RALEIGH HISTORIC DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS COMMITTEE
Minutes of the Meeting
March 7, 2016

CALL TO ORDER
Chair Sarah David called the Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) Committee meeting to order
at 4:05 p.m.

ROLL CALL

Tania Tully, Preservation Planner, called the roll as follows:

Present: Sarah David, Don Davis, Laurie Jackson, Kaye Webb

Alternate Present: Caleb Smith

Excused Absence: Elizabeth Caliendo

Staff Present: Tania Tully, Martha Lauer; Teresa Young; Francis P. Raspberry, Jr., Attorney

Approval of the February 2, 2016 Minutes
Mr. Davis moved to waive the reading of the minutes for the hearing and to adopt said minutes
as submitted. Ms. Webb 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 and Ms. Tania Tully, Notaries Public, administered the affirmation.

Visitor's/Applicant’'s Name and Address Affirmed
Mary Ruffin Hanbury, PO Box 6049 27605 Yes
Zach Christo Yes
Eamonn Hutton Yes
Kyle Reece, 613 Polk Street 27604 Yes
Emily Vlkojan-Reece, 613 Polk Street 27604 Yes
Kristopher Nordstrom, 518 Elm Street Yes
Riana Smith, 503 Cutler Street 27603 Yes
Dan Pabst, 503 Cutler Street 27603 Yes
John Seitz, 709 Devereux 27605 Yes
Christian Olmstead, 610 Buffaloe Road 27529 Yes
William Volker, 221 Elm Street 27601 Yes
Kate Bronstein, 518 Elm Street Yes
Emily Brinker, 523 N Bloodworth Street 27604 Yes
Susan Iddings, 611 Polk Street 27604 Yes
Ashley Morris, 306 Pell Street 27604 Yes
David Maurer, 411 Cutler Street 27603 Yes
Matt Harper, 312 E Cabarrus Street 27601 Yes
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Nicole Alvarez, 215 Haywood Street 27601 Yes
Matt Tomasulo, 215 Haywood Street 27601 Yes

REVIEW OF SUMMARY PROCEEDINGS/APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Mr. Davis moved to approve the agenda as printed. Ms. Jackson seconded the motion; passed
5/0.

SUMMARY PROCEEDINGS

There were no objections to the approval of the Summary Proceedings without a public hearing.
The committee reviewed and approved the following cases 012-16-CA and 027-16-CA for which
the Summary Proceedings are made part of these minutes.
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS — SUMMARY PROCEEDING

012-16-CA 211 E SOUTH STREET

Applicant: OAK CITY PROPERTY GROUP LLC
Received: 1/13/2016 Meeting Date(s):
Submission date + 90 days: 4/12/2016 1) 3/7/2016 2) 3)

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: PRINCE HALL HISTORIC DISTRICT

Zoning: DOD, RB

Nature of Project: Remove wire fence; construct new 6' tall wood privacy fence in rear and side
yards.

Conflict of Interest: None noted.

Staff Notes:
e Removal of the wire fence is now after-the-fact, based upon observations of staff during

a site visit on February 23, 2016.

o After-the-fact applications are treated as though the work has not been done.

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

Sections  Topic Description of Work
2.4 Fences and Walls Remove wire fence; construct new 6' tall fence.
STAFF COMMENTS

Based on the information contained in the application, in staff’s judgement:

A. Removal of the woven wire fence is not incongruous according to Guidelines section 2.4.1
and the following facts:

1* The 2” x 4” woven wire fence was a historic utilitarian fencing treatment.

2* Wire fences have a limited lifespan due to natural corrosion. They are prone to damage and
deterioration due to their relative fragility.

3* Guidelines section 2.4, “Things to Consider,” last paragraph, p. 14, states “A need for security
or privacy or the desire to enhance a site may lead to a decision to introduce a new fence or
wall....”

4* The property owner desires to introduce a new fence for privacy.

B. Installation of a new 6’-tall dog-eared wood privacy fence is not incongruous in concept
according to Guidelines section 2.4.8 and the following facts:

1* The committee has approved numerous 6’-tall dog-eared wood privacy fences throughout
the historic districts.

2* Wood is a traditional fencing material.
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3* The dog-ear treatment at the top of the pickets matches an existing fence located on the
adjacent property to the north.

4* The fence is positioned along the east and west property lines, where perimeter fences are
characteristically located. For enclosure, the west fence returns to the southwest corner of
the house with wood double gates across the driveway; the east fence returns to the east
wall of the house on the south side of the existing HVAC exterior condensing unit to screen
it from public view.

5% Along the west lot line, the line of the fence has been partially cleared of overgrowth during
removal of the wire fence. There are still a number of unregulated scrub trees and brush
plants along the line. There is precipitous and uneven grade change composed of soil and
rubble ranging as high as 1-6” to 2’-0” that appears from sighting down the line between
the survey flags to be mostly but not entirely on this property. There is no information
included in the application regarding precisely where and how the proposed fence will be
placed and interact with this irregular grade.

6* The line of the fence along the east lot line will just miss the regulated tree on this property
located near the northeast corner of the lot.

7* No information is included in the application regarding how tree roots will be treated if
they are encountered during the digging of fence post holes.

8* No information is included regarding surface finish treatment for the fence, if any.

9* No information is included regarding the orientation of the picket side of the fence and the
structural framing side of the fence.

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

1. Prior to issuance of blue placard and authorization to proceed, the applicant shall provide
for staff review and approval details, samples and/or information for the following:
a. precisely where and how the proposed fence will be placed and interact with the

irregular grade along the west lot line;

b. surface finish treatment for the fence, if any.

2. Tree roots larger than 1” caliper that are encountered while digging the fence post holes
shall receive a clean final cut using tools designed for the purpose, such as loppers.

3. Orientation of the fence shall be of “good neighbor” design with framing facing the interior
of the lot and the picket faces oriented toward the adjacent properties and street.

Decision on the Application
There were no objections to approval without a public hearing.

Mr. Davis moved to approve the application, adopting the staff comments as the written record
of the summary proceeding on 012-16-CA. Ms. Jackson seconded the motion; passed 5/0.

Committee members voting: David, Davis, Downer, Jackson, Webb.
Certificate expiration date: 9/7/16.

March 7, 2016 COA Meeting Minutes Page 4 of 77



APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS — SUMMARY PROCEEDING

027-16-CA 515 N BOUNDARY STREET

Applicant: ROBERT SCOTT FORTENBERRY
Received: 2/16/2016 Meeting Date(s):
Submission date + 90 days: 5/16/2016 1) 3/7/2016 2) 3)

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT

Zoning: R-10
Conflict of Interest: none

Nature of Project: Construct 88 SF rear addition; add new basement window.

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

Sections  Topic Description of Work
3.7 Windows and Doors add new basement window
4.2 Additions to Historic construct 88 SF rear addition
Buildings
STAFF POSITION

Based on the information contained in the application, in staff’s judgement:

A. Construction of 88 SF rear addition is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines
421,422,424,425,42.6,42.7,4.2.8,4.2.9 and the following facts:

1* The existing rear porch was approved and constructer per COA 083-15-CA (Construct rear
porch and deck; replace rear window with door; remove rear door).

2* The proposed changes are at the rear of the house.

3* There are no trees immediately in the footprint of the proposed new construction; however
there are existing trees that may be impacted by construction activities. A tree protection
plan is included.

4* The new addition is tucked in the rear corner of the house at the location of an existing
planting bed.

5* The addition will be painted to match; a color schedule was provided.

6* The porch roof will be a standing seam metal roof, with 1" overhang. The metal will be
pre-finished, light gray. (same as recent porch roof — specs provided)

7* New windows are proposed to be wood 2/2; a subsequent email has requested an option for
1/1. Specifications were not provided.
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B. The addition of new basement window is not incongruous in concept according to
Guidelines 3.7.9 and the following facts:
1* The new window is on the rear of the house.

Staff recommends that the committee approve the application, with the following conditions:
1. Specifications for new windows be provided to and approved by staff prior to issuance of

permits.

Decision on the Application

There were no objections to approval without a public hearing.

Mr. Davis moved to approve the application, adopting the staff comments as the written record
of the summary proceeding on 027-16-CA. Ms. Jackson seconded the motion; passed 5/0.

Committee members voting: David, Davis, Downer, Jackson, Webb.

Certificate expiration date: 9/7/16.
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PUBLIC HEARINGS

Chair David 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: 128-15-CA, 165-15-CA, 004-16-CA, 005-16-CA, 007-16-CA, 008-16-CA, 013-16-CA, 026-
16-CA, 028-16-CA, 029-16-CA, 030-16-CA, and 031-16-CA.

Prior to case 029-16-CA Ms. Jackson stated she had a professional relationship with the
applicant and needed to be recused. Mr. Davis made a motion to recuse Ms. Jackson; Ms. Webb
seconded; motion carried 5/0.

After case 030-16-CA Mr. Davis moved to readmit Ms. Jackson. Ms. Downer seconded; motion
carried 4/0.
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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) 3/7/2016

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT
Zoning: OX-3-UL
Nature of Project: Remove tall fence; install parking lot lighting [partial after-the-fact]
Amendments: A letter from the applicant regarding the application and fixture installation is
attached. The applicant has requested an additional deferral.
Conflict of Interest: None noted.
Staff Notes:
e After-the-fact applications are treated as though the work has not been done.
e 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. Sample fixtures were installed March 5, 2016.
e Staff has not observed the installation.

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

Sections  Topic Description of Work
2.3 Site Features and Plantings
2.7 Lighting Install parking lot lighting
3.11 Accessibility, Health, and Safety Considerations
STAFF POSITION

Based on the information contained in the amended application, in staff’s judgement:

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 according to Guidelines 2.7.4, 2.7.5, 2.7.8, and the
installation of 4,000 K bulbs and the specific fixtures proposed is incongruous according to
Guidelines 2.7.4,2.7.5, 2.7.10 and the following facts:

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.
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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.

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

14* 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.
3,000 Kelvin is a warmer color closer to incandescent and in keeping with the character of
the district. [Fact 10* Certified Record for COA 175-15-CA]
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15* In February 2016, the committee denied COA 175-15-CA which was for the use of the
Roadway fixtures heads with 4,000 Kelvin light color and a range of wattage as low as 50
watts.

Staff recommends that the committee either deny the amended application or allow the

applicant to defer until the April 28 meeting for the purpose of amending the application with
fixtures that meet the guidelines.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Staff Introduction: Tania Tully [affirmed] noted highlights from staff comments. Ms. Tully
noted that since the applicant could not be at the meeting and due to the long meeting, they

may want to hold off hearing the application until the next meeting.

Decision on the Application

Ms. Webb made a motion to defer hearing the application until the April 28" meeting; Mr.
Davis seconded; motion carried 5/0.

Committee members voting: David, Davis, Downer, Jackson, Webb.
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS — CERTIFIED RECORD

165-15-CA 523 N BLOODWORTH STREET

Applicant: THE NORTHGATE GROUP
Received: 1/14/2016 Meeting Date(s):
Submission date + 90 days: 4/13/2016 1) 3/7/2016 2) 3)

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT

Zoning: R-10

Nature of Project: Rear yard master landscape plan to include: gravel patio with fire pit, pond,
raised planters, construct chicken run; replace and relocate fencing; remove redundant

fencing; remove and replace plantings; alter deck material.
Conflict of Interest: None noted.
Staff Note:

e A previous application (029-14-CA) was approved by the committee on April 7, 2014 to
remove two trees; remove the koi pond; install rear yard pool; remove fence. Only the
fence removal was completed; the rest of the work was not undertaken and the prior
approval for that work has expired.

e (COAs mentioned are available for review.

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

Sections  Topic Description of Work

2.3 Site Features and Plantings rear yard master landscape plan to
include gravel patio with fire pit, pond,
raised planters, construct chicken run,
replace and relocate fencing, remove and
replace plantings

2.4 Fences and Walls replace and relocate fencing; remove
redundant fencing
2.6 Garages and Accessory Structures  construct chicken run
4.1 Decks alter deck material
STAFF POSITION

Based on the information contained in the application, in staff’s judgement:

A. Rear yard master landscape plan to include gravel pathways and patio with fire pit, pond,
raised planters; replace and relocate fencing, remove redundant fencing; and remove and
replace plantings is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines sections 2.3.2, 2.3.3.
2.3.4,235,23.6,2.3.7,2.3.8,24.5,2.4.6, 2.4.8 and the following facts:
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The existing six-foot tall treated wood fence to be removed is nearly 26-years old (CAD-90-
015) and deteriorated.

The pond shown on the drawings is an existing feature and no changes to it are proposed.
The landscape plan is not dimensioned but appears to be drawn to scale.

The current yard includes a low wood timber retaining wall oriented north/south along the
western line of the former driveway with 2-3 steps at the southern end of the wall, and three
raised planting beds in the elevated rear (westernmost) section.

The application does not directly address the treatment of the existing retaining wall and
steps. The proposed plan shows a retaining wall and steps in what appears to be the same
location as the existing. It is not known if the existing is to remain or if it is being replaced
with new materials in the same location.

The master plan proposes to bring a more formal degree of rectilinear order to the rear yard
landscape: the currently angular deck area is squared off; the proposed square fire pit is
axially-located in alignment with the rear sliding glass door and the rear yard fence gate to
Pell Street and is surrounded by a square walking surface; the three raised planter beds are
repositioned and resized to align with the accessory building to the south, oriented
east/west.

The repositioned raised planter beds will receive new cedar lumber framing. They currently
have timber framing.

The rear yard area is relatively shady due to the nearby tree canopy; bushes have become
leggy and are proposed to be removed. New plant materials will be generally provided
throughout the rear yard in the perimeter planting areas as designated on the plan.

The existing rear yard does not have any lawn area; it is all deck, pond, planting areas or
pea gravel walking surfaces. The new plan also does not have any lawn area. Walkways and
the fire pit patio will be surfaced with finely granulated decomposed granite gravel with
metal edging. Gravel is a common material in the historic district. No information is
included in the application regarding color of the gravel.

Existing trees on the property are to remain. No information is provided regarding location
of trees on adjacent properties.

There is no information in the application about the construction details of the decomposed
granite gravel walkways. Internet research for “decomposed granite walkway” suggests
that installation best practices recommend excavation ranging to install an 8” to 12” sub-
base of “road base” gravel to provide stable support to the surface of decomposed granite
gravel. No information is provided as to what if any impact such excavation might have on
the root systems of trees on this or adjacent properties.
[http://homeguides.sfgate.com/landscape-decomposed-granite-23735.html;
https://thehumanfootprint.wordpress.com/2009/07/10/decomposed-granite-patios/;
http://www .landscapingnetwork.com/paving/decomposed-granite.html; all accessed
2/17/2016]

The new fence design is derived from a fence located at 610 N. Bloodworth Street, approved
by the committee on July 6, 2015 under 088-15-CA. However, the application proposes to
change the dimensions of the “open section” and “closed section”; no information is
provided as to what effect this change will have on the design of the stickwork pattern of
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the “open section,” which emulates the muntin pattern of the upper sashes of the double
hung sash windows of the 610 N. Bloodworth house. The 610 Bloodworth fence also has
what appears to be opaque brown stain for post finish and transparent green stain for panel
finish to harmonize with the house paint and roofing colors; there is no information in the
application regarding finishes proposed for the fence at 523 Bloodworth.

It is not clear from the application if the fence proposed for the south and west lot lines of
the rear yard is to match the photo provided on the supplementary sheets dated 1/13/16 or if
the design is to be as described in the 11/14/15 written description as “a new fence standard
wood 6 privacy fence. We will not have the picket detail at the top of the post like existing.”
If the design is to be the latter, the application does not provide detailed information on the
fence framing, whether it is a “good neighbor” design presenting a finished face to adjacent
properties, and whether it is to have a natural treated wood surface or have an applied
finish.

No information is provided in the application for the eastern terminus of the new privacy
fence along the south lot line.

No information is provided in the application regarding the design and construction
materials for the fire pit.

