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RALEIGH HISTORIC DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 

CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS COMMITTEE 

Minutes of the Meeting 

June 3, 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, Miranda Downer, Kiernan McGorty, Scott Shackleton 

Staff Present: Tania Tully, Martha Lauer 

 

Approval of the May 6, 2013 Minutes 

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

minutes as revised. 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. 

Kiernan McGorty, Notary Public, administered the affirmation. 
 

Visitor’s/Applicant’s Name and Address Affirmed 

Dan & Cristyn Kells, 603 N Boundary St 27604 Yes 

Jamey Glueck, 5935 Hourglass Ct 27612 Yes 

Erin Sterling Lewis, 704 N Person Street 27604 Yes 

Meg McLaurin, 511 Hillsborough St 27603 Yes 

Joe Nunnery, 225 Elm Street 27601 Yes 

Charlotte Mitchell, 1101 Haynes St, Ste 101 27604 Yes 

John D Cranham, 15 E Peace Street 27604 Yes 

Rhonda Angerio, 3210 Churchill Rd 27607 Yes 

Darcia Black, 225 Elm Street 27601 Yes 

David Maurer, 115.5 E Hargett St 27601 Yes 

Laurie Jackson, 115.5 E Hargett St 27601 Yes 

John Calvert, 610 Bloodworth St 27604 Yes 

Jenny Harper, 312 E Cabarrus Street 27601 Yes 

Dan Becker, City of Raleigh 27601 Yes 

Gregg Warren, DHIC 27601 Yes 

Sarah Rex, 210 Pace Street 27604 Yes 

Curtis Kasefang, 519 Polk St 27604 Yes 

Drew Robinson, DHIC 27601 Yes 

Matthew Griffith, 704 N Person Street 27604 Yes 
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APPROVAL OF AGENDA  

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

motion; passed 5/0. 

 

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: 059-13-CA, 069-13-CA, 070-13-CA, 072-13-CA, 073-13-CA and 074-13-CA. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 

 

059-13-CA 603 N BOUNDARY STREET 

Applicant: DANIEL KELLS 

Received: 4/22/2013 Meeting Date(s): 

Submission date + 90 days:  7/21/2013 1) 5/6/2013 2) 6/3/2013 3)  

 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 

 

Historic District:    OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT 

Zoning:    R-10 

Nature of Project:    Construct rear screened porch addition over new flagstone patio; construct 

small bump-out; install new concrete runner driveway; replace roof covering; replace 

gutter system. 

Amendments:    Revised drawings were provided May 5, 2013 and were attached to the May 6 

comments. Additional amendments superseding the May 5th submittal were received June 

3 and are attached to these comments. 

DRAC:    The Design Review Advisory Committee (DRAC) reviewed the proposal May 1, 2013. 

Present were Curtis Kasefang, Erin Sterling, David Maurer, Jerry Traub, and Dan Becker; 

also present were Cristyn Kells, Dan Kells, Tania Tully, and a student observer.  

Conflict of Interest:  None noted. 

Staff Notes:  

 Sanborn Fire Insurance maps are available for review. 

 Staff photos are available for review. 

 

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 

Sections Topic Description of Work 
2.3  Site Features and Plantings Construct rear screened porch addition over new 

flagstone patio; install new concrete runner 

driveway 

2.5 Walkways, Driveways, 

and Offstreet Parking 

Install new concrete runner driveway 

3.5 Roofs Replace roof covering; replace gutter system 

4.2  Additions to Historic 

Buildings 

Construct rear screened porch addition over new 

flagstone patio;construct small bump-out 
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STAFF COMMENTS 

 

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

 

A. Construction of rear screened porch addition over new flagstone patio; construction of  

bump-out is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines section 2.3.2, 2.3.8, 4.2.1, 

4.2.5, 4.2.6, 4.2.7, 4.2.8, 4.2.9. 

1* The house at 603 N Boundary Street, constructed between c. 1927, is a 1-story side gable 

bungalow with a barrel shaped roof over the central front stoop.  The stucco siding, exposed 

rafter tails, and brackets are craftsman elements. 

2* There are no trees on this or adjacent lots within 50 feet of the house. 

3* The application states that the lot coverage, including the addition and hardscape will 

increase from 23% to 35%. 

4* The addition is located inconspicuously at the rear of the house on a non-character defining 

elevation. 

5* The new addition uses the same rectangular geometry as the existing house and brings in 

the circular features (porch roof and windows) in the form the screened opening in the gable 

end of the addition.   

6* In the amended application the addition is inset 1 foot from the side of the house and is 

several feet lower than the historic house; the roof slope of the addition matches that of the 

historic house, which lessens the visual impact of the addition.    

7* The design of the addition is a mixture of painted wood with a heavy timber frame feel and 

solid metal balustrades; the geometry of the screen panels and balustrades reflects that of 

the 1980s sunroom on the historic house; the addition introduces no materials or colors not 

already on the historic house.   

8* The bump-out extends beyond the existing exterior chimney by a few inches; it will extend 

approximately 18” from the wall of the house and have a shed roof.   

9* The amended application states that the screened porch will have a 5” rake (same as existing 

structure) and 22” exposed eaves/ladder rafters (same as existing structure); a detailed and 

dimensioned photograph of the existing eave was included in the amended application. 

10* Ell additions are a traditional method of adding onto a house. 

11* Materials proposed are standing seam metal roof to match proposed change on historic 

house; heavy timber framing; vertical standing seam metal panels for balustrades and 

siding of bump-out. 

12* Metal is a traditional historic material; the amended application suggests that the use as a 

balustrade will help differentiate the addition from the historic house while retaining 

compatibility. 

13* In 2007 (COA 026-07-CA) a cable railing was approved for use on a deck in a location fairly 

hidden from view at 510 Polk Street. 

14* Metal was approved as vertical siding on an addition at 208 Linden Avenue in 2012 (COA 

121-11-CA).   
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15* Bump-out will replace non-historic T-111 siding and be sheathed in vertical standing seam 

metal in a “Stone White” factory painted finish that matches the color of the stucco on the 

existing residence, which will make it visually recede.  

16* The amended application notes that investigations into the use of stucco on the bump-out 

revealed the potential damage to the historic stucco due to the need to key-in the new stucco 

with the existing. 

17* The application includes testimony from the 041-11-CA application hearing that discusses 

the visual retention of the laundry porch. The application states that the bump-out “will be 

respectful of the original laundry porch in that it will clearly denote where it once resided.” 

18* Window trim is 4½”. 

19* The front porch was enclosed per an approved COA in 1985; the rear screened porch was 

approved to be enclosed with board and batten siding per a 1979 COA. 

 

B. Installation of new concrete runner driveway; replacement of roof covering; replacement of 

gutter system is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines sections 2.3.8, 2.4.8, 2.5.1, 

2.5.5, 2.5.6, 3.5.8. 

1* The application states that the lot coverage, including the addition and hardscape will 

increase from 23% to 35%. 

2* The proposed driving strips are a traditional driveway form; there is an existing curb cut; 

dimensions provided. 

3* The commission typically requires a water-washed finish on new concrete; the amended 

application specifies this finish for the driving strips. 

4* The roof is currently covered with asphalt shingles; standing seam metal is a traditional 

roofing material; specifications for the system, including ridge cap were included in the 

application; color is proposed to be a “Stone White” factory painted finish that matches the 

color of the stucco on the existing residence. The metal roof was approved in 2011 as part of 

COA 041-11-CA. 

5* Existing 4” k-style gutters will be removed and new 6” metal half-round gutters and round 

downspouts will be installed on the historic house and the new addition; specifications were 

included in the amended application. The gutters were approved in 2011 as part of COA 

041-11-CA. 

 

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

conditions: 

 

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

the issuance of permits: 

a. Screened porch construction. 

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

construction/installation: 

a. Brick sample. 
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PUBLIC TESTIMONY 

 

Support:  Daniel and Cristyn Kells [both affirmed], owners, were present to speak in support of 

the application. Ms. Kells said that she feels like the application addresses everything.  

 

Ms. McGorty asked staff if the house on Linden is being used as justification for what’s 

happening for their use of metal, because that’s not in facts. Tania Tully [affirmed] said yes it is 

in fact 14. Ms. McGorty asked for clarification that 208 Linden is being used to say it’s okay to 

use metal on their bump out and parts of screened porch. Ms. Tully said that the fact is used to 

show that you the committee have approved the use of metal on an addition; it is up to the 

committee to decide if that is an appropriate comparison; Mr. Alphin asked if staff is 

comfortable.  Ms. Tully said that staff is.  

 

Ms. McGorty noted that there is a fact stating that the use of stucco on the addition could 

damage the original stucco and in some ways eliminates the use of stucco as an option. Ms. 

Tully said that’s their assertion. Ms. McGorty notes that if you take that as an assumption, you 

need an alternative. So the alternative here is metal. The reuse of the material is more material 

than the fact that Linden has metal. Ms. Tully said that you can decide which has more weight. 

No fact is truer than another fact.  Ms. Tully notes that in the amendment the applicants 

brought the proposal down to two colors and reduced the number of the materials.  Ms. 

McGorty’s hesitation is using Linden too much as a precedent. Ms. Tully said that if that’s the 

case, you need to find a way to reword the fact to fit your level of comfort and noted that she 

has file for Linden if you want to look at it.  

 

Mr. Alphin asked if there is cable railing on the project.  Ms. Tully said no, it’s just another case 

where a nontraditional material was used in an inconspicuous location.  

 

Ms. Caliendo asked if the roof will be whitish – the same color as the house.  Ms. Kells said yes.  

