RALEIGH HISTORIC DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS COMMITTEE
Minutes of the Meeting
August 5, 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, Chenetha Eason

Approval of the July 1, 2013 Minutes
Ms. Downer moved to waive the reading of the minutes for the hearing and adopt said minutes
as submitted. Ms. Caliendo 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.
Gail Smith, Notary Public and Mr. Ralph Puccini, Notary Public, administered the affirmations.

Visitor’s/Applicant’s Name and Address Affirmed
Charles Knox, 1509 Caswell Street 27608 No
Rob Knox, 1513 Caswell Street 27608 No
Mary Watzin, 703 N Bloodworth Street 27604 Yes
Pat Lowian, 614 Capitol Blvd # 115 27603 No
John Brooks; 516 N Blount Street 27604 No
Amy Coppedge, 109 N East Street 27601 No
Nora Barger, 318 Cutler Street 27603 Yes
Alex Rivers, 1520 Glenwood Avenue 27608 Yes
Graham Andres, 3703 Junction Blvd 27603 Yes
Maura Zarnik, 1537 Caswell Street 27608 No
Sara M Lee, 1535 Caswell Street 27608 No
Steve Schuster, 311-200 W Martin Street 27601 Yes
Brandy Thompson, 1100 Filmore Street 27605 Yes
Frank Gordon, 802 Williamson Drive 27608 Yes
Dave Neill, 434 Fayetteville Street, 2800 27601 Yes
Jennifer Mitchell, 2717 Circle Drive 27715 Yes

August 5, 2013 COA Meeting Minutes Page 1 of 26



REVIEW OF SUMMARY PROCEEDINGS/APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Mr. Alphin moved to approve the agenda as printed. Ms. Caliendo 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 case 109-13-CA for which the Summary
Proceeding is made part of these minutes.
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS — SUMMARY PROCEEDING

109-13-CA 109 N EAST STREET

Applicant: AMY COPPEDGE
Received: 7/22/2013 Meeting Date(s):
Submission date + 90 days: 10/20/2013 1) 8/5/2013 2) 3)

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT

Zoning: R-10

Nature of Project: Remove existing fencing; install new fencing with 4' tall picket and 6' tall
privacy sections

Conflict of Interest: None noted.
Staff Notes: File for COA 026-97-MW is available for review.

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

Sections Topic Description of Work
2.3 Site Features and Plantings Remove existing fencing; install new fencing with
2.4 Fences and Walls 4' tall picket and 6' tall privacy sections

STAFF COMMENTS

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

A. Remove existing fencing; install new fencing with 4' tall picket and 6' tall privacy sections is
not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines sections 2.3.7,2.4.1, 2.4.6, 2.4.7, 2.4.8.

1* The section of fence being removed was constructed per approved COA 026-97-MW.

2* Wood privacy fences are frequently approved in rear yards in Oakwood.

3* The proposed wood fence is a dog ear picket design with flat top posts; the gates are the
same design as the fence panels and will have heavy duty gate hardware.

4* The commission typically requires that fences be constructed using “good neighbor design”
with structural members facing inward; details of the fence construction were not included
in the application.

5* The 4’ tall section of fence is behind the front wall of the house and not in the front yard.

Staff suggests that the committee approve the application, with the following conditions:
1. That the fence be constructed utilizing good neighbor design.
That fence footings be dug by hand and located to avoid damage to tree roots; roots larger

than 1” caliper will be cut cleanly using proper tools such as loppers.
3. That the gate hardware be black metal and of simple design.
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Decision on the Application

There were no objections to approval without a public hearing.

Mr. Alphin moved to approve the application, adopting the staff comments as the written
record of the summary proceeding on 109-13-CA. Ms. Caliendo seconded the motion; passed
6/0.

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

Certificate expiration date: 2/5/14.
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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: 100-13-CA, 103-13-CA, 107-13-CA, and 108-13-CA.

Mr. Shackleton noted that he owns an adjacent property for case 103-13-CA and should be
recused. Ms. Downer moved to recuse Mr. Shackleton from the case. Mr. Alphin seconded;
motion carried 5/0. Mr. Shackleton left the room. At the conclusion of the case Mr. Alphin
moved to readmit Mr. Shackleton. Ms. David seconded; motion carried 4/0.
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS — CERTIFIED RECORD

100-13-CA 703 N BLOODWORTH STREET

Applicant: MARY WATZIN
Received: 7/11/2013 Meeting Date(s):
Submission date + 90 days: 10/9/2013 1) 8/5/2013 2) 3)

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT

Zoning: R-10
Nature of Project: Remove holly tree in front yard; plant new dogwood tree; remove french

doors from non-historic garage; install new steel garage door.
Conflict of Interest: None noted.
Staff Notes: COA files are available for review.