The additions to the non-historic accessory building of a chicken-run and shed roof over
potting area are not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines sections 2.6.5, 2.6.6, 3.8.6,
3.8.9 and the following facts:

Chickens were historically kept in back yards in Oakwood [“Inventory of Structures in the
Oakwood National Register Historic Districts, Raleigh, North Carolina,” by Matthew
Brown, Historian, Society for the Preservation of Historic Oakwood; reference WA0072,
WA0250, WA0023 (mentions a chicken coop), WA6891, WA6974, accessed 2/18/2016]

The six-foot tall lattice-roofed chicken-run accessory structure is utilitarian in design and
material with a simple wood framework supporting chicken wire for enclosure, as would
have been the case historically. It is located in the extreme southwest rear corner away from
the house and adjacent to the existing non-historic accessory building.

The height of the coop is subservient to the shed. The lattice slats on the roof will provide a
surface for climbing plants to grow on and further obscure the visual presence of the coop.
Depending upon the design of the adjacent 6-foot tall fence being constructed, the fence may
further screen the coop from view.

No information is contained in the application regarding whether the coop framing is to
have a natural treated wood surface or have an applied finish.

No information is provided in the application about alterations to the accessory building
wall to create opening(s) necessary for the chickens to move between the accessory building
and the run.

The new shed roof is located on the secondary rear fagade.

The design of the shed roof depicted in the supplementary materials dated 1/13/16 is
attached to a board and batten-sided accessory building and includes board and batten
verges in the half-gable ends. It is not clear from the application whether these verges are
proposed for the new shed roof; the current accessory building is clad in clapboard.
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No information is contained in the application regarding the eave height and pitch of the
shed roof. Cross-bracing as depicted is a traditional framing technique for simple structures
such as this shed roof supported on two posts.

The reconfiguration of the deck and alteration of deck material is not incongruous in
concept according to Guidelines section 4.1.3 and the following facts:

Rectilinear decks are common throughout the historic district.

The use of composite flooring material for rear decks was approved by the committee in
107-06-CA on July 10, 2006.

No information is contained in the application regarding the dimensions or profile of the
Trex-brand decking proposed; no sample of the “Woodland Brown” finish color is
provided.

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

1.

That prior to issuance of blue placard and authorization to proceed staff review and

approve details, samples and/or information provided by the applicant for the following;:

a. adimensioned plot plan, tied to permanent existing features as control points, showing
dimensions for major design elements of planting beds (at grade and raised), deck,
walkways, fire pit and patio, retaining wall and steps, fences, chicken coop, and
accessory building shed;

b. retaining wall material and design (if the existing is being replaced);

c. location of trees on adjacent properties relative to deconstructed granite walkway areas
and patio;

d. color and construction details of deconstructed granite walkway areas and patio;

e. construction details, finishes and terminus points for all fences;

f. construction details and finishes for fire pit;

g. construction details and finishes for chicken coop framing;

h. construction details and finishes for alterations to accessory building for chicken coop

access;

-

construction details and finishes for the shed roof addition to accessory building,
including eave height and roof pitch;
j. dimensions, profile and color sample of new composite decking.

That following submittal of information outlined in Condition #1, items c. and d., staff
determine where tree protection is required. In these areas, applicant and staff are to
develop a tree protection plan. Where excavation is required in protected areas (including
for fence posts), it is to be dug by hand to avoid damage to tree roots; roots larger than 1”
caliper will receive a clean final cut using tools designed for the purpose, such as loppers.
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PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Staff Introduction: Tania Tully [affirmed] noted highlights from staff comments. Ms. Tully
noted that the staff comments reflect a few changes. They will now be called staff positions and
calling them facts instead of findings. Ms. Tully added further that staff recommends approval
with additional specificity.

Support:
Ms. Emily Brinker [affirmed] was present to speak in support of the application. Ms. Brinker

stated she had read staff comments and she will be happy to submit changes to staff regarding
the recommendations. Ms. Brinker clarified it is merely a landscape plan to replace the fencing
as well as cleaning up fence lines and the backyard.

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

Responses and Questions:
Mr. Davis inquired about the fencing on the top part and what it will look like. Ms. Brinker

answered that it will be open in the first two feet and the rest of the fence will be solid. Ms.
Brinker clarified that the exact proportions have not been specific but it will have more open
space than the fence on Boundary Street but it will not be a shadowbox.

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

Committee Discussion

There was no discussion following the public hearing.

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

Ms. Jackson moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the public
hearing, the committee finds staff comments A. (inclusive of facts 1-15), B. (inclusive of facts 1-
8), and C. (inclusive of facts 1-3) to be acceptable as findings of fact, with the modifications and
additions as listed below:

A. Rear yard master landscape plan to include gravel pathways and patio with fire pit, pond,
raised planters; replace and relocate fencing, remove redundant fencing; and remove and
replace plantings is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines sections 2.3.2, 2.3.3.
2.34,235,23.6,23.7,23.8,2.4.5,2.4.6,2.4.8 and the following facts:

1* The existing six-foot tall treated wood fence to be removed is nearly 26-years old (CAD-90-
015) and deteriorated.

2* The pond shown on the drawings is an existing feature and no changes to it are proposed.

March 7, 2016 COA Meeting Minutes Page 15 of 77



3*
4>(-

5*

6*

7*

8*

9*

10*

11%

12*

The landscape plan is not dimensioned but appears to be drawn to scale.

The current yard includes a low wood timber retaining wall oriented north/south along the
western line of the former driveway with 2-3 steps at the southern end of the wall, and three
raised planting beds in the elevated rear (westernmost) section.

The application does not directly address the treatment of the existing retaining wall and
steps. The proposed plan shows a retaining wall and steps in what appears to be the same
location as the existing. It is not known if the existing is to remain or if it is being replaced
with new materials in the same location.

The master plan proposes to bring a more formal degree of rectilinear order to the rear yard
landscape: the currently angular deck area is squared off; the proposed square fire pit is
axially-located in alignment with the rear sliding glass door and the rear yard fence gate to
Pell Street and is surrounded by a square walking surface; the three raised planter beds are
repositioned and resized to align with the accessory building to the south, oriented
east/west.

The repositioned raised planter beds will receive new cedar lumber framing. They currently
have timber framing.

The rear yard area is relatively shady due to the nearby tree canopy; bushes have become
leggy and are proposed to be removed. New plant materials will be generally provided
throughout the rear yard in the perimeter planting areas as designated on the plan.

The existing rear yard does not have any lawn area; it is all deck, pond, planting areas or
pea gravel walking surfaces. The new plan also does not have any lawn area. Walkways and
the fire pit patio will be surfaced with finely granulated decomposed granite gravel with
metal edging. Gravel is a common material in the historic district. No information is
included in the application regarding color of the gravel.

Existing trees on the property are to remain. No information is provided regarding location
of trees on adjacent properties.

There is no information in the application about the construction details of the decomposed
granite gravel walkways. Internet research for “decomposed granite walkway” suggests
that installation best practices recommend excavation ranging to install an 8” to 12” sub-
base of “road base” gravel to provide stable support to the surface of decomposed granite
gravel. No information is provided as to what if any impact such excavation might have on
the root systems of trees on this or adjacent properties.
[http://homeguides.sfgate.com/landscape-decomposed-granite-23735.html;
https://thehumanfootprint.wordpress.com/2009/07/10/decomposed-granite-patios/;
http://www .landscapingnetwork.com/paving/decomposed-granite.html; all accessed
2/17/2016]

The new fence design is derived from a fence located at 610 N. Bloodworth Street, approved
by the committee on July 6, 2015 under 088-15-CA. However, the application proposes to
change the dimensions of the “open section” and “closed section”; no information is
provided as to what effect this change will have on the design of the stickwork pattern of
the “open section,” which emulates the muntin pattern of the upper sashes of the double
hung sash windows of the 610 N. Bloodworth house. The 610 Bloodworth fence also has
what appears to be opaque brown stain for post finish and transparent green stain for panel
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finish to harmonize with the house paint and roofing colors; there is no information in the
application regarding finishes proposed for the fence at 523 Bloodworth.

13* It is not clear from the application if the fence proposed for the south and west lot lines of
the rear yard is to match the photo provided on the supplementary sheets dated 1/13/16 or if
the design is to be as described in the 11/14/15 written description as “a new fence standard
wood 6’ privacy fence. We will not have the picket detail at the top of the post like existing.”
If the design is to be the latter, the application does not provide detailed information on the
fence framing, whether it is a “good neighbor” design presenting a finished face to adjacent
properties, and whether it is to have a natural treated wood surface or have an applied
finish.

14* No information is provided in the application for the eastern terminus of the new privacy
fence along the south lot line.

15* No information is provided in the application regarding the design and construction
materials for the fire pit.

B. The additions to the non-historic accessory building of a chicken-run and shed roof over
potting area are not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines sections 2.6.5, 2.6.6, 3.8.6,
3.8.9 and the following facts:

1* Chickens were historically kept in back yards in Oakwood [“Inventory of Structures in the
Oakwood National Register Historic Districts, Raleigh, North Carolina,” by Matthew
Brown, Historian, Society for the Preservation of Historic Oakwood; reference WA0072,
WA0250, WA0023 (mentions a chicken coop), WA6891, WA6974, accessed 2/18/2016]

2* The six-foot tall lattice-roofed chicken-run accessory structure is utilitarian in design and
material with a simple wood framework supporting chicken wire for enclosure, as would
have been the case historically. It is located in the extreme southwest rear corner away from
the house and adjacent to the existing non-historic accessory building.

3* The height of the coop is subservient to the shed. The lattice slats on the roof will provide a
surface for climbing plants to grow on and further obscure the visual presence of the coop.
Depending upon the design of the adjacent 6-foot tall fence being constructed, the fence may
further screen the coop from view.

4* No information is contained in the application regarding whether the coop framing is to
have a natural treated wood surface or have an applied finish.

5% No information is provided in the application about alterations to the accessory building
wall to create opening(s) necessary for the chickens to move between the accessory building
and the run.

6* The new shed roof is located on the secondary rear fagade.

7* The design of the shed roof depicted in the supplementary materials dated 1/13/16 is
attached to a board and batten-sided accessory building and includes board and batten
verges in the half-gable ends. It is not clear from the application whether these verges are
proposed for the new shed roof; the current accessory building is clad in clapboard.

8% No information is contained in the application regarding the eave height and pitch of the
shed roof. Cross-bracing as depicted is a traditional framing technique for simple structures
such as this shed roof supported on two posts.
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C. The reconfiguration of the deck and alteration of deck material is not incongruous in
concept according to Guidelines section 4.1.3 and the following facts:

1* Rectilinear decks are common throughout the historic district.

2* The use of composite flooring material for rear decks was approved by the committee in
107-06-CA on July 10, 2006.

3* No information is contained in the application regarding the dimensions or profile of the
Trex-brand decking proposed; no sample of the “Woodland Brown” finish color is

provided.

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

Decision on the Application

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

1. That prior to issuance of blue placard and authorization to proceed staff review and
approve details, samples and/or information provided by the applicant for the
following:

a.

i

7@ ™o a0

[

a dimensioned plot plan, tied to permanent existing features as control points,
showing dimensions for major design elements of planting beds (at grade and
raised), deck, walkways, fire pit and patio, retaining wall and steps, fences,
chicken coop, and accessory building shed;

retaining wall material and design (if the existing is being replaced);

location of trees on adjacent properties relative to deconstructed granite
walkway areas and patio;

color and construction details of deconstructed granite walkway areas and patio;
construction details, finishes and terminus points for all fences;

construction details and finishes for fire pit;

construction details and finishes for chicken coop framing;

construction details and finishes for alterations to accessory building for chicken
CoOp access;

construction details and finishes for the shed roof addition to accessory building,
including eave height and roof pitch;

dimensions, profile and color sample of new composite decking.

2. That following submittal of information outlined in Condition #1, items c. and d., staff

determine where tree protection is required. In these areas, applicant and staff are to
develop a tree protection plan. Where excavation is required in protected areas
(including for fence posts), it is to be dug by hand to avoid damage to tree roots; roots
larger than 1” caliper will receive a clean final cut using tools designed for the purpose,
such as loppers.

March 7, 2016 COA Meeting Minutes Page 18 of 77



The motion was seconded by Ms. Webb; passed 5/0.
Committee members voting: David, Davis, Downer, Jackson, Webb.

Certificate expiration date: 9/7/16.
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS — CERTIFIED RECORD

004-16-CA 201 SBLOUNT STREET

Applicant: ZACHARY CHRISCO FOR SASAKI ASSOCIATES
Received: 1/12/2016 Meeting Date(s):
Submission date + 90 days: 4/11/2016 1) 3/7/2016 2) 3)

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: MOORE SQUARE HISTORIC DISTRICT

Zoning: DOD, BUS

Nature of Project: Change to previously approved COA 149-15-CA: Master Plan for alterations
to Moore Square. Construct trellis structure.

Staff Notes:
o The file for COA 149-15-CA is available for review.

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

Sections  Topic Description of Work
2.3 Site Features and Plantings Construct trellis structure
STAFF POSITION

Based on the information contained in the application, in staff’s judgement:

A. Construction of trellis structure is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 2.3.6,
2.3.7 and the following facts:

1* Moore Square is one of the original four 4-acre squares of the City. The physical aspects of
the square have evolved over time as the specific uses have changed. It has always been a
public meeting place, an open green space, and a place for formal and informal activities
and recreation.

2* Common Beauty, a study of Moore Square commissioned by RHDC, identifies three key
features that should be considered character defining: pedestrian paths, vegetative cover
(oak trees at the interior and perimeter), and viewsheds (to and from the square).

3* COA 149-15-CA approved the following with conditions: general footprint and location of a
new building, general layout of the proposed new landscaping and hardscaping, demolition
and removal of existing non-historic features.

4* The trellis structure will be an extension of the new concession and restroom building and
comprise of vertical columns supporting a lintel and a series of rafters. The design will be
open and transparent to maintain views through the square.

5% The new building, and thus the trellis, will be in the southeast quadrant of the park, outside
of the circular inner path and tucked within the tree area so as to not impede the open
central core of the park.
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6* The trellis is semi-circular and covers an area of approximately 24'x36’. Design details were
not provided.

7% The application includes visual analyses of historic views, historic views, and tree protection
areas.

8* Like arbors and pergolas, trellises are traditional landscape features. One example is in the
Rose Garden at the Raleigh Historic Landmark Raleigh Little Theatre complex. It is
described in the designation report as semi-circular pergola of random ashlar stone columns
and wooden crosspieces.

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

1. That the design and materials of the trellis be included in the Major Work application
required by condition 4. of COA 140-15-CA.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Staff Introduction: Tania Tully [affirmed] noted highlights from staff comments. Ms. Tully
stated that a trellis structure was left out of the original application and that was the only item,
the additional trellis structure and the location.

Support:
Ms. Mary Ruffin Hanbury [affirmed] was present to speak in support of the application. Ms.

Hanbury clarified that the additional documentation is an amendment to the previous
Certificate of Appropriateness application and that the schematic will be brought back to staff
for review during the development process.

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

Responses and Questions:

Mr. Davis inquired about the height of the trellis. Mr. Zachary Chrisco [affirmed] answered that
they are still working on the details of the trellis but the shape will be open and it will be at a
pedestrian scale. Mr. Davis questioned if the trellis had a moving roof. Mr. Chrisco answered
that it is not a continuous solid element and you will only see the sky above you.

At Ms. David’s suggestion Ms. Jackson moved that the public testimony portion of the hearing
be closed. Ms. Downer seconded; motion carried 5/0.
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Committee Discussion

There was no discussion following the public hearing.

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

Ms. Webb moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the public hearing,
the committee finds staff comment A. (inclusive of facts 1-8) to be acceptable as findings of fact,
with the modifications and additions as listed below:

A.

1>(-

2*

3*

4*

5>{-

6*

7>{-

8*

Construction of trellis structure is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 2.3.6,
2.3.7 and the following facts:

Moore Square is one of the original four 4-acre squares of the City. The physical aspects of
the square have evolved over time as the specific uses have changed. It has always been a
public meeting place, an open green space, and a place for formal and informal activities
and recreation.

Common Beauty, a study of Moore Square commissioned by RHDC, identifies three key
features that should be considered character defining: pedestrian paths, vegetative cover
(oak trees at the interior and perimeter), and viewsheds (to and from the square).

