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RALEIGH HISTORIC DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS COMMITTEE 

Minutes of the Meeting 
February 1, 2016 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
Chair Elizabeth Caliendo called the Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) Committee meeting 
to order at 4:00 p.m.  
 

ROLL CALL 
Tania Tully, Preservation Planner, called the roll as follows: 
Present: Elizabeth Caliendo, Sarah David, Don Davis, Laurie Jackson, Kaye Webb 
Alternate Present: Caleb Smith, Miranda Downer 
Excused Absence: 
Staff Present: Tania Tully, Martha Lauer; Teresa Young; Francis P. Raspberry, Jr., Attorney 
 
Approval of the January 4, 2016 Minutes 
Mr. Smith moved to waive the reading of the minutes for the hearing and to adopt said minutes 
as submitted. Mr. Davis seconded the motion; passed 5/0.  
 
Minor Works 
There were no questions regarding the Minor Work report. 
 
The following is a list indicating persons in attendance and whether they were affirmed. Ms. 
Martha Lauer, Notary Public, administered the affirmation. 
 

Visitor’s/Applicant’s Name and Address Affirmed 
Gail Wiesner, 515 Euclid Street 27604 Yes 
David Wiesner, 515 Euclid Street 27604 Yes 
Paula Huot, 534 E Jones Street 27601 Yes 
Jed Niffenegger, City of Raleigh Yes 
Rebecca Duffy, City of Raleigh No 
Dustin Brice, City of Raleigh Yes 
Don Becom, 308 N East Street 27601 Yes 
Terri Becom, 308 N East Street 27601 Yes 
Susan Thompson, 702 Dorothea Dr 27603 Yes 
Matthew Brown, 601 E Lane Street 27601 Yes 
Curtis Kasefang, 519 Polk Street 27604 Yes 
Judy Payne, 1105 W Lenoir Street 27603 No 
Robert Peacock, 1105 W Lenoir Street 27603 No 
Matt Griffith, 111 Longview Lake Dr 27610 Yes 
Matt Munoz, 322 E Davie Street 27601 Yes 
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REVIEW OF SUMMARY PROCEEDINGS/APPROVAL OF AGENDA  
Mr. Davis moved to approve the agenda as printed. Ms. Webb seconded the motion; passed 5/0. 
 
SUMMARY PROCEEDINGS 
There were no Summary Proceedings.  
 
PUBLIC HEARINGS 
Chair Caliendo 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: 175-15-CA, 128-15-CA, and 179-15-CA. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 
 
175-15-CA MULTIPLE LOCATIONS IN PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY 
Applicant: RALEIGH PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT, DUSTIN BRICE 
Received: 11/25/2015 Meeting Date(s): 
Submission date + 90 days:  2/23/2016 1) 1/4/2016 2) 2/1/2016 3)  
 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 
 
Historic District: MULTIPLE HISTORIC DISTRICTS 
Nature of Project: Programmatic COA to replace existing high pressure sodium street light 

fixture heads with new light emitting diode fixture heads. 
Amendments: Additional information from the applicant was included in the commissioner 

packets. 
Conflict of Interest: None noted. Ms. David noted that she received, but did not read a letter 

regarding the case.  She stated her ability to remain impartial. 
 

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 
 
Sections Topic Description of Work 
2.1  Public Rights-of-Way and Alleys Replace existing high pressure sodium street light 

fixture heads with new light emitting diode 
fixture heads 

2.7  Lighting 

 
STAFF COMMENTS 

 
Based on the information contained in the amended application: 

 
A. Replacement of existing high pressure sodium street light fixtures with new light emitting 

diode fixtures is not incongruous according to Guidelines 2.1.10, 2.1.11, 2.7.4, 2.7.5, 2.7.11, 
and the following findings: 

1* Only leased non-decorative fixtures are being replaced and there will be no new poles. The 
arms supporting the fixture heads are also not being replaced. 