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

Sections  Topic Description of Work
2.3 Site Features and Plantings Remove holly tree in front yard;
plant new dogwood tree;
2.6 Garages and Accessory Structures ~ remove french doors from non-
3.7 Windows and Doors historic garage; install new steel
4.3 New Construction garage door.
STAFF COMMENTS

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

A. Removal of holly tree in front yard; planting of new dogwood tree is not incongruous
according to Guidelines sections 2.3.1, 2.3.5; Raleigh City Code Section 10-2052(a)(2)c.5.i
states that “An application for a certificate of appropriateness authorizing the demolition or
destruction of a building, structure, or site within the district may not be denied... However,
the authorization date of such a certificate may be delayed for a period of up to three-
hundred sixty-five (365) days from the date of approval... If the Commission finds that the
building, structure, or site has no particular significance or value toward maintaining the
character of the Overlay District, it shall waive all or part of such period and authorize
earlier demolition or removal.”

1* The tree proposed for removal is not a historic tree. A file photograph from 1986 does not
show a tree in that location. The holly tree appears to be an overgrown shrub.

2* A replacement tree is proposed.
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B. Removal of french doors from non-historic garage; installation of new steel garage door is
not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines sections 2.6.10, 3.7.2, 3.7.6, 4.3.9; however
installation of steel garage woods with a wood grain finish may be incongruous according
to Guidelines sections 3.7.6, 4.3.10.

1* The garage proposed for alteration was constructed per COA CAD-87-111; the garage doors
were replaced with the current doors per COA 036-05-MW in 2005.

2* Two recent COA applications for new garage construction approved the use of steel garage
doors with the condition that the garage doors have a smooth paintable finish (COA 008-13-
CAat 606 N Boundary Street and 030-13-CA at 520 N Bloodworth Street).

3* The application specifies steel garage doors with a wood-grain texture; substitute materials
have only been approved with paintable smooth surfaces.

4* The garage is sided with rough sawn painted cedar siding. The application states “Once this
door is painted the same color as the wood siding, it will look identical to it. It will echo the
design of the rest of the structure and the adjacent house, as the guidelines suggest.”

5% The application states that a smooth finish steel garage door with an appropriate design was
unobtainable.

6* The garage is sited such that it faces the side yard; the garage door will not be visible from
the public right of-way.

Pending the committee’s determination regarding the use of wood-grain steel garage doors,
staff suggests that the committee approve the application, waiving the 365-day demolition
delay for the tree removal, with the following condition:

1. That the garage door have a smooth paintable finish.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Support: Mary Watzin [affirmed] was present to speak in support of the application. She stated
that the staff comments regarding the holy tree were straight forward and reiterated her reasons
for removal as stated in the application. She said that to her it was an overgrown shrub that
will be replaced with a smaller scale tree.

Ms. Watzin stated that she wanted to replace the French doors with a garage door. She stated
that the garage door doesn’t face the street. She explained that the existing garage has a very
rough texture and the proposed wood grain steel doors would match that texture. A smooth
door would stand out from the rest of the building.

Tania Tully [affirmed] pointed out that of the cases mentioned in fact 2, neither had submitted
smooth faced garage doors yet.

Ms. Caliendo asked what the garage door would look like. Ms. Watzin said that it would look

like the picture in the application. She reiterated that wood garage doors are sanded smooth
and would look different from the rest of the garage.
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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]:

Wood grain has never been approved. [Caliendo]

If metal it should look like metal and be smooth. Smooth would be compatible regardless of the
material. [Alphin]

Does it make a difference that the doors don’t face the street? [Shackleton]

No. [Alphin] [Caliendo]

Are there any issues with the tree removal? [Shackleton]

No. [Alphin]

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 1-2) and B. (inclusive of facts
1-6) to be acceptable as findings of fact, with the following modifications:

Modify comment B to read as follows:

B. Removal of french doors from non-historic garage; installation of new steel garage door is
not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines sections 2.6.10, 3.7.2, 3.7.6, 4.3.9; however
installation of steel garage doors with a wood grain finish is incongruous according to
Guidelines sections 3.7.6, 4.3.10.

Adding the following to fact 2*:
2* Neither application has located or submitted a smooth finish steel garage door.

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

Decision on the Application
Ms. Caliendo made a motion that the application be approved with the following condition:
1. That the garage door have a smooth paintable finish.

The motion was seconded by Mr. Alphin; passed 5/0.
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Committee members voting: Alphin, Caliendo, David, Downer, Shackleton.