COA 149-15-CA approved the following with conditions: general footprint and location of a
new building, general layout of the proposed new landscaping and hardscaping, demolition
and removal of existing non-historic features.

The trellis structure will be an extension of the new concession and restroom building and
comprise of vertical columns supporting a lintel and a series of rafters. The design will be
open and transparent to maintain views through the square.

The new building, and thus the trellis, will be in the southeast quadrant of the park, outside
of the circular inner path and tucked within the tree area so as to not impede the open
central core of the park.

The trellis is semi-circular and covers an area of approximately 24'x36’. Design details were
not provided.

The application includes visual analyses of historic views, historic views, and tree protection
areas.

Like arbors and pergolas, trellises are traditional landscape features. One example is in the
Rose Garden at the Raleigh Historic Landmark Raleigh Little Theatre complex. It is
described in the designation report as semi-circular pergola of random ashlar stone columns
and wooden crosspieces.

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

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

3. That the design and materials of the trellis be included in the Major Work application
required by condition 4. of COA 140-15-CA.

The motion was seconded by Ms. Jackson; passed 5/0.
Committee members voting: David, Davis, Downer, Jackson, , Webb.

Certificate expiration date: 9/7/16.
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS — CERTIFIED RECORD

005-16-CA 223 ELM STREET

Applicant: HENRY WARD
Received: 1/12/2016 Meeting Date(s):
Submission date + 90 days: 4/11/2016 1) 3/7/2016 2) 3)

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT

Zoning: R-10

Nature of Project: grade rear yard; remove trees; remove shed, pond and trellis; extend
previously-approved brick driveway runners.

Conflict of Interest: None noted.
Staff Notes:
e North Carolina General Statutes and Raleigh City Code provide that the application for
demolition of site elements (trees, shed, pond and trellis) cannot be denied, only delayed

for a maximum of 365-days.
¢ Revised drawings provided as an amendment to the application are attached.

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

Sections  Topic Description of Work

2.5 Walkways, Driveways, and Offstreet Parking  Extend driveway runners

42 Additions to Historic Buildings Remove and replace rear addition

52 Demolition Remove trees, shed, pond and trellis
STAFF POSITION

Based on the information contained in the application, in staff’s judgement:

A. Removal of the non-historic rear addition is not incongruous according to Guidelines section
4.2.8 and the following facts:

1* The addition is in deteriorating condition and located on a non-character-defining rear
facade.

2* Its shallow-pitched roof form, short exposed rafter-tail eaves and stucco siding are
inconsistent with the architectural character and details of the wood-clapboard siding,
steeper roof pitch and closed eaves of the original house.

B. Demolition of the crape myrtle trees, shed, pond and trellis is not incongruous according to
Guidelines sections 5.2.4, 5.2.5 and the following facts:

1* The crape myrtle trees are located in extremely close proximity to the house. They have
caused damage to the building eaves in the past. Their mature size requires extensive and
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continual pruning to avoid damage to the building, which impacts the natural form of the
trees.

2* The shed, pond and trellis are non-historic construction and are in deteriorating condition.

3* The committee has the authority and duty to shorten or waive the 365-day delay when a
structure is found to be of no significance: “....If the Commission finds that the building,
structure or site has no particular significance or value toward maintaining the character of
the Historic Overlay District or Historic Landmark, it shall waive all or part of such period
and authorize earlier demolition or removal.” [UDO §5.4.1.D.2.a]

C. The construction of a rear addition is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines
sections 4.2.1,4.2.2,4.2.4,4.2.5,4.2.6, 4.2.7 and the following facts:

1* A tree protection plan locates tree protection fencing and material staging areas. It includes
instructions for: exclusion of heavy construction equipment, mulch and plywood protection
for construction traffic, hand excavation of footings, root cutting procedures, and drought
protection.

2* The lot is ~5,530 SE. The existing building footprint is ~2,041 SF. The existing building
coverage is ~37% of the lot area. [Wake County Tax and Deed Records; scaled drawings]

3* The addition increases footprint area by ~372 SF.; new building coverage is ~42% of the total
lot area. [scaled drawings]

4* Limited information is provided in the application regarding the foundation of the addition.
The written description makes a passing reference to “shallow crawlspace,” and the
drawings appear to show a brick foundation under the addition.

5% The New Driveway Side [south] Elevation and the New Plan view depicts what appears to
be a brick stoop at the new door in the addition. The project description text conflicts with
this drawing, stating that “The deck and steps to grade will be pressure treated and stained
wood.” No other detail information is provided for this stoop.

6* The new addition is composed of rectangular forms similar to the existing house and
addition; it is located on the rear non-character-defining facade.

7% The primary roof of the new addition is an extrusion of the existing rear-facing gable roof. It
maintains the ridgeline and roof slopes of the existing. On the north side of this extrusion, a
shed-roofed section intersects with the eave line of an existing hip-roofed earlier (undated)
addition (or possibly infilled rear porch) on the rear (west) wall of the original house. The
break in the roof plane is delineated on the rear (west) fagade with a “cornerboard”
treatment that helps define the rectangular proportions of the primary gable-ended rear
wing form.

8* There is a covered deck on the north side of the addition. It functions as a covered porch.
The roof is an extension of the shed roof element described in 5* over the part of the
addition labeled Bedroom 2 on the new floor plan. A simple square post supports the
northeast corner of the porch roof. There are numerous instances of porches throughout the
historic district.

9* No information is provided in the application regarding the deck flooring system.
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10* Siding is wood clapboard to match existing in material and exposure. Trim for fascias,
exposed rafter tails, eaves, cornerboards, doors and windows will be wood with dimensions
and details to match existing.

11* Windows are wood with applied 5/8” putty-bead SDL muntin profile to approximate the
muntin treatment of the existing divided-light wood windows. Double hung sash (DHS)
windows are 2/2-light sash to match existing window treatment. Specifications are included
in the application.

12* An existing but non-original 6/6 DHS window in the driveway side (south) fagade is
proposed to be replaced with a similarly-sized 2/2 DHS window more in keeping with the
window muntin pattern in the original house.

13* There are discrepancies between the new floor plan and new rear [west] elevation in the
labeling of windows on the west-facing walls of the building. The elevation labels the
northernmost window of the drawing as window schedule unit C; the floor plan labels it as
unit D. There is a second window in the same wall plane shown on the floor plan that is
labeled as unit C. While not visible on the rear [west] elevation drawing, it is shown in the
New Section drawing as unit B.

14* Window unit A as viewed on the New Section drawing is a large single light casement
window opening onto the covered deck in the southeast reentrant corner. While all other
windows in the house have true divided lights or SDL muntins, window unit A does not. It
is however adjacent to a north-facing single light full-view door in the same reentrant corner
that accesses the porch [which matches the previously-approved Door 1(119-15-MW) being
relocated to the driveway-side (south) facade]. Because of the window’s sheltered location,
it will have limited visibility from the adjacent properties.

15* No information is provided in the application regarding paint or roofing colors.

D. Extension of the previously-approved brick driveway runners is not incongruous in concept
according to Guidelines section 2.5.5 and the following facts:

1* Driveway runners were previously approved by staff in application 119-15-MW.

2* The driveway extension is consistent with that approval.

3* No brick sample is provided with the application materials.

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

1. That the following drawings, plans, specifications and details be provided to and approved
by staff prior to issuance of permits:
a. Revised window schedule consistent with revised drawings of condition 1.a.;
b. Detailed information for the deck flooring system and south-side door stoop;

2. That the following specifications and details be provided to and approved by staff prior to
installation:
a. Brick samples for foundation, driveway pavers and possibly south-side door stoop.
b. Paint and roofing colors.
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PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Staff Introduction: Tania Tully [affirmed] noted highlights from staff comments. Ms. Tully
stated that the applicant is undergoing rear yard work and removing and replacing an addition.
Ms. Tully added that staff recommends approval and that condition 1A be revised to window
for clarity. The applicant was noted to not be at the meeting but the architect was.

Support:
Ms. Ashley Morris [affirmed] was present to speak in support of the application.

Opposition:
Mr. William Volker and Ms. Molly Volker [affirmed] were present to speak in opposition to the

application. Mr. Volker wanted to point out some questions he had with the drawings on two
of the pages not showing the proper amount of hedges and shrubs. Mr. Volker requested that
two of the ligustrums remain for coverage as they sit near the property and he would like to see
them maintained.

Responses and Questions:

Ms. Jackson asked if the two hedges were being removed for brick pavers. Mr. Volker stated
there are seven, not five located in that area of the property. Mr. Davis asked if they were
measured by Mr. Volker. Mr. Volker responded they are three to four feet wide and he wanted
to make sure the planters were maintained there for the drip zone.

Mr. Davis asked how trees were measured. Ms. Tully answered that trees are typically
measured 4 feet above the ground. Ms. Tully added that with trees the committee decides upon
whether to place a demolition delay, but the removal cannot be denied. Ms. Tully reminded the
committee that the committee cannot request the location of a tree. Ms. Tully also posed the
question of whether the ligustrum is a tree or shrub.

Ms. David asked Ms. Morris if the shrubs were counted along that area. Ms. Morris responded
the area was thick that the number was not accurate. Ms. Webb asked how removing the
shrubs would impact construction. Ms. Morris answered that likely only one car could pull into
the driveway instead of two. Ms. Tully reminded the committee that the driveway extension is
already approved and that Mr. Ward was asking for an extension.

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

Committee Discussion

The following points were made in discussion [speaker indicated in brackets]:
There's the addition. Maybe we should discuss the house first then the landscape. [David]
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It is compatible with the house. I do not know much about the square footage between the new
addition and the old one. [Davis]

It increases by 372 square feet. [David]

It is 42% of the lot area, which is less than others we’ve approved. [Webb]

Is there enough separation between the new and old? [David]

Combined with the difference in the ridge line of the roof makes it a clear distinction. [Jackson]
The height is the same, I do not think there is a difference in the ridge line. The primary
distinction is the corner board. [David]

With the corner board and existing ridgeline not changing, the difference between the height of
the addition and the existing house is well defined. There is also a difference in materials.
[Jackson]

Also with the windows? [David]

They are smooth faced and they match the existing. [Jackson]

The landscape. The only question is if the privacy provided by the hedge with the neighbors, if
the pond and crepe myrtles meet the design guidelines. But we need to address the ligustrum
question. [David]

2.3.1 references historic features, I would favor going ahead with the demolition delay. [Davis]
We could defer the landscape portion. [David]

It would allow for you to have something to base your decision on. [Tully]

Do we know how old they are; is it possible to tell that? We could defer the landscape portion
for more evidence and more information. [David]

How old are they though? If they are of a certain age the, but the hedges contribute to the
historic nature. We cannot take those down because they add to the historic character of the
neighborhood. A hedge even if it is 30 years old provides the same character. [Davis]

What would the size and number of the plants have any bearing on our decision? [Jackson]
2.3.2 mentions hedges. You have to determine if it is a hedge or a tree. [Tully]

If it is a specific size? [Jackson]

It is clear it is regulated as a hedge. [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 comments A. (inclusive of facts 1-2), B. (inclusive of facts 1-3), C.
(inclusive of facts 1-15), D. (inclusive of facts 1-3) to be acceptable as findings of fact, with the
modifications and additions as listed below:

A. Removal of the non-historic rear addition is not incongruous according to Guidelines section
4.2.8 and the following facts:

1* The addition is in deteriorating condition and located on a non-character-defining rear
facade.

2* Tts shallow-pitched roof form, short exposed rafter-tail eaves and stucco siding are
inconsistent with the architectural character and details of the wood-clapboard siding,
steeper roof pitch and closed eaves of the original house.
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1>(-

2*
3*

4*

1>(-

2*

3*

4*

5>{-

6*

7%-

Demolition of the crape myrtle trees, shed, pond and trellis is not incongruous according to
Guidelines sections 5.2.4, 5.2.5; however, removal of the hedge is incongruous according to
Guidelines sections 2.3.1, 2.3.2 and the following facts:

The crape myrtle trees are located in extremely close proximity to the house. They have
caused damage to the building eaves in the past. Their mature size requires extensive and
continual pruning to avoid damage to the building, which impacts the natural form of the
trees.

The shed, pond and trellis are non-historic construction and are in deteriorating condition.
The committee has the authority and duty to shorten or waive the 365-day delay when a
structure is found to be of no significance: “....If the Commission finds that the building,
structure or site has no particular significance or value toward maintaining the character of
the Historic Overlay District or Historic Landmark, it shall waive all or part of such period
and authorize earlier demolition or removal.” [UDO §5.4.1.D.2.a]

There are substantial hedges at the location of the proposed driveway extension along the
property line.

The construction of a rear addition is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines
sections 4.2.1,4.2.2,4.2.4,4.2.5,4.2.6, 4.2.7 and the following facts:

A tree protection plan locates tree protection fencing and material staging areas. It includes
instructions for: exclusion of heavy construction equipment, mulch and plywood protection
for construction traffic, hand excavation of footings, root cutting procedures, and drought
protection.

The lot is ~5,530 SF. The existing building footprint is ~2,041 SF. The existing building
coverage is ~37% of the lot area. [Wake County Tax and Deed Records; scaled drawings]
The addition increases footprint area by ~372 SE.; new building coverage is ~42% of the total
lot area. [scaled drawings]

Limited information is provided in the application regarding the foundation of the addition.
The written description makes a passing reference to “shallow crawlspace,” and the
drawings appear to show a brick foundation under the addition.

The New Driveway Side [south] Elevation and the New Plan view depicts what appears to
be a brick stoop at the new door in the addition. The project description text conflicts with
this drawing, stating that “The deck and steps to grade will be pressure treated and stained
wood.” No other detail information is provided for this stoop.

The new addition is composed of rectangular forms similar to the existing house and
addition; it is located on the rear non-character-defining facade.

The primary roof of the new addition is an extrusion of the existing rear-facing gable roof. It
maintains the ridgeline and roof slopes of the existing. On the north side of this extrusion, a
shed-roofed section intersects with the eave line of an existing hip-roofed earlier (undated)
addition (or possibly infilled rear porch) on the rear (west) wall of the original house. The
break in the roof plane is delineated on the rear (west) facade with a “cornerboard”
treatment that helps define the rectangular proportions of the primary gable-ended rear
wing form.

March 7, 2016 COA Meeting Minutes Page 29 of 77



8* There is a covered deck on the north side of the addition. It functions as a covered porch.
The roof is an extension of the shed roof element described in 5* over the part of the
addition labeled Bedroom 2 on the new floor plan. A simple square post supports the
northeast corner of the porch roof. There are numerous instances of porches throughout the
historic district.

9* No information is provided in the application regarding the deck flooring system.

10* Siding is wood clapboard to match existing in material and exposure. Trim for fascias,
exposed rafter tails, eaves, cornerboards, doors and windows will be wood with dimensions
and details to match existing.

11* Windows are wood with applied 5/8” putty-bead SDL muntin profile to approximate the
muntin treatment of the existing divided-light wood windows. Double hung sash (DHS)
windows are 2/2-light sash to match existing window treatment. Specifications are included
in the application.

12* An existing but non-original 6/6 DHS window in the driveway side (south) fagade is
proposed to be replaced with a similarly-sized 2/2 DHS window more in keeping with the
window muntin pattern in the original house.

13* There are discrepancies between the new floor plan and new rear [west] elevation in the
labeling of windows on the west-facing walls of the building. The elevation labels the
northernmost window of the drawing as window schedule unit C; the floor plan labels it as
unit D. There is a second window in the same wall plane shown on the floor plan that is
labeled as unit C. While not visible on the rear [west] elevation drawing, it is shown in the
New Section drawing as unit B.

14* Window unit A as viewed on the New Section drawing is a large single light casement
window opening onto the covered deck in the southeast reentrant corner. While all other
windows in the house have true divided lights or SDL muntins, window unit A does not. It
is however adjacent to a north-facing single light full-view door in the same reentrant corner
that accesses the porch [which matches the previously-approved Door 1(119-15-MW) being
relocated to the driveway-side (south) fagade]. Because of the window’s sheltered location,
it will have limited visibility from the adjacent properties.

15* No information is provided in the application regarding paint or roofing colors.

