
RALEIGH HISTORIC DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS COMMITTEE 

Minutes of the Meeting 
October 27, 2016 

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

ROLL CALL 
Tania Tully, Preservation Planner, called the roll as follows: 
Present: Sarah David, Don Davis, John Hinshaw, Jimmy Thiem 
Alternate Present: Caleb Smith (arrived 4:06) 
Excused Absence: Elizabeth Caliendo 
Staff Present: Tania Tully, Martha Lauer; Teresa Young; Francis P. Raspberry, Jr., Attorney 
 
Approval of the September 22, 2016 Minutes 
Mr. Thiem moved to waive the reading of the minutes for the hearing. Mr. Hinshaw seconded 
the motion; passed 4/0. Ms. David moved to adopt said minutes as amended. Mr. Thiem 
seconded the motion; passed 4/0.  
 
Minor Works 
There were no questions regarding the Minor Work report. 
 
The following is a list indicating persons in attendance and whether they were affirmed. Ms. 
Martha Lauer and Ms. Tania Tully Notaries Public, administered the affirmation. 
 

Visitor’s/Applicant’s Name and Address Affirmed 
Betsy Buford, 321 E Lane Street 27601 No 
Donald Matthews, 321 E Lane Street 27601 No 
Irene Green, 212 E Lenoir Street 27601 Yes 
Kyle Reece, 613 Polk Street 27604 Yes 
Ben Kuhn, 1223 Pierce Street 27605 No 
Emily Kissee, 508 Cole Street 27605 No 
Linda Davenport, 11 S Blount Street 27601 Yes 
Matthew Brown, 601 E Lane Street 27601 No 
Alicia Kirwan, 3223 Merriman 27607 No 
Jake Parrott, 409 E Jones Street 27601 Yes 
Parker Davis, 409 E Jones Street 27601 Yes 
Will Madison, PO Box 6177 27608 Yes 
Matt Harper, 312 E Cabarrus Street 27601 Yes 
Kevin Wild, 105 S Bloodworth Street 27601 Yes 
David Nightingale, 407 E Jones Street 27601 Yes 
Susan Gilbert, 219 E Lenoir Street 27601 Yes 
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REVIEW OF SUMMARY PROCEEDINGS/APPROVAL OF AGENDA  
Ms. David moved to approve the agenda as amended. Mr. Hinshaw seconded the motion; 
passed 5/0. 
 
SUMMARY PROCEEDINGS 
There were no objections to the approval of the Summary Proceedings without a public hearing. 
The committee reviewed and approved the following case 166-16-CA for which the Summary 
Proceeding is made part of these minutes. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – SUMMARY PROCEEDING 
 
166-16-CA 401 N PERSON STREET 
Applicant: MATTHEW BROWN 
Received: 10/10/2016 Meeting Date(s): 
Submission date + 90 days:  1/8/2017 1) 10/27/2016 2)  3)  
 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 
 
Historic District: OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT 
Zoning: HOD-G 
Nature of Project: Remove 2nd story rear addition; reinstall window; enclose porch; replace 

door with window; replace window with door 
Amendments: Additional photographs, a site plan, and other evidence were provided and are 

attached.  The application is amended to remove the posts on the open porch. 
Conflict of Interest: None noted. 
 

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 
 
Sections Topic Description of Work 
3.5  Roofs remove 2nd story rear addition 
3.7  Windows and Doors reinstall window; replace door with window; 

replace window with door 
3.8  Entrances, Porches, and Balconies enclose porch 
 

STAFF POSITION 
 

Based on the information contained in the amended application, in staff’s judgment: 
 
A. Removal of the 2nd story rear addition; reinstallation of window is not incongruous 

according to Guidelines 3.5.1, 3.5.3, 3.7.1, 3.7.2, 3.7.7, and the following facts: 
1* The addition is simply a roof projection covering a non-historic fire stair located on the rear 

of the house. The roof structure was constructed per an approved COA (022-01-CA) in 200. 
2* Most of the original historic fabric is intact underneath the roof and will be repaired or 

replaced in kind. 
3* One window will be uncovered and a missing window, located inside the house, will be 

reinstalled. 
 
B. Replacement of door with window; replacement of window with door is not incongruous 

according to Guidelines 3.7.1, 3.7.2, 3.7.9, 3.7.13, and the following facts: 
1* The proposed door and window alterations are on a c. 1948 addition.  According to Sanborn 

Fire Insurance Maps, City Directories, and physical evidence provided in the amended 
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application, this part of the house was altered outside of the period of significance of 
Oakwood (mid-1930s). 

2* A door on the south side of the house is proposed to be removed and replaced with a single 
sash window similar to those on the west side.   A photo of the window and trim being 
matched was included in the amended application. 

3* A 6/6 window on the north side is proposed to be replaced with a door.  The new door is 
proposed to be a reclaimed door, with a single pane of glass.  A photo of a door salvaged for 
this purposes in included in the amended application. 

4* A small wood stoop is proposed in front of the door.  Details of the stoop were not 
provided. 
 

C. Enclosure of porch is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 3.8.1, 3.8.7, and the 
following facts: 

1* The porch proposed for enclosure is in the middle of the north side of the house; a tertiary 
facade.  It is utilitarian in design with none of the elaborate detail seen on the front porch. 

2* According to Sanborn Fire Insurance maps (attached), the porch proposed for enclosure 
may be the remnant of a rear wraparound porch partially enclosed between 1909 and 1914.   

3* The porch was closed prior to 2001 when it was approved to be reopened with COA 022-01-
CA.  One of the facts associated with the approval states that “ two original porch posts still 
remain evident.” 

4* The amended application provides evidence that the posts are now recent treated wood 
6”x6” posts. 

5* The open porch is proposed to be a sunroom with a wall of five 1/1 reproduction wood 
double-hung windows over a low clapboard wall matching the rest of the house and one 
wood door. 

6* A photo of the 1/1 wood window being matched was provided.  Details on the width of the 
mullions and sill treatment were not included.  

7* The new door is stated to have a single-pane window in the top half, but the illustration 
shows a full light door.   

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

to issuance of the blue placard: 
a. Stoop and steps; 
b. Door in porch enclosure; 
c. Porch enclosure including width of the mullions, sill treatment, and posts. 
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Decision on the Application 
 
There were no objections to approval without an evidentiary hearing. 
 
Mr. Hinshaw moved to approve the amended application, adopting the staff position as the 
written record of the summary proceeding on 166-16-CA. Mr. Smith seconded the motion; 
passed 5/0.  
 
Committee members voting:  David, Davis, Hinshaw, Theim, Smith. 
 
Certificate expiration date:  4/27/17. 
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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: 155-16-CA, 162-16-CA, 089-16-CA, 147-16-CA, and 164-16-CA. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 
 
155-16-CA 409 E JONES STREET 
Applicant: WILLIAM MADISON 
Received: 9/7/2016 Meeting Date(s): 
Submission date + 90 days:  12/6/2016 1) 10/27/2016 2)  3)  
 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 
 
Historic District: OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT 
Raleigh Historic Landmark:  
Zoning: HOD-General 
Nature of Project: Remove rear deck; construct new rear deck; replace rear doors; change rear 

windows to doors; construct rear balcony 
Amendments: Additional drawings were provided at the hearing. Additionally, the request for 

a balconette was removed and the deck footprint altered.  
Conflict of Interest: None noted. 
Staff Notes: 

• The existing deck that is requested to be removed and replaced was approved in 2004 
(156-04-CA, available for review at the meeting). Door and window changes were also 
proposed at that time. The certified record indicates that the window and door changes 
would be the subject of a minor work application to be reviewed and approved by staff. 
There is no record in the COA log book or in the commission files of a minor work ever 
being submitted and approved for the doors and windows. 

 
APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 
Sections Topic Description of Work 
4.1 Decks Remove rear deck; construct new rear deck 
3.7 Windows and Doors Replace rear doors; change rear windows to doors 
3.8 Entrances, Porches, and 

Balconies 
Construct rear balcony 

 
STAFF POSITION 

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

 
A. The removal and replacement of the rear deck is not incongruous in concept according to 

Guidelines section 4.1.2, and the following facts: 
1* The existing deck to be removed was approved for construction in application number 156-

04-CA. 
2* Due to this property being a corner lot, the rear yard and deck are visible from N. East 

Street. 
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3* The replacement deck is considerably smaller than the existing deck; it should be noted 
however that the new configuration projects slightly further north (rearward) than the 
current deck. Also, the change in orientation of the stairs means that the height and bulk of 
the deck will also project further into the rear yard.  