2* New LED street lights have been installed in other areas of the city.  A map of areas 
installed is provided; the neighborhoods around Kaplan Drive, Athens Drive, and 
Melbourne Road provide the best example of how Oakwood and Boylan Heights may 
appear after replacement.  

3* A map that locates the areas of existing brighter lights and where lower light levels may be 
allowed was provided.  

4* Existing light fixture heads are “Cutoff Enclosed, flat glass cobra head.” The high pressure 
sodium bulbs have a golden yellow color. A photo of the fixture head is included. 

5* The proposed light fixture head, “Roadway” is a long flat unit of contemporary design. A 
photo of the proposed fixture head is included.  The wattage and light pattern will vary 
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based on what is already installed. The color temperature is 4,000 Kelvins. The LED fixture 
heads are designed to more effectively direct light where it is intended. 

6* The new lumen level will be relatively the same, but the perceived light will be much more 
effective and may even seem a bit brighter to the eye.  This is due mainly to the clearer, 
whiter light produced by LED fixture heads. 

7* The wattage of the new fixture head is based on a conversion guide that Duke Energy 
Progress has for replacing sodium vapor lighting with LED.  The LED fixture head wattage 
will be based on what sodium vapor wattage currently exists.  Most lightly traveled streets 
will have the lowest wattage LED installed.  Streets such as Boylan Avenue, East Street, 
Bloodworth Street, Lane Street, and Jones Street in the historic districts currently have 
higher wattage sodium vapor fixture heads, thus they will receive higher wattage LEDs. 

8* The lowest LED wattage available from Duke Energy is 50 watts and may be used on some 
City-maintained residential streets.  Public Works cannot lower lighting levels on NC 
Department of Transportation maintained streets. 

9* The Design Guidelines on page 20 states: “Depending on their location, streetlights ranged 
from elaborate designs, such as translucent globes mounted on cast-iron poles capped with 
decorative finials, to simple, bracketed globes mounted on utility poles. The light cast by 
these early fixtures was described as a soft yellow-toned glow rather than the harsher 
bluish-tone light cast by contemporary mercury vapor streetlights.” And “Considerations in 
reviewing any proposed lighting fixture for compatibility should include location, design, 
material, size, color, scale, and brightness.” 

10* LED bulbs have been approved by the committee provided the light color is of a warm tone. 
The proposed LED has a color temperature of 4,000 Kelvins; this is considered a neutral 
white. 

11* Information on the “teardrop” light fixture head was provided.  The applicant is not 
proposing this option because of the higher light level, and the circular lighting pattern 
which puts light onto private property, not just the right-of-way. 

12* Sodium vapor fixture heads are a technology being phased out of use. 
13* Information on other styles of lighting fixtures and heads was provided by a speaker at the 

January 2016 hearing. 
 
Staff recommends that the committee approve the application with the following conditions: 

1. That the lowest level of light allowed by other laws and regulations be used for each 
installation location. 

 
 

PUBLIC TESTIMONY 
 
Staff Introduction:  Tania Tully [affirmed] showed the location of the property on the map and 
noted highlights from staff comments. Ms. Tully clarified that the arm was not being replaced 
but just the light fixture head and that it was clarified in staff comments. Ms. Tully stated that 
staff recommendation is to approve since the lighting is going from non-historic to non-historic 
and the lights be the lowest amount of light needed by law.  
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Support:   
Mr. Jed Niffenegger [affirmed] was present to speak in support of the application. Mr. 
Niffenegger stated he had brought along Mr. Dustin Brice [affirmed] who is the project 
manager. Mr. Niffenegger clarified these lights are being changed throughout the city and that 
over time Duke Progress Energy will no longer carry the sodium fixtures and that for the other 
options that have been presented the Public Works Department does not have the money. Mr. 
Niffenegger stated that the tear drop fixtures will also risk adding light pollution as opposed to 
the other fixtures which will be less intrusive. 
 
Mr. Brice added that the lights around the capital are tear drop and are a lot brighter than what 
is in Oakwood and Boylan Heights. 
 
