
RALEIGH HISTORIC DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS COMMITTEE 

Minutes of the Meeting 
June 23, 2016 

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

ROLL CALL 
Tania Tully, Preservation Planner, called the roll as follows: 
Present: Elizabeth Caliendo, Don Davis, Laurie Jackson, Kaye Webb (arrived at 4:07) 
Excused Absence: Sarah David 
Staff Present: Tania Tully, Martha Lauer; Francis P. Raspberry, Jr., Attorney 
 
Approval of the May 25, 2016 Minutes 
Mr. Davis moved to waive the reading of the minutes for the hearing and to adopt said minutes 
as submitted. Ms. Jackson seconded the motion; passed 3/0.  
 
Minor Works 
There were no questions regarding the Minor Work report. 
 
The following is a list indicating persons in attendance and whether they were affirmed. Ms. 
Martha Lauer and Ms. Tania Tully Notaries Public administered the affirmations. 
 

Visitor’s/Applicant’s Name and Address Affirmed 
James Grady, 202 Hillcrest Road 27605 Yes 
Michael Bradshaw, 410 S Boylan Avenue 27603 Yes 
Bryan Jenkins, 4511 Weybridge Lane 27407 Yes 
John W. Hinshaw, 2011 Quaker Landing 27603 No 
Al Maginnes, 711 Dorothea Drive 27603 Yes 
Bea De Paz, 1812 Wysong Ct 27612 Yes 
Tom Kane, 306 A Parham, St 27612 Yes 
Zach Chrisco, 64 Pleasant Street 02742 Yes 
Christine Dunn, 64 Pleasant Street 02742 Yes 
Robyn Goldstein, 233 Lewis Wharf, 02110 Yes 
Bruce Cosgrove, 705 N East Street 27604 Yes 
Heather Campbell, 707 N East Street 27604 Yes 
John L. Thomas, 5508 Swiftbrook Circle 27606 Yes 
Barbara Doll, 512 Oakwood Avenue 27601 Yes 
Jimmy Theim, 634 N. Blount St., 27604 No 
Bob Doster, ? 
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APPROVAL OF AGENDA  
Ms. Jackson moved to approve the agenda as amended. Mr. Davis seconded the motion; passed 
3/0. 
 
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: 055-16-CA, 071-16-CA, 076-16-CA, 091-16-CA, 092-16-CA, 093-16-CA, 094-16-CA, 095-
16-CA, 097-16-CA and 098-16-CA. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 
 
055-16-CA 201 S BLOUNT STREET 
Applicant: ZACHARY CHRISCO, SASASKI ASSOC FOR CITY OF RALEIGH 
Received: 4/11/2016 Meeting Date(s): 
Submission date + 90 days:  7/10/2016 1) 4/28/2016 2) 6/23/2016 3)  
 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 
 
Historic District: MOORE SQUARE HISTORIC DISTRICT 
Nature of Project: Lighting portion of the implementation of Master Plan for Moore Square 

Park. 
Amendments: Additional information was provided in the commissioner packets.  The 

illumination calculation sheet may have been left out of the packets and is attached. 
Conflict of Interest: None noted. 
Staff Notes: 

• At the March meeting the lighting portion of the application was deferred with a request 
for the following additional information: 

o Specification for the new fixtures; 
o Light color and brightness; 
o Effect of the combined lighting fixtures throughout the park. 

 
APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 
Sections Topic Description of Work 
2.7 Lighting Install lighting 
 

STAFF POSITION 
 

Based on the information contained in the amended application, in staff’s judgment: 
 
A. The proposed light fixtures are not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 2.7.1, 

2.7.4, 2.7.7, 2.7.10, and the following facts: 
1* Moore Square is not a residential character district. 
2* A lighting plan and illumination calculation plan are included in the application. They note 

what type of fixture is proposed in what location. 
3* The amended application proposes that new poles and fixtures (exact fixtures as already 

exist) be added along the streets. 
4*  The existing streetlights are the historic looking teardrop fixtures. 
5* Within the park four new types of lighting are proposed: tall post mounted “moonlights,” 

pedestrian-scale post-mounted fixtures, wall lights, and light bollards.  
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6* The 8 pedestrian fixtures will align with the edge of pathways, generally no closer than 50' 
on center with lights mounted at 14’.  The fixtures and poles are a simple utilitarian design 
and will be a dark metal. 

7* The 10 moon-lights will be taller poles designed to cast light over a wider area. These poles, 
at 30' high, are meant to achieve the desired light levels in the Square while reducing the 
total number of fixtures. 

8* The moon lights will be located out from under the tree canopy in order to avoid damage to 
the tree structure and will be offset a consistent distance from the curved path circling the 
central lawn.  

9* The moonlights will have multiple fixture heads (between 3 and 5) on each pole. The 
fixtures and poles are a simple utilitarian design and will be a dark metal.  

10* All of the new light fixtures will have LED bulbs with a color temperature of 3,000 Kelvin. 
11* Illumination calculations were provided and identified on a plan of the square.   
12* Cut sheets of all new light fixtures are attached.  
13* Louvered wall lights are proposed at the ends of seat walls where they are intersected by 

walkways. Seat wall lights are commonly approved. 
14* Bollard lights are proposed along the southwest-to-northeast walkway in order to achieve 

pedestrian light levels without introducing a taller pole under the tree canopy.  The fixtures 
and poles are a simple utilitarian design and will be a dark metal. 

15* The trellis includes integral lighting; no information is provided on the specific fixtures.  
16* Exterior building lights are also proposed; no information is provided. 
 
Staff recommends that the committee approve the amended application for the lighting plan, 
with the following conditions: 
1. That specifications and details for the trellis and building lights be provided to and 

approved by staff prior to installation. 
 

PUBLIC TESTIMONY 
 
Staff Introduction:  Tania Tully [affirmed] showed the location of the property on the map and 
noted highlights from staff comments. 
 
Support:   
Mr. Zachary Chrisco [affirmed] was present to speak in support of the application. Mr. Chrisco 
stated there were two reasons they were here for the project. Ms. Christine Dunn [affirmed], the 
architectural designer was also present as well as Ms. Robyn Goldstein [affirmed] the lighting 
consultant. 
 
Opposition:   
There was no one else present to speak in favor of or in opposition to the application. 
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Responses and Questions:   
Mr. Davis inquired about the size of the circle of light that the lighting casts. Ms. Goldstein 
responded that it depends on the location of the fixtures and that the fixtures at the edge of the 
lawn direct light to the center so that there are no poles on the lawn and that they want the park 
to feel safe for occupants but they want the ability to show a movie or play.  Mr. Davis inquired 
if they would be at full power every night. Ms. Goldstein responded the light levels could be 
lowered to 80% and while that the LEDs are brand new, they turn up and then naturally dim as 
they age.  
 
Ms. Jackson pointed out the differences in the lighting, that entrance 8 has three times the light 
saturation than entrance 1. Ms. Jackson asked the applicants to describe the lighting process and 
they decided the light levels. Ms. Goldstein responded that they are using the lighting 
standards recommended by the Illuminating Engineering Society of North America so the 
pathways are recommended to be illuminated more in an area needing more security while the 
center lawn would have lower level lights with base levels for safety.  Ms. Jackson stated the 
difference was in the type of fixtures but they all seem similar. Ms. Goldstein agreed but the 
difference was where the heads are located on the pole. 
 
Ms. Jackson inquired about the lighting from the outside perimeter of the square looking in. Ms. 
Goldstein responded that the existing street poles will be used and relocated and the light colors 
will be different. Ms. Goldstein clarified that within the park you will see the colors and faces 
better than with the metal halide streetlight and the building will show up in color. 
 
Ms. Jackson questioned if the existing fixtures were from Duke Energy. Ms. Tully stated the 
fixtures were not part of application the commission heard prior and that the teardrop faux 
historic ones were not part of the COA that denied the use of the Roadway LED lights.  
 

Committee Discussion 
 
There was no discussion following the public hearing. 
 

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 
 
Ms. Jackson  moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the public 
hearing, the committee finds staff position A. (inclusive of facts 1-16) to be acceptable as 
findings of fact, with the modifications and additions as listed below: 
A. The proposed light fixtures are not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 2.7.1, 

2.7.4, 2.7.7, 2.7.10, and the following facts: 
1* Moore Square is not a residential character district. 
2* A lighting plan and illumination calculation plan are included in the application. They note 

what type of fixture is proposed in what location. 
3* The amended application proposes that new poles and fixtures (exact fixtures as already 

exist) be added along the streets. 
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4*  The existing streetlights are the historic looking teardrop fixtures. 
5* Within the park four new types of lighting are proposed: tall post mounted “moonlights,” 

pedestrian-scale post-mounted fixtures, wall lights, and light bollards.  
6* The 8 pedestrian fixtures will align with the edge of pathways, generally no closer than 50' 

on center with lights mounted at 14’.  The fixtures and poles are a simple utilitarian design 
and will be a dark metal. 

7* The 10 moon-lights will be taller poles designed to cast light over a wider area. These poles, 
at 30' high, are meant to achieve the desired light levels in the Square while reducing the 
total number of fixtures. 

8* The moon lights will be located out from under the tree canopy in order to avoid damage to 
the tree structure and will be offset a consistent distance from the curved path circling the 
central lawn.  

9* The moonlights will have multiple fixture heads (between 3 and 5) on each pole. The 
fixtures and poles are a simple utilitarian design and will be a dark metal.  

10* All of the new light fixtures will have LED bulbs with a color temperature of 3,000 Kelvin. 
11* Illumination calculations were provided and identified on a plan of the square.   
12* Cut sheets of all new light fixtures are attached.  
13* Louvered wall lights are proposed at the ends of seat walls where they are intersected by 

walkways. Seat wall lights are commonly approved. 
14* Bollard lights are proposed along the southwest-to-northeast walkway in order to achieve 

pedestrian light levels without introducing a taller pole under the tree canopy.  The fixtures 
and poles are a simple utilitarian design and will be a dark metal. 

15* The trellis includes integral lighting; no information is provided on the specific fixtures.  
16* Exterior building lights are also proposed; no information is provided. 
17* The lighting consultant provided information regarding the dimability of the lighting. 
18* The existing streetlights in this application were not part of the recent certificate of 

appropriateness (175-15-CA) from the City of Raleigh.  
 
The motion was seconded by Mr. Davis; passed 4/0. 
 

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

1. That specifications and details for the trellis and building lights be provided to and 
approved by staff prior to installation 

 
The motion was seconded by Ms. Webb; passed 4/0. 
 
Committee members voting:  Caliendo, Davis, Jackson, Webb. 
 
Certificate expiration date:  12/23/16.. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 
 
071-16-CA 707 N EAST STREET 
Applicant: TOM AND HEATHER CAMPBELL 
Received: 4/6/2016 Meeting Date(s): 
Submission date + 90 days:  7/5/2016 1) 6/23/2016 2)  3)  
 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 
 
Historic District: OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT 
Nature of Project: Add 2nd story to rear of 1-story house; relocate front door; renew fence COA; 

remove aluminum siding; change exterior paint colors 
Amendments: A revised proposal was received and is attached.  
DRAC: An application was reviewed by the Design Review Advisory Committee at its May 16 

meeting. Members in attendance were Curtis Kasefang, Dan Becker, Mary Ruffin Hanbury, 
and David Maurer; also present were Heather Campbell, Bob Doster, and Tania Tully. A 
revised application was reviewed at the June 13 meeting. Members in attendance were 
Curtis Kasefang, Dan Becker, and David Maurer; also present were Heather Campbell, Bob 
Doster, Thomas Betts, Martha Lauer, and Tania Tully. 

Conflict of Interest: None noted. 
Staff Notes: 

• Relocation of the front door was removed from the application by amendment. 
 

