
RALEIGH HISTORIC DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS COMMITTEE 

Minutes of the Meeting 
July 28, 2016 

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

ROLL CALL 
Teresa Young called the roll as follows: 
Present: Sarah David, Don Davis, John Hinshaw 
Alternate Present: Caleb Smith, Laurie Jackson 
Excused Absence: Elizabeth Caliendo, Jimmy Theim 
Staff Present: Martha Lauer; Teresa Young; Doug Hill; Francis P. Raspberry, Jr., Attorney 
 
Approval of the June 23, 2016 Minutes 
Mr. Smith moved to waive the reading of the minutes for the hearing and to adopt said minutes 
as submitted. Mr. Davis seconded the motion; passed 4/0 (Hinshaw abstained).  
 
Minor Works 
There were no questions regarding the Minor Work report. 
 
The following is a list indicating persons in attendance and whether they were affirmed. Ms. 
Martha Lauer, Notary Public, administered the affirmation. 
 

Visitor’s/Applicant’s Name and Address Affirmed 
Gail Wiesner, 515 Euclid Street 27604 Yes 
David Greene, 1014 W Cabarrus Street 27603 Yes 
Michael Eubanks, 600 St. Mary’s Street Yes 
Maria DiMaio, 522 N Person Street 27604 Yes 
John Fahy, 416 E Edenton Street 27601 Yes 
Barbara Doll, 512 Oakwood Avenue 27601 Yes 
Andrew Spallenstein, 629 Dorothea Drive 27603 Yes 
Lance Phillips, 522 N Person Street 27604 Yes 
Brenda Fahy, 416 E Edenton Street 27601 Yes 
 
 
 
REVIEW OF SUMMARY PROCEEDINGS/APPROVAL OF AGENDA  
Mr. Hinshaw moved to approve the agenda as printed. Mr. Davis seconded the motion; passed 
5/0. 
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SUMMARY PROCEEDINGS 
There were no objections to the approval of the Summary Proceedings without a public hearing. 
The committee reviewed and approved the following cases 111-16-CA, 112-16-CA, 118-16-CA 
for which the Summary Proceeding is made part of these minutes. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – SUMMARY PROCEEDING 
 
111-16-CA 919 W LENOIR STREET 
Applicant: NANCY L. GLASGOW 
Received: 6/30/2016 Meeting Date(s): 
Submission date + 90 days:  9/28/2016 1) 7/28/2016 2)  3)  
 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 
 
Historic District: BOYLAN HEIGHTS HISTORIC DISTRICT 
Zoning: HOD-G 
Nature of Project: Remove metal fire stair/deck [after-the-fact]; construct new rear wood deck 

and stair; add new window in side bay. 
Conflict of Interest: None noted. 
Staff Notes: 

• After-the-fact applications are treated as though the work has not been undertaken. 
• A staff photo of the bay window is attached. 

 
APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 
Sections Topic Description of Work 
3.7  Windows and Doors add new window in side bay 
4.1  Decks remove metal fire stair/deck; construct new rear wood deck 

and stair 
 

STAFF POSITION 
 

Based on the information contained in the application, in staff’s judgment: 
 
A. Addition of  new window in side bay is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 

3.7.7, and the following facts: 
1* Bays such as the one where new window is proposed historically had a window in that 

location.  
2* The new window is proposed to match the two existing windows.  Details and 

specifications for the new window and trim were not provided.  
3* The existing windows are wood 1/1 double hung windows with wide flat trim and a thick 

sill. 
 
B. Removal of metal fire stair/deck; construction of new rear wood deck and stair is not 

incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 4.1.1, 4.1.2, 4.1.3, 4.1.4, 4.1.5, 4.1.6, 4.1.7, 4.1.8, 
and the following facts: 

1* The house is a side-gable 1-1/2 story Bungalow with front dormer and engaged porch. 
[National Register nomination, 1982] 
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2* The house sits at the corner of W Lenoir Street and Stokes Street facing Lenoir Street. 
3* The existing and proposed decks are on the east side of the house at the rear and aligned 

with the first floor of the house which sits approximately 5 feet above the ground. 
4* The lot is 6,970 SF; the current deck is 48 SF; the new deck is 104 SF.  The built area is being 

increased by 56 SF.  
5* The new deck is tucked into the corner of the rear of the house and an existing ell and is set 

back 5 feet from the east wall of the house.  
6* The new deck is wood with details similar to the historic house; drawings were provided; 

details of the deck edge were not. 
7* A section drawing of the new deck and stair railing was provided. There are no railings on 

the front porch to match.  
8* The stairs wrap the rear of the house and will be visible from Stokes Street. The proposed 

railing is a formal treatment. It is not indicated that the rails will be painted. 
9* The underside of the deck and stairs will be screened with wood lattice; details and 

specifications were provided. 
 
Staff recommends that the committee approve the application, with the following conditions: 
 
1. That the details and specifications for the new window and trim be provided to and 

approved by staff prior to issuance of the blue placard. 
2. That the deck rails be painted to match the trim of the house. 
3. That details and specifications of the deck construction be provided to and approved by 

staff prior to issuance of the blue placard for the deck. 
 

Decision on the Application 
 
There were no objections to approval without an evidentiary hearing. 
 
Mr. Davis moved to approve the application, adopting the staff position as the written record of 
the summary proceeding on 111-16-CA. Mr. Smith seconded the motion; passed 5/0.  
 
Committee members voting:  David, Davis, Hinshaw, Jackson, Smith  
 
Certificate expiration date:  1/28/17. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – SUMMARY PROCEEDING 
 
112-16-CA 324 PELL STREET 
Applicant: FALLIS OWEN FINCH III 
Received: 7/5/2016 Meeting Date(s): 
Submission date + 90 days:  10/3/2016 1) 7/28/2016 2)  3)  
 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 
 
Historic District: OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT 
Zoning: HOD-G 
Nature of Project: Remove 4' tall wood picket fence; install new 6' tall wood lattice fence with 

gates 
Conflict of Interest: None noted. 
Staff Notes: 

• 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. 

• A photo of the property as seen from the street taken by staff is attached. 

 
APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 
Sections Topic Description of Work 
2.4  Fences and Walls Remove 4' tall wood picket fence; install new 6' tall wood lattice 

fence with gates 
 

STAFF POSITION 
 

Based on the information contained in the application, in staff’s judgment: 
 
A. Removal of 4' tall wood picket fence; installation of new 6' tall wood lattice fence with gates 

is not incongruous according to Guidelines 2.4.1, 2.4.1, and the following facts: 
1* The fence being removed is not historic. 
2* The proposed fence is a wood lattice that will be installed utilizing neighbor friendly design 

with the structural members facing the interior of the rear yard. 
3* The fence is proposed to be 6’ tall with 5’ tall gates. 
4* The fence sits along the property line between 324 and 326 Pell Street and has gates 

extending to each house.  The gates will have the same design as the fence panels. 
5* Detailed drawings were provided. 
 
Staff recommends that the committee approve the application. 
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Decision on the Application 
 
There were no objections to approval without an evidentiary hearing. 
 
Mr. Davis moved to approve the application, adopting the staff position as the written record of 
the summary proceeding on 112-16-CA. Mr. Smith seconded the motion; passed 5/0.  
 
Committee members voting:  David, Davis, Hinshaw, Jackson, Smith. 
 
Certificate expiration date:  1/28/17. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – SUMMARY PROCEEDING 
 
118-16-CA 715 FLORENCE STREET 
Applicant: M.H. GREEN JR 
Received: 7/8/2016 Meeting Date(s): 
Submission date + 90 days:  10/6/2016 1) 7/28/2016 2)  3)  
 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 
 
Historic District: BOYLAN HEIGHTS HISTORIC DISTRICT 
Zoning: HOD-G 
Nature of Project: Remove tall metal fence; install 42" tall wood picket fence; remove synthetic 

siding; change exterior paint colors; add gutters and downspouts 
Conflict of Interest: None noted. 
Staff Notes: 

• 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. 

• Color photos of the property taken by staff are attached. 

 
APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 
Sections Topic Description of Work 
2.4  Fences and Walls Remove tall metal fence; install 42" tall wood picket 

fence 
3.1  Wood remove synthetic siding 
3.4 Paint and Paint Color change exterior paint colors 
3.5  Roofs add gutters and downspouts 
 

STAFF POSITION 
 

Based on the information contained in the application, in staff’s judgment: 
 
A. Removal of tall metal fence; installation of 42" tall wood picket fence is not incongruous in 

concept according to Guidelines 2.4.1, 2.4.8, 2.4.11 , and the following facts: 
1* The fence being removed was not likely installed during the period of significance of the 

district.   
2* Simple wooden picket fences with shaped or squared-off tops usually 3 feet in height were 

popular amenities in early Raleigh neighborhoods. [Design Guidelines, page 14.] 
3* The application does not state that the fence will be constructed utilizing neighbor-friendly 

design with the structural members facing the interior of the yard. 
4* There are trees whose roots could be impacted by fence removal and installation.  Tree 

protection information was not provided.    
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B. Removal of synthetic siding; changing of exterior paint colors; addition of gutters and 

downspouts is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines sections 3.1, 3.4, and 3.5, 
and the following facts: 

1* Removal of synthetic siding; changing of exterior paint colors; addition of gutters and 
downspouts are ordinarily minor work approval items; they are included here for 
administrative efficiency. 

2* Details regarding the installation of the gutters were not provided. 
 
Staff recommends that the committee approve the application, with the following conditions: 
1. That details and specifications for the installation of the gutters be provided to and 

approved by staff prior to the issuance of the blue placard. 
2. That the fence be installed utilizing neighbor-friendly design with the structural members 

facing the interior of the yard. 
3. That care be taken when removing the existing fence so as to not damage tree roots and that 

any new post holes needed be dug manually with any roots larger than 1” caliper be cut 
cleanly using a proper tool such as loppers. 

 
Decision on the Application 

 
There were no objections to approval without an evidentiary hearing. 
 
Mr. Davis moved to approve the application, adopting the staff position as the written record of 
the summary proceeding on 118-16-CA. Mr. Smith seconded the motion; passed 5/0.  
 
Committee members voting:  David, Davis, Hinshaw, Jackson, Smith 
 
Certificate expiration date:  1/28/17. 
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PUBLIC HEARINGS 
Chair Caliendo introduced the public hearing portion of the meeting. The committee heard the 
following cases in the following order for which the Certified Records are made part of these 
minutes: 091-16-CA, 092-16-CA, 093-16-CA, 096-16-CA, 113-16-CA, 119-16-CA, 120-16-CA, and 
121-16-CA. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 
 
091-16-CA 817 HILLSBOROUGH STREET 
Applicant: BH2 - HISTORIC BOYLAN, LLC 
Received: 5/13/2016 Meeting Date(s): 
Submission date + 90 days:  8/11/2016 1) 7/28/2016 2)  3)  
 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 
 
Raleigh Historic Landmark: BOYLAN APARTMENTS 
Nature of Project: Remove leaded glass sidelights; install new non-leaded glass sidelights 

[After-the-Fact] 
Conflict of Interest: None noted. 
Staff Notes: 

• After-the-fact applications are treated as though the work has not been undertaken. 
• The after-the-fact work was completed during the prior owner’s tenure. 
• The Historic Landmark designation report is available for review. 

 
APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 
Sections Topic Description of Work 
3.7 Windows and Doors Replace entry door leaded glass sidelights with non-

leaded glass 
 

STAFF POSITION 
 

Based on the information contained in the application, in staff’s judgment: 
 
A. The replacement of six sets of entry door leaded glass sidelights with non-leaded glass is 

incongruous according to Guidelines section 3.7.14, and the following facts: 
1* The Historic Landmark designation report describes the Boylan Apartments as “…sturdy 

utilitarian structures with applied Colonial Revival details rendered in wood, stucco, and 
concrete. These details stand out, in color, texture, and style, from the plainness of the brick 
massing.” 