Mr. Curtis Kasefang [affirmed] introduced himself to the committee as a professional lighting 
designer and former RHDC commissioner and stated that while he applauded the city going to 
LED lights, a 3,000 Kelvin fixture would be similar to what was originally in Raleigh and that 
the lights would be warmer than the 4,000 Kelvin ones that would look bluer.  Incandescent 
lights are in the high 2,000 to low 3,000 Kelvins. 
 
Opposition:   
Ms. Gail Wiesner [affirmed] was present to speak in opposition to the application Ms. Wiesner 
distributed information to the committee regarding tear drop light fixtures and their 
specifications.  She stated they could be purchased from a company called Acuity. Ms. Wiesner 
stated the pedestrian tear drop is 50% in surface area of the ones that are downtown already.  
Ms. Wiesner also provided a photograph of a historic light in Oakwood. Ms. Wiesner stated that 
the tear drop lights are less intrusive and would look better in the historic districts. Ms. Wiesner 
reiterated this was a great opportunity to get more historic lights and this opportunity will not 
come around again. 
 
Mr. Don Becom [affirmed] introduced himself as a member of the Society for the Preservation of 
Historic Oakwood and is a board member. He read to the committee a cover letter and 
resolution the board passed recommending tear drop fixtures.  
 
Mr. Matthew Brown [affirmed] commented on how he had seen the super bright lights that are 
already installed on roadways. Mr. Brown stated there shouldn't be uniform lights and the 
historic districts should have different fixtures since they are distinctive.  Mr. Brown said that 
the original streetlights were gas and they started being replaced with electric in 1888.  The 
teardrop fixtures were in place through the 1940s.  The proposed fixture does not meet 2.7.4 or 
2.7.10.   Mr. Brown stated that the Historic Oakwood would be willing to chip in to pay for 
historic, alternative lighting that is pleasing. He urged the committee to deny the application. 
 
Mr. David Wiesner [affirmed] went over 5 aspects of lighting.  He stated the wattage just affects 
the price and moving to a LED will use lower wattage.  The lumens are the brightness of the 
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light and the proposed lights are brighter than what is there. The light spread is oval now and 
proposed to be a medium oval. Mr. Wiesner added that in the application the lighting said it 
was a clear, white light but it is actually going into a blue range. Mr. Wiesner suggested that all 
city maintained roads in Oakwood have lower wattage. He added that the modern fixture 
appearance was not in keeping with 2.7.4. 
 
Ms. Paula Huot [affirmed] said the replacement map was confusing and questioned if the tear 
drop lighting could be in all historic districts. Ms. Huot stated the roadway lights do not work 
and recommended denying the application or deferring it to consider all the implications.  
 
Mr. Terry Becom [affirmed] urged the committee to deny the application.  
 
Responses and Questions:   
Mr. Niffenegger clarified that while the city is a large Duke customer, it is limited to the fixtures 
that are in Duke's catalog. Mr. Niffenegger also added that the map currently shows what 
lighting is currently, not proposed. Mr. Brice further clarified that red dots on the map show 
where the sodium lights are currently.   
 
Ms. David asked if we have to go through the state and the Department of Transportation to get 
a lower wattage of light. Mr. Brice replied they would have to go through and change the state 
restrictions which are very strict. Ms. David responded that the state regularly applies for COAs 
in other areas. Mr. Brice countered that the regular projects are very strict. 
 
Ms. Caliendo inquired about the color temperature of the lights. Mr. Brice answered that based 
on what they offer there is only the 4,000 Kelvin. Mr. Davis stated it was strange that Duke 
would not offer a 3,000 Kelvin light and Mr. Niffenegger stated they have asked Duke about 
that light but there was no recourse to get Duke to offer that light. Mr. Davis asked if they had 
requested the light and Mr. Brice stated that while there was one out there it did not meet their 
specifications.  
 