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 
 
Sections Topic Description of Work 
2.4 Fences and Walls Extend fence 
3.4  Paint and Paint Color Change exterior paint colors 
3.5  Roofs Add 2nd story to rear of 1-story house 
3.6  Exterior Walls Remove aluminum siding 
4.2  Additions to Historic Buildings Add 2nd story to rear of 1-story house 
 

STAFF POSITION 
 

Based on the information contained in the amended application, in staff’s judgment: 
 
A. Addition of 2nd story to rear of 1-story house is not incongruous in concept according to 

Guidelines sections 4.2.1, 4.2.2, 4.2.4, 4.2.5, 4.2.6, 4.2.7, 4.2.9 and the following facts: 
1* There is very little room on the site for a rear 1-story addition. The owners wish to preserve 

a recent investment in rear yard landscape improvements for outdoor living space.  
2* The addition is located over the rear ~40% of the existing building footprint, a location away 

from the front character-defining façade. 
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3* Because the second floor addition does not exceed the maximum extents of the footprint of 
the original building and utility room addition, it has minimal impact upon the ground 
plane of the site. 

4* Site topography will minimize the perceptual impact of the second floor addition when 
viewed from the street. The house sits up an embankment from the sidewalk, and the 
finished first floor sits on a high foundation, a result of the sloping topography of the overall 
parcel. This will combine with the rearward location of the addition to reduce sightlines to 
the addition. 

5* The existing house has a primary hip roof. The front porch has a modified hip with gabled 
eyebrow. The addition has a low hip roof. 

6* The committee has in the past approved similar rear second-story additions to one-story 
hip-roofed buildings, most notably and similarly at 1100 W. Cabarrus Street and 1022 W. 
South Street. In both these cases the new ridge height of the addition exceeded the original 
building height by a greater distance than this proposal does: 3’-6” and ~6’-0” respectively; 
this property proposes an increase of 2’-8”. A two-story addition to the rear of a one-story 
shotgun house at 526 N. East Street was also approved by the committee. 

7* The lower pitch of the addition’s roof relative to the existing roof helps minimize the height, 
while the hip-roof profile evokes the existing hip roof. It is not uncommon to find different 
pitches for hip roofs on separate elements of one building; for example, many hip roof 
porches and other kinds of projecting wings such as sun rooms in the historic district have a 
lower pitch than the main roof. 

8* The existing building to the south is two-stories and taller than both this house and its 
proposed addition.  

9* There is a large mature deciduous tree on the adjacent parcel to the south that appears to 
overhang this property and the rear portion of the roof. A rear addition to the building on 
the south took extraordinary measures to preserve the health of the tree [011-94-CA]. There 
is no information in the application as to whether there would need to be any pruning of 
limbs on this tree in order to accommodate the proposed second-story addition. 

10* Details of siding and trim for the addition are to match the existing house. The addition is 
discernable from the original by its form and by the retention of the original first-floor hip 
roof eaves on the sides of the building where the addition is located. 

11* The utility room wing on the rear that will be overbuilt appears to have a flat roof. The 
south elevation drawing of the proposed addition indicates a first floor extension of the 
existing building’s main hip roof eave in the area of this utility room’s south façade. It is not 
clear whether this is a drafting error or if the proposal is to build a new extension of the line 
of the existing hip roof eave. It is also unclear from the drawings how the first floor hip roof 
eaves are detailed where they terminate at the northwest and south west corners of the 
addition. There is no first floor hip roof eave shown across the rear elevation. 

12* The addition uses 6/1 DHS windows to match the predominant pattern of windows in the 
existing house. 

13* The application proposes to use Marvin Wood Ultimate double hung windows. The 
specifications indicate 5/8” SDL ovolo exterior glazing profile. Where 5/8” SDLs have been 
proposed in the past, the committee has specified a putty bead profile. It does not appear 
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that Marvin offers a putty bead profile in its wood window line, based upon a staff search of 
the Marvin website. [http://www.marvin.com/marvin/windows/double-hung-ultimate; 
accessed 6/21/2016] 

14* The drawings are unclear as to the detailing of the new porch post and support pier at the 
northwest corner under the addition. No information is included in the application as to the 
treatment of the ceiling surface and beam trim for this porch. 

 
B. Removal of aluminum siding; changing of exterior paint colors, extension of fence is not 

incongruous according to Guidelines sections 3.4.1, 3.6.1. 3.6.4, 2.4.8, and the following facts: 
1* This work was previously approved in COA application 027-13-CA. Ordinarily, COA 

renewals are handled by staff as a minor work approval; the approval for renewing the 
work of this prior COA is included here for administrative efficiency. 

 
Staff recommends that the committee approve the amended application, with the following 
conditions: 
1. That the following details be provided to and approved by staff prior to issuance of the blue 

placard:  
a. any unfulfilled conditions of approval for 027-13-CA related to the fence extension and 

paint color change; 
b. rear porch post and support pier, beams and ceiling. 

2. That any pruning of overhanging tree limbs be performed by a certified arborist employing 
current best practices for target pruning; 

3. That staff work with the applicant to identify, review and approve double hung windows 
with a 5/8” putty-bead SDL muntin profile; 

4. That the first floor hip roof eave line be made continuous to include the rear façade of the 
addition. 

 
PUBLIC TESTIMONY 

 
Staff Introduction:  Tania Tully [affirmed] showed the location of the property on the map and 
noted highlights from staff comments. 
 
Support:   
Mr. Bruce Cosgrove [affirmed] was present to speak in support of the application. Mr. Cosgrove 
stated he was very pleased with the addition the neighbors have proposed.  
 
Opposition:   
There was no one else present to speak in favor of or in opposition to the application. 
 
Responses and Questions:   
Mr. Davis noted that the revisions addressed his questions.  Ms. Jackson pointed out that the 
changes in the design based on the feedback from the DRAC meetings and noted the improved 
design and that it fits more in with the Design Guidelines.  Ms. Caliendo also thanked the 
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applicants for going to DRAC more than once and that the changes made the proposal meet the 
Guidelines.  
 
At Ms. Caliendo’s suggestion Mr. David moved that the public testimony portion of the hearing 
be closed.  Ms. Webb seconded; motion carried 4/0. 
 

Committee Discussion 
 
The following points were made in discussion [speaker indicated in brackets]: 
 
The form is simplified and the roof is simplified. [Caliendo] 
The pictures helped show the precedence of the form in the district. The topography makes a 
difference. [Jackson] 
Setting the addition father back helps. [Caliendo] 
 

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 
 
Mr. Davis  moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the public hearing, 
the committee finds staff position A. (inclusive of facts 1-14) and B. (inclusive of fact 1) to be 
acceptable as findings of fact as listed below: 
 
A. Addition of 2nd story to rear of 1-story house is not incongruous in concept according to 

Guidelines sections 4.2.1, 4.2.2, 4.2.4, 4.2.5, 4.2.6, 4.2.7, 4.2.9 and the following facts: 
1* There is very little room on the site for a rear 1-story addition. The owners wish to preserve 

a recent investment in rear yard landscape improvements for outdoor living space.  
2* The addition is located over the rear ~40% of the existing building footprint, a location away 

from the front character-defining façade. 
3* Because the second floor addition does not exceed the maximum extents of the footprint of 

the original building and utility room addition, it has minimal impact upon the ground 
plane of the site. 

4* Site topography will minimize the perceptual impact of the second floor addition when 
viewed from the street. The house sits up an embankment from the sidewalk, and the 
finished first floor sits on a high foundation, a result of the sloping topography of the overall 
parcel. This will combine with the rearward location of the addition to reduce sightlines to 
the addition. 

5* The existing house has a primary hip roof. The front porch has a modified hip with gabled 
eyebrow. The addition has a low hip roof. 

6* The committee has in the past approved similar rear second-story additions to one-story 
hip-roofed buildings, most notably and similarly at 1100 W. Cabarrus Street and 1022 W. 
South Street. In both these cases the new ridge height of the addition exceeded the original 
building height by a greater distance than this proposal does: 3’-6” and ~6’-0” respectively; 
this property proposes an increase of 2’-8”. A two-story addition to the rear of a one-story 
shotgun house at 526 N. East Street was also approved by the committee. 
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7* The lower pitch of the addition’s roof relative to the existing roof helps minimize the height, 
while the hip-roof profile evokes the existing hip roof. It is not uncommon to find different 
pitches for hip roofs on separate elements of one building; for example, many hip roof 
porches and other kinds of projecting wings such as sun rooms in the historic district have a 
lower pitch than the main roof. 

8* The existing building to the south is two-stories and taller than both this house and its 
proposed addition.  

9* There is a large mature deciduous tree on the adjacent parcel to the south that appears to 
overhang this property and the rear portion of the roof. A rear addition to the building on 
the south took extraordinary measures to preserve the health of the tree [011-94-CA]. There 
is no information in the application as to whether there would need to be any pruning of 
limbs on this tree in order to accommodate the proposed second-story addition. 

10* Details of siding and trim for the addition are to match the existing house. The addition is 
discernable from the original by its form and by the retention of the original first-floor hip 
roof eaves on the sides of the building where the addition is located. 

11* The utility room wing on the rear that will be overbuilt appears to have a flat roof. The 
south elevation drawing of the proposed addition indicates a first floor extension of the 
existing building’s main hip roof eave in the area of this utility room’s south façade. It is not 
clear whether this is a drafting error or if the proposal is to build a new extension of the line 
of the existing hip roof eave. It is also unclear from the drawings how the first floor hip roof 
eaves are detailed where they terminate at the northwest and south west corners of the 
addition. There is no first floor hip roof eave shown across the rear elevation. 

12* The addition uses 6/1 DHS windows to match the predominant pattern of windows in the 
existing house. 

13* The application proposes to use Marvin Wood Ultimate double hung windows. The 
specifications indicate 5/8” SDL ovolo exterior glazing profile. Where 5/8” SDLs have been 
proposed in the past, the committee has specified a putty bead profile. It does not appear 
that Marvin offers a putty bead profile in its wood window line, based upon a staff search of 
the Marvin website. [http://www.marvin.com/marvin/windows/double-hung-ultimate; 
accessed 6/21/2016] 

14* The drawings are unclear as to the detailing of the new porch post and support pier at the 
northwest corner under the addition. No information is included in the application as to the 
treatment of the ceiling surface and beam trim for this porch. 

 
B. Removal of aluminum siding; changing of exterior paint colors, extension of fence is not 

incongruous according to Guidelines sections 3.4.1, 3.6.1. 3.6.4, 2.4.8, and the following facts: 
1* This work was previously approved in COA application 027-13-CA. Ordinarily, COA 

renewals are handled by staff as a minor work approval; the approval for renewing the 
work of this prior COA is included here for administrative efficiency. 

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

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

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

a. any unfulfilled conditions of approval for 027-13-CA related to the fence extension and 
paint color change; 

b. rear porch post and support pier, beams and ceiling. 
2. That any pruning of overhanging tree limbs be performed by a certified arborist employing 

current best practices for target pruning; 
3. That staff work with the applicant to identify, review and approve double hung windows 

with a 5/8” putty-bead SDL muntin profile; 
4. That the first floor hip roof eave line be made continuous to include the rear façade of the 

addition. 
 
The motion was seconded by Ms. Jackson; passed 4/0. 
 
Committee members voting:  Caliendo, Davis, Jackson, Webb. 
 