2* The entries are a significant exterior feature of the buildings in their contribution to the 
Colonial Revival adornment of the structures. The entry door sidelights are specifically 
mentioned in the Historic Landmark report’s architectural description: 

The facade features two pedimented Federal entries. Each pediment is 
supported by square fluted pilasters. A carved elliptical sunburst is 
set into the pediment above the door. Dentil molding embellishes the 
pediment and pilaster capitals. The original six-paneled wood doors 
retain brass are present [sic]. Doors are flanked by sidelights with leaded 
glass tracery. [emphasis added] 
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3* The landmark report describes the integrity of the property as “excellent”:  
The integrity and condition of the Boylan Apartments is excellent. The 
buildings retain integrity of materials, massing, interior layout and 
exterior spatial arrangement. The survival and excellent condition of 
the complex's original metal windows is remarkable…. 

4* Documentary photographs in the files of the Raleigh Historic Development Commission 
depict the intricate design of the leaded glass tracery. 

5* No evidence is provided in the application that provides any rationale for the replacement 
of the original decorative leaded glass tracery with plain flat glass. 

 
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 the leaded glass sidelights be recreated to match the original design and installed 

within 120-days of the date that the decision becomes final; 
2. That designs and specifications be provided to and approved by staff prior to fabrication of 

the new sidelight units. 

 
PUBLIC TESTIMONY 

 
Staff Introduction:  Martha Lauer [affirmed] showed the location of the property on the map 
and noted highlights from staff comments. 
 
Support:   
Mr. Michael Eubanks [affirmed] was present to speak in support of the application. Mr. 
Eubanks stated the lead glass was already removed when the property was purchased and he 
did stated he did not know why it was moved and questioned why he is responsible for going 
back to replace it. 
 
Opposition:   
There was no one else present to speak in favor of or in opposition to the application. 
 
Responses and Questions:   
Ms. Lauer reminded the committee that staff did notify the purchaser it was an outstanding 
violation that would have to be fixed. Mr. Eubanks stated he didn’t know enough about leaded 
glass to get it replaced. Ms. Jackson asked if the glass was existing in some locations already 
inside the building. Mr. Eubanks stated he didn’t think any are still there 
 
 
At Ms. David’s suggestion Mr. Smith moved that the public testimony portion of the hearing be 
closed.  Mr. Davis seconded; motion carried 5/0. 
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Committee Discussion 
 
The following points were made in discussion [speaker indicated in brackets]: 
It is a clear violation of the guidelines and we cannot do anything. [Hinshaw] 
I do not think we can make a different decision. [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 1-5) to be acceptable as findings of fact, 
with the modifications and additions as listed below: 
 
A. The replacement of six sets of entry door leaded glass sidelights with non-leaded glass is 

incongruous according to Guidelines section 3.7.14, and the following facts: 
1* The Historic Landmark designation report describes the Boylan Apartments as “…sturdy 

utilitarian structures with applied Colonial Revival details rendered in wood, stucco, and 
concrete. These details stand out, in color, texture, and style, from the plainness of the brick 
massing.” 

2* The entries are a significant exterior feature of the buildings in their contribution to the 
Colonial Revival adornment of the structures. The entry door sidelights are specifically 
mentioned in the Historic Landmark report’s architectural description: 

The facade features two pedimented Federal entries. Each pediment is 
supported by square fluted pilasters. A carved elliptical sunburst is 
set into the pediment above the door. Dentil molding embellishes the 
pediment and pilaster capitals. The original six-paneled wood doors 
retain brass are present [sic]. Doors are flanked by sidelights with leaded 
glass tracery. [emphasis added] 

3* The landmark report describes the integrity of the property as “excellent”:  
The integrity and condition of the Boylan Apartments is excellent. The 
buildings retain integrity of materials, massing, interior layout and 
exterior spatial arrangement. The survival and excellent condition of 
the complex's original metal windows is remarkable…. 

4* Documentary photographs in the files of the Raleigh Historic Development Commission 
depict the intricate design of the leaded glass tracery. 

5* No evidence is provided in the application that provides any rationale for the replacement 
of the original decorative leaded glass tracery with plain flat glass. 

 
The motion was seconded by Mr. Smith; passed 5/0. 
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Decision on the Application 
 
Mr. Davis made a motion that the application be denied.   
The motion was seconded by Mr. Smith; passed 5/0. 
 
The committee offered the following suggested timeline to the applicant. 

1. That the leaded glass sidelights be recreated to match the original design and installed 
within 120-days of the date that the decision becomes final; 

2. That designs and specifications be provided to and approved by staff prior to fabrication 
of the new sidelight units. 

 
Committee members voting:  David, Davis, Hinshaw, Jackson, Smith. 
 

July 28, 2016 COA Meeting Minutes   Page 13 of 58 
 



APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 
 
092-16-CA 711 DOROTHEA DRIVE 
Applicant: ALBERT MAGINNES 
Received: 5/31/2016 Meeting Date(s): 
Submission date + 90 days:  8/29/2016 1) 6/23/2016 2) 7/28/2016 3)  
 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 
 
Historic District: BOYLAN HEIGHTS HISTORIC DISTRICT 
Zoning: HOD-G 
Nature of Project: Construct rear porch; alter rear roof 
Amendments: An addendum was provided and was included in the commissioner packets. 

Additional drawings were also provided and are attached. 
 

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

STAFF POSITION 
 

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

the following facts: 
1* The addition of a low sloped roof between ells is a common way of addressing water issues 

on the flat roof between (see attached images). 
2* Detailed drawings of how the new roof intersects with the proposed porch were not 

provided. 
 
B. Construction of rear porch is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 4.2.1, 4.2.4, 

4.2.5, 4.2.6, 4.2.7, 4.2.8, 4.2.9, and the following facts; however, the drawings provided do not 
clearly indicate how the porch will intersect with the house and thus may be incongruous 
with Guideline 4.2.8: 

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

2* The porch is proposed to be wood with simple posts.  A vinyl screened door is noted.  Vinyl 
is not a material that has been approved. 

3* It is unclear from the drawings how the eaves of the porch will intersect with the eaves of 
the house.   
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4* The eaves of the existing ells are at different heights.  The drawings do not clearly reflect 
this.  Most notable is the south elevation drawing which has the eaves of the porch at the 
same height. 

5* It is unclear from the drawings how tall the porch is in comparison with the house. 
6* Detailed drawings of the porch construction, deck edge and railing were not provided. 
7* Information regarding gutters, lighting, under deck screening, roofing material was not 

provided. 
 
Staff recommends that the committee defer the amended application pending additional 
documentation regarding the eaves and height or a revision that avoids having the new porch 
roof connect with both ells. 
 
Should the commission choose to approve the application, staff recommends the following 
conditions: 
1. Revised drawings eliminate the need to connect the porch roof with both ells. 
2. That the screened door be wood or painted metal. 
3. That the following items be provided to and approved by staff prior to the issuance of the 

blue placard: 
a. Screening construction showing the porch rails on the outside of the screen; 
b. Detailed drawings of how the new roof slope intersects with the new porch; 
c. Detailed drawings of how the eaves of the porch intersect with the eaves of the house.   
d. Deck edge construction; 
e. Railing section drawing. 

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

 
PUBLIC TESTIMONY 

 
Staff Introduction:  Martha Lauer [affirmed] showed the location of the property on the map 
and noted highlights from staff comments. Ms. Lauer added that the drawings do not show 
how the roof or drain lines will fit together. 
 
There was no one present to speak in favor of or in opposition to the application. 
 
At Ms. David’s suggestion Mr. Hinshaw moved that the public testimony portion of the hearing 
be closed.  Mr. Smith seconded; motion carried 5/0. 
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Committee Discussion 
 
The following points were made in discussion [speaker indicated in brackets]: 
We should defer to get a better picture. [Davis] 
How do you get everything together? [Hinshaw] 
More detailed drawings need to be provided either way. I am not sure if is necessary to defer if 
the end result is that the applicant works out the end result with the staff. Staff recommended 
some conditions if it were approved and the applicant is not here so we cannot get any 
feedback. Was an additional roof plan provided? [Jackson] 
It is unclear with the new shed. [David] 
It is best to defer for more information to present or explain. [Davis] 
We need a better detailed drawing on how the roof slope is meeting the porch. [David] 
 

Decision on the Application 
 
Mr. Hinshaw made a motion to defer the application; Mr. Smith seconded; motion carried 5/0.  
 
Committee members voting:  David, Davis, Hinshaw, Jackson, Smith. 
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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) 7/28/2016 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: A second addendum was provided and was included in the commissioner 
packets. 

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 was provided at the July 
meeting and is available for review. 

• 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: 
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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. 

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 addendums. 
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 facts: 
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 not incongruous in concept according to 

Guidelines section 2.3.4, and the following facts: 
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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 
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 amended plan creates two terraces in the rear yard, and shows a 2’-high 
3:1 slope at the southeast corner of the parcel. The height tapers as you move north and west 
along the parcel lines. The slope is to be stabilized with lawn to control erosion.  

3* 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.  

4* In this block, there is grading for building sites and parking areas at 518, 522 and 526 
Oakwood Ave., 310 N. East St., and 517, 519 and 523 E. Lane St. The property at 522 
Oakwood Ave. also has a mid-yard terrace and a third lower terrace, both created with 
stone retaining walls. Pictorial evidence is provided in Figures 7 & 8 of the second 
addendum that shows terracing at the rear parcel lines of nearby properties at 310 N. East 
St. and 517 E. Lane St.  

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

6* 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 the amended application, with the following 
conditions: 
1. Approval of the grading and filling creating the rear-most (lower) terrace is contingent upon 

the submittal of a report from a certified arborist or landscape architect that this work will 
not adversely impact the critical root zone of the four trees on the adjacent properties 
proximate to the south and east lot lines (14”, 15”, and 16” hackberries; 42” sycamore). Such 
report shall be provided to staff for review and approval prior to issuance of COA placard. 
2. That final details be provided to and approved by staff prior to installation/construction 

for the following items: 
a) Street tree species selection if other than redbud; 
b) Granite retaining wall mortar color and joint profile. 
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PUBLIC TESTIMONY 
 
Staff Introduction:  Martha Lauer [affirmed] showed the location of the property on the map 
and noted highlights from staff comments. Ms. Lauer stated the revised grading proposals were 
included as requested in the last meeting and that staff recommendation is that the application 
is approved. 
 
Support:   
Ms. Barbara Doll [affirmed] was present to speak in support of the application. Ms. Doll stated 
she didn’t have anything to add but the trees on the fence that are for the grading part are 
included due to a lack of maintenance.  Ms. Doll stated she did not want to pay for an arborist 
but most of the items on the fence line are junky materials such as hackberry and invasive pivot 
species.  
 
There was no one else present to speak in favor of or in opposition to the application. 
 
Responses and Questions:   
Ms. Jackson thanked Ms. Doll for providing information on the grading sections and found it 
very helpful. 
 
At Ms. David’s suggestion Mr. Smith moved that the public testimony portion of the hearing be 
closed.  Mr. Davis seconded; motion carried 5/0. 
 

Committee Discussion 
 
The following points were made in discussion [speaker indicated in brackets]: 
The revision answered a lot of the questions we had last time. [Davis] 
Is it typical to ask an applicant to have arborist survey trees on a property that is not their own? 
[Jackson] 
Yes. [Lauer] 
It is the roots. [Davis] 
In the tree protection plan because this is not associated with the building, the same sort of 
protections would not be applicable for this sort of instance. [Jackson] 
It is a different way of calling it a tree protection plan. None of the adjacent property trees will 
be affected. It is just to make sure there is direction on how to deal with issues. [Lauer] 
 
Mr. Smith made a motion to reopen the public hearing portion of the meeting; Mr. Hinshaw 
seconded; motion carried 5/0. 
 