Ms. Tully reiterated that the committee is looking at either approving the application or 
denying the application as submitted.  Ms. Tully stated that the committee can defer and ask the 
applicant to come back with alternatives but that they cannot say they have to use another 
fixture. Ms. Tully stated the committee can approve it for a 3,000 Kelvin fixture so that the 
requirements cannot be met or the application can outright be denied.  
 
Ms. Wiesner clarified that the lighting she suggested can be used on the poles.  Mr. Niffenegger 
once again stated that using LEDs will save money.  
 
Ms. David asked if the application were denied would the applicants come back with another 
application. Ms. David noted that during the design guidelines public process it was made clear 
that the public preferred traditional, not modern.  Mr. Niffenegger stated he would be happy to 
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work with staff on alternatives but as of right now Duke only offers the 4,000 Kelvin lights and 
if they have to wait until a few years down the road that is alright as well.  
 
At Ms. Caliendo’s suggestion Mr. Davis moved that the public testimony portion of the hearing 
be closed.  Ms. Webb seconded; motion carried 5/0. 
 
 

Committee Discussion 
 
The following points were made in discussion [speaker indicated in brackets]: 
The issues are the brightness (the lumens), the color temperature, the design and also the 
distribution of the light. [Caliendo] 
Last month we had a discussion on wattage but it is really the color temperature that is the 
concern. You can have higher wattage in color. [Davis] 
I appreciate the photo that was submitted of the historic light design. It is a more decorative 
fixture historically. [Caliendo] 
What options do we have to facilitate further discussion as to what kind of lights? [Webb] 
Nothing within the COA process. [Davis] 
We are only here to discuss whether the proposal meets the guidelines. [Smith] 
Do you want to talk about the new facts you heard? [Tully] 
The new facts about the Kelvin. [Webb] 
3,000 Kelvin is nice warm temperature. We heard that there is a pedestrian teardrop series 
available somewhere. [Smith] 
I am not sure if the new fixture is relevant. [Davis] 
The design guidelines have a standard for lighting and alternatives can be considered. You 
should not find that this application is denied just because there is a better looking option. 
[Raspberry] 
We can include it as a part of the evidence? [Caliendo] 
Do not include that the tear drop as something that was crucial towards the finding of the 
committee. [Raspberry] 
You heard that the lights were too bright based on personal experience. I would mention the 
tear drop photo that was submitted as showing a historic fixture and the fixture that was in 
place. [Tully] 
 
 

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 
 
Mr. Davis  moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the public hearing, 
the committee finds staff comment A. (inclusive of facts 1-6, 8, 9, 11-13) to be acceptable as 
findings of fact, with the modifications and additions as listed below: 
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A. Replacement of existing high pressure sodium street light fixtures with new light emitting 
diode fixtures is incongruous according to Guidelines  2.7.4, 2.7.5, 2.7.10, and the following 
findings: 

1* Only leased non-decorative fixtures are being replaced and there will be no new poles. The 
arms supporting the fixture heads are also not being replaced. 

2* New LED street lights have been installed in other areas of the city.  A map of areas 
installed is provided; the neighborhoods around Kaplan Drive, Athens Drive, and 
Melbourne Road provide the best example of how Oakwood and Boylan Heights may 
appear after replacement.  

3* A map that locates the areas of existing brighter lights and where lower light levels may be 
allowed was provided.  

4* Existing light fixture heads are “Cutoff Enclosed, flat glass cobra head.” The high pressure 
sodium bulbs have a golden yellow color. A photo of the fixture head is included. 

5* The proposed light fixture head, “Roadway” is a long flat unit of contemporary design. A 
photo of the proposed fixture head is included.  The wattage and light pattern will vary 
based on what is already installed. The color temperature is 4,000 Kelvins. The LED fixture 
heads are designed to more effectively direct light where it is intended. 

6* The new lumen level will be relatively the same, but the perceived light will be much more 
effective and may even seem a bit brighter to the eye.  This is due mainly to the clearer, 
whiter light produced by LED fixture heads. 