Certificate expiration date:  12/23/16. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 
 
078-16-CA 214 E MARTIN STREET 
Applicant: HAKEN MARKET PARTNERS 
Received: 5/13/2016 Meeting Date(s): 
Submission date + 90 days:  8/11/2016 1) 5/25/2016 2) 6/23/2016 3)  
 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 
 
Historic District: MOORE SQUARE HISTORIC DISTRICT 
Raleigh Historic Landmark: CITY MARKET BUILDING 
Nature of Project: Amend COA 156-15-MW; paint concrete sills (some previously painted) 

[after-the-fact]; paint previously unpainted concrete keys [partial after-the-fact]. 
Amendments: Additional information was provided by the applicant and is attached. 
Conflict of Interest: None noted. 
Staff Notes: 

• After-the-fact applications are treated as though the work has not been completed. 
• COAs mentioned are available for review. 
• Because the application was not noticed properly in time for the May meeting, all 

evidence presented at that hearing must be re-presented.  The initial and amended 
applications were included in the commissioner packets. 

 
APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 
Sections Topic Description of Work 
3.2  Masonry paint previously unpainted concrete keys; paint concrete 

sills 3.4  Paint and Paint Color 
 

STAFF POSITION 
 

Based on the information contained in the amended application, in staff’s judgment: 
 
A. Painting of concrete sills is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 3.2.1, 3.2.9, 

3.2.10, 3.4.2, 3.4.3 , however painting of previously unpainted concrete is incongruous 
according to Guidelines 3.4.4 and the following facts: 

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

2* Historically the concrete sills were unpainted. 
3* There is no record in the files of a COA ever being approved for the painting of the sills. It is 

unknown if the sills were painted before or after Landmark or HOD designation.  
4* Google Streetview photos from 2007, 2015 and 2016 seem to indicate that the sills have had 

some sort of coating since 2007. Also, looking at 2010 staff photos not all of the sills were 
painted/stained. 
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5* The application states that no previously unpainted sills were painted. 
6* Being natural concrete, the sills have always been a different color than the wood trim.  
7* The sills are proposed to be painted the same color as the wood trim which partially 

obscures the fact that the sills are concrete. 
8* An inventory of the status of each sill was not provided. 
 
B. Painting of previously unpainted concrete keys is incongruous according to Guidelines 3.2.1, 

3.2.2, 3.2.9, 3.2.10,  3.4.4, and the following facts: 
1* The concrete keys at the City Market Building were historically unpainted. 
2* No evidence has been provided that the majority of the keys are painted. 
3* The amended application includes three photos of keystones on the Wolfe Street façade that 

show some sort of coating. 
4* An inventory of the status of each key was not provided 
5* At the direction of the commission, staff spoke with Jeff Adolphson, restoration staff at the 

State Historic Preservation Office.  Mr. Adolphson confirmed staff’s knowledge that 
painting concrete can cause moisture retention and potentially damage the masonry.  

 
Staff recommends that the committee deny the painting of the keystones and offers no 
recommendation on the painting of the sills. 
 
For the keystones, staff recommends the commission offer the following guidance to the 
applicant for remedying the violation: 
1. That the paint be removed from the keystones within 30 days of this meeting. 
2. That the paint removal method be tested in an unobtrusive location with the removal 

method and test location provided to and approved by staff prior to commencing testing. 
3. That staff review and approve test results prior to commencing work. 
 
For the sills, if the committee approves painting, staff recommends following condition: 
1. That the color of the sills be changed to a color closer to that of the unpainted concrete with 

the color to be provided to and approved by staff prior to painting. 
 

PUBLIC TESTIMONY 
 
Staff Introduction:  Tania Tully [affirmed] showed the location of the property on the map and 
noted highlights from staff comments. Ms. Tully added that the packets included both 
application originals and amendments. 
 
Support:   
Mr. Tom Kane [affirmed] was present to speak in support of the application. 
 
Opposition:   
There was no one else present to speak in favor of or in opposition to the application. 
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Responses and Questions:   
Mr. Davis inquired if the applicant had looked at some additional products for paint removal. 
Mr. Kane stated he did but they did not try them. Ms. Caliendo added that the issue was the 
applicant did not want the removal of the paint to do further damage to the concrete. Ms. 
Caliendo asked if all of the sills were coated. Mr. Kane answered that all of the sills were coated 
and most of the keys were already painted and they only painted items that were previously 
painted. Mr. Kane added it appeared that most of the keys do have coatings.  
 
Ms. Jackson inquired about the additional pictures. Mr. Kane replied they were prior to the 
recent painting. 
 
At Ms. Caliendo’s suggestion Mr. Davis moved that the public testimony portion of the hearing 
be closed.  Ms. Webb seconded; motion carried 4/0. 
 

Committee Discussion 
 
The following points were made in discussion [speaker indicated in brackets]: 
 
Thoughts about the sills? [Caliendo] 
If they were previously painted, which it seems the majority were, it is not in conflict with the 
guidelines to repaint them. The keystones seem to be less compromised. [Jackson] 
The sills look like they have been coated multiple times. [Davis] 
I do agree that the materiality is character defining. While you would want uniformity in 
appearance and color it is not best practice to paint unpainted concrete. [Jackson] 
It does not meet the guidelines. [Davis] 
The color matching of sills is closer to the actual color of concrete seems reasonable. [Jackson] 
Yes, removing the paint might be more damaging. [Davis] 
The applicant stated he tried to remove the dark green paint with two different products and it 
did not come off. [Jackson] 
The keystones since they have not been painted multiple times may be salvageable. [Caliendo] 
Eliminating the violation would be removing only what he did not what he might have done 
three years ago. [Tully] 
It might depend on how well removing the paint goes. [Davis] 
True we can see what happens and then deal with the next stage. [Tully] 
That is one of the conditions the removal of the paint must be tested and discussed with staff. 
[Caliendo] 
You cannot attach conditions to a denial.  You can deny it and then the applicant must remedy 
the violation. The commission can only provide guidance not actual conditions. [Tully] 
We appreciate the applicant's willingness to work with us. Without an inventory of what has 
been done and not been done we have to rely on the evidence. [Jackson] 
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Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 
 
Ms. Webb  moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the public hearing, 
the committee finds staff positions A. (inclusive of facts 1-8) and B. (inclusive of facts 1-5) to be 
acceptable as findings of fact, with the modifications and additions as listed below: 
 
A. Painting of concrete sills is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 3.2.1, 3.2.9, 

3.2.10, 3.4.2, 3.4.3 , however painting of previously unpainted concrete is incongruous 
according to Guidelines 3.4.4 and the following facts: 

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

2* Historically the concrete sills were unpainted. 
3* There is no record in the files of a COA ever being approved for the painting of the sills. It is 

unknown if the sills were painted before or after Landmark or HOD designation.  
4* Google Streetview photos from 2007, 2015 and 2016 seem to indicate that the sills have had 

some sort of coating since 2007. Also, looking at 2010 staff photos not all of the sills were 
painted/stained. 

5* The application states that no previously unpainted sills were painted. 
6* Being natural concrete, the sills have always been a different color than the wood trim.  
7* The sills are proposed to be painted the same color as the wood trim which partially 

obscures the fact that the sills are concrete. 
8* An inventory of the status of each sill was not provided. 
 
B. Painting of previously unpainted concrete keys is incongruous according to Guidelines 3.2.1, 

3.2.2, 3.2.9, 3.2.10,  3.4.4, and the following facts: 
1* The concrete keys at the City Market Building were historically unpainted. 
2* No evidence has been provided that the majority of the keys are painted. 
3* The amended application includes three photos of keystones on the Wolfe Street façade that 

show some sort of coating. 
4* An inventory of the status of each key was not provided 
5* At the direction of the commission, staff spoke with Jeff Adolphson, restoration staff at the 

State Historic Preservation Office.  Mr. Adolphson confirmed staff’s knowledge that 
painting concrete can cause moisture retention and potentially damage the masonry.  

 
The motion was seconded by Mr. Davis; passed 4/0. 
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Decision on the Application 
 
Following discussion on an initial motion made by Ms. Webb and seconded by Mr. Jackson, Ms. 
Webb made an amended motion that the application be approved in part and denied in part as 
stated below. 
 
The proposal to paint previously painted sills is approved with the following condition: 

1. That the color of the sills be changed to a color closer to that of the unpainted concrete 
with the color to be provided to and approved by staff prior to painting. 

 
The proposal to paint the keystones is denied. 
 
The following guidance is offered to the applicant for remedying the violation: 

1. That the paint be removed from the keystones within 30 days of this meeting. 
2. That the paint removal method be tested in an unobtrusive location with the removal 

method and test location provided to and approved by staff prior to commencing 
testing. 

3. That staff review and approve test results prior to commencing work. 
 
Ms. Jackson agreed to the changes.  The amended motion passed 4/0.  
 
Committee members voting:  Caliendo, Davis, Jackson, Webb. 
 
Certificate expiration date:  6/23/16. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 
 
090-16-CA 410 S BOYLAN AVENUE 
Applicant: MICHAEL S. BRADSHAW 
Received: 5/2/2016 Meeting Date(s): 
Submission date + 90 days:  7/31/2016 1) 6/23/2016 2)  3)  
 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 
 
Historic District: BOYLAN HEIGHTS HISTORIC DISTRICT 
Zoning:  General 
Nature of Project: Installation of gravel driveway and parking area; landscape alterations 
Conflict of Interest: None noted. 
Staff Notes: 

• The extent of the river pea stone goes beyond the driveway area, to include the north 
side yard, and runs all the way to the rear alley. Additional photos are attached. 

 
APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 
Sections Topic Description of Work 
2.5 Walkways, Driveways, and 

Offstreet Parking 
Installation of river pea stone. 

2.4 Fences and Walls Install concrete unit blocks with rusticated curved 
faces as planting bed borders. 

 
STAFF POSITION 

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

 
A. The installation of river pea stone is incongruous according to Guidelines 2.5.3, and the 

following facts: 
1* Throughout the historic districts, when gravel has been used as a driveway treatment, the 

traditional material used has been crushed gravel. According to the application, this 
property had crushed gravel on the driveway in 2005. 

2* Gravel is used in driveways without hard paving to stabilize the soil in order to prevent the 
creation of muddy tracks. Crushed gravel is used because its flat faces and irregular edges 
provide bearing surfaces to support the gravel from sinking into wet soil under the load of 
vehicle tires.  

3* River pea stone is smooth and rounded; it does not perform well at the tasks of soil 
stabilization and resisting vehicle tire loads. 

4* River pea stone is often used in contemporary concrete sidewalk, patio and driveway 
paving as a decorative surface treatment. The pea stone appearance is not a historic 
treatment that relates to the special character of Boylan Heights. 
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5* The proper application of gravel is to only use as much as necessary to stabilize the soil. It is 
intended to be compacted into the soil to provide the bearing surface. Excessive gravel 
amounts above the soil surface do not improve the support performance of the material, and 
only lead to gravel scattering out of the driveway area. 

6* The application of river pea stone at this property covers extensive areas of the yard at 
surface depths beyond the need for driveway service. The area extends from the north lot 
line into the yard area in front of the home. It fills the entire north side yard between the 
house and the property line, acting as a pedestrian pathway leading to the rear yard area. 
The pea stone continues all the way to the alley at the rear, where it contrasts with the 
crushed gravel and broken up asphalt surface of the alley surface. There is also pea gravel 
inside the fenced rear yard area. 

7* A search of the RHDC files for the address cited in the application as precedent for the 
installation of “white” stone was conducted by staff and there is no evidence that a 
Certificate of Appropriateness was issued for this instance. In the cited location, white stone 
has been placed between concrete driveway strips. The driveway strips were approved as 
part of application 177-05-CA; while the application does not specify the treatment of the 
area between the driveway strips, it also does not reflect an approval of white stone. It is 
typical in the historic district for grass to fill the space between driveway strips, including 
the driveway at 412 S. Boylan Ave. next door to this property and across the street at 405 S. 
Boylan. 

 
B. The installation of concrete unit blocks with rusticated curved faces is incongruous 

according to Guidelines 2.4.8, and the following facts: 
1* The committee has in the past approved concrete unit landscape treatments for borders and 

retaining walls. An example is found in the retaining wall adjacent to the public sidewalk at 
610 S. Boylan Avenue, approved by the committee in CAD-93-047. 