4* Newels, pickets and rails will match and/or emulate the design characteristics of the front 
porch. 

5* No information is contained in the application regarding elevation views of the deck, 
structural/framing details or sections showing support post locations, how the deck and 
stair framing are constructed, how newel posts are attached, how railing is attached to 
newels. 

6* While the height of the deck is determined by the existing finished first floor height above 
grade, no dimensions are provided for the height of the deck.  

7* It appears from the photograph in the application that there are eight risers required to 
reach the deck level at the finished first floor height. With the new stair orientation, it 
appears from the photo that the grade is falling away from where the current stairs 
terminate. That means there might even be nine risers for the new stair, but without 
dimensions the exact number of risers is indeterminate. The drawing in the application 
shows six risers forming a stair termination at grade even with the west end of the deck 
platform. At least two additional tread/risers would project beyond the west end of the 
platform. 

8* No information is contained in the application regarding screening beneath the deck. 
9* No information is contained in the application regarding finishes for the deck framing, 

walking surface, or railings. 
 
B. The changing of windows to doors on the north façade is not incongruous in concept 

according to Guidelines section 3.7.9, and the following facts: 
1* The proposed changes are located on the rear of the building, the most non-character-

defining facade of the property. 
2* The changes are in locations where there is already fenestration. 
3* The existing units to be removed appear to be more modern units installed after the 

building and district’s period of significance, based upon their fabrication details and the 
minimalist dimensions of trim and sills.  

4* The minimalist dimensions of the trim and sills of the existing window units to be replaced 
with doors do not match the more robust trim dimensions of the historic fenestration of the 
house. 

5* The dimensions of the trim and sills of the existing window units to be replaced with doors 
do not match the trim dimensions of the historic fenestration of the house. 

6* No information is provided in the application regarding the trim and sill details or 
dimensions for the new door units.  

7* No information is provided in the application regarding the material, window pane 
configuration, and finishes of the new doors. 
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C. The removal and replacement of existing doors on the rear west façade is not incongruous 
in concept according to Guidelines section 3.7.9, and the following facts: 

1* The proposed changes are located on the rear of the building, the most non-character-
defining facade of the property. 

2* They are placed in locations where there is already fenestration. 
3* The existing units to be removed appear to be more modern units installed after the 

building and district’s period of significance, based upon their fabrication details and the 
minimalist dimensions of trim and sills.  

4* The minimalist dimensions of the trim and sills of the existing door units to be replaced 
with doors do not match the more robust trim dimensions of the historic fenestration of the 
house. 

5* No information is provided in the application regarding the trim and sill details for the new 
door units. It is not known whether the entire frame with doors is being replaced, 
necessitating new trim, or if only the door units themselves are being replaced. 

6* No information is provided in the application regarding the material, window pane 
configuration, and finish of the new doors. 

 
D. The construction of the rear balcony is not incongruous according to Guidelines section 3.8.6, 

and the following facts: 
1* The balconette is located on the west face of the re-entrant corner of the rear of the house. It 

is the least visible rear façade from the public right-of-way. 
2* An undated, unidentified photograph illustrating the “Balcony Idea” is included in the 

application. Upon information and belief, staff identifies this as a historic balconette at 400 
N. Person Street on the Oakwood Avenue side of the building. 

3* Design details for the balconette are derived from the front porch, including the support 
brackets. 

4* No information is contained in the application outlining structural and bandboard details 
for the balconette and its impact upon the architectural and structural integrity of the 
building. 

 
Staff recommends that the committee defer the application for additional information regarding 
the following questions: 

a. Elevation views of the deck, structural/framing details or sections showing support post 
locations, how the deck and stair framing are constructed, how newel posts are attached, 
how railings are attached to newels? 

b. Deck height dimensions and relationship to existing grade, with particular attention to 
the stairway treads/risers required? 

c. Screening underneath deck and stair? 
d. Finishes for the deck framing, walking surface, or railings? 
e. Structural and bandboard details for the balconette and its impact upon the architectural 

and structural integrity of the building? 
Other items recommended for submittal include:  

f. Material, window pane configuration, and finishes of all new doors. 
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g. Trim and sill details and dimensions for all new door units.  
h. Clarification on whether the just west-facing doors are being replaced, or also the frame 

and trim. 
 

PUBLIC TESTIMONY 
 
Staff Introduction:  Tania Tully [affirmed] showed the location of the property on the map and 
noted highlights from staff comments. Ms. Tully stated the application was missing information 
and recommended deferral but the applicant has the additional information that was requested. 
 
Support:   
Mr. William Madison [affirmed], Mr. Jake Parrott [affirmed], and Mr. Parker Davis [affirmed] 
were present to speak in support of the application. Mr. Madison stated that the deck in the 
back of the house is incredibly worn.  Mr. Madison stated he was in favor of putting a smaller 
landing and egress in the back of the house.  A document with the items staff stated were 
missing was provided and distributed.  
 
Mr. Dave Nightingale [affirmed], 407 E Jones Street, stated he was in favor of them redoing the 
deck to give the property a nicer aesthetic. He confirmed that the current deck is in disrepair. 
 
Opposition:   
There was no one else present to speak in favor of or in opposition to the application. 
 
Responses and Questions:   
Ms. David asked what the balconette is. Ms. Tully stated there was a picture in the application 
additional information that was presented at the meeting. The committee discussed the 
balconette and whether or not it was appropriate for the building, as it was too ornate. 
 
Mr. Davis inquired about the sill and framing for the new door. Mr. Madison stated they were 
going to use clad lumber which is not susceptible to rot but if wood would be preferred, that 
could be done as well. Mr. Madison pointed out the material is also like a fiberglass. Ms. Tully 
stated the commission has not approved non-wood trim on historic houses and the committee 
would need to specify what type of materials are to be used, such as wood.  
 
There was additional discussion regarding the patio door being auralast wood and clarified that 
the doors would be full view as shown in the packet provided. Mr. Madison stated he preferred 
the clad door as the house does not have gutters. Ms. Tully pointed out aluminum clad 
windows have been approved on new construction but not yet on historic houses. 
 
The committee discussed changes to the staff notes since the new information was provided by 
the applicant. Ms. David asked the applicant if he would be willing to have a simpler design for 
the balconette. Mr. Madison responded yes. 
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At Mr. Davis’ suggestion Ms. David 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 balconette and guideline 3.8.10 create a false sense of history. It is not a typical treatment 
you see and there are very few fancy houses that have that but it is not typical. Something a lot 
simpler would come closer to the guidelines. [David] 
The design or the balconette itself? [Davis] 
Both. [David] 
That example in Oakwood is grand with that one in person. [Smith] 
Is that what would match that is appropriate? [Thiem] 
The existence of the balconette as a feature in terms of the character of the buildings is not really 
there. [David] 
Being very specific in what you decide – it needs to be a simpler finial or square pickets.  Also if 
it would be brought back to you for administrative review or to staff. [Tully] 
As you see it, the deck that comes off the back porch in the railing is okay. The balconette 
existence is in question. My concern is 2 things added in the back that are being detailed 
differently. [Thiem] 
The existence of the balconette is consistent with Italianate and this is more Queen Anne. The 
difference is stylistically. The scale of the house, this is a big house they reference and where 
you see them are on Second Empire and Italianate style houses that are a lot grander. [David] 
Within the guidelines additions like balconies are not being structurally dependent on the 
house. [Thiem] 
The guidelines on decks does not address balconies. [Tully] 
I did not expect them to stand alone. [Thiem] 
If they are so close together they should be similar. [Davis] 
With photographs do we know if this was historic? [Thiem] 
The deck had a COA in 2004. [Tully] 
The piece weighing here, the immediate concern is the architectural detail on a house that does 
not belong. It is another architecture style in a different period. If deck and railings are 
acceptable it would seem forced. [Thiem] 
What about the side of the house? [Davis] 
No the feature would not be on the side of the house. It is totally out of the public view. [David] 
How committed are they to the balconette? [Hinshaw] 
 
Ms. David made a motion to reopen the public testimony portion of the hearing; Mr. Smith 
seconded; motion carried 5/0. 
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PUBLIC TESTIMONY (2) 
 

Ms. David stated she was ready to make a motion to approve everything without the balconette 
or to have it in a simpler design. Mr. Madison stated they could eliminate the balconette and 
extend the deck around the corner and capture the other doors so it is all one deck.  
 
The applicant amended the application to capture the other doors. 
 
Ms. David made a motion to close the public testimony portion of the hearing; Mr. Smith 
seconded; motion carried 5/0. 
 