Certificate expiration date: 2/5/14.
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS — CERTIFIED RECORD

103-13-CA 318 CUTLER STREET

Applicant: SAM AND NORA BARGER
Received: 7/18/2013 Meeting Date(s):
Submission date + 90 days: 10/16/2013 1) 8/5/2013 2) 3)

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

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

Nature of Project: Remove mulberry tree; remove ironwood tree; plant red maple tree; plant

crepe myrtle trees

Conflict of Interest: Mr. Shackleton noted that he owns and adjacent property and should be
recused. Ms. Downer moved to recuse Mr. Shackleton from the case. Mr. Alphin
seconded; motion carried 5/0. Mr. Shackleton left the room.

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

Sections  Topic Description of Work
2.3 Site Features and Plantings Remove mulberry tree; remove ironwood tree;
plant red maple tree; plant crepe myrtle trees

STAFF COMMENTS

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

B. Remove mulberry tree; remove ironwood tree; plant red maple tree; plant crepe myrtle trees
is not incongruous according to Guidelines sections 2.3.1, 2.3.5; Raleigh City Code Section 10-
2052(a)(2)c.5.i states that “An application for a certificate of appropriateness authorizing the
demolition or destruction of a building, structure, or site within the district may not be
denied... However, the authorization date of such a certificate may be delayed for a period
of up to three-hundred sixty-five (365) days from the date of approval... If the Commission
finds that the building, structure, or site has no particular significance or value toward
maintaining the character of the Overlay District, it shall waive all or part of such period
and authorize earlier demolition or removal.”

6* Two trees are proposed for removal, a 25" DBH White Mulberry (Morus alba identified by
City of Raleigh Forestry Specialist with the Planning Department) tree in the front yard; and
a 16” DBH ironwood tree in the rear yard.

7* An inspection report prepared by an arborist certified by the International Society of
Arboriculture (ISA) was not provided.

8* Replacement trees are proposed.
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9* Several limbs have been removed from the Mulberry tree in the last six months; COAs were
not obtained. The application states that a “large limb cracked but did not fall completely on
July 13, 2013, partially obstructing the neighbor's driveway” and that the remaining canopy
leans heavily toward the house.

10* The application states that vines have been removed from the Ironwood tree; the canopy is
relatively small with several dead limbs, and the tree leans heavily toward the house.

11* According to the North Carolina Cooperative Extension Service housed at NC State
University in the Department of Horticultural Science, ironwood trees are deciduous and
range from 40 feet to 60 feet in height.

12* According to the USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service National Plant Data
Center. The White Mulberry tree is an introduced, small to medium sized shrub or tree; it is
not listed through the North Carolina Cooperative Extension Service.

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

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Support: Nora Barger [affirmed] was present to speak in support of the application.
There was no one else present to speak in favor of or in opposition to the application.

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

Committee Discussion

There was no discussion following the public hearing.

Findings of Fact

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. Downer; passed 4/0.

Decision on the Application

Mr. Alphin made a motion that the application be approved waiving the 365-day demolition
delay.

The motion was seconded by Ms. David; passed 4/0.
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Committee members voting: Alphin, Caliendo, David, Downer.

Certificate expiration date: 2/5/14.
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS — CERTIFIED RECORD

107-13-CA 500 N BLOUNT STREET

Applicant: BRANDY THOMPSON, AIA
Received: 7/22/2013 Meeting Date(s):
Submission date + 90 days: 10/20/2013 1) 8/5/2013 2) 3)

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: BLOUNT STREET HISTORIC DISTRICT

Zoning: O&I-2, PDD

Nature of Project: [Amended] Construct new 1-story rear addition; construct access ramp;
construct new stairs; remove storm windows; replace missing architectural features;

remove non-historic gravel parking area; construct new curb-cut, apron and parking area;
install two sidewalks; plant trees; plant hedges; install screened HVAC compound; remove
three windows; install door.

Amendments: Additional information regarding plantings and HVAC units, a revised written
description, and a revised site plan were received 8/5/2013 and are attached to these
comments.

Conflict of Interest: None noted.

Staff Notes:

e The “Special Character of Blount Street Historic District” description in the Design
Guidelines for Raleigh Historic Districts states that the district contains:
“...well maintained and generous landscapes...granite street curbing throughout

the neighborhood...[an] open spatial quality and character...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.”

e Printouts of the Sanborn Maps are available for review.

e The 1975 "Merrimon House." National Register of Historic Places Nomination, describes
the 1875 house as: “...a two-story weatherboarded frame structure in Victorian Italianate
style. The main block is six bays long and five deep, with the main facade dominated by
an off-center two-story gable projections. Another similar projection extends at the south
side. There are two elaborately ornamented one-story porches on either side of the front
gable projection.”

e The draft landmark designation report for the Merrimon-Wynne House, commissioned
by the RHDC and approved by the Research Committee, sates that the house “is
significant as an excellent, intact local example of the Italianate residential style with
very fine Eastlake detailing at the porch. It is one of the city's best examples of both the
Italianate style and of Eastlake decoration.”

