RALEIGH HISTORIC DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS COMMITTEE
Minutes of the Meeting
November 4, 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, Sarah David, Miranda Downer, Scott Shackleton
Staff Present: Tania Tully, Martha Lauer

Approval of the October 7 and 15, 2013 Minutes

Ms. Caliendo moved to waive the reading of the minutes for the October 7 hearing and adopt
the minutes as submitted. Mr. Alphin seconded the motion; passed 5/0. Ms. Caliendo moved to
waive the reading of the minutes for the special October 15 meeting and adopt the minutes as
submitted. Ms. David 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.
Martha Lauer, Notary Public, administered the affirmation.

Visitor's/Applicant’'s Name and Address Affirmed
Charles Petrini, 5675 Greenevers Dr 27613 Yes
Daniel John, 5418 Suda Dr 27703 Yes
Meg McLaurin, 511 Hillsborough Street 27603 Yes

REVIEW OF SUMMARY PROCEEDINGS/APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Ms. Caliendo moved to approve the agenda as modified. 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 158-13-CA, 159-13-CA, and 161-13-
CA for which the Summary Proceeding is made part of these minutes.
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS — SUMMARY PROCEEDING

158-13-CA 322 OAKWOOD AVE - ROW

Applicant: CITY OF RALEIGH URBAN FORESTRY DIVISION
Received: 9/26/2013 Meeting Date(s):
Submission date + 90 days: 12/25/2013 1) 11/4/2013 2) 3)

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT

Zoning: R-10
Nature of Project: Remove 19.5" dbh decaying sugar maple 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 19.5" dbh decaying sugar maple tree
STAFF COMMENTS

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

A. Removal of 19.5" dbh decaying sugar 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 19.5 inches at diameter breast height (DBH) and 35 feet tall.

2* An inspection by an arborist certified by the International Society of Arboriculture (ISA)
revealed that: the Maple has decay and mushrooms on the north side of the tree. The
arborist states that as the tree continues to die it will become more hazardous.

3* According to the North Carolina Cooperative Extension Service housed at NC State
University in the Department of Horticultural Science, sugar maple trees are deciduous and
range from 50 feet to 75 feet in height.

4* From November 30, 2007 to September 17, 2013 the Urban Forester has requested removal of
thirty-six (36) trees, all of which were determined by staff arborists to be dying, in decline,
or hazardous. Of these, twenty-six (26) were in the Oakwood Historic District.
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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 23 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 large maturing tree as defined by the Urban Forester’s “Suggested Street Trees for the
City of Raleigh” be planted in Oakwood 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 158-13-CA. Mr. Alphin seconded the motion; passed
5/0.

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

Certificate expiration date: 5/4/14.
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS — SUMMARY PROCEEDING

159-13-CA 525 E LANE STREET - ROW

Applicant: CITY OF RALEIGH URBAN FORESTRY DIVISION
Received: 9/26/2013 Meeting Date(s):
Submission date + 90 days: 12/25/2013 1) 11/4/2013 2) 3)

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT

Zoning: R-10

Nature of Project: Remove 27" dbh declining sugar maple tree
Conflict of Interest: None noted.

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

Sections Topic Description of Work
23 Site Features and Plantings Remove 27" dbh declining sugar maple tree
STAFF COMMENTS

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

A. Removal of 27" dbh declining sugar 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 27 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 large dead limbs. The arborist states that as the
tree continues to die it will become more hazardous.

3* According to the North Carolina Cooperative Extension Service housed at NC State
University in the Department of Horticultural Science, sugar maple trees are deciduous and
range from 50 feet to 75 feet in height.
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4* From November 30, 2007 to September 17, 2013 the Urban Forester has requested removal of
thirty-six (36) trees, all of which were determined by staff arborists to be dying, in decline,
or hazardous. Of these, twenty-six (26) were in the Oakwood 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 23 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 large maturing tree as defined by the Urban Forester’s “Suggested Street Trees for the
City of Raleigh” be planted in Oakwood 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 159-13-CA. Mr. Alphin seconded the motion; passed
5/0.

