RALEIGH HISTORIC DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS COMMITTEE
Minutes of the Meeting
May 25, 2016

CALL TO ORDER
Chair Elizabeth Caliendo 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: Elizabeth Caliendo, Sarah David, Don Davis, Laurie Jackson, Kaye Webb
Alternate Present: Caleb Smith

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

Approval of the April 28, 2016 Minutes
Ms. David moved to waive the reading of the minutes for the hearing and to adopt said minutes
as submitted. Mr. Davis seconded the motion; passed 6/0.

Minor Works
There were no questions regarding the Minor Work report.

The following is a list indicating persons in attendance and whether they were affirmed. Ms.
Martha Lauer, Notary Public, administered the affirmation.

Visitor's/Applicant’s Name and Address Affirmed
Riana Smith, 503 Cutler St 27603 Yes
Alicia Kirwan, 3223 Merriman Ave 27607 Yes
Will Hillebrenner, 607 N Boundary Street 27604 Yes
Richard Callahan, 602 Oakwood Avenue 27601 Yes
Meg McLaurin, 511 Hillsborough Street 27603 Yes
Bea De Paz, 530 Hillsborough Street 27603 Yes
Tom Kane, 306-A Parham St 27603 Yes
APPROVAL OF AGENDA

Mr. Davis moved to approve the agenda as amended. Mr. Smith seconded the motion; passed
6/0.
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PUBLIC HEARINGS

Chair Caliendo introduced the public hearing portion of the meeting. The committee heard the
following cases in the following order for which the Certified Records are made part of these
minutes: 072-16-CA, 073-16-CA, 074-16-CA, 075-16-CA, 076-16-CA, 077-16-CA, and 078-16-CA.
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS — CERTIFIED RECORD

072-16-CA 503 CUTLER STREET

Applicant: RIANA SMITH
Received: 5/6/2016 Meeting Date(s):
Submission date + 90 days: 8/4/2016 1) 5/25/2016 2) 3)

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: BOYLAN HEIGHTS HISTORIC DISTRICT
Zoning: HISTORIC OVERLAY DISTRICT - GENERAL
Nature of Project: Change previously approved COA 121-15-CA: enclose rear screened porch
Amendments: Additional photos and clarifying drawings were provided and are attached.
Conflict of Interest: None noted.
Staff Notes:
e The rear yard “segmental block retaining wall designed by others” called out on the site
plan has not been reviewed or approved.
e The decision regarding the location of the garage (COA 121-15-CA) was not unanimous.
It was approved by a vote of 3/2.

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

Sections Topic Description of Work
2.6 Garages and Accessory Structures
4.3 New Construction

Enclose rear screened porch

STAFF POSITION

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

A. Enclosure of rear screened porch may be incongruous according to Guidelines 2.6.6, 4.3.1,
and the following facts:

1* The footprint of the house is not changing.

2* Only a portion of the porch is proposed for enclosure. A porch will still remain between the
house and the garage.

3* A fact from the approval of COA 121-15-CA was that the garage sat approximately 15 feet
from the house and 5 feet from the porch.

4* The proposal changes the distances such that the garage sits approximately 11%2 feet from
the house and 5 feet from the screened porch.

5% On the south elevation, the change creates the visual appearance that the garage is closer.

6* The proximity of the garage to the house was discussed in detail at the October and
November 2015 COA meetings.
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Pending the committee’s determination regarding the distance between the house and the
garage, staff offers no recommendation.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Staff Introduction: Tania Tully [affirmed] showed the location of the property on the map and
noted highlights from staff comments. Ms. Tully stated that additional photographs and
clarifying drawings were included that go with the application. Ms. Tully added that staff has
no recommendation for the application pending the distance between the house and the garage.

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

she only intended to enclose 4 and a half feet of the porch and did not agree with the staff
comments that the porch looks closer to the house. Ms. Smith clarified that the porch would
only be seen coming up on Cutler Street and the porch had to be kept in proximity to the garage
as well as the retaining wall. Ms. Smith clarified that the porch will be partially enclosed and
partially open.

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

Responses and Questions:
Ms. Tully stated she did not catch the change in the screen in porch to it being open and the
change should be taken into account.

Ms. Smith stated the plan drawings should have a line delineating where the garage is and the
deck and that the deck ends at the roofline of the primary residence. Ms. Smith reminded the
committee that there is a house in Boylan at the corner of Lenoir Street that has an attached
garage and she can provide a picture if necessary.

Mr. Davis stated it looked like there were footers going from the garage to house. Ms. Smith
replied that the plan is for the deck to end at the roofline and at there will be green space in the
yard. Ms. Caliendo questioned the accuracy of the plot plan. Ms. Smith clarified that the plot
plan is from the surveyor and not the architect. Ms. Tully added that the side elevation is more
accurate. Ms. Smith stated the elevation is broken on the site.

At Ms. Caliendo’s suggestion Ms. Webb moved that the public testimony portion of the hearing
be closed. Mr. Davis seconded; motion carried 6/0.

Committee Discussion

The following points were made in discussion [speaker indicated in brackets]:
The change is negligible. [David]
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Especially since they are going from a screened-in porch to an open one. [Caliendo]

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

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

A.

1>(-
2>(-

3>(-

4*

5>(-
6>(-

7>(-

Enclosure of rear screened porch is not incongruous according to Guidelines 2.6.6, 4.3.1, and
the following facts:

The footprint of the house is not changing.

Only a portion of the porch is proposed for enclosure. A porch will still remain between the
house and the garage.

A fact from the approval of COA 121-15-CA was that the garage sat approximately 15 feet
from the house and 5 feet from the porch.

The proposal changes the distances such that the garage sits approximately 11%2 feet from
the house and 5 feet from the screened porch.

On the south elevation, the change creates the visual appearance that the garage is closer.
The proximity of the garage to the house was discussed in detail at the October and
November 2015 COA meetings.

The porch is going from entirely screened in to partially screened in and partially open. The
two plot plans submitted were inaccurate in showing the covered patio. There is a five foot
gap between the two.

The motion was seconded by Ms. Webb; passed 6/0.

Decision on the Application

Ms. David made a motion that the application be approved as amended.

The motion was seconded by Mr. Smith; passed 6/0.

Committee members voting: Caliendo, David, Davis, Jackson, Smith, Webb.

Certificate expiration date: 11/25/16.
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS — CERTIFIED RECORD

073-16-CA 507 DEVEREUX STREET

Applicant: MEG MCLAURIN
Received: 5/6/2016 Meeting Date(s):
Submission date + 90 days: 8/4/2016 1) 5/25/2016 2) 3)

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: GLENWOOD-BROOKLYN HISTORIC DISTRICT

Zoning: STREETSIDE

Nature of Project: Rear addition that includes a 2nd floor addition on existing 1-story section

Amendments:

DRAC: The application was reviewed by the Design Review Advisory Committee at its May 16
meeting. Members in attendance were Curtis Kasefang, Dan Becker, and David Maurer;
also present were Meg McLaurin and Tania Tully.

Conflict of Interest: None noted.

Staff Notes:

e The Glenwood-Brooklyn Historic District is a Streetside HOD. This means that the only
part of the entire property subject to the COA process.
e Those items shown on the plans or mentioned in the written description that are not
subject to COA review are:
0 Alterations to the existing rear deck and screened porch.

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

Sections  Topic Description of Work
42 Additions to Historic Buildings = Rear addition that includes a 2nd floor addition
on existing 1-story section

STAFF POSITION

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

A. Construction of rear addition that includes a 2nd floor addition on existing 1-story section is
not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 4.2.1, 4.2.2,4.2.4,4.2.5,4.2.6,4.2.7,4.2.8,
4.2.9, and the following facts:

1* The addition is sited at the rear of the house and sits primarily on what is likely a later 1-
story addition.