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 
 
Ms. David moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the evidentiary 
hearing, the committee finds staff position A. (inclusive of facts 1-4), B. (inclusive of facts 1-5), C. 
(inclusive of facts 1-4), to be acceptable as findings of fact, with the modifications and additions 
as listed below: 
 
A. The amended removal and replacement of the rear deck is not incongruous in concept 

according to Guidelines section 4.1.2, 4.1.3, 4.1.4, and the following facts: 
1* The existing deck to be removed was approved for construction in application number 156-

04-CA. 
2* Due to this property being a corner lot, the rear yard and deck are visible from N. East 

Street. 
3* The replacement deck is considerably smaller than the existing deck; it should be noted 

however that the new configuration projects slightly further north (rearward) than the 
current deck. Also, the change in orientation of the stairs means that the height and bulk of 
the deck will also project further into the rear yard.  

4* Newels, pickets and rails will match and/or emulate the design characteristics of the front 
porch. 

5* The amended application includes elevation views of the deck, structural/framing details 
and/or sections showing support post locations, how the deck and stair framing are 
constructed, how newel posts are attached, and how railing is attached to newels. 

6* The height of the deck will be 4 feet above grade.  
7* It appears from the photograph in the application that there are eight risers required to 

reach the deck level at the finished first floor height. With the new stair orientation, it 
appears from the photo that the grade is falling away from where the current stairs 
terminate. That means there might even be nine risers for the new stair, but without 
dimensions the exact number of risers is indeterminate. The drawing in the application 
shows six risers forming a stair termination at grade even with the west end of the deck 
platform. At least two additional tread/risers would project beyond the west end of the 
platform. 
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8* No screening is proposed beneath the deck. The previously approved deck had no 
screening. 

9* The amended application includes finishes for the deck framing, walking surface, and 
railings. 

 
B. The changing of windows to doors on the north façade is not incongruous in concept 

according to Guidelines section 3.7.9, and the following facts: 
1* The proposed changes are located on the rear of the building, the most non-character-

defining facade of the property. 
2* The changes are in locations where there is already fenestration. 
3* The existing units to be removed appear to be more modern units installed after the 

building and district’s period of significance, based upon their fabrication details and the 
minimalist dimensions of trim and sills.  

4* The minimalist dimensions of the trim and sills of the existing window units to be replaced 
with doors do not match the more robust trim dimensions of the historic fenestration of the 
house. 

5* The dimensions of the trim and sills of the existing window units to be replaced with doors 
do not match the trim dimensions of the historic fenestration of the house. 

6* The trim and sill details or and dimensions for the new door units were provided in the 
amended application.  The trim will be 1x4 to match the existing; a photo of the existing was 
provided.  

7* The application included information on the material, pane configuration, and finishes of 
the new doors. The doors will be full light wood. 

 
C. The removal and replacement of existing doors on the rear west façade is not incongruous 

in concept according to Guidelines section 3.7.9, and the following facts: 
1* The proposed changes are located on the rear of the building, the most non-character-

defining facade of the property. 
2* They are placed in locations where there is already fenestration. 
3* The existing units to be removed appear to be more modern units installed after the 

building and district’s period of significance, based upon their fabrication details and the 
minimalist dimensions of trim and sills.  

4* The minimalist dimensions of the trim and sills of the existing door units to be replaced 
with doors do not match the more robust trim dimensions of the historic fenestration of the 
house. 

5* The trim and sill details or and dimensions for the new door units were provided in the 
amended application.  The trim will be 1x4 to match the existing; a photo of the existing was 
provided.  

6* The application included information on the material, pane configuration, and finishes of 
the new doors. The doors will be full light wood. 

 
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. David and seconded by Mr. Hinshaw, 
Ms. David made an amended motion that the application be approved as amended, with the 
following conditions: 

1. That the doors and trim be wood. 
2. That drawings reflecting the amended deck configuration be provided to and approved 

by staff prior to the issuance of the blue placard. 
 
Mr. Hinshaw agreed to the changes.  The amended motion passed 5/0  
 
Committee members voting:  David, Davis, Hinshaw, Thiem, Smith. 
 
Certificate expiration date:  4/27/17. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 
 
162-16-CA 105 S BLOODWORTH STREET 
Applicant: KEVIN WILD, DRAWBRIDGE MEDIA, INC 
Received: 10/10/2016 Meeting Date(s): 
Submission date + 90 days:  1/8/2017 1) 10/27/2016 2)  3)  
 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 
 
Historic District: OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT 
Raleigh Historic Landmark:  
Zoning: HOD-General 
Nature of Project: Remove rear deck and ramp; construct new rear deck and ramp; construct 

rear upper balcony; install wheelchair lift; repair or patch parking area as needed 
Amendments: The application was amended on October 19, 2016. Copies of the supplemental 

text and drawings are attached. 
Conflict of Interest: None noted. 
Staff Notes: 

• The current configuration and design of the deck to be removed was approved in a 
series of three minor work applications: 168-95-MW (construct deck and ramp), 199-95-
MW (install post caps) and 047-96-MW (install lattice skirting below deck). 

 
APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 
Sections Topic Description of Work 
3.8 Entrances, Porches, and 

Balconies 
Construct rear upper balcony 

3.11 Accessibility, Health, and 
Safety Considerations 

Install wheelchair lift; install bollards 

4.1 Decks Remove rear deck and ramp; construct new rear 
deck and ramp 

2.5 Walkways, Driveways, and 
Offstreet Parking 

Repair or patch parking area as needed 

 
STAFF POSITION 

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

 
A. The removal of the existing deck and construction of a new deck and balcony is not 

incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 4.1.1, 4.1.2, 4.1.5, 3.8.6 and the following 
facts: 

1* The existing wood deck is approximately 20 years old, built after the district’s period of 
significance. 
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2* The proposed wood deck generally occupies the same area as the current deck, but 
reconfigures it to provide a “loading dock” ramp. The accessibility ramp of the existing deck 
is replaced by a wheelchair lift. 

3* The balusters of the deck and balcony guardrails appear to be face-applied to the top and 
bottom rails’ horizontal support member that spans between posts.  

4* The balusters of the deck stair rail are face applied to the top rails’ horizontal support 
member and the stair stringer. 

5* This building does not display any historic guardrails; the front porch does not have a 
railing. Traditional guardrails and stair rails in the historic district center the balusters 
between a top and bottom rail, not face-applied.  

6* Post caps are indicated in the notes to the drawings, but no details are provided. 
7* No structural details are provided to determine the deck and balcony’s potential impact 

upon the architectural integrity of the historic structure. 
 
B. Installation of a wheelchair lift with protective bollards is not incongruous in concept 

according to Guidelines 3.11.2 and 3.11.3, and the following facts: 
1* The lift is located at the rear of the building, the least-character-defining façade of the 

building. It is adjacent to the new deck and does not attach to the historic building. 
2* No information is provided in the application regarding the specific details of the lift, such 

as its general appearance, size and color. 
3* No information is provided in the application regarding the specific details of the bollards, 

including size and color. 
 
C. Repairing/patching the parking surface is not incongruous in concept according to 

Guidelines 2.5.2, and the following facts: 
1* The existing building was relocated to this site in order to prevent its demolition. The site 

previously was a paved parking lot, and the existing surface was left untouched where not 
impacted by the building relocation project.  

2* The parking area reflects the relocation history of the property with a mix of asphalt paving, 
gravel, and a concrete walk that was installed at the time of the rear deck’s construction in 
1995. 

3* The concrete walk will be removed when the existing deck is demolished. 
4* No specific information is provided in the application as to what materials will be used 

where for the repairing/patching of the parking surface. 
 
Staff recommends that the committee approve the amended application, with the following 
conditions: 
 
1. That the railing balusters have the appearance of inset pickets and not be face-applied. 
2. That details for the following items be provided to staff for review and approval prior to 

issuance of the blue placard and construction of the deck: 
a. Structural details for the deck and balcony; 
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b. Cross section details for guardrails, deck and balcony decking/bandboard treatment and 
lattice attachment; 

c. Post caps; 
d. Manufacturer’s literature/details for wheelchair lift; 
e. Protective bollards; 
f. Repairing/patching of the rear yard parking/walking surfaces. 

 
PUBLIC TESTIMONY 

 
Staff Introduction:  Tania Tully [affirmed] showed the location of the property on the map and 
noted highlights from staff comments. Ms. Tully stated the application is in Oakwood in the 
southern portion and staff recommended approval with conditions. 
 
Support:   
Mr. Kevin Wild [affirmed] was present to speak in support of the application. Mr. Wild clarified 
that the reason for the ADA lift was that to measure out the ADA ramp there was not enough 
room so the lift was added instead. 
 