7* The wattage of the new fixture head is based on a conversion guide that Duke Energy 
Progress has for replacing sodium vapor lighting with LED.  The LED fixture head wattage 
will be based on what sodium vapor wattage currently exists.  Most lightly traveled streets 
will have the lowest wattage LED installed.   

8* The lowest LED wattage available from Duke Energy is 50 watts. Public Works cannot 
lower lighting levels on NC Department of Transportation maintained streets. 

9* The Design Guidelines on page 20 states: “Depending on their location, streetlights ranged 
from elaborate designs, such as translucent globes mounted on cast-iron poles capped with 
decorative finials, to simple, bracketed globes mounted on utility poles. The light cast by 
these early fixtures was described as a soft yellow-toned glow rather than the harsher 
bluish-tone light cast by contemporary mercury vapor streetlights.” And “Considerations in 
reviewing any proposed lighting fixture for compatibility should include location, design, 
material, size, color, scale, and brightness.” 

10* LED bulbs have been approved by the committee provided the light color is of a warm tone. 
The proposed LED has a color temperature of 4,000 Kelvins; this is considered a neutral 
white. 3,000 Kelvin is a warmer color closer to incandescent and in keeping with the 
character of the district.  

11* Information on the “teardrop” light fixture head was provided.  The applicant is not 
proposing this option because of the higher light level, and the circular lighting pattern 
which puts light onto private property, not just the right-of-way. 

12* Sodium vapor fixture heads are a technology being phased out of use. 
13* Information on other styles of lighting fixtures and heads was provided by a speaker at the 

January 2016 hearing. 
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14* A historic photo of a streetlight in Oakwood was provided. 
 
The motion was seconded by Ms. David; passed 5/0. 
 

Decision on the Application 
 
Mr. David made a motion that the application be denied.  
 
The motion was seconded by Ms. Webb; passed 5/0. 
 
Committee members voting:  Caliendo, David, Davis, Smith, Webb. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 
 
128-15-CA 307 & 311 E EDENTON STREET 
Applicant: CHARLOTTE BREWER, WILLIAM BREWER, & JO ANNE SANFORD 
Received: 8/25/2015 Meeting Date(s): 
Submission date + 90 days:  11/23/2015 1) 11/2/2015 2) 12/7/2015 3) 2/1/2016 
 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 
 
Historic District: OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT 
Zoning: O&I-1 
Nature of Project: Remove tall fence; install parking lot lighting [partial after-the-fact] 
Conflict of Interest: None noted. 
Staff Notes: 

• After-the-fact applications are treated as though the work has not been done. 
• Use is not reviewed through the COA process.  
• Removal of fence was approved at the November 2015 hearing. 
• On January 26, 2016 staff gave the applicant permission to have sample fixtures installed 

on an interim basis. 
 

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 
 
Sections Topic Description of Work 
2.3  Site Features and Plantings 

Install parking lot lighting 2.7  Lighting 
3.11  Accessibility, Health, and Safety Considerations 
 

STAFF COMMENTS 
 

Based on the information contained in the amended application: 
 
A. Installation of parking lot lighting is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 

2.7.4, 2.7.5, 2.7.6, 2.7.7, 3.11.2; however the mounting of streetlight fixtures on standard-
height poles may be incongruous with 2.7.4, 2.7.5, 2.7.8, and the following findings: 

1* This application addresses two lots.  307 E Edenton Street has no buildings, and consists of a 
parking lot. The east side of 311 E Edenton Street is a brick 2-story Neoclassical Revival 
house with a ca. 1991 rear addition. 

2* The Special Character Essay for Oakwood states “A small commercial area at the 
intersection of Lane and Bloodworth streets continues to provide a touch of contrast to the 
otherwise uniformly residential character of the district.” 

3* Except for the former filling station at 100 N Person Street, the commercial structures 
referenced in section B of the application are not within the historic district. 
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4* The light fixtures are proposed for existing parking lots and are adjacent a commercial 
character building, a parking lot behind a house being used for commercial purposes, and 
residential character lots. 

