
RALEIGH HISTORIC DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS COMMITTEE 

Minutes of the Meeting 
August 25, 2016 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
Chair Elizabeth Caliendo called the Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) Committee meeting 
to order at 4:02 p.m.  
 

ROLL CALL 
Tania Tully, Preservation Planner, called the roll as follows: 
Present: Elizabeth Caliendo, Sarah David [arrived 4:06], Don Davis, Laurie Jackson, Kaye Webb 
Staff Present: Tania Tully, Martha Lauer; Teresa Young; Francis P. Raspberry, Jr., Attorney 
 
Approval of the July 28, 2016 Minutes 
Mr. Hinshaw moved to waive the reading of the minutes for the hearing and to adopt said 
minutes as submitted. Mr. Davis seconded the motion; passed 4/0.  
 
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 
Rob Lynn (Weathevane), 547 E. Jones Street 27601 Yes 
John L. Thomas, Gardener By Nature 27606 Yes 
Mike Cindric, 27601 No  
Jackie Twisdale, 27601 No  
Al Maginnes, 27603 Yes 
Darin Leigh, 27604 No 
Charlie Blount, 27608 No 
David Maurer, 27601 Yes 
Riana Smith, 503 Cutler Street 27603 Yes 
Dan Pabst, 911 Paverstone Dr 27611 Yes 
Jim Clark, 7813 Mourning Dove Rd 27615 Yes 
David Boone, 1621 Wait Ave 27597 Yes 
Erin Sterling Lewis, 1229 Courtland Dr 27604 Yes 
Zach Hoffman, 217 Baggett 27605 No 
Nathan Siegerman, 912 Williamson 27608 No 
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REVIEW OF SUMMARY PROCEEDINGS/APPROVAL OF AGENDA  
Mr. Theim moved to approve the agenda as amended. Mr. Hinshaw seconded the motion; 
passed 5/0. 
 
SUMMARY PROCEEDINGS 
There were no objections to the approval of the Summary Proceedings without a public hearing. 
The committee reviewed and approved the following case 126-16-CA, 130-16-CA, and 132-16-
CA for which the Summary Proceeding is made part of these minutes. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – SUMMARY PROCEEDING 
 
126-16-CA 318 & 322 OAKWOOD AVENUE 
Applicant: JACKIE TWISDALE & MIKE CINDRIC & SUSAN TOPLIKAR 
Received: 7/19/2016 Meeting Date(s): 
Submission date + 90 days:  10/17/2016 1) 8/25/2016 2)  3)  
 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 
 
Historic District: OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT 
Zoning: General 
Nature of Project: Remove Water Oak; leave 5' of trunk above grade at fence and wall 
Amendments: The application has been amended with a revised arborist’s report that 

documents the certified credentials of the consulting arborist. A copy is attached. 
Conflict of Interest: None noted. 
Staff Notes: 

• The tree is located on the parcel line shared by the two properties. Both property owners 
have signed the joint application. It should be noted that this review is restricted solely 
to the design aspects of the proposed tree removal relative to the historic development 
standards. Ownership and the exact location of property lines is a civil matter outside of 
the commission’s purview. 

• Unified Development Code section 10.2.15.E.1 provides that “An application for a 
certificate of appropriateness authorizing the demolition or destruction of a building, 
structure or site within any Historic Overlay District…may not be denied…. However, 
the authorization date of such a certificate may be delayed for a period of up to 365 days 
from the date of issuance…. 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. 

 
APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 
Sections Topic Description of Work 
2.3 Site Features and Plantings Remove tree 
2.4 Fences and Walls Leave 5’ of trunk above grade at fence and wall 
 

STAFF POSITION 
 

Based on the information contained in the amended application, in staff’s judgment: 
 
A. The removal of the water oak tree and retention of 5’ of trunk above grade is not 

incongruous according to Guidelines sections 2.3.5, 2.4.1 and 2.4.2, and the following facts: 
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1* A certified arborist’s report states that the tree currently has four co-dominant stems. A fifth 
stem of equivalent size has previously failed, damaging the 318 Oakwood Ave. residence. 
There is risk of future failure. 

2* Pictorial evidence demonstrates that the co-dominant union is displaying a rot pocket 
condition. The extent of decay is uncertain according to the arborist report. 

3* The tree has overgrown and enveloped a section of historic triangle-weave wire fence and a 
cobblestone wall that demarcate the parcel line between the two properties.  

4* In staff’s observations of the historic district, this example of historic triangle-weave wire 
fencing is increasingly rare in the district as the once-common utilitarian fence material is 
gradually lost due to removal, replacement, physical damage or corrosion.  

5* No replacement tree is proposed in the application. In order to sustain the district’s tree 
canopy, the Committee has consistently required a replacement tree when approving tree 
removal. 

 
Staff recommends that the committee approve the amended application, waiving all of the 365-
day demolition delay, and including the following condition: 
 
1. That a replacement deciduous tree with minimum size of 4” caliper be planted somewhere 

on either of the two parcels, with the species and location of the tree provided to and 
reviewed and approved by staff prior to its being planted; in the alternative if no location on 
the parcels is feasible, an equivalent donation to the NeighborWoods tree planting program 
may be made instead. 

 
Decision on the Application 

 
There were no objections to approval without an evidentiary hearing. 
 
Ms. David moved to approve the amended application, adopting the staff position as the 
written record of the summary proceeding on 126-16-CA. Mr. Hinshaw seconded the motion; 
passed 5/0.  
 
Committee members voting:  Caliendo, David, Davis, Hinshaw, Theim. 
 
Certificate expiration date:  2/25/17. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – SUMMARY PROCEEDING 
 
130-16-CA 409 N BLOODWORTH STREET 
Applicant: DARIN SIMEON LEIGH 
Received: 8/8/2016 Meeting Date(s): 
Submission date + 90 days:  11/6/2016 1) 8/25/2016 2)  3)  
 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 
 
Historic District: OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT 
Zoning: General 
Nature of Project: Replace rear 2nd level deck with larger deck; replace 2nd level rear doors 
Conflict of Interest: None noted. 
Staff Notes: 

• The marked-up survey drawing included in the application illustrates several items that 
are not included in the written description and attachment drawings. This note clarifies 
that the review of this application does not include the following items notated on the 
survey drawing: 
o “Steps not on property” 
o “Gravel drive” 
o “Proposed 17’ x 14’ deck with 8’ x 14’ covered porch” 
o “Proposed garage 12’ x 22’ 

• Staff photos are available for viewing 
 

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 
 
Sections Topic Description of Work 
4.1  Decks Expand rear 2nd level deck from 4’ x 10’ to 8’ x 10’ 
3.7  Windows and Doors Replace 2nd level rear doors 
 

STAFF POSITION 
 

Based on the information contained in the application, in staff’s judgment: 
 
A. The proposed upper deck expansion is not incongruous according to Guidelines section 4.1.1, 

4.1.2 and 4.1.3, and the following facts: 
1* The upper deck is currently existing and non-historic. 
2* The expansion is proposed to match the existing deck in its detailing. 
3* The decks are located on the rear of the house where they will not be visible from the street. 
4* The expansion will be inset from the south-most corner of the house since it is to align with 

the lower deck, which is inset. 
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B. The replacement of the second level doors is not incongruous in concept according to 
Guidelines section 3.7.6 and 3.7.9, and the following facts: 

1* Photographic evidence contained in the application is not determinative regarding the exact 
arrangement of the existing south-facing second level fenestration adjacent to the upper 
deck. 

2* A staff site visit clarifies that the western-most south-facing upper opening contains a pair of 
10-divided light French doors and is non-historic. The unit is located quite flush with the 
exterior trim of the former porch that has been infilled with the door units. Pictorial 
evidence in the application appears to show that the bottom rail and vertical muntin of the 
right-hand (east) leaf of this door pair have completely come off of the door. 

3* The eastern-most south-facing opening contains what appear to be a pair of fixed single-
light door units with a center mullion. This unit is recessed into and underneath the header 
beam exterior trim of the former and now infilled porch. 

4* The door fenestration serving the upper deck is largely unprotected, and the bottom of the 
door is subject not only to rainwater-fall, but to rainwater splashing off the adjacent deck 
floor surface. 

5* The application proposes to use what appears to be two two-leaf sliding glass door units 
side by side to fill the opening.  

6* Sliding glass exterior doors are not historically characteristic for the Oakwood Historic 
District. Their use in residential design post-dates the period of significance for Oakwood. 

7* Vinyl-clad exterior finish is specified for the new door units. Vinyl is a non-historic 
substitute material and to staff’s knowledge has not been approved by the committee for 
use in the historic district. It does not match traditional wood in finish, sheen, and joinery 
details. 

8* No written or pictorial detailed information is provided in the application regarding the 
positioning, framing and trimming out of the replacement door units. 

 
Staff recommends that the committee approve the application, with the following conditions: 
 
1. That the new doors be constructed of wood, with door, glazing, installation and trim details 

to be provided to and approved by staff prior to issuance of blue placard.  
 

Decision on the Application 
 
There were no objections to approval without an evidentiary hearing. 
 
Ms. David moved to approve the application, adopting the staff position as the written record 
of the summary proceeding on 130-16-CA. Mr. Hinshaw seconded the motion; passed 5/0.  
 
Committee members voting:  Caliendo, David, Davis, Hinshaw, Theim. 
 
Certificate expiration date:  2/25/17. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – SUMMARY PROCEEDING 
 
132-16-CA 218 N EAST STREET 
Applicant: RANDALL & HEATHER SCOTT 
Received: 8/8/2016 Meeting Date(s): 
Submission date + 90 days:  11/6/2016 1) 8/25/2016 2)  3)  
 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 
 
Historic District: OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT 
Raleigh Historic Landmark: HECK-POOL HOUSE 
Zoning: General 
Nature of Project: Construct 6' tall rear yard brick wall; construct 4'6" tall wood screening fence 
Conflict of Interest: None noted. 
 

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 
 
Sections Topic Description of Work 
2.4  Fences and Walls Construct brick wall and wood screening fence 
 

STAFF POSITION 
 

Based on the information contained in the application, in staff’s judgment: 
 
A. The proposed brick wall is not incongruous according to Guidelines section 2.4.8, and the 

following facts: 
1* The new wall is located near and parallel to the rear parcel line, a characteristic location for 

fences and walls in the historic district. 
2* The wall will match and extend to the south an existing wall that runs north-south along the 

north half of the rear parcel line. 
3* The brick wall that is proposed to be matched was approved by the Committee on June 6, 

2013 in application 073-13-CA at 225 Elm Street. 
4* The new wall will require trimming/removal of some vegetation along the parcel line. None 

of the vegetation is of a regulated size. 
 