Opposition:   
There was no one else present to speak in favor of or in opposition to the application. 
 
Responses and Questions:   
Mr. Thiem inquired about how the fence is being handled near the north east corner of the ramp 
and how the ramp is being handled in perspective to the fence. Mr. Wild stated he did not plan 
to remove the fence but that there is a gate there and they will have to remove the gate which 
has access to the property’s crawlspace.  Ms. Tully reminded the committee to add a fact that 
the gate will be removed to accommodate construction of the ramp. 
 
At Mr. Davis suggestion Mr. Thiem moved that the public testimony portion of the hearing be 
closed.  Mr. Hinshaw seconded; motion carried 5/0. 
 

Committee Discussion 
 
There was no discussion following the public hearing. 
 

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 
 
Mr. Thiem moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the evidentiary 
hearing, the committee finds staff position A. (inclusive of facts 1-7), B. (inclusive of facts 1-3), C. 
(inclusive of facts 1-4) to be acceptable as findings of fact, with the modifications and additions 
as listed below: 
 

October 27, 2016 COA Meeting Minutes   Page 17 of 38 
 



A. The removal of the existing deck and construction of a new deck and balcony is not 
incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 4.1.1, 4.1.2, 4.1.5, 3.8.6 and the following 
facts: 

1* The existing wood deck is approximately 20 years old, built after the district’s period of 
significance. 

2* The proposed wood deck generally occupies the same area as the current deck, but 
reconfigures it to provide a “loading dock” ramp. The accessibility ramp of the existing deck 
is replaced by a wheelchair lift. 

3* The balusters of the deck and balcony guardrails appear to be face-applied to the top and 
bottom rails’ horizontal support member that spans between posts.  

4* The balusters of the deck stair rail are face applied to the top rails’ horizontal support 
member and the stair stringer. 

5* This building does not display any historic guardrails; the front porch does not have a 
railing. Traditional guardrails and stair rails in the historic district center the balusters 
between a top and bottom rail, not face-applied.  

6* Post caps are indicated in the notes to the drawings, but no details are provided. 
7* No structural details are provided to determine the deck and balcony’s potential impact 

upon the architectural integrity of the historic structure. 
8* The gate section that is concurrent with the mid landing on the ramp will be removed. 
 
B. Installation of a wheelchair lift with protective bollards is not incongruous in concept 

according to Guidelines 3.11.2 and 3.11.3, and the following facts: 
1* The lift is located at the rear of the building, the least-character-defining façade of the 

building. It is adjacent to the new deck and does not attach to the historic building. 
2* No information is provided in the application regarding the specific details of the lift, such 

as its general appearance, size and color. 
3* No information is provided in the application regarding the specific details of the bollards, 

including size and color. 
 
C. Repairing/patching the parking surface is not incongruous in concept according to 

Guidelines 2.5.2, and the following facts: 
1* The existing building was relocated to this site in order to prevent its demolition. The site 

previously was a paved parking lot, and the existing surface was left untouched where not 
impacted by the building relocation project.  

2* The parking area reflects the relocation history of the property with a mix of asphalt paving, 
gravel, and a concrete walk that was installed at the time of the rear deck’s construction in 
1995. 

3* The concrete walk will be removed when the existing deck is demolished. 
4* No specific information is provided in the application as to what materials will be used 

where for the repairing/patching of the parking surface. 
 
The motion was seconded by Ms. David; passed 6/0. 
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Decision on the Application 
 
Mr. Thiem made a motion that the application be approved as amended, with the following 
conditions: 
 

1. That the railing balusters have the appearance of inset pickets and not be face-applied. 
2. That details for the following items be provided to staff for review and approval prior to 

issuance of the blue placard and construction of the deck: 
a. Structural details for the deck and balcony; 
b. Cross section details for guardrails, deck and balcony decking/bandboard 

treatment and lattice attachment; 
c. Post caps; 
d. Manufacturer’s literature/details for wheelchair lift; 
e. Protective bollards; 
f. Repairing/patching of the rear yard parking/walking surfaces. 

 
The motion was seconded by Mr. Hinshaw; passed 5/0. 
 
Committee members voting:  David, Davis, Hinshaw, Thiem, Smith. 
 
Certificate expiration date:  4/27/17. 
 
 

October 27, 2016 COA Meeting Minutes   Page 19 of 38 
 



APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 
 
089-16-CA 212 E LENOIR STREET 
Applicant: TRIANGLE GREEN PROPERTIES 
Received: 7/29/2016 Meeting Date(s): 
Submission date + 90 days:  10/27/2016 1) 6/23/2016 2) 10/27/2016 3)  
 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 
 
Historic District: PRINCE HALL HISTORIC DISTRICT 
Zoning: HOD-G 
Nature of Project: Install vinyl siding; remove and install porch columns and railings; replace 

windows and doors; install fence; install utility panel box; parge foundation 
Amendments: plant shrubs; gravel path in front yard; Additional evidence was provided and 

is attached. Staff removed the foundation parging from the application because there was no 
evidence that it was parged after district designation, thus requiring a COA. 

Conflict of Interest: None noted. 
Staff Notes: 

• After-the-fact applications are reviewed as though the work has not been completed. 
• The application has been deferred for 90 days to allow time for the applicant to work 

with staff.  The applicant provided additional documentation to staff July 29, 2016.  
Code requires that the commission render a decision within 90 days or defer to request 
additional information.   

 
APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 
Sections Topic Description of Work 
2.3  Site Features and Plantings plant shrubs; install gravel path 
2.4  Fences and Walls install fence 
2.5  Walkways, Driveways, and 

Offstreet Parking 
install gravel path 

3.1  Wood remove and install porch columns and railings 
install vinyl siding 

3.2  Masonry parge foundation 
3.6  Exterior Walls install vinyl siding 
3.7  Windows and Doors replace windows and doors 
3.8  Entrances, Porches, and Balconies remove and install porch columns and railings 
3.10  Utilities and Energy Retrofit install utility panel box 
 

STAFF POSITION 
 

Based on the information contained in the amended application, in staff’s judgment: 
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A. Planting of shrubs; installation of gravel path is not incongruous in concept according to 
Guidelines 2.3.4, 2.5.5; however the installation of a front yard fence is incongruous according 
to Guidelines 2.4.8, and the following facts: 

1* A few properties in the district have low shrubs along the public sidewalk including 309 
and 311 E. Cabarrus Street (photo attached). 

2* Narrow paths that run from the front walk to the side yard are not atypical.  However, they 
are typically more formally installed with bricks, stepping stones, or with edging to contain 
the gravel. 

3* The proposed fence is a wood picket fence; a photo of the proposed fence height and style 
was provided; detailed specifications were not. 

4* The Special Character Essay for Prince hall states “Fences are uncommon, although a few 
wrought iron fences encircle front yards or vacant parcels and some chain-link fencing is 
present.”  

 
B. Installation of porch railings is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 3.8.6; 

however the design of the railings is incongruous according to Guidelines 3.8.6, 3.8.10 and 
the removal of the porch posts is incongruous according to Guidelines 3.8.1, and the 
following facts: 

1* The 2011 Historic Research Report for the Designation of the South Person/South Blount District 
describes the building as “a contributing ca. 1880 one‐story frame house with…a front porch 
with slender wood posts...” 

2* No information regarding the condition of the posts was provided. They are proposed to be 
replaced with 5 plain single posts across the front. 

3* The slender wood posts were paired on the front with 3 on each corner. The front 
appearance was of 4 sets of two posts.  They were plain with no ornamentation. 

4* A sister house at 218 E. Lenoir Street (same historic footprint under 1-story hip roof with 
front hip roofed porch), two doors to the east of this property, provides a clear indication of 
what the original ornamentation for the paired front porch columns and railing would have 
been:  paired slender columns with filigree jigsawn tracery at the top and jigsawn decorative 
porch balustrade (photo attached). 

5* The amended application includes photos of other porch posts and railings on other houses 
in the district including 320 E. Davie Street, 324 E. Davie Street, 322 E. Davie Street, 316 E. 
Davie Street, 412 S. Bloodworth Street, 416 S. Bloodworth Street, 225 E. South Street, 219 E. 
South Street, 217 E. South Street, 211 E. South Street, and 209 E. South Street, 121 E. South 
Street, 501 S. Blount Street,  213 E. Cabarrus Street, 215 E. Cabarrus Street, 217 E. Cabarrus 
Street, 508 S Person Street, 307 E. Cabarrus Street, 309 E. Cabarrus Street, 311 E. Cabarrus 
Street, 317 E. Cabarrus Street, 418 S. Bloodworth Street, 410 S. Bloodworth Street. 