 

Ms. McGorty pointed out to staff that one important fact of the Linden case was that the back of 

the property was the edge of the district.  Ms. Tully concurred and noted that this is the case in 

this instance as well.  

 

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

 

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

hearing be closed.  Ms. Downer seconded; motion carried 5/0. 
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Committee Discussion 

 

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

This is less about what they’re proposing to do and how our facts play out in the future for 

precedent. Can this be made to be less about Linden? What they are proposing is not modern 

like Linden. [McGorty] 

If every time someone wants to use a different material they cite Linden, which makes sense to 

him. On the right track, should limit the use of that to where it’s appropriate. [Alphin] 

The fact that the metal is the same as the roof, prevents potential damage to the stucco are the 

reasons that I am okay using vertical metal siding on this addition. [Shackleton] 

Stucco can be integrated, or can do separate line, so stucco is achievable. I don’t think that this is 

defendable. [Alphin] 

Metal makes it identifiable from historic house. [Downer] 

Fact 7* is important. Facts 11* and 12* too. In my mind these are stronger reasons rather than 

fact 14*. [Shackleton] 

Can we strike fact 14? [McGorty] 

Yes, if you don’t want it to be part of your reason for approving. [Tully] 

Fact 16* is just potential. [McGorty] 

I want to strike that out because I don’t believe that it’s factually correct. [Alphin] 

The application stating it doesn’t mean it’s true. So strike 16*. [McGorty] 

Fact 17* makes a good point about being respectful of original laundry porch. [Shackleton] 

What do you think about the heavy timber framing? [Alphin] 

I have no feelings about it. [McGorty] 

It doesn’t bother me, do you have a concern? [Shackleton] 

It strikes me as odd but that’s not in Guidelines. [Alphin] 

Odd is different from incongruous. [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, 15, 17-19) and B. 

(inclusive of facts 1-5) to be acceptable as findings of fact, with the following additional facts 

and modifications: 

 

Striking facts 14* and 16*. 

 

Adding fact A. 20* to read: 

20* The rear property line is at the edge of the Historic Overlay District. 

 

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

 

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

conditions: 

 

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

the issuance of permits: 

a. Screened porch construction. 

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

construction/installation: 

a. Brick sample; 

b. Light fixtures; 

c. Hardware. 

 

The motion was seconded by Ms. Downer; passed 4/1 (Alphin opposed). 

 

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

 

Certificate expiration date:  12/3/13. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 

 

069-13-CA 15 E PEACE STREET 

Applicant: JOHN CRANHAM, WILLIAM PEACE UNIVERSITY 

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

Submission date + 90 days:  8/7/2013 1) 6/3/2013 2)  3)  

 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 

 

Historic District:    BLOUNT STREET HISTORIC DISTRICT 

Zoning:    O&I-1 

Nature of Project:    Demolish majority of laundry and boiler building; construct new 2-story 

building around remaining portion of building; implement associated landscaping 

alterations. 

Amendments:    An email dated May 30, 2013 notes that the windows will be wood, notes that 

tree protection will be provided for the two trees in the construction area, and changes the 

material of the gable ends to traditional stucco. Revised drawings were provided June 2, 

2013. 

Conflict of Interest:  None noted. 

Staff Notes:  

 The Guidelines, on page 62 state “Demolition of significant buildings, structures, sites, 

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

 Aerial photographs from February 2013 are available for review. 

 Sanborn Fire Insurance maps are available for review. 

 

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 

Sections Topic Description of Work 

2.3 Site Features and Plantings construct new 2-story building; implement 

associated landscaping alterations 

2.5 Walkways, Driveways, and 

Offstreet Parking 

implement associated landscaping alterations 

2.6 Garages and Accessory 

Structures 

Demolish majority of laundry and boiler 

building; construct new 2-story building around 

remaining portion of building. 

4.3 New Construction construct new 2-story building around remaining 

portion of building. 

5.2 Demolition Demolish majority of laundry and boiler building 
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STAFF COMMENTS 

 

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

 

A. Demolition of majority of laundry and boiler building; construction of new 2-story building 

around remaining portion of building is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 

section 2.3.1, 2.3.2, 2.3.7, 2.3.9, 2.5.5, 2.5.6, 2.5.9, 2.6.6, 4.3.2, 4.3.4, 4.3.6, 4.3.7, 4.3.8, 4.3.9, 

4.3.10, 4.3.11, 5.2.2, 5.2.4. 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* There are two trees in the vicinity of the proposed work; a tree protection plan was not 

provided at the hearing. 

2* New brick walkways will be installed around the around the new construction and connect 

with adjacent existing brick paths; details and specifications were provided in the 

application. 

3* The proposed building footprint is approximately the same footprint as the existing 

building to be demolished. 

4* The project site area is located in the center of William Peace University campus between 

Belk Dining Hall and Herman Athletic Center to the east and west, and East Franklin Street 

and Main Hall to the north and south, respectively. 

5* The Main Building is a Raleigh Historic Landmark whose massive Greek Revival form 

provides the visual terminus for North Wilmington Street.  Located at its rear, the proposed 

new construction will not alter the historic view; the portion of the building closest to main 

remains one story, and the two story structure is lower than the 3-story historic building.   

6* An addition to the adjacent Herman Athletic Center was approved in 2012 with COA 016-

12-CA. 

7* The proposed new construction will match the materials and design of the existing campus 

building material palette, specifically Belk Dining Hall. Details and specifications are 

included in the application. Materials include brick veneer with cellular PVC trim, three tab 

fiber glass architectural shingles; will be primarily 4/6 and 6/6 double hung with precast 

concrete sills and headers; an amendment to the application notes that the windows will be 

wood; smooth faced cellular PVC trim is commonly approved for detached new 

construction. 

8* The amended application changes the material of the gable ends to traditional stucco. 

9* New HVAC units are noted for installation; screening is not included in the application; 

there is no indication of whether or not there will be exterior lighting fixtures. 

10* The laundry and boiler building shows up on the 1914 Sanborn Fire Insurance map as 

partially frame and partially brick; it is a utilitarian accessory building to the campus. 
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11* The application includes some existing condition photographs that show the building in 

context, not close enough to be consisdered docuementation for the purpose of demolition; 

existing condition floor plans are provided in the application. 

 

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

demolition delay period, with the following conditions: 

 

1. That photographs, including relevant details, of the existing building be provided to and 

approved by staff prior to issuance of demolition permits. 

2. That a tree protection plan be provided to and approved by staff prior to issuance of 

permits. 

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

installation: 

a. Windows; 

b. Doors; 

c. HVAC screening; 

d. Exterior lighting. 

 

PUBLIC TESTIMONY 

 

Support:  John Cranham [affirmed] and Jamey Glueck [affirmed] were present to speak in 

support of the application. Mr. Glueck distributed a copy of a tree protection plan and noted 

that the root zone is well underneath the two so the tree protection fence is probably as well as 

we can do within the limits of what we have.  

 

Mr. Alphin asked where they are proposing to use PVC trim.  Mr. Glueck said extensively on all 

elevations.  In response to Mr. Alphin, Tania Tully [affirmed] said that staff treated it as new 

construction. Mr. Glueck said that because of the extensive demolition they considered it new 

construction. 

 

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

 

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

hearing be closed.  Ms. Caliendo seconded; motion carried 5/0. 

 

Committee Discussion 

 

There was no discussion following the public hearing. 
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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 1-11) to be acceptable as 

findings of fact, with the following modification: 

 

Change fact 1*  to read as follows: 

1* There are two trees in the vicinity of the proposed work; a tree protection plan was not 

provided at the hearing. 

 

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

 

Decision on the Application 

 

Mr. Alphin made a motion that the application be approved as amended, waiving the 365-day 

demolition delay period, with the following conditions: 

 

1. That photographs, including relevant details, of the existing building be provided to and 

approved by staff prior to issuance of demolition permits. 

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

installation: 

a. Windows; 

b. Doors; 

c. HVAC screening; 

d. Exterior lighting. 

 

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

 

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

 

Certificate expiration date:  12/3/13. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 

 

070-13-CA 610 N BLOODWORTH STREET 

Applicant: MEG MCLAURIN 

Received: 5/15/2013 Meeting Date(s): 

Submission date + 90 days:  8/13/2013 1) 6/3/2013 2)  3)  

 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 

 

Historic District:    OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT 

Zoning:    R-10 

Nature of Project:    Construct addition on existing garage; remove existing 2-level deck; 

construct new 2-story addition on rear of house; construct new rear porch; construct new 

rear deck; use fiber cement on new additions. 

Amendments:    Revised drawings and additional information was provided via email May 31, 

2013. 

DRAC:    The Design Review Advisory Committee (DRAC) reviewed the proposal May 29, 

2013. Present were Curtis Kasefang, David Maurer, Jerry Traub, and Dan Becker; also 

present were Meg McLaurin and Tania Tully.  

Conflict of Interest:  None noted. 

Staff Notes:  

 Aerial photographs from February 2013 are available for review. 

 

 

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 

Sections Topic Description of Work 
2.3  Site Features and Plantings Construct addition on existing garage; construct 

new 2-story addition on rear of house; construct 

new rear porch; construct new rear deck 
2.6 Garages and Accessory 

Structures 
Construct addition on existing garage 

4.1 Decks remove existing 2-level deck; construct new rear 

deck 

4.2  Additions to Historic 

Buildings 

construct new 2-story addition on rear of house; 

use fiber cement on new additions. 