2* There are no trees potentially impacted by construction activities within the regulated area
of the yard.

3* The addition is taller than the rear cross gable ridge, equal in height to the ridge of the front
gable, and no wider than the two-story Triple-A house.
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4* The new addition is rectangular in form with a gable roof of the same pitch as the historic
house. The addition’s cross gable has the same proportions as the gable ends of the historic
house.

5% On the east elevation the new addition maintains the eave line of the existing one-story
addition which breaks up the appearance of the mass.

6* The details on the new addition is said to be similar to the two-story portion of the house;
detailed drawings are not provided.

7* Adding a 2nd level to one-story additions is a common method of gaining additional space.

8* The application states that the window and door trim will be 5/4” x 4” to match the
existing. A detailed photo was not provided.

9* The existing one-story addition has fiber cement siding. The new addition is proposed to be
clad in hardiplank siding. The reveal is not specified and it not stated that it will have a
smooth finish or be painted.

10* Painted smooth-faced fiber cement siding has been approved on rear additions by the
commission except when it is immediately adjacent historic wood siding.

11* No information on the new window or door material was included in the application. The
windows are proposed to be 2/2. Some windows will be reused.

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

1. That the fiber-cement siding have a smooth finish and be painted.
That details and specifications for the following be provided to and approved by staff prior
to issuance of the blue placard:
a. Elevation drawings without the existing conditions dashed in;
b. Windows (new and relocated);
c. Eave construction.
3. That details and specifications for the following be provided to and approved by staff prior
to construction/installation:
a. Window and door trim to be matched;
Doors;
Siding reveal;
New railing;
Lighting fixtures, if any.

© oo o

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Staff Introduction: Tania Tully [affirmed] showed the location of the property on the map and
noted highlights from staff comments. Ms. Tully reminded the committee that since the house is
in Glenwood-Brooklyn which is a HOD-S, there are some changes on the application that are
not up for review by the committee. Ms. Tully stated the potential alterations that do not
require a COA are changes to the rear deck and porch and the only thing the committee is
looking at is the addition. Ms. Tully expressed that staff believes it should be approved with
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conditions. She also noted that the trees in the rear yard are not looked at and the alley is not
considered a street.

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

stated she was present for the homeowner and asked that if the porch railing for the deck is not
historic, could it be replaced with what was originally there. Ms. McLaurin questioned about
the first 50% that was coming under review.

Responses and Questions:

Ms. Tully clarified that the staff suggestion for the condition on the railing is for the steps on the
back. Ms. McLaurin stated she was adding 2x2 or 2x3 pickets. Ms. McLaurin expressed
confusion about the conditions, especially since a lot of the soffits were covered with aluminum
as well as the trim around the siding. Ms. McLaurin stated you cannot always see the soffit
conditions and they want to keep the addition to have a historic feel and it will not be
completed in aluminum. Ms. Tully stated the committee could add a fact about uncovering the
siding to find out what the existing eave condition is before it is put back. Ms. McLaurin stated
the COA could be approved provided she come back with the condition on the eaves.

At Ms. Caliendo’s suggestion Ms. David moved that the public testimony portion of the hearing
be closed. Mr. Davis seconded; motion carried 6/0.

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 position A. (inclusive of facts 1-11) to be acceptable as findings of fact,
with the modifications and additions as listed below:

A. Construction of rear addition that includes a 2nd floor addition on existing 1-story section 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, 4.2.8,
4.2.9, and the following facts:

1* The addition is sited at the rear of the house and sits primarily on what is likely a later 1-
story addition.

2* There are no trees potentially impacted by construction activities within the regulated area
of the yard.

3* The addition is taller than the rear cross gable ridge, equal in height to the ridge of the front
gable, and no wider than the two-story Triple-A house.
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4* The new addition is rectangular in form with a gable roof of the same pitch as the historic
house. The addition’s cross gable has the same proportions as the gable ends of the historic
house.

5% On the east elevation the new addition maintains the eave line of the existing one-story
addition which breaks up the appearance of the mass.

6* The details on the new addition is said to be similar to the two-story portion of the house;
detailed drawings are not provided.

7* Adding a 2nd level to one-story additions is a common method of gaining additional space.

8* The application states that the window and door trim will be 5/4” x 4” to match the
existing. A detailed photo was not provided.

9* The existing one-story addition has fiber cement siding. The new addition is proposed to be
clad in hardiplank siding. The reveal is not specified and it not stated that it will have a
smooth finish or be painted.

10* Painted smooth-faced fiber cement siding has been approved on rear additions by the
commission except when it is immediately adjacent historic wood siding.

11* No information on the new window or door material was included in the application. The
windows are proposed to be 2/2. Some windows will be reused.

12* Eaves on the historic corridor are covered with vinyl that needs to be investigated so the
applicant knows the condition of the eaves.

The motion was seconded by Ms. David; passed 6/0.

Decision on the Application

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

1. That the fiber-cement siding have a smooth finish and be painted.

2. That details and specifications for the following be provided to and approved by staff prior
to issuance of the blue placard:
a. Elevation drawings without the existing conditions dashed in;
b. Windows (new and relocated).

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

Window and door trim to be matched;

Doors;

Siding reveal;

New railing;

Lighting fixtures, if any;

meoan o

Eave construction.
The motion was seconded by Mr. Smith; passed 6/0.

Committee members voting: Caliendo, David, Davis, Jackson, Smith, Webb.
Certificate expiration date: 11/25/16.
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS — CERTIFIED RECORD

074-16-CA 300 E DAVIE STREET

Applicant: ALICIA KIRWAN, KIRWAN ARCHITECTURE
Received: 5/6/2016 Meeting Date(s):
Submission date + 90 days: 8/4/2016 1) 5/25/2016 2) 3)

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: PRINCE HALL HISTORIC DISTRICT

Zoning: Historic Overlay District - GENERAL

Nature of Project: Remove 1980s south-side addition; construct new 6,100 SF 1-story addition;
remove two trees; change 1 window to a door; associated site changes

Amendments: Clarified drawings with changes to the windows on the Person Street side of the
addition and minor amendments to the site plan are attached.

DRAC: The application was reviewed by the Design Review Advisory Committee at its May 16
meeting. Members in attendance were Curtis Kasefang, Dan Becker, and David Maurer; also
present were Alicia Kirwan, Nicholas Zastrow, and Tania Tully.

Conflict of Interest: None noted.

Staff Notes:
¢ North Carolina General Statutes and Raleigh City Code provide that the application for

demolition of trees cannot be denied; only delayed for a maximum of 365-days.

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

Sections  Topic Description of Work
2.1 Public Rights-of-Way and Alleys  Site changes
2.3 Site Features and Plantings Remove two trees; associated site changes
2.5 Walkways, Driveways, and Associated site changes
Offstreet Parking
3.7 Windows and Doors Change window to a door
4.2 Additions to Historic Buildings Remove 1980s south-side addition; construct new

6,100 SF 1-story addition

STAFF POSITION

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

A. Removal of two trees; constructing of site changes is not incongruous in concept according
to Guidelines 2.1.1,2.1.2.2.3.1,2.3.2, 2.3.5,2.3.7, 2.3.9, and the following facts:

1* Existing cuts in the curb are proposed to be filled with like material, specifications are not
provided. Repairs of this sort are typically approvable by staff as a Minor Work.
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2>(-

3*

4*

5>(-

6>(-
7>(-

8*

9*

10*

1>(-

2>(-

1>(-

2>(-

Trees in the right-of-way are proposed to be protected; a tree protection plan is not
included.