6* Of those listed above, the houses with turned baluster railings are: 412 S. Bloodworth Street, 
418 S. Bloodworth Street, 408 (misidentified as 410) S. Bloodworth Street, and 316 E. Davie 
Street. 410 and 418 S. Bloodworth Street are ca. 2000 non-contributing houses and the 
balusters at 316 E. Davie Street and 412 and 416 S. Bloodworth Street are replacements in 
place in 2011 when the Historic Research Report for the Designation of the South Person/South 
Blount District was prepared.  
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C. Installation of vinyl siding is incongruous according to Guidelines 3.6.2, 3.6.10, and the 

following facts: 
1* The 2011 Historic Research Report for the Designation of the South Person/South Blount District 

describes the building as “a contributing ca. 1880 one‐story frame house with weatherboard 
siding...” 

2* It is unknown if the vinyl siding was installed over the wood siding or if the wood siding 
was removed first. 

3* There is no information regarding the condition of the wood siding. 
4* The amended application includes photos of houses to support the installation of vinyl 

siding. Per the Historic Research Report for the Designation of the South Person/South Blount 
District, the vinyl siding was in place on these properties in 2011 when the report was 
prepared: 217 E. Lenoir Street, 213 E. South Street, 516 S. Bloodworth Street, 611/613 S. 
Blount Street, 615/617 S. Blount Street, 619/621 S. Blount Street, and 316 E. Davie Street. The 
boundaries of the HOD were decreased in 2015 which removed 112 E. Lenoir Street, 114 E. 
Lenoir Street from the district. 215 E. Lenoir Street has a brick veneer; the artificial siding 
photographed is on the rear and appears to be of 1950s or 1960s vintage.  The report states 
that in 2011 when the report was prepared the following houses had aluminum siding: 223 
E. Lenoir Street, 514 S. Person Street, 213 E. Cabarrus Street, 307 E. Cabarrus Street, and 321  
E. Cabarrus Street.  207 (misidentified as 209) E. South Street had non-historic beaded 
weatherboard siding. The siding material of 121 E. South Street is not mentioned in the 
report. There is no such address as 317 E. Person Street. 

5* The application states that the vinyl siding was on the house in May 2013, upon purchase. It 
states that the siding was removed and reinstalled to allow for the window and utility box 
alterations.  

6* The effective date of the Prince Hall HOD was April 30, 2012. The current owners purchased 
the property May 23, 2013. 

7* The property was owned by Carlton, John Wesley & Selma Wilson from August 7, 1973 
until October 16, 2012 when it was transferred via will to Carlton, John Wesley and again 
October 28, 2012 to Carlton, Maury Wesley. 

8* In 2015 the commission denied installation of vinyl siding over existing siding at 513 S 
Blount Street (COA 030-15-CA). 

 
D. Removal of windows and doors is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 3.7.6, 

3.7.7, however the use of composite windows is incongruous according to Guidelines 3.7.6, 
3.7.7, and the following facts: 

1* The 2011 Historic Research Report for the Designation of the South Person/South Blount District 
describes the building as “a contributing ca. 1880 one‐story frame house with…a three‐pane 
transom over the front entry, and replacement 2/2 windows under boarded transoms.” 

2* The photo of the house taken in 2011 and associated with the report shows the top portion 
of the windows as boarded, however there is no evidence of what is underneath the 
boarding. 
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3* The windows proposed for removal were not historic.  They did not fill the historic window 
openings. 

4* The new windows are 1/1 composite sash that fit within the existing window openings, 
presumed to be historic. 

5* Staff is unaware of any prior COA requesting the use of composite windows. To date, the 
commission has only approved wood windows in historic buildings.  

6* Detailed information on the specifications of the windows and door were not provided. 
7* No clear photo of the prior door is available. 
 
E. Parging of foundation may be incongruous according to Guidelines 3.2.4, and the following 

facts: 
1* No information regarding the parging was provided. 
 
F. Installation of utility panel box is not incongruous according to Guidelines 3.10.8 and the 

following facts: 
1* Utility meters were present on the on the front of the house at the time of district 

designation.   
2* The application proposes to obscure them with a box matching the siding of the house. 
 
Staff recommends the following: 
 
Defer the following work items pending receipt of additional evidence: 

1. New windows; 
2. New door; 
3. Foundation parging; 
4. Porch posts and railings. 

 
Deny the following work items: 

1. Fence installation; 
2. Removal of porch posts; 
3. Vinyl siding installation. 

 
That the committee approve the remainder of application, with the following conditions: 

1. That the layout and dimensions of the gravel path be formalized and that narrow metal 
edging be installed to contain the gravel.  These details are to be provided to and 
approved by staff prior to issuance of the blue placard. 

2. That the shrubs be maintained at a maximum height of 36”. 
 

PUBLIC TESTIMONY 
 
Staff Introduction:  Tania Tully [affirmed] showed the location of the property on the map and 
noted highlights from staff comments. Ms. Tully stated that attachment is a printout of the 
applicant’s presentation. Ms. Tully reminded the committee this is a after the fact application 
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and staff is recommending deferral, denial and approval. Ms. Tully stated that staff 
recommended approval of the shrubs and front path and denial of the fence. She clarified that 
staff asked for deferral of the removal of front porch posts, vinyl siding installation in addition 
to the deferral of foundation parging which didn’t have enough information. Ms. Tully stated 
the windows removed were not historic and that the material is composite something the 
committee has not yet approved.  There are not the details typically sees when reviewing new 
materials.  
 
Support:   
Ms. Irene Green [affirmed] was present to speak in support of the application. Ms. Green stated 
the vinyl siding and windows were already there and they were merely replacing them. Ms. 
Green stated they have kept the original frame on the windows but the windows themselves 
had to be replaced due to extensive termite damage and she would like something other than 
wood due to termites. 
 
Opposition:   
Ms. Susan Gilbert [affirmed], 219 E Lenoir Street, was present to speak in opposition to the 
application. Ms. Gilbert stated she would like to see the strict standards applied to this 
application and added that on her own new house she had to have all wooden doors and 
windows. 
 
Mr. Matt Harper [affirmed], 312 E Cabarrus Street, presented to the commission evidence that 
the siding on the house was wood as of 2/17/13. Mr. Harper gave the committee pictures from 
the Wake County tax records as well as Google maps that showed at least the front of the house 
had wood siding. Mr. Harper also stated he went to a garage sale at the house around the time 
of the sale and that there was wood siding on the front.  
 
Responses and Questions:   
Ms. Green stated she also purchased 217 E Lenoir Street from the same owner and the siding on 
that house is the same as on 212.  
 
At Mr. Davis’ suggestion Mr. Hinshaw moved that the public testimony portion of the hearing 
be closed.  Ms. David seconded; motion carried 5/0. 
 

Committee Discussion 
 
The following points were made in discussion [speaker indicated in brackets]: 
We have never let siding that was weatherboard be replaced with vinyl. We have a couple of 
pictures showing weatherboard siding and we have Matt Harper’s testimony. The windows 
staff is recommending deferral. I am willing to entertain that so we can look at it. [David] 
Siding would be what was there originally; wood and you really have nothing to go on. There is 
no reason to make an exception. [Hinshaw] 
Defer on windows? [Davis] 
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People have brought us aluminum clad and I do not see us approving non wood. I would like 
them to bring a sample and make a case. Is there no information on foundation? [David] 
No evidence one way or another on the foundation. [Tully] 
I looked at the foundations and most are brick or concrete. It has been painted so many times. 
[Hinshaw] 
Does the tax photo show? [Davis] 
No. It’s either deferral or staff will remove that portion of the application. There is no evidence 
to show what it was like before. [Tully] 
Want to defer on windows or door? [Davis] 
Is there a realistic chance of approval? We try to encourage people to ask for what they want to 
fully and come back with samples. [David] 
Why defer the porch posts? [Davis] 
They need the railings because of the height of the porch.  You can either approve these railings 
or they need to come back with what they really want. If it is in your discussion that style may 
not be in keeping with the guidelines, they should have the opportunity to propose another 
style of railing. [Tully] 
It is procedural. If we defer and they do not come back? [Thiem] 
It has to come back – it is a violation. [Tully] 
Why have the applicant come back and present just to be told no? We should work towards a 
solution that is within the guidelines. Deny the windows and doors because of the materials. 
[Thiem] 
 

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 
 
Mr. Davis moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the evidentiary 
hearing, the committee finds staff position A. (inclusive of facts 1-4), C. (inclusive of facts 1-8), 
D. (inclusive of facts 1-7), F. (inclusive of facts 1-2) to be acceptable as findings of fact, with the 
modifications and additions as listed below: 
 
A. Planting of shrubs; installation of gravel path is not incongruous in concept according to 

Guidelines 2.3.4, 2.5.5; however the installation of a front yard fence is incongruous according 
to Guidelines 2.4.8, and the following facts: 

1* A few properties in the district have low shrubs along the public sidewalk including 309 
and 311 E. Cabarrus Street (photo attached). 