 

STAFF COMMENTS 

 

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

 

A. Construction of addition on existing garage; removal of existing 2-level deck; construction of 

new 2-story addition on rear of house; construction of new rear porch; construction of new 
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rear deck is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines sections 2.3.1, 2.3.6, 2.3.7, 

2.3.8, 2.6.1, 2.6.2, 2.6.10, 4.1.1, 4.1.8, 4.2.1, 4.2.2, 4.2.4, 4.2.5, 4.2.6, 4.2.7, 4.2.8, 4.2.9; however, 

the size and scale of the addition may be incongruous according to Guidelines sections 4.2.6, 

4.2.8 ; the use of fiber cement on the new addition may be incongruous in concept according 

to Guidelines section 4.2.7. 

1* Photographs indicate that there are trees along the property line in the vicinity of the 

proposed work that may be impacted by construction activity; a tree protection plan was 

not included in the application. 

2* The lot size is 6,098 SF; the existing house has a footprint of 1,633 SF inclusive of porch; 

existing decks are 654 SF; the garage has a footprint of 180 SF; total current footprint is 2,467 

SF; the proposed footprint of the house with additions and new deck is 2,661 SF (an increase 

of 194 SF).  The current lot coverage is 40%; the proposed lot coverage is 44%. 

3* The bulk of the rear yard is covered in a ground level wood deck; the eastern portion (check 

COA file) of the deck appears to have been constructed without a COA, likely by the 

previous property owner.  The bulk of the existing deck was technically approved with a 

COA in 1985. 

4* The existing site plan makes it appear as though there will be significantly more new deck 

constructed than will actually be constructed; the existing floor plans and site photos show 

that the existing deck extends into the rear yard about as far as the far wall of the garage. 

5* The garage was constructed c. 1920, but the garage doors were replaced without a COA 

sometime after 1985. 

6* The garage addition is small and on the rear of the building; the committee typically 

requires a cornerboard installed when a matching addition aligns with a historic structure. 

7* The existing house is a frame c.1920 low-sloped side gable Craftsman bungalow with deep 

shed roof front porch with stone columns; eaves are wide with exposed rafters. 

8* The subject property is at the corner of N Bloodworth Street and Pace Street; the lot slopes 

down significantly from the front towards the rear such that a full walk-out basement will 

be under the main level of the addition; there is an existing privacy fence along Pace Street. 

9* The proposed new addition will replace an existing 1-story addition that was likely an 

enclosed porch. 

10* The new addition is on the rear elevation and lower than the historic house by about 6 

inches. 

11* The roof of the addition gives the appearance that more is being added than is in actuality; 

at its current width, lowering the roofline of the addition would result in an atypically 

proportioned rear gable end. 

12* A viewed from Pace Street, the size and scale of the addition may visually overpower the 

building. 

13* The new porch on the addition wraps around the northeast corner of the historic house; the 

new porch protrudes beyond the side of the house, but not as far as the historic front porch. 

14* Conversations with the applicant indicate that the location of the new porch was 

determined in large part due to the grade of the lot and location of the garage. 
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15* The application proposes to use smooth faced horizontal fiber cement siding on the main 

body of the addition and board and batten fiber cement panels on the basement level; the 

application does not include evidence to support the use of the proposed materials. 

16* The proposed horizontal fiber cement siding will be in close proximity to and potentially 

abut existing historic wood siding. 

17* Horizontal smooth faced fiber cement siding was approved on a rear addition of a frame 

historic house at 512 E Lane Street in 2012 (COA 079-12-CA); the decision included 

discussion of  currently available wood siding and the qualties of fiber cement siding.  The 

decision was also based in part on the fact that the addition is not readily visible from the 

street and not sited on a corner lot. 

18* The proposed fiber cement board and batten treatment of the basement will be adjacent to 

the existing brick foundation, not historic wood. 

 

Pending the committee’s determination regarding the size and scale of the addition and the 

use of fiber cement on the addition, staff suggests that the committee approve the amended 

application, with the following conditions: 

 

1. That the horizontal siding be wood. 

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

the issuance of permits: 

a. Tree protection plan similar to the RHDC sample tree protection plan; 

b. Revised drawings (if required by committee); 

c. Windows; 

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

installation: 

a. Doors;  

b. HVAC equipment and location. 

4. That a corner board be placed to notate the garage addition. 

 

PUBLIC TESTIMONY 

 

Support:  Meg McLaurin [affirmed] and John Calvert [affirmed], owner, were present to speak 

in support of the application.  Ms. McLaurin made the following initial comments: 

 The house is 5’ from the property line so they were limited to the corner they are 

working on.  

 Fiber cement siding is a thorn in everyone’s side, but years ago people used the most 

sustainable product possible, and to make the delineation between the old and the new, 

she suggests that they make a precedent.  

 She cannot in good conscious suggest to a client that wood siding be used. 

 This is on a corner lot; there are plenty of other corner lots that have more coverage.  

 There are existing non-historic windows that will be replaced. 
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Ms. McLaurin noted that the windows will be left for a staff review and pointed out that they 

will be replacing replacement windows with new wood windows.  Tania Tully [affirmed] stated 

that the applicant will need to make an amendment to the application stating that the 

replacement windows will be replaced by wood windows since it was not included in the initial 

application. Ms. McLaurin confirmed to Mr. Shackleton the amendment. 

 

Mr. Calvert said that there are two original windows, which he would like to replace if possible. 

Ms. Tully said that staff’s suggestion would be that that doesn’t meet the guidelines, because 

the whole idea is to keep as much original as possible.  The location of these windows may be 

up for discussion. Mr. Shackleton noted that they will put replacement of replacement windows 

in there and when they get into motion part they’ll put condition 3c approve window 

specifications at staff level.  

 

Ms. McLaurin commented on the reference to the size. She said that they are only adding 12 feet 

in width to that so it’s not a huge addition on the main level.  Because you have to change the 

roof in order to drain it looks more substantial. It is only a 300 or so square foot addition. Ms. 

Tully noted that that’s one of the facts that staff pointed out—it is a small addition that looks 

bigger.  

 

Mr. Alphin asked the applicants if there was a hardieplank that matched the wood exactly that 

costs more, would they be open to it.  Ms. McLaurin said that if you’re trying to set it off as a 

product of this time, hardieplank works. Mr. Alphin is interested in the thickness of 

hardieplank, but notes that the material is not what makes the addition differentiated. 

 

Mr. Alphin asked why the foundation wall is proposed to be board and batten as opposed to 

brick.  Ms. McLaurin said that it is more expensive and because of differentiation.  She also 

notes that there is a 6 foot tall fence at the property line, so it won’t be visible. Thinks if it’s 

painted same color as foundation it’s differentiating old from new.  

 

Mr. Alphin asked staff to clarify that the committee approved extra thick hardieplank on an 

addition.  Ms. Tully said yes, that the addition the committee approved the use of hardie on a 

historic house, was a brick house with a new dormer.  The committee required the artisanal 

hardie because of the shadow lines. She noted that the question here and the one that that came 

up in the discussion with the approval of the Lane Street addition was the butting up of the old 

with the new.  The committee approved it last time by saying it’s not on a corner lot and won’t 

be visible. Hardie was also approved on recent additions where Masonite was replaced with 

hardieplank and also in Prince Hall on the redo of a 1960s addition.  

 

Mr. Shackleton asked if there was anyone else present to speak.  

 

Other Testimony:  Dan Becker [affirmed], representing the City of Raleigh stated that he was 

not speaking for or against, but to the matter of substitute materials.  He wants to give context 
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on how the City and Commission have approached these precedents, policies, procedure, and 

practice and made the following comments: 

 The City and the Commission have a 30 year conservative approach towards approval 

of new materials, borne of 8 years early experience with the Oakwood historic district 

and the guidelines that were in place at that time.  There has always been a careful 

evaluation of substitute and new materials both for new construction and on existing 

structures.   

 From the policy area I will talk about design guidelines; for procedure a summary of the 

quasi-judicial process used; and then a bit on the practice in the past and the 

documented rationales used when the commission has made exceptions to policies.  

 When Oakwood was established in 1975 the guidelines were nascent and there was not 

a lot of published guidance on treatments of historic buildings. This area was new for 

municipal government.  

 The 1975 guidelines included recognition that contemporary construction could be 

compatible and appropriate.  They talk about materials and maintenance issues such as 

with painted clapboard. Other approvable natural materials that would be compatible in 

the historic district were listed including materials Stucco, cast stone, limestone.  It even 

said that carefully selected aluminum and vinyl sidings may be appropriate.  There was 

a list of prohibited materials including natural ashlar stone, exposed unpaid ted concrete 

or cinder blocks, plate glass walls, or materials looking like such.   

 In 1976 Capitol Square and Blount Street were established with separate contextually 

based guidelines. 

 In the 1980s when Boylan Heights was designated a local historic district and the Early 

Raleigh Neighborhoods publication came out with new set of guidelines to replace the 

three separate ones.  These guidelines were radically different and used language to 

“prohibit” specific materials rather than use “it might be nice” language. Specifically 

named materials were prohibited including synthetics and materials with embossed 

finishes. In comparison to the loose 1975 policy which had led to controversy and 

inconsistency and concern for the character of the district, people came to realize that it 

was evident that these products were not good mimics of the traditional materials and 

the public agreed, leading to the 1983 guidelines.  

 For thirty years we have said in the historic districts that traditional materials were to be 

strongly preferred. The 2001 guidelines changed language from “prohibited” to “it is not 

appropriate.” The concept of technical feasibility was also added.  

 There was one specific instance where a synthetic material was approved under the 1983 

guidelines which was new, 2nd generation Masonite hardboard for new construction.  

The committee evaluated it very carefully.  A lot of Oakwood Green was built using that 

material.   