PUBLIC TESTIMONY (2) 
Ms. Doll clarified that the fill is existing fill and that the trees will grow out of the fill and will 
not be on top and not bearing on the roots.  
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Mr. Hinshaw made a motion to close the public hearing portion of the meeting; Mr. Smith 
seconded; motion carried 5/0. 
 

Committee Discussion (2) 
Are we asking for a tree protection plan? [Jackson] 
It is what we ask for on every large project. [David] 
If there are trees that do not need to be protected the arborist will say so. We have found trees 
can cause community angst. [Lauer] 
We have a list of trees here and the grading plan lists the trees. [Smith] 
The goal is to make sure the sycamore will remain there and not be affected by the grading. The 
information we got in the amended application is helpful. The plan seems fine and meets the 
guidelines. [David] 
I just wanted a little clarification on what was being asked. [Jackson] 
 

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 positions A. (inclusive of facts 1-4,) B. (inclusive of facts 1-2), 
C. (inclusive of facts 1-3), D. (inclusive of facts 1-2), E. (inclusive of facts 1-3), F. (inclusive of 
facts 1-6) to be acceptable as findings of fact as listed below: 
 
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. 

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 addendums. 
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: 
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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 facts: 
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 not incongruous in concept 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 
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 amended plan creates two terraces in the rear yard, and shows a 2’-high 
3:1 slope at the southeast corner of the parcel. The height tapers as you move north and west 
along the parcel lines. The slope is to be stabilized with lawn to control erosion.  

3* 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.  

4* In this block, there is grading for building sites and parking areas at 518, 522 and 526 
Oakwood Ave., 310 N. East St., and 517, 519 and 523 E. Lane St. The property at 522 
Oakwood Ave. also has a mid-yard terrace and a third lower terrace, both created with 
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stone retaining walls. Pictorial evidence is provided in Figures 7 & 8 of the second 
addendum that shows terracing at the rear parcel lines of nearby properties at 310 N. East 
St. and 517 E. Lane St.  

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

6* 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.  

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

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

1. Approval of the grading and filling creating the rear-most (lower) terrace is contingent 
upon the submittal of a report from a certified arborist or landscape architect that this 
work will not adversely impact the critical root zone of the four trees on the adjacent 
properties proximate to the south and east lot lines (14”, 15”, and 16” hackberries; 42” 
sycamore). Such report shall be provided to staff for review and approval prior to 
issuance of COA placard. 

2. That final details be provided to and approved by staff prior to installation/construction 
for the following items: 
a. Street tree species selection if other than redbud; 
b. Granite retaining wall mortar color and joint profile. 

 
The motion was seconded by Mr. Smith; passed 5/0. 
 
Committee members voting:  David, Davis, Hinshaw, Jackson, Smith. 
 
Certificate expiration date:  1/28/17. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 
 
096-16-CA 522 N PERSON STREET 
Applicant: MARIA DIMAIO 
Received: 6/6/2016 Meeting Date(s): 
Submission date + 90 days:  9/4/2016 1) 7/28/2016 2) 3)  
 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 
 
Historic District: OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT 
Nature of Project: Extend existing 8' privacy fence; construct 17'x17'concrete pad with hot tub 

(amended to 14’ x 14’, including 3’-wide wood decking around all four sides of hot tub); 
construct stone grill island 

Amendments: An addendum was provided and was included in the commissioner packets. 
Conflict of Interest: None noted. 
Staff Notes: 

• 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 Construct hot tub pad; install hot tub; construct 

stone grill island. 
2.4 Fences and Walls Extend fence. 
4.1 Decks Construct deck platform around hot tub. 
 

STAFF POSITION 
 

Based on the information contained in the amended application, in staff’s judgment: 
 
A. The hot tub and surrounding deck is not incongruous according to Guidelines sections 2.3.9, 

4.1.1, 4.1.2, 4.1.5, and the following facts: 
1* The hot tub is analogous to a landscape pool. It is integrated into the rear landscaping by its 

adjacency to the brick patio and the treated wood rear stair.  
2* The hot tub is positioned in the rear yard mostly below grade in a pit that has a concrete 

slab floor and concrete block walls. The pit is then covered with the surrounding decking 
and is not visible from the exterior. 

3* The top of the decking is approximately 6” above grade, with the top edge of the hot tub 6” 
above the decking. Because the construction is so close to grade, it will have minimal visual 
impact to the historic district. It will also be located behind a fence. 
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B. The wood fence is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines section 2.4.8, and the 
following facts: 

1* The design and height of the fence matches the design and height of a fence on the adjacent 
property along the south lot line. 

2* The fence is proposed to follow the east and north property lines, returning to the north side 
of the house. Fences are commonly located along the rear and side property lines in the 
Oakwood Historic District. 

3* A gate is proposed in the section of the fence that returns to the north side of the house. No 
information is included in the application regarding the design of the gate or the details of 
the gate hardware. 

4* The application does not specify which direction the finished side of the fence faces. The 
commission has routinely required new fences to be “good neighbor” design, with a 
finished side of the fence facing outward from the parcel; any exposed structural framing 
elements face inward to the parcel. 

 
C. The grill island is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines section 2.3.9, and the 

following facts: 
1* The grill island is unobtrusively located in the rear yard at the edge of the brick patio 

adjacent to the new hot tub deck, and near the foot of the treated wood rear stair. It too is 
screened from view by the rear yard fencing. 

2* The top surface is constructed of durable granite stone. The base of the island is to be 
constructed of natural stacked stone. Stone materials are common in the historic district. 

3* The application does not provide elevation drawings showing the face design of the island’s 
natural stacked stone. There is no information whether there are any shelves, storage voids, 
built-in grill equipment, etc., or whether it is just a stacked stone L-shaped monolith with a 
leathered-granite stone countertop. 

 
Staff recommends that the committee approve the amended application, with the following 
conditions: 
 
1. That the new fence exhibit good neighbor fence design with the finished side facing 

outward from the rear yard and structural members visible from inside the rear yard; 
2. That details for the following items be provided to staff for review and approval prior to 

issuance of blue placard: 
a. gate design and hardware; 
b. elevation drawings for grill island. 

 
PUBLIC TESTIMONY 

 
Staff Introduction:  Martha Lauer [affirmed] showed the location of the property on the map 
and noted highlights from staff comments. Ms. Lauer recommended approval with conditions. 
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Support:   
Ms. Maria DiMaio [affirmed] was present to speak in support of the application. Ms. DiMaio 
stated the photos that were shown are old and that the fence is now gone. Ms. DiMaio added 
the gate design will be consistent with what is at the neighbor’s with a half panel of the fence 
itself. 
 
Opposition:   
There was no one else present to speak in favor of or in opposition to the application. 
 
At Ms. David’s suggestion Mr. Hinshaw moved that the public testimony portion of the hearing 
be closed.  Mr. Smith seconded; motion carried 5/0. 
 

Committee Discussion 
 
The following points were made in discussion [speaker indicated in brackets]: 
The additional information clarified all the questions from the last hearing. [Jackson] 
It meets the guidelines, it is unobtrusive and in the back. [Davis] 
You cannot see the back from the street anyways. [Hinshaw] 
 

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 
 
Mr. Smith  moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the public hearing, 
the committee finds staff position A. (inclusive of facts 1-3), B. (inclusive of facts 1-4) , C. 
(inclusive of facts 1-3)  to be acceptable as findings of fact, with the modifications and additions 
as listed below: 
 
A. The hot tub and surrounding deck is not incongruous according to Guidelines sections 2.3.9, 

4.1.1, 4.1.2, 4.1.5, and the following facts: 
1* The hot tub is analogous to a landscape pool. It is integrated into the rear landscaping by its 

adjacency to the brick patio and the treated wood rear stair.  
2* The hot tub is positioned in the rear yard mostly below grade in a pit that has a concrete 

slab floor and concrete block walls. The pit is then covered with the surrounding decking 
and is not visible from the exterior. 

3* The top of the decking is approximately 6” above grade, with the top edge of the hot tub 6” 
above the decking. Because the construction is so close to grade, it will have minimal visual 
impact to the historic district. It will also be located behind a fence. 

 
B. The wood fence is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines section 2.4.8, and the 

following facts: 
1* The design and height of the fence matches the design and height of a fence on the adjacent 

property along the south lot line. 
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2* The fence is proposed to follow the east and north property lines, returning to the north side 
of the house. Fences are commonly located along the rear and side property lines in the 
Oakwood Historic District. 

3* A gate is proposed in the section of the fence that returns to the north side of the house. No 
information is included in the application regarding the design of the gate or the details of 
the gate hardware. 

4* The application does not specify which direction the finished side of the fence faces. The 
commission has routinely required new fences to be “good neighbor” design, with a 
finished side of the fence facing outward from the parcel; any exposed structural framing 
elements face inward to the parcel. 

 
C. The grill island is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines section 2.3.9, and the 

following facts: 
1* The grill island is unobtrusively located in the rear yard at the edge of the brick patio 

adjacent to the new hot tub deck, and near the foot of the treated wood rear stair. It too is 
screened from view by the rear yard fencing. 

2* The top surface is constructed of durable granite stone. The base of the island is to be 
constructed of natural stacked stone. Stone materials are common in the historic district. 

3* The application does not provide elevation drawings showing the face design of the island’s 
natural stacked stone. There is no information whether there are any shelves, storage voids, 
built-in grill equipment, etc., or whether it is just a stacked stone L-shaped monolith with a 
leathered-granite stone countertop. 

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

Decision on the Application 
 
Mr. Smith made a motion that the application be approved as amended, with the following 
conditions: 
 
1. That the new fence exhibit good neighbor fence design with the finished side facing 

outward from the rear yard and structural members visible from inside the rear yard; 
2. That details for the following items be provided to staff for review and approval prior to 

issuance of blue placard: 
a. gate design and hardware; 
b. elevation drawings for grill island. 

 
The motion was seconded by Mr. Davis; passed 5/0. 
 
Committee members voting:  David, Davis, Hinshaw, Jackson, Smith. 
 
Certificate expiration date:  1/28/17. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 
 
113-16-CA 1014 W CABARRUS STREET 
Applicant: DAVID AND HOLLY GREENE 
Received: 7/6/2016 Meeting Date(s): 
Submission date + 90 days:  10/4/2016 1) 7/28/2016 2)  3)  
 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 
 
Historic District: BOYLAN HEIGHTS HISTORIC DISTRICT 
Raleigh Historic Landmark:  
Zoning: HOD-G 
Nature of Project: Remove two pine trees; plant new hardwood tree; plant three evergreen 

screen trees; install front porch steps; install stamped and stained staggered front walk; 
replace portion of public sidewalk; install gravel driveway with wood timber border; install 
drain grate in driveway [all previous items AFTER-THE-FACT]. Install section of 6' tall 
wood privacy fence. 

Conflict of Interest: None noted. 
Staff Notes: 

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

• The public sidewalk replacement is considered ordinary maintenance and does not 
require a Certificate of Appropriateness [UDO Section 5.4.1.C.3. and following 
paragraph a.]. Therefore, it is not addressed in the staff position. 

• Staff photos from 2006 are attached. 
 

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 
 
Sections Topic Description of Work 
5.2 Demolition Removal of trees. 
2.3 Site Features and Plantings Planting of trees; installation of drain grate. 
2.4 Fences and Walls Installation of fence sections. 
2.5 Walkways, Driveways, and 

Offstreet Parking 
Installation of front walk; installation of gravel 
driveway. 