B. The proposed wood screening fence is not incongruous according to Guidelines section 2.4.8, 

and the following facts: 
1* Screening is a traditional purpose for fencing. The new fence will screen adjacent properties’ 

view of the utilitarian services of trash containers, electrical panels, and HVAC units. 
2* The fence is 4’-6” high, a mid-range height in the historic district that will serve to perform 

its screening function. 
 
Staff recommends that the committee approve the application. 
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Decision on the Application 
 
There were no objections to approval without an evidentiary hearing. 
 
Ms. David moved to approve the application, adopting the staff position as the written record 
of the summary proceeding on 132-16-CA. Mr. Hinshaw seconded the motion; passed 5/0.  
 
Committee members voting:  Caliendo, David, Davis, Hinshaw, Theim. 
 
Certificate expiration date:  2/25/17. 
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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: 092-16-CA, 094-16-CA, 127-16-CA, 128-16-CA, and 129-16-CA. 
 
Discussion from case 131-16-CA is not included in these minutes and will be approved 
separately. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 
 
092-16-CA 711 DOROTHEA DRIVE 
Applicant: ALBERT MAGINNES 
Received: 5/31/2016 Meeting Date(s): 
Submission date + 90 days:  8/29/2016 1) 6/23/2016 2) 7/28/2016 3) 8/25/2016 
 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 
 
Historic District: BOYLAN HEIGHTS HISTORIC DISTRICT 
Zoning: HOD-G 
Nature of Project: Construct rear porch; alter rear roof 
Amendments: Amended drawings were provided and were included in the commissioner 

packets. 
Conflict of Interest: None noted. 
 

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 
 
Sections Topic Description of Work 
3.5  Roofs alter rear roof 
4.2 Additions to Historic Buildings construct rear porch 
 

STAFF POSITION 
 

Based on the information contained in the amended application, in staff’s judgment: 
 
A. Alteration of rear roof is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 3.5.1, 3.5.2, and 

the following facts: 
1* A roof plan was provided in the amended application. 
2* The northern rear ell is proposed to be altered from a hip to a gable.  The new roof will over 

build the existing hip and cover the existing flat roofed portion.  A cricket will be added 
between the two ells.  

3* The addition of a low sloped roof between ells is a common way of addressing water issues 
on the flat roof between (see attached images). 

4* Detailed drawings of the new gable end were not provided. 
 
B. Construction of rear porch 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; however, the drawings provided do not 
clearly indicate how the porch will intersect with the house and thus may be incongruous 
with Guideline 4.2.8: 

1* The screened porch addition is on the rear of the house. Rear screened porch additions are 
commonly approved. 
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2* The porch is proposed to be wood with simple posts and a hipped roof.  The screening is 
proposed to be a vinyl channel screening system and vinyl screened door.  Vinyl is not a 
material that has been approved. Wood is a traditional material used for both items. 

3* The screened porch is proposed to have the screening outside of the railing. No evidence is 
provided that this meets the Guidelines.  Traditionally porch railings are on the outside of 
the screening.  

4* The amended application places the screened porch on the newly roofed northern ell and 
does not touch the southern ell.   

5* Lattice screening is proposed for under the deck and porch.  The material is not noted.  
Traditionally this has been wood. 

6* Detailed drawings of the eave and railing were not provided. 
7* Information regarding gutters, lighting, roofing material was not provided. 
 
Staff recommends that the committee approve the amended application, with the following 
conditions: 
1. That the screening be inside the porch railings. 
2. That the screened door and screening system be wood or painted metal. 
3. That the lattice under the porch and deck be wood. 
4. That the following items be provided to and approved by staff prior to the issuance of the 

blue placard: 
a. Screening construction showing the porch rails on the outside of the screen; 
b. Eave construction; 
c. Railing section drawing. 

5. That the following items be provided to and approved by staff prior to installation: 
a. Screened door; 
b. Roofing material; 
c. Gutters, if any; 
d. Lighting, if any. 

 
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 revised drawings were 
attached to the staff position and staff recommended approval with conditions. 
 
Support:   
Mr. Albert Maginnes [affirmed] was present to speak in support of the application. Mr. 
Maginnes asked about the condition on the staff comments and if he needed to get samples and 
come back to the meeting or show them to staff. 
 
There was no one else present to speak in favor of or in opposition to the application. 
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Responses and Questions:   
Ms. Caliendo responded that Mr. Maginnes would only have to show the samples to staff. Ms. 
David added that all the improved drawings cleared up any questions she had. 
 
At Ms. Caliendo’s suggestion Mr. Davis moved that the public testimony portion of the hearing 
be closed.  Ms.  David seconded; motion carried 5/0. 
 

Committee Discussion 
 
The following points were made in discussion [speaker indicated in brackets]: 
 
There are better detailed drawings. [Caliendo] 

 
Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 

 
Mr. David  moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the public 
hearing, the committee finds staff positions A. (inclusive of facts 1-4) and B. (inclusive of facts 1-
7) to be acceptable as findings of fact, with the modifications and additions as listed below: 
 
A. Alteration of rear roof is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 3.5.1, 3.5.2, and 

the following facts: 
1* A roof plan was provided in the amended application. 
2* The northern rear ell is proposed to be altered from a hip to a gable.  The new roof will over 

build the existing hip and cover the existing flat roofed portion.  A cricket will be added 
between the two ells.  

3* The addition of a low sloped roof between ells is a common way of addressing water issues 
on the flat roof between (see attached images). 

4* Detailed drawings of the new gable end were not provided. 
 
B. Construction of rear porch 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; however, the drawings provided do not 
clearly indicate how the porch will intersect with the house and thus may be incongruous 
with Guideline 4.2.8: 

1* The screened porch addition is on the rear of the house. Rear screened porch additions are 
commonly approved. 

2* The porch is proposed to be wood with simple posts and a hipped roof.  The screening is 
proposed to be a vinyl channel screening system and vinyl screened door.  Vinyl is not a 
material that has been approved. Wood is a traditional material used for both items. 

3* The screened porch is proposed to have the screening outside of the railing. No evidence is 
provided that this meets the Guidelines.  Traditionally porch railings are on the outside of 
the screening.  

4* The amended application places the screened porch on the newly roofed northern ell and 
does not touch the southern ell.   
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5* Lattice screening is proposed for under the deck and porch.  The material is not noted.  
Traditionally this has been wood. 

6* Detailed drawings of the eave and railing were not provided. 
7* Information regarding gutters, lighting, roofing material was not provided. 
 
The motion was seconded by Mr. Hinshaw; passed 5/0. 
 

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

1. That the screening be inside the porch railings. 
2. That the screened door and screening system be wood or painted metal. 
3. That the lattice under the porch and deck be wood. 
4. That the following items be provided to and approved by staff prior to the issuance of 

the blue placard: 
a. Screening construction showing the porch rails on the outside of the screen; 
b. Eave construction; 
c. Railing section drawing. 

5. That the following items be provided to and approved by staff prior to installation: 
a. Screened door; 
b. Roofing material; 
c. Gutters, if any; 
d. Lighting, if any. 

 
The motion was seconded by Mr. Hinshaw; passed 5/0. 
 
Committee members voting:  Caliendo, David, Davis, Hinshaw, Theim. 
 
Certificate expiration date:  2/25/17. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 
 
094-16-CA 403 E EDENTON STREET 
Applicant: JOHN L. THOMAS FOR GARDENER BY NATURE LLC 
Received: 6/6/2016 Meeting Date(s): 
Submission date + 90 days:  9/4/2016 1) 6/23/2016 2) 8/25/2016 3)  
 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 
 
Historic District: OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT 
Zoning: HOD-G 
Nature of Project: Add chain trellis to porch 
Amendments: Additional evidence to support the amended proposal was provided and 

included in the commissioner packets. 
Conflict of Interest: None noted. 
Staff Notes: 

• The bulk of the master landscape plan was conditionally approved at the June hearing. 
This hearing is for the deferred chain trellis. 

• The fence design was approved with the design and details to be approved by staff.  In 
staff’s judgment the proposed design does not clearly meet the Guidelines and is 
requesting review by the committee. 

 
APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 
Sections Topic Description of Work 
3.8  Entrances, Porches, and Balconies add chain trellis to porch 
 

STAFF POSITION 
 

Based on the information contained in the amended application, in staff’s judgment: 
 
A. Adding chain trellises to porch is not incongruous according to Guidelines 2.3.4, and the 

following facts: 
1* Sections of chain trellis are proposed to be added to all sides of the front porch.  The 

amended design places one trellis in each bay of the porch.  Detailed drawings are 
provided. 

2* Details and specifications for the chain and copper plant support were provided. 
3* The amended application includes photographic evidence of porches in Oakwood and 

Boylan Heights with vines growing on support structures on front porches as examples of 
what the trellises’ appearance would be. 

4* The amended application includes photographic evidence of porches in Oakwood and 
Boylan Heights with hanging plants on front porches. 
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5* The amended application includes evidence that vegetation on porches is a traditional 
practice in home landscapes as early as the 18th century. [Restoring American Gardens: an 
encyclopedia of heirloom ornamental plants, 1640-1940, Adams, 2004] 

 
Staff recommends that the committee approve the amended application. 
 
 

Administrative Review of Conditions 
 
Condition 1.a. of the approved COA 094-16-CA states “That specifications and details be 
provided to and approved by staff prior to issuance of the blue placard for the fence design and 
gate details.  The application stated that the fence would be a wrought iron rail, 28-32" high and 
would be compatible with the railing at 536 E Jones Street.  That railing is a traditional bow and 
picket design of uniform height.  The proposed fence design has an undulating top rail.  The 
applicant has provided photographic examples of wood picket fences in Oakwood whose 
designs result in visual curved/arched tops without a top rail.  Examples of curved top rails on 
metal gates are also provided.  No examples of a metal fence with a curved top rail are 
provided. 
 

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 the applicant provided additional 
evidence regarding the chain trellis. Ms. Tully added that the approval of the metal fence 
around the front yard was brought to the commission because she did not believe it met the 
guidelines and staff has no recommendation regarding the fence design.  
 
