
February 4, 2013 COA Meeting Minutes   Page 1 of 17 

 

RALEIGH HISTORIC DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 

CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS COMMITTEE 

Minutes of the Meeting 

February 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: Elizabeth Caliendo, Kiernan McGorty, Scott Shackleton 

Alternate Present: Sarah David [arrived prior to COA 007-13-CA] 

Excused Absence: Will Alphin, Miranda Downer 

Staff Present: Tania Tully, Martha Lauer 

 

Approval of the January 7, 2013 Minutes 

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

minutes. Ms. Caliendo seconded the motion; failed 2/0 due to lack of quorum for the vote. Mr. 

Shackleton abstained from the vote having not been at the meeting.  The item will return at the 

March meeting. 

  

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 

Sandro Gisler, 805 W Lenoir Street 27603 Yes 

Stuart Cullinan, 501 Oakwood Avenue 27601 Yes  

Kelly Blades, 501 Oakwood Avenue 27601 Yes 

Myrick Howard, 220 Fayetteville St, #220 27601 Yes 

Jim Smith, 4620 Mial Plantation Road 27610 Yes 

Laura Jackson, 528 Elm Street 27604 No 

Steve Schuster, 311-200 W Martin Street 27601 Yes 

Bang Le, 311-200 W Martin Street 27601 Yes 

Gail Wiesner, 515 Euclid Street 27604 Yes 

John Holmes, 515 N Blount Street  No 

 

APPROVAL OF AGENDA  

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

passed 3/0. 
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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: 005-13-CA, 006-13-CA, and 007-13-CA. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 

 

005-13-CA 3015 WAKE FOREST ROAD (CRABTREE JONES HOUSE) 

Applicant: MYRICK HOWARD, PRESERVATION NC 

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

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

 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 

 

Historic District:    RALEIGH HISTORIC LANDMARK 

Zoning:    CUD O&I-2 

Nature of Project:    Move house to adjacent property. 

Conflict of Interest:  None noted. 

Staff Notes:  

 From the National Register “Proposed Relocation of the Crabtree Jones House” Report 

“The Crabtree Jones House at 3015 Wake Forest Road in Raleigh is significant as an early 

Federal-style plantation house, one of only a few such examples in Wake County. The 

ca. 1795 dwelling’s upright proportions and fine interior and exterior detailing are 

hallmarks of the Federal style, and the house retains excellent integrity of design, 

materials, workmanship, feeling, and location. The house and five surrounding acres 

were listed in the National Register of Historic Places in 1973. The City of Raleigh 

designated the house and a single surrounding acre a Local Historic Landmark in 1969.” 

 

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 

Sections Topic Description of Work 

5.1  Relocation Move house to adjacent property. 

 

STAFF COMMENTS 

 

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

 

A. Relocation of house to adjacent property is not incongruous in concept according to 

Guidelines sections 5.1.1, 5.1.2, 5.1.5, 5.1.6, 5.1.8. 

1* On March 5, 2012 a COA application (010-12-CA) for demolition of the Crabtree Jones 

House was approved with a 365-day demolition delay. Therefore, relocating the structure is 

considered a last resort, as no other alternative to its demolition is available and moving the 

structure has become the only means of saving it from destruction. 

2* The historical value of the house includes its relation to the surrounding landscape and 

“sense of place.” The proposed location retains the building on land once associated with 

the Jones family.  

3* The National Register “Proposed Relocation of the Crabtree Jones House” Report states: 

“The move will ultimately preserve the integrity of design, materials, and workmanship of 
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this architecturally important dwelling. It will also preserve the integrity of association, by 

keeping the house on original plantation land and near the family cemetery. The original 

setting has already been compromised through the reduction in acreage, the change in land 

use, the encroaching development, and the new forest growth surrounding the dwelling.” 

4* The house will be moved approximately 420 feet SE to a lot in the adjoining 1950s 

neighborhood (3108 Hillmer Drive); on the new site the house will be rotated 180 degrees so 

as to face Hillmer Drive.   

5* The 20th century front porch will be demolished. 

6* The house will be moved in one piece with chimney stacks intact using remote controlled 

hydraulic transport dollies operated by an experienced structure mover; it will be placed on 

a foundation of structural CMU inset to allow for a future stone veneer. 

7* The applicant states that redesignation of the house as a Raleigh Historic Landmark will be 

sought after the move and COAs for veneering of the foundation and reconstruction of a 

porch, as well as other exterior rehabilitation will be filed separately. 