 The 2001 guidelines shifted the language recognizing new technology and materials and 

that careful evaluation of substitute materials would be necessary.  There may be cases 

where the use of traditional materials is technically infeasible.  Through these guidelines 

hardieplank was approved for new materials. 
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 Procedurally the commission knows the quasi-judicial procedure. You compare 

application to guidelines through process of gathering evidence, and finding facts, in all 

of the cases looking at and evaluating the impact of decision on the historic character.  

You make the determination that it is not incongruous.     

 In the past there has been carefully evaluation, the process of seeing the material, 

sometimes over several meetings, and determining the impact on the character of the 

historic district. 

 The last piece is practice: After the experience of first 8 years of looser guidelines, the 

prohibition drew a line in the sand. This spared the commission a lot of controversy 

experienced elsewhere, especially with siding and replacement windows and 

applications dried up for substitute materials.  

 The key since then has been that when exceptions were made there was extremely 

carefully evaluation of visual and performance of materials. Up until this point there has 

been a sense that the butting up of historic materials to historic fabric did not carry off 

the visual qualities of the original well enough.  

Mr. Becker urged the commission, when they look at this issue, considering the practice, to 

recognize the precedent setting nature.  He noted that from now on they will see a lot of it if 

they step through the portal. They are travelling a path that will make a big difference from the 

policy consideration. 

 

Mr. Alphin asked Mr. Becker to clarify that he said the original guidelines from 1975 allowed 

substitute materials and then it was changed.  Mr. Becker said yes, they were changed in 1983. 

Mr. Alphin summarized that Mr. Becker is saying the acceptance of new substitute materials 

should be carefully considered and asked in what forum that should occur.  Mr. Becker said 

that the forum is the public hearing and clarified that the only time it will be heard is when 

some applies for it. 

 

Mr. Alphin brought up the poor condition of the relatively new wood siding at the rear of the 

Plummer T. Hall House on Oberlin Road.   Mr. Becker said he was not here to offer testimony 

on the material itself. He is here to say to be careful as you make these decisions.  

 

Ms. Tully noted that this is the commission’s opportunity to ask the applicant if this is the 

direction they wish to pursue, that they will need to provide the evidence.  The procedure 

would be to defer this case and allow them to bring back the additional evidence in the public 

hearing.  This is different than an Administrative Review of Conditions which is for review of 

non-precedent setting items that the committee doesn’t want staff approving.     

 

Mr. Calvert commented this is the 3rd addition to a house he has done and that he did one in 

1974 and was able to buy good quality wood and cut the bead to match the house and have it 

last. He asserts that you can’t do that now, that wood today is quick grown and sent right to the 

yard. It cups and bows.  In the 1970s you also had good 2X6s.  Now we have engineered 

materials that last a lifetime.  
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Other Testimony:  David Maurer [affirmed] stated that he is currently serving on the Design 

Review Advisory Committee and has been involved with RHDC since the 1980s, but is 

speaking for himself, not the committee.  He says that Mr. Becker’s points are very well taken 

and the committee should seriously consider where this might be appropriate, and seriously 

consider the texture. He says that it is not appropriate to extrude the form of the building and 

use different textures. Additions should be clearly discernible and it may be appropriate to 

allow a different material that may be appropriate. The key is how the new materials meet the 

old. 

 

Ms. McGorty asked about the evidence required for the first time this was allowed. Ms. Tully 

summarized the Lane Street case in one of the facts, 17*. The application was heard , then 

deferred and they brought back new information including a handful of bullet points about 

wood siding of today, quality of wood today, example of the wood on front porch and how 

often they had replaced it, and pointed out on rear, not visible, and the siding that can be 

drilled, cut, shaped like wood. Decision from 1993 when it was approved on Leonidas Lane was 

also referenced. Ms. McGorty clarified that she was referring to the case with the dormer, did 

we require them to provide evidence.  Ms. Tully said that she thinks they had it initially. In that 

case it was that it was not abutting existing horizontal siding because it was a brick house.  On 

the Lane Street case and here, it is abutting existing horizontal siding. 

 

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

 

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

hearing be closed.  Mr. Alphin seconded; motion carried 5/0. 

 

 

Committee Discussion 

 

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

 

There are two main issues: size and scale and the use of fiber cement. Facts 11*, 12*, 13* 

reference scale. [Shackleton] 

I don’t have an issue with the size and scale. It looks natural to him, as if it could have been 

built that way originally. [Alphin] 

With the grade any addition would look that large. [Caliendo] 

So we’re comfortable with the size and scale based on those facts. [Shackleton] 

Next issue is the use of hardie. My current thought is that we don’t have specific evidence 

presented by the applicant on why it should be allowed on this house and so if that’s something 

the applicant wants other than just an opinion that hardie is better we could ask for that 

information. [Shackleton] 

When you say evidence for this particular house, you mean just that hardie is better than wood 

is not enough guidance. [McGorty] 
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When it was approved before it was in very specific cases where the new material was not 

abutting historic fabric. [Shackleton] 

It’s not coplanar, there’s a corner where material changes. [Alphin] 

Wasn’t the rest of E. Lane wood? The distinction here is that it’s visible from the street. Are we 

looking for them to show it’s identical or different? [McGorty] 

We need facts on that. I don’t think a decision of this magnitude should be approved with an 

opinion, anyone’s opinion.  It should have research and facts. [Shackleton][Alphin] 

You can get anything you want if you are willing to pay for it. There is old growth wood, there 

is artisan hardie, so theoretically you could say they are substituting hardie for brick at the 

foundation, and cost shouldn’t be a factor. [Alphin] 

I generally agree with Mr. Shackleton and Mr. Alphin’s points. I hesitate to say that applicants 

must use most costly route even if it seems most appropriate. [Downer] 

I might agree with part of what Ms. Downer’s saying.  We’re not saying it has to be most 

expensive wood.  The decision should be based on of the material’s quality and visual 

appearance. [Shackleton] 

It is not for the committee to present evidence. The burden is on the applicant to change history. 

[Alphin] 

We can offer applicant that option and if they say yes, we defer, if they say no, we make a 

motion. Any other issues to cover before we reopen? [Shackleton] 

 

Ms. McGorty moved that the public testimony portion of the hearing be reopened.  Mr. Alphin 

seconded; motion carried 5/0. 

 

PUBLIC TESTIMONY(2) 

 

Mr. Shackleton explained to the applicants the option to defer to take the time to put together 

specific evidence on why the use of hardie meets the guidelines and should be found not 

incongruous with guidelines, or ask for the decision. Ms. Tully stated that what she’s hearing 

from the committee discussion is that the addition will likely be approved but with a 

requirement that hardie not be used. Once the decision is made if they choose not to defer they 

could later come back with a new application requesting reconsideration, saying that you have 

new facts for the commission to look at hardie. Mr. Shackleton says that administratively the 

easiest way is for you to come back with new information. Ms. McLaurin asked if they can say 

now that we’d use thicker hardie.  Mr. Shackleton said, yes. Then if it doesn’t go your way, a 

new application or reconsideration can be submitted. Ms. Tully said that from what she’s 

hearing, it’s not going to go her way even if they offer to do artisan hardie. Ms. McLaurin says 

she will take her chances and reapply with a request for different siding if necessary. 

 

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

hearing be closed.  Mr. Alphin seconded; motion carried 5/0. 
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Committee Discussion(2) 

 

I’m comfortable with size and scale, and will pretty much go with staff conditions adding 

approval of replacing the replacement windows. [Shackleton] 

Procedural point: I haven’t heard if they think that there are two hardie issues, board and batten 

on foundation and horizontal hardie on the house. [Tully] 

It may matter because as addressed in comment 18 the board and batten is adjacent to brick. 

Thoughts? [Shackleton] 

It’s a substitute for a wood siding system. [Alphin] 

Do you see it as similar to the dormer case? [Shackleton] 

There’s no other board and batten on this house. [Alphin] 

I think they’re better off not trying to allow that without the evidence. It is still an exterior wall, 

not a low foundation. [McGorty] 

Is there anything we need to amend? [Downer] 

Not in facts, just adding windows to condition and that no siding materials be fiber cement. 

[Shackleton] 

 

Findings of Fact  

 

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

hearing, the committee finds staff comment A. (inclusive of facts 1-18) to be acceptable as 

findings of fact, with the following modifications: 

 

Modify Comment A as follows: 

 

Striking the following text: “; however, the size and scale of the addition may be incongruous 

according to Guidelines sections 4.2.6, 4.2.8;”  

 

Modify the following text to read: the use of fiber cement on the new addition is incongruous in 

concept according to Guidelines section 4.2.7. 

 

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

 

Decision on the Application 

 

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

conditions: 

 

1. That no siding material be fiber cement. 

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

the issuance of permits: 

a. Tree protection plan similar to the RHDC sample tree protection plan; 

b. Revised drawings; 
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c. Windows; 

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

installation: 

a. Doors;  

b. HVAC equipment and location’ 

c. Replacement windows; 

4. That a corner board be placed to notate the garage addition. 

 

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

 

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

 

Certificate expiration date:  12/3/13. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 

 

072-13-CA 216 PACE STREET 

Applicant: ERICA BERNSTEIN 

Received: 5/16/2013 Meeting Date(s): 

Submission date + 90 days:  8/14/2013 1) 6/3/2013 2)  3)  

 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 

 

Historic District:    BLOUNT STREET HISTORIC DISTRICT 

Zoning:    R-30 

Nature of Project:    Construct 2nd level addition on top of existing addition; window and door 

alterations 

Amendments:    Revised elevations were provided May 31, 2013 and are attached to these 

comments. 

Conflict of Interest:  None noted. 

Staff Notes:  

 Aerial photographs from February 2013 are available for review. 