Support:   
Mr. John Thomas [affirmed] was present to speak in support of the application. Mr. Thomas 
stated he was pleased to see that staff was recommending approval for the trellis. Regarding the 
iron fencing, Mr. Thomas stated that there was nothing in the guidelines speaking specifically to 
iron fences.  He noted that only the proportions of the fencing were addressed in Guidelines 
2.4.8 as well as page 14 and 15 as for what materials for the fencing was appropriate.  
 
Opposition:  
There was no one else present to speak in favor of or in opposition to the application. 
 
Responses and Questions:   
Mr. Hinshaw asked if the fencing was in the previous application. Ms. Tully clarified that the 
metal fence was going to be on a brick wall but there was no sketch design that was submitted.  
Ms. Tully recommended the committee do two separate motions for the trellis and 
administrative review for the fence.  
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Ms. Caliendo stated the previous application showed the extent of the fencing.  Mr. Thomas 
clarified that it was indicated on a plan that was described and it will rest on a 9 inch brick 
curbing wall. Mr. Theim asked where the fence will be located on the lot or if it will be attached 
to the house. Mr. Thomas stated it would not be attached to the house and it will terminate. The 
committee discussed the fence and if there were additional guidelines that related to the use of 
a metal fence. Mr. Raspberry pointed out the committee is free to hear the fence at a later date. 
There was additional discussion regarding the material of various fences approved in the 
districts which have all been made of wood. Mr. Thomas asked if it would be helpful to the 
committee if he returned with additional information regarding the apex of the curves and 
details regarding the spaces between the post and how high the fence will go. Ms. David 
responded that a more precise drawing showing the height and depth of the fence as well as the 
curve would be more helpful. 
 
At Ms. Caliendo’s suggestion Mr. Hinshaw moved that the public testimony portion of the 
hearing be closed.  Mr. Theim seconded; motion carried 5/0. 
 

Committee Discussion 
 
The following points were made in discussion [speaker indicated in brackets]: 
 
Anything about approving the first part? [Caliendo] 
I appreciate the research. [Theim] 
I had no idea the house was built in 2005. It fits the neighborhood. [Hinshaw] 
The porch railing?  2.4.8 really there is no evidence that it’s the configuration, is the curve 
characteristic of a historic district? I do not think more detail drawings would change that for 
me.  [Caliendo]  
The fence on Elm St is more evocative of that but the same horizontal elements coming up on 
the pickets. [David] 
But it is wood. [Caliendo] 
It is different because it is not capped with a rail. It meets the guidelines with the information. 
[David] 
We need more detailed drawings. [Caliendo] 
There are different types of fences in Oakwood. I am comfortable with it. [Hinshaw] 
Metal fences are more decorative than wooden fences. There are many metal fences. [Davis] 
 

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 
 
Following discussion on an initial motion made by Mr. Theim and seconded by Ms. David, Mr. 
Theim made an amended motion that based upon the facts presented in the application and the 
public hearing, the committee finds staff position A. (inclusive of facts 1-5) to be acceptable as 
findings of fact, with the modifications and additions as listed below: 
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A. Adding chain trellises to porch is not incongruous according to Guidelines 2.3.4, 3.8.10, and 
the following facts: 

1* Sections of chain trellis are proposed to be added to all sides of the front porch.  The 
amended design places one trellis in each bay of the porch.  Detailed drawings are 
provided. 

2* Details and specifications for the chain and copper plant support were provided. 
3* The amended application includes photographic evidence of porches in Oakwood and 

Boylan Heights with vines growing on support structures on front porches as examples of 
what the trellises’ appearance would be. 

4* The amended application includes photographic evidence of porches in Oakwood and 
Boylan Heights with hanging plants on front porches. 

5* The amended application includes evidence that vegetation on porches is a traditional 
practice in home landscapes as early as the 18th century. [Restoring American Gardens: an 
encyclopedia of heirloom ornamental plants, 1640-1940, Adams, 2004] 

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

Decision on the Application 
 
Mr. Hinshaw made a motion that the application be approved as amended. 
 
The motion was seconded by Mr. Theim; passed 5/0. 
 
Committee members voting:  Caliendo, David, Davis, Hinshaw, Theim. 
 
Certificate expiration date:  2/25/17. 
 

 
ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW OF CONDITIONS 

 
After discussion of the proposed fence design, the committee decided additional information 
was necessary.  Mr. Hinshaw moved to defer a decision on the fence design.  Mr. Theim 
seconded; passed 5/0. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 
 
127-16-CA 216 E LENOIR STREET 
Applicant: DAVID MAURER, TIGHTLINES DESIGNS 
Received: 8/5/2016 Meeting Date(s): 
Submission date + 90 days:  11/3/2016 1) 8/25/2016 2)  3)  
 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 
 
Historic District: PRINCE HALL HISTORIC DISTRICT 
Zoning: HOD-G 
Nature of Project: Replace windows; remove shutters; replace doors; parge walls; change 

exterior paint colors; alter front porch; remove rear porch; remove chain link fence; alter 
front walk; parge site walls; add new retaining walls and sloped concrete walk; construct 
access ramp connecting to new rear wood deck; replace roof covering; construct rooftop 
access structure; install rooftop deck and railing; add gutters and downspouts. 

Amendments: Additional documentation was provided and is attached. 
DRAC: An application was reviewed by the Design Review Advisory Committee at its August 

15 meeting.  Members in attendance were Dan Becker, Jenny Harper, and Mary Ruffin 
Hanbury; also present were David Maurer, and Martha Lauer. 

Conflict of Interest: None noted. 
 

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 
 
Sections Topic Description of Work 
2.4  Fences and Walls remove chain link fence; parge site walls; add new 

retaining walls 
2.5  Walkways, Driveways, and 

Offstreet Parking  
alter front walk; add new sloped concrete walk 

3.2  Masonry parge walls 
3.4 Paint and Paint Color change exterior paint colors 
3.5 Roofs replace roof covering; construct rooftop access 

structure; install rooftop deck and railing; add 
gutters and downspouts 

3.6  Exterior Walls parge walls 
3.7  Windows and Doors replace windows; remove shutters; replace doors 
3.8  Entrances, Porches, and 

Balconies 
alter front porch; remove rear porch 

3.11  Accessibility, Health, and 
Safety Considerations 

construct access ramp connecting to new rear wood 
deck 

4.1  Decks construct new rear wood deck 
4.2  Additions to Historic 

Buildings 
construct rooftop access structure 
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STAFF POSITION 
 

Based on the information contained in the amended application, in staff’s judgment: 
 
A. Changing exterior paint color is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 3.2.10, 

3.4.3; however parging concrete block walls may be incongruous according to Guidelines 
3.2.2 and the following facts: 

1* Changing the paint color is approvable as a Minor Work application approvable by staff 
and is included here for administrative efficiency.  

2* Paint colors were provided; actual samples were not. 
3* In the 2011 designation report for Prince Hall, 216 E Lenoir Street is described as a c. 1945 

contributing two‐story, three‐bay apartment building of concrete block and brick 
construction with a parapet shed roof, a front stoop with classical columns and a metal roof 
balustrade, and replacement vinyl windows. 

4* The period of significance for the Prince Hall Historic District ranges from the late 
nineteenth century through the beginning of the era of integration. 

5* In addition to 216 E. Lenoir Street, there are 6 contributing concrete block buildings in the 
designation report that are not veneered in brick or parged in stucco: 518 S. Bloodworth 
Street; 529 S. Blount Street; 322 E. Cabarrus Street; 424 S. Person Street; 426 S. Person Street; 
and 501 S. Person Street. 

6* The three buildings in the designation report inventory that are part or wholly parged are : 
525 S. Blount Street;  317 E. Lenoir Street, and 510 S. Person Street – all are categorized as 
non-contributing. 

7* The amended application cites the contributing 529 S. Blount Street which is a ca. 1929 two‐
story concrete block building with flat roof.  Although not included in the designation 
report, portions of the lower walls are stucco. The application additionally reports that the 
foundation of 212 E Lenoir Street is stuccoed. 

8* The parging/stucco is proposed to be held back from the brick window surrounds and only 
be on the concrete block. 

9* It is unclear from the photos how distractive the bond pattern of the concrete block is or if it 
is a character defining feature. 

 
B. Replacement of windows; removal of shutters; replacement of doors is not incongruous in 

concept according to Guidelines 3.7.1, 3.7.2, 3.7.13; however, windows with vertical 
proportioned panes is incongruous according to Guidelines 3.7.7 and the following facts: 

1* The amended application states that the Nomination for the East-Raleigh South Park 
National Register Historic District describes the building as having metal casement 
windows and an original door with 2-light transom. 

2* The National Register nomination was prepared in 1990. 
3* The current vinyl windows were installed between 1996 and 2011, prior to district 

designation. The 1996 tax photo is attached. 
4* The 1996 photo shows the metal windows and a rough idea of the muntin pattern. The 

windows appear to have had either 16 lights or 12 lights (3x4) of roughly square proportion.  
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5* On the front and rear facades the new windows are proposed to be pairs of 6 light windows 
for a total 12 lights (4x3). The lights have a distinctly vertical proportion. 

6* Pairs of 8 light windows will provide square panes a more similar appearance to the historic 
windows. 

7* Aluminum clad wood windows have been approved by the commission when the 
aluminum cladding had flat seams.   

8* Section drawings were provided for the proposed new windows; details on the muntins and 
information on the visual appearance of the cladding was not provided. 

9* The new windows will fit into the existing openings.  
10* The window sashes are proposed to be painted a dark color which is typical of metal 

windows.  
11* The window proposed to be enclosed is on a non-character defining façade. 
12* The doors are not historic. Detailed information on the new doors is not provided. 
 
C. Construction of access ramp and new rear wood deck is not incongruous in concept 

according to Guidelines 4.1.1, 4.1.2, 4.1.3, 4.1.4, 4.1.5, 4.1.6 and the following facts: 
1* A tree protection plan is provided. 
2* The deck is located at the rear of the property and aligns with the level of the first floor.  The 

deck extends to the west of the building to allow for the construction of a ramp along the 
west side of the building. 

3* Midway along the building the ramp changes from a wood deck to a concrete wall at grade.  
The walk slopes down until it reaches the public sidewalk.  The cut of the walk is proposed 
to be held with a parged retaining wall.  

4* A detailed drawing of the railing design was provided. 
5* Under deck screening is not provided. 
 