August 5, 2013 COA Meeting Minutes Page 13 of 26



e Notes in the application regarding repair and replacement of historic features on the
application plans are considered routine maintenance and do not require COA provided
that the replacement match the existing in terms of material, color, design and general
appearance.

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

Sections  Topic Description of Work

21 Public Rights-of-Way and construct new curb-cut and driveway apron
Alleys

2.3 Site Features and Plantings construct new 1-story rear addition; construct

access ramp; construct new stairs; remove non-
historic gravel parking area; construct new curb-
cut, apron and parking area; install two
sidewalks; construct fence; plant hedges; plant
trees; install screened HVAC compound

2.5 Walkways, Driveways, and remove non-historic gravel parking area;
Offstreet Parking construct new curb-cut, apron and parking area;
install two sidewalks
3.6 Exterior Walls construct new 1-story rear addition
3.7 Windows and Doors remove three windows; install door; remove
storm windows
3.8 Entrances, Porches, and construct new stairs; construct access ramp
Balconies
3.10 Utilities and Energy Retrofit install screened HVAC compound
3.11 Accessibility, Health, and Safety construct access ramp
Considerations
4.2 Additions to Historic Buildings = construct new 1-story rear addition
STAFF COMMENTS

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

A. Construction of new 1-story rear addition; construction of access ramp; construction of new
stairs; window alteration; removal of storm windows; replacement of missing architectural
features; removal of three windows; installation of door is not incongruous in concept
according to Guidelines sections 2.3.6,2.3.7,2.3.8,3.6.1, 3.7.1,3.7.9, 3.7.13, 3.8.1, 3.8.6, 3.11.1,
3.11.2,3.11.3,3.11.5,4.2.1,42.2,4.2.4,425,4.2.6,42.7,4.2.8, 4.2.9, however removal of the
walls of the existing rear portion of the house, including two windows may be incongruous
according to Guidelines sections 3.6.1, 3.7.2, 3.7.14, 4.2.1, 4.2.8.

1* The Merrimon-Wynne house was approved for relocation by the committee in July 2006
(106-06-CA) with the foundation at the new location approved in June 2007 (085-07-CA);
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three small rear additions constructed between 1909 and 1914 were approved for removal in
July 2008 (138-08-CA).

2* The removal of the prior additions was approved in part because the additions were tucked
under the eave of an early part of the house and removing the additions would retain this
feature.

3* There are existing trees that may be impacted by construction activity; a tree protection plan
was not provided.

4* The proposed new addition essentially removes the existing small addition with the
exception of the roof and eaves; Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps suggest that the addition was
in place by 1903. Research for the RHDC commissioned draft landmark designation report
did not reveal specific information regarding construction of the current read addition, but
states that “an apparently original single-story rear section remains.” Additionally, the
report states that “The earliest image of the house that has been identified is the footprint
that appears in Raleigh's 1903 Sanborn map. That shows the front and north porches intact,
an additional small porch on the east end of the south elevation, and a two-story bay at the
west end of the north elevation, fully protected under the porch. The house lacks the bay
windows seen today at the west and south elevation. The 1903 footprint does show a single-
story section at the back of the house that matches the single story at the rear today.”

5% Three windows are proposed for removal and storage; two because of the proposed
addition and includes the decorative trim and one to accommodate the addition of a door;
all three windows are located on the side-rear of the house.

6* The application states that the new door will be installed within the existing window
opening and will closely match existing window style at this location; details and
specifications were not provided in the application.

7* It is not uncommon for there to be more than one door accessing a porch.

8* Storm windows and front steps being removed are not historic.

9* The application states that the new front stairs will match with existing style and trim
profile; details and specifications for the new steps were not provided in the application.

10* A portion of the historic railing proposed to be removed for installation of new stairs will be
salvaged and stored for modification/reinstallation; details and specifications for the new
steps were not provided in the application.

11* The proposed access ramp is located at the rear of the house behind the new addition; access
to the historic house is accomplished through the new addition.

12* The ramp sits on a brick foundation; it is typical for approved access ramps to be easily
removed; a ramp on wood posts with wood lattice would better accomplish this.

13* The house sits on a corner lot.