D. Extension of the previously-approved brick driveway runners is not incongruous in concept
according to Guidelines section 2.5.5 and the following facts:

1* Driveway runners were previously approved by staff in application 119-15-MW.

2* The driveway extension is consistent with that approval.

3* No brick sample is provided with the application materials.

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

Following discussion on an initial motion made by Mr. Davis and seconded by Ms. Webb, Mr.
Davis made an amended motion that the application be approved with the following
conditions:

1. That the 365-day demolition delay be waived for removal of the crape myrtle trees;
That there be 365-day demolition delay for removal of the hedge along south property line
with an effective date of March 7, 2017;

3. That the following drawings, plans, specifications and details be provided to and approved
by staff prior to issuance of permits:
a. Revised window schedule consistent with revised drawings of condition 1.a.;
b. Detailed information for the deck flooring system and south-side door stoop;

4. That the following specifications and details be provided to and approved by staff prior to
installation:
a. Brick samples for foundation, driveway pavers and possibly south-side door stoop.
b. Paint and roofing colors.

Ms. Webb agreed to the changes. The amended motion passed 5/0.
Committee members voting: David, Davis, Downer, Jackson, Webb.

Certificate expiration date: 9/7/16.
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS — CERTIFIED RECORD

007-16-CA 518 ELM STREET

Applicant: KATE BRONSTEIN & KRISTOPHER NORDSTROM
Received: 1/12/2016 Meeting Date(s):
Submission date + 90 days: 4/11/2016 1) 3/7/2016 2) 3)

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT

Zoning: R-10

Nature of Project: Construct rear addition greater 25% of building square footage
Amendments: Amended drawings (attached) were received January 25, 2016. Items amended

include: a graphic scale added to the new elevation drawings; window proportions changed
slightly on the new side (north) elevation so that they are more proportional to the historic
windows along that side; the small casement windows above became wider as well to
match the windows below; window sill face dimension increased to 1-3/4” to match
existing.

DRAC: An application was reviewed by the Design Review Advisory Committee at its January
20 meeting. Members in attendance were Dan Becker, Curtis Kasefang and David Maurer;
also present were Ashley Morris, Kate Bronstein, Kristopher Nordstrom and Tania Tully.

Conflict of Interest: None noted.

Staff Notes:
¢ Revised drawings provided as an amendment to the application are attached.

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

Sections  Topic Description of Work
2.3 Site Features and Plantings Relocate small tree and shrub; construct rear
addition
42 Additions to Historic Buildings =~ Construct rear addition
STAFF POSITION

Based on the information contained in the amended application, in staff’s judgement:

A. Removal of small rear addition with infilled porch; construction of new rear addition is not
incongruous in concept according to Guidelines sections 2.3.6, 2.3.7, 4.2.1,4.2.2,4.2.4,4.2.5,
42.6,4.2.7,4.2.8,4.2.9 and the following facts:

1* A tree protection plan locates tree protection fencing and material staging areas. It includes
instructions for: exclusion of heavy construction equipment, mulch and plywood protection
for construction traffic, hand excavation of footings, root cutting procedures, and drought
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2*

3>(-

4>(-

5*

6>(-

7*

8*

9*

10*

11%

12*

13*

14*

protection. Two non-regulated plantings [less than 8” DBH size] are to be relocated
elsewhere on the property.

There is a magnolia tree along the north lot line in proximity to the area of the addition that
will be impacted by construction activities. Tree protection measures for this tree are to be
designed in consultation with a certified arborist.

The lot is ~11,270 SF. The existing building footprint is ~1,502 SF. The existing building
coverage is ~13% of the lot area. [Wake County Tax and Deed Records; scaled drawings]
The addition increases footprint area by ~715 SF; new building coverage is ~20% of the total
lot area. [scaled drawings]

Based on a Sanborn Fire Insurance map the small utilitarian rear wing existed in 1927 and
does appear to be original to the house [Doug Hill tracing of 1927 map in file 198-97-CA].
The foundation has brick infill between piers and the original rear porch was approved for
enclosure by the Committee on December 1, 1997 in application 198-97-CA.

The foundation is proposed to be brick to match the existing; no sample of the brick is
included in the application materials.

The new addition is roughly rectangular in form similar to the existing house and is located
on the rear non-character-defining facade.

The primary roof of the new addition is an extrusion of the existing rear-facing gable roof. It
maintains the ridgeline and roof slopes of the existing.

Siding is wood clapboard to match existing in material and exposure. Trim for fascias,
exposed rafter tails, eaves, cornerboards, doors and windows will be wood with dimensions
and details to match existing.

Windows are wood with applied 5/8” putty-bead SDL muntin profile to approximate the
muntin treatment of the existing divided-light wood windows. Double hung sash (DHS)
windows are 6/1 light sash to match existing window treatment. Specifications were
included in the application.

The new stair hall on the northeast corner of the addition has wood single-light paired doors
on the first floor rear [east] facade; on the first floor side [north] facade is a bank of four
large single-light casement window openings proportioned to reflect the proportions of the
DHS openings on the existing house. The single-light windows on the side [north] facade
form a family with the single light paired doors on the rear [east] fagade of this corner room.
Six-light and four-light casement windows are utilized in the upper half-story of the
addition, arranged in groupings of two, three and four. These window openings are similar
in size and form to the paired attic vent openings found on the front dormer and the single
vent openings on the side gables of the original house. On the New Driveway Side [south]
Elevation, one additional single six-light casement window is shown on the first floor of the
addition. This unit “A” with six-lights of vertical proportion is called out as the same size
“A” unit of the loft casement windows on this elevation, however the loft units are
composed of only four-lights of roughly square proportion.

The rear [east] elevation shows four casement windows on the upper portion of the east
facade; the new loft plan shows only three windows on the east fagade.

The rear [east] elevation labels the loft casement windows as unit “E”. The size of this unit is
not called out on the window schedule sheet labeled “Architectural Detail Manual Page 2-
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9”. The vertical proportion of these four-light units creates a vertical window pane
proportion that is uncharacteristic of the pane proportions of the existing windows of the
house.

15* The bank of four proportioned windows on the side [north] elevation and cornerboards
located on the two side fagades where the addition and original house help to distinguish
the new construction from the existing.

16" No information is provided in the application regarding roof and paint colors for the new
work.

Staff recommends that the committee approve the amended application, with the following
conditions:

1. That the following drawings, plans, specifications and details be provided to and approved
by staff prior to issuance of permits:
a. Tree protection plan for the magnolia tree along the north property line prepared by an
International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) certified arborist;
b. Revised plans, elevations and detail sheets showing consistency of casement window
placement, size and a muntin pattern of six-divided lights with vertical proportions
[bank of four large first-floor casement windows on side [north] elevation excluded from
six-divided light treatment];
c. Revised window schedule consistent with revised drawings of condition 1.b.
2. That the following specifications and details be provided to and approved by staff prior to
installation:
a. Foundation brick sample and mortar joint color and tooling;
b. Roof and paint colors.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Staff Introduction: Tania Tully [affirmed] noted highlights from staff comments. Ms. Tully
stated it is a rear addition and there are no major issues. Ms. Tully stated it meets the guidelines

and the only questions were regarding the window consistency and that one tree warranted
more additional protection than what was show in the application.

Support:
Ms. Kate Bronstein [affirmed] was present to speak in support of the application. Ms. Bronstein

stated she had no issues with the staff comments.

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

Responses and Questions:
There was no further discussion on the application.
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At Ms. David’s suggestion Mr. Davis moved that the public testimony portion of the hearing be
closed. Ms. Downer seconded; motion carried 5/0.

Committee Discussion

The following points were made in discussion [speaker indicated in brackets]:
The proportions on the windows are as a condition which is good. [Downer]
Tania caught all of our concerns. [David]

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

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 1-16) to be acceptable as
findings of fact, with the modifications and additions as listed below:

A. Removal of small rear addition with infilled porch; construction of new rear addition is not
incongruous in concept according to Guidelines sections 2.3.6, 2.3.7, 4.2.1,4.2.2,4.2.4,4.2.5,
42.6,4.2.7,4.2.8,4.2.9 and the following facts:

1* A tree protection plan locates tree protection fencing and material staging areas. It includes
instructions for: exclusion of heavy construction equipment, mulch and plywood protection
for construction traffic, hand excavation of footings, root cutting procedures, and drought
protection. Two non-regulated plantings [less than 8” DBH size] are to be relocated
elsewhere on the property.

2* There is a magnolia tree along the north lot line in proximity to the area of the addition that
will be impacted by construction activities. Tree protection measures for this tree are to be
designed in consultation with a certified arborist.

3* The lot is ~11,270 SF. The existing building footprint is ~1,502 SF. The existing building
coverage is ~13% of the lot area. [Wake County Tax and Deed Records; scaled drawings]

4* The addition increases footprint area by ~715 SF; new building coverage is ~20% of the total
lot area. [scaled drawings]

5* Based on a Sanborn Fire Insurance map the small utilitarian rear wing existed in 1927 and
does appear to be original to the house [Doug Hill tracing of 1927 map in file 198-97-CA].
The foundation has brick infill between piers and the original rear porch was approved for
enclosure by the Committee on December 1, 1997 in application 198-97-CA.

6* The foundation is proposed to be brick to match the existing; no sample of the brick is
included in the application materials.

7* The new addition is roughly rectangular in form similar to the existing house and is located
on the rear non-character-defining facade.

8* The primary roof of the new addition is an extrusion of the existing rear-facing gable roof. It
maintains the ridgeline and roof slopes of the existing.

March 7, 2016 COA Meeting Minutes Page 35 of 77



9* Siding is wood clapboard to match existing in material and exposure. Trim for fascias,
exposed rafter tails, eaves, cornerboards, doors and windows will be wood with dimensions
and details to match existing.

10* Windows are wood with applied 5/8” putty-bead SDL muntin profile to approximate the
muntin treatment of the existing divided-light wood windows. Double hung sash (DHS)
windows are 6/1 light sash to match existing window treatment. Specifications were
included in the application.

11* The new stair hall on the northeast corner of the addition has wood single-light paired doors
on the first floor rear [east] facade; on the first floor side [north] facade is a bank of four
large single-light casement window openings proportioned to reflect the proportions of the
DHS openings on the existing house. The single-light windows on the side [north] facade
form a family with the single light paired doors on the rear [east] facade of this corner room.

12* Six-light and four-light casement windows are utilized in the upper half-story of the
addition, arranged in groupings of two, three and four. These window openings are similar
in size and form to the paired attic vent openings found on the front dormer and the single
vent openings on the side gables of the original house. On the New Driveway Side [south]
Elevation, one additional single six-light casement window is shown on the first floor of the
addition. This unit “A” with six-lights of vertical proportion is called out as the same size
“A” unit of the loft casement windows on this elevation, however the loft units are
composed of only four-lights of roughly square proportion.

13* The rear [east] elevation shows four casement windows on the upper portion of the east
fagade; the new loft plan shows only three windows on the east facade.

14* The rear [east] elevation labels the loft casement windows as unit “E”. The size of this unit is
not called out on the window schedule sheet labeled “Architectural Detail Manual Page 2-
9”. The vertical proportion of these four-light units creates a vertical window pane
proportion that is uncharacteristic of the pane proportions of the existing windows of the
house.

15* The bank of four proportioned windows on the side [north] elevation and cornerboards
located on the two side fagades where the addition and original house help to distinguish
the new construction from the existing.

16* No information is provided in the application regarding roof and paint colors for the new
work.

The motion was seconded by Mr. Davis; 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 the following drawings, plans, specifications and details be provided to and approved
by staff prior to issuance of permits:
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a. Tree protection plan for the magnolia tree along the north property line prepared by an
International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) certified arborist;

b. Revised plans, elevations and detail sheets showing consistency of casement window
placement, size and a muntin pattern of six-divided lights with vertical proportions
[bank of four large first-floor casement windows on side [north] elevation excluded from
six-divided light treatment];

c. Revised window schedule consistent with revised drawings of condition 1.b.

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

a. Foundation brick sample and mortar joint color and tooling;

b. Roof and paint colors.

The motion was seconded by Ms. Jackson; passed 5/0.
Committee members voting: David, Davis, Downer, Jackson, Webb.

Certificate expiration date: 9/7/16.
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS — CERTIFIED RECORD

008-16-CA 914 N BOYLAN AVENUE

Applicant: MEG MCLAURIN
Received: 1/12/2016 Meeting Date(s):
Submission date + 90 days: 4/11/2016 1) 3/7/2016 2) 3)

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: GLENWOOD-BROOKLYN HISTORIC DISTRICT - PENDING
Zoning: SP-R-30
Nature of Project: Demolish primary contributing structure; demolish accessory building

Conflict of Interest: None noted.
Staff Notes:

* This property is located in the pending Glenwood-Brooklyn Historic Overlay District-
Streetside (-HOD-S). The Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) provides that “where
the Historic Development Commission has voted to recommend designation of...an area
as a -HOD-G or -HOD-S and final designation has not been made by the City Council,
the demolition or destruction of any building, site or structure...located in the proposed

district may be delayed by the Commission for a period of up to 180 days or until the
City Council takes final action on the designation, whichever occurs first.”
[§10.2.15.E.2.a]

* The accessory building and the tree are not located within the regulated area. A COA is
not required for their removal, and they are not discussed here.

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

Sections  Topic Description of Work
5.5 Demolition Demolish contributing primary structure
STAFF POSITION

Based on the information contained in the application, in staff’s judgement:

A. The proposed demolition of the primary structure is discouraged according to Guidelines
section 5.2, paragraph one, sentence one (p. 60); however, North Carolina General Statutes
and Raleigh City Code provide that the application cannot be denied, only delayed for a
maximum of 180-days. The following facts are relevant to a decision whether to defer the
application or issue the certificate of appropriateness imposing or waiving all or part of the
delay, based upon Guidelines sections 5.2.1 through 5.2.7 and the following facts:

1* UDO §10.2.15.E.2.a limits the maximum period of delay to 180-days in a pending Historic
Overlay District. The RHDC voted to recommend the area for historic overlay district
designation on November 17, 2015.
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2* The committee has the authority to shorten or waive the 180-day delay: “.... The maximum
period of delay authorized by this section shall be reduced by the Commission where it
finds that the owner would suffer extreme hardship or be permanently deprived of all
beneficial use of or return from such property by virtue of the delay. During such period of
delay the Commission may negotiate with the owner and with any other parties in an effort
to find a means of preserving the building, structure or site. If the Commission finds that the
building, structure or site has no particular significance or value toward maintaining the
character of the Historic Overlay District or Historic Landmark, it shall waive all or part of
such period and authorize earlier demolition or removal.” [UDO §5.4.1.D.2.a]

3* The primary structure is listed in the designation report as a contributing structure to the
pending historic district [Glenwood-Brooklyn Historic Overlay District Inventory, Page 5].

4* No evidence is presented in the application alleging extreme hardship or permanent
deprivation of all beneficial use of or return from the property by virtue of the delay.

5% The application states that the primary building “is thought to be somewhat unsafe and
unsound.” However, no specific evidence is presented in the application documenting that
the condition of the building’s architectural, structural, mechanical, electrical or plumbing
systems is unsafe and/or unsound.

6* No thorough documentation of the property meeting RHDC specifications through
photographs and measured drawings is provided in the application.

7* Habitat for Humanity is interested in deconstructing the building and salvaging reusable or
recyclable materials.

Staff recommends that the committee approve the application with a 180-day demolition delay
and an effective date of September 3, 2016, subject to the following condition:

1. Prior to issuance of demolition permits, the applicant submit for staff review and approval
photographs and measured drawings thoroughly documenting the property.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Staff Introduction: Tania Tully [affirmed] noted highlights from staff comments. Ms. Tully
clarified that anytime there is a demolition in a pending historic district it has to go through the
commission and that a 180 day delay can be implemented. Ms. Tully stated only the house will
be removed and there was not enough support to recommend waiving the delay of the
demolition.

Support:
Ms. Megan McLaurin [affirmed] was present to speak in support of the application. Ms.