5* Page 20 of the Guidelines states “Additional lighting may be desirable on a particular site 
because of concerns for safety or security. Careful consideration should be given to where 
supplemental lighting is needed and in what quantity. Adequate lighting can often be 
introduced through lights on residential-scale posts, recessed lights, footlights, or 
directional lights mounted in unobtrusive locations. Such solutions are far more in keeping 
with the historic character of the districts than harsh floodlights and standard security lights 
mounted on tall utility poles.” It also states “To minimize the intrusion of lighting for 
institutional or commercial buildings and related parking areas in primarily residential 
neighborhoods, and to save energy, the lighting may be connected to timers that 
automatically shut it off when it is not needed.” 

6* Existing light fixtures will be removed. 
7* There are three utility poles in question. They are all utility company standard height wood 

poles located at the center and rear of the combined lots. The proposal is for 2 light fixtures 
on Pole A and 1 each on Poles B and C.  

8* The proposed light fixture, “Roadway” is a long flat unit of contemporary design; a photo of 
the proposed fixture is included.  The lights are 50 watt LED, 4,807 Lumens with a Type III 
distribution pattern.  This is this lowest wattage fixture provided by Duke-Progress.  

9* Duke-Progress offers decorative poles with a 16’ fixture mounting height.  These would be 
the same wattage as proposed, have a 360 degree light spread, and would be installed with 
an underground conductor. 

10* There are several large trees on the property that could be negatively impacted by 
installation of underground power lines.   

11* The proposed light fixtures, mounted at 25 feet, have a light spread of 37.5 feet on either 
side of the pole for a total of 75 feet. The fixture is full cut-off meaning that light is directed 
to the ground and will keep the light on the subject properties.   

12* The amended application includes an illustration of the distance between pole A and the 
rear of the house at 311 E Edenton Street. Pole A is approximately 110 feet from the north 
property line. 

13* LED bulbs have been approved by the committee provided the light color is of a warm tone. 
The proposed LED has a color temperature of 4,000K; this is considered a neutral white.  

14* The mounting height of the fixtures places them within the tree line which may be 
considered an unobtrusive location.  

15* Information from City of Raleigh Public Works staff compares the current street light 
fixtures with those to be used, but not yet approved, for streetlights in the district. 

 
Staff recommends that the application be deferred until sample lights are installed and able 
to be observed during the day and at night. 

 
Ms. David moved to defer the application to allow time for sample fixtures to be installed and 
observed.  Ms. Webb seconded, passed 5/0. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 

 
179-15-CA 322 E DAVIE STREET 
Applicant: MATTHEW GRIFFITH 
Received: 12/11/2015 Meeting Date(s): 
Submission date + 90 days:  3/10/2016 1) 1/4/2016 2) 2/1/2016 3)  
 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 
 
Historic District: PRINCE HALL HISTORIC DISTRICT 
Zoning: RB, DOD 
Nature of Project: Construct new rear deck. (Construction of 6' tall wood privacy fence in rear 

yard; installation of metal picket fence in front yard; relocate retaining wall; alter windows; 
plant bamboo screen in rear yard was approved at the January meeting.) 

Amendments: Additional information received 1/28/16 is attached to these comments. 
Conflict of Interest: None noted. 
Staff Notes: 

• The locations of property lines and ownership issues are a civil matter outside the 
jurisdiction of the commission. 

• COAs mentioned in the staff comments are available for review. 
• Built area numbers are provided by the applicant and staff as a means to aid the 

commission in decision making and interpreting the guidelines, but are not legally 
binding figures.  

 
APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 
Sections Topic Description of Work 
2.3  Site Features and Plantings 

construct new rear deck 4.2 Decks 
 

STAFF COMMENTS 
 

Based on the information contained in the amended application: 
 
A. Construction of new rear deck is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 2.3.1, 

2.3.2, 4.1.1, 4.1.2, 4.1.3, 4.1.5, 4.1.7; however, a deck that encompasses a majority of the rear 
yard is incongruous according to Guidelines 2.3.2, 2.3.8, 4.1.8 and the following findings: 

1* The proposal expands a recent deck approved with COA 194-13-CA; it is attached to a rear 
addition. 