D. Replacement of roof covering; construction of rooftop access structure; installation of 

rooftop deck and railing; addition of gutters and downspouts is not incongruous in concept 
according to Guidelines 3.5.8, 3.5.10, 3.5.11, 4.2.1, 4.2.5, 4.2.6, 4.2.7, 4.2.8 however the height of 
the addition, may be incongruous according to Guidelines 4.2.5 and the following facts: 

1* Gutter installation is approvable as a Minor Work application approvable by staff and is 
included here for administrative efficiency.   

2* The deck and railing are located on the roof toward the rear of the building – about 24’ from 
the front – and are not visible from the right of way in front of the building. A sight line 
illustration was provided to show that the railing would not be prominently visible. 

3* The simple metal rail is designed to mimic the front porch roof railing. Detailed drawings 
were provided. 

4* A railing was approved on a flat portion of the roof at 516 E Jones Street in COAs 066-11-CA 
and 053-13-CA in part because the railing was not prominently visible from the street.  A 
structure was not part of the application.  

5* The rooftop structure is positioned in the rear of the structure – about 29’ back from the 
façade – and is not visible from the right-of way in directly in front of the building as 
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illustrated by a sightline diagram.  Similar illustrations were not provided from oblique 
angles. 

6* The addition is slightly wider than a door (4’4”) and 19’deep.  It is stated to be as minimal as 
possible to allow access to the roof. 

7* The form of the addition is rectangular with a flat roof like the historic building. 
8* The addition is proposed to be sheathed with fiber cement panels. No evidence is provided 

to support its use. 
 
E. Alteration of front porch; removal of rear porch is not incongruous in concept according to 

Guidelines 3.8.1, 3.8.5, 3.8.9, and the following facts: 
1* The rear porch being removed is on a non-character defining façade. 
2*  In 1914 there is a frame 1-story house with a full width front porch likely looking something 

like the adjacent neighbors.   By 1950 there was a 2-story concrete block apartment building 
with a covered front stoop. What is unclear from this is whether the current building 
completely replaced the early house or was built over the prior house. Sanborn Fire 
Insurance maps are attached. 

3* The amended application states that the round columns are of an earlier vintage than 1945, 
perhaps salvaged from the previous house. 

4* The application proposed to remove the columns and brick bases and railing. 
5* New 6x6 wood posts are proposed. 
 
F. Removal of chain link fence; parging of site walls; addition of new retaining walls; alteration 

of front walk; addition of new sloped concrete walk is not incongruous according to 
Guidelines 2.4.2, 2.4.8, 2.4.9, 2.4.10, 3.11.1, 3.11.2, and the following facts: 

1* Parging of site walls; addition of new retaining walls; alteration of front walk; addition of 
new sloped concrete walk are approvable as Minor Works and are included here for 
administrative efficiency. 

2* Examples of concrete block, parged, and low concrete site walls in the district were 
provided in the amended application. 

3* A new concrete walk and associated low wall is proposed to allow for handicap access.  
They are located to the west of the building. 

4* Chain link fencing is a prohibited item. 
 
Staff offers no recommendation regarding the parging of the exterior walls. 
 
Pending the committee’s determination regarding the addition, staff recommends that the 
committee approve the amended application, with the following conditions: 
1. That the rooftop addition not be clad in fiber cement panels with the revised material 

provided to and approved by the commission prior to installation. 
2. That the new windows be 8 light. 
3. That the following items be provided to and approved by staff prior to the issuance of the 

blue placard: 
a. Window muntins; 
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b. Window sample. 
4. That the following items be provided to and approved by staff prior to installation: 

a. Paint chips. 
5. That the following items be provided to and approved by the commission prior to 

installation: 
a. Under deck screening; 
b. Doors. 

 
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 height of the addition warrants 
discussion.  She added that staff did not have a recommendation on whether or not the parging 
meets the guidelines. There was additional information provided by the applicant. Ms. Tully 
stated staff is recommending the new replacement windows be approved but with a different 
light pattern.  
 
Support:   
Mr. David Maurer [affirmed] was present to speak in support of the application. Mr. Maurer 
stated he had 3 conditions he wanted to make comments on.  He noted that that the window 
pattern change to square is ok, but on the rear they would need to be and that eight lights for 
that to happen.  
 
Mr. Maurer stated that they chose a smooth finish siding to be more compatible to the stucco 
finish. Mr. Maurer added that if the parging was denied he would like to side the addition in 
horizontal lap siding.  
 
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 why they were proposing parging.  Mr. Maurer stated that because of 
how the building was built, the concrete going two stories is porous, there are cracks, and 
stucco is a better look. Ms. David asked how thick will the parging be with reagrds to the 
transition from the stucco to the brick. Mr. Maurer stated it will be very minimal about 1/16” 
and end at a mortar joint. 
 
Ms. David asked about the condition of the porch posts. Mr. Maurer stated they were not in 
very good shape and the original porch posts were probably stylistically simpler. Mr. Davis 
replied that the current porch posts could be kept to show the history of the site. Mr. Maurer 
agreed that an argument could be made to keep them.  
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Ms. David questioned if the commission had ever approved parging over masonry before over 
historic brick? Ms. Tully responded this is the first time for a whole building, noting that 
foundations had been both approved and denied. Ms. David raised issues regarding the block 
underneath the parging.  
 
Mr. Theim asked staff if they made additional comments regarding the addition. Ms. Tully 
responded that it warranted discussion but in her judgment it meets the guidelines.  Since it is a 
new type of request it should be discussed. Mr. Maurer clarified that they looked at several 
options but the current design is not visible but the front could be lowered by an additional 6 
foot if needed.  The roof access is to a one story and two story addition. Ms. Tully stated that a 
similar rooftop access is seen on the Busy Bee in Moore Square but they are different districts.  
Ms. Lauer added that the site view is different from the front and sides but one sides there is a 
one story structure. Mr. Maurer pointed out the guidelines allow for additions in the rear of the 
building and not diminishing it. The commission questioned if there were 1 story residences 
with a two story addition. Ms. Tully responded there have been some approvals of this but the 
committee has gotten tighter with approving such things. Mr. Theim noted the cross section at 
the street and that the addition would not have much visual impact.  The form is small and the 
rectilinear form is appropriate to the historic building. There was additional discussion 
regarding the appearance of the addition as a third story. 
 
At Ms. Caliendo’s suggestion Mr. Davis moved that the public testimony portion of the hearing 
be closed.  Mr. Hinshaw seconded; motion carried 5/0. 
 

Committee Discussion 
 
The following points were made in discussion [speaker indicated in brackets]: 
 
The size and scale are appropriate.  There are a variety of building types in Prince Hall [Theim] 
I think roof decks are popular and not appropriate for every building and we need to get the 
facts tight as to why it is appropriate on this building. [Lauer] 
Specific on roof decks. [David] 
You can add additional facts. [Tully] 
Height of the addition and the parging. The window proportion the applicant has agreed to the 
condition. The height of the addition, the roof deck? [Caliendo] 
Sight line drawing is helpful and shows it is minimally visible. I am not sure it fits with the 
character of the district. [David] 
Read the guidelines regarding additions. I had a hard time finding a guideline that it could not 
fit. [Tully] 
Inconspicuous elevations, size and scale this district has a lot of variation. [Hinshaw] 
This is a mixed used district. It fits the guidelines. [Davis] 
Footprint just encloses the stair with a narrow width. [Caliendo] 
Discuss the materiality of it. [Tully] 
We have not talked about parging blocks. [Theim] 
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Concrete is just veneer of the structure of the building. It complicates the issues. [Hinshaw] 
Most masonry unless it is older, is a veneer over the structure. [David] 
Masonry veneer over structure? [Hinshaw] 
It is common. [David] 
It was a one story house, new construction. [Davis] 
If this was a brick structure talking about parging there is another piece of the original. If they 
were aggrandizing the mundane or gussying up a building that parging would heighten the 
character of the building, does it make it a different building? [Theim] 
We need to discuss how distinctive the bond pattern actually is. Based on the photos and seeing 
it I did not feel like it was a character defining feature. [Caliendo] 
One photograph the light angle picked up the pattern on the block. When I was looking at it I 
could pick out the pattern on the block. [Theim] 
Looking back of the building in character. [Davis] 
The concrete block retaining wall on Elm was not pretty but was historic and they wanted to 
remove it. 3.6.2 says to preserve exterior materials or the character of the material it is not 
appropriate cover. How different is parging from paint if it is already painted and the health of 
the building.  Stucco on low foundations on soft brick or parging. I do not have the expertise on 
this with concrete block under parging. That is a question in mind and the guidelines are clear 
about coverings and coatings on historic materials. [David] 
I agree with that. Parging of foundations is different but not that uncommon. [Davis] 
We do not want to approve it. I am in opposition to applying parging. [David] 
In agreement with parging but I do not think the roof deck is bad. [Hinshaw] 
Material of the roof addition? [Caliendo] 
Cemenitious panel. It is a flat panel. [David] 
The applicant agreed to change it. [Caliendo] 
Concrete panels are appropriate? [Theim] 
Not visible from the street, almost blocking form it reads like a commercial building. [David] 
Lap siding does not go with block. [Davis] 
Just seems like the vernacular craftsmanship of this building, lap siding? [Theim] 
 
Mr. Hinshaw made a motion to reopen the public testimony portion of the hearing; Ms. David 
seconded; motion carried 5/0. 
 

PUBLIC TESTIMONY (2) 
Mr. Maurer stated there was a small rooftop access that was only about 3 to 4 feet tall that did 
have wood lap siding. Mr. Robb Lynn testified that he has been on the roof personally of the 
building and there is a dog house roof access that is 3 feet wide by 4 feet deep that is currently 
made of wood. Ms. Tully stated wood siding could be an alternative if parging is not approved.  
 
Mr. Theim made a motion to close the public hearing testimony of the meeting; Mr. Davis 
seconded; motion carried 5/0. 
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Committee Discussion (2) 
 

Porch posts do contribute to the historic character, overbuilt house. There is a little nod to 
colonial revival with the columns. They are proportionally in elevation the drawings that are 
there now and the bigger, thicker ones are more balanced to the portico roof. The ones that are 
there are a part of the resource and building. [David] 
Proposed square columns are large? [Theim] 
Preserving what is already there and part of the historic character of the building. Guideline 
3.8.4 is keep what is there. [David] 
Assumed the house was there to begin with, it is part of the character of the building because it 
tells a story. [Davis] 
Additional testimony and information? [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 positions A. (inclusive of facts 1-9), B. (inclusive of facts 1-12), C. 
(inclusive of facts 1-5), D. (inclusive of facts 1-4, 7-8), E. (inclusive of facts 1, 3-5), F. (inclusive of 
facts 1-4)  to be acceptable as findings of fact, with the modifications and additions as listed 
below: 
 
A. Changing exterior paint color is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 3.2.10, 

3.4.3; however parging concrete block walls is incongruous according to Guidelines 3.2.2, 
3.6.2, 3.2.10, and the following facts: 

1* Changing the paint color is approvable as a Minor Work application approvable by staff 
and is included here for administrative efficiency.  