2* The approved units have a flat, softly-rusticated face, rectilinear shape, and color that 
emulate the texture, shape, and color of the historic stone retaining walls in the historic 
district. 

3* The curved face of the proposed individual units has no precedent in the historic materials 
of the historic district.  

4* A review of RHDC files for the addresses cited in the application as precedent for the 
installation of these units was conducted by staff and there is no evidence that any of these 
instances have received Certificates of Appropriateness. Some of the instances have been 
removed by subsequent owners and only exist in the photographic record. 

 
Staff recommends that the committee deny the application. 
 
Additionally, staff recommends the commission offer the following guidance to the applicant 
for remedying the violation: 
1. That all the pea gravel and concrete unit blocks be removed from the entirety of the 

property within 120-days of the date that the decision becomes final. 
 

June 23, 2016 COA Meeting Minutes   Page 19 of 54 
 



In the interest of fairness and equity, staff also recommends that the committee direct staff to 
investigate and work to resolve the COA violations at the cited addresses where the raised 
planters remain. 
 

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 application is an after the fact 
application and that the applicant was able to find some examples of pea gravel in the district. 
Ms. Tully added that none of these received COAs so the staff is recommending that the city 
pursue violations.  
 
Support:   
Mr. Michael Bradshaw [affirmed] was present to speak in support of the application. Mr. 
Bradshaw inquired as to how he should remove the pea gravel and stated the gravel has been 
there for a long time and did not know how to remove it. Mr. Bradshaw stated if they were 
removed all the mud will go down the street.  
 
Opposition:   
There was no one else present to speak in favor of or in opposition to the application. 
 
Responses and Questions:   
Ms. Caliendo stated that when they review after the fact applications they have to be reviewed 
as new, undone applications and removal is not part of the purview.  Mr. Davis added that 
there are other blocks that the committee has approved that could replace the curved ones. Mr. 
Bradshaw stated he is not going to remove the blocks just to have additional ones put back in.  
 
Ms. Caliendo noted there is an example at 610 S Boylan Avenue that was approved that 
matched the historical masonry that is already found in the neighborhood.  Ms. Tully 
apologized for how long it took to address the violation and that a part time staffer is looking at 
violations. Ms. Caliendo stated they are bound by the guidelines and stated the commission 
wished they could help but they cannot. 
 
At Ms. Caliendo’s suggestion Mr. Davis moved that the public testimony portion of the hearing 
be closed.  Ms. Webb seconded; motion carried 4/0. 
 

Committee Discussion 
 
The following points were made in discussion [speaker indicated in brackets]: 
 
You were very articulate in explaining that the guidelines are clear. We would like to extend the 
time he has to remove the violation. [Jackson] 
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You cannot really extend the time. Violations are handled at the staff level. You can make 
suggestions. This has stayed at the staff level so far and will if the blocks come out then the pea 
gravel in a short time. Otherwise, the inspections department then takes over. [Tully] 
 

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 
 
Ms. Jackson  moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the public 
hearing, the committee finds staff position A. (inclusive of facts 1-7) and B. (inclusive of facts 1-
4) to be acceptable as findings of fact as listed below: 
 
A. The installation of river pea stone is incongruous according to Guidelines 2.5.3, and the 

following facts: 
1* Throughout the historic districts, when gravel has been used as a driveway treatment, the 

traditional material used has been crushed gravel. According to the application, this 
property had crushed gravel on the driveway in 2005. 

2* Gravel is used in driveways without hard paving to stabilize the soil in order to prevent the 
creation of muddy tracks. Crushed gravel is used because its flat faces and irregular edges 
provide bearing surfaces to support the gravel from sinking into wet soil under the load of 
vehicle tires.  

3* River pea stone is smooth and rounded; it does not perform well at the tasks of soil 
stabilization and resisting vehicle tire loads. 

4* River pea stone is often used in contemporary concrete sidewalk, patio and driveway 
paving as a decorative surface treatment. The pea stone appearance is not a historic 
treatment that relates to the special character of Boylan Heights. 

5* The proper application of gravel is to only use as much as necessary to stabilize the soil. It is 
intended to be compacted into the soil to provide the bearing surface. Excessive gravel 
amounts above the soil surface do not improve the support performance of the material, and 
only lead to gravel scattering out of the driveway area. 

6* The application of river pea stone at this property covers extensive areas of the yard at 
surface depths beyond the need for driveway service. The area extends from the north lot 
line into the yard area in front of the home. It fills the entire north side yard between the 
house and the property line, acting as a pedestrian pathway leading to the rear yard area. 
The pea stone continues all the way to the alley at the rear, where it contrasts with the 
crushed gravel and broken up asphalt surface of the alley surface. There is also pea gravel 
inside the fenced rear yard area. 

7* A search of the RHDC files for the address cited in the application as precedent for the 
installation of “white” stone was conducted by staff and there is no evidence that a 
Certificate of Appropriateness was issued for this instance. In the cited location, white stone 
has been placed between concrete driveway strips. The driveway strips were approved as 
part of application 177-05-CA; while the application does not specify the treatment of the 
area between the driveway strips, it also does not reflect an approval of white stone. It is 
typical in the historic district for grass to fill the space between driveway strips, including 
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the driveway at 412 S. Boylan Ave. next door to this property and across the street at 405 S. 
Boylan. 

 
B. The installation of concrete unit blocks with rusticated curved faces is incongruous 

according to Guidelines 2.4.8, and the following facts: 
1* The committee has in the past approved concrete unit landscape treatments for borders and 

retaining walls. An example is found in the retaining wall adjacent to the public sidewalk at 
610 S. Boylan Avenue, approved by the committee in CAD-93-047. 

2* The approved units have a flat, softly-rusticated face, rectilinear shape, and color that 
emulate the texture, shape, and color of the historic stone retaining walls in the historic 
district. 

3* The curved face of the proposed individual units has no precedent in the historic materials 
of the historic district.  

4* A review of RHDC files for the addresses cited in the application as precedent for the 
installation of these units was conducted by staff and there is no evidence that any of these 
instances have received Certificates of Appropriateness. Some of the instances have been 
removed by subsequent owners and only exist in the photographic record. 

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

Decision on the Application 
 
Following discussion on an initial motion made by Ms. Jackson and seconded by Ms. Webb, Ms. 
Jackson made an amended motion that the application be denied  
 
Ms. Webb agreed to the changes.  The amended motion passed 4/0.  
 
The committee requested lenience from staff regarding the enforcement timeframe. 
 
Committee members voting:  Caliendo, Davis, Jackson, Webb. 
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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)  3)  
 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 
 
Historic District: BOYLAN HEIGHTS HISTORIC DISTRICT 
Nature of Project: Construct rear porch; alter rear roof 
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 application, in staff’s judgment: 
 
A. Alteration of rear roof is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines section 3.5; 

however there is not enough information to make a full evaluation.  
 
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: 
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.  A vinyl screened door is noted.  Vinyl 

is not a material that has been approved. 
3* The dimensions of the proposed porch in the drawings from the builder do not match those 

included in the written description.  
4* Only one elevation drawing was included.   
5* It is unclear from the drawings where the new porch is proposed to attach to the house.  The 

site plan sketch doesn’t seem to match the builder’s drawings. 
 
Staff recommends that the committee defer the application in order to allow the applicant to 
provide the following additional information: 
1. Proposed changes to the rear roof 
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2. Accurate plan and elevation drawings that show, at a minimum, where and how the porch 
will attach to the house, intersect with the windows and existing roof, and exterior 
appearance. 

3. Clarity on what is being removed to accommodate the new porch. 
4. Additional information typically required as a condition of approval could also be 

provided.  This may include: 
a. Under porch lattice details; 
b. Deck edge construction; 
c. Railing section drawing; 
d. Screening construction showing the porch rails on the outside of the screen; 
e. Roofing material; 
f. Eave construction. 

 
PUBLIC TESTIMONY 

 
Staff Introduction:  Tania Tully [affirmed] showed the location of the property on the map and 
noted highlights from staff comments. Ms. Tully recommended deferral in order to allow the 
applicant to present additional information as suggested in the staff comments.  
 
Support:   
Mr. Al Maginnes [affirmed] was present to speak in support of the application. 
 
Opposition:   
There was no one else present to speak in favor of or in opposition to the application. 
 
Responses and Questions:   
Ms. Caliendo inquired if the applicant had more drawings. Ms. Tully stated she had emailed 
him with request for more information earlier, but the applicant did not receive it. 
 
Mr. Davis stated that the porch on the drawings show the porch attached to the house as flat 
but inquired if it stood out and stated the drawing needs more clarification on the rooflines.  
 
Ms. Jackson inquired about the description referencing changing shingles and if it was 
additional. Mr. Maginnes stated the current roof had been on the house for sixteen years and he 
would like to remove the skylight and fill the hole that is there at the same time. 
 
At Ms. Caliendo’s suggestion Mr. Davis moved that the public testimony portion of the hearing 
be closed.  Ms. Jackson seconded; motion carried 4/0. 
 

Committee Discussion 
 
There was no discussion following the public hearing. 
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Mr. Davis moved that based on the information in the application and in evidentiary hearing 
that the application be deferred until the next month's hearing or the when application has 
more information. 
 
The motion was seconded by Ms. Webb; passed 4/0. 
 
Committee members voting:  Caliendo, Davis, Jackson, Webb.
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 
 
093-16-CA 514 OAKWOOD AVENUE 
Applicant: BARBARA DOLL 
Received: 6/6/2016 Meeting Date(s): 
Submission date + 90 days:  9/4/2016 1) 6/23/2016 2)  3)  
 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 
 
Historic District: OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT 
Zoning:  General 
Nature of Project: Grade portion of rear yard; remove two trees; relocate fence; plant new trees; 

remove retaining wall; construct new retaining wall; add new rear yard planting beds and 
plantings 

Amendments: Additional information was provided and is attached. 
Conflict of Interest: None noted. 
Staff Notes: 

• The front crape myrtle tree located in the right-of-way owned by the City of Raleigh has 
a total stem DBH of 6” (as measured by staff on 6/20/2016) and therefore is not a 
regulated tree (less than 8” DBH). No Certificate of Appropriateness is needed for its 
removal. 

• A copy of iMAPS topographic and storm water mapping data for this block is attached. 
• Note that locations of property lines and legal authority to perform work on adjacent 

properties is a civil matter outside the purview of the commission. 
 

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 
 
Sections Topic Description of Work 
2.3 Site Features and Plantings Fill and grade yard; remove trees; plant trees; 

establish new plant beds. 
2.4 Fences and Walls Remove and replace retaining wall; relocate fence. 
 

STAFF POSITION 
 

Based on the information contained in the amended application, in staff’s judgment: 
 
A. Removal of the driveway side retaining wall and replacement with a wall of shorter length 

is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines sections 2.4.2 and 2.4.8, and the 
following facts: 

1* The existing wall is mostly brick with some stone patching that is in deteriorated condition. 
The brick portion is two wythes wide with a mortar-filled center cavity between the wythes. 
The wall has no cap. It is a non-contributing feature to the historic district due to its 
inconsistent use of materials, poor quality patching repairs, and lack of a cap element. 
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2* The replacement wall is to be constructed of granite units, proposed to match a wall in the 
historic district on Bloodworth Street. Granite is a common retaining wall material in the 
historic district. 

3* The location of the replacement retaining wall is clarified in the application addendum. 
4* Information regarding the mortar color and profile was not included in the application. 
 
B. The planting of two trees in the front yard right-of-way between sidewalk and street is not 

incongruous in concept according to Guidelines section 2.3.4, and the following facts: 
1* Such street trees are common throughout Oakwood. 
2* The specific tree specie(s) to be planted is indeterminate. The plant list in the application 

states two redbuds. The written description states “Final plant selection will be based on 
owner preference and nursery availability.” 