8* No information regarding the existing landscaping plants is included in the application; no 

trees within the landmark boundary will be retained. 
 

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

1. That an application for redesignation of the house as a Raleigh Historic Landmark be filed 

within 90 days of the move. 

2. That if feasible, existing landscaping plants will be relocated to the new site. 

3. That the applicant submit a COA application(s) and receive approval of said application(s) 

for: 

a.  site features and plantings of the new setting;  

b. accessory buildings;  

c. driveways;  

d. foundation treatment; 

e. front porch. 
 

 

PUBLIC TESTIMONY 

 

Support:  Myrick Howard [affirmed], President of preservation North Carolina and Jim Smith 

[affirmed], Vice-president of Hager-Smith Design were present to speak in support of the 

application. 

 

Mr. Howard noted that a chimney stack at the rear of the house was unstable and may have to 

be removed and rebuilt in-kind after the move. 

 

Opposition:   

 

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

hearing be closed.  Ms. Caliendo seconded; motion carried 3/0. 

 

 

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 1-8) to be acceptable as 

findings of fact, , with the following modification: 

 

Modifying fact 6* to read as follows: 

6* The house will be moved in one piece with chimney stacks intact to the extent feasible; any 

chimney stacks removed will be rebuilt in kind.  The move will use remote controlled 

hydraulic transport dollies operated by an experienced structure mover; the house will be 

placed on a foundation of structural CMU inset to allow for a future stone veneer. 

 

The motion was seconded by Ms. Caliendo; passed 3/0. 

 

Decision on the Application 

 

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

 

1. That an application for redesignation of the house as a Raleigh Historic Landmark be filed 

within 90 days of the move. 

2. That if feasible, existing landscaping plants will be relocated to the new site. 

3. That the applicant submit a COA application(s) and receive approval of said application(s) 

for: 

a.  site features and plantings of the new setting;  

b. accessory buildings;  

c. driveways;  

d. foundation treatment; 

e. front porch. 

 

The motion was seconded by Ms. Caliendo; passed 3/0. 

 

Committee members voting:  Caliendo, McGorty, Shackleton. 

 

Certificate expiration date:  8/4/13. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 

 

006-13-CA 515 N BLOUNT STREET (LEWIS-SMITH HOUSE) 

Applicant: OWNER'S AGENT: STEVEN D SCHUSTER 

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

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

 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 

 

Historic District: BLOUNT STREET HISTORIC DISTRICT & 

 RALEIGH HISTORIC LANDMARK 

Zoning:    PDD, O&I-2 

Nature of Project:    Remove rear additions; construct new 1-story addition; remove non-historic 

porches; window and door alterations; shutter alterations 

Conflict of Interest:  None noted. 

Staff Notes:  

 Per a January 21, 2013 email from the applicant the landscaping and hardscaping shown 

on the drawings is not part of the current COA application. 

 The Blount Street Historic District report states the following about the Lewis-Smith 

House:  

 “…Built about 1855, the house is a handsome, cubical, two-story frame Greek Revival 

structure. It is one of two major examples of this style remaining in Raleigh. A very 

academic, two-story, pedimented tetrastyle portico, Greek Ionic over Greek Doric, 

fronts the building and is its most distinguishing feature. Other Greek Revival elements 

include the window surrounds, corner strips and pilaster panels, all obviously derived 

from Asher Benjamin pattern books. A slightly incongruous note is struck by the 

simple, bracketed cornice, which is Italianate in flavor. Semi-octagonal bays on either 

side of the house are early twentieth century additions….” 

 

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 

Sections Topic Description of Work 

2.3 Site Features and Plantings construct new 1-story addition 

3.2 Masonry Cover existing block foundation with stone veneer 

3.7 Windows and Doors window and door alterations; shutter alterations 

3.8 Entrances, Porches, and Balconies remove non-historic porches 

4.2 Additions to Historic Buildings Remove rear additions; construct new 1-story 

addition 
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STAFF COMMENTS 

 

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

 

A. Alteration of windows and doors; alteration of shutters is not incongruous in concept 

according to Guidelines sections 3.7.1, 3.7.2, 3.7.3, 3.7.6, 3.7.7, 3.7.9. 

1* First floor windows on the front (east) sides of the semi-octagonal bays were converted to 

doors after 1950.  The application proposes to remove the doors and reinstall windows “to 

match existing”; specifications are not included in the application.  Salvaged trim and 

hardware will be reused as applicable. 