 

 

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 

Sections Topic Description of Work 

2.3 Site Features and Plantings Construct 2nd level addition on top of existing 

addition; window and door alterations 

3.7 Windows and Doors window and door alterations 

4.2 Additions to Historic 

Buildings 

Construct 2nd level addition on top of existing 

addition 

 

STAFF COMMENTS 

 

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

 

A. Construction of 2nd level addition on top of existing addition; alteration of windows and 

doors is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines sections 2.3.1, 2.3.7, 3.7.1, 3.7.2, 

3.7.9, 4.2.1, 4.2.2, 4.2.4, 4.2.5, 4.2.7. 

1* There is no proposed expansion of the footprint. 

2* There is an existing historic accessory building on the property that will remain. 

3* An email from the owner indicates the presence of two trees in the rear yard; photographs 

indicate trees along the property line in this or the adjacent properties that may be impacted 

by construction activity; a tree protection plan is not included. 

4* The application proposed make alterations to the fenestration in the existing house 

including changing a window with transom to a door with transom on the east elevation 
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and a single door to a double door on the rear; details and specifications for the windows 

and doors were not included in the application. 

5* The rear steps are also proposed to be winded to accommodate the wider door. 

6* Adding a second story on top of an existing rear addition is a traditional method of adding 

onto a historic house.  

7* The proposed new addition will match the existing in terms of materials, design and details; 

it will be discernible from the historic house via a wide horizontal trim board. 

 

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

condition: 

 

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

to issuance of permits: 

a. Windows; 

b. Tree protection plan similar to the RHDC sample tree protection plan. 

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

installation: 

a. Doors. 
 

PUBLIC TESTIMONY 

 

Support: David Maurer [affirmed] and Erica Bernstein [affirmed] were present to speak in 

support of the application. Mr. Maurer said that he thought a tree protection plan was 

submitted, but is glad to provide one.  

 

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]: 

 

Fact 7* notes how the addition is discernible. [Shackleton] 

 

Findings of Fact  

 

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 1-7) to be acceptable as 

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

 

Decision on the Application 

 

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

conditions: 

 

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

to issuance of permits: 

a. Windows; 

b. Tree protection plan similar to the RHDC sample tree protection plan. 

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

installation: 

a. Doors and hardware; 

b. Lighting fixtures. 

 

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

 

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

 

Certificate expiration date:  12/3/13. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 

 

073-13-CA 225 ELM STREET 

Applicant: DARCIA BLACK 

Received: 5/17/2013 Meeting Date(s): 

Submission date + 90 days:  8/15/2013 1) 6/3/2013 2)  3)  

 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 

 

Historic District:    OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT 

Zoning:    R-10 

Nature of Project:    Construct 6' tall brick wall in rear yard; install plunge pool; construct 6x8 

shed; construct pergola and trellis. 

Amendments:    Additional information was provided via email May 30, 2013 and is attached 

toe these comments.  

Conflict of Interest:  None noted. 

Staff Notes:  

 The location of the proposed wall is near and/or on a property line; location of the 

property line and permission to perform work on an adjacent property is a civil matter 

outside of the commission’s purview. 

 Aerial photographs from February 2013 are available for review. 

 

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 

Sections Topic Description of Work 

2.3 Site Features and Plantings Construct 6' tall brick wall in rear yard; install 

plunge pool; construct 6x8 shed; construct 

pergola and trellis. 

2.4 Fences and Walls Construct 6' tall brick wall in rear yard 

2.6 Garages and Accessory 

Structures 

construct 6x8 shed 

 

STAFF COMMENTS 

 

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

 

A. Construction of 6' tall brick wall in rear yard; installation of plunge pool; construction of 6x8 

shed; construction of pergola and trellis is not incongruous in concept according to 

Guidelines sections 2.3.1, 2.3.4, 2.3.6, 2.3.8, 2.3.9, 2.4.8, 2.6.6 ; however, the cupola on the shed 

is incongruous according to Guidelines sections 2.6.8, 2.6.10. 

1* The existing 619 SF brick patio was installed per COA 012-13-MW; the brick fireplace was 

installed per COA 018-13-CA.   
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2* The lot size is 5,663 SF; the existing house has a footprint of 1,814 SF inclusive of porch; the 

patio is 619 SF; the proposed shed has a footprint of 48 SF; the proposed pool is about 77 SF; 

total proposed footprint is 2,558 SF.  The current lot coverage is 43%; the proposed lot 

coverage is 45%. 

3* Examples of small rear yards in the vicinity were provided by the applicant. 

4* There are no trees on the subject or adjacent properties that could be impacted by the 

proposed work. 

5* The proposed pool is in the rear yard and will be screened by fencing and vegetation. 

6* Pergolas and trellises are traditional rear yard landscape features. 

7* Brick used to construct the wall is the same reclaimed brick used for the patio and fireplace. 

8* Brick walls are traditional in the historic district; the application provided photographic 

examples of other brick walls in the historic district; addresses were not provided. 

9* The application includes two alternative layouts for the proposed brick wall; one follows the 

property line and the other includes a bump out onto the adjacent property; although not 

common, it is not unheard of for walls and fences to have jogs; usually this occurs to go 

around a site feature such as an existing tree.   

10* The adjacent property to the rear is the Raleigh Historic Landmark Heck-Pool House; the 

brick wall and metal gate are appropriate for the high style of the landmark house. 

11* The proposed wooden shed is in the rear corner of the lot; a traditional location for 

accessory buildings. 

12* Accessory buildings are typically subservient to the historic house; the design of the 

proposed shed, with the cupola, is more elaborate than the historic house. Cupolas are 

uncommon on accessory buildings in Oakwood and when found were on larger structures. 

13* Details and specifications for all proposed work items were provided in the application. 

 

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

condition: 

 

1. That the cupola on the shed not be installed. 
 

PUBLIC TESTIMONY 

 

Support:  Darcia Black [affirmed] and Joe Nunnery [affirmed] were present top speak in 

support of the application. Ms. Black stated that they can live without the cupola. 

 

Ms. Caliendo notes that in the write up it shows a wrought iron fence, but the sample is 

aluminum. Mr. Nunnery clarifies that it is wrought iron.  

 

Ms. McGorty asks staff about fact 9* and the alternative layouts.  Tania Tully [affirmed] says 

that either is appropriate. The applicant provided drawings for both, so the condition could be 

that they tell which one they will be installing. 

 

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.  Mr. Alphin seconded; motion carried 5/0. 

 

Committee Discussion 

 

There was no discussion following the public hearing. 

 

Findings of Fact  

 

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

hearing, the committee finds staff comment A. (inclusive of facts 1-13) to be acceptable as 

findings of fact. 

 

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

 

Decision on the Application 

 

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

conditions: 

 

1. That the cupola on the shed not be installed; 

2. That the selected wall layout be provided to staff prior to construction. 

 

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

 

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

 

Certificate expiration date:  12/3/13. 

 



 

June 3, 2013 COA Meeting Minutes   Page 29 of 43 

 

APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 

 

074-13-CA 520 S PERSON STREET 

Applicant: JENNY HARPER 

Received: 5/17/2013 Meeting Date(s): 

Submission date + 90 days:  8/15/2013 1) 6/3/2013 2)  3)  

 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 

 

Historic District:    PRINCE HALL HISTORIC DISTRICT 

Zoning:    RB, DOD 

Nature of Project:    Reconsideration of COA 034-13-CA: construct 2 new 3-story rowhouse 

buildings with associated parking and landscaping 

DRAC:    COA 034-13-CA was reviewed by the Design Review Advisory Committee (DRAC) on 

August 27, 2012 and March 27, 2013.  Present were at the March meeting were Jerry Traub, 

David Maurer, and Curtis Kasefang; also attending were Drew Robinson and Tania Tully. 

Conflict of Interest:  None noted. 

Staff Notes:  

 The Request for Reconsideration petition was granted May 6, 2013. 

 The original COA application and April public hearing presentation were included with 

the reconsideration application by reference. 

 The Certified Record for 034-13-CA is attached to these comments and included via 

reference. 

 Facts below include those addressed in the reconsideration application and not 

addressed in the public hearing, as well as facts addressing the process and procedure of 

the original approval. Facts in italics are direct excerpts from the Certified Record. 

 

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 

Sections Topic Description of Work 

2.1  Public Rights-of-Way and Alleys 

Construct 2 new 3-story rowhouse 

buildings with associated parking 

and landscaping. 

2.3  Site Features and Plantings 

2.4  Fences and Walls 

2.5  Walkways, Driveways, and Offstreet Parking 

4.3  New Construction 

 

STAFF COMMENTS 

 

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

 

A. Construction of 2 new 3-story rowhouse buildings is not incongruous in concept according 

to Guidelines sections 2.3.2, 2.3.9, 2.3.11, 4.3.2, 4.3.6, 4.3.9, 4.3.10, 4.3.11; however the setback, 

windows, façade proportion may be incongruous according to Guidelines sections 4.3.1, 
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4.3.6, 4.3.7, 4.3.8, 4.3.9 and the proposed use of vinyl windows is incongruous according to 

Guidelines section 4.3.10 and the use of stained horizontal siding may be incongruous 

according to Guidelines section 4.3.10. 

1* The application does not include information regarding setbacks generally within the historic district. 

2* Examples of buildings with flat roofs are provided; flat roofed buildings of various character and 

heights are scattered throughout the district.  The reconsideration application asserts that there 

was a lack of discussion about the appropriateness of the use of the random samples of 

elements of buildings throughout the district and that there were no Findings of Fact that 

the evidence provided by the applicant was sufficient. 