3.8 Entrances, Porches, and 
Balconies 

Construction of front porch steps. 
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STAFF POSITION 
 

Based on the information contained in the application, in staff’s judgment: 
 
A. Removal of the trees is incongruous according to Guidelines 2.3.5,and the following facts: 
1* The “Special Character of the Boylan Heights Historic District” essay in the Guidelines 

appendix identifies the tree canopy as a feature that contributes to the special character of 
the district.  

2* The trees were removed without a Certificate of Appropriateness.  
3* No evidence is presented in the application that the home inspector is certified as an expert 

in the evaluation of the health of trees or their risk profile, as would be the case for a 
certified arborist or a landscape architect. 

4* Four trees are proposed to be planted (see B. below); they are not all of similar or identical 
species. 

5* No information is provided in the application as to the date the trees were removed. 
6* Staff records indicate that the tree removal was underway on March 8, 2016.  
 
B. Planting of one deciduous tree and three evergreen trees is not incongruous according to 

Guidelines 2.3.5, and the following facts: 
1* Deciduous trees are common in the historic district, and examples can be found in almost 

any location on a parcel. 
2* Evergreen plants and trees are commonly used in the historic district at the perimeter of 

parcels for screening of views; in this case these plants will screen a light industrial use that 
the rear yard abuts.  

3* The trees proposed are an October Glory Maple tree and Green Giant Arborvitaes. 
According to the NC Cooperative Extension the maple tree 
[http://content.ces.ncsu.edu/large-trees-for-north-carolina; accessed 7/19/16] will have a 
mature height of 40 to 50 feet and the Giant Arborvitae will have a mature height of 50 to 80 
feet with a width of 15 to 20 feet [https://plants.ces.ncsu.edu/plants/all/thuja-plicata/, 
accessed 7/19/16]. 

 
C. The installation of the front steps and drain grate are not incongruous according to 

Guidelines 3.8.6 and 2.3.11 and the following facts: 
1* Steps and site features are ordinarily a minor work approval item; they are included here for 

administrative efficiency. 
 
D. The installation of 6-foot tall fence sections with a gate is not incongruous according to 

Guidelines 2.4.8 and the following facts: 
1* The fence design matches that of a fence on the west side of the property. 
2* The fence placement matches the L-shaped treatment in plan view of the existing section of 

fence on the west side of the property. 
3* The location of the gate at the end of the driveway is a traditional location to allow entrance 

into the backyard of the property. 
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E. The installation of a gravel driveway with landscape timber borders is not incongruous in 
concept according to Guidelines 2.5.5, and 2.5.6; however, the use of river pea gravel 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 in a natural gray hue of light value, and 
displays a somewhat coarse texture.  

2* While the application describes the driveway as a mix of crushed and river pea gravel, the 
predominant appearance of the driveway is that of pea gravel, which has a more brownish-
hue of darker value, and displays a finer-grained texture. 

3* 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.  

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

5* 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.  

6* 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. Proper treatment does not require 
landscape timbers to retain the gravel. 

7* The COA Committee determined on June 23, 2016 in its review of 090-16-CA at 410 S. 
Boylan that the use of river pea gravel as a material in the historic district is incongruous 
with the special character of Boylan Heights. 

 
F. The jogged, stamped and stained front sidewalk is incongruous according to Guidelines 2.5.5 

and the following facts: 
1* By way of example, houses at 1010, 1012, 1016, 1100, and 1106 W. Cabarrus all have straight, 

unstamped, unstained sidewalks leading from the public sidewalk to the front porch, 
centered on the steps leading up to the porch floor. 

2* The pictorial evidence provided in the application as the design inspiration for the front 
sidewalk design is from a property located in Atlanta, GA. 

3* An example of a straight sidewalk leading to an off-center composition can be seen at 1103 
W. Cabarrus Street. At this property, the door is centered, but the porch steps and sidewalk 
are off-center. The sidewalk is straight with no jog. 

 
Staff recommends that the committee approve the application in part and deny it in part, as 
follows: 
1. Deny the jogged, stamped, and stained front sidewalk and the use of river pea gravel in the 

driveway;  
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2. Authorize the removal of the two pine trees, waiving the demolition delay, with an effective 
date of July 28, 2016 and the following condition: 
a. That the replacement trees noted in item no. 3 below be planted during the next tree 

planting season; 
3. Approve the planting of one deciduous and three evergreen trees, the installation of the 

front steps and drain grate, and the fence sections. 
 

PUBLIC TESTIMONY 
 
Staff Introduction:  Martha Lauer [affirmed] showed the location of the property on the map 
and noted highlights from staff comments. Ms. Lauer stated this is a violation that is a work in 
progress. Ms. Lauer added staff recommends denying the sidewalk and use of pea gravel and 
approve the remainder of the application with conditions.  
 
Support:   
Mr. David Greene [affirmed] was present to speak in support of the application. Mr. Greene 
stated he realized pea gravel is not a good material for a driveway and he has brought chapel 
hill quarry to be mixed in with the driveway. Mr. Greene stated he wanted more specific 
guidance on the concerns with his application. 
 
Opposition:   
There was no one else present to speak in favor of or in opposition to the application. 
 
Responses and Questions:   
Ms. David stated the traditional color for gravel is a blue or grey type of color. Mr. Greene 
stated he cannot move it around and there are two homes in the neighborhood with that 
material and provided photos of the drives. Mr. Davis stated pea gravel was denied before in a 
recent case in Boylan Heights. Mr. Green countered he did not see where it stated in the 
guidelines it was not an acceptable material and he would like clarification on that. Ms. David 
stated the guidelines do not provide that level of specificity, but talk about compatibility with 
color, materials and texture and advises applicants to look at other driveways and walkways. 
Ms. Lauer added that staff will also work with applicants to guide them to the right materials. 
 
Mr. Greene had additional questions about the walkway. He noted that his door is off center 
and the staggered path tricks the eye.  He’s seen this material used in other historic towns.  Ms. 
David noted that in the introduction section to the Walkways and Driveways section of the 
Guidelines it states that front walks usually led directly to the front door which is consistent 
throughout all of our residential historic districts. Mr. Greene stated that Boylan Heights has an 
eclectic nature.  He asked for guidance on how to approach this in the future and asked if 
everything had to be exactly the same.   Ms. David asked if there were known examples of 
jogging or curving walks.  Mr. Greene noted a walk from a door to a driveway using blocks of 
concrete.  Ms. Jackson asked if there was any indication of a side walk in front of the house. Mr. 
Greene stated the change was made but there was no indication that there was ever a sidewalk. 
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At Ms. David’s suggestion Mr. Smith moved that the public testimony portion of the hearing be 
closed.  Mr. Davis seconded; motion carried 5/0. 
 
 

Committee Discussion 
 
The following points were made in discussion [speaker indicated in brackets]: 
The configurations need to be with the guidelines and there was no evidence of a sidewalk 
being there. [Hinshaw] 
We have straightened out a few curving sidewalks. We have been very consistent. [David] 
And with the finishes. [Lauer] 
Even if there had not been a sidewalk there it would be a new thing. The guidelines say you 
have to keep it with the character of the neighborhood. [Davis] 
The introduction talks about the rhythm. [David] 
The process relies on applicants to reach out to staff so staff can fill them in. [Smith] 
Pea gravel is not explicitly stated as approvable but the precedent has been set in the districts 
regarding pea gravel. With the sidewalk there is some room of interpretation if there was not an 
existing sidewalk to begin with the compatibility of a new sidewalk could be argued with the 
different colors there is not a lot of grey area there. [Jackson] 
2.4. [David] 
The other thing is that sidewalks are utilitarian. They were not decorative. [Davis] 
Occasionally brick paver was used but that is in Blount Street which is of a different character. 
[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 positions A. (inclusive of facts 1-6), B. (inclusive of facts 1-3), C. 
(inclusive of facts 1), D. (inclusive of facts 1-3), E. (inclusive of facts 1-7), F. (inclusive of facts 1-
3) to be acceptable as findings of fact as listed below: 
 
A. Removal of the trees is incongruous according to Guidelines 2.3.5,and the following facts: 
1* The “Special Character of the Boylan Heights Historic District” essay in the Guidelines 

appendix identifies the tree canopy as a feature that contributes to the special character of 
the district.  

2* The trees were removed without a Certificate of Appropriateness.  
3* No evidence is presented in the application that the home inspector is certified as an expert 

in the evaluation of the health of trees or their risk profile, as would be the case for a 
certified arborist or a landscape architect. 

4* Four trees are proposed to be planted (see B. below); they are not all of similar or identical 
species. 

5* No information is provided in the application as to the date the trees were removed. 
6* Staff records indicate that the tree removal was underway on March 8, 2016.  
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B. Planting of one deciduous tree and three evergreen trees is not incongruous according to 
Guidelines 2.3.5, and the following facts: 

1* Deciduous trees are common in the historic district, and examples can be found in almost 
any location on a parcel. 

2* Evergreen plants and trees are commonly used in the historic district at the perimeter of 
parcels for screening of views; in this case these plants will screen a light industrial use that 
the rear yard abuts.  

3* The trees proposed are an October Glory Maple tree and Green Giant Arborvitaes. 
According to the NC Cooperative Extension the maple tree 
[http://content.ces.ncsu.edu/large-trees-for-north-carolina; accessed 7/19/16] will have a 
mature height of 40 to 50 feet and the Giant Arborvitae will have a mature height of 50 to 80 
feet with a width of 15 to 20 feet [https://plants.ces.ncsu.edu/plants/all/thuja-plicata/, 
accessed 7/19/16]. 

 
C. The installation of the front steps and drain grate are not incongruous according to 

Guidelines 3.8.6 and 2.3.11 and the following facts: 
1* Steps and site features are ordinarily a minor work approval item; they are included here for 

administrative efficiency. 
 
D. The installation of 6-foot tall fence sections with a gate is not incongruous according to 

Guidelines 2.4.8 and the following facts: 
1* The fence design matches that of a fence on the west side of the property. 
2* The fence placement matches the L-shaped treatment in plan view of the existing section of 

fence on the west side of the property. 
3* The location of the gate at the end of the driveway is a traditional location to allow entrance 

into the backyard of the property. 
 
E. The installation of a gravel driveway with landscape timber borders is not incongruous in 

concept according to Guidelines 2.5.5, and 2.5.6; however, the use of river pea gravel 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 in a natural gray hue of light value, and 
displays a somewhat coarse texture.  

2* While the application describes the driveway as a mix of crushed and river pea gravel, the 
predominant appearance of the driveway is that of pea gravel, which has a more brownish-
hue of darker value, and displays a finer-grained texture. 

3* 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.  

4* River pea stone is smooth and rounded; it does not perform well at the tasks of soil 
stabilization and resisting vehicle tire loads.  
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5* 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.  

6* 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. Proper treatment does not require 
landscape timbers to retain the gravel. 

7* The COA Committee determined on June 23, 2016 in its review of 090-16-CA at 410 S. 
Boylan that the use of river pea gravel as a material in the historic district is incongruous 
with the special character of Boylan Heights. 

 
F. The jogged, stamped and stained front sidewalk is incongruous according to Guidelines 2.5.5 

and the following facts: 
1* By way of example, houses at 1010, 1012, 1016, 1100, and 1106 W. Cabarrus all have straight, 

unstamped, unstained sidewalks leading from the public sidewalk to the front porch, 
centered on the steps leading up to the porch floor. 

2* The pictorial evidence provided in the application as the design inspiration for the front 
sidewalk design is from a property located in Atlanta, GA. 

3* An example of a straight sidewalk leading to an off-center composition can be seen at 1103 
W. Cabarrus Street. At this property, the door is centered, but the porch steps and sidewalk 
are off-center. The sidewalk is straight with no jog. 