2* The location and condition of shutters on the house is inconsistent.  It appears as though the 

application proposes to replace missing shutters; evidence of deterioration beyond repair is 

not included in the application. 

3* The application states “repair and replace existing wood windows, shutters and hardware 

to match existing, typical.” It is unclear from the application what, if any windows are 

proposed for replacement in the historic house; evidence of deterioration beyond repair is 

not included in the application. 

4* On the 2nd level rear elevation two windows are proposed to be converted to doors; the 

application states that the new doors will “match existing lite pattern and size;” however 

specifications are not included in the application. 

 

B. Alteration of foundation; removal of non-historic porches is not incongruous according to 

Guidelines section 3.2.8, 3.8.1, 3.8.9. 

1* The existing block foundation dates from the early 1970s when the house was relocated to 

this site. 

2* Specifications and samples of the proposed stone veneer were not included in the 

application. 

3* Stone foundations are typical of houses constructed in the mid-1800s. 

4* The front porches proposed for removal were constructed in the 1970s outside of the 

building’s and district’s periods of significance.   

 

C. Removal of rear additions; construction of new 1-story addition is not incongruous in 

concept according to Guidelines sections 2.3.1, 2.3.2, 2.3.6, 2.3.7, 2.3.9, 4.2.1, 4.2.2, 4.2.4, 4.2.5, 

4.2.6, 4.2.7, 4.2.8, 4.2.9. 

1* There are no existing trees that will be impacted by construction of the rear addition. 

2* The current form of the rear additions dates from at least 1914.  Neither the National 

Register nor the Raleigh Historic Landmark designation reports call any attention or 

significance to the rear additions. 

3* The proposed addition, like the existing additions, is at the rear of the house.   

4* The form of the new addition is rectangular, boxy and symmetrical similar to the historic 

house; the addition will be one story with a finished basement level and usable roof deck.   
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5* The addition is comprised of walls of windows with minimal siding and a heavy simple 

cornice; the alignment of the windows of the addition is slightly lower than the windows in 

the historic house.   

6* The hardware and trim from the windows in the additions are being salvaged for reuse; the 

leaf hardware and trim from several exterior doors are also being salvaged for reuse. 

7* The face of the new roof parapet is even with the side wall of the historic house. 

8* The new windows in the addition are noted to have “wood frame and muntins,” but the 

sash is not stated and specifications are not included in the application. 

9* Materials of the addition are listed as follows: 

 Wood lap siding (5" exposure); 

 Wood window trim (3" wide); 

 Wood trim (varies); 

 Low-e insulated glass units with wood frame and muntins; 

 Stone veneer over block & brick wall; 

 Metal pan stairs with concrete treads; 

 Painted steel handrail; 

 Wood entry doors with glass lites; 

 Glass guard rails with frosted pattern; 

 Metal entry doors and frame at basement apartment. 

10* Materials specifications and details are not included for:  

 roof deck/finish surface; 

 frosted glass guardrail pattern; 

 venting to roof; 

 new roof parapet; 

 windows and doors; 

 Stone veneer. 

11* According to the Wake County Real Estate Data the current footprint of the house with 

porches is approximately 3,421 square feet; the lot is 13,939 square feet; not including the 

driveway, the existing lot coverage is approximately 25%.  Porches being removed are 490 

SF; rear additions being removed are 749 SF; new addition is approximately 1,231 SF for a 

net decrease of 8 SF. Proposed lot coverage without driveway or hardscaping is 24%. 

 

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

 

1. That evidence of deterioration beyond repair is provided to and approved by staff for any 

windows proposed for replacement.  

2. That evidence of deterioration beyond repair is provided to and approved by staff for any 

shutters proposed for replacement. 

3. That the applicant submit a COA application and receive approval of said application for a 

master landscape plan. 

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

to the issuance of permits: 

a. Windows for the addition. 
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5. That details and specifications for the following be provided to and approved by staff prior 

to installation: 

a. New metal louver infill panels; 

b. Stone veneer; 

c. Doors; 

d. Mechanical equipment and screening; 

e. Windows in historic house; 

f. Roof deck/finish surface; 

g. Frosted glass guardrail pattern; 

h. Venting to roof; 

i. New roof parapet. 
 

PUBLIC TESTIMONY 

 

Support:  Steve Schuster [affirmed] and Bang Le [affirmed], both with Clearscapes, Inc. were 

present in support of the application.  Mr. Schuster made the following comments. 