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

Certificate expiration date: 5/4/14.
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS — SUMMARY PROCEEDING

161-13-CA 1101 PENDER STREET (O'RORKE CATHOLIC CEMETERY)

Applicant: CITY OF RALEIGH-PARKS, RECREATION & CULTURAL RESOURCES
Received: 10/16/2013 Meeting Date(s):
Submission date + 90 days: 1/14/2014 1) 11/4/2013 2) 3)

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: RALEIGH HISTORIC LANDMARK
Zoning: R-10

Nature of Project: Remove chain link fence; remove perimeter shrubs; install new 5' tall metal

fence
Conflict of Interest: None noted.

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

Sections  Topic Description of Work

2.2 Archaeology Remove chain link fence; remove perimeter
shrubs; install new 5' tall metal fence

2.3 Site Features and Plantings Remove chain link fence; remove perimeter
shrubs; install new 5' tall metal fence

2.4 Fences and Walls Remove chain link fence; install new 5' tall metal
fence

STAFF COMMENTS

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

A. Removal of chain link fence; removal of perimeter shrubs; installation of new 5' tall metal
fence is not incongruous according to Guidelines sections 2.2.3,2.3.1, 2.3.2, 2.3.4, 2.4.8, 2.4.10.

1* The applicant conducted a preliminary archeological examination 4 feet from the property
line for the purpose of removing built up mulch, overgrown shrubs, and soil putting
pressure on the existing chain link fence.

2* Chain link fencing is a prohibited item in the Guidelines; neither the fence nor the shrubs are
historically significant.

3* The proposed new fence was selected by the Raleigh Historic Cemeteries Advisory Board
October 11, 2013.

4* The new fence will include a new pedestrian gate along Pender Street; details and
specifications of the new black metal fence are included in the application.
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5* The retaining wall adjacent the fence is outside of the property line and not part of the
landmark designation.

Staff suggests that the committee approve the application.

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 161-13-CA. Mr. Alphin seconded the motion; passed
5/0.

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

Certificate expiration date: 5/4/14.
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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: 157-13-CA, and 163-13-CA.

Case 164-13-CA was deferred by the applicant and not heard.

The applicant for case 130-13-CA requested continued deferral. Ms. Caliendo moved to
approve the deferral. Ms. David seconded; passed 5/0.
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS — CERTIFIED RECORD

157-13-CA 206 NEW BERN PLACE (WHITE-HOLMAN HOUSE)

Applicant: CHARLES PETRINI
Received: 10/1/2013 Meeting Date(s):
Submission date + 90 days: 12/30/2013 1) 11/4/2013 2) 3)

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: CAPITOL SQUARE HISTORIC DISTRICT AND RALEIGH HISTORIC
LANDMARK
Zoning: DOD, BUS
Nature of Project: Master landscape plan to include up to 6' tall screening plants; front yard
gravel patio walk; other walkways and plantings; replace front walkway
Conflict of Interest: None noted.
Staff Notes:
e The RHDC holds an easement on this property.
e The “Special Character of Capitol Square Historic District” description in the Design
Guidelines for Raleigh Historic Districts states:
To the east of the Capitol, however, awaits a surprise of domestic delight
unusual in the heart of an urban setting. Owing to the landscape and
architectural qualities displayed in the two blocks of New Bern Avenue, this
area departs from the strongly institutional character of the rest of the district.

Capitol Square Historic District represents the heritage of the city’s
institutions of work, worship, and home, wrapped in a landscape of
surprising diversity: from the wooded square, to tree-lined city walks, to side
yard gardens and courtyards.

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

Sections  Topic Description of Work

23 Site Features and Plantings Master landscape plan to include up to 6' tall
screening plants; front yard gravel patio walk;
other walkways and plantings; replace front

walkway
2.4 Fences and Walls up to 6' tall screening plants
2.5 Walkways, Driveways, replace front walkway; front yard gravel patio
and Offstreet Parking walk
STAFF COMMENTS

Based on the information contained in the application, in staff's judgment:
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A. Implementation of master landscape plan to include up to 6' tall screening plants; front yard
gravel patio walk; other walkways and plantings; replace front walkway is not incongruous
in concept according to Guidelines sections 2.3.1, 2.3.2, 2.3.4, 2.3.8, 2.5.3, 2.5.5, 2.5.6; however,
the front yard gravel patio may be incongruous according to Guidelines sections 2.3.4, 2.5.6.