2* Narrow paths that run from the front walk to the side yard are not atypical.  However, they 
are typically more formally installed with bricks, stepping stones, or with edging to contain 
the gravel. 

3* The proposed fence is a wood picket fence; a photo of the proposed fence height and style 
was provided; detailed specifications were not. 

4* The Special Character Essay for Prince hall states “Fences are uncommon, although a few 
wrought iron fences encircle front yards or vacant parcels and some chain-link fencing is 
present.”  
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C. Installation of vinyl siding is incongruous according to Guidelines 3.6.2, 3.6.10, and the 
following facts: 

1* The 2011 Historic Research Report for the Designation of the South Person/South Blount District 
describes the building as “a contributing ca. 1880 one‐story frame house with weatherboard 
siding...” 

2* It is unknown if the vinyl siding was installed over the wood siding or if the wood siding 
was removed first. 

3* There is no information regarding the condition of the wood siding. 
4* The amended application includes photos of houses to support the installation of vinyl 

siding. Per the Historic Research Report for the Designation of the South Person/South Blount 
District, the vinyl siding was in place on these properties in 2011 when the report was 
prepared: 217 E. Lenoir Street, 213 E. South Street, 516 S. Bloodworth Street, 611/613 S. 
Blount Street, 615/617 S. Blount Street, 619/621 S. Blount Street, and 316 E. Davie Street. The 
boundaries of the HOD were decreased in 2015 which removed 112 E. Lenoir Street, 114 E. 
Lenoir Street from the district. 215 E. Lenoir Street has a brick veneer; the artificial siding 
photographed is on the rear and appears to be of 1950s or 1960s vintage.  The report states 
that in 2011 when the report was prepared the following houses had aluminum siding: 223 
E. Lenoir Street, 514 S. Person Street, 213 E. Cabarrus Street, 307 E. Cabarrus Street, and 321  
E. Cabarrus Street.  207 (misidentified as 209) E. South Street had non-historic beaded 
weatherboard siding. The siding material of 121 E. South Street is not mentioned in the 
report. There is no such address as 317 E. Person Street. 

5* The application states that the vinyl siding was on the house in May 2013, upon purchase. It 
states that the siding was removed and reinstalled to allow for the window and utility box 
alterations.  

6* The effective date of the Prince Hall HOD was April 30, 2012. The current owners purchased 
the property May 23, 2013. 

7* The property was owned by Carlton, John Wesley & Selma Wilson from August 7, 1973 
until October 16, 2012 when it was transferred via will to Carlton, John Wesley and again 
October 28, 2012 to Carlton, Maury Wesley. 

8* In 2015 the commission denied installation of vinyl siding over existing siding at 513 S 
Blount Street (COA 030-15-CA). 

9* The February 17, 2013 Wake County tax photo shows wood siding. 
 
D. Removal of windows and doors is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 3.7.6, 

3.7.7, however the use of composite windows is incongruous according to Guidelines 3.7.6, 
3.7.7, and the following facts: 

1* The 2011 Historic Research Report for the Designation of the South Person/South Blount District 
describes the building as “a contributing ca. 1880 one‐story frame house with…a three‐pane 
transom over the front entry, and replacement 2/2 windows under boarded transoms.” 

2* The photo of the house taken in 2011 and associated with the report shows the top portion 
of the windows as boarded, however there is no evidence of what is underneath the 
boarding. 
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3* The windows proposed for removal were not historic.  They did not fill the historic window 
openings. 

4* The new windows are 1/1 composite sash that fit within the existing window openings, 
presumed to be historic. 

5* Staff is unaware of any prior COA requesting the use of composite windows. To date, the 
commission has only approved wood windows in historic buildings.  

6* Detailed information on the specifications of the windows and door were not provided. 
7* No clear photo of the prior door is available. 

 
F. Installation of utility panel box is not incongruous according to Guidelines 3.10.8 and the 

following facts: 
1* Utility meters were present on the on the front of the house at the time of district 

designation.   
2* The application proposes to obscure them with a box matching the siding of the house. 
 
The motion was seconded by Ms. David; passed 5/0. 
 

Decision on the Application 
 
Following discussion on an initial motion made by Mr. Davis and seconded by Ms. David, Mr. 
Davis made an amended motion that the amended application be decided as follows: 
 
Deny the following portions of the application: 

• Fence installation; 
• Vinyl siding installation; 
• New windows; 
• New door. 

 
Defer the following 

• Porch alterations. 
 
Approve the remainder of application, with the following conditions: 

1. That the layout and dimensions of the gravel path be formalized and that edging be 
installed to contain the gravel.  These details are to be provided to and approved by staff 
prior to issuance of the blue placard. 

2. That the shrubs be maintained at a maximum height of 36”. 
 
Ms. David agreed to the changes.  The amended motion passed 5/0  
 
Committee members voting:  David, Davis, Hinshaw, Thiem, Smith. 
 
Certificate expiration date:  4/27/17. 
 

October 27, 2016 COA Meeting Minutes   Page 27 of 38 
 



APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 
 
147-16-CA 613 POLK STREET 
Applicant: KYLE REECE & EMILY VLKOJAN-REECE 
Received: 9/2/2016 Meeting Date(s): 
Submission date + 90 days:  12/1/2016 1) 9/22/2016 2) 10/27/16 3)  
 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 
 
Historic District: OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT 
Zoning: HOD-G 
Nature of Project: Install horizontal cable rails on rear deck 
Conflict of Interest: None noted. 
Staff Notes: 

• COA 026-16-CA approved construction of a new rear deck with a condition that the 
deck railing have vertical pickets. 

 
APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 
Sections Topic Description of Work 
4.1  Decks Install horizontal cable rails on rear deck 
 

STAFF POSITION 
 

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

A. Installation of horizontal cable rails on rear deck is not incongruous according to Guidelines 
4.1.3, 4.1.4, and the following facts: 

1* The rails are proposed to have 4”x4” pressure treated and stained wood posts with a 1”x4” 
pressure treated and stained handrail. Horizontal cable rails are proposed to be to be strung 
between posts 3.5" on center. 

2* A photographic example of the proposed railing was provided in the application. 
3* The application states that “The cable rails are so think [sic] that they will really just 

disappear. The stained handrails and posts along with the metal cable rails will provide the 
deck with a more formal aesthetic…” 

4* There is a tall fence that was approved in a prior COA application that currently exists.  The 
applicant stated that it will remain for the foreseeable future spanning across the existing 
driveway that will obstruct most of the views of the deck rails from the street. 

5* Four decks with COA approved horizontal railings were referenced in the application.  523 
Lane Street, 516 Polk Street, 510 Polk Street, and 208 Linden Avenue. Applications and 
minutes were provided for the Lane and Polk Street decks. 

6* The deck at 510 Polk Street was approved with COA 026-07-CA.  The railing is behind a 
fence. Relevant facts from the minutes: 
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a. “The existing and proposed alterations to the property have introduced a 
contemporary character to the rear of this property, which also contains a 
contemporary swimming pool and ground plane wood pool deck.” 

b. “The metal and cable construction of the railing will be less visually intrusive 
and obtrusive when viewing the house from the pool and yard, as well as when 
viewing the pool and yard from the house.” 

c. “The silver aircraft cable finish echoes the chrome of the swimming pool ladder 
railings.” 

7* The deck at 516 Polk Street was approved with COA 058-07-CA. The railing is behind a 
fence – it has wood rails with horizontal galvanized pipes rather than vertical pickets. A 
condition of approval was that the fence must remain as long as the railing remains.  
Relevant facts from the minutes: 

a. “The proposed deck location is… [in] an unobtrusive location behind a tall 
privacy fence.” 

b. “The metal tube construction of the railing is no more visually intrusive and 
obtrusive than the wooden top rail when viewing the house from the yard, as 
well as when viewing the yard from the house.” 

c. “…the committee conditionally approved a metal and cable railing on rear decks 
at 510 Polk Street (026-07-CA). The committee found that in that situation the 
cable railing proposed was being applied to a modern deck in a location fairly 
hidden from view…” 

8* The deck at 523 Lane Street was approved with COA 151-10-CA.  The railing has horizontal 
copper pipes rather than vertical pickets.  Although the deck does not project from the side 
of the house, it and the railing are visible. Relevant facts from the minutes: 

a. The committee has approved railings with horizontal pickets on rear decks (058-
07-CA, 516 Polk Street) when in locations not prominently visible from the street; 
copper is a traditional material. 