3* The building at 322 Cabarrus Street, one of the examples used to support the window 

configuration is a 1940s building over an early 20th century house whose windows are 20th 

century vinyl replacements from outside the period of significance. 

4* Although three stories in height, the proportion of the facade of the building has the appearance of a 

large 2nd level atop the first level. 

5* Proposed windows are varied in size and proportion and seemingly random in placement; there is no 

known precedent for this arrangement.  There was no discussion of the window arrangement at 

the April 1 public hearing or Findings of Fact to support the conclusion that the window 

arrangement is not incongruous with the Guidelines. 

6* The proposed materials are brick for the lower level and hardie panel for the 2nd and third levels, 

except for horizontal wood siding in the 2nd and 3rd level inset. The reconsideration application 

asserts that the apparently proposed stained wood siding does not meet Guideline 4.2.10 and 

is setting a precedent. Stained flush wood siding was approved on the rear addition at 208 

Linden Avenue (COA121-11-CA) in 2012.  Unpainted porch stairs, balusters, and railings 

were denied at 114 N. Bloodworth Street (COA 194-06-CA) in 2007.   

7* The proposed colors are grey, brick red, and brown wood; the darkness of the grey is uncertain and 

may play a role in the apparent mass of then [sic] building. There was no discussion of color at 

the April 1 public hearing. 

8* The detailed wall section notes the use of vinyl windows; the committee has only approved the use of 

wood windows, even in new construction. The use of vinyl windows was discussed at the 

public hearing; however, no evidence was provided or Findings of Fact to support the 

conclusion that vinyl windows are not incongruous with the Guidelines. 

9* The reconsideration application includes mention of the several COA cases that set 

precedent for the use of new materials in the historic districts.  Discussion during those 

cases including the following types of items: surface texture, surface appearance, durability, 

prior approvals, ability to hold paint, visual similarity to wood, and technical infeasibility of 

traditional material.  

 

B. Installation of parking and landscaping is not incongruous in concept according to 

Guidelines sections 2.1.2, 2.1.5, 2.3.2, 2.3.9, 2.3.11, 2.4.8, 2.5.5, 2.5.10. 

1* The site plan indicates the following proposed changes: a low retaining wall along the north side of 

the property; new curb cut and driveway apron; courtyard; sidewalk relocation and more; there is 

insufficient information for staff to make a suggestion.  There were no Findings of Fact at the 

April 1 public hearing to support the conclusion that the proposed site plan is not 
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incongruous with the Guidelines; however the approval was conditioned on the future 

submittal of a separate COA application for a detailed master plan. 

 

Pending the committee’s interpretation of the Guidelines regarding the following: 

 Window size, pattern and orientation; 

 Well-related and nearby buildings; 

 Set back; 

 Height; 

 Vinyl windows; 

 Materials; 

staff makes no suggestion. 

 

Should the committee approve the reconsidered application, staff suggests the following 

conditions: 

1. That no solid portion of the new building extend beyond the forward-most portion of the 

adjacent house on S. Person Street. 

2. That elevations for the final building design be provided to and approved by staff prior to 

issuance of permits. 

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

the issuance of permits: 

a. Windows; 

b. Doors. 

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

to installation: 

a. HVAC equipment and location; 

b. Material samples; 

c. Postal facilities.  

5. That a detailed master landscape plan be submitted as a separate COA application at a later 

date.  

 

PUBLIC TESTIMONY 

 

Tania Tully [affirmed] explained staff comments saying that given that this is a reconsideration 

of a previously approved application she set up the Certified Record as reference. The new staff 

comments pull some of the prior facts as they were pointed out in the reconsideration 

application. Italics are direct quotes and then additional comments are in regular type. The 

subjects of the facts are less to the materiality of the original application and more addressing 

the finding of facts and/or missing facts from previous case. 

 

Ms. Tully requests that the committee confirm that they are able to make an unbiased and 

impartial decision on this case. 
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Support:  Jenny Harper [affirmed] is present to speak in support of the application. Ms. Harper 

reiterates that they are excited about the project coming to neighborhood and while she has 

issues with design, this application is about procedural issues – the dots were not connected. 

The issues are outlined very well in the staff comments. She notes her concern with the window 

size and pattern orientation being derived from a building that has windows from outside the 

period of significance.  She has issues with approval of vinyl windows that were precedent 

setting and the stained wood siding that was overlooked during approval last time.  She also 

notes lingering issues about whether or not the setback, massing of building is compatible with 

the rest of the district. 

 

The original applicants were present to speak in support of the project including Erin Sterling 

Lewis [affirmed], Greg Warren [affirmed], Matt Griffith [affirmed], and Drew Robinson 

[affirmed].  Charlotte Mitchell [affirmed], an attorney for DHIC was also present.  Mr. Warren 

began by saying he doesn’t want to characterize Ms. Harper’s points, but is pleased that she is 

supportive of the development, and he wants to make it consistent with guidelines. He then 

introduced Ms. Mitchell who made the following comments as to how they think precedent 

works in historic districts and the procedure DHIC followed: 

 Prior to the application being submitted on March 15, the project representatives 

undertook pretty significant efforts on the application.  They took it to DRAC, to two 

CAC meetings, to the Appearance Commission, and to the UDC.   

 Once submitted, the application was referred to DRAC and then on April 1, the COA 

Committee reviewed the COA application and voted to issue the COA. The approval 

included specifications be reviewed by staff.  

 Then there was a reconsideration request. DHIC submits that its application was 

supported by substantial evidence upon which the commission issued the COA and was 

able to make specific and detailed findings of fact. DHIC is unaware of any error of law 

or missing facts.  

 Regarding the precedent setting nature of the commission’s job—the fact of the matter is 

that each of these cases is a quasi-judicial case that must be decided on its own merits. 

Decisions don’t bind the commission to follow precedent.  There are practical 

considerations, but there is NC case law to this point. 

 

Ms. Lewis passed around the amended application which includes setbacks addressed through 

graphic illustrations, the addition of elevation drawings which were omitted the first time 

around, and lastly the detailed drawings specifying aluminum clad wood window.  She also 

distributed a document with suggested draft findings of fact.  

 

Ms. Lewis made a visual presentation organized with specific focus on section 4.3 of the 

guidelines. She notes that these will come out in the presentation in the same order as the 

document submitted. In the presentation, Ms. Lewis made the following comments: 

 They conducted a context analysis in the design process.  They are not trying to imitate 

one style of building, but highlighted the ones that helped define the character of the 

district.  
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 This is new construction, it is different and discernible.  There was never a goal to 

imitate any one style or building in district. She shows at bottom of slides where 

buildings support the design.  

 The Prince Hall historic district is unique; it has many different uses which has many 

forms in response to the uses. 

 Mr. Griffith interjects that the percentage of buildings that are larger in scale are the ones 

that have flat roofs is high—nearly all of them.  

 They took the strongest images to make the points for each slide.  

 Looking at the example of a brick base with lap siding over top, Mr. Griffith interjects 

that hard to show how the brick base in their building provides a foot for the building 

very much like porches and stairs.  

 Examples were shown of the finished floor elevation in comparison to the house next 

door elevation, subtractive porches, other district buildings with no mullions.  

 The only divided lights they found on large buildings appear to be replacement 

windows.   

 They decided it was more in keeping with district to have different window patterns or 

color per unit rather than the same on the whole building.  

 Examples were shown of a projecting balcony over door on a multifamily building.  

 

Mr. Griffith addressed the amendment to change the window type.  He noted that they revised 

window type they’re proposing in an effort to maintain the profile of a wood window but still 

get extra efficiency. In the sections you can see how tight the east-west is. They are very excited 

about open the 3-story stair. Use of interior space drives exterior. This is common in district.  

 

Mr. Shackleton noted for the record that two notarized letters from property owners in the 

district in support of the application were provided by Mr. Warren. Ms. Tully and Mr. 

Shackleton pointed out that the City Attorney has advised the commission that even when 

notarized, because there is no one to question, letters are considered hearsay.  

 

Mr. Alphin asked the applicant to address stained wood.  Ms. Lewis said that while it’s true that 

within the district there is not stained siding, she thinks that is something that is in keeping. It is 

wood so materially is not an issue. She also noted that it is a semisolid stain - a happy medium 

between transparent stain and paint. Ms. Lewis explained that they chose to stain in response to 

the CAC, in part to celebrate the warmth of wood. That is also why they chose to make the brick 

a deeper reddish purple rather than orange and the hardie siding gray instead of white. They 

are using better quality wood so they can stain it.  

 

Mr. Warren noted that they do have window samples for viewing.  He said they are trying to 

focus on maintenance as a critical aspect to their materials in their developments, and an 

aluminum clad window is great alternative to vinyl. It is like a thick coat of pain that happens to 

be aluminum over the wood window.   
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Ms. McGorty asked if the commission has ever approved aluminum clad windows ever.  Ms. 

Tully said no.  Ms. Lewis noted that the commission has approved metal windows in new 

construction in 2010.  Ms. Tully agreed, but noted that it’s not the metal that’s the issue, it’s the 

metal appearing as wood. Ms. Lewis said another way to say it is that the commission has 

approved non-wood windows.  

 

The window samples were passed around – one of a new wood window and the other a new 

aluminum clad wood window.  Mr. Tully noted that one of the things the commission has 

looked at before is how the glass is being held into the window. She notes that in these samples 

there is depth between the glass and the sash.  They are looking for a putty profile. She points 

out the diagonal seam on the clad product and asks the committee if that is an issue. It is a 

visual difference. Mr. Griffith noted that there will be trim against window and that the exterior 

color will be darker so the diagonal will be less visible than on the white.  

