RALEIGH HISTORIC DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS COMMITTEE
Minutes of the Meeting
April 28, 2016

CALL TO ORDER

Chair Elizabeth Caliendo called the Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) Committee meeting

to order at 4:54 p.m.

ROLL CALL

Tania Tully, Preservation Planner, called the roll as follows:
Present: Elizabeth Caliendo, Sarah David, Don Davis, Laurie Jackson, Kaye Webb
Staff Present: Tania Tully, Martha Lauer; Francis P. Raspberry, Jr., Attorney

Approval of the March 7, 2016 Minutes

Ms. David moved to waive the reading of the minutes for the hearing and to adopt said minutes

as submitted. Mr. Davis seconded the motion; passed 5/0.

Minor Works

There were no questions regarding the Minor Work report.

The following is a list indicating persons in attendance and whether they were affirmed. Ms.

Martha Lauer, Notary Public, administered the affirmation.

Visitor's/Applicant’s Name and Address Affirmed
John B. Kerr, 1027 W South Street 27603 Yes
Chris Crew, 306 Elm Street 27601 Yes
Billy Brewer, 721 N Bloodworth Street 27604 Yes
David Griffith, 118 N Bloodworth Street 27601 Yes
Zachary Chrisco, 64 Pleasant Street 02472 Yes
Madonna Phillips (Hallam), 601 Leonidas Street 27604 Yes
Ashley Morris, 306 Pell Street 27604 Yes
Greg Hallam, 601 Leonidas Street 27604 Yes
Christine Dunn, 64 Pleasant Street 02472 Yes
Gina Ford, 64 Pleasant Street 02472 Yes
Anne Hunter, 2724 Anderson Drive 27608 Yes
Michael Eubanks, 3906 Sunningdale Way 27707 Yes
Grayson Maughan, 222 W Hargett Street 27601 Yes
Gail Wiesner, 515 Euclid Street 27604 Yes
Heather Campbell, 707 N East Street 27604 Yes
Brandy Thompson, 1100 Filmore Street 27605 Yes
Mary Ruffin Hanbury, 123 W park Street 276905 Yes
David Maurer, 115.5 E Hargett Street 27601 Yes
Jason Queen Yes
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Jo Anne Sanford Yes

Matt Tomasulo Yes
Nicole Alvarez Yes
Matthew Munoz Yes

REVIEW OF SUMMARY PROCEEDINGS/APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Ms. Jackson moved to approve the agenda as amended. Mr. Davis 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 054-16-CA for which the Summary
Proceeding is made part of these minutes.

April 28, 2016 COA Meeting Minutes Page 2 of 72



APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS — SUMMARY PROCEEDING

054-16-CA 225 E SOUTH STREET

Applicant: DEBRA C. HYSON
Received: 4/8/2016 Meeting Date(s):
Submission date + 90 days: 7/7/2016 1) 4/28/2016 2) 3)

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: PRINCE HALL HISTORIC DISTRICT

Zoning: OX-3-DE

Nature of Project: Construct 6' tall wood privacy fence in rear yard.

Conflict of Interest: None noted.

Staff Notes: Based upon a site inspection conducted by staff on April 19, 2016, none of the plant
materials in the copse of volunteer “trees and bushes to be removed” in the rear yard is of a

regulated size. No COA is required for the removal of this vegetation, and it is not
addressed in these comments.

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

Sections Topic Description of Work
24 Fences and Walls Install rear yard fence.
STAFF POSITION

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

A. Construction of the rear yard fence is not incongruous according to Guidelines section 2.4.8
and the following facts:

1* Location of the fence is along the rear yard perimeter of the parcel, a traditional location for
fences.

2* The fence ties back to the rear corners of the house, a typical point for rear yard enclosures.

3* The dog-eared design of the fence matches the rear yard perimeter fence on the adjacent
property to the west.

4* The six foot height of the proposed fence matches the height of the adjacent fence.

5* Gate hardware finish is proposed to be black enamel. Black color is a traditional finish
treatment for exterior gate hardware, emulating historic wrought iron.

Staff recommends that the committee approve the application.

Decision on the Application
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There were no objections to approval without a public hearing.

Mr. Davis moved to approve the application, adopting the staff position as the written record of
the summary proceeding on 054-16-CA. Ms. David seconded the motion; passed 5/0.

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

Certificate expiration date: 10/28/16.
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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: 057-16-CA, 128-15-CA, 053-16-CA, 055-16-CA, 056-16-CA, 058-16-CA, 059-16-CA, 060-
16-CA and 061-16-CA.