9* The deck at 218 Linden Avenue was approved with COA 121-11-CA. The railing protrudes 
the same amount and is oriented in the same way as the current proposal. It is attached to a 
new addition.  Relevant facts from the minutes: 

a. “The railing on the lower rear porch and deck has horizontal members with few 
vertical supports…” 

b. “Deck railings with horizontal members and non-wood materials have been 
approved in Oakwood when the deck was located behind a fence and not visible 
to the street such as at 516 Polk Street (058-07-CA).” 

c. “The stair juts out; it has open risers and visually light materials.” 
 
Staff recommends that the committee approve the application, with the following conditions: 
1. That the fence must remain as long as the railing remains.  
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PUBLIC TESTIMONY 
 
Staff Introduction:  Tania Tully [affirmed] showed the location of the property on the map and 
noted highlights from staff comments. Ms. Tully stated there is no additional information and 
staff recommends approval based on additional cases found. 
 
Support:   
Mr. Kyle Reece [affirmed] was present to speak in support of the application. Mr. Reece stated 
everything was there in the application and staff notes. He added that he noticed some 
horizontal rails in other areas and came back to apply again.  
 
Opposition:   
There was no one else present to speak in favor of or in opposition to the application. 
 
At Mr. Davis’ 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]: 
Everything looks good. [David] 
The fence provides screening. [Davis] 
 

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 
 
Mr. Hinshaw  moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the public 
hearing, the committee finds staff position A. (inclusive of facts 1-9) to be acceptable as findings 
of fact, with the modifications and additions as listed below: 

A. Installation of horizontal cable rails on rear deck is not incongruous according to Guidelines 
4.1.3, 4.1.4, and the following facts: 

1* The rails are proposed to have 4”x4” pressure treated and stained wood posts with a 1”x4” 
pressure treated and stained handrail. Horizontal cable rails are proposed to be to be strung 
between posts 3.5" on center. 

2* A photographic example of the proposed railing was provided in the application. 
3* The application states that “The cable rails are so think [sic] that they will really just 

disappear. The stained handrails and posts along with the metal cable rails will provide the 
deck with a more formal aesthetic…” 

4* There is a tall fence that was approved in a prior COA application that currently exists.  The 
applicant stated that it will remain for the foreseeable future spanning across the existing 
driveway that will obstruct most of the views of the deck rails from the street. 
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5* Four decks with COA approved horizontal railings were referenced in the application.  523 
Lane Street, 516 Polk Street, 510 Polk Street, and 208 Linden Avenue. Applications and 
minutes were provided for the Lane and Polk Street decks. 

6* The deck at 510 Polk Street was approved with COA 026-07-CA.  The railing is behind a 
fence. Relevant facts from the minutes: 

a. “The existing and proposed alterations to the property have introduced a 
contemporary character to the rear of this property, which also contains a 
contemporary swimming pool and ground plane wood pool deck.” 

b. “The metal and cable construction of the railing will be less visually intrusive and 
obtrusive when viewing the house from the pool and yard, as well as when viewing 
the pool and yard from the house.” 

c. “The silver aircraft cable finish echoes the chrome of the swimming pool ladder 
railings.” 

7* The deck at 516 Polk Street was approved with COA 058-07-CA. The railing is behind a 
fence – it has wood rails with horizontal galvanized pipes rather than vertical pickets. A 
condition of approval was that the fence must remain as long as the railing remains.  
Relevant facts from the minutes: 

a. “The proposed deck location is… [in] an unobtrusive location behind a tall privacy 
fence.” 

b. “The metal tube construction of the railing is no more visually intrusive and 
obtrusive than the wooden top rail when viewing the house from the yard, as well as 
when viewing the yard from the house.” 

c. “…the committee conditionally approved a metal and cable railing on rear decks at 
510 Polk Street (026-07-CA). The committee found that in that situation the cable 
railing proposed was being applied to a modern deck in a location fairly hidden 
from view…” 

8* The deck at 523 Lane Street was approved with COA 151-10-CA.  The railing has horizontal 
copper pipes rather than vertical pickets.  Although the deck does not project from the side 
of the house, it and the railing are visible. Relevant facts from the minutes: 

a. The committee has approved railings with horizontal pickets on rear decks (058-07-
CA, 516 Polk Street) when in locations not prominently visible from the street; 
copper is a traditional material. 

9* The deck at 218 Linden Avenue was approved with COA 121-11-CA. The railing protrudes 
the same amount and is oriented in the same way as the current proposal. It is attached to a 
new addition.  Relevant facts from the minutes: 

a. “The railing on the lower rear porch and deck has horizontal members with few 
vertical supports…” 

b. “Deck railings with horizontal members and non-wood materials have been 
approved in Oakwood when the deck was located behind a fence and not visible to 
the street such as at 516 Polk Street (058-07-CA).” 

c. “The stair juts out; it has open risers and visually light materials.” 
 
The motion was seconded by Mr. Thiem; passed 5/0. 
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Decision on the Application 
 
Mr. Hinshaw made a motion that the application be approved, with the following conditions: 
 
1. That the fence must remain as long as the railing remains.  
 
The motion was seconded by Mr. Thiem; passed 5/0. 
 
Committee members voting:  David, Davis, Hinshaw, Thiem, Smith. 
 
Certificate expiration date:  4/27/17. 
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – CERTIFIED RECORD 
 
164-16-CA 11 S BLOUNT STREET 
Applicant: CAMPBELL LAW SCHOOL, CAMPBELL UNIVERSITY 
Received: 10/10/2016 Meeting Date(s): 
Submission date + 90 days:  1/8/2017 1) 10/27/2016 2)  3)  
 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 
 
Historic District: CAPITOL SQUARE HISTORIC DISTRICT 
Raleigh Historic Landmark: HORTON-BECKHAM-BRETSCH HOUSE 
Zoning: HOD-GENERAL 
Nature of Project: Install 42" tall 40" wide ground sign. 
Conflict of Interest: None noted. Mr. Davis disclosed that he received a letter from the 

University, but that he could be impartial in his decision making. 
Staff Notes: 

• Ordinarily, review of a sign installation is eligible for minor work approval by staff. 
However, location of the proposed signs, in staff’s judgment, may not meet the 
Guidelines. According to the commission’s Bylaws and Rules of Procedure, Article XVI, 
“Staff will refer Minor Work projects to the commission for review if in staff’s judgment 
the change involves alterations, additions, or removals that are substantial, do not meet 
the guidelines, or are of a precedent-setting nature.” 

• The Capital Square Historic District was locally designated in 1976. 
• Section 2.8 of the Guidelines under Things to Consider As You Plan it states “For 

commercial adaptive uses in a historic district with residential character, small simple 
signs constructed of traditional sign materials and affixed flush to the body of the 
building near the front door are considered appropriate. Alternatively, the sign might be 
applied to the glazing of a storm or front door, as is seen along North Blount Street. For 
historic institutional uses within predominantly residential districts, simple signs 
constructed of traditional sign materials should be discreetly located. Small historic 
plaques and markers are usually mounted near the entrance on the exterior wall in a 
location where no architectural detail is damaged or concealed.” 

 
APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 
Sections Topic Description of Work 
2.8 Signage Install 42" tall 40" wide ground sign 
 

STAFF POSITION 
 

Based on the information contained in the application, in staff’s judgment: 
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A. Installation of a sign is not incongruous according to Guidelines sections 2.8.2, 2.8.4, 2.8.5, 
2.8.7, 2.8.9; however installation of a 42" tall 40" wide ground sign may be incongruous 
according to Guidelines sections 2.8.2, 2.8.6, 2.8.9, and the following facts: 

1* The faces of the sign are proposed to be 40”x30”and will sit at a maximum height of 42”.  
2* Wood is a traditional material used for signs. 
3* The text of the sign is simple and easy to read and will be painted to match the colors of the 

logo which coordinate with the colors of the house. 
4* The Special Character of the Capitol Square Historic District (p. 80-81) of the Design 

Guidelines for Raleigh Historic Districts states: 
a. “The street pattern is regular, with streets intersecting at right angles as laid out in the 

original city plan. The one exception is at the east end of the district, where 
contemporary traffic engineering concerns for one-way traffic patterns led to the curving 
connection of Morgan Street to New Bern Avenue, creating a cul-de-sac at New Bern 
Place.” 

b. “The architectural character of the district is largely institutional in nature, dominated 
by state government buildings and church complexes.” and “To the east of the Capitol, 
however, awaits a surprise of domestic delight unusual in the heart of an urban setting. 
Owing to the landscape and architectural qualities displayed in the two blocks of New 
Bern Avenue, this area departs from the strongly institutional character of the rest of the 
district.” 

c. New Bern Place is called out specifically as being residential in character and having a 
“calm ambiance of repose in an otherwise bustling downtown scene.” 