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

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

3. Deny the jogged, stamped, and stained front sidewalk and the use of river pea gravel in 
the driveway;  

4. Authorize the removal of the two pine trees, waiving the demolition delay, with an 
effective date of July 28, 2016 and the following condition: 

a. That the replacement trees noted in item no. 3 below be planted during the next 
tree planting season; 

5. Approve the planting of one deciduous and three evergreen trees, the installation of the 
front steps and drain grate, and the fence sections. 

 
Mr. Smith agreed to the changes.  The amended motion passed 5/0.  
Committee members voting:  David, Davis, Hinshaw, Jackson, Smith. 
 
Certificate expiration date:  1/28/17. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 
 
119-16-CA 639 DOROTHEA DRIVE 
Applicant: ANDREW SPALTENSTEIN 
Received: 7/11/2016 Meeting Date(s): 
Submission date + 90 days:  10/9/2016 1) 7/28/2016 2)  3)  
 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 
 
Historic District: BOYLAN HEIGHTS HISTORIC DISTRICT 
Zoning: HOD-G 
Nature of Project: Remove trees; plant trees; grade side yard; expand driveway; plant shrubs 

[After-the-Fact] 
Conflict of Interest: None noted. 
Staff Notes: 

• After-the-fact applications are treated as though the work has not been completed. 
• Unified Development Code section 10.2.15.E.1 provides that “An application for a 

certificate of appropriateness authorizing the demolition or destruction of a building, 
structure or site within any Historic Overlay District…may not be denied…. However, 
the authorization date of such a certificate may be delayed for a period of up to 365 days 
from the date of issuance…. If the Commission finds that the building, structure or site 
has no particular significance or value toward maintaining the character of the Historic 
Overlay District or Historic Landmark, it shall waive all or part of such period and 
authorize earlier demolition or removal. 

 
APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 
Sections Topic Description of Work 
2.3 Site Features and Plantings Remove trees; plant trees; grade side yard; install 

railroad tie border, concrete planter, and plant 
shrubs 

2.5 Walkways, Driveways, and 
Offstreet Parking 

Expand driveway 

 
STAFF POSITION 

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

 
A. Removal of the trees is incongruous according to Guidelines 2.3.5, and the following facts: 
1* The “Special Character of the Boylan Heights Historic District” essay in the Guidelines 

appendix identifies the tree canopy as a feature that contributes to the special character of 
the district.  

2* The trees were removed without a Certificate of Appropriateness.  
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3* The application presents hearsay evidence regarding a certified arborist evaluation for the 
first pine tree removal in 2014.  

4* No information is presented in the application that the second and third pine trees were 
evaluated by a certified arborist or a landscape architect prior to their removal. The second 
and third trees were removed in June 2016, date indeterminate. 

 
B. Planting of trees to replace the removed trees is not incongruous in concept according to 

Guidelines 2.3.5, and the following facts: 
1* Deciduous trees are common in the historic district, and examples can be found in almost 

any location on a parcel. 
2* Deciduous tree canopy is illustrated in photographs provided in the application exhibit 

“Boylan Heights Tree Canopy (examples).” 
3* The already planted redbud tree (2014) and the two proposed oak trees are being planted to 

replace the mature pine trees that have been removed. 
4* According to the Clemson University Cooperative Extension [http://www.clemson.edu/ 

extension/hgic/plants/landscape/trees/hgic1021.html, accessed 7/19/2016]: 
Mature Height/Spread 
Redbuds always remain small, maturing at 20 to 30 feet in height 
and 15 to 35 feet in width. They generally grow as a small tree with 
a divided trunk close to the ground. The spreading crown is 
usually rounded to flat-topped. It can develop as a multi-trunk 
shrub. Redbuds growing in the sun will be compact and rounded; 
when grown in shade, their form is loose, open and tall. 
 
Growth Rate 
Redbuds grow at a moderate rate, about 7 to 10 feet in five to six 
years. They tend to be short-lived, often declining from disease 
after about 20 years. 

5* Pictorial evidence from Google Streetview shows that the pine trees removed were of 
considerably greater height than 20-30 feet. 

6* The application does not provide information on species of oak tree proposed, the size of the 
trees to be planted, or the precise location of their planting. 

7* Three large, tall, mature trees were removed. One small redbud tree and two young oak 
trees are proposed to replace the three larger trees. 

 
C. The gravel driveway/parking area is not incongruous according to Guidelines section 2.5.5, 

2.5.10 and 2.3.11, and the following facts: 
1* Crushed gravel is one among a number of historic surface treatments for driveways and 

parking areas found in Boylan Heights, as pictorially illustrated in the application. 
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. 
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3* 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. Proper treatment does not require 
landscape timbers to retain the gravel. 

4* The drive/area is located in the former right-of-way for Florence Street (abandoned and 
reverted to adjacent property owners by City Council resolution No. 2014-28 on November 
5, 2014), which has been “open space” since the platting of the neighborhood. There is no 
evidence that this right-of-way was ever improved as a street, and it has certainly been 
unimproved since the establishment of the historic district in 1984.  

5* The area has been used at least in recent years as parking to serve 639 Dorothea Drive. 
6* When abandoning the right-of-way, the City of Raleigh retained a 30-foot wide easement for 

maintenance of the storm drainage line that runs underneath the drive/area. No structural 
improvements can be made in this easement, and any landscape improvements can be 
removed by the City for maintenance of the drainage line without compensation to the 
owner.  

7* Regrading is proposed to redirect surface stormwater flow away from the building on the 
parcel. This parcel is at the base of the hillside upon which Boylan Heights is platted. 
During heavy rains large volumes of water flowing down the hillside and the streets above 
this site can overwhelm the single storm drain inlet at Dorothea Drive.  

8* An evergreen hedge with mature height of 36”-48” is proposed along the western lot line to 
screen the parking area from the adjacent property. No information is provided in the 
application regarding species, number or spacing of these plantings. 

9* The application’s written description proposes a “2ft x 4-5ft” concrete planter at the entrance 
of the driveway. There is no additional information provided in the application regarding 
its dimensions relative to height, width and length; its design appearance, or the planting 
materials that would be placed within it. No evidence is provided in the application that 
such free-standing planters adjacent to the public right-of-way are characteristic of the 
special character of the Boylan Heights Historic District. Staff is unaware of any such 
treatments in the historic district.  

 
D. The use of railroad ties as a border for the driveway/parking area is incongruous according 

to Guidelines section 2.5.5, and the following facts: 
1* Railroad ties are not a traditional border treatment in Boylan Heights. 
2* Staff is not aware of any instance where a Certificate of Appropriateness has been issued for 

the installation of railroad ties. 
3* The railroad ties are currently resting on top of the surface grade. The application is not 

clear whether the ties are intended to remain on the surface or to be partially embedded in 
the ground.  

 
Staff recommends that the committee approve the application in part and deny it in part, as 
follows: 
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1. Deny the use of railroad ties as a border to the gravel driveway/parking area and the 
installation of the concrete planter;  

2. Authorize the 2014 removal of “pine tree #1” to legalize the removal; 
3. Authorize the removal of “pine trees #2&3”, waiving the demolition delay, with an effective 

date of July 28, 2016; 
4. Approve the installation of the driveway/parking area with the following condition: 

a. That only enough gravel be utilized as necessary to stabilize the soil surface; excessive 
amounts that are not rolled into the soil shall be removed from the site after installation.  

5. Approve the planting of the hedgerow, one redbud and two oak trees, with the following 
conditions: 
a. That a third oak tree be planted; 
b. That the three oak trees be a minimum size of 4” caliper; 
c. That the species and location of the trees to be planted be provided to and reviewed and 

approved by staff prior to their being planted. 
d. That the species, number and spacing of the plants for the evergreen hedge be provided 

to and reviewed and approved by staff prior to their being planted. 
 
Additionally, staff recommends the commission offer the following enforcement time frame 
guidance to the applicant remedying the violations: 
1. That the railroad ties be removed from the driveway within 30-days of the date that the 

decision becomes final. Replacement border treatments are approvable by staff as a minor 
work. 

 
PUBLIC TESTIMONY 

 
Staff Introduction:  Martha Lauer [affirmed] showed the location of the property on the map 
and noted highlights from staff comments. Ms. Lauer stated this is an after the fact case and also 
involves the driveway. 
 
Support:   
Mr. Andrew Spaltenstein [affirmed] was present to speak in support of the application. Mr. 
Spaltenstein stated he was not sure about why the concrete planter was being denied. Mr. 
Spaltenstein expressed his understanding of why the railroad ties would be denied but went 
into detail about how it would be used for the hedges and that nothing would be visible from 
the street. 
 
Opposition:   
There was no one else present to speak in favor of or in opposition to the application. 
 
Responses and Questions:   
Ms. David stated that historically railroad ties were not used as a border.  Mr. Spaltenstein 
questioned the type of materials he could use and Ms. David instructed him that staff usually 
can direct applicants as well as the design guidelines.  
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Mr. Davis inquired about the concrete planter. Mr. Spaltenstein stated he wanted to go up a foot 
and a half and the planter was not important; the grading aspect was. 
 
Mr. Spaltenstein inquired about having two replacement trees instead of three. Ms. Lauer 
responded that trees could be donated to NeighborWoods and that can be worked out with 
staff. 
 
At Ms. David’s suggestion Mr. Hinshaw moved that the public testimony portion of the hearing 
be closed.  Mr. Smith seconded; motion carried 5/0. 
 

Committee Discussion 
 
The following points were made in discussion [speaker indicated in brackets]: 
 
I can see why it was regraded due to the run off issues. [Hinshaw] 
What are your thoughts on the trees? 2 versus 3? [David] 
The rationale for 3 was that 3 were removed. [Smith] 
2 versus 3? [David] 
Staff should be able to work with the applicant with the species and locations. We could add 
NeighborWoods as an option if the third tree is not feasible with space. The approval of the 
condition does not address this. I just wanted to make sure. [Jackson] 
C-7 addresses the grading. [David] 
No railroad ties. [Hinshaw] 
The concrete planter? [David] 
We can ask for additional information. [Smith] 
There is also the driveway separation. [Davis] 
 
Mr. Smith made a motion to reopen the public hearing portion; Mr. Hinshaw seconded; motion 
carried 5/0. 
 

PUBLIC TESTIMONY (2) 
 

Mr. Spaltenstein clarified that the concrete planter made sense but he did not know what the 
border will be but he merely wanted a border on his lawn. He stated he will rethink the planter. 
Mr. Davis added that there can be a replacement border of some kind. Ms. Lauer added that if 
the border is too decorative that part could come back to the committee. 
 
Mr. Hinshaw made a motion to close the public hearing portion of the meeting; Mr. Davis 
seconded; motion carried 5/0. 
 

Committee Discussion (2) 
 
Anything else we need to address? [David] 
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Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 
 
Mr. Smith  moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the public hearing, 
the committee finds staff positions A. (inclusive of facts 1-4), B. (inclusive of facts 1-7), C. 
(inclusive of facts 1-9), D. (inclusive of facts 1-3) to be acceptable as findings of fact as listed 
below: 
A. Removal of the trees is incongruous according to Guidelines 2.3.5, and the following facts: 
1* The “Special Character of the Boylan Heights Historic District” essay in the Guidelines 

appendix identifies the tree canopy as a feature that contributes to the special character of 
the district.  

2* The trees were removed without a Certificate of Appropriateness.  
3* The application presents hearsay evidence regarding a certified arborist evaluation for the 

first pine tree removal in 2014.  
4* No information is presented in the application that the second and third pine trees were 

evaluated by a certified arborist or a landscape architect prior to their removal. The second 
and third trees were removed in June 2016, date indeterminate. 