Existing site features being removed or modified are not from the period of significance of
the district and are therefore not considered character-defining.

The trees proposed for removal (14” and 22” DBH oaks) are close to the walls of the new
addition and would likely not survive construction. Replacement trees are not proposed.
The committee has the authority and duty to waive or shorten the 365-day delay when a
structure or site 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 §10.2.15.E.1]

Photos of the site, including existing trees, are provided.

The remaining trees on the site are to remain and be protected; a tree protection plan is not
included.

Concrete walkways are proposed between the historic building, the new addition, and the
public sidewalk in addition to egress ramps and walks off the south and east facades of the
addition. Railings are shown on the elevation drawings for the east egress, but not for the
south egress. It appears from the plan drawing that railings are proposed on either side of
the walkway stretching from the egress door out into the west yard area between the
addition and the row of low bushes next to the public sidewalk along Person Street.
Concrete steps and shrubs are also proposed. Details, specifications, and plant materials are
not provided.

The application states that the new concrete walks will have a fine broom finish.
Historically, concrete walks had a water-washed finish. The finish texture of the existing
walks is unknown.

A portion of the existing retaining wall will be removed for construction of the addition and
then rebuilt.

Changing of a window to a door; adding a gable entry is not incongruous in concept
according to Guidelines 3.7.1, 3.7.9 and the following facts:

The new wood and glass door is proposed to replace a window with exhaust fan on the rear
(east) fagade of the church adjacent to the parking lot. The window is part of a later addition
and not located on the original historic portion of the building. Specifications and details are
not provided.

A new gable entry roof with supporting brackets is proposed to shelter the new door
opening. Specifications and details are not provided.

Removal of 1980s south-side addition; construction of new 6,100 SF 1-story addition is not
incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 4.2.1, 4.2.4,4.2.5,4.2.6,4.2.7,4.2.8,4.2.9, and
the following facts:

The site of addition is in the location of the removed 1980s addition and an existing asphalt
parking lot. No historic fabric is being altered.

A tree protection plan was not provided.
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3>(-

4>(-

5*

6>(-

7>(-

8>(-

9*

The historic church is described as a ca. 1922; ca. 1980 one-story, seven-bay Gothic-
influenced frame church with brick veneer, a slate gable roof, a corner tower with
crenellation and corbelling, lancet-arched stained glass windows, circular windows, and a
modern rear addition. [Report and Recommendation for the Designation of the South
Person/South Blount Historic Overlay District]

Along Person Street (west fagade), the forward part of the new addition sits approx. 6’
behind the front wall of the historic church; on the Davie Street side, the north wall of the
addition is behind the historic building.

The scale of the addition is broken down into multiple heights and setbacks so as to
maintain the visual significance of the historic church. From some perspectives it also has
the appearance of a separate building.

The addition is rectangular in form. The portion closest to the historic church is both
recessed and lower than the church and the addition. The taller portion of the addition is
lower than the ridge of the church.

The relationship of solid to voids of the addition is similar to the historic church. The
simplified design of the arched windows in the addition tie back to the design of the historic
church without mimicking or overshadowing the historic gothic windows.

The materials are proposed to be imitation slate roofing, running bond brick walls; metal
downspouts; concrete coping with metal parapet cap, aluminum clad casement windows
with simulated divided lights; brickmold, soldier course headers, and concrete sills.
Specifications and details are not provided.

Light fixtures are proposed to be dark bronze; specifications and details are not provided.

10* A paint schedule is provided; color samples are not.

Staff recommends that the committee approve the amended application, waiving the 365-day

demolition delay for the removal of the trees and with the following conditions:

1.

That the trees being removed be replaced.

That the finish of the concrete walks either be water-washed or match the texture of the

existing walks.

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

to issuance of the blue placard for the site plan:

a. Replacement trees species and location or a donation to the NeighborWoods tree
planting program.

b. Tree protection plan prepared by an arborist certified by the International Society of
Arboriculture;

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

to issuance of the blue placard for the addition construction:

a. Windows;

b. Metal railings, including revised elevation drawings showing the south egress ramp and
walkway railings;

c. Significant design features such as the parapets, window openings, entry roofs, entry
roof brackets.
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5. That details and specifications for the following be provided to and approved by staff prior
to construction/installation:

Material samples and colors;

Roofing material;

Doors;

Shrubs and other planting materials;

Paint colors;

Curb cut infill;

Site steps;

Light fixtures and location;

Gutters and downspouts;

M E® e AN T

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Staff Introduction: Tania Tully [affirmed] showed the location of the property on the map and
noted highlights from staff comments. Ms. Tully stated the additional information in the staff
comments clarified some drawings, included minor amendments to the site plan, and changes
to the main addition windows.

Support:

Ms. Alicia Kirwan [affirmed] was present to speak in support of the application. Ms. Kirwan
stated she had no issues or comments with the staff comments.

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

At Ms. Caliendo’s suggestion Mr. Smith moved that the public testimony portion of the hearing
be closed. Ms. Webb seconded; motion carried 6/0.

Committee Discussion

There was no discussion following the public hearing.

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

Mr. Smith moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the public hearing,
the committee finds staff position A. (inclusive of facts 1-10), B. (inclusive of facts 1-2), C.
(inclusive of facts 1-10) to be acceptable as findings of fact, with the modifications and additions
as listed below:
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1>(-

2*

3>(-

4:*

5*

6>(-
7>(-

8>(-

9*

10*

1>(-

2>(-

Removal of two trees; constructing of site changes is not incongruous in concept according
to Guidelines 2.1.1,2.1.2.2.3.1,2.3.2, 2.3.5,2.3.7, 2.3.9, and the following facts:

Existing cuts in the curb are proposed to be filled with like material, specifications are not
provided. Repairs of this sort are typically approvable by staff as a Minor Work.

Trees in the right-of-way are proposed to be protected; a tree protection plan is not
included.

Existing site features being removed or modified are not from the period of significance of
the district and are therefore not considered character-defining.

The trees proposed for removal (14” and 22” DBH oaks) are close to the walls of the new
addition and would likely not survive construction. Replacement trees are not proposed.
The committee has the authority and duty to waive or shorten the 365-day delay when a
structure or site 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 §10.2.15.E.1]

Photos of the site, including existing trees, are provided.

The remaining trees on the site are to remain and be protected; a tree protection plan is not
included.

Concrete walkways are proposed between the historic building, the new addition, and the
public sidewalk in addition to egress ramps and walks off the south and east facades of the
addition. Railings are shown on the elevation drawings for the east egress, but not for the
south egress. It appears from the plan drawing that railings are proposed on either side of
the walkway stretching from the egress door out into the west yard area between the
addition and the row of low bushes next to the public sidewalk along Person Street.
Concrete steps and shrubs are also proposed. Details, specifications, and plant materials are
not provided.

The application states that the new concrete walks will have a fine broom finish.
Historically, concrete walks had a water-washed finish. The finish texture of the existing
walks is unknown.

A portion of the existing retaining wall will be removed for construction of the addition and
then rebuilt.

Changing of a window to a door; adding a gable entry is not incongruous in concept
according to Guidelines 3.7.1, 3.7.9 and the following facts:

The new wood and glass door is proposed to replace a window with exhaust fan on the rear
(east) fagade of the church adjacent to the parking lot. The window is part of a later addition
and not located on the original historic portion of the building. Specifications and details are
not provided.