McLaurin stated she is the applicant but not the property owner.
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Opposition:

Mr. John Seitz [affirmed] was present to speak in opposition to the application. Mr. Seitz stated
he lives around the corner and his house is very similar and he would hate to see this house
demolished. Mr. Seitz stated he did not see what was proposed to be built there and that he has
done an addition to his own house and he would be happy to show what he did.

Responses and Questions:

Ms. McLaurin inquired about the 180 day delay and if there were any other authorities. Ms.
Tully stated if the district gets adopted and that in September, the demolition permit could be
pulled. Ms. Tully added that the hearing for the district will be April 5% and the commission
should know by mid-April to early May if it will get approved as a district. Ms. McLaurin
inquired if it goes to a district, would she then have 365 days delayed for demolition. Ms. Tully
responded she would have to double check. Mr. Raspberry clarified that the General Statute is
unclear on this and the committee is restricted to delay it for a 180 day period. Ms. McLaurin
further inquired if the application is approved then is the 180 days turned into 365
automatically. Ms. McLaurin then asked if the verdict is different in six months does this
certificate go with the property. Ms. Tully answered that it does. Ms. Lauer added that what is
going onto the lot is irrelevant to the committee's decision. Ms. McLaurin questioned if she had
to wait 180 days for demolition can she have plans for approve structure prior to demolition.

Ms. Tully said yes.

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

Committee Discussion

The following points were made in discussion [speaker indicated in brackets]:
If the district does not pass the COA does not have jurisdiction. [Raspberry]

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 1-8) to be acceptable as findings of fact,
with the modifications and additions as listed below:

A. The proposed demolition of the primary structure is discouraged according to Guidelines
section 5.2, paragraph one, sentence one (p. 60); however, North Carolina General Statutes
and Raleigh City Code provide that the application cannot be denied, only delayed for a
maximum of 180-days. The following facts are relevant to a decision whether to defer the
application or issue the certificate of appropriateness imposing or waiving all or part of the
delay, based upon Guidelines sections 5.2.1 through 5.2.7 and the following facts:
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1* UDO §10.2.15.E.2.a limits the maximum period of delay to 180-days in a pending Historic
Overlay District. The RHDC voted to recommend the area for historic overlay district
designation on November 17, 2015.

2* The committee has the authority to shorten or waive the 180-day delay: “.... The maximum
period of delay authorized by this section shall be reduced by the Commission where it
finds that the owner would suffer extreme hardship or be permanently deprived of all
beneficial use of or return from such property by virtue of the delay. During such period of
delay the Commission may negotiate with the owner and with any other parties in an effort
to find a means of preserving the building, structure or site. If the Commission finds that the
building, structure or site has no particular significance or value toward maintaining the
character of the Historic Overlay District or Historic Landmark, it shall waive all or part of
such period and authorize earlier demolition or removal.” [UDO §5.4.1.D.2.a]

3* The primary structure is listed in the designation report as a contributing structure to the
pending historic district [Glenwood-Brooklyn Historic Overlay District Inventory, Page 5].

4* No evidence is presented in the application alleging extreme hardship or permanent
deprivation of all beneficial use of or return from the property by virtue of the delay.

5% The application states that the primary building “is thought to be somewhat unsafe and
unsound.” However, no specific evidence is presented in the application documenting that
the condition of the building’s architectural, structural, mechanical, electrical or plumbing
systems is unsafe and/or unsound.

6* No thorough documentation of the property meeting RHDC specifications through
photographs and measured drawings is provided in the application.

7* Habitat for Humanity is interested in deconstructing the building and salvaging reusable or
recyclable materials.

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

Decision on the Application

Mr. Davis made a motion that the application be approved, with a 180-day demolition delay an
effective date of September 3, 2016, and with the following conditions:

1. Prior to issuance of demolition permits, the applicant submit for staff review and
approval photographs and measured drawings thoroughly documenting the property.
The motion was seconded by Ms. Jackson; passed 5/0.
Committee members voting: David, Davis, Downer, Jackson, Webb.

Certificate expiration date: 3/7/17
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS — CERTIFIED RECORD

013-16-CA 503 CUTLER STREET

Applicant: RIANA SMITH
Received: 1/13/2016 Meeting Date(s):
Submission date + 90 days: 4/12/2016 1) 3/7/2016 2) 3)

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: BOYLAN HEIGHTS HISTORIC DISTRICT

Zoning: R-10

Nature of Project: Change to previously approved COA 121-15-CA: increase height of house by
18 inches.

Amendments: Additional information was provided in the commissioner packets. New
information provided includes: a comparison of the finished floor heights of the new house
at 503 Cutler and the houses on either side; photographic examples of other adjacent houses
in Boylan Heights with disparate finished floor elevations; a rendering of the house at the
proposed height superimposed with the existing adjacent houses.

Conflict of Interest: Ms. Jackson noted that she is an employee of Mr. Maurer who testified at

the hearing, but that she was able to be unbiased in her decision. Additionally, she had not
discussed the case with Mr. Maurer. The applicant did not object.

Staff Notes:
e COA 121-15-CA approved the house with conditions

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

Sections  Topic Description of Work
43 New Construction increase height of house by 18 inches
STAFF POSITION

Based on the information contained in the amended application, in staff’s judgement:

A. Increasing the height of the house is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines
4.3.6; however the height of the foundation may be incongruous according to Guidelines
4.3.6,4.3.7 and the following facts:

1* In the original COA the proposed height of the two story house was 32 feet. The house to
the north, 501 Cutler Street is approximately 36 feet tall and the house to the south, 507
Cutler Street is approximately 26 feet tall.

2* In the original COA the foundation was proposed to be stucco have a height of 4 to 5 feet
above grade.

3* A condition of approval for COA 121-15-CA was that the finished floor be at a similar
relationship to the public side-walk as the adjacent houses.
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4* Staff approved the final height with a finished floor elevation (FFE) of 323.0 feet.

5* The amended application includes a visual comparison of the finished floor level of the new
house as compared to the adjacent houses.

6* The FFE of 501 Cutler Street is 326.57’, the FFE at 507 Cutler Street is 319.97’; the FFE of the
new house is proposed to be 234.5’.

7* The houses across the street from 503 Cutler - located at 506 and 508, have a FFE difference
of 4.8 feet; visual evidence is provided.

8* Between the homes located at 431 S. Boylan Avenue and 728 W. Cabarrus Street, there is a
FFE difference of 12.7 feet.

Staff offers no recommendation.
If approved, staff suggests the following conditions:

1. That design details affected by the height change be provided to and approved by staff
including, but not limited to new windows, foundation vent locations, and new door.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Staff Introduction: Tania Tully [affirmed] noted highlights from staff comments. Ms. Tully
stated the house was been approved. Ms. Tully stated the exact height was to be approved by
condition and there was a request to go taller. Ms. Tully added it met the height of the adjacent
properties but that the proposed height does not clearly meet the guidelines. Ms. Tully further
added that the applicant provided facts for other situations in the district and the question is

less about the overall height of the house and more about the height of the foundation and the
adjacent properties.

Support:
Ms. Rianna Smith [affirmed] was present to speak in support of the application. Ms. Smith

clarified the reason for the increased height is that it is for the basement that is heated square
footage and the basement could not go down as far as they originally wanted. Ms. Smith added
that she originally asked for an 18 inch and 7 foot clearance for the basement and that several
houses in the area are higher than what she is proposing. Ms. Smith distributed panoramic
shots of the houses at 506 Cutler. Ms. Smith stated her additional belief that what is proposed
fits the guidelines.

Opposition:

Mr. David Maurer [affirmed], an architect, former RHDC commissioner, and current DRAC
member was present to speak in opposition to the application. Mr. Maurer wanted to give
additional facts. He stated he measured the corners of 501 and 507 Cutler Streets and that the
house is 17% higher. Mr. Maurer gave additional figures regarding the heights of the exposed
foundations and stated that the proposed dimensions are higher than the houses on either side.
Mr. Maurer’s measurements were distributed to the committee.
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Responses and Questions:

Mr. Davis inquired about raising the fill level of the foundation. Mr. Maurer responded he had
no issues with the foundation height, just the exposure of the foundation. Ms. Smith stated she
was aware of the vents and they could be raised to address the fill. Ms. Smith distributed
another photo to the committee and stated the house is still two feet lower to the one on the left.
Ms. Smith added she had no problems bringing in more fill.

Mr. Dan Pabst [affirmed] the engineer for the property stated his additional desire to see the
application approved and pointed out that there are varying heights in all of the districts and
this was not an issue of nonconformity as he believed the application meets the guidelines.

At Ms. David’s suggestion Ms. Jackson moved that the public testimony portion of the hearing

be closed. Mr. Davis seconded; motion carried 5/0.

Committee Discussion

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

Are the houses compatible with the surrounding houses and the heights of the corners of the
foundations of the houses? The new height of the foundation corners does not seem compatible,
but may be rectifiable with fill. [Davis]

It is not out of the range of compatibility but it is still within that range. [Downer]

The applicant has demonstrated that there are some outliers that are present in the district.
There is a varying range in the foundation heights in the district. [Jackson]

Some of those are a function of topography. This house does not have the slope. [Davis]

The height of the house is in keeping with the immediate surroundings. It does seem to the
foundation height itself and not the height of the house. [Jackson]

Does the taller foundation meet guidelines 4.3.6 and 4.3.7? [David]

The compatibility of the front fagade portions, the amended foundation height is higher than
the foundation heights on either side to a significant degree. [Jackson]

Ms. Webb made a motion to reopen the public hearing portion of the meeting; Mr. Davis
seconded; motion carried 5/0.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY (2)

Ms. Smith reminded the commission that the house that is directly across the street in front of
hers has a foundation is taller than what she is proposing. Ms. Smith stated even Mr. Maurer’s
house was taller and that what she has proposed is compatible. Mr. Davis pointed out that 506
is 4 foot 6 is on one side and the other corner is not at 4 feet. Ms. Smith responded that there is
an exception to everything noting that on Cabarrus Street there is one that is 12 feet and there is
another that is 10 foot and that the front of the house is not this way. Ms. Jackson pointed out
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that she was referencing the houses on either side and not the house across the street. Ms.
Smith said that the guidelines speak to the neighborhood as a whole.

Mr. Davis made a motion to close the public hearing; Ms. Webb seconded; motion carried 5/0.

Committee Discussion (2)

Some of the height of the foundation can be addressed by the fill in front. It would mitigate
some of that being higher. Most of the houses that have tall elevations are on one side and with
the slope of the land. [Davis]

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 1-8) to be acceptable as findings of fact,
with the modifications and additions as listed below:

A. Increasing the height of the house is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines
4.3.6; and the height of the foundation is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines
4.3.6, 4.3.7 and the following facts:

1* In the original COA the proposed height of the two story house was 32 feet. The house to
the north, 501 Cutler Street is approximately 36 feet tall and the house to the south, 507
Cutler Street is approximately 26 feet tall.

2* In the original COA the foundation was proposed to be stucco have a height of 4 to 5 feet
above grade.

3* A condition of approval for COA 121-15-CA was that the finished floor be at a similar
relationship to the public side-walk as the adjacent houses.

4* Staff approved the final height with a finished floor elevation (FFE) of 323.0 feet.

5* The amended application includes a visual comparison of the finished floor level of the new
house as compared to the adjacent houses.

6* The FFE of 501 Cutler Street is 326.57’, the FFE at 507 Cutler Street is 319.97’; the FFE of the
new house is proposed to be 234.5".

7* The houses across the street from 503 Cutler - located at 506 and 508, have a FFE difference
of 4.8 feet; visual evidence is provided.

8* Between the homes located at 431 S. Boylan Avenue and 728 W. Cabarrus Street, there is a
FFE difference of 12.7 feet.

9* Mr. David Maurer provided measurement of the foundation corners and their averages for
501 and 507 Cutler Street.

10* The applicant provided panoramic street views and a similar rendering showing the new
house.

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

Following discussion on an initial motion made by Mr. Davis and seconded by Ms. Jackson, Mr.
Davis made an amended motion that the application be approved as amended, with the
following conditions:
1. That design details affected by the height change be provided to and approved by staff
including, but not limited to new windows, foundation vent locations, and new door.
2. That the visible foundation at the front corners of the house be no more than 15% higher
than the average visible foundation of the houses on either side.

Ms. Jackson agreed to the changes. The amended motion passed 5/0.
Committee members voting: David, Davis, Downer, Jackson, Webb.

Certificate expiration date: 9/7/16.
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS — CERTIFIED RECORD

026-16-CA 613 POLK STREET

Applicant: KYLE & EMILY REECE
Received: 2/5/2016 Meeting Date(s):
Submission date + 90 days: 5/5/2016 1) 3/7/2016 2) 3)

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT

Zoning: R-10
Nature of Project: Construct 1-story rear addition greater 25% of building square footage; alter

existing addition; remove rear deck; construct new deck; alter retaining wall.

DRAC: An application was reviewed by the Design Review Advisory Committee at its
February 24 meeting. Members in attendance were Dan Becker and David Maurer; also
present were Kyle Reece and Tania Tully.

Conflict of Interest: None noted.

Staff Notes:
¢ Revised drawings provided as an amendment to the application are attached.

o Files for all COAs mentioned in the staff comments are available for review.

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

Sections  Topic Description of Work

2.4 Fences and Walls alter retaining wall

4.1 Decks remove rear deck; construct new deck

4.2 Additions to Historic Buildings  construct 1-story rear addition greater 25% of

building square footage; alter existing addition

STAFF POSITION

Based on the information contained in the application, in staff’s judgement:

A. Alteration of retaining wall is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 2.4.1, 2.4.7
and the following facts:

1* The retaining wall is not historic; it was constructed per a ¢.1990 COA.

2* Details and specifications of the new wall were not provided.
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B. Removal of rear deck; construction of new deck is not incongruous in concept according to
Guidelines 4.1.1,4.1.2, 4.1.3, 4.1.5, 4.1.8; however the deck railings are incongruous according
to Guidelines 4.1.4 and the following facts:

1* The existing decks were approved in 1991 (COA CAD-91-033); and will be replaced by the
new addition.

2* The new deck is on the side of the existing and new addition (existing and new)

3* The railing has horizontal metal pickets. This type of configuration has been approved on
rear decks, but not on any that have extended beyond the side of the house.

4* The under deck screening is an atypical horizontal slat.

C. Construction of 1-story rear addition; alteration of existing addition is not incongruous in
concept according to Guidelines 4.2.1,4.2.2,4.2.4,4.2.5,4.2.6,4.2.7,42.8,4.2.9 and the
following findings:

1* The additions and shed were approved in 1990 (CAD-90-034);

2* A tree protection plan locates tree protection fencing and material staging areas. It includes
instructions for: exclusion of heavy construction equipment, mulch and plywood protection
for construction traffic, hand excavation of footings, root cutting procedures, and drought
protection.

3* The lotis ~ 11,326 SF. The existing building footprint including decks and porch is ~2,830 SF.
The existing building coverage is ~25% of the lot area. [scaled drawings]

4* The addition with deck increases footprint area by ~1,295 SF; new built area is ~36% of the
total lot area. [scaled drawings]

5% The foundation is proposed to be brick to match the existing; no sample of the brick is
included in the application materials.

6* The existing addition be altered is non-historic having been constructed roughly in
conformance with CAD-90-034. Due to water penetration issues the roof will be changed
from a gable to a shed.

7% COA 127-12-CA approved Construct pergola on rear deck; construct roof over rear deck. It
was not constructed.

8* The new structures will not be attached to historic fabric.

9* The extension of the existing addition pulls the new addition away from the historic house
clearly differentiating it with a hyphen-like connection.

10* The new addition is rectangular in form similar to the existing house and is located on the
rear non-character-defining facade. A shed dormer is located on the east side of the
addition.

11* Siding is wood clapboard to match existing in material and exposure. Trim for fascias,
exposed rafter tails, eaves, cornerboards, doors and windows will be wood with dimensions
and details to match existing.

12* Windows are wood with applied 5/8” putty-bead SDL muntin profile to approximate the
muntin treatment of the existing divided-light wood windows. Double hung sash (DHS)
windows are 2/1 light sash to match existing window treatment. Specifications were
included in the application.
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13* No information is provided in the application regarding roof and paint colors for the new
work.