2* Paint colors were provided; actual samples were not. 
3* In the 2011 designation report for Prince Hall, 216 E Lenoir Street is described as a c. 1945 

contributing two‐story, three‐bay apartment building of concrete block and brick 
construction with a parapet shed roof, a front stoop with classical columns and a metal roof 
balustrade, and replacement vinyl windows. 

4* The period of significance for the Prince Hall Historic District ranges from the late 
nineteenth century through the beginning of the era of integration. 

5* In addition to 216 E. Lenoir Street, there are 6 contributing concrete block buildings in the 
designation report that are not veneered in brick or parged in stucco: 518 S. Bloodworth 
Street; 529 S. Blount Street; 322 E. Cabarrus Street; 424 S. Person Street; 426 S. Person Street; 
and 501 S. Person Street. 

6* The three buildings in the designation report inventory that are part or wholly parged are : 
525 S. Blount Street;  317 E. Lenoir Street, and 510 S. Person Street – all are categorized as 
non-contributing. 

7* The amended application cites the contributing 529 S. Blount Street which is a ca. 1929 two‐
story concrete block building with flat roof.  Although not included in the designation 
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report, portions of the lower walls are stucco. The application additionally reports that the 
foundation of 212 E Lenoir Street is stuccoed. 

8* The parging/stucco is proposed to be held back from the brick window surrounds and only 
be on the concrete block. 

9* It is unclear from the photos how distractive the bond pattern of the concrete block is or if it 
is a character defining feature. 

10* The proposed parging is 1/16th inch thick.  
11* The commission does not generally approve parging of historic masonry. 
 
B. Replacement of windows; removal of shutters; replacement of doors is not incongruous in 

concept according to Guidelines 3.7.1, 3.7.2, 3.7.13; however, windows with vertical 
proportioned panes is incongruous according to Guidelines 3.7.7 and the following facts: 

1* The amended application states that the Nomination for the East-Raleigh South Park 
National Register Historic District describes the building as having metal casement 
windows and an original door with 2-light transom. 

2* The National Register nomination was prepared in 1990. 
3* The current vinyl windows were installed between 1996 and 2011, prior to district 

designation. The 1996 tax photo is attached. 
4* The 1996 photo shows the metal windows and a rough idea of the muntin pattern. The 

windows appear to have had either 16 lights or 12 lights (3x4) of roughly square proportion.  
5* On the front and rear facades the new windows are proposed to be pairs of 6 light windows 

for a total 12 lights (4x3). The lights have a distinctly vertical proportion. 
6* Pairs of 8 light windows will provide square panes a more similar appearance to the historic 

windows. 
7* Aluminum clad wood windows have been approved by the commission when the 

aluminum cladding had flat seams.   
8* Section drawings were provided for the proposed new windows; details on the muntins and 

information on the visual appearance of the cladding was not provided. 
9* The new windows will fit into the existing openings.  
10* The window sashes are proposed to be painted a dark color which is typical of metal 

windows.  
11* The window proposed to be enclosed is on a non-character defining façade. 
12* The doors are not historic. Detailed information on the new doors is not provided. 
 
C. Construction of access ramp and new rear wood deck is not incongruous in concept 

according to Guidelines 4.1.1, 4.1.2, 4.1.3, 4.1.4, 4.1.5, 4.1.6 and the following facts: 
1* A tree protection plan is provided. 
2* The deck is located at the rear of the property and aligns with the level of the first floor.  The 

deck extends to the west of the building to allow for the construction of a ramp along the 
west side of the building. 

3* Midway along the building the ramp changes from a wood deck to a concrete wall at grade.  
The walk slopes down until it reaches the public sidewalk.  The cut of the walk is proposed 
to be held with a parged retaining wall.  
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4* A detailed drawing of the railing design was provided. 
5* Under deck screening is not provided. 
 
D. Replacement of roof covering; construction of rooftop access structure; installation of 

rooftop deck and railing; addition of gutters and downspouts is not incongruous in concept 
according to Guidelines 3.5.8, 3.5.10, 3.5.11, 4.2.1, 4.2.5, 4.2.6, 4.2.7, 4.2.8 and the following 
facts: 

1* Gutter installation is approvable as a Minor Work application approvable by staff and is 
included here for administrative efficiency.   

2* The deck and railing are located on the roof toward the rear of the building – about 24’ from 
the front – and are not visible from the right of way in front of the building. A sight line 
illustration was provided to show that the railing would not be prominently visible. 

3* The simple metal rail is designed to mimic the front porch roof railing. Detailed drawings 
were provided. 

4* A railing was approved on a flat portion of the roof at 516 E Jones Street in COAs 066-11-CA 
and 053-13-CA in part because the railing was not prominently visible from the street.  A 
structure was not part of the application.  

5* The rooftop structure is positioned in the rear of the structure – about 29’ back from the 
façade and 12’9” from the sides – and is not visible from the right-of way in directly in front 
of the building as illustrated by a sightline diagram.  Similar illustrations were not provided 
from oblique angles. 

6* The addition is slightly wider than a door (4’4”), 19’deep, and approximately 8’4” taller than 
the rear parapet at its tallest point.  It is stated to be as minimal as possible to allow access to 
the roof. 

7* The form of the addition is rectangular with a flat roof like the historic building. 
8* The addition is proposed to be sheathed with fiber cement panels. No evidence is provided 

to support its use. 
9* There was testimony about an existing roof access structure with wood lap siding. 
10* The railing and structure are within the perimeter of the parapet. 
11* The flat roof has a commercial feel. 
 
E. Alteration of front porch; removal of rear porch is not incongruous in concept according to 

Guidelines 3.8.1, 3.8.5, 3.8.9; however removal of porch posts is incongruous according to 
Guidelines 3.8.4, and the following facts: 

1* The rear porch being removed is on a non-character defining façade. 
2* According to Sanborn Fire Insurance maps in 1914 there is a frame 1-story house with a full 

width front porch likely looking something like the adjacent neighbors.   By 1950 there was 
a 2-story concrete block apartment building with a covered front stoop. The applicant 
testified that physical evidence inside the building confirms that the current building was 
built over the 1-story house. 

3* The amended application states that the round columns are of an earlier vintage than 1945, 
perhaps salvaged from the previous house. 

4* The application proposed to remove the columns and brick bases and railing. 

August 25, 2016 COA Meeting Minutes   Page 27 of 45 
 



5* New 6x6 wood posts are proposed. 
6* The posts appear to be earlier than the existing structure. 
 
F. Removal of chain link fence; parging of site walls; addition of new retaining walls; alteration 

of front walk; addition of new sloped concrete walk is not incongruous according to 
Guidelines 2.4.2, 2.4.8, 2.4.9, 2.4.10, 3.11.1, 3.11.2, and the following facts: 

1* Parging of site walls; addition of new retaining walls; alteration of front walk; addition of 
new sloped concrete walk are approvable as Minor Works and are included here for 
administrative efficiency. 

2* Examples of concrete block, parged, and low concrete site walls in the district were 
provided in the amended application. 

3* A new concrete walk and associated low wall is proposed to allow for handicap access.  
They are located to the west of the building. 

4* Chain link fencing is a prohibited item. 
 
The motion was seconded by Mr. Davis; passed 5/0. 
 

Decision on the Application 
 
Following discussion on an initial motion made by Ms. David and seconded by Mr. Davis, Ms. 
David made an amended motion that the application be denied in part and approved in part as 
stated below. 
 
That the parging of the concrete block building be denied. 
 
That the removal of the front porch posts be denied. 
 
That the remainder of the application be approved with the following conditions: 

1. That the rooftop addition be clad be clad in horizontal lap siding. 
2. That the new windows have lights with square proportions. 
3. That the following items be provided to and approved by staff prior to the issuance of 

the blue placard: 
a. Window muntins; 
b. Window sample. 

4. That the following items be provided to and approved by the commission prior to 
installation: 

a. Paint chips. 
b. Under deck screening; 
c. Doors. 

 

Mr. Davis agreed to the changes.  The amended motion passed 5/0.  
 

Committee members voting:  Caliendo, David, Davis, Hinshaw, Theim. 
 

Certificate expiration date:  2/25/17. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 
 
128-16-CA 313 E CABARRUS STREET 
Applicant: DAVID MAURER 
Received: 8/5/2016 Meeting Date(s): 
Submission date + 90 days:  11/3/2016 1) 8/25/2016 2)  3)  
 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 
 
Historic District: PRINCE HALL HISTORIC DISTRICT 
Zoning: HOD-G 
Nature of Project: Remove existing 1-story addition; construct new rear 2-story addition with 2-

level rear porch; construct new front steps 
Amendments: An amended application and additional documentation was provided and is 

attached. 
DRAC: An application was reviewed by the Design Review Advisory Committee at its August 

15 meeting.  Members in attendance were Dan Becker, Jenny Harper, and Mary Ruffin 
Hanbury; also present were David Maurer, and Martha Lauer. 

Conflict of Interest: None noted. 
 

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 
 
Sections Topic Description of Work 
3.8  Entrances, Porches, and 

Balconies 
construct new front steps 

4.2  Additions to Historic 
Buildings 

Remove existing 1-story addition; construct new 
rear 2-story addition with 2-level rear porch 

 
STAFF POSITION 

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

 
A. Construction of new front steps  is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 3.8.6, 

and the following facts: 
1* Addition of front steps is approvable as a Minor Work application and is included here for 

administrative efficiency. 
2* Front steps are needed to access the porch.   
3* The new steps are located between the columns at the front door and at the existing front 

walkway. 
4* The steps are proposed to be brick with wood railings to match the existing.  Detailed 

drawings were not provided. 
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B. Removal of existing 1-story addition; constructoin of new rear 2-story addition with 2-level 
rear porch is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 3.7.13, 3.11.5, 4.2.1, 4.2.2, 
4.2.4, 4.2.5, 4.2.6, 4.2.7, 4.2.8, 4.2.9, 4.2.10; however the rear elevation may be incongruous 
according to Guidelines 4.2.7 and the following facts: 

1* The period of significance for the Prince Hall Historic District ranges from the late 
nineteenth century through the beginning of the era of integration. 