A new gable entry roof with supporting brackets is proposed to shelter the new door
opening. Specifications and details are not provided.
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C. Removal of 1980s south-side addition; construction of new 6,100 SF 1-story addition is not
incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 4.2.1, 4.2.4,4.2.5,4.2.6,4.2.7,4.2.8,4.2.9, and
the following facts:

1* The site of addition is in the location of the removed 1980s addition and an existing asphalt
parking lot. No historic fabric is being altered.

2* A tree protection plan was not provided.

3* The historic church is described as a ca. 1922; ca. 1980 one-story, seven-bay Gothic-
influenced frame church with brick veneer, a slate gable roof, a corner tower with
crenellation and corbelling, lancet-arched stained glass windows, circular windows, and a
modern rear addition. [Report and Recommendation for the Designation of the South
Person/South Blount Historic Overlay District]

4* Along Person Street (west fagade), the forward part of the new addition sits approx. 6’
behind the front wall of the historic church; on the Davie Street side, the north wall of the
addition is behind the historic building.

5% The scale of the addition is broken down into multiple heights and setbacks so as to
maintain the visual significance of the historic church. From some perspectives it also has
the appearance of a separate building.

6* The addition is rectangular in form. The portion closest to the historic church is both
recessed and lower than the church and the addition. The taller portion of the addition is
lower than the ridge of the church.

7% The relationship of solid to voids of the addition is similar to the historic church. The
simplified design of the arched windows in the addition tie back to the design of the historic
church without mimicking or overshadowing the historic gothic windows.

8* The materials are proposed to be imitation slate roofing, running bond brick walls; metal
downspouts; concrete coping with metal parapet cap, aluminum clad casement windows
with simulated divided lights; brickmold, soldier course headers, and concrete sills.
Specifications and details are not provided.

9* Light fixtures are proposed to be dark bronze; specifications and details are not provided.

10* A paint schedule is provided; color samples are not.

The motion was seconded by Ms. David; passed 6/0.

Decision on the Application

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

1. That the trees being removed be replaced.
That the finish of the concrete walks either be water-washed or match the texture of the
existing walks.

3. That details and specifications for the following be provided to and approved by staff prior
to issuance of the blue placard for the site plan:
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b.

Replacement trees species and location or a donation to the NeighborWoods tree
planting program.

Tree protection plan prepared by an arborist certified by the International Society of
Arboriculture;

4. That details and specifications for the following be provided to and approved by staff prior
to issuance of the blue placard for the addition construction:

a.

b.

Windows;

Metal railings, including revised elevation drawings showing the south egress ramp and
walkway railings;

Significant design features such as the parapets, window openings, entry roofs, entry
roof brackets.

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

ME® 0 AN o

Material samples and colors;
Roofing material;

Doors;

Shrubs and other planting materials;
Paint colors;

Curb cut infill;

Site steps;

Light fixtures and location;

Gutters and downspouts.

Mr. Smith agreed to the changes. The amended motion passed 6/0.

Committee members voting: Caliendo, David, Davis, Jackson, Smith, Webb.

Certificate expiration date: 11/25/16.
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS — CERTIFIED RECORD

075-16-CA 602 OAKWOOD AVENUE

Applicant: DAVID G MOYE
Received: 5/6/2016 Meeting Date(s):
Submission date + 90 days: 8/4/2016 1) 5/25/2016 2) 3)

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT
Zoning: GENERAL
Nature of Project: Parge section of brick foundation [After-the-Fact]; remove tree.
Amendments: Clearer versions of the application photos were provided and are attached.
Conflict of Interest: None noted.
Staff Notes:

e After-the-fact applications are treated as though the work has not been completed.

e North Carolina General Statutes and Raleigh City Code provide that the application for

demolition of trees cannot be denied; only delayed for a maximum of 365-days.
¢ File photos are available for review.

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

Sections  Topic Description of Work

2.3 Site Features and Plantings  remove tree

3.2 Masonry parge section of brick foundation
STAFF POSITION

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

A. Parging a section of brick foundation is incongruous according to Guidelines 3.2.1, 3.2.2, 3.2.4
and the following facts:

1* No evidence is provided regarding the condition of the brick prior to coating in a thin layer
of concrete or stucco (parging).

2* A Google Streetview image from June 2014 shows the section of brick foundation prior to
the parging.

3* The specifications of the parge coat were not provided.

4* The application states that the parging would damage the brick if removed. No evidence is
provided to support the statement.

B. Removal of tree may be incongruous according to Guidelines 2.3.5 and the following facts:

1* The committee has the authority and duty to waive or shorten the 365-day delay period
when a structure or site is found to be of no significance: “....If the Commission finds that
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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 §10.2.15.E.1]

2* The application does not show the location of the tree on the property or how it impacts the
character of the district.

3* The application states that the tree is dead. The photo of the tree shows that it contains no
leaves, unlike the adjacent trees.

4* The species of the tree is unknown.

5* A replacement tree is not proposed.

Staff recommends that the committee defer in part and deny in part the application as specified
below.

That the installation of the parging be denied with the following conditions to be met within 30
days of the date of decision (June meeting):

1. That the parging be removed.

2. That the brick underneath be repaired and re-painted.

That the removal of the tree be deferred with a request for the following additional evidence:
Tree species;

Location of tree on the site;

Impact of the tree on the tree canopy;

Additional information regarding the health of the tree;

Proposed replacement tree species and location.

Ol LN

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Staff Introduction: Tania Tully [affirmed] showed the location of the property on the map and
noted highlights from staff comments. Ms. Tully stated that there are photographs from after
the application and that the house sits in Oakwood. Ms. Tully added that the concrete was
coating a portion of a brick foundation and that a neighbor has additional information. Ms.
Tully stated staff recommends denying the parging and for additional information on the tree.

Support:
Mr. Richard Callahan [affirmed] was present to speak in support of the application on behalf of

the owner, Mr. David Moye. Mr. Callahan stated it has been the second year that the tree has
not bloomed and it has started to lose branches as well as bark. Mr. Callahan stated the
homeowner would be glad to add another oak tree in the tree’s place. Mr. Callahan stated the
application is an after the fact with the parging as the homeowner only put it over the basement
in one spot and would like to leave it there. Mr. Callahan added that the homeowner believes
the parging has good adhesion and if removal is attempted it could damage the brick
underneath.
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Opposition:
There was no one else present to speak in favor of or in opposition to the application.

Responses and Questions:

Ms. David inquired as to what the parging was made of. Mr. Callahan responded that he did
not know but believed it was a brick mix. Ms. Jackson questioned if the homeowner had any
additional information about the brick prior to the application of the parging. Mr. Callahan
replied that the homeowner believed he was saving the brick. Ms. Jackson asked if the parging
was going to go around all of the brick. Mr. Callahan responded that it would not as it was
intended as a repair.

At Ms. Caliendo’s suggestion Mr. Davis moved that the public testimony portion of the hearing
be closed. Mr. Smith seconded; motion carried 6/0.

Committee Discussion

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

The parging of the brick and the tree. Do we require a tree of similar species to be planted?
[Caliendo]

I am not sure without knowing the condition of the brick. How advantageous is it for it to be
removed? We could be doing more damage to the brick. [Jackson]

The existing brick is painted dark brown. It does not exactly jump out at you. [Smith]

When you have it next to cement it will speed the deterioration of the brick that is underneath
it. [David]

Would it make a difference if we knew the condition of the brick? [Webb]

If it were soft concrete it would be more flexible and that is how we would treat it if it were a
new application which is how we are supposed to hear it. [David]

This brick is damaged we need to fix it. [Smith]

We would not say to put a hard concrete on it. [David]

If it is hard to take it off it could damage it more. [Davis]

You could consider if it needs to come off, it could be started, and then investigated to see what
happens when it comes off. [Tully]

By who? [Caliendo]

The homeowner. Either it is going to come off and it is good otherwise it is damaged and has to
come back to you. [Tully]

The bricks will be damaged? [Webb]

Over many years. [David]

That tree is dead. It is a big tree. [Smith]

They could put one back or put it into NeighborWoods. [David]
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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 position A. (inclusive of facts 1-4) and B. (inclusive of facts 1-5) to be
acceptable as findings of fact, with the modifications and additions as listed below:

A. Parging a section of brick foundation is incongruous according to Guidelines 3.2.1,3.2.2, 3.2.4
and the following facts:

1* No evidence is provided regarding the condition of the brick prior to coating in a thin layer
of concrete or stucco (parging).