 
B. Planting of trees to replace the removed trees is not incongruous in concept according to 

Guidelines 2.3.5, and the following facts: 
1* Deciduous trees are common in the historic district, and examples can be found in almost 

any location on a parcel. 
2* Deciduous tree canopy is illustrated in photographs provided in the application exhibit 

“Boylan Heights Tree Canopy (examples).” 
3* The already planted redbud tree (2014) and the two proposed oak trees are being planted to 

replace the mature pine trees that have been removed. 
4* According to the Clemson University Cooperative Extension [http://www.clemson.edu/ 

extension/hgic/plants/landscape/trees/hgic1021.html, accessed 7/19/2016]: 
Mature Height/Spread 
Redbuds always remain small, maturing at 20 to 30 feet in height 
and 15 to 35 feet in width. They generally grow as a small tree with 
a divided trunk close to the ground. The spreading crown is 
usually rounded to flat-topped. It can develop as a multi-trunk 
shrub. Redbuds growing in the sun will be compact and rounded; 
when grown in shade, their form is loose, open and tall. 
 
Growth Rate 
Redbuds grow at a moderate rate, about 7 to 10 feet in five to six 
years. They tend to be short-lived, often declining from disease 
after about 20 years. 

5* Pictorial evidence from Google Streetview shows that the pine trees removed were of 
considerably greater height than 20-30 feet. 

6* The application does not provide information on species of oak tree proposed, the size of the 
trees to be planted, or the precise location of their planting. 
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7* Three large, tall, mature trees were removed. One small redbud tree and two young oak 
trees are proposed to replace the three larger trees. 

 
C. The gravel driveway/parking area and related grading is not incongruous according to 

Guidelines section 2.5.5, 2.5.10 and 2.3.11, and the following facts: 
1* Crushed gravel is one among a number of historic surface treatments for driveways and 

parking areas found in Boylan Heights, as pictorially illustrated in the application. 
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* 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. Proper treatment does not require 
landscape timbers to retain the gravel. 

4* The drive/area is located in the former right-of-way for Florence Street (abandoned and 
reverted to adjacent property owners by City Council resolution No. 2014-28 on November 
5, 2014), which has been “open space” since the platting of the neighborhood. There is no 
evidence that this right-of-way was ever improved as a street, and it has certainly been 
unimproved since the establishment of the historic district in 1984.  

5* The area has been used at least in recent years as parking to serve 639 Dorothea Drive. 
6* When abandoning the right-of-way, the City of Raleigh retained a 30-foot wide easement for 

maintenance of the storm drainage line that runs underneath the drive/area. No structural 
improvements can be made in this easement, and any landscape improvements can be 
removed by the City for maintenance of the drainage line without compensation to the 
owner.  

7* Regrading is proposed to redirect surface stormwater flow away from the building on the 
parcel. This parcel is at the base of the hillside upon which Boylan Heights is platted. 
During heavy rains large volumes of water flowing down the hillside and the streets above 
this site can overwhelm the single storm drain inlet at Dorothea Drive.  

8* An evergreen hedge with mature height of 36”-48” is proposed along the western lot line to 
screen the parking area from the adjacent property. No information is provided in the 
application regarding species, number or spacing of these plantings. 

9* The application’s written description proposes a “2ft x 4-5ft” concrete planter at the entrance 
of the driveway. There is no additional information provided in the application regarding 
its dimensions relative to height, width and length; its design appearance, or the planting 
materials that would be placed within it. No evidence is provided in the application that 
such free-standing planters adjacent to the public right-of-way are characteristic of the 
special character of the Boylan Heights Historic District. Staff is unaware of any such 
treatments in the historic district.  
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D. The use of railroad ties as a border for the driveway/parking area is incongruous according 
to Guidelines section 2.5.5, and the following facts: 

1* Railroad ties are not a traditional border treatment in Boylan Heights. 
2* Staff is not aware of any instance where a Certificate of Appropriateness has been issued for 

the installation of railroad ties. 
3* The railroad ties are currently resting on top of the surface grade. The application is not 

clear whether the ties are intended to remain on the surface or to be partially embedded in 
the ground.  

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

Decision on the Application 
 
Following discussion on an initial motion made by Mr. Smith and seconded by Mr. Hinshaw, 
Mr. Smith made an amended motion that the application be approved in part and denied in 
part. 
 

1. Deny the use of railroad ties as a border to the gravel driveway/parking area and the 
installation of the concrete planter;  

2. Authorize the 2014 removal of “pine tree #1” to legalize the removal; 
3. Authorize the removal of “pine trees #2&3”, waiving the demolition delay, with an 

effective date of July 28, 2016; 
4. Approve the installation of the driveway/parking area with the following condition: 

a. That only enough gravel be utilized as necessary to stabilize the soil surface; 
excessive amounts that are not rolled into the soil shall be removed from the site 
after installation.  

5. Approve the planting of the hedgerow, one redbud and two oak trees, with the 
following conditions: 
a. That a third oak tree be planted if feasible otherwise a donation to the 

NeighborWoods tree planting program may be made instead; 
b. That the three oak trees be a minimum size of 4” caliper; 
c. That the species and location of the trees to be planted be provided to and reviewed 

and approved by staff prior to their being planted. 
d. That the species, number and spacing of the plants for the evergreen hedge be 

provided to and reviewed and approved by staff prior to their being planted. 
 
Ms. Jackson agreed to the changes.  The amended motion passed 5/0.  
 
Committee members voting:  David, Davis, Hinshaw, Jackson, Smith. 
 
Certificate expiration date:  1/28/17. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 
 
120-16-CA 416 E EDENTON STREET 
Applicant: JOHN & BRENDA FAHY 
Received: 7/11/2016 Meeting Date(s): 
Submission date + 90 days:  10/9/2016 1) 7/28/2016 2)  3)  
 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 
 
Historic District: OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT 
Zoning: HOD-G 
Nature of Project: Construct new 2-story house; construct new 1-1/2 story garage; remove 1 tree; 

plant new tree; prune tree; remove and replace plantings; relocate and alter metal fence; 
construct 6' tall wood privacy fence; remove site steps; alter stone wall; construct driveway; 
add new site steps; add new walkway; remove 5 crape myrtle trees. 

Amendments: Additional information was provided and is attached. Changes and 
clarifications from the initial application include removal of crape myrtle trees; porch 
change; existing curb cut to be widened; fence location; lowered height of garage, roof form 
change. 

DRAC: An application was reviewed by the Design Review Advisory Committee at its July 18 
meeting.  Members in attendance were Dan Becker and Dean Ruedrich; also present were 
John & Brenda Fahy, Martha Lauer, and Tania Tully. 

Conflict of Interest: None noted. 
Staff Notes: 

• 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.” 

• 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 
2.1  Public Rights-of-Way and 

Alleys 
construct driveway 

2.3 Site Features and Plantings remove 1 tree; plant new tree; prune tree; remove and replace 
plantings; remove site steps; alter stone wall; construct 
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driveway; add new site steps; add new walkway 
2.4  Fences and Walls relocate and alter metal fence; construct 6' tall wood privacy 

fence 
2.5  Walkways, Driveways, 

and Offstreet Parking 
construct driveway 

2.6  Garages and Accessory 
Structures 

construct new 1-story garage 

4.3  New Construction Construct new 2-story house; construct new 1-1/2 story garage 
 

STAFF POSITION 
 

Based on the information contained in the amended application, in staff’s judgment: 
 
A. Removal of trees; planting of new tree; pruning of tree; removal and replacement of 

plantings; removal of site steps; alteration of stone wall; addition of new site steps; addition 
of new walkway; relocation of fence; construction of fence is not incongruous in concept 
according to Guidelines 2.1.1, 2.1.5, 2.3.1, 2.3.5, 2.3.6, 2.3.7, and the following facts: 

1* The amended application shows that the large deciduous tree on the west side of the lot will 
be less than 1 foot from the new house.   

2* The tree proposed for removal is a deciduous tree; the proposed replacement tree is a Spirea 
Pine, which may be a shrub.   

3* A tree protection plan prepared by an arborist certified by the International Society of 
Arboriculture was not provided. 

4* The crape myrtles are proposed to be replaced with boxwoods. The mature height of the 
boxwoods is not provided. 

5* There are no trees in the right-of-way around the lot. 
6* Existing step/walks on the north and east are proposed for removal and a new front walk 

that leads from the sidewalk to the front of the house installed. Detailed drawings are not 
included. 

7* Detailed drawings/specifications for the wall alterations were not provided. 
8* An existing tall metal fence is proposed for relocation to the east and north property lines.   
9* A new 6’ tall wood privacy fence is proposed for the south and west property lines.  

Information on and gates, how the wood fence connects with the metal fence, and precisely 
where the fences meet the house was not provided. 

10* The application does not state that the fence will be constructed using neighbor-friendly 
design with the structural members facing inwards towards the yard. 

11* The site wall is approximately 1-1/2 feet from the property line on Edenton Street and at the 
property line on East Street. 
 

B. Construction of new 2-story house is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 
4.3.1, 4.3.2, 4.3.4, 4.3.5, 4.3.6, 4.3.7, 4.3.8, 4.3.9, 4.3.10, 4.3.11, and the following facts: 

1* The house fronts onto Edenton Street, the narrow side of the lot which is typical of houses 
on Oakwood.    
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2* According to the online Wake County Real Estate Data, the lot is 3,485 SF.  The footprint of 
the proposed house with porch is approximately 1,482 SF; for built mass of 43%, within the 
norm for corner lots in Oakwood. 

3* The application states that front wall of the house will sit about 9-1/2 feet from the front 
property line and about 10 feet from the retaining wall. This is similar to 103 and 105 N East 
Street on the next block. 

4* The amended application provides the setbacks for nearby properties. A staff annotated 
diagram shows the locations on a map. 

5* Measurements on Pictometry, the City’s aerial photo service indicates that the adjacent 
house on Edenton Street sits approximately 10 feet from the stone wall. An annotated photo 
is attached. 

6* 412 Oakwood Avenue is an example of a 2-story corner house that sits proud of the other 
houses on the block. An aerial view from iMaps is attached. 

7* The new house is proposed to be 35’7” tall presuming there is a maximum 2’8” tall 
foundation.  The amended application estimates the adjacent houses to be 23’ and 32’ feet 
tall. Using the City’s Pictometry program staff believes this to be a conservative 
measurement. 

8* Based on photos, the proposed foundation height is similar to or lower than the other 
houses on the block. 

9* A site section of the house is provided in the amended application, but a grading plan with 
actual heights was not. 

10* The amended application places the proposed house on a plat showing the locations of the 
houses on the northern portion of the block.  It shows that the proposed spacing between 
the houses is similar. 

11* The amended proposed house is a 2-1/2 story side-gable roof, horizontal sided house with 
simple neo-Victorian details.  The two-story gabled projecting bay to one side is similar in 
proportions to the house to the west on Edenton Street as well as 104 and 105 N East Street. 

12* The window locations, sizes and proportions are similar to nearby historic houses.  
13* The windows are primarily a mix of 6/1 and 4-light decorative windows. The amended 

application states that the windows will be aluminum clad wood with simulated divided 
lights; details and specifications were not provided. 

14* The application states that house will have smooth grain fiber cement with a 6” reveal.  It is 
not completely clear that this is a smooth surface with no texture. 

15* Standing seam metal roofing is proposed for the front porch roof and bay window with 
fiberglass shingles for the primary roofs. It is not uncommon for houses in the district to 
have metal roofs on porches and accent roofs. Specifications were not provided. 

16*  Gutters and downspouts are shown in the drawings as optional. 
17* Section and details drawings of the eaves and cornice return were included. 
18* Detailed drawings of exterior steps were not included. 
 