 

Mr. Alphin asked if there were other reasons for the switch to aluminum besides maintenance.  

Mr. Warren said that there has been a suggestion that vinyl would not be stable over time, 

especially in a darker color, so they went to aluminum.  Ms. Tully mentioned the issue of 

technical feasibility. Mr. Griffith noted that the use of a window with a nailing flange in a wall 

that does not have the thickness of brick may result in exposed wood, so in the case of the 

aluminum there is a technical feasibility issue. 

 

Mr. Alphin noted that one of Ms. Harper’s criticisms is that in the applicant’s process of 

evaluating other buildings in district, they cherry-picked building.  He asked for clarification 

and help in understanding the process behind that. Ms. Lewis explained that before they 

designed anything, they conducted a context analysis and then decided which buildings best 

defined the district. They didn’t just choose one building as inspiration as it would be a 

disservice to the design efforts. Mr. Warren pointed out that it is a heterogeneous district in uses 

and types. Ms. Lewis said it was wrong to only look at buildings that have same use. This is 

about fabric; they are filling in the gaps. Mr. Shackleton says that he sees what they’ve done as 

different than what some do, where they design it and then find pictures to justify what they 

had in mind. What he hears them saying is that they did the analysis first and then did the 

design. Mr. Shackleton says he is comfortable with what she just said.  

 

Opposition:  Curtis Kasefang [affirmed] stated that he is wearing two hats; one as a member of 

the DRAC and one as a former COA Committee member. Mr. Kasefang made the following 

comments: 

 What the committee is being asked to do here is phenomenally difficult – review of a 

modern structure in historic context and consideration of how the commission has 

handled it historically.  

 When the DRAC was reviewing the project there was discussion about the setback 

which the applicants responded to.  There was concern about the relationship with the 

building to the west and the parking buffer seemed to help to resolve it.  
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 There was also a lot of concern about fenestration – the proportion of the individual 

windows as well as arrangement. That was not wholly resolved in DRAC.  

 There is also the south elevation and its relationship to the street which is tall and very 

close to sidewalk. This is somewhat atypical in this area of the district, though not the 

district as a whole. 

 They were unaware of vinyl issue so it wasn’t discussed.  

 Outside of DRAC, he is here because looking at the way the decision was made in April, 

there was a lack of connecting the dots between the findings of fact and the 

conclusion/decision.  

 Looking at the new construction guidelines, 4.3.8 hinges on what’s compatible. There 

has been a conservative interpretation historically. Even the illustrations are 

conservative so he thinks a discussion of what compatible means is warranted.  

 The greatest concern is that by finding that it was not incongruous to have vinyl you 

were finding that the vinyl window was not incongruous with historic material. This is 

allowing more latitude than on earlier cases.  

 In the Guidelines (page 58) there are examples of proportion with pretty distinct yeses 

and nos and what what’s considered compatible. You have to ask yourself if the 

modulatory of the fenestration is enough to reinforce the perception. Do you want to 

look at one mass or smaller masses?  

 The stained wood is interesting question. It is a smaller step than the fenestration 

arrangement. Randomness—all windows seen today were symmetrical arrangement 

and these are not. 

 

Other Testimony:  Dan Becker [affirmed], manager of the Long Range Planning Division of the 

Department of City Planning representing the City of Raleigh noted that he is prepared to make 

the same presentation he made for 610 Bloodworth Street but if there are no objections he will 

ask for that to be carried into the record as well. (The following is the testimony provided by 

Mr. Becker in case 070-13-CA) 

 

Mr. Becker stated that he was not speaking for or against, but to the matter of substitute 

materials.  He wants to give context on how the City and Commission have approached these 

precedents, policies, procedure, and practice and made the following comments: 

 The City and the Commission have a 30 year conservative approach towards approval 

of new materials, borne of 8 years early experience with the Oakwood historic district 

and the guidelines that were in place at that time.  There has always been a careful 

evaluation of substitute and new materials both for new construction and on existing 

structures.   

 From the policy area I will talk about design guidelines; for procedure a summary of the 

quasi-judicial process used; and then a bit on the practice in the past and the 

documented rationales used when the commission has made exceptions to policies.  

 When Oakwood was established in 1975 the guidelines were nascent and there was not 

a lot of published guidance on treatments of historic buildings. This area was new for 

municipal government.  
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 The 1975 guidelines included recognition that contemporary construction could be 

compatible and appropriate.  They talk about materials and maintenance issues such as 

with painted clapboard. Other approvable natural materials that would be compatible in 

the historic district were listed including materials Stucco, cast stone, limestone.  It even 

said that carefully selected aluminum and vinyl sidings may be appropriate.  There was 

a list of prohibited materials including natural ashlar stone, exposed unpaid ted concrete 

or cinder blocks, plate glass walls, or materials looking like such.   

 In 1976 Capitol Square and Blount Street were established with separate contextually 

based guidelines. 

 In the 1980s when Boylan Heights was designated a local historic district and the Early 

Raleigh Neighborhoods publication came out with new set of guidelines to replace the 

three separate ones.  These guidelines were radically different and used language to 

“prohibit” specific materials rather than use “it might be nice” language. Specifically 

named materials were prohibited including synthetics and materials with embossed 

finishes. In comparison to the loose 1975 policy which had led to controversy and 

inconsistency and concern for the character of the district, people came to realize that it 

was evident that these products were not good mimics of the traditional materials and 

the public agreed, leading to the 1983 guidelines.  

 For thirty years we have said in the historic districts that traditional materials were to be 

strongly preferred. The 2001 guidelines changed language from “prohibited” to “it is not 

appropriate.” The concept of technical feasibility was also added.  

 There was one specific instance where a synthetic material was approved under the 1983 

guidelines which was new, 2nd generation Masonite hardboard for new construction.  

The committee evaluated it very carefully.  A lot of Oakwood Green was built using that 

material.   

 The 2001 guidelines shifted the language recognizing new technology and materials and 

that careful evaluation of substitute materials would be necessary.  There may be cases 

where the use of traditional materials is technically infeasible.  Through these guidelines 

hardieplank was approved for new materials. 

 Procedurally the commission knows the quasi-judicial procedure. You compare 

application to guidelines through process of gathering evidence, and finding facts, in all 

of the cases looking at and evaluating the impact of decision on the historic character.  

You make the determination that it is not incongruous.     

 In the past there has been carefully evaluation, the process of seeing the material, 

sometimes over several meetings, and determining the impact on the character of the 

historic district. 

 The last piece is practice: After the experience of first 8 years of looser guidelines, the 

prohibition drew a line in the sand. This spared the commission a lot of controversy 

experienced elsewhere, especially with siding and replacement windows and 

applications dried up for substitute materials.  

 The key since then has been that when exceptions were made there was extremely 

carefully evaluation of visual and performance of materials. Up until this point there has 
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been a sense that the butting up of historic materials to historic fabric did not carry off 

the visual qualities of the original well enough.  

 

Mr. Becker urged the commission, when they look at this issue, considering the practice, to 

recognize the precedent setting nature.  He noted that from now on they will see a lot of it if 

they step through the portal. They are travelling a path that will make a big difference from the 

policy consideration. (End of cited testimony) 

 

Mr. Becker stated that there is a challenge contemporary design presents in the historic districts. 

He notes that there have been some signature contemporary structures approved in the historic 

overlay districts and notes the rational of considering it of its own time with its own design 

principles. That informs the style of the day – how this intersection with the compatibility of the 

historic districts is the discussion.  A lot of people wonder why Marbles Kids Museum is there.  

He notes that the rationale the committee used was to look at similar buildings of signature 

scale and character and noted that each had a language from the time when they were built. The 

district’s general character is of a lot of two-story brick shoeboxes, but there were also high style 

buildings such as the Montague, City market and Tabernacle Baptist.  You can look at buildings 

as a collage or a synthesis as a product of its day and time and how designers chose to make 

that statement. Again, the challenge of evaluating contemporary architecture on its own merits 

and finding that compatible is the order of the day. Mr. Becker noted that he hoped the example 

of how the commission looked at a previous case would help in this evaluation.   

 

Ms. Harper reiterated that she wants to see the dots connected; gaping holes filled. 

 

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

 

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

hearing be closed.  Mr. Alphin seconded; motion carried 5/0. 

 

Committee Discussion 

 

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

 

For the purpose of discussion we will refer to Ms. Lewis’ document as “Draft findings of fact.” 

[Shackleton] 

 

The committee reviewed each of the facts in the staff comments. 

 

Fact 1* is about setbacks.  The “Draft findings of fact” notes that E. Lenoir Street has an average 

setback of 21’6”and this is proposed to be 19’4”. There is also the diagram with the single family 

house showing how the house relates to the street and the project meets the street. There is also 

the image with the planter. Do we feel like setbacks have been addressed? [Shackleton] 
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Yes. [Alphin] [Shackleton] [McGorty] 

 

Fact 2* is about flat roofs. This was addressed in the presentation. Mr. Griffith said that if you 

consider the larger non-single family buildings then in excess of 75% of roofs are flat. 

[Shackleton] 

 

Facts 3* and 5* are about window and door placement.  Point 8 in the “Draft findings of fact” 

addresses issues in facts three and five.  The presentation showed where the design inspiration 

came from and the applicant has stated that there is a repeat of three different window patterns 

throughout 10 units - it’s not really random. [Shackleton] 

This is one where this is a reflection of modern architecture. There are other buildings with 

different sized windows, but there is also symmetry. Do we give some leeway to the modern 

look? [McGorty] 

I would argue that they are not random.  [Caliendo] 

They are composed. [Alphin] 

But not symmetrical. [McGorty] 

Some of them do, but not all of them did and the masonic temple building had symmetrical 

windows on 2nd and 3rd floor but not the 1st floor. [Shackleton] 

The fact that each unit is not identical and each has its own identity, is trying to achieve look of 

two shotgun houses next to each other. [Downer] 

Are you going to rewrite facts as you go, or work your way through them and come back. 