2* A Google Streetview image from June 2014 shows the section of brick foundation prior to
the parging.

3* The specifications of the parge coat were not provided.

4* The application states that the parging would damage the brick if removed. No evidence is
provided to support the statement.

5* The parging is believed to be a strong brick mix.

B. Removal of tree is not incongruous according to Guidelines 2.3.5 and the following facts:

1* The committee has the authority and duty to waive or shorten the 365-day delay period
when a structure or site 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 §10.2.15.E.1]

2* The application does not show the location of the tree on the property or how it impacts the
character of the district.

3* The application states that the tree is dead. The photo of the tree shows that it contains no
leaves, unlike the adjacent trees.

4* The species of the tree is unknown.

5% A replacement tree is not proposed.

6* There was testimony that the tree was an oak tree.

The motion was seconded by Ms. David; passed 6/0.

Decision on the Application

Following discussion on an initial motion made by Mr. Davis and seconded by Mr. Smith, Mr.
Davis made an amended motion that the application be approved in part and denied in part as
stated below:

That the installation of the parging be denied.
The following are a recommendation on how to remedy the violation:
1. That the parging be removed on an experimental basis by a mason experienced with
historic brick and in consultation with staff.
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2. That the brick underneath be repaired and re-painted.

That the removal of the tree be approved waiving the 365-day demolition delay and with the
following conditions:
1. That a new oak tree be planted during the next tree planting period after removal of
the tree;
Or
2. That a donation be made to the NeighborWoods Tree Planting program with
documentation to be provided to staff.

Mr. Smith agreed to the changes. The amended motion passed 6/0.
Committee members voting: Caliendo, David, Davis, Jackson, Smith, Webb.

Certificate expiration date: 11/25/16.
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS — CERTIFIED RECORD

076-16-CA 814 OBERLIN ROAD

Applicant: CITY OF RALEIGH
Received: 5/6/2016 Meeting Date(s):
Submission date + 90 days: 8/4/2016 1) 5/25/2016 2) 3)

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: LANDMARK HISTORIC DISTRICT
Raleigh Historic Landmark: REV. PLUMMER T. HALL HOUSE
Nature of Project: Relocate house on existing parcel; construct new foundation; reconstruct
porch piers and floor; remove 3 trees; plant 6 trees
Conflict of Interest: None noted.
Staff Notes:
¢ North Carolina General Statutes and Raleigh City Code provide that the application for
demolition of trees cannot be denied; only delayed for a maximum of 365-days.
e There is a typographical error in the Nature of Project listed in the amended agenda:
only three trees are correctly described as being removed; however, six trees are
proposed to be planted.

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

Sections  Topic Description of Work
2.3 Site Features and Plantings remove trees; plant trees
3.8 Entrances, Porches, and Balconies reconstruct porch piers and floor
4.3 New Construction relocate house; construct new foundation;
reconstruct porch piers and floor
5.1 Relocation relocate house
STAFF POSITION

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

A. Relocation of the house is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 2.3.1, 2.3.2,
235,236,237 51.1,51.2,5.14,5.1.6, 5.1.7, and the following facts:

1* A survey of the trees on the property was provided. Only trees affected by the relocation of
the house are proposed for removal and will be replaced two for one.

2* Tree protection is proposed; a detailed plan is provided, but is not sufficiently readable.

3* Detailed drawings and photographs of the house were provided and are on file.

4* Details regarding the proposed move were prepared by a registered architect in conjunction
with a structural engineer.

5% The structure to be relocated sits in the right-of-way.

May 25, 2016 COA Meeting Minutes Page 22 of 38



6* The proposed location approximately 34 feet back (roughly east) reduces the impact to the
dwelling from the existing roadway and from any future widening.

7* The proposed location will create a larger front lawn to buffer the house from the traffic.

8* The house will maintain its current orientation to the street.

9* The property will be re-landmarked after relocation.

10* An archaeological investigation completed in May 2015 found that no significant
archaeological remains would be disturbed by the relocation of the house.

B. Construction of new foundation; reconstruction of porch piers and floor is not incongruous
in concept according to Guidelines 3.2.7, 3.4.3, 3.8.6, and the following facts:

1* The new foundation under the historic sections of the house will be brick veneer, detailed to
convey the appearance of the original pier locations. The foundation under the 1996
addition will be continuous to match its modern era construction. Material samples were
not provided.

2* The original height of the foundation was very low which contributed to termite-damage
discovered in the floor framing system. The height of the new foundation seeks to balance
proximity of the house’s original relationship to the ground with code-mandated clearance
to floor framing.

3* The historic portion of the house currently has no foundation vents. Dark bronze foundation
crawl-space vents will be installed to meet building code requirements. Sample cast iron
vents were provided.

4* Metal cellar access doors are also proposed on the rear and sides of the building.
Specifications were provided.

5* The front porch floor is currently a non-original concrete slab supported by concrete block.
This will be demolished and replaced at the new location with tongue and groove wood
decking on wood framing supported by brick piers. Detailed drawings were provided.

6* Simple vernacular wood steps with open risers and stringers will provide access to the front
and rear porches. Detailed drawings were provided.

C. Removal of trees; planting of new trees is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines
2.3.1,2.3.5,2.3.7, and the following facts:

1* The committee has the authority and duty to waive or shorten the 365-day delay when a
structure or site 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 §10.2.15.E.1]

2* A survey of the trees on the property was provided. Only trees affected by the relocation of
the house are proposed for removal and will be replaced.

3* A two-stemmed tree (or trees) immediately in front of and adjacent to the front porch will
be removed in order to access the house foundation and floor framing to prepare the
building for relocation. One tree will need to be removed that is in conflict with the new
location.
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4* Six new trees will be provided near the perimeter of the parcel on south and east sides to
compensate for the removed tree canopy. Species and locations are provided.

5* Tree protection and silt protection fencing is proposed; detailed information is provided, but
is not sufficiently readable.

Staff recommends that the committee approve the application waiving the 365-day demolition
delay, with the following conditions:
1. That the application for landmark re-designation be filed within 30 days of the move.
2. That details and specifications for the following be provided to and approved by staff prior
to the issuance of the blue placard for the move:
a. Final foundation height (dependent upon site topography condition survey by
contractor to determine foundation drain to daylight benchmark);
b. Higher visual quality tree protection plan.
3. That details and specifications for the following be provided to and approved by staff prior
to construction/installation:
a. brick face finish and color;
b. paint color selections;
c. final cellar door design and color;
d. final foundation vent color.
4. That anew COA be filed for any site modifications including sidewalks, planting and/or
driveway.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Staff Introduction: Tania Tully [affirmed] showed the location of the property on the map and
noted highlights from staff comments. Ms. Tully announced that since there is no one present at
the meeting to represent the application as per guidance from the city attorneys, it is up to the
committee if they wished to hear this application. The committee decided to hear the
application.