14* The proposed addition is at the rear of the house; the form of the new addition is
rectangular and boxy and will be one story.

15* The new addition envelops the existing one story portion of the house keeping the
decorative roof/eave elements.

16* The addition is comprised of walls of with small high windows.

17* The addition is clearly distinguishable.

August 5, 2013 COA Meeting Minutes Page 15 of 26



18* According to the Wake County Real Estate Data the current footprint of the house with
porches is approximately 3,285 square feet; the lot is 19,602 square feet; not including the
hardscaping, the existing lot coverage is approximately 17%. The new addition is
approximately 1,231 SF for a net decrease of 8 SF. Proposed lot coverage without driveway
or hardscaping is 24%.

B. Removal of non-historic gravel parking area; construction of new curb-cut, apron and
parking area; installation of two sidewalks; construction of fence; planting of hedges;
planting of trees; installation of screened HVAC compound is not incongruous in concept
according to Guidelines sections 2.1.2,2.1.13,2.3.4,2.3.7,2.3.8,2.3.9,2.5.5,2.5.6,2.5.7, 2.5.8,
2.5.9,2.5.10, 3.10.3, 3.10.8 ; however the location of the HVAC units may be incongruous
according to Guidelines sections 2.3.9, 3.10.8,.

1* The Merrimon-Wynne house was approved for relocation by the committee in July 2006
(106-06-CA) with the foundation at the new location approved in June 2007 (085-07-CA).

2* There is existing granite curbing at the location of the new curb cut; details and
specifications were not included; the guidelines specify retention of granite curbing. The
commission typically requires that new curb cuts in granite not have the City of Raleigh
standard radius and that the existing granite be recessed in place.

3* Five new trees are proposed to be planted: three 3" caliper Hightower Willow Oaks, a 6"
caliper tree, and a 16" caliper tree.

4* The proposed new parking area is within the drip line of an existing 28” DBH oak tree that
will be impacted by construction activity; a tree protection plan was not provided.

5% Nearly 40 new shrubs are proposed to be planted around the new parking area and HVAC
units; the amended application states that “they are Dwarf Buford Hollys planted 6' on
center 18" tall at planting to achieve a 48" height at maturity.” According to the amended
application the slow growing shrubs range from 48” to 72” at maturity.

6* Brick sidewalks are a common feature in the Blunt Street district; material sample and bond
patterns were not included in the application for the new brick walkway.

7* The non-historic gravel parking area was installed without a COA; the concrete pad being
removed was installed prior to designation of the historic district.

8* The new parking area is accessed via a single car width curb cut and screened with Dwarf
Buford Hollys.

9* Details and specifications for the new parking area and concrete sidewalk were not included
in the application; the commission typically requires the use of a water-washed finish on
new concrete to match existing concrete walks; there are approved parking areas in the
district that could be matched.

10* No information regarding lighting was included in the application.

11* The proposed seven HVAC units are less than 41” in height.

12* The proposed HVAC units are located at the rear side of the house along Polk Street and are
proposed to be screened from view with evergreen shrubs.
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Pending the committee’s determination regarding the significance of the rear walls being
removed, including windows, and the location of the HVAC units, staff suggests that the
committee approve the amended application, with the following conditions:

Building Alterations
1. That construction details, specifications, and/or samples be provided to and approved by
staff prior to the issuance of permits for the following items:
a. Revised drawings of addition, if required.
b. Tree protection plan prepared by an arborist certified by the International Society of
Arboriculture (ISA);
c. Ramp construction;
d. Windows in addition.
2. That construction details, specifications, and/or samples be provided to and approved by
staff prior to installation for the following items:
a. New steps;
b. New door to replace widow;
c¢. Door in addition;
d. Brick sample for foundation;
3. That the tree protection plan be in place prior to commencement of ground disturbing
activities.
4. That the access ramp not be constructed on a brick foundation.

Landscape Alterations

5. That construction details, specifications, and/or samples be provided to and approved by
staff prior to the issuance of permits for the following items:
a. Revised drawings of parking area, if required.
b. Details and specifications for the new parking area.

