha Lauer and Tania Tully 

Conflict of Interest:  None noted. 

Staff Notes:  

 On January 7, 2008 a COA (215-07-CA) was conditionally approved to construct a 

307’x82’ 4 to 5 story commercial/residential building and associated parking.  

 This application is for building type “G” (Live/Work) as approved in concept 7/14/06.   

 A copy of the site section approved by the committee is attached. 

 The primary character of the Blount Street Historic District is residential.  The extant 

buildings adjacent to the subject property and within the HOD are all houses.  Each of 

these houses shares the common feature of a front porch.  This, along with the tree lined 

sidewalks creates a pedestrian friendly neighborhood.   

 

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 

Sections Topic Description of Work 

2.3 Site Features and Plantings 
Construct new 2- and 3-story 

townhome buildings. 
2.5 Walkways, Driveways, and Offstreet Parking 

4.3 New Construction 

 

STAFF COMMENTS 

 

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

 



 

 

A. Construction of new 2- and 3-story townhome buildings is not incongruous in concept 

according to Guidelines sections 2.3.4, 2.3.9, 2.5.5, 2.5.7, 2.5.10, 4.3.5, 4.3.6, 4.3.7, 4.3.8, 4.3.9, 

4.3.10, 4.3.11. 

1* The proposed site is flat and contains no trees or other site features or plantings. 

2* Street and parking trees are proposed and small patches of yard are included throughout 

the project area. 

3* The proposal widens the sidewalk along Peace Street; parking is off of the carriageway at 

the rear, similar to previously approved new construction of the block; material and surface 

details are not included. 

4* Per the master plan for the development and the COA approved 7/14/06 (106-06-CA), the 

maximum height of building type “G” (Live/Work) is 55 feet.  The tallest part of the 

proposed buildings is noted by the applicant to be 35’6.”  The general footprint and massing 

was also approved with the same COA.   

5* Were the buildings to be removed in the future, the essential form of the historic buildings 

along Blount and Peace Streets would be unimpaired. 

6* Materials proposed for the buildings are two colors of brick with two colors of fiber cement 

panels.  The material of the railings is not stated, but has the appearance of metal.  The 

material of the undivided windows is not explicitly stated in the application.   

7* The majority of the three buildings is two stories, with two 3-bay sections that are three 

stories in height.  The building closest to the development, the Russ-Edwards House, is 2-

stories.    

8* The west elevation of the third building faces the rear yard of the historic Russ-Edwards 

House and is approximately 28’ from the rear of the historic house.  This elevation is 

approximately 67’wide and 27’ high.     

9* The buildings have been designed to create a sense of scale for the pedestrian.   

10* Brick is a material used on historic houses within the district and is a material commonly 

used to help create a sense of scale. 

11* The amended application makes the following observations about the Blount Street Historic 

District: buildings are 2 to 3 stories in height with vertical bays; there is a diversity of roof 

forms; building bases tend to be strongly horizontal; range of materials; windows are varied 

in type and divisions. 

12* Details regarding light fixtures, doors, windows; foundation; roofing; railings; colors; 

sidewalks; and paving are not included in the application; material samples are not 

provided in the application. 

 

 

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

conditions: 

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

prior to the issuance of permits: 

a. Windows; 

b. Doors; 

c. Brick samples; 



 

 

d. Window headers. 

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

prior to installation: 

a. Parapet; 

b. Light fixtures; 

c. Screening plantings and walls; 

d. Parking spaces; 

e. Sidewalks. 

3. That the treatment of the parking be the same as was approved for the carriage houses 

elsewhere on the block. 
 

PUBLIC TESTIMONY 

 

Support:  David Brown [affirmed] and Brian Cummings [affirmed] from JDavis Architects 

spoke in support of the application. A presentation was made with amended visuals.  Mr. 

Brown provided an overview of the context of the project and made the following comments: 

 There are no existing landscape features.  

 Only a portion of the property is in the HOD.  

 The property is in the Mordecai PBOD and the Blount Street Master Plan, plus three 

zoning categories.  

 Orientation of the building is to Peace and Person streets, but is accessed by alley. 

 Proposing a 4 foot tree lawn and 8 foot sidewalk. The Master plan doesn’t require the 14’ 

sidewalk required elsewhere in the city. 