Ms. Tully introduced the Plummer T. Hall House which is a historic landmark. Ms. Tully stated
that the house is being moved back and over slightly onto new property so that it is out of the
right-of-way. Ms. Tully stated there was been a lot of termite damage and that staff has
recommended approval with some conditions as well as waiving the 365 day delay of tree
demolition for 2-3 trees on the property.

There was no one 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. David seconded; motion carried 6/0.
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Committee Discussion

The following points were made in discussion [speaker indicated in brackets]:
The application covers everything. [Davis]
It is very complete. [David]

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

Mr. Smith moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the public hearing,
the committee finds staff position A. (inclusive of facts 1-10), B. (inclusive of facts 1-6), and C.
(inclusive of facts 1-5) to be acceptable as findings of fact:

A. Relocation of the house is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 2.3.1, 2.3.2,
235,236,237 5.1.1,51.2,5.1.4,5.1.6,5.1.7, and the following facts:

1* A survey of the trees on the property was provided. Only trees affected by the relocation of
the house are proposed for removal and will be replaced two for one.

2* Tree protection is proposed; a detailed plan is provided, but is not sufficiently readable.

3* Detailed drawings and photographs of the house were provided and are on file.

4* Details regarding the proposed move were prepared by a registered architect in conjunction
with a structural engineer.

5% The structure to be relocated sits in the right-of-way.

6* The proposed location approximately 34 feet back (roughly east) reduces the impact to the
dwelling from the existing roadway and from any future widening.

7* The proposed location will create a larger front lawn to buffer the house from the traffic.

8* The house will maintain its current orientation to the street.

9* The property will be re-landmarked after relocation.

10* An archaeological investigation completed in May 2015 found that no significant
archaeological remains would be disturbed by the relocation of the house.

B. Construction of new foundation; reconstruction of porch piers and floor is not incongruous
in concept according to Guidelines 3.2.7, 3.4.3, 3.8.6, and the following facts:

1* The new foundation under the historic sections of the house will be brick veneer, detailed to
convey the appearance of the original pier locations. The foundation under the 1996
addition will be continuous to match its modern era construction. Material samples were
not provided.

2* The original height of the foundation was very low which contributed to termite-damage
discovered in the floor framing system. The height of the new foundation seeks to balance
proximity of the house’s original relationship to the ground with code-mandated clearance
to floor framing.

3* The historic portion of the house currently has no foundation vents. Dark bronze foundation
crawl-space vents will be installed to meet building code requirements. Sample cast iron
vents were provided.
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Metal cellar access doors are also proposed on the rear and sides of the building.
Specifications were provided.

The front porch floor is currently a non-original concrete slab supported by concrete block.
This will be demolished and replaced at the new location with tongue and groove wood
decking on wood framing supported by brick piers. Detailed drawings were provided.
Simple vernacular wood steps with open risers and stringers will provide access to the front
and rear porches. Detailed drawings were provided.

Removal of trees; planting of new trees is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines
2.3.1,2.3.5,2.3.7, and the following facts:

The committee has the authority and duty to waive or shorten the 365-day delay when a
structure or site 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 §10.2.15.E.1]

A survey of the trees on the property was provided. Only trees affected by the relocation of
the house are proposed for removal and will be replaced.

A two-stemmed tree (or trees) immediately in front of and adjacent to the front porch will
be removed in order to access the house foundation and floor framing to prepare the
building for relocation. One tree will need to be removed that is in conflict with the new
location.

Six new trees will be provided near the perimeter of the parcel on south and east sides to
compensate for the removed tree canopy. Species and locations are provided.

Tree protection and silt protection fencing is proposed; detailed information is provided, but
is not sufficiently readable.

The motion was seconded by Ms. Webb; passed 6/0.

Decision on the Application

Mr. Smith made a motion that the application be approved with the following conditions:

1.

That the application for landmark re-designation be filed within 30 days of the move.

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

to the issuance of the blue placard for the move:

a. Final foundation height (dependent upon site topography condition survey by
contractor to determine foundation drain to daylight benchmark);

b. Higher visual quality tree protection plan.

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

to construction/installation:

a. brick face finish and color;

b. paint color selections;

c. final cellar door design and color;
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d. final foundation vent color.

4. That a new COA be filed for any site modifications including sidewalks, planting and/or
driveway.

The motion was seconded by Ms. Webb; passed 6/0.

Committee members voting: Caliendo, David, Davis, Jackson, Smith, Webb.

Certificate expiration date: 11/25/16.
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS — CERTIFIED RECORD

077-16-CA 607 N BOUNDARY STREET

Applicant: WILL HILLEBRENNER
Received: 5/6/2016 Meeting Date(s):
Submission date + 90 days: 8/4/2016 1) 5/25/2016 2) 3)

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT
Zoning: GENERAL
Nature of Project: Remove existing metal garage; construct new garage; construct rear yard

fence; replace driveway and sidewalk; remove two trees; plant tree.
Amendments:
Conflict of Interest: None noted.
Staff Notes:
¢ North Carolina General Statutes and Raleigh City Code provide that the application for
demolition of structures and sites cannot be denied; only delayed for a maximum of 365-
days.

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

Sections  Topic Description of Work

2.3 Site Features and Plantings Remove existing metal garage; construct new
garage; construct rear yard fence; replace driveway
and sidewalk; remove two trees; plant tree

24 Fences and Walls Remove existing metal garage; construct new
garage
2.5 Walkways, Driveways, and replace driveway and sidewalk
Offstreet Parking
2.6 Garages and Accessory Remove existing metal garage; construct new
Structures garage
STAFF POSITION

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

A. Removal of existing metal garage is not incongruous according to Guidelines 2.6.1 and the
following facts:

1* The existing structure is a gable-roofed frame one-car garage facing Elm St. It is clad in
metal and built in ¢.1940. [Inventory Of Structures In The Oakwood National Register
Historic Districts, by Matthew Brown, Historian, Society for the Preservation of Historic
Oakwood, 2004-2015] This is outside the district’s period of significance.
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2* The committee has the authority and duty to waive or shorten the 365-day delay when a
structure or site 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 §10.2.15.E.1]

B. Construction of new garage is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 2.3.7, 2.3.8,
2.6.6,2.6.7,2.6.9,2.6.10, and the following facts:

1* There are trees in the right-of-way that may be impacted by construction activities. A tree
protection plan is not provided.

2* The property is at the corner of Elm Street and N Boundary Street at the northern edge of
the district. The lot slopes down to the north away from the house.

3* The lot is 7,841 SF, the house with deck and porches is 1,523 SF, the existing garage is 180 SF,
and the proposed garage 616 SF; the current driveway and concrete areas are approximately
780 SF; the proposed driveway and concrete areas are approximately 575 SF. The current
built area is approximately 32% and the proposed is 35%.

4* The new garage is located in the same approximate location of the existing structure and
where there is currently a concrete slab.

5% The new garage is 22" wide and 28" deep. The width of the garage is only as wide as is
needed to accommodate two cars. The garage is rectangular with a gable front roof
matching the pitch of the house. The eave detail will also match the house. A detailed
drawing is not provided.

6* The proposed garage is 16’6” tall and sits below the house by approximately 2'9”.

7% The proposed materials are described as 6/6 solid wood reclaimed windows; solid wood;
4”wood cornerboards; 3-tab shingle roof; 9" wide aluminum garage doors; fiber cement
siding; and painted to match the house. Details and specifications were not provided.

8* The fiber cement lap siding is stated to match the reveal of the house and be 8”. It is unclear
if the 8” is the board width or reveal. Fiber cement siding is regularly approved on detached
new construction when smooth faced. The application does not specify surface texture.

9* Garage doors have been approved to be smooth faced metal or wood. To date, a smooth
faced metal garage door has not been found.