2* The new deck encompasses most of the rear yard.  
3* According to Wake County Real Estate data, the lot size is 3,680 SF. 
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4* The following footprint area numbers are approximate based on scaling the supplied 
drawings: House and porch = 1,620 SF; Driveway = 527 SF; Front sidewalk and 2 sets of 
steps = 91 SF; Gravel side yard = 148 SF; Existing deck = 172. Total existing built area is 
approximately 2,558 SF / 70%. 

5* The following footprint area numbers are approximate based on scaling the supplied 
drawings: House and porch = 1,620 SF; Driveway = 527 SF; Front sidewalk and 2 sets of 
steps = 91 SF; Gravel side yard = 148 SF; New gravel = 38 SF; New deck = 340 SF; New paver 
areas and fountain = 88 SF. Total proposed built area is approximately 2,852 SF / 78%. 

6* The amended application has a slightly different calculation of a proposed 74% built area. 
7* COA 151-15-CA approved a rear deck at 507 S Person Street with a condition that it be 

reduced in size in part to ensure that the built area was lower than 58%. 
8* According to Wake County Real Estate data the lot at 321 E Cabarrus Street has a built mass 

of approximately 53%. Also a small lot, this is the closest comparable lot staff could locate. 
9* Looking at iMaps building footprints, the lot currently has more built area than most other 

residential character lots in the district. No evidence of residential character lots in the 
district with a similar amount of built area was provided in the application. 

10* The rear lot line is 9½ feet from the back wall of the house; the fence already obscures the 
view of the deck. 

11* The deck is located at the first floor level of the house and located inconspicuously at the 
rear. 

Staff recommends that the committee deny the increase in the deck size.  
 
 

PUBLIC TESTIMONY 
 
Staff Introduction:  Tania Tully [affirmed] showed the location of the property on the map and 
noted highlights from staff comments. Ms. Tully reminded the committee this was the deferred 
portion of 322 E. Davie Street and the new proposed deck is slightly smaller and the staff 
comments reflect the additional information. 
 
Support:   
Mr. Matt Munoz and Mr. Matthew Griffith [affirmed] were present to speak in support of the 
application. Mr. Griffith gave a presentation to the committee on the revised portions of the 
application. The presentation showed pictures of the rear yard and how much of the yard was 
being changed. Mr. Griffith presented a list of all the properties in the historic districts that had 
2/3 lot coverage of which 5 were in Prince Hall. He also discussed the changes that were being 
done, specifically reducing the built area, eliminating the gravel side yard and leaving a 
mulched area, and concrete pavers on the deck. With an increase of only 133 SF he asserted that 
it met Guideline 4.8.1. 
 
Opposition:   
There was no one else present to speak in favor of or in opposition to the application. 
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Responses and Questions:   
Ms. Tully noted she had missed the removal of the gravel in her staff comments. Mr. Griffith 
clarified it will be 148 SF for the deck and with the reduced area, it would be 3.6% of an increase 
in built area. Ms. Tully added that the increase in built area is intended to be a means to aid the 
committee and there is no specific definition of built area and that there is no definition for what 
is appropriate in the neighborhood.  
 
Mr. Griffith pointed out one of the drawings in his presentation showing the grade of the 
property is hugging the deck. Mr. Griffith clarified he understood the more built surface area 
was a concern but a lot of the property will remain unchanged with only the 3% built area 
increase. Ms. Caliendo inquired about how far the grade will be on the deck. Mr. Griffith 
responded 1 step on the west side and two on the east side, so about one foot to two feet.  
Ms. Tully responded fact 5 on the staff comments will have to be adjusted saying the side yard 
will be gravel and the proposed coverage of 73.6% matches the amended application now.  
 
Ms. David inquired if the whole deck was one level. Mr. Griffith responded it is right around 2 
feet. Ms. Tully inquired if that was different. Mr. Griffith answered there will be a paver.  
 