5* The ordinance designating the Horton-Beckham-Bretsch House as a Raleigh Historic 
landmark states that it “possesses special significance architecturally as a bold example of 
the Eastlake cottage style in Raleigh and as one of a handful of residential buildings in the 
Capitol Square Historic Overlay District.” 

6* A ground sign at 501 N Blount Street in the Blount Street Historic District was denied in 
2013 (164-13-CA) largely because the Blount Street Historic District is residential in 
character. 

7* Since 1982 the house has sat on a .35-acre lot. North of the house is a seven car paved 
parking lot, and another paved fourteen-car lot extends to the rear, occupying the remainder 
of the parcel. 

8* The property sits at the southern boundary of the Capitol Square district immediately 
adjacent the Moore Square district. 

9* The properties on the other corners (north and west) of the intersection include a parking 
lot, a former auto garage rehabbed as a church, and a vacant auto garage and parking lot. To 
the north of the property are three houses facing New Bern Place including the White-
Holman and Montgomery Houses. 

10* Plantings are not proposed at the base of the sign. 

Should the committee determine that the property is of residential character, staff 
recommends denial. 
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PUBLIC TESTIMONY 
 
Staff Introduction:  Tania Tully [affirmed] showed the location of the property on the map and 
noted highlights from staff comments. Ms. Tully stated the sign could be treated as if it is in a 
residential character district or a commercial character district and asked the committee to 
decide. 
 
Support:   
Mr. Zeke Bridges [affirmed], assistant dean of administration, was present to speak in support 
of the application. Mr. Bridges stated the house was moved to the location in 1982 and serves as 
a pro bono law clinic that is run by the students. He noted that all other uses around the 
property are commercial and that this is the only house facing Blount Street.  Mr. Bridges gave 
examples of other ground signs including 424 N. Blount Street and 310 N. Blount Street.  
 
Opposition:   
There was no one else present to speak in favor of or in opposition to the application. 
 
Responses and Questions:   
Ms. Tully noted that the signs on N. Blount Street are on state owned property and is not 
subject to zoning regulations.  Mr. Thiem stated that most signs that are on a residence type 
house is hung from the edge of the porch. Ms. Tully clarified that the decoration of the porch on 
this house is significant. When a house is being used for a commercial use in a residential 
character district then a small sign is typically approved.  
 
Mr. John Brooks [affirmed] stated that this very item was discussed on the Capital Planning 
Commission and that stand alone signs in yards are not allowed. The only example of this was 
in the Governor’s house. Mr. Brooks added that 501 Blount Street wanted a sign and it was 
turned down for one. Mr. Brooks reasserted that this section of Blount Street has the same 
character as N. Blount Street. 
 
At Mr. Davis’ suggestion Mr. Smith moved that the public testimony portion of the hearing be 
closed.  Mr. Hinshaw seconded; motion carried 5/0. 
 

Committee Discussion 
 
The following points were made in discussion [speaker indicated in brackets]: 
We talked about the character of the street being residential in appearance versus commercial in 
use. [David] 
2.8.9. speaks to ground signs in appropriate locations. [Smith] 
Residential versus commercial in my impression it was more commercial versus residential. 
[Hinshaw] 
It is a hybrid neighborhood. It is the beginning of the residential portion. [Davis] 
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Further up it is more residential and this is closer to the city. A lot of the structures around there 
are commercial. [Hinshaw] 
The house is an outlier. [Davis] 
It is an interesting dilemma.  Walking by there, from the pedestrian scale, it is a house. It is 
appropriate in the context of the structure that is there it is a house and we do not allow the sign 
to minimize the impact. [Thiem] 
Boylan Apartments has a ground sign but it is traditional for apartment to have that kind of 
sign.  The question is what kind of sign is appropriate for this house. [Davis] 
A small sign on a house is approved by a minor work. [Tully] 
They could bring it out on an awning or perpendicular to the railing. [Thiem] 
This is a transitional area visually.  We have been consistent about not having a ground signs in 
front of houses. [David] 
The size of the sign is awfully large. It is a house. [Hinshaw] 
 

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 
 
Mr. Smith moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the evidentiary 
hearing, the committee finds staff position A. (inclusive of facts 1-10) to be acceptable as 
findings of fact, with the modifications and additions as listed below: 
 
A. Installation of a sign is not incongruous according to Guidelines sections 2.8.2, 2.8.4, 2.8.5, 

2.8.7, 2.8.9; however installation of a 42" tall 40" wide ground sign is incongruous according 
to Guidelines sections 2.8.2, 2.8.6, 2.8.9, and the following facts: 

1* The faces of the sign are proposed to be 40”x30”and will sit at a maximum height of 42”.  
2* Wood is a traditional material used for signs. 
3* The text of the sign is simple and easy to read and will be painted to match the colors of the 

logo which coordinate with the colors of the house. 
4* The Special Character of the Capitol Square Historic District (p. 80-81) of the Design 

Guidelines for Raleigh Historic Districts states: 
a. “The street pattern is regular, with streets intersecting at right angles as laid out in the 

original city plan. The one exception is at the east end of the district, where 
contemporary traffic engineering concerns for one-way traffic patterns led to the curving 
connection of Morgan Street to New Bern Avenue, creating a cul-de-sac at New Bern 
Place.” 

b. “The architectural character of the district is largely institutional in nature, dominated 
by state government buildings and church complexes.” and “To the east of the Capitol, 
however, awaits a surprise of domestic delight unusual in the heart of an urban setting. 
Owing to the landscape and architectural qualities displayed in the two blocks of New 
Bern Avenue, this area departs from the strongly institutional character of the rest of the 
district.” 

c. New Bern Place is called out specifically as being residential in character and having a 
“calm ambiance of repose in an otherwise bustling downtown scene.” 
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5* The ordinance designating the Horton-Beckham-Bretsch House as a Raleigh Historic 
landmark states that it “possesses special significance architecturally as a bold example of 
the Eastlake cottage style in Raleigh and as one of a handful of residential buildings in the 
Capitol Square Historic Overlay District.” 

6* A ground sign at 501 N Blount Street in the Blount Street Historic District was denied in 
2013 (164-13-CA) largely because the Blount Street Historic District is residential in 
character. 

7* Since 1982 the house has sat on a .35-acre lot. North of the house is a seven car paved 
parking lot, and another paved fourteen-car lot extends to the rear, occupying the remainder 
of the parcel. 

8* The property sits at the southern boundary of the Capitol Square district immediately 
adjacent the Moore Square district. 

9* The properties on the other corners (north and west) of the intersection include a parking 
lot, a former auto garage rehabbed as a church, and a vacant auto garage and parking lot. To 
the north of the property are three houses facing New Bern Place including the White-
Holman and Montgomery Houses. 

10* Plantings are not proposed at the base of the sign. 
11* This is the only house facing Blount Street in the district. 
12* Testimony was provided that the Capital Planning Commission is against ground signs. 

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

Decision on the Application 
 
Mr. Smith made a motion that the application be denied  
 
The motion was seconded by Ms. Davis; passed 5/0. 
 
Committee members voting:  David, Davis, Hinshaw, Thiem, Smith. 
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OTHER BUSINESS 
1. Administrative Review of Conditions: 233 S Wilmington Street (125-15-CA)  

After review of the documents provided Ms. David moved that Condition 2 for COA 125-
15-CA is approved.   Mr. Thiem seconded; passed 5/0. 

2. Administrative Review of Conditions: 314 E Cabarrus Street (132-15-CA) 
After discussion and review of information provided by staff and the applicant Ms. David 
moved that the metal fabrication extending beyond the exterior wall face of the addition is 
not consistent with the approved application.  Mr. Smith seconded; passed 5/0. 

3. Administrative Review of Conditions: 300 E Davie Street (074-15-CA) 
After review of the documents provided, Mr. Hinshaw moved to approve the removal of 
the third tree with a donation to NeighborWoods. Ms. David seconded; passed 5/0. 

4. Design Guidelines Update 
5. Committee Discussion 

a. Application Completeness 
b. Meeting Post-Mortem 

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