C. Construction of rear yard fence; replacement of driveway and sidewalk; removal of two
trees; plant tree is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 2.3.5, 2.3.7, 2.4.8,
2.4.11,2.55,2.5.9, and the following facts:

1* The committee has the authority and duty to waive or shorten the 365-day delay when a
structure or site 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 §10.2.15.E.1]

2* Two trees are approved for removal to accommodate construction of the new garage. One is
located immediately adjacent the existing shed and one is noted as dead. No evidence of the
health of the tree is provided.
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3* No details regarding replacement trees is provided.

4* There is an existing concrete pad and associated concrete sidewalk that will be reconfigured.

5% The proposed wood fence has a max height 5'9” and due to the slope reduces to
approximately 43” in the side yard of the house.

6* The proposed shadowbox design of the fence looks the same on both sides; detailed
drawings are provided.

Staff recommends that the committee approve the amended application, waiving the 365-day
demolition delay for the existing structure, with the following conditions:

1. That the fiber cement siding have a smooth painted finish.
2. That details and specifications for the following be provided to and approved by staff prior
to issuance of the blue placard:

a. The location of trees on this, adjacent properties, and the right-of-way relative to garage
and fence construction activities.

b. If the tree noted as diseased on the plan is proposed for removal: Arborist report with
tree species. If the arborist report confirms that the tree is dead, diseased, or dangerous
then the 365-day demolition delay is waived. If the arborist report does not declare the
tree dead, diseased, or dangerous or the tree is not proposed for removal, then an
arborist-prepared tree protection plan is required.

c. That following submittal of information outlined in Condition #2, item a., staff
determine where tree protection is required. In these areas, applicant and staff are to
develop a tree protection plan.

d. Eave construction.

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

Windows;

Window and door trim;

Siding reveal;

Material samples and colors;

Roofing material;

Garage doors.

meoan op

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Staff Introduction: Tania Tully [affirmed] showed the location of the property on the map and
noted highlights from staff comments. Ms. Tully stated that there are additional drawings with
additional dimensions and the scale of the garage has been brought down. Ms. Tully added that
staff recommends approval waiving the 365 day delay for demolition. Ms. Tully also stated that

the tree they are not asking for removal unless its condition can be determined.
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Support:
Mr. Will Hillebrenner [affirmed] was present to speak in support of the application. Mr.

Hillebrenner stated the owner, Mr. Jason Elwar was proposing removing an old non significant
garage and building something appropriate. Mr. Hillebrenner stated that included was the plot
plan and the tree is likely diseased but he will get an arborist involved to determine the status
of the tree but as of now they are not requesting removal.

Opposition:

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

Responses and Questions:
Ms. Tully added that the removal of a diseased, dead or dangerous tree only requires staff level
approval.

Ms. David asked about the width of the original garage. Mr. Hillebrenner responded that the
first design was about 25 feet wide. It is now 600 square feet, 22 feet wide by 28 feet in length.
Ms. Tully added that the original application did not have scale or information on the garage.
Mr. Hillebrenner noted he had a drawing of the application’s house and proposed front of the
garage.

At Ms. Caliendo’s suggestion Mr. Smith moved that the public testimony portion of the hearing
be closed. Ms. David seconded; motion carried 6/0.

Committee Discussion

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

The changes on the application are good. [Caliendo]
It is a complete application. [David]

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

Ms. David moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the public
hearing, the committee finds staff positions A. (inclusive of facts 1-2), B. (inclusive of facts 1-9),
and C. (inclusive of facts 1-6) to be acceptable as findings of fact, with the modifications and
additions as listed below:

A. Removal of existing metal garage is not incongruous according to Guidelines 2.6.1 and the
following facts:

1* The existing structure is a gable-roofed frame one-car garage facing Elm St. It is clad in
metal and built in ¢.1940. [Inventory Of Structures In The Oakwood National Register
Historic Districts, by Matthew Brown, Historian, Society for the Preservation of Historic
Oakwood, 2004-2015] This is outside the district’s period of significance.
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2* The committee has the authority and duty to waive or shorten the 365-day delay when a
structure or site 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 §10.2.15.E.1]

B. Construction of new garage is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 2.3.7, 2.3.8,
2.6.6,2.6.7,2.6.9,2.6.10, and the following facts:

1* There are trees in the right-of-way that may be impacted by construction activities. A tree
protection plan is not provided.

2* The property is at the corner of Elm Street and N Boundary Street at the northern edge of
the district. The lot slopes down to the north away from the house.

3* The lot is 7,841 SF, the house with deck and porches is 1,523 SF, the existing garage is 180 SF,
and the proposed garage 616 SF; the current driveway and concrete areas are approximately
780 SF; the proposed driveway and concrete areas are approximately 575 SF. The current
built area is approximately 32% and the proposed is 35%.

4* The new garage is located in the same approximate location of the existing structure and
where there is currently a concrete slab.

5* The new garage is 22" wide and 28" deep. The width of the garage is only as wide as is
needed to accommodate two cars. The garage is rectangular with a gable front roof
matching the pitch of the house. The eave detail will also match the house. A detailed
drawing is not provided.

6* The proposed garage is 16’6” tall and sits below the house by approximately 2'9”.

7% The proposed materials are described as 6/6 solid wood reclaimed windows; solid wood;
4”wood cornerboards; 3-tab shingle roof; 9" wide aluminum garage doors; fiber cement
siding; and painted to match the house. Details and specifications were not provided.

8* The fiber cement lap siding is stated to match the reveal of the house and be 8”. It is unclear
if the 8” is the board width or reveal. Fiber cement siding is regularly approved on detached
new construction when smooth faced. The application does not specify surface texture.

9* Garage doors have been approved to be smooth faced metal or wood. To date, a smooth
faced metal garage door has not been found.

C. Construction of rear yard fence; replacement of driveway and sidewalk; removal of two
trees; plant tree is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 2.3.5, 2.3.7, 2.4.8,
2.4.11,2.5.5,2.5.9, and the following facts:

1* The committee has the authority and duty to waive or shorten the 365-day delay when a
structure or site 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 §10.2.15.E.1]

2* Two trees are approved for removal to accommodate construction of the new garage. One is
located immediately adjacent the existing shed and one is noted as dead. No evidence of the
health of the tree is provided.
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3* No details regarding replacement trees is provided.

4* There is an existing concrete pad and associated concrete sidewalk that will be reconfigured.

5% The proposed wood fence has a max height 5'9” and due to the slope reduces to
approximately 43” in the side yard of the house.

6* The proposed shadowbox design of the fence looks the same on both sides; detailed
drawings are provided.

The motion was seconded by Ms. Webb; passed 6/0.

Decision on the Application

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

1. That the fiber cement siding have a smooth painted finish.
2. That details and specifications for the following be provided to and approved by staff prior
to issuance of the blue placard:

a. The location of trees on this, adjacent properties, and the right-of-way relative to garage
and fence construction activities.

b. If the tree noted as diseased on the plan is proposed for removal: Arborist report with
tree species. If the arborist report confirms that the tree is dead, diseased, or dangerous
then the 365-day demolition delay is waived. If the arborist report does not declare the
tree dead, diseased, or dangerous or the tree is not proposed for removal, then an
arborist-prepared tree protection plan is required.

c. That following submittal of information outlined in Condition #2, item a., staff
determine where tree protection is required. In these areas, applicant and staff are to
develop a tree protection plan.

d. Eave construction.

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

Windows;

Window and door trim;

Siding reveal;

Material samples and colors;

Roofing material;

meoan op

Garage doors.
The motion was seconded by Mr. Smith; passed 6/0.
Committee members voting: Caliendo, David, Davis, Jackson, Smith, Webb.