 Lewis-Smith House one of most important structures on Blount Street.  

 John Holmes of Hobby Properties, owner, is here to witness proceeding.  

 Mixed use project, high quality restoration,  

 Will remove awkward additions and make new addition that is of its time but 

compatible. 

 The building could be converted back into a single-family home someday.  

 Biggest change from street is taking off later side-deck additions that really changed the 

proportions of the house; they are taking original back to what it was with addition.  

 Issues staff has raised about greater detail is their intention; only replacement windows 

and doors will be where there is no alternative 

 They will be putting storm sash on the inside and will replace some siding where the 

State drilled holes to put in insulation.  It will be have it milled to match. 

 

Ms. Caliendo asked if the glass rail on the back has metal trim.  Mr. Schuster said that having a 

second level terrace in the long term will be great. It will be a tempered glass rail that will, if 

possible, have no metal whatsoever.  If the glass rail is thinner it may have small stainless steel 

cap; either way, the details will be brought to staff. 

 

Opposition:   

 

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 3/0. 
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Committee Discussion 

 

There was no discussion following the public hearing. 

 

Findings of Fact  

 

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

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

and C. (inclusive of facts 1-11)  to be acceptable as findings of fact. 

 

The motion was seconded by Ms. McGorty; passed 3/0. 

 

Decision on the Application 

 

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

 

1. That evidence of deterioration beyond repair is provided to and approved by staff for any 

windows proposed for replacement.  

2. That evidence of deterioration beyond repair is provided to and approved by staff for any 

shutters proposed for replacement. 

3. That the applicant submit a COA application and receive approval of said application for a 

master landscape plan. 

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

to the issuance of permits: 

a. Windows for the addition. 

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

to installation: 

a. New metal louver infill panels; 

b. Stone veneer; 

c. Doors; 

d. Mechanical equipment and screening; 

e. Windows in historic house; 

f. Roof deck/finish surface; 

g. Frosted glass guardrail pattern; 

h. Venting to roof; 

i. New roof parapet. 

 

The motion was seconded by Ms. McGorty; passed 3/0. 

 

Committee members voting:  Caliendo, McGorty, Shackleton. 

 

Certificate expiration date:  8/4/13. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 

 

007-13-CA 501 OAKWOOD AVENUE 

Applicant: FIVE HORIZONS CONSTRUCTION C/O STUART CULLINAN 

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

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

 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 

 

Historic District:    OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT 

Zoning:    R-10 

Nature of Project:    Master landscape plan to include: landscape lighting, planting new trees; 

removal of one tree; construction of shed 

Amendments:    Additional drawings and photographs of the master landscape plan intended 

to meet the conditions of COA 134-11-CA were submitted January 25 and February 3, 2013 

and are attached to these comments. 

Conflict of Interest:  None noted. 

Staff Notes: Fences are being proposed on lot lines; ownership and precise location of items on 

and near lot lines is considered a civil matter outside of the purview of the Raleigh Historic 

Development Commission. 

 

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 

Sections Topic Description of Work 

2.1 Public Rights-of-Way and Alleys plant new trees; removal of one tree 

2.3 Site Features and Plantings Master landscape plan to include: 

landscape lighting, planting new trees; 

removal of one tree; construction of shed; 

install stone patio; create new planting 

beds 

2.4 Fences and Walls Construct low wood fence; construct wood 

privacy fence; construct low retaining wall 

2.5 Walkways, Driveways, and Offstreet 

Parking 

Master landscape plan; construct 

driveway, curb cut, and apron;  

2.6 Garages and Accessory Structures construction of shed 

2.7 Lighting landscape lighting 

 

STAFF COMMENTS 

 

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

 

A. The proposed master landscape plan is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 

sections 2.1.1, 2.1.5,  2.1.13, 2.3.2, 2.3.8, 2.3.9, 2.4.8, 2.4.11, 2.5.5, 2.5.6, 2.5.8 ;  “Raleigh City 
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Code Section 10-2052(a)(2)c.5.i states that “An application for a certificate of appropriateness 

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

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

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

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

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

period and authorize earlier demolition or removal.” 

1* The maple tree proposed for removal is wounded and will be replaced with four crepe 

myrtle trees; existing and proposed trees are all in the public right-of-way; there is no 

evidence that the City’s Urban Forester has been consulted. 

2* Crepe myrtle trees are common street trees in the Oakwood Historic District.   

3* The proposed curb cut will retain existing granite curbing. 