6. That construction details, specifications, and/or samples be provided to and approved by
staff prior to installation for the following items:
a. Brick sample bond pattern for new walkway;
b. Lighting fixtures;

7. That new concrete have a water washed finish to match existing sidewalks on the block.
8. Granite curb to be retained and recessed; The curb cut in the granite will be a simple flare
and the piece at the driveway will be lowered in place. curb cut detail that retains the

existing granite;

9. HVAC units be located at the rear of the house

10. That the Dwarf Buford Hollys be kept pruned at a maximum of 48” in height.

11. That the new concrete have a water washed finish.

12. That the surface of the new parking match that of COA approved the parking areas in the
same block.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY
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Support: Steve Schuster [affirmed] and Brandy Thompson [affirmed] were present to speak in
support of the application. Ms. Thomson made the following comments:

e They are working with the State Historic Preservation Office and the National Park
Service for the purpose of obtaining rehabilitation tax credits.

e The work is renovation with a small rear addition.

e The addition is to house a cratering staging area and restrooms.

e The addition fits under the eaves of the remaining historic addition.

e They considered a longer addition that didn’t wrap around the remaining historic
addition, but chose this design to keep out of the rear yard and allow for the retention of
the central hall through the whole house.

e A small parking area is proposed.

Mr. Schuster made the following comments:

e A challenge with this project is the client’s eagerness to finish the project this tax year in
order to be sure to obtain the tax credits prior to the sunset.

e Staff comments are ok.

e The client has hired a landscape architect; could that be used for the tree protection plan
rather than an arborist? Also wants to submit tree protection later.

e The ramp is built on a brick foundation to distinguish it from the brick piers with infill
foundation of the house.

e There is no good location for the compressors.

e Because the use of the building will be an event center, the yards will be actively used.
Because of the heat and noise they do not want the compressors on the side or rear yard.

e A full landscape plan is being prepared.

Tania Tully [affirmed] stated that since the addition will not directly affect the tree, a protection
plan similar to the RHDC sample plan would be appropriate for submittal in order to obtain
permits.

Mr. Alphin asked about the note on one of the detail pages regarding cementitious panels. Ms.
Thompson confirmed that that was an error and that the siding will be wood.

Mr. Alphin asked if the scuppers would be prefinished metal.

Mr. Shackleton asked about the HVAC location. Ms. David noted that there are lots of
examples in Oakwood of screened side yard units. In this case the rear is not any better
visually. Ms. Caliendo asked if the units could be more compact — have a smaller footprint. Mr.
Schuster stated that there is a code requirement regarding the spacing between units. Ms.
Thomson noted that they are trying screen from the interior as well.

Ms. Caliendo asked about the flooring of the ramp. Ms. Thompson said that it would not be

painted. Mr. Alphin stated his agreement with the use of the brick foundation of the ramp as a
way to differentiate. Ms. David noted her agreement with staff regarding keeping the ramp
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light and removable. Ms. Downer noted that it was not likely that the ramp would be removed
without the addition also being removed.

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]:

The items needing discussion include the window removal, location of HVAC units, and the
foundation of the ramp. [Shackleton]

The removal of a window from main body of the 2-story house is the most challenging to me.
The addition is a secondary piece of the house. The cornice is remaining intact. I appreciate the
approach in every other way. [Alphin]

I can see why they’ve designed it as such. This makes the porch accessible and usable.
[Caliendo]

There was discussion and clarification of what windows are proposed to be removed from
where on the house.

Regarding the HVAC units, they are a fact of life. They are being located on the utility side of
the house and will be screened from view. [Alphin]

Regarding the ramp foundation, I agree with the differentiation and agree with staff too. The
brick wall will be no harder to remove than concrete set wood posts. [David]

I agree with staff comments. [Caliendo]

I appreciate the approach. [Alphin]

I agree with Will. [Downer]

We agreed to approve a non-professional tree protection plan initially. [Shackleton]

Findings of Fact

Ms. Downer 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, 6-18) and B. (inclusive of
facts 1-12) to be acceptable as findings of fact, with the following modifications:

Modify comment A to read as follows:

A. Construction of new 1-story rear addition; construction of access ramp; construction of new
stairs; window alteration; removal of storm windows; replacement of missing architectural
features; removal of three windows; installation of door is not incongruous in concept
according to Guidelines sections 2.3.6,2.3.7,2.3.8,3.6.1, 3.7.1,3.7.9, 3.7.13, 3.7.14, 3.8.1, 3.8.6,
3.11.1,3.11.2,3.11.3,3.11.5,4.2.1,42.2,4.2.4,425,4.2.6,42.7,4.2.8,4.2.9.
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Modify fact 5* to read as follows:

5* Three windows are proposed for removal and storage; two because of the proposed
addition and includes the decorative trim and one to accommodate the addition of a door;
all three windows are located on the side-rear of the house. Two of the three windows are
on the one-story portion of the house.