Staff recommends that the committee approve the application, with the following conditions:
1. That the deck railing have vertical pickets and that the under deck screening be lattice or
vegetation.
2. That the following specifications and details be provided to and approved by staff prior to
installation:
a. Foundation brick sample;
b. Roof and paint colors.
c. Gutters
d. New retaining wall;

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Staff Introduction: Tania Tully [affirmed] noted highlights from staff comments. Ms. Tully
stated it is the removal of the existing deck with a new addition and a deck as well as altering of

a retaining wall. Ms. Tully added everything fits the guidelines and the committee might want
to have a discussion regarding the railing on the deck.

Support:
Ms. Emily Reece [affirmed] and Mr. Kyle Reece [affirmed] were present to speak in support of

the application. Ms. Reece stated that a 6 tall fence does come across the side of the house and
the back cannot be seen unless the fence gate is open. Mr. Reece added that the view from the
street would only be the edge of the railing and not the full elevation view.

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

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

Committee Discussion

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

Very complete application. Tania hit every area of concern. What are the thoughts on the deck
railing? [David]

It's precedent setting. There are other horizontal rails, but this is creeping around even though
there is the fence. I do not know if that should affect our decision. [Jackson]

Even without the fence, it is fairly difficult to see. It is very far back. [David]

Look to the guidelines that mention the visibility. [Tully]
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Visible to the public right of way. [Webb]

One that comes to mind is at the 500 block of Peace and Lane Street. That is pretty visible from
across Elm. Are there other examples? [David]

They are regularly approved if solidly on the rear. I did not want to make an interpretation as to
what is visible on the street. [Tully]

Any other thoughts? [David]

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

Ms. Jackson moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the public
hearing, the committee finds staff comments A. (inclusive of facts 1-2), B. (inclusive of facts 1-4),
C. (inclusive of facts 1-13) to be acceptable as findings of fact, with the modifications and
additions as listed below:

A. Alteration of retaining wall is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 2.4.1, 2.4.7
and the following facts:

1* The retaining wall is not historic; it was constructed per a ¢.1990 COA.

2* Details and specifications of the new wall were not provided.

B. Removal of rear deck; construction of new deck is not incongruous in concept according to
Guidelines 4.1.1,4.1.2, 4.1.3, 4.1.5, 4.1.8; however the deck railings are incongruous according
to Guidelines 4.1.4 and the following facts:

1* The existing decks were approved in 1991 (COA CAD-91-033); and will be replaced by the
new addition.

2* The new deck is on the side of the existing and new addition (existing and new)

3* The railing has horizontal metal pickets. This type of configuration has been approved on
rear decks, but not on any that have extended beyond the side of the house.

4* The under deck screening is an atypical horizontal slat.

5% The owners testified that the deck rail would have limited visibility.

C. Construction of 1-story rear addition; alteration of existing addition is not incongruous in
concept according to Guidelines 4.2.1,4.2.2,4.2.4,4.2.5,4.2.6,4.2.7,42.8,4.2.9 and the
following findings:

1* The additions and shed were approved in 1990 (CAD-90-034);

2* A tree protection plan locates tree protection fencing and material staging areas. It includes
instructions for: exclusion of heavy construction equipment, mulch and plywood protection
for construction traffic, hand excavation of footings, root cutting procedures, and drought
protection.

3* The lotis ~ 11,326 SF. The existing building footprint including decks and porch is ~2,830 SF.
The existing building coverage is ~25% of the lot area. [scaled drawings]

4* The addition with deck increases footprint area by ~1,295 SF; new built area is ~36% of the
total lot area. [scaled drawings]
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5* The foundation is proposed to be brick to match the existing; no sample of the brick is
included in the application materials.

6* The existing addition be altered is non-historic having been constructed roughly in
conformance with CAD-90-034. Due to water penetration issues the roof will be changed
from a gable to a shed.

7% COA 127-12-CA approved Construct pergola on rear deck; construct roof over rear deck. It
was not constructed.

8* The new structures will not be attached to historic fabric.

9* The extension of the existing addition pulls the new addition away from the historic house
clearly differentiating it with a hyphen-like connection.

10* The new addition is rectangular in form similar to the existing house and is located on the
rear non-character-defining facade. A shed dormer is located on the east side of the
addition.

11* Siding is wood clapboard to match existing in material and exposure. Trim for fascias,
exposed rafter tails, eaves, cornerboards, doors and windows will be wood with dimensions
and details to match existing.

12* Windows are wood with applied 5/8” putty-bead SDL muntin profile to approximate the
muntin treatment of the existing divided-light wood windows. Double hung sash (DHS)
windows are 2/1 light sash to match existing window treatment. Specifications were
included in the application.

13* No information is provided in the application regarding roof and paint colors for the new
work.

The motion was seconded by Ms. Webb; passed 3/2 (Webb and David opposed).

Decision on the Application

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

1. That the deck railing have vertical pickets and that the under deck screening be lattice or
vegetation.

2. That the following specifications and details be provided to and approved by staff prior to
installation:
a. Foundation brick sample;
b. Roof and paint colors.
c. Gutters
d. New retaining wall

The motion was seconded by Ms. Webb; passed 3/2 (Webb and David opposed).
Committee members voting: David, Davis, Downer, Jackson, Webb.

Certificate expiration date: 9/7/16.
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS — CERTIFIED RECORD

028-16-CA 404 ELM STREET

Applicant: SUSAN S. IDDINGS
Received: 2/16/2016 Meeting Date(s):
Submission date + 90 days: 5/16/2016 1) 3/7/2016 2) 3)

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: OAKWOOQOD HISTORIC DISTRICT
Zoning: R-10

Nature of Project: Remove metal stoop and stairs; construct new porch and stairs; replace rear

door; replace front door; remove three rear windows; relocate other windows and door;
alter porch screening; remove fence gate

Amendments: An amendment to the application was received and is attached. The
amendment adds a request to remove 2 additional windows on the south side of the frame
addition and changes the new porch roof to copper.

Conflict of Interest: None noted.

Staff Notes:
e 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 pave area in front of south side egress door

2.4 Fences and Walls remove fence gate

3.7 Windows and Doors replace rear door; replace front door; relocate
windows and door; remove windows

3.8 Entrances, Porches, and Balconies remove metal stoop and stairs; alter porch
screening

3.10 Utilities and Energy Retrofit install 4 new HVAC units

3.11 Accessibility, Health, and Safety replace front door

Considerations
4.2 Additions to Historic Buildings construct new porch and stairs
STAFF POSITION

Based on the information contained in the amended application, in staff’s judgement:

A. Pavement of area in front of south side egress door; removal of fence gate is not
incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 2.3.8, 2.4.1 and the following facts:

1* The area to be paved is adjacent the egress door and behind an existing fence.

2* Details and specifications for the proposed paving were not included.
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3* The gate being removed is not historic.

B. Installation of new HVAC units is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 3.10.3,
3.10.8 and the following facts:

1* The HVAC units are located on the north side of the house towards the rear.

2* No screening is noted on the drawings.

3* Specifications for the units were not provided.

C. Replacement of rear door; removal of windows; relocation of windows and door is not
incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 3.7.13; however, removal of an original front
door may be incongruous according to Guidelines 3.7.2, 3.11.5, 3.11.6 and the following facts:

1* According to the “Inventory of Structures in the Oakwood National Register Historic
Districts, Raleigh, North Carolina,” by Matthew Brown, Historian, Society for the
Preservation of Historic Oakwood: “There was originally a one-story back porch. The house
was converted to four apartments in 1953. At this time the back porch was replaced by a
deeper two-story hipped-roofed section...”

2* The rear door being replaced and the windows being removed are in the 1950s addition.
The door being removed will be reused on the south elevation. Specifications for the new
wood door were not provided.

3* Windows proposed to be removed are to be replaced with siding to match the existing. It is
not stated that the siding will be woven in so as to avoid matching vertical joints. Details of
how the remaining window will be trimmed are not provided.

4* The basement window on south side will either be reused or replaced depending on
condition.

5% A window under the porch will be replaced with a new window in the existing opening. It
is stated to be Andersen; specifications were not provided.

6* The original French door on the north side of the front (west) elevation is proposed to be
removed and stored on site. A single leaf wood replacement is proposed so as to
accommodate the NC Building Code. Detailed specifications were not provided. There is
no evidence that the existing door is deteriorated beyond repair.

D. Removal of metal stoop and stairs; construction of new porch and stairs; alteration of porch
screening is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 3.8.1, 3.8.3,4.2.1, 4.2.2, 4.2.4,
425,42.6,42.7,4.2.8,42.9 and the following facts:

1* There are trees on the property that may be impacted by construction activities. A tree
protection plan was not provided.

2* The metal stoop proposed for removal is a non-historic utility stair.

3* The new porch will be attached to the 1950s addition and not alter historic fabric.

4* The height of the porch roof is taller than the front porch and creates an unusual vertical
proportion and grand appearance.
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6*

7>(-
8>(-

9*

The underside of the new porch will be screened with wood lattice matching existing. The
south side of the porch will be screened with decorative lattice. This is a traditional way of
providing privacy on rear porches. Detailed drawings were not provided.

The new porch will be supported on brick piers similar to the existing rear part of the house.
The roof overhang and low hipped roof will also match.

The porch roof is supported by square paneled posts.

The roof of the new porch will be standing seam copper; detailed specifications were not
provided.

Detailed drawings of the columns, eaves, and railing were provided; details for the porch
floor and porch edge, lattice, and stairs were not.

10* The railings are a simplified version of the front porch railings; detailed drawings were

provided.

11* The lot is ~14,375 SF. The existing building footprint is ~2,356 SF. The existing building

coverage is ~16% of the lot area. [Wake County Tax and Deed Records] The porch and stair
addition increases footprint area by ~337 SF.; new building coverage is ~19% of the total lot
area. [scaled drawings]

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

conditions:

Work with staff and code officials to find an alternative to replacement of front French door.
If staff is unable to approve an alternative this item is to come back to the commission for a
final decision.

That the porch roof eave be lowered to be at the same height as the front porch.

That new siding will be woven in with existing siding so as to avoid matching vertical
joints.

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

a. Revised elevation drawings reflecting condition 2;

b. Stairs and porch floor;

c. Tree protection plan similar to the RHDC sample;

That evidence that the basement window cannot be repaired be provided to and approved
by staff.

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

Patio paving;

Porch roof;

New windows;

New doors;

Lighting fixtures;

HVAC equipment and screening;

Lattice;

Trim around remaining windows;

PR me an oe
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i. Gutters/downspouts.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Staff Introduction: Tania Tully [affirmed] noted highlights from staff comments. Ms. Tully
stated that a massive restoration is underway and the house is finally getting care. The bulk of
what is being proposed met guidelines. Ms. Tully noted concerns of the roof height of the rear
porch and that it looked grander than the front porch. Ms. Tully stated an additional concern
regarding the French doors on the front as a code officials stated that it would have to function
as a single door and she is continually working with code staff on this. Ms. Tully clarified that
the windows on the amended drawing were being changed on the 50s addition and that one
window would be removed from each bank and is the worst case scenario; they might remove
only one.

Support:
Ms. Susan Iddings [affirmed] was present to speak in support of the application. Ms. Iddings

stated she was willing to entertain other suggestions for the French doors but if it has to be a
single door. She is looking for an egress for the apartment that will be on that portion of the
house. She stated that the height of the porch was to allow additional light into the rear
windows and to allow for the possibility of an upper porch in the future. Ms. Iddings added
that a second porch that could be lower was doable.

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

Responses and Questions:

Mr. Davis asked if there was another way to get into the apartment. Ms. Iddings stated there
was a possibility of a rear entrance but there were cost concerns about the project. Ms. Iddings
added she talked with the state historic preservation office about making the two doors one but
in her recollection they did not approve.

At Ms. David’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]:

Thoughts about the French door? [David]

The staff suggestion to find a way to keep that door is a good one. It is very character defining
for the elevation of the residence. I am not sure what a solution with the building code official
might be but it is worth additional exploration. [Jackson]

The door is integral to the house. [Davis]
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What about the back porch? [David]

I distinguish it as being something new with the new construction. It can fit with the guidelines.
[Davis]

It raises the profile of the porch which should be subservient to the house. I agree with Tania's
interpretation. [David]

Are there any concerns about the loss of the 1 window vs 2 windows on the addition? [David]
Itis a 1953 addition. [Davis]

Historically we have asked people not to have a big expanse of empty wall. [David]

It is the rhythm of the massing. [Lauer]

Mr. Davis made a motion to reopen the public testimony portion of the meeting. Ms. Jackson
seconded; motion carried 5/0.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY (2)
Ms. Iddings stated the wall is only 112 feet in total width. It is not a contributing addition and
by keeping the expanse open it would allow for two windows on the 2"¢ floor. Ms. Tully added
that the historic house does not have a lot of windows but more wall.

Ms. Jackson made a motion to close the public hearing portion testimony of the hearing; Ms.
Webb seconded; motion carried 5/0.

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

Ms. Downer moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the public
hearing, the committee finds staff comments A. (inclusive of facts 1-3), B. (inclusive of facts 1-3),
C. (inclusive of facts 1-6), D. (inclusive of facts 1-11) to be acceptable as findings of fact, with the
modifications and additions as listed below:

A. Pavement of area in front of south side egress door; removal of fence gate is not
incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 2.3.8, 2.4.1 and the following facts:

1* The area to be paved is adjacent the egress door and behind an existing fence.

2* Details and specifications for the proposed paving were not included.

3* The gate being removed is not historic.

B. Installation of new HVAC units is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 3.10.3,
3.10.8 and the following facts:

1* The HVAC units are located on the north side of the house towards the rear.

2* No screening is noted on the drawings.

3* Specifications for the units were not provided.

C. Replacement of rear door; removal of windows; relocation of windows and door is not

incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 3.7.13; however, removal of an original front
door is incongruous according to Guidelines 3.7.2, 3.11.5, 3.11.6 and the following facts:
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1* According to the “Inventory of Structures in the Oakwood National Register Historic
Districts, Raleigh, North Carolina,” by Matthew Brown, Historian, Society for the
Preservation of Historic Oakwood: “There was originally a one-story back porch. The house
was converted to four apartments in 1953. At this time the back porch was replaced by a
deeper two-story hipped-roofed section...”

2* The rear door being replaced and the windows being removed are in the 1950s addition.
The door being removed will be reused on the south elevation. Specifications for the new
wood door were not provided.

3* Windows proposed to be removed are to be replaced with siding to match the existing. It is
not stated that the siding will be woven in so as to avoid matching vertical joints. Details of
how the remaining window will be trimmed are not provided.

4* The basement window on south side will either be reused or replaced depending on
condition.

5% A window under the porch will be replaced with a new window in the existing opening. It
is stated to be Andersen; specifications were not provided.

6* The original French door on the north side of the front (west) elevation is proposed to be
removed and stored on site. A single leaf wood replacement is proposed so as to
accommodate the NC Building Code. Detailed specifications were not provided. There is
no evidence that the existing door is deteriorated beyond repair.

D. Removal of metal stoop and stairs; construction of new porch and stairs; alteration of porch
screening is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 3.8.1, 3.8.3,4.2.1,4.2.2,4.2.4,
425,42.6,42.7,4.2.8,42.9 and the following facts:

1* There are trees on the property that may be impacted by construction activities. A tree
protection plan was not provided.

2* The metal stoop proposed for removal is a non-historic utility stair.

3* The new porch will be attached to the 1950s addition and not alter historic fabric.

4* The height of the porch roof is taller than the front porch and creates an unusual vertical
proportion and grand appearance.

5* The underside of the new porch will be screened with wood lattice matching existing. The
south side of the porch will be screened with decorative lattice. This is a traditional way of
providing privacy on rear porches. Detailed drawings were not provided.

6* The new porch will be supported on brick piers similar to the existing rear part of the house.
The roof overhang and low hipped roof will also match.

7* The porch roof is supported by square paneled posts.

8* The roof of the new porch will be standing seam copper; detailed specifications were not
provided.

9* Detailed drawings of the columns, eaves, and railing were provided; details for the porch
floor and porch edge, lattice, and stairs were not.