4* Specifications and material samples for the stone patio and seat wall were not included in 

the application.   

5* A two-story building was on the property until 1999 when it burned during rehabilitation; 

that house (including porches) had a footprint of approximately 2,292 SF for a lot coverage 

of 53%. 

6* The house and porch has an approximately 1,435 square feet footprint; according to the 

online Wake County Real Estate Data, the lot is 4,356 square feet for a lot coverage of 33%; 

addition of the driveway and patio will increase lot coverage to approximately 44%; this 

level of lot coverage is not uncommon for corner lots in Oakwood.   

7* The amended application locates the HVAC equipment at the rear of the house behind a 

low fence and plantings. 

8* Proposed plants are commonly found throughout the historic district. 

9* The proposed low fence is of a picket design; however, it appears to be more than 65% solid; 

the height of then low fence will be 39 inches plus 6 inch post caps. 

10* The 6 foot tall privacy fencing on the east property line extends into the front yard area. 

11* Low retaining walls are seen throughout Oakwood; details and specifications are not 

included in the application. 

12* Amended drawings and description provided by the applicant indicate that the curb cut 

and driveway apron are located south of an existing utility pole and that the concrete ribbon 

driveway will curve around the corner of the house before extending straight along the 

property line; photographic examples of curved driveways were provided in the amended 

application; dimensions of the driving strips were not provided.   

13* Concrete ribbon driving strip driveways are typical for the historic district. 

 

B. Landscape lighting is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines sections 2.7.4, 2.7.5, 

2.7.6, 2.6.7, 2.7.12; however uplighting is incongruous with Guidelines sections 2.7.5, 2.7.9, 

2.7.10. 

1* Oakwood is residential in character.  Historic residences typically were minimally lit. 

2* Although the lights proposed are not “harsh floodlights” the quantity of light will result in a 

change to the character of the property. 

3* The application did not include illustrations demonstrating the effect of the uplighting. 
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4* Four of the six proposed uplights are in the public right-of-way; all are proposed to be in 

trees or plants. 

5* This is not a historically accurate location for lighting. 

6* In 2008, a COA application (213-07-CA) for installation of uplights at 540 N Blount Street 

was denied.  

 

C. Construction of shed is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines sections 2.6.6, 

2.6.8, 2.6.9, 2.6.10. 

1* The application states that the shed will be sited at the end of an existing concrete driveway; 

there is not yet an approved driveway. 

2* The location of the shed at the rear of the property is the traditional location for accessory 

buildings on Oakwood. 

3* The gable form is common for sheds and the materials and design is reflective of the main 

house; the amended application states that the siding will be smooth faced. 

4* The shed is 70 SF. 

 

Staff suggests that the committee approve in part and deny in part the amended application as 

follows: 

 

Deny the installation of uplights. 

 

Approve the remainder of the application, waiving the 365 day demolition delay for removal of 

the tree and with the following conditions: 

 

1. That the applicant will file for and receive approval from the Urban Forester any applicable 

permits for the proposed trees in the right-of-way. 

2. That the design of the low picket fence be altered such that it is not more than 65% solid, 

with the design to be provided to and approved by staff prior to installation. 

3. That the privacy fencing not extend into the front yard area. 

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

installation: 

a. Retaining wall elevation & section drawings; 

b. Retaining wall material sample; 

c. Dimension of the concrete driving strips; 
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PUBLIC TESTIMONY 

 

Support: Stuart Cullinan [affirmed] and Kelly Blades [affirmed], both with Five Horizons 

Development, were present in support of the application. 

 

Mr. Cullinan stated that he had consulted the Urban Forester who gave them a list of trees from 

which they picked crepe myrtle.  He noted that he forwarded the urban forester’s email to staff 

at the beginning of the comment review. 

 

Mr. Cullinan noted that landscape lighting and uplighting of the house is something that the 

client does want to have, but that staff said it would not get approved.  Ms. Blades asked if 

regular non-uplight ground lighting would be possible, Tanis Tully [affirmed] said possibly.  

Mr. Shackleton, reading from the Design Guidelines noted that several types of ground lighting 

are appropriate. Ms. Tully said they can ask that to be added, and committee can say to be 

approved by staff.  Mr. Cullinan requested that the application be amended to include general 

landscape lighting, not just uplighting.   