2* In the 2011 designation report 313 E Cabarrus Street is described as a contributing ca. 1895 
two‐story Victorian form house with weatherboard siding, an asphalt‐shingled hip roof 
with hipped ventilation dormers, a one‐story front porch with replacement square wood 
columns and balusters, a smaller second‐story porch engaged under the main roof, and 
replacement 1/1 windows. The house was moved from 402 E. Hargett Street to its present lot 
ca. 2006‐09. 

3* The addition being removed is one story and appears to be an enclosed porch. 
4* One window on the 2nd level east (right) elevation is proposed to be removed and replaced 

with a new casement window the same size as the upper sash.  The commission has 
approved the removal of lower sashes and frames in similar locations. 

5* A tree protection plan is provided 
6* The new addition is at the rear of the house and leaves the character defining roof form 

intact.  The new addition is connected by a flat roof section. 
7* The mass of the addition is visually reduced through the use of the varying roof forms and 

inset portion. 
8* The addition is inset from both sides of the historic house.   
9* The rear portion of the addition has hipped roof with the narrow portion on the sides. The 

roof slope is similar to the historic house and is several feet lower than the main roof on the 
house. 

10* The rear of the addition has a 2nd level porch over a concrete patio.  It has a hipped roof two-
level porch and simple wood columns.  Detailed drawings were provided.  

11* Rear 2nd level porches are not uncommon features.  The house has a small front 2nd level 
balconette. 

12* The addition includes a low rear access ramp that extends beyond the east side of the house 
by a foot or so. 

13* The bulk of the addition is proposed to be sheathed in wood lap siding to match the 
existing. 

14* The eave and frieze detail is a simplified version of the existing along with gutters and 
downspouts; detailed drawings were provided. 

15* Roofing material on the addition will match the asphalt roofing on the bulk of the historic 
house; specifications were not provided. 

16* The new windows are proposed to be wood.  Section drawings and trim details were 
provided. 

17* On the side elevations the windows are 1/1 double-hung in the same size and proportion as 
the existing windows.  The east side includes pairs of 1/1 double-hung windows.  Although 
not seen on the historic house paired windows are common in the historic district and help 
differentiate the new addition. 
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18* The ratio of solids to voids is similar to the historic house. 
19* On the rear of the addition the windows change to single pane casement windows in banks 

of two and three.  The combination of single light windows and board and batten siding on 
a portion gives the rear elevation a completely different character than the rest of the 
addition and house. 

20* The amended application includes building footprints on the block that illustrates that the 
combined addition and existing house are similar in footprint and less lot coverage than the 
contributing house at 307 E. Cabarrus Street. 

21* The amended application states that the current built mass is about 11% of the lot and will 
be about 20% with the addition. 

22* The lot is unusual in its shape and size for the district.  If the north portion is not included 
the built mass is still 35% which is comparable to the 32% build mass at 307 E Cabarrus 
Street. 

 
Staff recommends that the committee approve the amended application, with the following 
conditions: 
1. That details and specification for the front steps and railings be provided to and approved 

by staff prior to issuance of the blue placard for the steps. 
2. That the rear elevation have 1/1 windows and siding to match the remainder of the addition. 
3. That details and specifications for the following be provided to and approved by staff prior 

to issuance of the blue placard: 
a. Revised rear elevation.  

4. That details and specifications for the following be provided to and approved by staff prior 
to construction or installation: 
a. Doors; 
b. Lighting, if any 
c. Roofing material. 

 
PUBLIC TESTIMONY 

 
Staff Introduction:  Tania Tully [affirmed] showed the location of the property on the map and 
noted highlights from staff comments.  
 
Support:   
Mr. David Maurer [affirmed] was present to speak in support of the application. He stated that 
he was amendable to staff’s suggested conditions. 
 
Opposition:   
There was no one else present to speak in favor of or in opposition to the application. 
 
Responses and Questions:   
Ms. Caliendo commented that the only issue was the rear elevation. 
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Mr. Hinshaw questioned as to why there were no steps to the house. Mr. Maurer responded 
that the house was moved to the location and had been vacant for a long time.Ms. Caliendo 
asked staff about fact 19* and if the addition’s side windows were single pane would it be 
approvable. Ms. Tully responded it may have been.  
 
Mr. Theim inquired about the vertical board and batten patterns on the addition. Ms. Tully 
responded that the change in material is incongruous in her judgment. Mr. Theim agreed and 
stated that the addition was large but the percentages provided were helpful. 
 
Ms. David asked for the square footage for the original house in comparison to the house with 
the addition.  Mr. Maurer responded that the addition is less than the original square footage of 
4,600 upstairs and downstairs and stated the right side of the addition lost two feet when they 
revealed the original roof.  He added that they were not doubling the footprint of the house.  
Ms. David noted that the original house has a 1,400 SF and the addition has a footprint of 1,000 
SF.  Ms. David asked how often the commission has approved additions that are larger than the 
original house. Ms. Tully responded it is by a case by case basis. 
 
At Ms. Caliendo’s suggestion Mr. Hinshaw moved that the public testimony portion of the 
hearing be closed.  Mr. Theim seconded; motion carried 5/0. 
 

Committee Discussion 
 
The following points were made in discussion [speaker indicated in brackets]: 
The applicant is willing to follow staff recommendations. [Caliendo] 
This does not meet guideline 4.2.6. The revised drawings helped but it is a very, very large 
addition. [David] 
It is big but I do not think the amended application overpowers the house. [Davis] 
Especially from the street, the character defining façade. The character defining façade remains. 
[Caliendo] 
I do not recall this issue coming up before. Is it a relatively new situation? [Hinshaw] 
Overtime the commission talks about things in different ways. [Tully] 
 

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 
 
Mr. Hinshaw moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the public 
hearing, the committee finds staff positions A. (inclusive of facts 1-4) and B. (inclusive of facts 1-
22) to be acceptable as findings of fact, with the modifications and additions as listed below: 
 
A. Construction of new front steps  is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 3.8.6, 

and the following facts: 
1* Addition of front steps is approvable as a Minor Work application and is included here for 

administrative efficiency. 
2* Front steps are needed to access the porch.   
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3* The new steps are located between the columns at the front door and at the existing front 
walkway. 

4* The steps are proposed to be brick with wood railings to match the existing.  Detailed 
drawings were not provided. 

 
B. Removal of existing 1-story addition; constructoin of new rear 2-story addition with 2-level 

rear porch is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 3.7.13, 3.11.5, 4.2.1, 4.2.2, 
4.2.4, 4.2.5, 4.2.6, 4.2.7, 4.2.8, 4.2.9, 4.2.10; however the rear elevation is incongruous 
according to Guidelines 4.2.7 and the following facts: 

1* The period of significance for the Prince Hall Historic District ranges from the late 
nineteenth century through the beginning of the era of integration. 

2* In the 2011 designation report 313 E Cabarrus Street is described as a contributing ca. 1895 
two‐story Victorian form house with weatherboard siding, an asphalt‐shingled hip roof 
with hipped ventilation dormers, a one‐story front porch with replacement square wood 
columns and balusters, a smaller second‐story porch engaged under the main roof, and 
replacement 1/1 windows. The house was moved from 402 E. Hargett Street to its present lot 
ca. 2006‐09. 

3* The addition being removed is one story and appears to be an enclosed porch. 
4* One window on the 2nd level east (right) elevation is proposed to be removed and replaced 

with a new casement window the same size as the upper sash.  The commission has 
approved the removal of lower sashes and frames in similar locations. 

5* A tree protection plan is provided 
6* The new addition is at the rear of the house and leaves the character defining roof form 

intact.  The new addition is connected by a flat roof section. 
7* The mass of the addition is visually reduced through the use of the varying roof forms and 

inset portion. 
8* The addition is inset from both sides of the historic house.   
9* The rear portion of the addition has hipped roof with the narrow portion on the sides. The 

roof slope is similar to the historic house and is several feet lower than the main roof on the 
house. 

10* The rear of the addition has a 2nd level porch over a concrete patio.  It has a hipped roof two-
level porch and simple wood columns.  Detailed drawings were provided.  

11* Rear 2nd level porches are not uncommon features.  The house has a small front 2nd level 
balconette. 

12* The addition includes a low rear access ramp that extends beyond the east side of the house 
by a foot or so. 

13* The bulk of the addition is proposed to be sheathed in wood lap siding to match the 
existing. 

14* The eave and frieze detail is a simplified version of the existing along with gutters and 
downspouts; detailed drawings were provided. 

15* Roofing material on the addition will match the asphalt roofing on the bulk of the historic 
house; specifications were not provided. 
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16* The new windows are proposed to be wood.  Section drawings and trim details were 
provided. 

17* On the side elevations the windows are 1/1 double-hung in the same size and proportion as 
the existing windows.  The east side includes pairs of 1/1 double-hung windows.  Although 
not seen on the historic house paired windows are common in the historic district and help 
differentiate the new addition. 

18* The ratio of solids to voids is similar to the historic house. 
19* On the rear of the addition the windows change to single pane casement windows in banks 

of two and three.  The combination of single light windows and board and batten siding on 
a portion gives the rear elevation a completely different character than the rest of the 
addition and house. 

20* The amended application includes building footprints on the block that illustrates that the 
combined addition and existing house are similar in footprint and less lot coverage than the 
contributing house at 307 E. Cabarrus Street. 

21* The amended application states that the current built mass is about 11% of the lot and will 
be about 20% with the addition. 

22* The lot is unusual in its shape and size for the district.  If the north portion is not included 
the built mass is still 35% which is comparable to the 32% build mass at 307 E Cabarrus 
Street. 

23* The footprint of the addition is greater than 50% of the original footprint of the house not 
including the removed portion. 

 

The motion was seconded by Mr. Davis; passed 4/1 (Ms. David opposed). 
 

Decision on the Application 
 

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

1. That details and specification for the front steps and railings be provided to and 
approved by staff prior to issuance of the blue placard for the steps. 

2. That the rear elevation have 1/1 windows and siding to match the remainder of the 
addition. 

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

a. Revised rear elevation.  
4. That details and specifications for the following be provided to and approved by staff 

prior to construction or installation: 
a. Doors; 
b. Lighting, if any; 
c. Roofing material. 

 

The motion was seconded by Mr. Davis; passed 4/1 (Ms. David opposed). 
 