 
C. Removal of the two rear yard trees is not incongruous according to Guidelines section 2.3.5, 

and the following facts: 
1* A certified arborist letter is provided in the application: describes the trees as volunteers and 

that they are damaged; they cannot grow taller due to competition with surrounding 
mature trees; they pose a potential threat from future instability. 

2* The application provides photographic evidence of the damage to and misshapenness of the 
trees. 

3* Five white birch trees and a variety of smaller understory trees are proposed for the new 
rear yard planting beds. 

 
D. Relocation of the rear yard fence is not incongruous according to Guidelines section 2.4.2, 

and the following fact: 
1* The existing fence is being relocated only a short distance to place it along the property line 

instead of being inset approximately one foot from the line.  
2* It is common for fences in the district to be placed at the property line. 
 
E. The establishment of new plant beds in the rear yard is not incongruous according to 

Guidelines section 2.3.4, and the following facts: 
1* The rear yard area of the property is currently devoid of any planting bed areas. 
2* Planting beds are common in rear yards in the Oakwood Historic District. 
3* A variety of plant materials are proposed for the beds. A wide variety of plant materials can 

be found throughout Oakwood  
 
F. The filling and grading of the rear yard is incongruous according to Guidelines section 2.3.4, 

and the following facts: 
1* The “Special Character of the Oakwood Historic District” Appendix in the Guidelines 

addresses the topography of the historic district: 
The rolling topography of the neighborhood is the most varied among 
Raleigh’s historic districts. Overlaid by the grid of streets, it provides a rise 
and fall to the experience of moving through the area, yet another element 
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that contributes to the sense of diversity in Oakwood. The slopes in turn 
provide opportunities for numerous low retaining walls, sometimes of 
granite or brick, that are used to demarcate property lines and level the 
building site. [emphasis added] 

2* The proposed filling and grading of the rear yard is not being proposed in connection with a 
building site. The plan shows a steep 4’ embankment at the southeast corner of the parcel. 
The height tapers as you move north and west along the parcel lines. No information is 
provided in the application as to: how this embankment is treated; whether it is intended to 
be lawn; how it will be stabilized to control erosion; the relationship of the foot of the 
embankment relative to the base of the fence – it appears to terminate right at the fence base.  

3* No evidence is provided in the application as to how the proposed filling and grading is 
characteristic of the neighborhood, particularly in the context of typical rear yard 
treatments. 

4* A staff review of topographic data for Oakwood HOD on the iMAPS interactive mapping 
application provided by the City of Raleigh and Wake County did not identify any 
comparable situations of artificially filling and grading the rear corner of a single parcel 
independent of other parcels in similar areas of lower topographic elevation.  

5* Topographic relief in the historic district is related to drainage patterns. This parcel’s rear 
yard low-lying topographical area is associated with a historic-era piping of a stream. There 
is a buried 36” diameter storm water pipe located just south of this parcel that drains west to 
east through the rear yard of multiple parcels. All of the rear yards along this piped water 
course slope naturally downward to the low point of the historic grading over this pipe. 

6* In this block, it appears that there is grading for building sites and parking areas at 518 and 
522 Oakwood Ave., and 519 and 523 E. Lane St. In these cases, the soft contours of the 
grading are in the front half of the parcels closer to the street and associated with the 
building site of the house and parking. Nowhere is there a pattern that displays the hard 
contours of a steep, artificial embankment at the rear property lines that this proposal 
illustrates in the application’s plot plan. 

7* The photo in figure 8 of the application suggests there are trees on adjacent parcels that are 
in proximity to the lot line and the area of fill. The application addendum locates these trees, 
noting the size and species.  It states that that no fill will be placed directly on the trees, but 
the critical root zones are not noted. 

8* Even if there were no fill and grading, if there is significant soil disturbance to establish the 
new rear yard planting beds (such as deep roto-tilling and soil amendment processes), there 
could be significant impacts to the root systems of nearby trees on adjacent parcels.  

 
Staff recommends that the committee approve in part and deny in part the amended application 
as follows: 
 
a) Deny the filling and grading of the back yard; 
b) Approve the balance of the application, with the following conditions: 

2. That final details be provided to and approved by staff prior to installation/construction 
for the following items: 
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a. Street tree species selection if other than Redbud; 
b. Granite retaining wall mortar color and joint profile; 
c. Tree protection plan for trees on adjacent properties that are in proximity to the 

location of the new rear yard planting beds. 
 

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 staff suggested denying the grading but 
approving the rest of the application 
 
Support:   
Ms. Barbara Doll [affirmed] was present to speak in support of the application. Ms. Doll stated 
she did not understand why the grading will be denied.  Ms. Tully stated that leveling out 
yards is atypical in Oakwood.  
 
Opposition:   
There was no one else present to speak in favor of or in opposition to the application. 
 
Responses and Questions:   
Ms. Doll stated the yard was not usable as it is so they are trying to create two terraces with 
plantings. Ms. Doll added there is no level spot in the yard and they have runoff from other 
yards and the terracing will handle the run off. Ms. Doll added her tenants have made 
improvements to the property and are looking to increase the value of the property.  
 
Ms. Caliendo stated the design guideline where the information regarding this is 2.3.4 and 
2.3.11 that it is not appropriate to alter the topography of the site with grading.  Ms. Doll 
countered that the next three properties all have a terraced area with upper areas for parking 
and a second level below. Ms. Doll stated these terraces would be similar to what she has in her 
area and the creek has already been covered in that area.   
 
The committee discussed that more evidence will need to be brought forward regarding the 
grading and the application could be deferred for this. 
 
Mr. Davis inquired about how the soil on the property will be kept in place.  Ms. Doll answered 
that the south side of the fill will match the fill in 513 and there are 5' that has been dropped off. 
Ms. Doll described the process she would undergo to smooth out the area and remove the vines 
and create a smooth area for the fence.  Mr. Raspberry reminded the committee of the rules 
about hearsay.  
 
Ms. Jackson inquired about the water after the grading. Ms. Doll stated it will slow the velocity 
of the water because the slope will not be as steep.   Mr. Davis asked if on the topographical 
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map the smaller numbers are for the elevators. Ms. Tully responded they were but it is from 
iMaps and not as detailed as the applicants plan.  
 
Ms. Doll stated she will not put in planters unless she can do the fill and terracing.  
 
At Ms. Caliendo’s suggestion Mr. Davis moved that the public testimony portion of the hearing 
be closed.  Ms. Webb seconded; motion carried 4/0. 
 

Committee Discussion 
 
The following points were made in discussion [speaker indicated in brackets]: 
 
The comparison of elevation of the surrounding yards, once it is filled, how will it compare? 
[Davis] 
A site section that is thorough and shows how the elevation changes. [Caliendo] 
The design guidelines clearly say that the fill is incongruous she needs to prove that this area is 
not historic and this has been a treatment used before. [Jackson] 
 
 
Ms. Webb made a motion that the application be deferred for further information to include 
clarification of existing site topography compared to proposed topography and any additional 
information that shows the problems with the current topography.  
 
The motion was seconded by Ms. Jackson; passed 4/0. 
 
Committee members voting:  Caliendo, Davis, Jackson, Webb. 
 
 

June 23, 2016 COA Meeting Minutes   Page 30 of 54 
 



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)  3)  
 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 
 
Historic District: OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT 
Nature of Project: Master landscape plan to include: install planters in right-of-way; add chain 

trellis to porch; install low brick curb and corner posts; install wrought iron fence; remove 
deck; construct patio; replace door with window; alter rear stairs; new planting beds and 
plantings; small tree removal and planting 

Amendments: Additional evidence was provided and is attached to these comments.  
Conflict of Interest: None noted. 
Staff Notes: 

• The trees proposed for removal are not regulated (less than 8” DBH). No Certificate of 
Appropriateness is needed for their removal. 

 
APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 
Sections Topic Description of Work 
2.1 Public Rights-of-Way and 

Alleys 
install planters in right-of-way 

2.3  Site Features and Plantings install planters in right-of-way; install low brick curb 
and corner posts; install wrought iron fence; remove 
deck; construct patio; new planting beds and 
plantings; small tree removal and planting 

2.4  Fences and Walls install low brick curb and corner posts; install 
wrought iron fence 

3.7 Windows and Doors replace door with window 
3.8  Entrances, Porches, and 

Balconies 
add chain trellis to porch; alter rear stairs 

 
STAFF POSITION 

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

 
A. Replacement of door with window; removal of deck; construction of patio; alteration of rear 

stairs is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 2.3.4, 3.7.7,  , and the following 
facts: 

1* The house was constructed in 2005. 
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2* The new window will be the same as the other windows in the house. 
3* Specifications of the new window were not included in the application. 
4* The proposed patio will sit in approximately the same location as the removed deck. 

Material details and precise dimensions were not provided. 
5* Rear steps will be modified to reach the ground rather than the level of the deck. 
 
B. Installation of low brick curb and corner posts; installation of wrought iron fence is not 

incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 2.4.8, and the following facts: 
1* The “Special Character of the Oakwood Historic District” Appendix in the Guidelines states: 

Occasionally within the flatter, less sloping sections of the district, low 
concrete and stone dividers set nearly flush with the ground define 
property lines. 

2* Low masonry curbs are common front yard features in Oakwood.  
3* The metal fence is proposed to be black and of a traditional design.  The exact design and 

presence of a gate was not provided. 
4* Photographs of a wall and fence similar to the proposal are included; specifications and 

details are not. 
 
C. Installation of new planting beds and plantings; planting of small tree is not incongruous 

according to Guidelines 2.3.4, however installation of planters in right-of-way is incongruous 
according to Guidelines 2.1.9 and the following facts: 

1* The “Special Character of the Oakwood Historic District” Appendix in the Guidelines 
addresses the right-of-way and front yards in the historic district: 

There is typically a tree lawn between the public sidewalk and the curb 
where street trees are planted… 
Front yards are primarily lawn, bordered with planting beds; landscape 
plantings are generally informal, and often composed of simple 
foundation plantings. 

2* Two fruit trees and new foundation plants will be replanted. A wide variety of plant 
materials are proposed and can be found throughout Oakwood. 

3* Raised planting beds have been approved for rear yards. 
4* Photographic examples of food producing plantings in front yards and the right-of way 

were provided. These include low wood framed planter boxes and taller wood frames.  
COAs were not received for the examples provided at 536 E Jones Street, 523 E Lane Street, 
701 E Lane Street, 707 E Lane Street, and 100 N Bloodworth Street. 

5* A photographic example of small planters placed in the right-of-way at 124 N Bloodworth 
Street was provided.  The size of these are such that they are considered furniture and not 
regulated. 
 

D. Adding chain trellis to porch is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 2.3.4, 
however, screening the entire porch with vegetation is incongruous according to Guidelines 
2.3.4 and the following facts: 

1* A chain trellis is proposed to be added to all sides of the front porch.   
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2* It is traditional for trellises or lattice to be added to the sides of front porches.  The 
remainder of front porches are not usually screened. 

3* There is no COA on file for the chain trellis curtain noted at 603 E Lane Street. 
 
Staff recommends that the committee deny the planters in the right-of-way and approve the 
remainder of the application, with the following conditions: 
1. That the chain trellis only be added to the sides of the porch. 
2. That specifications and details be provided to and approved by staff prior to issuance of the 

blue placard for the following items: 
a. fence design and gate details; 
b. patio materials and layout; 
c. new window. 

 
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 staff recommended denying the planters 
in the right of way.  
 
Support:   
Mr. John Thomas [affirmed] was present to speak in support of the application. Mr. Thomas 
stated his company did the work at 603 E. Lane Street and thought it had been included in the 
application and there is a clear photograph as to the intentions.  
 