 

Regarding the fencing, Mr. Cullinan said that they were trying to keep the same kind of scale of 

fence but make sure it meets the 65% rule. Ms. Tully stated that they could make the pickets 

narrower or add more space between pickets to get down to 65%.  She also noted that it was in 

that’s condition 2.   Mr. Cullinan asked for clarification regarding the privacy fencing not 

extending into front yard. Ms. Tully explained that the front yard start at the front face of the 

house.   

 

Mr. Cullinan stated that they are still waiting on some better ideas for the retaining wall. The 

buyer has not decided between stone or brick and he would like to submit later. Same as with 

driving strips. 

 

Opposition:  Gail Wiesner [affirmed], representing Robert and Gloria Britt, next door neighbors, 

spoke in opposition to the application.  Ms. Wiesner expressed opposition to the use of a picket 

fence and privacy fence along the same stretch of fence.  Mr. Cullinan clarified that the privacy 

fence was also of a picket design.  Ms. Tully confirmed that the amended application requested 

the same style of fence for the tall sections and low sections.  She noted that staff is suggesting 

that the lower fence will have more space between the pickets, but otherwise would have the  
same style, color, material, caps, etc.   

 

Ms. Wiesner noted that the definition of privacy fence does not seem to be accurate for this 

application, but confirmed with Mr. Shackleton that she no longer objects to the design of the 

fence now that it has been clarified.   

 

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

hearing be closed.  Ms. McGorty seconded; motion carried 4/0. 
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Committee Discussion 

 

The following points were made in discussion [speaker indicated in brackets]: 
There is privacy fence terminology in condition three. We should define it as 6’ section of fence 
instead. [McGorty] 
Add d. lowl evel landscape lighting to be approved by staff [McGorty] 
A.1. Urban Forester has been consulted. [Shackleton] 

 

Findings of Fact  

 

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

hearing, the committee finds staff comments A. (inclusive of facts 1-13), B. (inclusive of facts 1-

6), and C. (inclusive of facts 1-4)  to be acceptable as findings of fact, with the following 

additional facts and modifications: 

 

Modifying facts A.1* and 10* to read as follows: 

1* The maple tree proposed for removal is wounded and will be replaced with four crepe 

myrtle trees; existing and proposed trees are all in the public right-of-way; the City’s Urban 

Forester has been consulted.. 

10* The 6 foot tall fencing on the east property line, which is of a picket design, extends into the 

front yard area. 

 

Adding the following fact B. 7*to read as follows: 

7* Other low level lighting is proposed; details were not included in the application. 

 

 

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

 

Decision on the Application 

 

Ms. McGorty made a motion that the installation of uplights be denied and that remainder of 

the application be approved as amended, waiving the 365 day demolition delay for removal of 

the tree and with the following conditions: 

 

1. That the applicant will file for and receive approval from the Urban Forester any applicable 

permits for the proposed trees in the right-of-way. 

2. That the design of the low picket fence be altered such that it is not more than 65% solid, 

with the design to be provided to and approved by staff prior to installation. 

3. That the privacy fencing not extend into the front yard area. 

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

installation: 

a. Retaining wall elevation & section drawings; 

b. Retaining wall material sample; 
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c. Dimension of the concrete driving strips; 

d. Landscape lighting. 

 

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

 

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

 

Certificate expiration date:  8/4/13. 
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OTHER BUSINESS 

1. Letter from Resident: The committee discussed Mr. Sandro Gisler’s letter to the commission 

regarding construction of an addition and garage in Boylan Heights.  Matters regarding 

enforcement are handled by Zoning Inspectors, not the commission and were not discussed.  

Points made included the following:  

 Because of the quasi-judicial nature of the meetings, the assumption is that 

applicants are telling the truth, unless evidence is presented to the contrary.   

 The commission relies on the neighborhood as a partner in the process.   

 The commission’s goal is to interpret the Design Guidelines at the preservation level 

of the neighborhood. 

 There are misconceptions in the neighborhood regarding some items, especially 

setbacks.   

 The description of projects play a role in whether a neighbor may attend a meeting 

or  not. 

2. Committee Discussion 

a. Application Completeness 

b. Meeting Post-Mortem 

3. Design Guidelines Update 

 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

Ms. McGorty moved that the meeting be adjourned. Ms. Caliendo seconded the motion; passed 

4/0. The meeting was adjourned at 5:45 p.m. 

 

 

 

 

Scott Shackleton, Chair Minutes Submitted by: 

Certificate of Appropriateness Committee, Tania Tully, Preservation Planner 

Raleigh Historic Development Commission 

 

 