10* The railings are a simplified version of the front porch railings; detailed drawings were
provided.

11* The lot is ~14,375 SF. The existing building footprint is ~2,356 SF. The existing building
coverage is ~16% of the lot area. [Wake County Tax and Deed Records] The porch and stair
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addition increases footprint area by ~337 SF.; new building coverage is ~19% of the total lot
area. [scaled drawings]

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

Decision on the Application

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

1. Work with staff and code officials to find an alternative to replacement of front French door.
If staff is unable to approve an alternative this item is to come back to the commission for a
final decision.

2. That the porch roof eave be lowered to be at the same height as the front porch.

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

4. That the following drawings, plans, specifications and details be provided to and approved
by staff prior to issuance of permits:

a. Revised elevation drawings reflecting condition 2;
b. Stairs and porch floor;
c. Tree protection plan similar to the RHDC sample;
5. That evidence that the basement window cannot be repaired be provided to and approved

by staff.
6. That the following specifications and details be provided to and approved by staff prior to
installation:
a. Patio paving;
b. Porch roof;
c. New windows;
d. New doors;
e. Lighting fixtures;
f. HVAC equipment and screening;
g. Lattice;
h. Trim around remaining windows;
i. Gutters/downspouts

The motion was seconded by Ms. Jackson; passed 5/0.
Committee members voting: David, Davis, Downer, Jackson, Webb.

Certificate expiration date: 9/7/16.
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS — CERTIFIED RECORD

029-16-CA 422 SBLOODWORTH STREET

Applicant: CRAIG BETHEL
Received: 2/17/2016 Meeting Date(s):
Submission date + 90 days: 5/17/2016 1) 3/7/2016 2) 3)

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: PRINCE HALL HISTORIC DISTRICT

Zoning: PD

Nature of Project: Place 1-story historic house onto vacant lot with new rear addition and
porch/ deck; construct new front walk and steps; construct new foundation; change exterior
paint colors; alter windows; construct new porch floor, columns and railings; re-roof

Amendments: Amended drawings and additional information (attached) were received March
1, 2016. Items amended include: recalculation of the square footage of the house to be 996
SF; clarification that the proposed synthetic trim is on the addition; selection of a foundation
brick; built area calculation of 51%; route of house move provided; photos of the houses on
the block provided; slight modification the siting of the house on the site; setbacks of other

houses on the street provided; foundation plan provided; re-dimensioned elevation and
plan drawings

DRAC: An application was reviewed by the Design Review Advisory Committee at its
February 24 meeting. Members in attendance were Dan Becker; also present were David
Maurer, Craig Bethel and Tania Tully.

Conflict of Interest: Ms. Jackson stated she had a professional relationship with the applicant
and needed to be recused. Mr. Davis made a motion to recuse Ms. Jackson; Ms. Webb
seconded; motion carried 5/0.

Staff Notes:

e COAs mentioned are available for review
e Staff photos are available for review

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

Sections  Topic Description of Work

2.5 Walkways, Driveways, and construct new front walk and steps
Offstreet Parking

3.4 Paint and Paint Color change exterior paint colors

3.5 Roofs re-roof

3.7 Windows and Doors alter windows

3.8 Entrances, Porches, and construct new porch floor, columns and railings
Balconies

42 Additions to Historic Buildings =~ Construct rear addition and porch/ deck

5.1 Relocation Place 1-story historic house onto vacant lot ;
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1>(-

2*

3*

4*

5>{-

6*

7>{-
8>{-

1%-

2*
3*

construct new foundation

STAFF POSITION

Based on the information contained in the amended application, in staff’s judgement:

. Placement of 1-story historic house onto vacant lot; construction of new foundation; is not

incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 5.1.2, 5.1.3, 5.1.4, 5.1.5 and the following
facts:

The structure to be relocated is facing impending demolition to make way for new
construction. Although not currently located in Prince Hall, the house (late 19" Century)
dates to the district’s period of significance and is architecturally compatible with both the
district and the particular streetscape surrounding its intended new site.

The Special Character Essay states that “Houses are one and two stories and are generally
modest. Most stand on brick foundations, have front porches, and historically had
weatherboard exteriors.”

The new residence will be a single story Folk-Victorian style structure with a full front
porch, commonly found in the Prince Hall historic district. The front and rear sections have
gabled roofs that parallel the front facade, connected by a cross gabled roof. Photographs of
architecturally similar structures on the block are provided to illustrate the architectural
compatibility.

The applicant plans to move the house through Prince Hall along Lenoir Street to
Bloodworth Street. The streets are wide enough so as to avoid inference with trees along the
route.

The site is currently a grassy lot. Like the other lots on the north portion of the block, the lot
is raised above the sidewalk.

A dimensioned plot plan locating the house on site is included in the application; the house
sits closer to the street than other houses on the street, however, the setback is within the
range of other houses on the block.

The foundation is proposed to be brick (Nash Brick Co’s *Albemarle’); staff has the sample.
A tree protection plan was included in the application.

Construction of new front walk and steps; changing of exterior paint colors; alteration of
windows; construct new porch floor, columns and railings is not incongruous in concept
according to Guidelines 2.5.4, 3.4.3,3.7.1, 3.7.7, 3.8.6 and the following facts:

The front walk extends from the public sidewalk straight up to the front of the house.
Details and specifications were not provided.

Paint samples were not provided.

Non-historic windows are being replaced with new wood windows with proportions
similar to historic houses in the district. Details and specifications were provided, except for
the muntin profile and size.
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4:*
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After relocation, a new porch will be constructed; it will have a shallow pitched hip roof set
on simple columns. Detailed drawings were not provided.

Construction of rear addition is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 4.2.1,
422,424,425,42.6,42.7,4.2.9 and the following facts:

The proposed new addition will be inconspicuously located on the rear facade, with
cornerboards delineating the end of the original structure.

The roof form and building mass is similar to that of the historic house.

The applicant proposes to match the addition’s wood siding, fascia, soffit, and trim to that of
the original house in terms of dimensions. Detailed descriptions are provided.

The lot is ~2,520 SF. The proposed building with addition footprint is ~1,287 SF, for a
proposed building area of ~51% of the lot. [Wake County Tax and Deed Records; scaled
drawings]

With a COA approved addition and deck, the house at 322 E Davie Street has a built area of
~78% [COA 179-15-CA]. With an approved deck, the house at 507 S Person Street has a built
area of less than ~58% [COA 151-15-CA]. According to Wake County Real Estate data the lot
at 321 E Cabarrus Street has a built mass of approximately 53%.

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

conditions:

1.

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

Eave construction;

Front walk and steps;

Roof and paint colors;

Window muntin profile and size;

Gutters and downspouts;

Porch construction.

s AN T

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Staff Introduction: Tania Tully [affirmed] noted highlights from staff comments. Ms. Tully
introduced the next two applications as houses being proposed to be moved onto vacant lots
that were under the threat of demolition. Ms. Tully stated the property is a smaller 1 story
house with an addition and that in staff's judgement; it meets the guidelines with conditions
handled post permitting.

Support:
Mr. Craig Bethel [affirmed] was present to speak in support of the application. Mr. Bethel had

no additional comments.
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Opposition:

Mr. Matt Harper [affirmed] was present to speak in opposition to the application. Mr. Harper
stated they are trying to make the small house into a livable house. Mr. Harper noted that on
the front porch the brick curtain wall should be filled in and that the steps are open. He
requested they be filled in as open steps are uncommon. Mr. Harper said that that the porch
should have some sort of ornamentation to reflect the neighborhood, such as houses on 309 East
Cabarrus and 316 East Cabarrus. Mr. Harper stated that the back door will have a more
suburban look as a full glass door and would be more appropriate half glass. The back porch
will have a more modernist feel than what is present in the district. Mr. Harper requested that
the steps be pulled in so you cannot see them from the street.

Responses and Questions:
Mr. Bethel stated they will be reusing the existing posts. Ms. David inquired if they were
original or old. Mr. Bethel responded that he did not think they were original.

Mr. Davis asked about the reactions to the objections to the design. Mr. Bethel expressed that he
understood the concerns about the arguments and that the hope was to have a functional porch
in the rear of the house. Mr. Bethel stated he is fine with using a half light for the back door and
that the front porch the style is reminiscent of what was used historically. Mr. Bethel clarified
that the foundations of the houses were on piers and that it would not be diagonal but a
squared lattice which has better character for the district. Mr. Bethel pointed out the windows
are listed as one of the conditions for details. Ms. David asked if the drawing showed a full
brick foundation only under the porch and piers. Mr. Bethel stated that this was correct.

Ms. David asked about the proposed gable end windows and addressed the fact that the end is
covered with vinyl siding and asked if there was any evidence of the original location or if this
was simply a guess. Mr. Bethel reiterated it was the functionality of the locations so that they
do not look out of place. Ms. David asked if the locations would be moved when the vinyl
siding came off or would they still go with the proposed locations. Mr. Bethel affirmed the
choice to stick with the proposed because the layout of the current house is different than what
the previous was.

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

Committee Discussion

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

The porch that also becomes a deck protrudes from the side. The deck guidelines are particular
about the inset normally. [David]

If, when the vinyl siding comes off and there is evidence of where the original window location
and size was, the feature should be considered. [David]
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On front porches, open piers with lattice or with nothing is pretty typical and common in the
historic districts as are piers that have been infilled. The rest of the house does have a full brick
foundation. [David]

I was looking at the houses on the block and they all do seem to have brick foundations on the
front porch. [Davis]

How many have been moved on that block? [David]

Many, if not all. [Tully]

So there are not many historic foundations.[David]

On the siding for addition, is anyone familiar with the trim product? Is it a hardie plank?
[David]

Miratec is the trim and it has been approved before. It is a smooth and paintable cellular PVC
product. [Tully]

The siding is wood. [Davis]

Have we done it before is my question? [Tully]

We do not know what the original locations were for the windows. The shortened window in
the gable end is probably not similar to what was original. [David]

Mr. Davis made a motion to reopen the public testimony portion; Ms. Webb seconded; motion
carried 4/0.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY(2)
Mr. David Maurer [affirmed] stated the existing house is outside of the historic district and it is
a new house in the district. Mr. Maurer reiterated his belief that the committee is looking at the
design compatibility with the district in that way. The committee discussed the original location
of the windows underneath the vinyl siding.

Ms. Lauer clarified that there are two things going on: 1) there is the house being moved into
the district and 2) purchase of the lot from the City. Mr. Maurer stated that Preservation North
Carolina will put easements on the house. Ms. Lauer stated the sale of lots for the moving of
houses has been done before.

There was additional discussion regarding the easements and preservation laws, particularly
easements. Mr. Raspberry reiterated the fact that it is reasonable for the committee to consider
applying the guidelines in context. Ms. David stated that the short window on the gable end
does not meet the Guidelines regardless of what is under the vinyl siding. There was additional
debate amongst the committee regarding the easements. Ms. Downer stated if the conveyance is
enacted the house will come back for review. Mr. Raspberry stated it was reasonable to
incorporate a condition that renders that contingency if easements are imposed that items come
back for review. Mr. Maurer stated he had no problem with this condition and that any
substantial change from the application that has to come back to staff is acceptable.

Mr. Davis made a motion to close the public testimony portion of the hearing; Ms. Downer
seconded; motion carried 4/0.
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Committee Discussion (2)

The rear porch, whatever that turns into, if we address it or not address it? [David]

Deck on Polk Street came out on the side of the house so to me we just approved something like
that. We did not like the railing. [Davis]

We need to be clear about what we are doing. It does not meet the new construction guideline,
the gable 4.3.8. [David]

The gable? [Davis]

The window is short and up in the front. [David]

I can agree with that. [Davis]

We can try a motion or anymore discussion? What about the back door? What does the back
door look like? [David]

It is not that incongruous. [Davis]

That is a door we approve on a fairly regular basis. [David]

Anything else to talk about? [David]

Nothing. [Davis]

What about the porch foundation and the open steps? [Downer]

In the districts in general we see a mix of open and closed. [David]

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

After an initial motion, Mr. Davis moved that they reconsider the motion. Ms. Webb seconded;
passed 4/0.

In a replacement motion Mr. Davis moved that based upon the facts presented in the
application and the public hearing, the committee finds staff comments A. (inclusive of facts 1-
8), B. (inclusive of facts 1-4), C. (inclusive of facts 1-5) to be acceptable as findings of fact, with
the modifications and additions as listed below:

A. Placement of 1-story historic house onto vacant lot; construction of new foundation; is not
incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 5.1.2, 5.1.3, 5.1.4, 5.1.5 and the following
facts:

1* The structure to be relocated is facing impending demolition to make way for new
construction. Although not currently located in Prince Hall, the house (late 19* Century)
dates to the district’s period of significance and is architecturally compatible with both the
district and the particular streetscape surrounding its intended new site.

2* The Special Character Essay states that “Houses are one and two stories and are generally
modest. Most stand on brick foundations, have front porches, and historically had
weatherboard exteriors.”

3* The new residence will be a single story Folk-Victorian style structure with a full front
porch, commonly found in the Prince Hall historic district. The front and rear sections have
gabled roofs that parallel the front facade, connected by a cross gabled roof. Photographs of
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architecturally similar structures on the block are provided to illustrate the architectural
compatibility.

The applicant plans to move the house through Prince Hall along Lenoir Street to
Bloodworth Street. The streets are wide enough so as to avoid inference with trees along the
route.

The site is currently a grassy lot. Like the other lots on the north portion of the block, the lot
is raised above the sidewalk.

A dimensioned plot plan locating the house on site is included in the application; the house
sits closer to the street than other houses on the street, however, the setback is within the
range of other houses on the block.

The foundation is proposed to be brick (Nash Brick Co’s *Albemarle’); staff has the sample.
A tree protection plan was included in the application.

Preservation easements are anticipated to be placed on the property.

Construction of new front walk and steps; changing of exterior paint colors; alteration of
windows; construct new porch floor, columns and railings is not incongruous in concept
according to Guidelines 2.5.4, 3.4.3, 3.7.1, 3.7.7, 3.8.6 and the following facts:

The front walk extends from the public sidewalk straight up to the front of the house.
Details and specifications were not provided.

Paint samples were not provided.

Non-historic windows are being replaced with new wood windows with proportions
similar to historic houses in the district. Details and specifications were provided, except for
the muntin profile and size.

After relocation, a new porch will be constructed; it will have a shallow pitched hip roof set
on simple columns. Detailed drawings were not provided.

There may be evidence of historic window locations and porch posts under the vinyl siding.

Construction of rear addition is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 4.2.1,
422,424,425,42.6,42.7,4.2.9 and the following facts:

The proposed new addition will be inconspicuously located on the rear fagade, with
cornerboards delineating the end of the original structure.

The roof form and building mass is similar to that of the historic house.

The applicant proposes to match the addition’s wood siding, fascia, soffit, and trim to that of
the original house in terms of dimensions. Detailed descriptions are provided.

The lot is ~2,520 SF. The proposed building with addition footprint is ~1,287 SF, for a
proposed building area of ~51% of the lot. [Wake County Tax and Deed Records; scaled
drawings]

With a COA approved addition and deck, the house at 322 E Davie Street has a built area of
~78% [COA 179-15-CA]. With an approved deck, the house at 507 S Person Street has a built
area of less than ~58% [COA 151-15-CA]. According to Wake County Real Estate data the lot
at 321 E Cabarrus Street has a built mass of approximately 53%.

Testimony was provided that 2 light doors are more common in the Prince Hall district.
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The motion was seconded by Ms. Webb; passed 4/0.

Decision on the Application

Mr. Davis made a motion that the application be approved as amended, with the following
conditions:

1. That the following specifications and details be provided to and approved by staff prior to
installation/construction:

Eave construction;

Front walk and steps;

Roof and paint colors;

Window muntin profile and size;

Gutters and downspouts;

Porch construction;
g. Doors

2. That should there be evidence of window placement, window size, and/or porch post

o oap TR

profile under the vinyl siding that the proposed windows and porch posts on the house be
revised to reflect the evidence and that the modifications be provided to and approved by
staff.

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

Committee members voting: David, Davis, Downer, Webb.