Opposition:   
There was no one else present to speak in favor of or in opposition to the application. 
 
Responses and Questions:   
Ms. Caliendo inquired if the applicant had read the staff recommendation. Mr. Thomas 
answered that if the screening of the porch is incongruous, the trellises could be used with wide 
spacing between each group to create shade so that the porch is usable in the summer. Ms. 
Jackson asked if the intent over time will be a full curtain. Mr. Thomas stated the photographs 
at the installation of Lane Street show it will be more of a screen than a wall.   
 
Mr. Davis stated the plants are not on chains everywhere. Mr. Thomas stated the vines will 
grow up and out where more light is available and the chains are 16 inches apart so it is not so 
solid and wraps across the front of the porch of the house. Mr. Thomas added that the chains 
are at a ninety degree angle and will have four honeysuckle vines along the front.  With the 
trellises on the side only it will not address creating shade on the porch.  
 
Mr. Davis asked if the crepe myrtles were creating shade. Mr. Thomas answered that the crepe 
myrtles will be replaced with fruit trees which will take years to mature and once they mature 
the trellises may have to come down because the shade will maybe hinder the vine. 
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At Ms. Caliendo’s suggestion Mr. Davis moved that the public testimony portion of the hearing 
be closed.  Ms. Webb seconded; motion carried 4/0. 
 

Committee Discussion 
 
The following points were made in discussion [speaker indicated in brackets]: 
 
Two issues, the installation of planters in right of way and installation of chains on the front 
porch. [Caliendo] 
The planters are clearly incongruous. [Davis] 
I agree. [Caliendo] 
They are trying to make the vines work but it does not work. [Davis] 
There was no evidence produced regarding trellises on front porches. We are limited to side 
trellises. [Jackson] 
This might be a case where you might provide an opportunity for him to find evidence of front 
trellises. [Tully] 
We are looking for examples of porches being obscured. [Davis] 
 

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 
 
Ms. Webb moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the public hearing, 
the committee finds staff positions A. (inclusive of facts 1-5), B. (inclusive of facts 1-4), and C.  
(inclusive of facts 1-5) , to be acceptable as findings of fact, with the modifications and additions 
as listed below: 
 
A. Replacement of door with window; removal of deck; construction of patio; alteration of rear 

stairs is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 2.3.4, 3.7.7, and the following 
facts: 

1* The house was constructed in 2005. 
2* The new window will be the same as the other windows in the house. 
3* Specifications of the new window were not included in the application. 
4* The proposed patio will sit in approximately the same location as the removed deck. 

Material details and precise dimensions were not provided. 
5* Rear steps will be modified to reach the ground rather than the level of the deck. 
 
B. Installation of low brick curb and corner posts; installation of wrought iron fence is not 

incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 2.4.8, and the following facts: 
1* The “Special Character of the Oakwood Historic District” Appendix in the Guidelines states: 

Occasionally within the flatter, less sloping sections of the district, low 
concrete and stone dividers set nearly flush with the ground define 
property lines. 

2* Low masonry curbs are common front yard features in Oakwood.  
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3* The metal fence is proposed to be black and of a traditional design.  The exact design and 
presence of a gate was not provided. 

4* Photographs of a wall and fence similar to the proposal are included; specifications and 
details are not. 

 
C. Installation of new planting beds and plantings; planting of small tree is incongruous 

according to Guidelines 2.3.4, however installation of planters in right-of-way is incongruous 
according to Guidelines 2.1.9 and the following facts: 

1* The “Special Character of the Oakwood Historic District” Appendix in the Guidelines 
addresses the right-of-way and front yards in the historic district: 
There is typically a tree lawn between the public sidewalk and the curb 
where street trees are planted… 

Front yards are primarily lawn, bordered with planting beds; landscape 
plantings are generally informal, and often composed of simple 
foundation plantings. 

2* Two fruit trees and new foundation plants will be replanted. A wide variety of plant 
materials are proposed and can be found throughout Oakwood. 

3* Raised planting beds have been approved for rear yards. 
4* Photographic examples of food producing plantings in front yards and the right-of way 

were provided. These include low wood framed planter boxes and taller wood frames.  
COAs were not received for the examples provided at 536 E Jones Street, 523 E Lane Street, 
701 E Lane Street, 707 E Lane Street, and 100 N Bloodworth Street. 

5* A photographic example of small planters placed in the right-of-way at 124 N Bloodworth 
Street was provided.  The size of these are such that they are considered furniture and not 
regulated. 

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

Decision on the Application 
 
Following discussion on an initial motion made by Ms. Webb and seconded by Ms. Jackson, Ms. 
Webb made an amended motion that the application be approved in part, denied in part and 
deferred in part as stated below. 
 
That the request to install planters in the right-of-way is denied 
 
That the request to install a chain trellis on the porch is deferred. 
 
That the remainder of the application is approved with the following conditions: 

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

a. fence design and gate details; 
b. patio materials and layout; 
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c. new window. 
 
Ms. Jackson agreed to the changes.  The amended motion passed 4/0.  
 
Committee members voting:  Caliendo, Davis, Jackson, Webb. 
 
Certificate expiration date:  6/23/16. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 
 
095-16-CA 608 N BOUNDARY STREET 
Applicant: MATT O'BRYANT 
Received: 6/6/2016 Meeting Date(s): 
Submission date + 90 days:  9/4/2016 1) 6/23/2016 2)  3)  
 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 
 
Historic District: OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT 
Nature of Project: Construct rear addition; remove non-historic garage; alter front porch; 

relocate two windows 
Amendments: Revised elevations for the side (west) and rear (south) along with new roof and 

floor plans were submitted by the applicant. Included in the amendment is additional 
evidence regarding lot coverage in the historic district. 

DRAC: An application was reviewed by the Design Review Advisory Committee at its June 13 
meeting. Members in attendance were Curtis Kasefang, Dan Becker, Mary Ruffin Hanbury, 
and David Maurer; also present were Matt O’Bryant, Martha Lauer, and Tania Tully. 

Conflict of Interest: None noted. 
Staff Note: 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 
5.2 Demolition Remove garage except for portion of two walls and 

floor slab 
2.3  Site Features and Plantings Convert portion of garage floor slab to outdoor patio 
2.4 Fences and Walls Repurpose two wall sections of garage to low walls 

flanking patio area; add 42”-tall treated wood fence 
2.5 Walkways, Driveways, and 

Offstreet Parking 
Shorten existing driveway and convert area to lawn 

3.8 Entrances, Porches, and 
Balconies 

Alter front porch 

3.7 Windows and Doors Relocate two windows 
4.2 Additions to Historic 

Buildings 
Construct rear addition 
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STAFF POSITION 
 

Based on the information contained in the amended application, in staff’s judgment: 
 
A. The removal of the garage is not incongruous according to Guidelines section 5.2, page 62, 

paragraph 1, and the following fact: 
1* The building is a ca. 1970s concrete block structure that was built after the district’s period 

of significance and therefore is not a contributing or character defining structure. 
 
B. Converting remnants of the garage to an outdoor patio is not incongruous in concept 

according to Guidelines sections 2.3.1, and the following facts: 
1* While not a historic feature, the patio is in a traditional location for an outdoor living space 

site feature. 
2* The wall remnant is proposed to be capped, but there is no information in the application as 

to the materials or appearance of that cap. 
3* Retention of the wall sections serves to screen the patio from views from adjacent 

properties. 
4* The plans show an outdoor kitchen counter inside the walls on the patio slab. No 

information is contained in the application regarding the materials or design of this counter. 
 
C. Shortening the driveway and converting the area to lawn is not incongruous according to 

Guidelines section 2.5.5, and the following facts: 
1* There are a wide variety of driveway lengths in Oakwood; some properties have no 

driveway at all. 
2* This driveway is a continuous wide slab rather than two wheel strips. Wheel strips are the 

predominantly characteristic treatment when concrete is used as a driveway material. Less 
driveway length will reduce the impact of this atypical expanse of concrete to the historic 
district’s special character. 

 
D. A 42”-tall treated wood fence is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines section 

2.4.8, and the following facts: 
1* 42”-tall fences are ordinarily a minor work approval item; it is included here for 

administrative efficiency. 
2* No details are provided for this fence. 
 
E. The alterations to the front porch are not incongruous according to Guidelines section 3.8.6, 

and the following facts: 
1* The current metal porch columns with tracery and concrete floor slab and steps are later 

additions to the property, replacing the original porch treatment. 
2* The alterations propose to replace the metal columns with brick piers supporting tapered 

wood columns. 
3* The application provides evidence of similar front porch column treatments on similarly-

styled bungalow houses nearby. 
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4* The current concrete porch floor will be replaced with concrete, but at a lower elevation 
below the door sill to prevent entry of water into the house. 

5* The concrete steps will be replaced with brick steps. Brick is a common step material in the 
historic district. 

 
F. The rear addition to the property is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 

sections 4.2.1, 4.2.2, 4.2.5, 4.2.6, 4.2.7, 4.2.9, and the following facts: 
1* The rear wing being removed, while old, is not original and has been altered over the years. 
2* Much of this parcel has been built upon, when considering the building, the driveway and 

the garage. The addition along with the proposal to remove the garage does not 
significantly impact the existing site character; removing the garage opens up views while 
the addition will change views, but none are significant district vistas.  

3* There are no trees on this parcel, and no significant trees on adjacent parcels that will be 
affected by the construction. 

4* The addition is located on the rear of the house, in the most inconspicuous location available 
for an addition. 

5* The addition is a telescoping extrusion of the existing building. The mass is broken up by 
retention of cornerboards, a driveway-side “bump out,” and the insetting and lowering of 
the rearmost master bedroom suite section of the addition. It essentially does not exceed the 
height or width of the existing one-story house with the exception of the bump-out. The 
application provides evidence of bump-outs as a historic treatment in the district. 

6* The addition places new and reused windows and doors in patterns and locations that are 
characteristic of the existing building. All details of the addition are to match the existing. 

7* The proportion of built mass to open space on the site is not disproportionate to ratios found 
throughout the district. The application amendment provided evidence citing numerous 
instances of greater coverage than will result from this addition. 

 
Staff recommends that the committee approve the amended application, waiving the 365-day 
demolition delay period for the removal of the garage, with the following conditions: 
 
1. That the following details be provided to and approved by staff prior to issuance of COA 

placard: 
a. Patio wall cap design, dimensions and material; 

2. That the following details be provided to and approved by staff prior to construction: 
a. Patio kitchen counter design, dimensions, materials, and elevation drawings; 
b. Paint and material colors; 
c. 42”-tall treated wood fence details. 

 
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 she used percentages of comparable 
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ground floor footprint to lot ratio in Oakwood. The staff shared the document with the 
committee. 
 
Support:   
Mr. Matt O’Bryant and Ms. Ashley Morris [affirmed] was present to speak in support of the 
application. They had no questions.  
 
Opposition:   
There was no one else present to speak in favor of or in opposition to the application. 
 
Responses and Questions:   
Mr. Davis inquired about the height of the garage, if it was 6’ now. Ms. Morris responded that it 
would have to be cut down.   
 
Mr. Davis asked if the gate is 42”. Ms. Morris responded that it is. 
 
Ms. Jackson stated the additional information made the project clearer.  
 
Mr. Davis asked if the outdoor kitchen has contemporary equipment, calling to guideline 3.3.9. 
He clarified it was mostly talking about satellite dishes. Ms. Caliendo stated they had never 
approved outdoor kitchens. Mr. Davis stated it was behind the driveway.  Ms. Tully added that 
the committee has approved various chimneys or outdoor pizza ovens at varying heights and 
usually just the stack is visible but Ms. Tully added she is not sure if there has been one in this 
particular location. The question Ms. Tully pointed out would be is it up and behind the 42” 
screen enough to meet the design guidelines. Ms. Jackson stated it does not necessarily mean it 
is a new addition. There was discussion among the committee about the facts in section B about 
the mention of a kitchen. 
 