Ms. Webb asked if staff had the opportunity to verify the list of properties in Prince Hall with 
2/3 lot coverage. Ms. Tully said not.  She added that typically in cases like this and in Oakwood, 
the corner lots tend to have a lot of built area because of the size. Mr. Griffith stated he looked at 
properties in Prince Hall and further because of the vacant lots in the district it was hard to find 
comparable examples.  
 
At Ms. Caliendo’s suggestion Ms. David moved that the public testimony portion of the hearing 
be closed.  Ms. Webb seconded; motion carried 5/0. 
 
 

Committee Discussion 
 
The following points were made in discussion [speaker indicated in brackets]: 
 
The deck has been shortened and the space on the side is shortened to just behind the house. 
The house starts falling into special circumstances since the built area is already so much of the 
lot. [Davis] 
Future versions of the design guidelines might address built area creep. Here it is not 
significantly increasing what is already there. It is a deck that is close to grade level. [Caliendo] 
I am inclined to approve it.  It meets the guidelines. [Davis] 
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Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 
 
Ms. David  moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the public 
hearing, the committee finds staff comment A. (inclusive of facts 1-4, 6-10) to be acceptable as 
findings of fact, with the modifications and additions as listed below: 
A. Construction of new rear deck is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 2.3.1, 

2.3.2, 2.3.8, 4.1.1, 4.1.2, 4.1.3, 4.1.5, 4.1.7, 4.1.8; and the following findings: 
1* The proposal expands a recent deck approved with COA 194-13-CA; it is attached to a rear 

addition. 
2* The new deck encompasses most of the rear yard.  
3* According to Wake County Real Estate data, the lot size is 3,680 SF. 
4* The following footprint area numbers are approximate based on scaling the supplied 

drawings: House and porch = 1,620 SF; Driveway = 527 SF; Front sidewalk and 2 sets of 
steps = 91 SF; Gravel side yard = 148 SF; Existing deck = 172. Total existing built area is 
approximately 2,558 SF / 70%. 

5* The following footprint area numbers are approximate based on scaling the supplied 
drawings: House and porch = 1,620 SF; Driveway = 527 SF; Front sidewalk and 2 sets of 
steps = 91 SF; New gravel = 38 SF; New deck = 340 SF; New paver areas and fountain = 88 
SF. Total proposed built area is approximately 2,694 SF / 73%. 

6* The amended application has a slightly different calculation of a proposed 74% built area. 
7* COA 151-15-CA approved a rear deck at 507 S Person Street with a condition that it be 

reduced in size in part to ensure that the built area was lower than 58%. 
8* According to Wake County Real Estate data the lot at 321 E Cabarrus Street has a built mass 

of approximately 53%. Also a small lot, this is the closest comparable lot staff could locate. 
9* Looking at iMaps building footprints, the lot currently has more built area than most other 

residential character lots in the district. No evidence of residential character lots in the 
district with a similar amount of built area was provided in the application. 

10* The rear lot line is 9½ feet from the back wall of the house; the fence already obscures the 
view of the deck. 

11* The deck is located at the first floor level of the house, steps down to grade, and is located 
inconspicuously at the rear. 

12* The applicant produced a list of five properties in Prince Hall district that have lot built area 
greater than 67%. 

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

Decision on the Application 
 
Ms. David made a motion that the application be approved as amended. 
 
The motion was seconded by Ms. Webb; passed 5/0. 
 
Committee members voting:  Caliendo, David, Davis, Smith, Webb. 
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Certificate expiration date:  8/1/16. 
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OTHER BUSINESS 
1. Design Guidelines Update 
2. Committee Discussion 

a. Application Completeness 
b. Meeting Post-Mortem 

 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
The meeting was adjourned at 6:01 p.m. 
 
 
 
 
Elizabeth Caliendo, Chair Minutes Submitted by: 
Certificate of Appropriateness Committee, Tania Tully, Preservation Planner 
Raleigh Historic Development Commission 
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