1* The house was moved to this site in 1985 per an approved COA; none of the landscaping is
historic or considered a significant to the building itself.

2* The application proposes the installation of new foundation plantings and perimeter plants
to screen the property from the adjacent house and its HVAC equipment and the rear
adjacent parking area.

3* The front yard area is generally considered from the front wall of the house towards the
street; the configuration of the White-Holman House with its projecting bay, makes the
determination of the front yard unclear.

4* The proposed screening plants will function similar to rear yard privacy fencing, which is
commonly approved in historic districts; a portion of the proposed screening plants may
extend into the front yard area.

5% Proposed trees and shrubs include two large deciduous trees in the rear yard (Nuttall Oak,
River Birch, or Red Maple), a crape myrtle in the side yard, and various evergreen shrubs
including English Laurel and ‘Canyon Creek” Abelia.

6* Front yard patios are uncommon in the historic districts; side yard courtyards are part of the
character of the Capitol Square Historic District.

7% The lot is 8,712 SF; the house and porches are approximately 2,182 SF; the sidewalk and
ramp are approximately 250 SF for approximate lot coverage of 28%. The proposed new
gravel walkways and patio are approximately 880 SF. Proposed lot coverage is about 38%.

8* The new walkways and patios are proposed to be granite pea gravel; sample was not
provided.

9* From the plan it appears as though a new stair is proposed off of the rearmost side porch; no
information on the new stairs or the existing porch are provided in the application.

10* The application proposed installation of a brick seat wall in the side yard as part of the
gravel patio area. Specifications and details were not included.

11* The mortared granite front walk being removed is not historic; it will be replaced with a
water-washed concrete sidewalk.

12* The application states that “the large pieces of existing walkway will be salvaged and
incorporated as banding in the new design.” It is unclear from the remainder of the
application what this means.

Pending the committee’s determination regarding the proposed gravel patio area in the front
yard and what is considered the front yard, staff suggests that the committee approve the
application, with the following conditions:

1. That the width of the front yard gravel walk/patio be reduced so as to be a walkway and not

a patio.
2. That the screening plants be adjusted so as to not extend into the front yard area.
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3. That the following specifications and details be provided to and approved by staff prior to
issuance of permits:
a. Revised walkway plan;

4. That the following specifications and details be provided to and approved by staff prior to
installation:
a. Brick seat wall;
b. Material samples of brick and gravel;
c. Deciduous tree species;
d. Reuse of the granite from the front walk.

5. That if a new stair is proposed off of the rearmost side porch it be addressed in a separate
COA application.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Support: Charles Petrini [affirmed], owner and Daniel John [affirmed], landscape designer
spoke in support of the application. Mr. John addressed the staff comments noting that the
width of the front walk way/front patio area seems to be an issue. He stated that the intent was
to add pot and a bench but can shrink it down if they have to. He stated his understanding that
there’s a level of detail they need to provide.

Tania Tully [affirmed] pointed out her comment about the stairs noting that she didn’t see them
until after they had spoken this morning. Mr. John said that they didn’t intend to add that to
this application anyway.

Ms. Tully explained that there were two reasons she brought this forward as a major work: the
main being the height of the screening being higher than 42” (similar to a fence), and also
because of the “patio” in front area. She stated that when it comes to fences, guidelines section
2.4 states that in the front and side and corner yard not to have fencing higher than 42”. She
believes that for shrubbery same rule should apply.

Ms. Tully also explained her request for clarification regarding what is considered the front
yard. She noted that on the White-Holman house, you have a large portion of the front facade
being one wall, and then you have the bay that bumps out. She decided that they need to decide
which is the front wall of the house for the purpose of the front yard area..

Mr. Alphin asked if the concern was the ligustrum. Ms. Tully said, no, the English Laurel. Mr.
John noted that the adjacent house had HVAC equipment and an oyster shucking table that

they wanted to screen.

Ms. Tully asked the applicant if he knew where the tall English Laurel hit the front of the
adjacent house. Mr. John said he was not sure. Ms. Tully suggested that the commission could
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look at the location of the front of the adjacent house as a guide. Ms. Lauer pulled up the
iMAPS building footprints and showd the committee and applicants on the computer screen.