At Ms. Caliendo’s suggestion Mr. Davis moved that the public testimony portion of the hearing 
be closed.  Ms. Jackson seconded; motion carried 4/0. 
 

Committee Discussion 
 
The following points were made in discussion [speaker indicated in brackets]: 
 
I am probably okay with the kitchen. I do not think you will be able to see much from the street. 
[Davis] 
I was really taken aback by how much was being added but the staff comment that the parcel 
has been built upon and the fact that the garage is there does not really impact the existing 
character. [Caliendo] 
I think in terms of percentages there are plenty of lot coverages that are similar. [Davis] 
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Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 
 
Ms. Jackson moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the public 
hearing, the committee finds staff position A. (inclusive of facts 1), B. (inclusive of facts 1-4), C. 
(inclusive of facts 1-2), D. (inclusive of facts 1-2), E. (inclusive of facts 1-5), F. (inclusive of facts 
1-4) to be acceptable as findings of fact, with the modifications and additions as listed below: 
 
A. The removal of the garage is not incongruous according to Guidelines section 5.2, page 62, 

paragraph 1, and the following fact: 
1* The building is a ca. 1970s concrete block structure that was built after the district’s period 

of significance and therefore is not a contributing or character defining structure. 
 
B. Converting remnants of the garage to an outdoor patio is not incongruous in concept 

according to Guidelines sections 2.3.1, and the following facts: 
1* While not a historic feature, the patio is in a traditional location for an outdoor living space 

site feature. 
2* The wall remnant is proposed to be capped, but there is no information in the application as 

to the materials or appearance of that cap. 
3* Retention of the wall sections serves to screen the patio from views from adjacent 

properties. 
4* The plans show an outdoor kitchen counter inside the walls on the patio slab. No 

information is contained in the application regarding the materials or design of this counter. 
 
C. Shortening the driveway and converting the area to lawn is not incongruous according to 

Guidelines section 2.5.5, and the following facts: 
1* There are a wide variety of driveway lengths in Oakwood; some properties have no 

driveway at all. 
2* This driveway is a continuous wide slab rather than two wheel strips. Wheel strips are the 

predominantly characteristic treatment when concrete is used as a driveway material. Less 
driveway length will reduce the impact of this atypical expanse of concrete to the historic 
district’s special character. 

 
D. A 42”-tall treated wood fence is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines section 

2.4.8, and the following facts: 
1* 42”-tall fences are ordinarily a minor work approval item; it is included here for 

administrative efficiency. 
2* No details are provided for this fence. 
 
E. The alterations to the front porch are not incongruous according to Guidelines section 3.8.6, 

and the following facts: 
1* The current metal porch columns with tracery and concrete floor slab and steps are later 

additions to the property, replacing the original porch treatment. 
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2* The alterations propose to replace the metal columns with brick piers supporting tapered 
wood columns. 

3* The application provides evidence of similar front porch column treatments on similarly-
styled bungalow houses nearby. 

4* The current concrete porch floor will be replaced with concrete, but at a lower elevation 
below the door sill to prevent entry of water into the house. 

5* The concrete steps will be replaced with brick steps. Brick is a common step material in the 
historic district. 

 
F. The rear addition to the property is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 

sections 4.2.1, 4.2.2, 4.2.5, 4.2.6, 4.2.7, 4.2.9, and the following facts: 
1* The rear wing being removed, while old, is not original and has been altered over the years. 
2* Much of this parcel has been built upon, when considering the building, the driveway and 

the garage. The addition along with the proposal to remove the garage does not 
significantly impact the existing site character; removing the garage opens up views while 
the addition will change views, but none are significant district vistas.  

3* There are no trees on this parcel, and no significant trees on adjacent parcels that will be 
affected by the construction. 

4* The addition is located on the rear of the house, in the most inconspicuous location available 
for an addition. 

5* The addition is a telescoping extrusion of the existing building. The mass is broken up by 
retention of cornerboards, a driveway-side “bump out,” and the insetting and lowering of 
the rearmost master bedroom suite section of the addition. It essentially does not exceed the 
height or width of the existing one-story house with the exception of the bump-out. The 
application provides evidence of bump-outs as a historic treatment in the district. 

6* The addition places new and reused windows and doors in patterns and locations that are 
characteristic of the existing building. All details of the addition are to match the existing. 

7* The proportion of built mass to open space on the site is not disproportionate to ratios found 
throughout the district. The application amendment provided evidence citing numerous 
instances of greater coverage than will result from this addition. 

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

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

1. That the following details be provided to and approved by staff prior to issuance of 
COA placard: 
a. Patio wall cap design, dimensions and material; 

2. That the following details be provided to and approved by staff prior to construction: 
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a. Patio kitchen counter design, dimensions, materials, and elevation drawings; 
b. Paint and material colors; 
c. 42”-tall treated wood fence details. 

 
Ms. Webb agreed to the changes.  The amended motion passed 4/0.  
 
Committee members voting:  Caliendo, Davis, Jackson, Webb. 
 
Certificate expiration date:  6/23/16. 
 

June 23, 2016 COA Meeting Minutes   Page 43 of 54 
 



APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 
 
097-16-CA 709 DOROTHEA DRIVE 
Applicant: DOVID FRIEDLANDER 
Received: 6/6/2016 Meeting Date(s): 
Submission date + 90 days:  9/4/2016 1) 6/23/2016 2)  3)  
 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 
 
Historic District: BOYLAN HEIGHTS HISTORIC DISTRICT 
Nature of Project: Alter rear addition; construct new rear addition with screened porch 
Amendments: Clarified drawings of the proposal were provided and are attached. 
Conflict of Interest: None noted. 
 

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 
 
Sections Topic Description of Work 
4.2  Additions to Historic Buildings Alter rear addition; construct new rear addition with 

screened porch 
 

STAFF POSITION 
 

Based on the information contained in the application, in staff’s judgment: 
 
A. Alteration of rear addition; construction of new rear addition with screened porch is not 

incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 4.2.1, 4.2.2, 4.2.4, 4.2.5, 4.2.6, 4.2,7, 4.2.8, 4.2.9 
and the following facts: 

1* The existing and proposed addition sits in the footprint of a large Tulip Poplar.  A 
recommended root fertilization plan is included in the application, but a more thorough tree 
protection plan is not.   

2* The addition is proposed to alter an existing 1-story fiber-cement sided rear addition by 
raising the roof and expanding the footprint. 

3* On the west, the existing addition is inset approximately 4” to 6”.  The new portion on the 
east is proposed to be flush with the side wall of the historic house. Given that the roof will 
be extruded, having the historic house turn the corner at the brick will maintain the clarity 
of the new addition.   

4* The eaves of the addition are proposed to match the existing; detailed drawings are not 
provided 

5* The roof will match the existing in form and material. 
6* The relocation of basement access is to the side of the house, a common location. 
7* Having a rear porch under the roof is a common bungalow feature; however screening is 

typically inside of the railings. 
8* The underside of the porch is screened with lattice, as is common. 
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9* The application says that that the siding will match that on the existing addition, that it will 
be 8-1/2” Hardie Plank, but doesn’t confirm the reveal or state that it is smooth faced. 

10* The application states that the windows will match those in the existing house (4/1 double-
hung), specifications and details were not provided. 

11* The window trim is stated to be 3-1/2” flat casing.  The drawings do not indicate a 
traditional sill. 

12* The lot is 5,227 SF, the house with front porch, existing addition, and rear stoop is 1,576 SF 
for a current built mass of approximately 30%.  The proposal adds about 500 SF of built 
mass for a proposed built mass of approximately 40%.  
 

Staff recommends that the committee approve the application, with the following conditions: 
 
1. That the addition on the east side be inset the same amount as the addition on the west side. 
2. That the fiber cement siding have a smooth painted surface. 
3. That details and specifications for the following be provided to and approved by staff prior 

to issuance of the blue placard: 
a. Tree protection plan to supplement the nutrients proposal, including a drawing showing 

recommended fencing, mulch installation, and/or trunk protection; 
b. Eave construction; 
c. Siding; 
d. Windows. 

4. That details and specifications for the following be provided to and approved by staff prior 
to construction/installation: 
a. Railing section; 
b. Screened porch construction;  
c. Basement stair access and brick sample; 
d. Basement door; 
e. Paint colors; 
f. Window trim. 

 
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 amendment answers some questions 
the staff had about the application. Ms. Tully stated staff recommends that the addition be inset 
on both sides.  
 
Support:   
There was no one present to speak in favor of or in opposition to the application. 
 
Responses and Questions:   
Mr. Davis stated he was not sure if the addition needs to be inset because of the switch in 
materials.  Ms. Tully responded she suggested it because then the committee does not have to 
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figure out what to do with the hardie-siding where it meets the brick and also where the roof is 
extruded.  When a building wraps the corner it is telling the story of what used to be there. 
 
At Ms. Caliendo’s suggestion Ms. Webb moved that the public testimony portion of the hearing 
be closed.  Mr. Davis seconded; motion carried 4/0. 
 

Committee Discussion 
 
The following points were made in discussion [speaker indicated in brackets]: 
 
It seems pretty straightforward. [Caliendo] 
I agree with staff. The additional information helps. It is a good application. [Jackson] 

 
Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 

 
Mr. Davis  moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the public hearing, 
the committee finds staff position A. (inclusive of facts 1-12) to be acceptable as findings of fact  
as listed below: 
 
A. Alteration of rear addition; construction of new rear addition with screened porch is not 

incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 4.2.1, 4.2.2, 4.2.4, 4.2.5, 4.2.6, 4.2,7, 4.2.8, 4.2.9 
and the following facts: 

1* The existing and proposed addition sits in the footprint of a large Tulip Poplar.  A 
recommended root fertilization plan is included in the application, but a more thorough tree 
protection plan is not.   

2* The addition is proposed to alter an existing 1-story fiber-cement sided rear addition by 
raising the roof and expanding the footprint. 

3* On the west, the existing addition is inset approximately 4” to 6”.  The new portion on the 
east is proposed to be flush with the side wall of the historic house. Given that the roof will 
be extruded, having the historic house turn the corner at the brick will maintain the clarity 
of the new addition.   

4* The eaves of the addition are proposed to match the existing; detailed drawings are not 
provided 

5* The roof will match the existing in form and material. 
6* The relocation of basement access is to the side of the house, a common location. 
7* Having a rear porch under the roof is a common bungalow feature; however screening is 

typically inside of the railings. 
8* The underside of the porch is screened with lattice, as is common. 
9* The application says that that the siding will match that on the existing addition, that it will 

be 8-1/2” Hardie Plank, but doesn’t confirm the reveal or state that it is smooth faced. 
10* The application states that the windows will match those in the existing house (4/1 double-

hung), specifications and details were not provided. 
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11* The window trim is stated to be 3-1/2” flat casing.  The drawings do not indicate a 
traditional sill. 

12* The lot is 5,227 SF, the house with front porch, existing addition, and rear stoop is 1,576 SF 
for a current built mass of approximately 30%.  The proposal adds about 500 SF of built 
mass for a proposed built mass of approximately 40%.  

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

Decision on the Application 
 
Mr. Davis made a motion that the application be approved, with the following conditions: 
 
1. That the addition on the east side be inset the same amount as the addition on the west side. 
2. That the fiber cement siding have a smooth painted surface. 
3. That details and specifications for the following be provided to and approved by staff prior 

to issuance of the blue placard: 
a. Tree protection plan to supplement the nutrients proposal, including a drawing showing 

recommended fencing, mulch installation, and/or trunk protection; 
b. Eave construction; 
c. Siding; 
d. Windows. 