Modify comment B to read as follows:

B. Removal of non-historic gravel parking area; construction of new curb-cut, apron and
parking area; installation of two sidewalks; construction of fence; planting of hedges;
planting of trees; installation of screened HVAC compound is not incongruous in concept
according to Guidelines sections 2.1.2,2.1.13,2.3.4,2.3.7,2.3.8,2.3.9,25.5,2.5.6,2.5.7,2.5.8,
2.5.9,2.5.10, 3.10.3, 3.10.8.

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

Decision on the Application

Following discussion on an initial motion made by Ms. Downer and seconded by Ms. Caliendo,
Ms. Downer made an amended motion that the application be approved as amended, with the
following conditions:

Building Alterations
1. That construction details, specifications, and/or samples be provided to and approved by
staff prior to the issuance of permits for the following items:
a. Revised drawings of addition, if required.
b. Tree protection plan similar to the RHDC sample plan;
c. Ramp construction;
d. Windows in addition.
2. That construction details, specifications, and/or samples be provided to and approved by
staff prior to installation for the following items:
a. New steps;
b. New door to replace widow;
c. Door in addition;
d. Brick sample for foundation;
3. That the tree protection plan be in place prior to commencement of ground disturbing
activities.

Landscape Alterations

4. That construction details, specifications, and/or samples be provided to and approved by
staff prior to the issuance of permits for the following items:
a. Revised drawings of parking area, if required.
b. Details and specifications for the new parking area.
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5. That construction details, specifications, and/or samples be provided to and approved by
staff prior to installation for the following items:
a. Brick sample bond pattern for new walkway;
b. Lighting fixtures;

6. That new concrete have a water washed finish to match existing sidewalks on the block.
7. Granite curb to be retained and recessed; The curb cut in the granite will be a simple flare
and the piece at the driveway will be lowered in place. curb cut detail that retains the

existing granite;

8. That the Dwarf Buford Hollys be kept pruned at a maximum of 48” in height.

9. That the new concrete have a water washed finish.

10. That the surface of the new parking match that of COA approved the parking areas in the
same block.

11. That a tree protection plan prepared by an arborist certified by the International Society of
Arboriculture (ISA) or Landscape Architect licensed by the NCBLA be provided to and
approved by staff prior to landscape alterations.

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

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

Certificate expiration date: 2/5/14.

August 5, 2013 COA Meeting Minutes Page 21 of 26



APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS — CERTIFIED RECORD

108-13-CA 1520 CASWELL STREET (JOSEPHUS DANIELS HOUSE)

Applicant: DEAD ZONE TOWERS
Received: 7/22/2013 Meeting Date(s):
Submission date + 90 days: 10/20/2013 1) 8/5/2013 2) 3)

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: RALEIGH HISTORIC LANDMARK
Zoning: R-4
Nature of Project: Remove existing flagpoles; remove steps; install new cellular tower
flagpoles; install equipment compound
Conflict of Interest: None noted. Sarah David stated for the record that several years ago she
worked for the same company as Jennifer Martin-Mitchell, but that it was prior to work on
the Josephus Daniels House report. She confirmed that she could be fair and unbiased in
her decision making.
Staff Notes:
e Landmark designation file is available for review.
e The significance of the property warrants the commission’s application of the highest

standards of preservation and protection.

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

Sections  Topic Description of Work
2.3 Site Features and Plantings Remove existing flagpoles; remove steps; install
2.4 Fences and Walls new cellular tower flagpoles; install equipment
3.10 Utilities and Energy Retrofit ~ compound

STAFF COMMENTS

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

A. Removal of existing flagpoles; removal of steps; installation of new cellular tower flagpoles;
installation of equipment compound is incongruous according to Guidelines sections 2.3.9,
2.4.8,3.10.12.

1* The designating ordinance for the historic property excludes the Masonic Temple
auditorium wing from the features that are integral to the significance of the property.

2* In addition to its designation as a Raleigh Historic Property, the property is recognized as a
National Historic Landmark for its association with Josephus Daniels, Secretary of the Navy
from 1913-1921 during WWI, and Ambassador to Mexico from 1933-1941. There are less
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than 2,500 National Historic Landmarks in the country; two others are in Raleigh: the State
Capitol and Christ Episcopal Church.

3* The designating ordinance states that “all grounds and landscape features and all
appurtenant features on the designated portion of the building and grounds” are elements
of the property that are integral to its historical, architectural, archaeological significance.

4* The State Historic Preservation Officer, who is statutorily responsible for the determination
of a property’s National Register eligibility states that “the house with its entire associated
parcel [emphasis added]...is significant historically at a statewide level of significance.”

5% The Josephus Daniels House is three stories in height; no specific height measurements are
called out for the Josephus Daniels House or existing flag poles.

6* The proposed towers are 100 and 120 feet in height; this is significantly taller than the height
of the Josephus Daniels House.