Ms. Tully stated that her suggestion is that working with the alignment of adjacent properties,
have the tall plants not go out. It looks like they can block the HVAC equipment without issue.
She suggested that for the house next door the yard would start at the wall of the house, not
where the front porch is.

Mr. John commented that they could keep the same layout and with lower plantings and
accomplish same thing. Mr. Shackleton agreed noting that from the front of the house wall
forward, keep screening plants lower than 42”.

Mr. Alphin has a technical concern regarding ligustrum being planted so close to a wood-sided
house. He noted that the siding can get moist and not dry out and lead to moisture problems.
Mr. John stated that the particular variety they plan to use is is supposed to be lower, more like
4’. Mr. Alphin pointed out that on the illustration the plants are shown as tall as the middle of
the windows. Mr. John clarified and stated that the plants would not be any taller than the
window sills.

Mr. Alphin noted that staff is unclear about the large pieces of walkway to be incorporated as
banding in the design. Mr. John said that they were intending to relay it in banding sections at
the thresholds. Ms. Tully stated that her main question/concern was the reuse of the granite
chunks alongside the new concrete walkway. That reusing the granite elsewhere in the design
would be appropriate. Mr. Shackleton asked if staff was comfortable approving the specific use
at the staff level. Ms. Tully said yes, as long as they felt it conceptually met the Guidelines.

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 5/0.

Committee Discussion

There was no discussion following the public hearing.

Findings of Fact

Following discussion on an initial motion made by Ms. Caliendo and seconded by Ms. David,
Ms. Caliendo moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the public
hearing, the committee finds staff comment A. (inclusive of facts 1-12) to be acceptable as
tindings of fact, with the following modifications and additional facts:

Modifying comment A. to read:
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Implementation of master landscape plan to include up to 6' tall screening plants; front yard
gravel patio walk; other walkways and plantings; replace front walkway, installation of
brick seating wall is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines sections 2.3.1, 2.3.2,
2.3.4,23.8,2.5.3,25.5, 2.5.6; however, the front yard gravel patio is incongruous according
to Guidelines sections 2.3.4, 2.5.6.

Adding the following facts to read:
13* The front yard starts at the northwest corner of the house not including the projecting bay.
14* The plants against the house will be no taller than the windowsills.

Ms. David agreed to the changes. The amended motion passed 5/0.

Decision on the Application

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

1.

That the width of the front yard gravel walk/patio be reduced so as to be a walkway and not
a patio.

That the screening plants be extending into the front yard area be lowered to 42”.

That the following specifications and details be provided to and approved by staff prior to
issuance of permits:

a. Revised walkway plan;

That the following specifications and details be provided to and approved by staff prior to
installation:

a. Brick seat wall;

b. Material samples of brick and gravel;

c. Deciduous tree species;

d. Reuse of the granite from the front walk.

That if a new stair is proposed off of the rearmost side porch it be addressed in a separate
COA application.

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

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

Certificate expiration date: 5/4/14.
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS — CERTIFIED RECORD

163-13-CA 214 ELM STREET

Applicant: MEG MCLAURIN
Received: 10/16/2013 Meeting Date(s):
Submission date + 90 days: 1/14/2014 1) 11/4/2013 2) 3)

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT

Zoning: R-10
Nature of Project: Install 6' tall driveway gate; remove non-historic 24 level porch doors;

install new windows; replace front porch handrails

Conflict of Interest: None noted.

Staff Notes: File photos are available for review.

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

Sections  Topic Description of Work
2.4 Fences and Walls Install 6' tall driveway gate
3.7 Windows and Doors remove non-historic 2nd level porch doors;
install new windows
3.8 Entrances, Porches, and Balconies replace front porch handrails
STAFF COMMENTS

1>{-
2>{-

3*

1>{-
2*

3*

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

Installation of 6' tall driveway gate is not incongruous according to Guidelines section 2.4.7.
The new fence will tie into an existing wood privacy fence.

The proposed new gate is set back beyond the front wall of the house by approximately 30
feet.

Details and specifications of the new wood gate are provided in the application.