C. Construction of new garage; construction of driveway;  is not incongruous in concept 

according to Guidelines 2.5.4, 2.5.6, 2.5.8, 2.5.9, 2.6.6, 2.6.7, 2.6.8, 2.6.9, and the following facts: 
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1* The driveway is located at the rear of the lot and access off of the side street as is common 
for corner lots. 

2* The driveway will widen an existing curb cut.  Details and specifications were not provided. 
3* The driveway is proposed to be concrete and pavers with the appearance of driving strips. 

Details and specification were not provided. 
4* The proposed garage is a 1-story 1-car garage connected to the house by a short length of 

roof.  The proposed garage is lower in height than the main house.  
5* The amended application included a photograph of a garage on a corner lot that is 

connected to a house with an open breezeway at 703 N Bloodworth Street. 
6* The materials of the garage are proposed to be the same as the house and are discussed in 

comment B, above.  
7* The garage doors are proposed to be wood or smooth metal.  Specifications were not 

provided.  
8* According to the online Wake County Real Estate Data, the lot is 3,485 SF.  The footprint of 

the proposed house with porches is approximately 1,482 SF; the proposed garage is 
approximately 390 SF for built mass of 54%, within the norm for corner lots in Oakwood.  
With the addition of the driveway (200 SF), the built area becomes about 60%. 

 
Staff recommends that the committee approve the amended application, with the following 
conditions: 
1. That the demolition delay be removed for the tree removal. 
2. That 3 to 5 trees be planted in the right-of-way in the next tree planting period after the 

Certificate of Occupancy is issued. The tree species and locations are to be approved by 
Urban Forestry staff and provided to Planning staff prior to planting.  

3. That the tree protection be in place prior to commencement of any ground disturbing 
activity and remain in place through the house, garage and site construction activities. 

4. That the new fence be installed using neighbor friendly deign with the structural members 
facing inward towards the yard. 

5. That the siding have a smooth painted finish. 
6. That the details and specifications for the following be provided to and approved by staff 

prior to issuance of the blue placard for the house: 
a. Tree protection plan prepared by an arborist certified by the International Society 

of Arboriculture; 
b. Foundation material sample; 
c. Windows; 
d. Grading plan; 
e. Height of the finished floor compared to adjacent houses. 

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

a. Windows. 
8. That the details and specifications for the following be provided to and approved by staff 

prior to issuance of the blue placard for the site elements: 
a. Driveway, including paver samples; 
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b. Curb cut; 
c. New and replacement stone retaining wall sections; 
d. Walkways; 
e. Exact locations of new and relocated fencing. 

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

a. Door and window trim; 
b. Brackets; 
c. Doors; 
d. Steps; 
e. Garage doors; 
f. Light fixtures, mailbox, house numbers, etc.; 
g. HVAC equipment and screening; 
h. Vents and utility panels; 
i. Roofing materials; 
j. Paint colors; 
k. Gutters and downspouts.    

 
PUBLIC TESTIMONY 

 
Staff Introduction:  Martha Lauer [affirmed] showed the location of the property on the map 
and noted highlights from staff comments. Ms. Lauer stated the property is a new house on a 
vacant lot. Ms. Lauer noted the applicants attended DRAC and made revisions and staff 
recommended defer or approve with conditions.  
 
Support:   
Mr. John Fahy [affirmed] and Ms. Brenda Fahy [affirmed] were present to speak in support of 
the application. Mr. Fahy stated he would be amendable to working with an arborist. 
 
Opposition:   
There was no one else present to speak in favor of or in opposition to the application. 
 
Responses and Questions:   
Ms. David asked about the width of the other houses in the area.  Mr. Fahy responded that it is 
included in the application packet with the 1998 survey. Mr. Fahy passed around a bigger scale 
drawing of the proposed plans.  Mr. Fahy stated he had hired an arborist and they will use 
whatever the arborist stated is appropriate for the property for replacement trees. 
 
At Ms. David’s suggestion Mr. Hinshaw moved that the public testimony portion of the hearing 
be closed.  Mr. Smith seconded; motion carried 5/0. 
 
  

July 28, 2016 COA Meeting Minutes   Page 47 of 58 
 



Committee Discussion 
 
The following points were made in discussion [speaker indicated in brackets]: 
 
The application seems very thorough and has gone through a lot of iterations based on staff 
recommendations and DRAC. [Jackson] 
The amended application answered some of my questions. It seems pretty comparable. The 
height is 3 ½ feet taller and I was not expecting that. [Davis] 
Guideline 4.3.7 was my concern, but the proportion of the façade related to nearby facades is 
shown in their diagram and clarifies that and it meets the guidelines. [David] 
The scale is appropriate. [Hinshaw] 
There are a good bit of details and specifications that are needed but Tania can work with them 
on that. [Jackson] 
There are specific guidelines for clad windows. [David] 
Did the amendments come after the staff comments? [Hinshaw] 
There were 2 phases and there were additional amendments that had items finalized.  The 
porch column specifications need to be worked out with staff. [Lauer] 
The proposed columns are fiberglass. [David] 
Sheet four a note calls that out. [Jackson] 
In one case you allowed it on the capital base. [Lauer] 
Just the bottom. [David] 
The porch column details. [Jackson] 
It could be wood. [David] 
It is something staff would review in details with a wood column. [Jackson] 
I am uncomfortable okaying fiberglass. [Hinshaw] 
You can add an additional condition that the columns be made of wood. [Lauer] 
 

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 positions A. (inclusive of facts 1-11), B. (inclusive of facts 1-
18), C. (inclusive of facts 1-8) to be acceptable as findings of fact, with the modifications and 
additions as listed below: 
 
A. Removal of trees; planting of new tree; pruning of tree; removal and replacement of 

plantings; removal of site steps; alteration of stone wall; addition of new site steps; addition 
of new walkway; relocation of fence; construction of fence is not incongruous in concept 
according to Guidelines 2.1.1, 2.1.5, 2.3.1, 2.3.5, 2.3.6, 2.3.7, and the following facts: 

1* The amended application shows that the large deciduous tree on the west side of the lot will 
be less than 1 foot from the new house.   

2* The tree proposed for removal is a deciduous tree; the proposed replacement tree is a Spirea 
Pine, which may be a shrub.   
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3* A tree protection plan prepared by an arborist certified by the International Society of 
Arboriculture was not provided. 

4* The crape myrtles are proposed to be replaced with boxwoods. The mature height of the 
boxwoods is not provided. 

5* There are no trees in the right-of-way around the lot. 
6* Existing step/walks on the north and east are proposed for removal and a new front walk 

that leads from the sidewalk to the front of the house installed. Detailed drawings are not 
included. 

7* Detailed drawings/specifications for the wall alterations were not provided. 
8* An existing tall metal fence is proposed for relocation to the east and north property lines.   
9* A new 6’ tall wood privacy fence is proposed for the south and west property lines.  

Information on and gates, how the wood fence connects with the metal fence, and precisely 
where the fences meet the house was not provided. 

10* The application does not state that the fence will be constructed using neighbor-friendly 
design with the structural members facing inwards towards the yard. 

11* The site wall is approximately 1-1/2 feet from the property line on Edenton Street and at the 
property line on East Street. 
 

B. Construction of new 2-story house is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 
4.3.1, 4.3.2, 4.3.4, 4.3.5, 4.3.6, 4.3.7, 4.3.8, 4.3.9, 4.3.10, 4.3.11, and the following facts: 

1* The house fronts onto Edenton Street, the narrow side of the lot which is typical of houses 
on Oakwood.    

2* According to the online Wake County Real Estate Data, the lot is 3,485 SF.  The footprint of 
the proposed house with porch is approximately 1,482 SF; for built mass of 43%, within the 
norm for corner lots in Oakwood. 

3* The application states that front wall of the house will sit about 9-1/2 feet from the front 
property line and about 10 feet from the retaining wall. This is similar to 103 and 105 N East 
Street on the next block. 

4* The amended application provides the setbacks for nearby properties. A staff annotated 
diagram shows the locations on a map. 

5* Measurements on Pictometry, the City’s aerial photo service indicates that the adjacent 
house on Edenton Street sits approximately 10 feet from the stone wall. An annotated photo 
is attached. 

6* 412 Oakwood Avenue is an example of a 2-story corner house that sits proud of the other 
houses on the block. An aerial view from iMaps is attached. 

7* The new house is proposed to be 35’7” tall presuming there is a maximum 2’8” tall 
foundation.  The amended application estimates the adjacent houses to be 23’ and 32’ feet 
tall. Using the City’s Pictometry program staff believes this to be a conservative 
measurement. 

8* Based on photos, the proposed foundation height is similar to or lower than the other 
houses on the block. 

9* A site section of the house is provided in the amended application, but a grading plan with 
actual heights was not. 
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10* The amended application places the proposed house on a plat showing the locations of the 
houses on the northern portion of the block.  It shows that the proposed spacing between 
the houses is similar. 

11* The amended proposed house is a 2-1/2 story side-gable roof, horizontal sided house with 
simple neo-Victorian details.  The two-story gabled projecting bay to one side is similar in 
proportions to the house to the west on Edenton Street as well as 104 and 105 N East Street. 

12* The window locations, sizes and proportions are similar to nearby historic houses.  
13* The windows are primarily a mix of 6/1 and 4-light decorative windows. The amended 

application states that the windows will be aluminum clad wood with simulated divided 
lights; details and specifications were not provided. 

14* The application states that house will have smooth grain fiber cement with a 6” reveal.  It is 
not completely clear that this is a smooth surface with no texture. 

15* Standing seam metal roofing is proposed for the front porch roof and bay window with 
fiberglass shingles for the primary roofs. It is not uncommon for houses in the district to 
have metal roofs on porches and accent roofs. Specifications were not provided. 

16*  Gutters and downspouts are shown in the drawings as optional. 
17* Section and details drawings of the eaves and cornice return were included. 
18* Detailed drawings of exterior steps were not included. 
19*  Fiberglass columns have not been approved. 
 
C. Construction of new garage; construction of driveway;  is not incongruous in concept 

according to Guidelines 2.5.4, 2.5.6, 2.5.8, 2.5.9, 2.6.6, 2.6.7, 2.6.8, 2.6.9, and the following facts: 
1* The driveway is located at the rear of the lot and access off of the side street as is common 

for corner lots. 
2* The driveway will widen an existing curb cut.  Details and specifications were not provided. 
3* The driveway is proposed to be concrete and pavers with the appearance of driving strips. 

Details and specification were not provided. 
4* The proposed garage is a 1-story 1-car garage connected to the house by a short length of 

roof.  The proposed garage is lower in height than the main house.  
5* The amended application included a photograph of a garage on a corner lot that is 

connected to a house with an open breezeway at 703 N Bloodworth Street. 
6* The materials of the garage are proposed to be the same as the house and are discussed in 

comment B, above.  
7* The garage doors are proposed to be wood or smooth metal.  Specifications were not 

provided.  
8* According to the online Wake County Real Estate Data, the lot is 3,485 SF.  The footprint of 

the proposed house with porches is approximately 1,482 SF; the proposed garage is 
approximately 390 SF for built mass of 54%, within the norm for corner lots in Oakwood.  
With the addition of the driveway (200 SF), the built area becomes about 60%. 

 
The motion was seconded by Mr. Smith; passed 5/0. 
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Decision on the Application 
 
Following discussion on an initial motion made by Ms. Jackson and seconded by Mr. Smith, Ms. 
Jackson made an amended motion that the application be approved as amended waiving the 
demolition delay for the tree removal and, with the following conditions: 
 

1. That 3 to 5 trees be planted in the right-of-way in the next tree planting period after the 
Certificate of Occupancy is issued. The tree species and locations are to be approved by 
Urban Forestry staff and provided to Planning staff prior to planting.  

2. That the tree protection be in place prior to commencement of any ground disturbing 
activity and remain in place through the house, garage and site construction activities. 