7* No specific diameter measurements are called out for the proposed towers or existing flag
poles; based on the graphic scale, the proposed towers are nearly 3 feet in diameter; this is
significantly larger than the existing flag poles and atypical of flagpoles in general.

8* No specific information is provided in the application regarding the proposed equipment
compound.

9* The existing equipment compund did not receive a COA and is in violation of the zoning
ordfinance.

10* Construction of the proposed equipment compound would require excavation of the site for
installation of the cables and may result in alteration of the site’s topography.

Staff suggests that the committee deny the application.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Support: Alex Rivers [affirmed] and Graham Andres [affirmed] were present to speak in
support of the application. Mr. Rivers stated that they were proposing to replace the three
existing flagpoles. For most of the site work, what is being removed will be put back. He also
noted that the equipment shelter is proposed behind the existing Time-Warner Cable space.

Mr. Alphin asked what the diameter of the new poles would be. Mr. Andres stated that the
diameter of the poles will be determined when they actually get a design from the manufacturer
usually closer to fabrication, but that he estimates they would be 2" diameter at the base. In
response to Mr. Alphin, Mr. Andres said that a similar pole was installed near Crabtree Mall at
the Hampton Inn by Marriott.

Ms. David asked about the height of the existing poles. Mr. Rivers speculated that they were 50

feet tall. Mr. Andres said that the new poles would be significantly taller because they needed
to get over the roofline in order to be functional.

Opposition:
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Dave Neill an attorney with Smith Moore and Leatherwood [affirmed] spoke in opposition. Mr.
Neill made the following comments:
e He was representing the Josephus Daniels House Historic Landmark Association and
neighbors Ray and Susan Goodman.
e The proposed towers will affect not only the 3.89 acres Raleigh Historic Landmark, but
the Hayes Barton National Register Historic District.
e According to the National Historic Landmark nomination the house is 2%z stories tall
although it looks like 3.
e The towers will tower over the house.
Mr. Neill introduced Jennifer Martin-Mitchell [affirmed] as the co-author of the 2005 study
commissioned by the RHDC regarding the significance of the landscape at the Josephus Daniels
House. Ms. Martin-Mitchell made the following comments:
e She is an architectural historian with 21 years’ experience in NC including working at
the NC State Historic Preservation Office.
e She was co-author of the RHDC commissioned 2005 study done by Edwards Pittman
Environmental.
e The report concluded that the entire 3.89 acres is significant.
e The house and property has statewide significance.
e Itis her professional opinion that the appearance, size, massing and scale of the
proposed towers would have a negative impact on the house and site.
e Inresponse to a question from Mr. Neill, Ms. Martin-Mitchell stated that there was not
enough information on the proposed compound for her to speak to its impact.
e She stated that in her professional opinion the proposed towers are incongruous.
Mr. Neill submitted a notarized affidavit of Ms. Martin-Mitchell’s testimony.

Frank Gordon [affirmed], a neighbor made the following comments:
e Noting that he is not well versed in then Guidelines he stated that his reaction to the
proposal was “really?”
e The new poles would not look like regular flagpoles, that they would look absurd.
e The proposal is for a National Historic Landmark and wouldn’t look good in front of
any other landmark.

There was no one else present to speak in favor of or in opposition to the application.

The applicants returned to the table.

Ms. David asked for a description of the proposed compound. Mr. Rivers said that it would be
a square area fenced and heavily landscaped. The units typically sit at ground level and are
sometime s buried. The compound specs are based on City of Raleigh rules. The fence will be

landscaped with vegetation.

Mr. Rivers noted that it may be possible to lease space inside the building for the equipment.
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Ms. Tully distributed photographs of the property taken by staff.

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

Committee Discussion

The following points were made in discussion [speaker indicated in brackets]:
This seems to be a clear violation of the Guidelines. [Caliendo]

Findings of Fact

Following discussion on an initial motion made by Ms. Caliendo and seconded by Ms. Downer,
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 1-10) to be acceptable as
findings of fact, with the following additional fact:

11* Testimony was provided by an architectural historian whose opinion was submitted in form
of an affidavit as evidence.

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

Decision on the Application

Ms. Caliendo made a motion that the application be denied.
The motion was seconded by Ms. David; passed 5/0.

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

1. COA Orientation & Training

2. Design Guidelines Update

3. Committee Discussion
i.  Application Completeness
ii.  Meeting Post-Mortem

ADJOURNMENT
The meeting was adjourned at 5:58 p.m.

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

August 5, 2013 COA Meeting Minutes

Minutes Submitted by:
Tania Tully, Preservation Planner
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