Certificate expiration date:  2/25/17. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 
 
129-16-CA 503 CUTLER STREET 
Applicant: RIANA SMITH 
Received: 8/8/2016 Meeting Date(s): 
Submission date + 90 days:  11/6/2016 1) 8/25/2016 2)  3)  
 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 
 
Historic District: BOYLAN HEIGHTS HISTORIC DISTRICT 
Zoning: HOD-G 
Nature of Project: Changes to previously approved COA 121-15-CA: construct 6' tall rear yard 

retaining wall with railing; construct 2' tall wall; landscape plan; change eave details; use 
synthetic garage door material; metal roof detail to include striations in pan. [Partial after-
the-fact] 

Amendments: Include request for removal of window from front elevation of garage; 
foundation vent alterations from Minor Work application. 

Conflict of Interest: None noted. 
Staff Notes: 

• Prior COAs for the new construction at 503 Cutler Street are as follows: 
o 121-15-CA: Construct new 2-story house; construct 1-story garage ; remove 6 

trees; plant 1 tree; install rear driveway 
o 013-16-CA: increase height of house by 18 inches with a condition 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. 

o 072-16-CA: enclose portion of rear porch 
o 099-16-MW: change front porch flooring material; alter design of front porch 

columns; remove foundation vents; eliminate chimney; change door to window 
on garage; relocate basement entry door 

o A Minor Work COA has been filed for the following: removal of window from 
front elevation of garage; foundation vent alterations; eave detail at rake change.  
Staff is rolling these items into this review for administrative efficiency.  

• Drawings from the initially approved COA, most recent approval, and these requests 
are attached. 
 

 
APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 
Sections Topic Description of Work 
2.3  Site Features and Plantings landscape plan 
2.4  Fences and Walls construct 6' tall rear yard retaining wall with 

railing; construct 2' tall wall 
2.6  Garages and Accessory use synthetic garage door material 
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Structures 
4.3  New Construction change eave details; metal roof detail to include 

striations in pan; removal of window from front 
elevation of garage; foundation vent alterations 

 
STAFF POSITION 

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

 
Site Alterations 
A. Construction of 6' tall rear yard retaining wall with fence; construction of 2' tall front yard 

retaining wall is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 2.4.8; however the front 
yard wall may be incongruous according to Guidelines 2.4.8 and the following facts: 

1* The front yard wall is proposed to hold the front grade at a height so as to meet the 
condition of approval that “the visible foundation at the front corners of the house are to be 
no more than 15% higher than the average visible foundation of the houses on either side.” 

2* The application does not clearly illustrate how the wall will interact with the grade. It is said 
to be 2’ tall and 18’ long with only half showing. 

3* The rear yard wall is proposed as part of the drainage plan and to support the ground at the 
driveway. Retaining walls are a site feature seen in rear yards throughout Boylan Heights. 

4* Both walls are proposed to have a stucco finish to match the foundation walls. 
5* Other than the material, wrought iron, no information is provided regarding the design and 

height of the fence on top of the wall. 
6* Metal fences are unusual and atypical in Boylan Heights. The most notable example being 

around the individually-recognized Raleigh Historic Landmark Montfort Hall at 308 S. 
Boylan Avenue, constructed in 1858, outside the period of significance of the 1907 platting 
of the Boylan Heights subdivision.  

7* Rear yard fences in Boylan Heights are typically of wood picket construction. 
 
B. Implemetation of master landscape plan is not incongruous according to Guidelines 2.3.4, 

and the following facts: 
1* Foundation plantings are a traditional way of landscaping. 
2* The remainder of the yard is proposed to be grass. 
3*  A wide variety of plant materials are proposed and can be found throughout Boylan 

Heights. 
 
Alterations to House 
C. Use of a box eave detail at the rake is incongruous according to Guidelines 4.3.10, and the 

following facts: 
1* The eaves were constructed utilizing a “pork chop” design detail different from that 

approved in COA 121-15-CA. 
2* The construction of the eave at the rake is not typical of any traditional, characteristic detail 

in the historic district. 
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3* The new house was initially approved with a sloped boxed soffit eave and no return. This is 
a characteristic eave detail found in historic houses within the historic district.  

4* Examples of historic, characteristic sloping boxed eaves without a return can be seen at 307, 
317, 603, and 502 (across street from subject property) Cutler Street, as well as 104 Dupont 
Circle. 

5* No eave details were required as a condition based on the detailed drawings in the 
application (attached). 

6* The application states that “A boxed soffit is an architectural detail commonly found in 
historical homes of the type in and around Boylan Heights.”   

7* The construction method used is a late 20th and early 21st century modern construction 
technique not used in early to mid-20th century architecture in Boylan Heights. 

8* Examples of boxed flat soffits displaying historic, characteristic returns (not pork chop 
returns) can be seen at 309 Cutler Street and 510 S. Boylan Avenue. Numerous historic 
houses displaying boxed, flat soffits without returns on a four square can be found 
throughout the Boylan Heights Historic District; one such example is at 322 Cutler Street.  

9* Revised drawings reflecting the construction were submitted. 
10* The cumulative effect of details on a house are a significant contributor to its compatibility 

within a historic district.  
 
D. Use of a standing seam metal roof with striations in the pan is incongruous according to 

Guidelines 4.3.10, and the following facts: 
1* The porch roof material was installed without meeting condition 6.d. of COA 121-15-CA. 
2* Specifications have not been submitted; photographs of the installation were provided.   
3* The seam height and width, ridge caps, and pan width are equivalent to standing seam 

metals roofs previously approved throughout the historic district, such as at 524 S. Boylan 
Avenue (CAD-90-058) and 403 Kinsey Street (006-03-CA). 

4* Historically, standing seam metal roofs on porches and primary buildings had flat pans 
between the seams. Examples in the Boylan Heights Historic District can be seen at 104 
Dupont Circle and 402 Kinsey Street. 

5* The installed roof has striations between the seams. This texture and finish is a detail that 
has not been approved on existing houses or new construction in any of the historic 
districts. 

6* The application states that the striations are included to eliminate “oil canning.” 
7* Oil canning occurs most often in thinner gauges of metal and does not affect the structural 

integrity of the panels. It can also be avoided by using heavier weight metal sheets and 
careful installation. It is less likely to happen on short runs such as the porch roof. 
[http://www.metalconstructionnews.com/articles/magazine-features/roundtable-oil-
canning-prevention.aspx. Accessed 8/23/16] 

 
E. Alteration of foundation vent locations is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 

4.3.8, 4.2.10, and the following facts: 
1* The initial approval of the new house (121-15-CA) included foundation vents. 
2* Foundation vents are common and traditional. 
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3* The precise foundation vent size, location, material and design were not provided in the 
application. 

4* Foundation vents are typically metal grates.  
 
Alterations to Garage 
F. Use of a synthetic garage door material (Extira) is not incongruous according to Guidelines 

4.3.10 and the following facts: 
1* Synthetic materials have been approved by the commission in detached new construction 

when the details, texture and sheen are visually similar to the traditional historic materials. 
2* Three COA applications for new garage construction approved the use of steel garage doors 

with the condition that the garage doors have a smooth paintable finish (COA 008-13-CA at 
606 N Boundary Street, 030-13-CA at 520 N Bloodworth Street and COA 100-13-CA at 703 N 
Bloodworth Street) however no specific product meeting the criteria has been located. 

3* Extira is a wood copmposite material with a sanded smooth paintable surface finish. It is a 
solid product made of wood fiber, phenolic resins, zinc borate and a water repellent. The 
product must be painted. [http://www.extira.com/faq/, Accessed 8/23/16] 

4* The same material is used for trim and is is known as MiraTEC; this has been approved. 
 
G. Removal of the window from the front elevation of garage is incongruous according to 

Guidelines 4.3.7, 4.3.8, and the following facts: 
1* The street-facing wall of the garage was constructed without a window in violation of the 

drawings approved in COA 121-15-CA. 
2* Garages in the historic districts traditionally had doors and/or windows on most of not all 

elevations.  Exceptions were, and have been approved, on walls adjacent to rear yard fences. 
3* The window proposed for removal provides a visual connection to the house and softens 

the appearance of the garage so close to the house. 
 
Staff recommends that the committee make the following decision: 
• Deny the installation of metal roofing with striations between the pans. 
• Deny the change in eave detail (pork chop return). 
• Deny removal of the window from the garage. 

 
• Defer decision on the front retaining wall pending clarification of appearance. 

 
• Approve the remainder of the application with the following conditions: 

1. That the material, design, location and dimensions of the vents be provided to and 
approved by staff prior to installation. 

2. That the fence be an open wood picket and installed using neighbor friendly design with 
the structural supports facing the subject yard. 

3. That the fence height and design to be provided to and approved by staff prior to 
installation. 
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PUBLIC TESTIMONY 
 
Staff Introduction:  Tania Tully [affirmed] showed the location of the property on the map and 
noted highlights from staff comments. 
 
Support:   
Ms. Riana Smith [affirmed] was present to speak in support of the application. Ms. Smith 
handed out three pieces of additional evidence regarding the grade.  
 
Ms. Smith stated the removal of the window in the garage was an oversight in construction and 
is ok with its reinstallation. She is also ok with the rear fence conditions. 
 
Ms. Smith noted that she found additional boxed soffits in Boylan Heights and would like to 
keep the boxed eaves as constructed.  If required to change them she would like to replicate the 
eaves on 305 Cutler Street.  
 
Mr. David Boone [affirmed] stated there were additional ways on cut sheets to show how the 
eaves could be built.  
 
Opposition:   
There was no one else present to speak in favor of or in opposition to the application. 
 
Responses and Questions:   
Ms. Smith stated the tin roof access does have striations but that is due to better materials and 
added the new materials prevent oil canning and warping. Ms. Smith pointed out that this is 
new construction and the commission has approved new materials before. Ms. Tully stated that 
the texture has always been an important consideration when evaluating new materials.  
 
Ms. Smith spoke to the front wall noting that the reason for it was in order to achieve the 15% 
max difference required by the condition.  The grade at the knee wall and finished floor 
elevations at its highest would be 4’.  The wall would be 12’ long and visible only on the right.  
Ms. Smith added the wall would be of the same materials as the foundation and painted to 
match. Ms. Smith also stated the house sits on a hill in a bowl and there are drainage issues so 
sump pumps would be in the front yard. The landscape plan has typical plantings for the area 
and complimentary to the retaining wall.  
 