3. That the new fence be installed using neighbor friendly deign with the structural 
members facing inward towards the yard. 

4. That the siding have a smooth painted finish and the columns be wood. 
5. That the details and specifications for the following be provided to and approved by 

staff prior to issuance of the blue placard for the house: 
a. Tree protection plan prepared by an arborist certified by the International Society 

of Arboriculture; 
b. Foundation material sample; 
c. Windows; 
d. Grading plan; 
e. Height of the finished floor compared to adjacent houses. 

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

a. Windows. 
7. That the details and specifications for the following be provided to and approved by 

staff prior to issuance of the blue placard for the site elements: 
a. Driveway, including paver samples; 
b. Curb cut; 
c. New and replacement stone retaining wall sections; 
d. Walkways; 
e. Exact locations of new and relocated fencing. 

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

a. Door and window trim; 
b. Brackets; 
c. Doors; 
d. Steps; 
e. Garage doors; 
f. Light fixtures, mailbox, house numbers, etc.; 
g. HVAC equipment and screening; 
h. Vents and utility panels; 
i. Roofing materials; 
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j. Paint colors; 
k. Gutters and downspouts;    
l. Columns. 

 
Mr. Smith agreed to the changes.  The amended motion passed 5/0.  
 
Committee members voting:  David, Davis, Hinshaw, Jackson, Smith. 
 
Certificate expiration date:  1/28/17. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 
 
121-16-CA 412 OAKWOOD AVENUE 
Applicant: MEG MCLAURIN 
Received: 7/11/2016 Meeting Date(s): 
Submission date + 90 days:  10/9/2016 1) 7/28/2016 2)  3)  
 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 
 
Historic District: OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT 
Zoning: HOD-G 
Nature of Project: Construct 2nd level addition on existing 1st level addition; remove chimney 
Conflict of Interest: None noted. 
 

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 
 
Sections Topic Description of Work 
3.2  Masonry remove chimney 
3.5  Roofs remove chimney 
4.2  Additions to Historic Buildings Construct 2nd level addition on existing 1st level addition 
 

STAFF POSITION 
 

Based on the information contained in the application, in staff’s judgment: 
 
A. Construction of 2nd level addition on existing 1st level addition is not incongruous in 

concept according to Guidelines 4.2.1, 4.2.5, 4.2.6, 4.2.7, 4.2.8, and the following facts: 
1* The house is a Queen Anne frame two-story, residence with narrow clapboards and no 

cornerboards; the clapboards are beveled at the corners.  The rear of the house is a one-story 
hipped-roofed ell dating to at least 1914. [Matthew Brown, Oakwood Inventory; Sanborn 
Fire Insurance maps]  

2* The addition is on the rear of the house on top of the existing rear portion of the house, 
which is a traditional way of adding onto a house in Oakwood. 

3* A historic stained glass window in the rear gable end will be relocated to the west side of 
the new addition. The drawings also show that two quarter-round windows flanking the 
chimney will be relocated to the rear of the new addition. 

4* A similar addition on a corner house was recently approved at 414 New Bern Avenue (COA 
060-16-CA). 

5* The addition extends over an existing addition and is the width of the house. The 2-story 
portion of the house is about 41 feet long. The new addition extends the 2nd level by 14 feet. 

6* The eave line of the 1st floor will remain on each side.  On the west side it is a way to 
indicate that the 2nd level is new. On the east side the treatment is the same as the existing 
and there is no visual demarcation of the addition. 
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7* The application states that the colors, materials, trim, soffit details, etc. will match the 
historic house. There are various treatments on the historic house.  Detailed drawings 
and/or photos were not provided. 

8* The new windows on the addition are 2/2.  The windows on the house are a mix of 1/1 and 
2/2. Details and specifications for the windows and trim were not provided. 

 
B. Removal of chimney may be incongruous according to Guidelines 3.5.1, 3.5.7, and the 

following facts: 
1* There are 4 chimneys on the house.  See the attached document labeling the chimneys.  

• Chimney 1 is on the exterior of the west side of the house near the front.  The tall 
chimney has a decorative band, corbelled top, and decorative base.    

• Chimney 2 is on the exterior of the rear gable of the 2-story portion of the house.  The 
large brick chimney has a decorative band and corbelled top. 

• Chimney 3 (proposed for removal) is an interior chimney located just behind the east 
side gable projection.  The thin, short brick chimney has a decorative band, corbelled 
top, and filled brick arched cap. 

• Chimney 4, located at the rear of the house on the one-story portion is also an interior 
chimney.  It is a short undecorated brick chimney with a brick arched cap.   

 
Pending the commission’s determination regarding character of the chimney, staff 
recommends that the committee approve the application, with the following conditions: 
 
1. That the two quarter-round windows also be relocated. 
2. That the new windows be wood. 
3. That the details and specifications for the following be provided to and approved by staff 

prior to issuance of the blue placard: 
a. Windows;  
b. Eave construction; 
c. Corner treatment. 

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

a. Window trim. 
 

PUBLIC TESTIMONY 
 
Staff Introduction:  Martha Lauer [affirmed] showed the location of the property on the map 
and noted highlights from staff comments. Ms. Lauer stated the character of the chimney is 
undetermined. 
 
Support:   
Ms. Meg McLaurin [affirmed] was present to speak in support of the application. Ms. McLaurin 
stated that the windows were going to be moved with the proposed elevation. Ms. McLaurin 
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says that she does not know if the chimney is supported and that the round windows would be 
moved so that there would be a mix of windows on the house. 
 
Opposition:   
There was no one else present to speak in favor of or in opposition to the application. 
 
Responses and Questions:   
Mr. Davis inquired as to what would be distinguishing the addition from the existing house. 
Ms. McLaurin stated she can do whatever is requested. The committee discussed what kind of 
distinguishing features could the addition have from the old house. Ms. Jackson pointed out 
there were no other cornerboards on the house. Mr. Smith questioned if the roofline could be 
different but Ms. Davis and Ms. Jackson stated it would not be viable options. The committee 
agreed that the windows would be the most minimal of delineations from new and old. 
 
Ms. Gail Wiesner [affirmed] stated that from the United States Parks Service, even something as 
little as an indentation will count as differentiating and does not have to be anything very 
visible. 
 
At Ms. David’s suggestion Ms. Jackson moved that the public testimony portion of the hearing 
be closed.  Mr. Smith seconded; motion carried 5/0. 
 

Committee Discussion 
 
The following points were made in discussion [speaker indicated in brackets]: 
 
The chimney contributes to the house and should not be removed. [Davis] 
Guidelines 3.5.1 and 3.5.7 are very clear [David]. 
It is incongruous. Removal of a chimney has never been approved. [Hinshaw] 
The chimney is not important in defining the character of the house.  It is secondary or tertiary. 
[Jackson] 
Save the chimney. [Smith] 
The removal of a chimney that was utilitarian and does not hang together with another set of 
chimneys has been approved. [Lauer] 
With the addition, is the window being different enough? [David] 
I think it is. [Jackson] 
I am not sure if I would read that as new. [Davis] 
It is a very minute detail. [Hinshaw] 
The guidelines just state if it is discernable. Is the window not discernable enough? [Jackson] 
I do not think it is discernable and we could defer to ask for another. [Davis] 
A change in the roofline would complicate the house. If you lower the roofline, your usable 
space will go down as well. [Jackson] 
What about the ridge being 6 inches lower? [Smith] 
They could set in the wall by 6 inches. [Davis] 
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Mr. Hinshaw made a motion to reopen the public hearing portion of the meeting; Ms. Jackson 
seconded; motion carried 5/0. 
 

PUBLIC TESTIMONY (2) 
 
Ms. McLaurin stated if the roof is not kept in the same plane then it will make the house more 
susceptible to rot. Ms. McLaurin stated she would rather put a cornerboard and paint it there or 
even use different colors to differentiate the new addition. 
 
Mr. Hinshaw made a motion to close the public hearing portion of the meeting; Ms. Jackson 
seconded; motion carried 5/0. 
 

Committee Discussion (2) 
 

There was no further discussion from the committee. 
 
 

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 positions A. (inclusive of facts 1-8), B. (inclusive of fact 1) to 
be acceptable as findings of fact as listed below: 
 
A. Construction of 2nd level addition on existing 1st level addition is not incongruous in 

concept according to Guidelines 4.2.1, 4.2.5, 4.2.6, 4.2.7, 4.2.8, and the following facts: 
1* The house is a Queen Anne frame two-story, residence with narrow clapboards and no 

cornerboards; the clapboards are beveled at the corners.  The rear of the house is a one-story 
hipped-roofed ell dating to at least 1914. [Matthew Brown, Oakwood Inventory; Sanborn 
Fire Insurance maps]  

2* The addition is on the rear of the house on top of the existing rear portion of the house, 
which is a traditional way of adding onto a house in Oakwood. 

3* A historic stained glass window in the rear gable end will be relocated to the west side of 
the new addition. The drawings also show that two quarter-round windows flanking the 
chimney will be relocated to the rear of the new addition. 

4* A similar addition on a corner house was recently approved at 414 New Bern Avenue (COA 
060-16-CA). 

5* The addition extends over an existing addition and is the width of the house. The 2-story 
portion of the house is about 41 feet long. The new addition extends the 2nd level by 14 feet. 

6* The eave line of the 1st floor will remain on each side.  On the west side it is a way to 
indicate that the 2nd level is new. On the east side the treatment is the same as the existing 
and there is no visual demarcation of the addition. 
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7* The application states that the colors, materials, trim, soffit details, etc. will match the 
historic house. There are various treatments on the historic house.  Detailed drawings 
and/or photos were not provided. 

8* The new windows on the addition are 2/2.  The windows on the house are a mix of 1/1 and 
2/2. Details and specifications for the windows and trim were not provided. 

 
B. Removal of chimney is incongruous according to Guidelines 3.5.1, 3.5.7, and the following 

facts: 
1* There are 4 chimneys on the house.  See the attached document labeling the chimneys.  

• Chimney 1 is on the exterior of the west side of the house near the front.  The tall 
chimney has a decorative band, corbelled top, and decorative base.    

• Chimney 2 is on the exterior of the rear gable of the 2-story portion of the house.  The 
large brick chimney has a decorative band and corbelled top. 

• Chimney 3 (proposed for removal) is an interior chimney located just behind the east 
side gable projection.  The thin, short brick chimney has a decorative band, corbelled 
top, and filled brick arched cap. 

• Chimney 4, located at the rear of the house on the one-story portion is also an interior 
chimney.  It is a short undecorated brick chimney with a brick arched cap.   

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

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

1. That the new windows be wood. 
2. That the details and specifications for the following be provided to and approved by 

staff prior to issuance of the blue placard: 
a. Windows;  
b. Eave construction; 
c. Corner treatment. 

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

a. Window trim. 
 
Mr. Smith agreed to the changes.  The amended motion passed 4/1 (Mr. Davis opposed).  
 
Committee members voting:  David, Davis, Hinshaw, Jackson, Smith. 
 
Certificate expiration date:  1/28/17. 
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OTHER BUSINESS 
1. Citizen Comment: Gail Wiesner spoke about how to best have purchasers know they are 

buying into a local historic district.  She suggested that the HOD needs to be placed on the 
deed.  She requested RHDC to consider and ultimately provide buy-in before she goes to 
the City Council. 

2. Design Guidelines Update 
3. Committee Discussion 

a. Application Completeness 
b. Meeting Post-Mortem 

 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
The meeting was adjourned at 7:15 p.m. 
 
 
 
 
Elizabeth Caliendo, Chair Minutes Submitted by: 
Certificate of Appropriateness Committee, Tania Tully, Preservation Planner 
Raleigh Historic Development Commission 
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