Removal of non-historic 2" level porch doors; installation of new windows; replacement of
front porch handrails is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines sections 3.7.2,
3.7.7,3.7.13,3.8.1, 3.8.5.

The doors proposed for removal are not historic and were likely windows originally.
Details and specifications for the proposed new windows and sills are not included in the
application.

No information regarding the treatment of the new siding at the removed doors was
included; the commission typically requires that new siding be woven in with the existing
so as to avoid matching vertical seams.
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4* The existing lower front porch railing is a non-historic replacement from 2007; file
photographs of the historic railing are available.

5% The design of the 2" floor railing is not the same as the pre-2007 1¢ floor railing.

6* Elevation drawings of the new railings are provided in the application; a section drawing is
not.

7* The application proposes that the top rail be stained; railings were historically painted
elements. The commission has consistently required that traditionally painted elements
such as railing be painted. In 2007 (194-06-CA) the commission denied unpainted porch
stairs, balusters, and rails at 114 N Bloodworth Street.

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

1. That the new railings match the historic porch railings.
That all elements of the railings be painted.

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

4. That the following be provided to and approved by staff prior to installation:
a. window specifications and details
b. railing section.

5. Should the 274 level doors not be replaced with windows, the details and specifications for
new doors be provided to and approved by staff prior to installation.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Support: Meg McLaurin [affirmed] was present to speak in support of the application. She
began by clarifying that she was requesting two possible scenarios for approval regarding the
2nd floor. She noted that right now there are three doors upstairs. The owner wants to replace
them with windows ultimately, but in the alternative they want approval to change one of the
doors to match the other one if they can’t afford to replace windows. Tania Tully [affirmed]
noted that she addressed that request in one of the suggested conditions of approval.

Mr. Shackleton asked the applicant about the stained railing. Ms. McLaurin stated that they
would prefer stained because it looks better longer, but that they will not argue the point.

Mr. Alphin asked of there would be new hardware or lighting fixtures outside. Ms. McLaurin
said they were not promising new lighting, but if they replace the door to the north side, they
could reuse the existing hardware, but it’s not consistent with anything.

Ms. Caliendo asked for clarification regarding the top of the new windows in the proposal
A.3.B. She noted that in the drawing it appears as though the head height of those windows is
looks lower than the existing doors. Ms. McLaurin said that the new windows would be
pushed right up against the porch roof like the existing doors. Ms. McLaurin also noted that the
sills would match the sills of the others that are in that room.
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There was no one else present to speak in favor of or in opposition to the application.

At Mr. Shackleton’s suggestion Ms. Caliendo moved that the public testimony portion of the
hearing be closed. Mr. Alphin seconded; motion carried 5/0.

Committee Discussion

The following points were made in discussion [speaker indicated in brackets]:
Do we need to talk about painted railings? [David]
Not unless someone wants to advocate for stained. [Alphin]

Findings of Fact

Mr. Alphin moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the public
hearing, the committee finds staff comments A. (inclusive of facts 1-3) and B. (inclusive of facts
1-7) to be acceptable as findings of fact, with the following additional facts:

Adding the following facts under comment B. to read:

8* The applicant stated that the sills of the new windows would match height of others in the
rooms.

9* The head heights of the windows will match the head heights of the doors they are
replacing.

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

Mr. Alphin made a motion that the application be approved, with the following conditions:
1. That the new railings match the historic porch railings.
2. That all elements of the railings be painted.
3. That the new siding be woven in with the existing siding so as to avoid matching vertical
seams.
4. That the following be provided to and approved by staff prior to installation:
a. window specifications and details
b. railing section.
c. door hardware
d. lighting fixtures
5. Should the 2"d level doors not be replaced with windows, the details and specifications for
new doors be provided to and approved by staff prior to installation.

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

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

Certificate expiration date: 5/4/14.
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OTHER BUSINESS

1. Design Guidelines Update

2. Committee Discussion
a. Application Completeness
b. Meeting Post-Mortem

ADJOURNMENT
The meeting was adjourned at 5:05 p.m.

Scott Shackleton, Chair
Certificate of Appropriateness Committee,
Raleigh Historic Development Commission
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