Ms. Smith added regarding the tin roof and boxed soffits that the guidelines say that old should 
not be copied and that the materials are new and fitting. 
 
Ms. David stated this should have been brought up with the original application and plans. Ms. 
Caliendo stated as they review the application the committee cannot consider that it has already 
been built. Mr. Boone stated he believed it was approved since his plans submitted to 
Development Services had boxed eaves. Ms. David held up the plan with the elevation that was 
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approved. Ms. Tully reminded the applicant that it was their responsibility to submit plans to 
Development Services that are consistent with those approved by the COA committee.  
 
With regard to the eaves, Ms. Tully stated the examples cited are not precedents. Ms. Tully 
added that for the metal roof anytime the commission has looked at substitute materials the 
texture is always critical to the discussion.  
 
Mr. Dan Pabst [affirmed] stated he wanted to remove the extra wall entirely and that the left 
and right need to be of a similar grade. Ms. Tully explained to new commissioners that the 
exposed foundation could be no more than 15% higher than that of the house to the north and 
south. Mr. Jim Clark [affirmed] said that the wall was not needed except to meet the condition. 
He would prefer to use landscaping. Ms. Caliendo added there are alternative solutions to 
minimizing the foundation height but a clear proposal needs to be brought to the committee. 
Ms. David said that any alternative would need to be seen. 
 
At Ms. Caliendo’s suggestion Mr. Davis moved that the public testimony portion of the hearing 
be closed.  Mr. Hinshaw seconded; motion carried 5/0. 
 

Committee Discussion 
 
The following points were made in discussion [speaker indicated in brackets]: 
Tania has provided good examples of appropriate eaves and the examples provided by the 
applicant were not approved through the COA process. Boxed eaves are seen in suburban new 
construction. There is a cascading effect of small details that are changing the original house 
that was approved in a substantial way. [David] 
We have not approved boxed eaves. [Davis] 
I am not ready to set a precedent on this. [Caliendo] 
Texture is critical in new materials. Striations are not something we would approve in a new 
application. [David] 
We should defer landscaping and front retaining wall; the applicant has agreed to put back the 
garage window; the applicant has agreed to put a wood fence instead of metal. What about the 
foundation vents? [Caliendo] 
They were approved as part of the original application, removed, and are now being added 
back again. They seem fine. [Tully] 
But what about taking out the attic vent? [David] 
I missed this. We should add it to the application and hear it with the rest of the deferred 
application. [Tully] 
What about the cumulating facts? I heard that the drainage would be handled differently? 
[Theim] 
Sounds like that should be added as fact. [Tully] 
It may not materially change the application but the sump pump should be mentioned. [Theim] 
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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 positions A. (inclusive of facts 1-7), C. (inclusive of facts 1-10), D. 
(inclusive of facts 1-4), E. (inclusive of facts 1-4), F. (inclusive of facts 1-4), G. (inclusive of facts 
1-3) to be acceptable as findings of fact, with the modifications and additions as listed below: 
 
A. Construction of 6' tall rear yard retaining wall with fence; is not incongruous in concept 

according to Guidelines 2.4.8 and the following facts: 
1* The front yard wall is proposed to hold the front grade at a height so as to meet the 

condition of approval that “the visible foundation at the front corners of the house are to be 
no more than 15% higher than the average visible foundation of the houses on either side.” 

2* The application does not clearly illustrate how the wall will interact with the grade. It is said 
to be 2’ tall and 18’ long with only half showing. 

3* The rear yard wall is proposed as part of the drainage plan and to support the ground at the 
driveway. Retaining walls are a site feature seen in rear yards throughout Boylan Heights. 

4* Both walls are proposed to have a stucco finish to match the foundation walls. 
5* Other than the material, wrought iron, no information is provided regarding the design and 

height of the fence on top of the wall. 
6* Metal fences are unusual and atypical in Boylan Heights. The most notable example being 

around the individually-recognized Raleigh Historic Landmark Montfort Hall at 308 S. 
Boylan Avenue, constructed in 1858, outside the period of significance of the 1907 platting 
of the Boylan Heights subdivision.  

7* Rear yard fences in Boylan Heights are typically of wood picket construction. 
 
 
Alterations to House 
C. Use of a box eave detail at the rake is incongruous according to Guidelines 4.3.10, and the 

following facts: 
1* The eaves were constructed utilizing a “pork chop” design detail different from that 

approved in COA 121-15-CA. 
2* The construction of the eave at the rake is not typical of any traditional, characteristic detail 

in the historic district. 
3* The new house was initially approved with a sloped boxed soffit eave and no return. This is 

a characteristic eave detail found in historic houses within the historic district.  
4* Examples of historic, characteristic sloping boxed eaves without a return can be seen at 307, 

317, 603, and 502 (across street from subject property) Cutler Street, as well as 104 Dupont 
Circle. 

5* No eave details were required as a condition based on the detailed drawings in the 
application (attached). 

6* The application states that “A boxed soffit is an architectural detail commonly found in 
historical homes of the type in and around Boylan Heights.”   
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7* The construction method used is a late 20th and early 21st century modern construction 
technique not used in early to mid-20th century architecture in Boylan Heights. 

8* Examples of boxed flat soffits displaying historic, characteristic returns (not pork chop 
returns) can be seen at 309 Cutler Street and 510 S. Boylan Avenue. Numerous historic 
houses displaying boxed, flat soffits without returns on a four square can be found 
throughout the Boylan Heights Historic District; one such example is at 322 Cutler Street.  

9* Revised drawings reflecting the construction were submitted. 
10* The cumulative effect of details on a house are a significant contributor to its compatibility 

within a historic district.  
11* Photographs of the eaves at 811 W South Street and 311 Kinsey Street were provided by the 

applicant. Staff testified that the eaves on the Kinsey Street house were in place prior to 
designation and those on the South Street house were altered without a COA. 

 
D. Use of a standing seam metal roof with striations in the pan is incongruous according to 

Guidelines 4.3.10, and the following facts: 
1* The porch roof material was installed without meeting condition 6.d. of COA 121-15-CA. 
2* Specifications have not been submitted; photographs of the installation were provided.   
3* The seam height and width, ridge caps, and pan width are equivalent to standing seam 

metals roofs previously approved throughout the historic district, such as at 524 S. Boylan 
Avenue (CAD-90-058) and 403 Kinsey Street (006-03-CA). 

4* Historically, standing seam metal roofs on porches and primary buildings had flat pans 
between the seams. Examples in the Boylan Heights Historic District can be seen at 104 
Dupont Circle and 402 Kinsey Street. 

5* The installed roof has striations between the seams. This texture and finish is a detail that 
has not been approved on existing houses or new construction in any of the historic 
districts. 

6* The application states that the striations are included to eliminate “oil canning.” 
7* Oil canning occurs most often in thinner gauges of metal and does not affect the structural 

integrity of the panels. It can also be avoided by using heavier weight metal sheets and 
careful installation. It is less likely to happen on short runs such as the porch roof. 
[http://www.metalconstructionnews.com/articles/magazine-features/roundtable-oil-
canning-prevention.aspx. Accessed 8/23/16] 

 
E. Alteration of foundation vent locations is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 

4.3.8, 4.2.10, and the following facts: 
1* The initial approval of the new house (121-15-CA) included foundation vents. 
2* Foundation vents are common and traditional. 
3* The precise foundation vent size, location, material and design were not provided in the 

application. 
4* Foundation vents are typically metal grates.  
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Alterations to Garage 
F. Use of a synthetic garage door material (Extira) is not incongruous according to Guidelines 

4.3.10 and the following facts: 
1* Synthetic materials have been approved by the commission in detached new construction 

when the details, texture and sheen are visually similar to the traditional historic materials. 
2* Three COA applications for new garage construction approved the use of steel garage doors 

with the condition that the garage doors have a smooth paintable finish (COA 008-13-CA at 
606 N Boundary Street, 030-13-CA at 520 N Bloodworth Street and COA 100-13-CA at 703 N 
Bloodworth Street) however no specific product meeting the criteria has been located. 

3* Extira is a wood copmposite material with a sanded smooth paintable surface finish. It is a 
solid product made of wood fiber, phenolic resins, zinc borate and a water repellent. The 
product must be painted. [http://www.extira.com/faq/, Accessed 8/23/16] 

4* The same material is used for trim and is is known as MiraTEC; this has been approved. 
 
G. Removal of the window from the front elevation of garage is incongruous according to 

Guidelines 4.3.7, 4.3.8, and the following facts: 
1* The street-facing wall of the garage was constructed without a window in violation of the 

drawings approved in COA 121-15-CA. 
2* Garages in the historic districts traditionally had doors and/or windows on most of not all 

elevations.  Exceptions were, and have been approved, on walls adjacent to rear yard fences. 
3* The window proposed for removal provides a visual connection to the house and softens 

the appearance of the garage so close to the house. 
 
The motion was seconded by Ms. David; passed 5/0. 
 

Decision on the Application 
 
Following discussion on an initial motion made by Mr. Davis and seconded by Ms. David, Mr. 
Davis made an amended made an amended motion that the application be denied in part, 
approved in part, and deferred in part as stated below. 
 
That the installation of metal roofing with striations between the pans be denied. 
 
That the changing of the eave detail (pork chop return) be denied. 
 
That the removal of the window from the garage be denied. 
 
That the requests for a front retaining wall, landscaping, and attic vent removal be deferred. 
 
That the remainder of the application be approved with the following conditions: 

1. That the material, design, location and dimensions of the vents be provided to and 
approved by staff prior to installation. 
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2. That the fence be an open wood picket and installed using neighbor friendly design with 
the structural supports facing the subject yard. 

3. That the fence height and design to be provided to and approved by staff prior to 
installation. 

 
Ms. David agreed to the changes.  The amended motion passed 4/1 (Mr. Hinshaw opposed).  
 
Committee members voting:  Caliendo, David, Davis, Hinshaw, Theim. 
 
Certificate expiration date:  2/25/17. 
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OTHER BUSINESS 
1. Review of Conditions – 055-16-CA (Moore Square Park). After reviewing the documentation 

the committee agreed with staff that no additional review was required. 
2. Design Guidelines Update 
3. Committee Discussion 

a. Application Completeness 
b. Meeting Post-Mortem 

 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
The meeting was adjourned at 9:15 p.m. 
 
 
 
 
Elizabeth Caliendo, Chair Minutes Submitted by: 
Certificate of Appropriateness Committee, Tania Tully, Preservation Planner 
Raleigh Historic Development Commission 
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