 It will be important to get street trees similar as to that found in rest of Blount Street 

HOD.  

 It is essentially a flat site. There aren’t any character defining features on the site, but 

around it there is great character.  

Mr. Cummings spoke to the architecture of the buildings and made the following comments: 

 A lot of things that they’ve made efforts to do on the site go hand in hand with the HOD 

such as scale, how to relate to the pedestrian, and the use of brick.  

 The streetscape shows important things—first and foremost there are formalities of the 

district.  

 They decided to do three penetrations to go through the building instead of one large 

mass, plus breaking it down to individual smaller units.  

 Porches to main roof forms on single family homes in district.  

 Russ-Edwards house next to it, the scale of smaller building is compatible.  

 Looked at project as collective buildings but the portion in the district has the same 

relative factors of scale that begin to break down in comparison to rest of district.  

 The linear frontage dimension is 42’long. The Russ Edwards is 65’ long. It’s not 

overbearing.  

 Referencing one of the images in the presentation, Mr. Cumming offered the following 

points: 



 

 

o Comparative images show the diversity of district, verticality throughout the 

bays, predominate image of having a strong building base.  

o Murphey School with flat roof, very monolithic, begins to break down sense of 

boldness with different colors of brick, very simple windows.  

o To the right, the strong horizontal lines with one historic house;  

o top left, you can see the extremely high ;pitched roof reads almost like a flat roof 

feature, plus juxtaposition of brick and paneling has an influence on how it may 

take turn of historical portions.  

o Look at rhythm of single family homes in this district, you sort of have this grid 

layout of windows and door that follow and flank porches. They’ve naturally 

taken on to that with a different angle.  

 One might relate the bay features of their buildings as the front porch of the elevation 

and the centered entries the threshold below.  

 The windows take on the same scale as most in the HOD. Not as elaborate in detail to 

help announce it as new building in the development.  

 They went through a few phases of stepping back from “busyness”—brought headers 

and sills into the same monotone as brick. Brought in strong base. Very inviting stoop 

features. 

Mr. Brown pointed out the adjacent Blount Street Commons townhouses and noted that they 

form a reference for the proposed development. 

 

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. 

 

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. 

 

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

 

Decision on the Application 

 

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

conditions: 

 



 

 

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

prior to the issuance of permits: 

a. Windows; 

b. Doors; 

c. Brick samples; 

d. Window headers. 

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

prior to installation: 

a. Parapet; 

b. Light fixtures; 

c. Screening plantings and walls; 

d. Parking spaces; 

e. Sidewalks. 

3. That the treatment of the parking be the same as was approved for the carriage houses 

elsewhere on the block. 

 

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

 

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

 

Certificate expiration date:  9/4/13. 

 



 

 

 

OTHER BUSINESS 

1. Courtesy Review - Carolina Coach Garage and Shops/Stone’s Warehouse Redevelopment 

After an overview of the project by Vann Joines, the committee made the following 

comments and suggestions:  

 The stick frame construction with hardipanel and aluminum sheet panels seems below 

average in terms of quality and longevity. It would be a great improvement to improve 

the quality of the materials. 

 Entrances to the street seem pretty mundane. 

 The massing is a bit strange but understands there are limits as to where they can put 

stuff.  

 There is a concern that it is going to look like they are economically built units on top of a 

substantial masonry and steel structure. 

 There is a concern about flatness of west elevation. Suggests breaking it up a little bit. 

 The transition from the work in the currently unused portion of warehouse to used section 

(Rex) seems abrupt. 

 There is a concern that the project is not cohesive with the new additions competing with 

the historic warehouse in between.  It was suggested that having different designs for each 

of the additions may be a better route. The existing is three sections of buildings; treat the 

new the same way. 

 The current design of the additions is complicated.  A simplification may help. 

 It was also noted that there is an opportunity to be more industrial in design. 

The committee would also like to review the proposal again further into the design process. 

2. Committee Discussion 

a. Application Completeness 

b. Meeting Post-Mortem 

3. Design Guidelines Update 

 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting was adjourned at 5:40 p.m. 

 

 

 

 

Scott Shackleton, Chair Minutes Submitted by: 

Certificate of Appropriateness Committee, Tania Tully, Preservation Planner 

Raleigh Historic Development Commission 

 

 