4. That details and specifications for the following be provided to and approved by staff prior 
to construction/installation: 
a. Railing section; 
b. Screened porch construction;  
c. Basement stair access and brick sample; 
d. Basement door; 
e. Paint colors; 
f. Window trim. 

 
The motion was seconded by Ms. Webb; passed 4/0. 
 
Committee members voting:  Caliendo, Davis, Jackson, Webb. 
 
Certificate expiration date:  6/23/16. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 
 
098-16-CA 309 N BLOUNT STREET 
Applicant: JAMES GRADY ARCHITECT FOR NC ASSOC OF REALTORS 
Received: 6/6/2016 Meeting Date(s): 
Submission date + 90 days:  9/4/2016 1) 6/23/2016 2)  3)  
 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 
 
Historic District: BLOUNT STREET HISTORIC DISTRICT 
Raleigh Historic Landmark: HECK-ANDREWS HOUSE 
Nature of Project: Construct rear addition; expand driveway/parking area; plant evergreen 

screening; construct fiberglass pergola; install lighting; install new mechanical and electrical 
units and panels. 

Amendments: During staff review a small accessory building was noted to be part of the plan. 
Conflict of Interest: None noted. 
Staff Notes: 

• Staff photos are available for review. 
• COAs mentioned are available for review. 

 
APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 
Sections Topic Description of Work 
2.5  Walkways, Driveways, and 

Offstreet Parking 
expand driveway/parking area; plant evergreen 
screening; 

2.6  Garages and Accessory Structures Construct small accessory building in rear yard 

2.7  Lighting install lighting 
3.8  Entrances, Porches, and Balconies Enclose rear porch 
3.10  Utilities and Energy Retrofit install new mechanical and electrical units and 

panels 
3.11  Accessibility, Health, and Safety 

Considerations 
Install access ramp 

4.2  Additions to Historic Buildings Construct rear addition; construct fiberglass 
pergola; 

 
STAFF POSITION 

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

 
A. Construction of rear addition with access ramp is not incongruous in concept according to 

Guidelines 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 and the following facts: 
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1* There are several trees on the proposed that will remain and are in close proximity to the 
addition.  A tree protection plan is not included. 

2* The proposed addition is in the footprint of the former carriage house and garage which 
were demolished and documented in 1998. 

3* A site plan includes the location of the former carriage house and garage. The garage was 
one-story and the carriage house was 2-stories. Photos of the former structures were 
included. 

4* The proposed new addition is a rectangular one-story frame structure with a low pitched 
gable roof. 

5* The historic house is 2-1/2 stories tall. 
6* The basement access hatch is being removed, and two windows are being removed and 

relocated to accommodate the addition. 
7* The addition is connected to the house via an enclosed porch so as to give the appearance of 

a separate building. 
8* An access ramp is proposed as part of the addition; railings are proposed to be simple metal 

painted the same deep red color as the window sash. 
9* A fiberglass pergola is proposed for the east wall.  Pergolas are common features, however 

fiberglass has not been approved as a material. 
10* The siding, trim, and molding on the new addition will be wood to match that of the historic 

house in color and profiles. 
11* The brick foundation is said to match the existing; however, the house has a stone 

foundation. 
12* The roof is proposed to be standing seam metal to match that of the historic house. A photo 

of the existing metal roof was provided. 
13* Windows have the same arch top as the windows on the historic house, but with a simple 

trim detail. 
 
B. Enclosure of rear porch is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 3.8.7 and the 

following facts: 
1* The south porch is being enclosed with large windows.  Architectural details will remain. 
2* In 1998 the porch was partially enclosed with siding. 
3* The south porch is at the rear corner of the house. 
4* Specifications and details for the new windows were not provided. 
 
C. Expansion of driveway/parking area; planting of evergreen screening is not incongruous in 

concept according to Guidelines 2.5.5, 2.5.6, 2.5.9, 2.5.10. 2.5.11, 3.10.8, and the following facts: 
1* The existing driveway and parking area is proposed to be expanded by three spaces into an 

area that is already gravel. 
2* All trees will remain. 
3* The new parking will be the same material as existing. 
4* Evergreen plants are proposed to screen the parking area as well as the south property line. 
5* Locations of HVAC and mechanical equipment are noted; details and specifications were 

not provided. 
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D. Installation of lighting is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 2.7.4, 2.7.5, and 

the following facts: 
1* Recessed down lights are proposed for the porches as well as 4 new pole site fixtures. 
2* Recessed lighting is commonly approved on porches. 
3* The site lighting is proposed to be a smaller version of the historic reproduction fixtures 

seen at the executive mansion.  Specifications and details were not provided. 
 
E. Construction of accessory building is not incongruous according to Guidelines 2.6.6, 2.6.9, 

2.6.10, and the following facts: 
1* The accessory building is located at the rear of the property behind the new addition. 
2* The design and materials match that of the proposed addition. 
3* Access to the building will be via the new access ramp that wraps the addition. 
 
Staff recommends that the committee approve the application, with the following conditions: 
 
1. That details and specifications for the following be provided to and approved by staff prior 

to issuance of the blue placard: 
a. Foundation;  
b. Tree protection plan prepared by an arborist certified by the International Society of 

Arboriculture; 
c. Windows. 

2. That the pergola be wood or metal. 
3. That details and specifications for the following be provided to and approved by staff prior 

to construction/installation: 
a. Pergola; 
b. Light fixtures; 
c. Doors; 
d. HVAC equipment and screening. 

 
PUBLIC TESTIMONY 

 
Staff Introduction:  Tania Tully [affirmed] showed the location of the property on the map and 
noted highlights from staff comments. 
 
Support:   
Mr. Bryan Jenkins and Mr. James Grady [affirmed] were present to speak in support of the 
application. 
 
Opposition:   
There was no one else present to speak in favor of or in opposition to the application. 
 
Responses and Questions:   

June 23, 2016 COA Meeting Minutes   Page 50 of 54 
 



Mr. Davis inquired if the east porch will have metal railing. Ms. Grady answered it will and due 
to it being a historic house they tried to scale down the details on the addition. They would like 
the addition to be subservient to the main house and the rail is a callback to a carriage house 
rail. Mr. Davis agreed that the metal rail was fine but most of the house is wood. Mr. Grady 
stated he didn’t want to completely duplicate the north porch with big turned balusters and 
that the profiles are kept but there is not as much there.  
 
Ms. Jackson agreed on the compatibility and simplicity of the design and inquired if they have 
done work on the house before. Mr. Grady responded that he was involved in a restoration 
done for the state of North Carolina in 1996. During that renovation the paint was studied by a 
specialist and the contract will get a sample that match. Mr. Grady added the doors are grained 
and they are proposing toning it down to have the red color without the brown, that they are 
mostly simplifying but still using the evidence of what was there previously.  
 
At Ms. Caliendo’s suggestion Ms. Webb moved that the public testimony portion of the hearing 
be closed.  Ms. Jackson seconded; motion carried 4/0. 
 

Committee Discussion 
 
The following points were made in discussion [speaker indicated in brackets]: 
 
It is a complete application with a sensitive addition that is appropriate in scale. [Caliendo] 
 

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 
 
Ms. Webb  moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the public hearing, 
the committee finds staff position A. (inclusive of facts 1-13), B. (inclusive of facts 1-4), C. 
(inclusive of facts 1-5), D. (inclusive of facts 1-3), E. (inclusive of facts 1-3) to be acceptable as 
findings of fact as listed below: 
 
A. Construction of rear addition with access ramp is not incongruous in concept according to 

Guidelines 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 and the following facts: 
1* There are several trees on the proposed that will remain and are in close proximity to the 

addition.  A tree protection plan is not included. 
2* The proposed addition is in the footprint of the former carriage house and garage which 

were demolished and documented in 1998. 
3* A site plan includes the location of the former carriage house and garage. The garage was 

one-story and the carriage house was 2-stories. Photos of the former structures were 
included. 

4* The proposed new addition is a rectangular one-story frame structure with a low pitched 
gable roof. 

5* The historic house is 2-1/2 stories tall. 
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6* The basement access hatch is being removed, and two windows are being removed and 
relocated to accommodate the addition. 

7* The addition is connected to the house via an enclosed porch so as to give the appearance of 
a separate building. 

8* An access ramp is proposed as part of the addition; railings are proposed to be simple metal 
painted the same deep red color as the window sash. 

9* A fiberglass pergola is proposed for the east wall.  Pergolas are common features, however 
fiberglass has not been approved as a material. 

10* The siding, trim, and molding on the new addition will be wood to match that of the historic 
house in color and profiles. 

11* The brick foundation is said to match the existing; however, the house has a stone 
foundation. 

12* The roof is proposed to be standing seam metal to match that of the historic house. A photo 
of the existing metal roof was provided. 

13* Windows have the same arch top as the windows on the historic house, but with a simple 
trim detail. 

 
B. Enclosure of rear porch is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 3.8.7 and the 

following facts: 
1* The south porch is being enclosed with large windows.  Architectural details will remain. 
2* In 1998 the porch was partially enclosed with siding. 
3* The south porch is at the rear corner of the house. 
4* Specifications and details for the new windows were not provided. 
 
C. Expansion of driveway/parking area; planting of evergreen screening is not incongruous in 

concept according to Guidelines 2.5.5, 2.5.6, 2.5.9, 2.5.10. 2.5.11, 3.10.8, and the following facts: 
1* The existing driveway and parking area is proposed to be expanded by three spaces into an 

area that is already gravel. 
2* All trees will remain. 
3* The new parking will be the same material as existing. 
4* Evergreen plants are proposed to screen the parking area as well as the south property line. 
5* Locations of HVAC and mechanical equipment are noted; details and specifications were 

not provided. 
 
D. Installation of lighting is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 2.7.4, 2.7.5, and 

the following facts: 
1* Recessed down lights are proposed for the porches as well as 4 new pole site fixtures. 
2* Recessed lighting is commonly approved on porches. 
3* The site lighting is proposed to be a smaller version of the historic reproduction fixtures 

seen at the executive mansion.  Specifications and details were not provided. 
 
E. Construction of accessory building is not incongruous according to Guidelines 2.6.6, 2.6.9, 

2.6.10, and the following facts: 
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1* The accessory building is located at the rear of the property behind the new addition. 
2* The design and materials match that of the proposed addition. 
3* Access to the building will be via the new access ramp that wraps the addition. 
 
The motion was seconded by Mr. Davis; passed 4/0. 
 

Decision on the Application 
 
Ms. Webb made a motion that the application be approved with the following conditions: 
 
1. That details and specifications for the following be provided to and approved by staff prior 

to issuance of the blue placard: 
a. Foundation;  
b. Tree protection plan prepared by an arborist certified by the International Society of 

Arboriculture; 
c. Windows. 

2. That the pergola be wood or metal. 
3. That details and specifications for the following be provided to and approved by staff prior 

to construction/installation: 
a. Pergola; 
b. Light fixtures; 
c. Doors; 
d. HVAC equipment and screening. 

 
The motion was seconded by Ms. Jackson; passed 4/0. 
 
Committee members voting:  Caliendo, Davis, Jackson, Webb. 
 
Certificate expiration date:  6/23/16. 
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OTHER BUSINESS 
1. Administrative Review of Conditions 

a. After hearing case 055-16-CA, the committee reviewed material samples provided by the 
applicant for condition 1 of the previously approved portion.  After a discussion of the 
colors and dimensions, Ms. Jackson moved that the material be approved and the 
condition fulfilled.  Ms. Webb seconded; motion carried 4/0. 

2. Design Guidelines Update 
3. Committee Discussion 

a. Meeting Post-Mortem 
 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
The meeting was adjourned at 7:30 p.m. 
 
 
 
 
Elizabeth Caliendo, Chair Minutes Submitted by: 
Certificate of Appropriateness Committee, Tania Tully, Preservation Planner 
Raleigh Historic Development Commission 
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