Certificate expiration date: 11/25/16.
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS — CERTIFIED RECORD

078-16-CA 214 E MARTIN STREET

Applicant: HAKEN MARKET PARTNERS
Received: 5/13/2016 Meeting Date(s):
Submission date + 90 days: 8/11/2016 1) 5/25/2016 2) 3)

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: MOORE SQUARE HISTORIC DISTRICT

Raleigh Historic Landmark: CITY MARKET BUILDING

Zoning: Historic Overlay District-GENERAL

Nature of Project: Amend COA 156-15-MW; paint concrete sills (some previously painted)
[after-the-fact]; paint previously unpainted concrete keys [partial after-the-fact].

Amendments: Additional evidence of previously painted and coated elements was provided
and is attached.

Conflict of Interest: None noted.
Staff Notes:
e After-the-fact applications are treated as though the work has not been completed.
¢ COAs mentioned are available for review.
e The application was not noticed in accordance with City Code and will need to be heard
at the June meeting.
e Time is an issue. The longer the paint remains, the more difficult it will be to remove.

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

Sections  Topic Description of Work
3.2 Masonry paint previously unpainted concrete keys; paint concrete
3.4 Paint and Paint Color  sills

STAFF POSITION

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

A. Painting of concrete sills is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 3.2.1, 3.2.9,
3.2.10, 3.4.2, 3.4.3 , however painting of previously unpainted concrete is incongruous
according to Guidelines 3.4.4 and the following facts:

1* The materiality of the building including the brick walls, tile roof, and concrete features are
character defining elements of the building.

2* Historically the concrete sills were unpainted.

3* There is no record in the files of a COA ever being approved for the painting of the sills. It is
unknown if the sills were painted before or after Landmark or HOD designation.
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4* Google Streetview photos from 2007, 2015 and 2016 seem to indicate that the sills have had
some sort of coating since 2007. Also looking at 2010 staff photos not all of the sills were
painted/stained.

5* Being natural concrete, the sills have always been a different color than the wood trim.

6* The sills are proposed to be painted the same color as the wood trim which partially
obscures the fact that the sills are concrete.

B. Painting of previously unpainted concrete keys is incongruous according to Guidelines 3.2.1,
3.2.2,3.2.9,3.2.10, 3.4.4, and the following facts:

1* The concrete keys at the City Market Building have historically been unpainted.

2* No evidence has been provided that the majority of the keys are painted.

Staff recommends that the committee deny the painting of the keystones and offers no
recommendation on the painting of the sills.

For the keystones, staff recommends the following conditions:

1. That the paint be removed from the keystones within 30 days of this meeting.

2. That the paint removal method be tested in an unobtrusive location with the removal
method and test location provided to and approved by staff prior to commencing testing.

3. That staff review and approve test results prior to commencing work.

For the sills, if the committee approves painting, staff recommends following condition:
4. That the color of the sills be changed to a color closer to that of the unpainted concrete with
the color to be provided to and approved by staff prior to painting.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Staff Introduction: Tania Tully [affirmed] showed the location of the property on the map and
noted highlights from staff comments. Ms. Tully stated the property is a Raleigh Historic
Landmark within the Moore Square district. Some of the painting on the property was done on
previously painted items and some was not. Ms. Tully reminded the committee that they
cannot make a decision today because of the inadequate noticing, but that because the painting
of the keystones was recent but staff wished to bring forth the application to the committee for
discussion. Ms. Tully clarified that staff has broken up the application to address the keystones
and sills separately. Mr. Raspberry stated the committee can begin the discussion process and a

decision can be made at the next meeting.

Support:

Mr. Tom Kane [affirmed] was present to speak in support of the application. Mr. Kane stated
he did not have additional information but he recently found out there was a fire in the building
in 2004 and when the fire took place the keystones were likely coated but he could not find any
additional photos. Mr. Kane stated he will do what the committee recommends and that they
did not intend to paint things that were not previously coated.
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Ms. Bea de Paz [affirmed] stated that the original application for painting omitted painting of
the sills, but that they had intended to paint the sills. She notes that they were actually white
before and that the application seeks to paint them the same color as the window trim. Ms. De
Paz added they are currently painted white but the color could be changed.

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

Responses and Questions:

Ms. Caliendo asked staff to explain why they thought it was incongruous. Ms. Tully explained
that the concrete sills may have been previously unpainted and there was no evidence when
they were painted. Ms. Tully added that there was no documentation on which sills were
painted or not just prior to the recent painting. Ms. Tully stated that while most of the sills were
already painted not many keystones appear to have had a coating. Mr. Kane stated they did try

to remove the paint on the sills that happened to be green but it was a thick coating and they
didn't want to subject the sills to more chemical treatments.

Mr. Smith added that the with historic property designation on the last paragraph it states
rehabilitation was taken up in the mid to late 80s which they removed interior alteration and
restoring windows as well as altering a door opening on the exterior. Ms. Tully asked if the plan
from the 1980s included any painting. Mr. Kane stated it did not.

Mr. Smith asked if all of the sills had been painted. Mr. Kane stated all the sills were painted but
not all of the keystones. Ms. Tully stated that unless there is evidence from 1995 that shows it
was not painted there is no concrete evidence that a violation occurred. The sills have been
painted since 2007 or so. Ms. Caliendo asked the committee about any of the unpainted concrete
sills. Ms. Tully stated the sills or keystones can be discussed in any order.

Ms. Davis stated that painting keystones is incongruous with the guidelines and the design of
the building. Ms. Jackson agreed that it is explicitly stated that it is incongruous and if the sills
were previously painted then repainting is not an issue, it is the keystones. Ms. Caliendo added
there is no evidence that the majority of the keystones were painted but a majority of the sills
were. Ms. Tully questioned about more evidence. Ms. Davis added it was unfortunate thing
that they were painted but the committee is unable to determine when they were painted. Ms.
Caliendo raised the point of the color of the sills, unpainted to concrete and stated she would be
more inclined to agree to that. Ms. David referenced guideline 3.10 about appropriate painted
historic material but questioned if there was evidence about the keystones.

The committee discussed the keystones further, agreeing that the problem was that they were
unsure of which keystones were unpainted, freshly painted or painted before. Ms. Tully
clarified that some were painted earlier last week, some were painted earlier in the year and
there are pictures to show they were painted. Mr. Kane added that the using pictures from the
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Google street view it is impossible to tell which ones were previously coated and which ones
weren't. Mr. Davis asked the applicant if they knew which ones were painted. Mr. Kane stated
they painted the ones they believed were already painted. Ms. Tully stated that in 2010 some of
the keystones were coated and she would have to get additional photos from files. Mr. Davis
inquired as to which ones were painted before. Mr. Kane stated that the ones near Wolf Street
and Blake Street and the pictures from 2010 show a circle design on the front. Mr. Smith asked if
the keystones had the hard paint. Mr. Kane responded he did not know, but he believed they
were boarded up and painted as they were hunter green in color.

Ms. David pointed out that paint on concrete could damage the concrete and asked if the
removal process would damage the concrete more than the paint. Ms. Tully stated she could
reach out to the state historic preservation office on the removal. Ms. Jackson inquired if the
methodology for removing the paint on the keystones be the same. Mr. Kane stated that since
they washed and painted the building, the paint removal could be done with paper but they do
not want to destroy the surfaces to take the paint off. Ms. Jackson once again added that the sills
are a non-issue, it is still the keystones.

The hearing was left open.
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OTHER BUSINESS
1. Design Guidelines Update
2. Committee Discussion

a. Application Completeness
b. Meeting Post-Mortem

ADJOURNMENT
The meeting was adjourned at 6:38 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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