Certificate expiration date: 9/7/16.
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS — CERTIFIED RECORD

030-16-CA 420 S BLOODWORTH STREET

Applicant: CRAIG BETHEL
Received: 2/17/2016 Meeting Date(s):
Submission date + 90 days: 5/17/2016 1) 3/7/2016 2) 3)

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: PRINCE HALL HISTORIC DISTRICT

Zoning: DX-3-DE

Nature of Project: Place 2-story historic house onto vacant lot; construct new porch floor and
columns; construct new foundation; change exterior colors; re-roof

Amendments: Amended drawings and additional information (attached) were received March
1, 2016. Items amended include: selection of a foundation brick; route of house move
provided; photos of the houses on the block provided; slight modification the siting of the
house on the site; setbacks of other houses on the street provided; foundation plan
provided.

Conflict of Interest: Ms. Jackson stated she had a professional relationship with the applicant
and needed to be recused. Mr. Davis made a motion to recuse Ms. Jackson; Ms. Webb
seconded; motion carried 5/0.

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

Sections  Topic Description of Work

3.4 Paint and Paint Color change exterior paint colors

3.5 Roofs re-roof

3.8 Entrances, Porches, and Balconies  construct new porch floor and columns

5.1 Relocation Place 2-story historic house onto vacant lot;

construct new foundation

STAFF POSITION

Based on the information contained in the amended application, in staff’s judgement:

A. Placement of 1-story historic house onto vacant lot; construction of new foundation;
construct new porch floor and columns; is not incongruous in concept according to
Guidelines 2.5.4,5.1.2, 5.1.3, 5.1.4, 5.1.5 and the following facts:

1* The structure to be relocated is facing impending demolition to make way for new
construction. Although not currently located in Prince Hall, the house (C late 19th century;
ca. 1930) dates to the district’s period of significance and is architecturally compatible with
both the district and the particular streetscape surrounding its intended new site.
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2* The Special Character Essay states that “Houses are one and two stories and are generally
modest. Most stand on brick foundations, have front porches, and historically had
weatherboard exteriors.”

3* The relocated structure will be a two story Folk-Victorian style structure with a full front
porch, commonly found in the Prince Hall historic district. The front porch will have a
shallow pitched hip roof, set on simple columns. Photographs of architecturally similar
structures on the block are provided to illustrate the architectural compatibility.

4* The applicant plans to move the house through Prince Hall along Lenoir Street to
Bloodworth Street. The streets are wide enough so as to avoid inference with trees along the
route.

5* The site is currently a grassy lot. Like the other lots on the north portion of the block, the lot
is raised above the sidewalk.

6* A dimensioned plot plan locating the house on site is included in the application; the house
sits closer to the street than other houses on the street, however, the setback is within the
range of other houses on the block.

7% The foundation is proposed to be brick (Nash Brick Co’s *Albemarle’); staff has the sample.

8* Detailed drawings of the porch were not provided.

9* A tree protection plan was included in the application.

Staff recommends that the committee approve the amended application, with the following
conditions:
1. That the following specifications and details be provided to and approved by staff prior to
installation/construction:
a. porch construction;
b. paint colors.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Staff Introduction: Tania Tully [affirmed] noted highlights from staff comments. Ms. Tully
stated this application is the same as the previous one but there are no additions or proposed

window changes.

Support:
Mr. Craig Bethel [affirmed] was present to speak in support of the application.

Opposition:

Mr. Matt Harper [affirmed] was present to speak in opposition to the application. Mr. Harper
questioned if the house will be moved for future renovation. Mr. Harper additionally inquired
about guideline 4.2.2 and that the lattice underneath the house should be brick and stated the
porches in Prince Hall have brick. Mr. Harper stated that while those are found in Oakwood it
would be a character change for Prince Hall.

March 7, 2016 COA Meeting Minutes Page 68 of 77



Responses and Questions:
Ms. David responded that full brick lattices are common throughout the state. Mr. David
Maurer [affirmed] also clarified that it is continuous brick and full brick under the porch.

Ms. David asked if the vinyl siding will be removed. Ms. Tully stated a new porch post and
columns would be constructed. Ms. David asked if there are any plans for the porch and
columns. Mr. Maurer answered that the current ones are not appropriate with the house. Mr.
Maurer stated there was perhaps a 8x8 column there and if they find any evidence to the
contrary they will work with staff.

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

Committee Discussion

The following points were made in discussion [speaker indicated in brackets]:
A placement of a 1-story, should be 2-story in the notes. [Downer]

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

Ms. Webb moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the public hearing,
the committee finds staff comment A. (inclusive of facts 1-9) to be acceptable as findings of fact,
with the modifications and additions as listed below:

A. Placement of 2-story historic house onto vacant lot; construction of new foundation;
construct new porch floor and columns; is not incongruous in concept according to
Guidelines 2.5.4, 5.1.2, 5.1.3, 5.1.4, 5.1.5 and the following facts:

1* The structure to be relocated is facing impending demolition to make way for new
construction. Although not currently located in Prince Hall, the house (C late 19th century;
ca. 1930) dates to the district’s period of significance and is architecturally compatible with
both the district and the particular streetscape surrounding its intended new site.

2* The Special Character Essay states that “Houses are one and two stories and are generally
modest. Most stand on brick foundations, have front porches, and historically had
weatherboard exteriors.”

3* The relocated structure will be a two story Folk-Victorian style structure with a full front
porch, commonly found in the Prince Hall historic district. The front porch will have a
shallow pitched hip roof, set on simple columns. Photographs of architecturally similar
structures on the block are provided to illustrate the architectural compatibility.

4* The applicant plans to move the house through Prince Hall along Lenoir Street to
Bloodworth Street. The streets are wide enough so as to avoid inference with trees along the
route.
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5* The site is currently a grassy lot. Like the other lots on the north portion of the block, the lot
is raised above the sidewalk.

6* A dimensioned plot plan locating the house on site is included in the application; the house
sits closer to the street than other houses on the street, however, the setback is within the
range of other houses on the block.

7* The foundation is proposed to be brick (Nash Brick Co’s “Albemarle’); staff has the sample.

8* Detailed drawings of the porch were not provided.

9* A tree protection plan was included in the application.

10* Preservation easements are anticipated to be placed on the property.

The motion was seconded by Mr. Davis; passed 4/0.

Decision on the Application

Ms. Webb made a motion that the application be approved as amended, with the following
conditions:

1. That the following specifications and details be provided to and approved by staff prior
to installation/construction:
a. porch construction;
b. paint colors.
The motion was seconded by Mr. Davis; passed 4/0.

Committee members voting: David, Davis, Downer, Webb.

Certificate expiration date: 9/7/16.
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS — CERTIFIED RECORD

031-16-CA 608 SBOYLAN AVENUE

Applicant: CHRISTIAN OLMSTEAD
Received: 2/17/2016 Meeting Date(s):
Submission date + 90 days: 5/17/2016 1) 3/7/2016 2) 3)

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: BOYLAN HEIGHTS HISTORIC DISTRICT

Zoning: R-10
Nature of Project: Construct rear screened porch under existing 2nd level deck; add new
planting beds in front yard; change exterior paint colors; change 2nd front door to window;

add new rear door; construct new rear deck; add stepping stones in rear yard; add rear
driveway/parking area; remove tree; plant new tree.
Conflict of Interest: None noted.

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

Sections  Topic Description of Work

2.3 Site Features and Plantings add new planting beds in front yard; change exterior
paint colors; construct new rear deck; add stepping
stones in rear yard; add rear driveway/parking area;
remove tree; plant new tree.

2.5 Walkways, Driveways, and add stepping stones in rear yard; add rear
Offstreet Parking driveway/parking area;

3.7 Windows and Doors change 2nd front door to window; add new rear

door;

4.1 Decks construct new rear deck;

42 Additions to Historic construct rear screened porch under existing 24
Buildings level deck;

STAFF POSITION

Based on the information contained in the application, in staff’s judgement:

A. Construction of rear screened porch under existing 274 level deck; is not incongruous in
concept according to Guidelines 4.2.1,4.2.4, 4.2.5,4.2.6, 4.2.7 and the following facts:

1* No information regarding tees on this or adjacent properties was provided.

2* The upper deck has been in place since at least 1988 [COA files].

3* Screened porches under open decks are seen on the rear of historic houses. These features
are typically integrated to appear as a single unit.
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4* The existing deck has a diamond lattice railing, the new porch is proposed to have a black
metal railing, and the under porch screen is proposed to be horizontal wood slats. This
variety of designs and materials on a single architectural feature is uncommon.

5* Construction details including how the new porch connects with the existing deck were not
provided.

6* The Dorothea Drive example of horizontal railings is not in the historic district.

B. Changing of 2nd front door to window; addition of new rear door; is not incongruous in
concept according to Guidelines 3.7.2, 3.7.7 and the following facts:

1* Fiberglas has not approved on a rear door of a historic house

2* The second front door is not historic.

3* The application states that the new window wills match the existing; detailed information
regarding the existing window is not included so the proposed window cannot be
compared.

C. Addition of stepping stones in rear yard; addition of rear driveway/parking area; removal of
tree; planting of new tree; addition of new planting beds in front yard is not incongruous in
concept according to Guidelines 2.3.4,2.3.5, 2.3.8, 2.5.5, 2.5.6, 2.5.9 and the following facts:

1* The tree species and location of the new tree was not provided.

2* Plantings along the side of the front walk and foundations are traditional configurations
seen throughout the district.

3* Stone paths in rear yards are common; neither dimensions nor material information was
provided.

4* COA 029-08-CA approved removal of a garage/storage building adjacent to the proposed
driveway.

5% The gravel drive is located off of the alley; this is the usual, location for driveways and
parking areas.

D. Construction of new rear deck is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 4.1.1,
4.1.2,4.1.5, 4.1.8 and the following facts:
1* The deck is on the rear of the house at the floor level of the new screened porch.

1* It has no railing.

2* Detailed drawings were not provided.

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

1. That the railing of the screen porch have vertical wood pickets and the screening be wood
lattice.

2. That the existing deck should be painted so as to be architecturally consistent with the house
and porch.

3. That the following drawings, plans, specifications and details be provided to and approved
by staff prior to issuance of permits:
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a. Tree protection plan for the magnolia tree along the north property line prepared by an
International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) certified arborist;
b. Porch construction, design, and support;
c¢. Deck construction;
d. Location of trees on this and adjacent properties relative to gravel drive and construction
activities;
e. Tree species and location
4. That following submittal of information outlined in Condition #3, item d., staff determine
where tree protection is required. In these areas, applicant and staff are to develop a tree
protection plan. Where excavation is required in protected areas (including for fence posts),
it is to be dug by hand to avoid damage to tree roots; roots larger than 1” caliper will receive
a clean final cut using tools designed for the purpose, such as loppers.
5. That the following specifications and details be provided to and approved by staff prior to
installation:
a. Stone path;
Gravel drive.
Paint color;
Rear door;

can o

Details of window being matched porch and specifications of new window.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Staff Introduction: Tania Tully [affirmed] noted highlights from staff comments. Ms. Tully
stated that the application was for a few landscape changes as well as constructing a rear porch
under the existing 27 level deck. Ms. Tully stated that some additional information needs to be
provided. The railing on the deck has been there since the 80s and the applicant was proposing
a screen porch underneath that has a lattice and suggested that the railing there needs a
different, simplistic treatment.

Support:
Mr. Christian Olmstead [affirmed] was present to speak in support of the application. Mr.

Olmstead stated he had no comments for the staff comments and he had no problems painting
if it was needed.

Responses and Questions:

Mr. Davis inquired about cutting down the tree. Ms. Tully stated she forgot to include in the
language that the committee cannot deny demolition of a tree. It is just a decision to delay it or
not and it is only a suggestion. Ms. Tully clarified that the tree species and location is a
suggested conditions, and the language is about whether or not to substitute the delay or not.
Mr. Olmstead stated the tree is leaning and it is a danger.

Ms. Webb asked for information about the sidewalk. Mr. Olmstead stated it is in the deck
details he provided.
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At Ms. David’s suggestion Ms. Jackson 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]:

Pretty straightforward including Tania’s comments about the railings. [Davis]

Tania caught all the concerns I may have had. [David]

The arborists report on the tree? It is a big tree. [Davis]

The replacement tree can require an arborists' report if it is a reasonable condition. [Tully]
Would we need to have a demolition delay? [David]

If you are provided an arborists' report you would waive the 365 day demolition. [Tully]

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

Ms. Jackson moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the public
hearing, the committee finds staff comments A. (inclusive of facts 1-6), B. (inclusive of facts 1-3),
C. (inclusive of facts 1-5), D. (inclusive of facts 1-3) to be acceptable as findings of fact, with the
modifications and additions as listed below:

A. Construction of rear screened porch under existing 2" level deck; is not incongruous in
concept according to Guidelines 4.2.1, 4.2.4, 4.2.5, 4.2.6, 4.2.7 and the following facts:

1* No information regarding tees on this or adjacent properties was provided.

2* The upper deck has been in place since at least 1988 [COA files].

3* Screened porches under open decks are seen on the rear of historic houses. These features
are typically integrated to appear as a single unit.

4* The existing deck has a diamond lattice railing, the new porch is proposed to have a black
metal railing, and the under porch screen is proposed to be horizontal wood slats. This
variety of designs and materials on a single architectural feature is uncommon.

5* Construction details including how the new porch connects with the existing deck were not
provided.

6* The Dorothea Drive example of horizontal railings is not in the historic district.

B. Changing of 2nd front door to window; addition of new rear door; is not incongruous in
concept according to Guidelines 3.7.2, 3.7.7 and the following facts:

1* Fiberglas has not approved on a rear door of a historic house

2* The second front door is not historic.

3* The application states that the new window wills match the existing; detailed information
regarding the existing window is not included so the proposed window cannot be
compared.
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1>(-
2*

3>(-

4:*

5*

D.

1*
2*
3*

Addition of stepping stones in rear yard; addition of rear driveway/parking area; removal of
tree; planting of new tree; addition of new planting beds in front yard is not incongruous in
concept according to Guidelines 2.3.4,2.3.5,2.3.8, 2.5.5, 2.5.6, 2.5.9 and the following facts:
The tree species and location of the new tree was not provided.

Plantings along the side of the front walk and foundations are traditional configurations
seen throughout the district.

Stone paths in rear yards are common; neither dimensions nor material information was
provided.

COA 029-08-CA approved removal of a garage/storage building adjacent to the proposed
driveway.

The gravel drive is located off of the alley; this is the usual, location for driveways and
parking areas.

Construction of new rear deck is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 4.1.1,
4.1.2,4.1.5, 4.1.8 and the following facts:

The deck is on the rear of the house at the floor level of the new screened porch.

It has no railing.

Detailed drawings were not provided.

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

Decision on the Application

Following discussion on an initial motion made by Ms. Jackson and seconded by Ms. Webb, Ms.
Jackson made an amended motion that the application be approved, with the following

conditions:

That the railing of the screen porch have vertical wood pickets and the screening be wood

lattice.

That the existing deck should be painted so as to be architecturally consistent with the house

and porch.

That the following drawings, plans, specifications and details be provided to and approved

by staff prior to issuance of permits:

a. Porch construction, design, and support;

b. Deck construction;

c. Location of trees on this and adjacent properties relative to gravel drive and construction
activities;

d. Tree species and location and arborist report. If the arborist report confirms that the tree
is dead, diseased, or dangerous then the 365-day demolition delay is waived.

That following submittal of information outlined in Condition #3, item c., staff determine

where tree protection is required. In these areas, applicant and staff are to develop a tree

protection plan. Where excavation is required in protected areas (including for fence posts),
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it is to be dug by hand to avoid damage to tree roots; roots larger than 1” caliper will receive
a clean final cut using tools designed for the purpose, such as loppers.

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

a.

b.
C.
d

Stone path;
Gravel drive.
Rear door;

. Details of window being matched porch and specifications of new window.

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

Committee members voting: David, Davis, Downer, Jackson, Webb.

Certificate expiration date: 9/7/16.
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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 8:34 p.m.

Elizabeth Caliendo, Chair
Certificate of Appropriateness Committee,
Raleigh Historic Development Commission
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Minutes Submitted by:
Tania Tully, Preservation Planner
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