[Tully] 

Work way through them. [Alphin] 

 

Fact 4* seems to be just an observation.  I don’t know that it is against the Guidelines.  [Alphin]  

 

Fact 6* is about materials - brick, then siding, and hardie. There is the issue of stained siding.  

[Shackleton] 

Add that it’s a semisolid stain on cypress or cedar – high-quality wood. [Caliendo] 

Does a modern building allow modern techniques?  It is a reflection of the technology of our 

day, and it’s warmer. This is not a historic building where we’re putting something stained on 

it; it’s modern. [Alphin] 

 

Fact 7* is about colors.  They specifically changed the colors to warm it up. What about the 

concern about the darkness of gray affecting apparent mass? [Shackleton] 

Do you think the darkness of the gray makes it look bigger than it really is or not? [Tully] 

No. [Shackleton] [McGorty] 

 

Fact 8* is about vinyl windows, but we’ll now talk about aluminum clad windows because of 

the amendment. The profile is similar and the applicant made the point that the color will be 

dark. [Shackleton] 

I think they need to provide more evidence about the sheen, texture, maintenance, and 

compatibility and bring a sample in the right color.  Also address workability. I feel like we 
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never got to sink our teeth into the vinyl window. This is equally precedent setting. Are we 

prepared to set precedent based on this? Steel windows are a different animal than aluminum 

clad windows. [Alphin] 

The “Draft findings of fact” talks about profiles of wood windows compared to aluminum clad 

windows. It makes the statement that they are paintable. [Shackleton] 

They are painted at the factory, I’m not sure they’re re-paintable. [Alphin] 

I want to see documentation behind the statements. [McGorty] 

It’s hearsay in the way it’s presented. [Alphin] 

This is a big precedent. Last time they tried to make a narrow decision based on multiunit 

construction. We need more information. [McGorty] 

 

Fact 9* was addressed already. [Shackleton] 

 

We’ve addressed each of the things in the staff comments. We need more info on the windows. 

Could we give option to defer on that portion? [Shackleton] 

Who is given deferral? [McGorty] 

 

There is an informal break as the committee works through the “Draft Findings of Fact” 

document and decides what new facts to include. 

  

Mr. Alphin reads a public statement that makes the following points: 

 The committee did not approve vinyl windows on the initial case as they were to come 

back for review. 

 There was confusion and misunderstanding that the re-review would be in a non-public 

format. 

 Because the applicants were being allowed to bring back more information, there was 

not an assumption that vinyl windows would be approved. 

 Because of the guidelines and past precedent it is unlikely that an approvable vinyl 

window could be found. 

 

Procedurally, as an alternative to deferral, the committee can on a detail such as a window, 

make a decision on the design as a whole and give the applicant a timeframe to come back and 

hear the specific issue as a continuance of the public hearing. Additionally, the design team will 

be coming back with a new application for the master landscape and they can request a change 

in window type then. The committee could approve wood windows only, and they can come 

back with new info on aluminum clad windows. [Tully] 

 

Add condition 6 that the windows not be aluminum clad. 
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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 1-9) and B. (inclusive of fact 1) 

to be acceptable as findings of fact, with the following modifications and additional facts 10-25: 

 

Modifying comment A to read as follows: 

A. Construction of 2 new 3-story rowhouse buildings is not incongruous in concept according 

to Guidelines sections 2.3.2, 2.3.9, 2.3.11, 4.3.1, 4.3.2, 4.3.6, 4.3.7, 4.3.8, 4.3.9, 4.3.10, 4.3.11; 

however the proposed use of aluminum clad wood windows is incongruous according to 

Guidelines section 4.3.10. 

 

Modifying the following facts to read as stated: 

1* The amended application provided setback details as noted in subsequent facts. 

2* Examples of buildings with flat roofs are provided; flat roofed buildings of various 

character and heights are scattered throughout the district.  There was discussion about the 

appropriateness of the use of the random samples of elements of buildings throughout the 

district. 

5* Proposed windows are varied in size and proportion and seemingly random in placement; 

there is no known precedent for this arrangement.  There was discussion of the window 

arrangement. 

7* The proposed colors are grey, brick red, and brown wood; the darkness of the grey is 

uncertain and may play a role in the apparent mass of the building. There was discussion of 

color. 

8* The detailed wall section notes the use of aluminum clad wood windows; the committee has 

only approved the use of wood windows, even in new construction. The use of aluminum 

clad wood windows was discussed at the public hearing; however, not enough evidence 

was provided to support the conclusion that aluminum clad wood windows are not 

incongruous with the Guidelines. 

 

Adding the following facts: 

10* The average setback for buildings fronting E Lenoir Street along the same block as the 

Person Street Row Houses averages 27'-6". The Person Street Row Houses will be setback 

19'-4" from back of curb on E Lenoir Street. The Person Street Row Houses will be set back at 

this distance to allow space for a planter along the southern face of the buildings to support 

a vegetated buffer and pronounced base at the pedestrian level. 

11* The average setback for buildings fronting S Person Street along the same block face is 

approximately 17'-0". The existing single-family house located at 514 S Person Street is 

located 21'-0" from back of curb. The setback of the primary mass of the Person Street Row 

Houses matches the setback of 514 S Person Street. 

12* Orientation of the Person Street Row Houses is in keeping with other contributing 

structures in the district in that the primary building facades and porches will parallel S 

Person Street. 
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13* The site is currently vacant and contains no trees. Soils unsuitable for development will be 

removed and the site graded to result in topography that is level with the existing sidewalk 

and adjacent properties. The finish floor elevations of the lower level and porches of the row 

houses will approximate the finish floor elevation of the neighboring existing single-family 

dwelling and porch located at 514 S Person Street. 

14* Removal of unsuitable soil and grading will be evaluated in advance to minimize the 

possibility of destroying any unknown archaeological resources. 

15* There are no large trees or other significant features located on the site. 

16* The Person Street Row Houses will be a ten unit multi-family structure, which approximates 

the scale and form of the existing non-residential structures in the district. The Person Street 

Row Houses will involve two, three-story buildings. Multiple two and three-story, non-

single family residential, contributing structures exist within the district. 

17* The Person Street Row Houses will be within 10% of the height of the Masonic Temple. A 

number of single-family residential, contributing structures whose roof peak reaches nearly 

three stories in height exist in the district, including the house located at 223 E. Lenoir Street, 

adjacent to the west. 

18* Approximately 75% of larger, non-residential structures in the district have flat roofs. Flat 

roofed  buildings of various character and heights are scattered throughout the district. 

19* Specifically, the project consists of two three-story structures separated by open space 14'-4" 

in width, which is a common spacing between many structures in the district. The project 

was divided into two buildings so that the scale would better relate to surrounding 

buildings. 

20* Like most of the single-family homes in the district, the Person Street Row Houses will 

include front stoops with brick steps, similar in proportion and scale and relationship to the 

street to existing contributing structures.  

21* Typical contributing structure, single-family residential and/or non-residential, contains two 

or more different window types or sizes. 

22* Because the project is a ten unit multi-family project, the S Person Street facade of the row 

houses involves three different window patterns, repeated throughout the ten units. While 

there is variety in pattern among the units, a consistent window module along the entire S 

Person Street facade is in keeping with the nature of the district. 

23* Like most of the single-family homes in the district, the Person Street Row Houses will 

include front stoops with brick steps and exposed red brick foundations. 

24* The remainder of the exterior cladding material will be lap siding, which is consistent with 

most of the single-family homes in the district. The lap siding will consist of a combination 

of painted, wide Hardie, and stained cypress or cedar wood. 

25* The Person Street Row Houses will be compatible with but discernible from historic 

buildings in the district. Several key design elements of the project such as brick base, 

repeated window module, siding over brick foundations, front porches on primary facade, 

and sensitive massing, are common to the majority of the structures in the district. These 

design elements have been interpreted and will be implemented in a way that strikes a 

balance between existing structures and new construction. The Person Street Row Houses 
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are designed to be true to the time in which they will be built yet sensitive to and in 

harmony with the surrounding context. 

 

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

 

Decision on the Application 

 

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

conditions: 

 

1. That no solid portion of the new building extend beyond the forward-most portion of the 

adjacent house on S. Person Street. 

2. That elevations for the final building design be provided to and approved by staff prior to 

issuance of permits. 

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

the issuance of permits: 

a. Windows; 

b. Doors. 

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

to installation: 

a. HVAC equipment and location; 

b. Material samples; 

c. Postal facilities; 

d. Paint samples; 

e. Lighting fixtures; 

f. Building address numbers.  

5. That a detailed master landscape plan be submitted as a separate COA application at a later 

date.  

6. That the windows will be wood. 

 

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

 

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

 

Certificate expiration date:  12/3/13. 
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OTHER BUSINESS 

1. Demolition by Neglect: Oakwood 

a. 323 Pace Street – deferred  

b. 320 E. Jones Street – Ms. Caliendo moved to forward the item to the Inspections 

Department. Motion seconded by Ms. Downer; passed 5/0. 

2. Committee Discussion 

a. Meeting Post-Mortem 

3. Design Guidelines Update 

 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting was adjourned at 8:33 p.m. 

 

 

 

 

Scott Shackleton, Chair Minutes Submitted by: 

Certificate of Appropriateness Committee, Tania Tully, Preservation Planner 

Raleigh Historic Development Commission 

 

 