Prior to hearing COA 058-16-CA, Mr. Davis made a motion to recuse Ms. Caliendo for the next
two cases (included 059-16-CA). Ms. Caliendo works with each of the applicants. Ms. David
seconded; motion carried 4/0.

Ms. Webb served as chair during her absence.

After COA 059-16-CA, Ms. David made a motion to readmit Ms. Caliendo; Mr. Davis seconded;
motion carried 4/0.

Prior to COA 060-16-CA, Ms. David moved to recuse Ms. Jackson since she works for the firm
involved with the case. Mr. Davis seconded; motion carried 4/0.

After COA 060-16-CA, Ms. Webb made a motion to readmit Ms. Jackson; Ms. David seconded;
motion carried 4/0.
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS — CERTIFIED RECORD

057-16-CA 313 E LANE STREET

Applicant: JBK CONSTRUCTION LLC
Received: 4/11/2016 Meeting Date(s):
Submission date + 90 days: 7/10/2016 1) 4/28/2016 2) 3)

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT

Raleigh Historic Landmark:

Zoning: R-10

Nature of Project: Construct 6' tall wood fence and stone columns along west property line;
construct arched driveway gate.

Amendments: The application was amended with additional information received on April 25,
2016. Copies are attached. The material includes an updated plot plan, additional written
description and clarifications, photos, and drawings.

Conflict of Interest: None noted.

Staff Notes:

The survey provided in the amended application info indicates that there is an “existing
gap” in the deed records regarding the location of the parcel line for this property and
the property adjacent to the west. It should be noted that this review is restricted solely
to the design aspects of the proposed fence relative to the historic development
standards. Ownership and the exact location of property lines is a civil matter outside of
the commission’s purview.

A 2004 application from the current owner of the subject property, 054-04-CA, resulted
in conditional approval for construction of a rear addition. One of the conditions related
to rear patio and walkway construction and required that “prior to issuance of building
permits, staff review and approve details for ...stair details; stone paver patterns, stone
samples, mortar specifications, and mortar joint tooling patterns.” A staff note in the file
indicates that these conditions were never fulfilled, and would be the subject of a
separate application. No application was ever submitted, and the current configuration
of the patio and walkways is not consistent with the patio and walkway design
illustrated in the 2004 application for the addition.

Given the passage of time and the after-the-fact nature of the current patio
configuration, City staff believes the current patio should be the subject of a separate
application reviewed by the COA Committee. Accordingly, the patio is not addressed in
the review of this application and staff will request submittal of a separate application to
bring the patio construction into conformity with City Code requirements for COA
issuance.
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APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

Sections  Topic Description of Work
2.4 Fences and Walls  Construct fence along west parcel line; construct driveway gate.
3.2 Masonry Construct stone posts atop existing stone wall.

STAFF POSITION

1>(-
2*

3*

4>(-

5*

6>(-

7>(-

8*

9>(-

10*

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

The proposed stone post and wood panel fence construction design and wood driveway
gate are not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines sections 2.4.1, 2.4.8, and 3.2.8
and the following facts:

Stone material is presently used for wall and fence landscape treatment on this property.
Stone to be used for the fence posts is salvaged from the property and will match the current
stone wall elements.

The caps for the new stone posts feature a simple flat profile atop the post with an
approximately 1” overhang, similar to the post caps for the front yard retaining wall posts.
No evidence is provided in the application regarding reinforcement of the three
northernmost stone posts and their structural stability to be simply placed atop the existing
wall.

Six-foot tall wood privacy fences along the side lot lines and located behind the proximate
corner of the front wall plane of the building are common in the historic district.

The wood panels are detailed in a good neighbor design that places the pickets on the
external faces of the panels and the structural elements on the interior faces.

The wood post tops illustrated in the amended application materials feature a chamfered
top treatment. Chamfers are a historic corner edge treatment found on porch columns,
railings and other elements in the historic district.

The wood posts atop the stone wall are proposed to be secured with adjustable metal post
bases bolted to the top course of the wall. No information is provided in the application
regarding the nature of the bolts, their method of attachment into the stone, the corrosion-
resistance properties of bases and bolts, stability of the stone wall following attachment of
post bases and fence, strength of the existing mortar joints against any overturning moment
loads that the fence may apply to the wall due to wind and/or other lateral applied forces,
and other aspects of how these issues may or may not damage the historic stone wall.
Research at the manufacturer website for the adjustable post bases
[http://www.strongtie.com/retrofitpostbases_postbases/aba-abu-
abw_productgroup_wecc/p/aba.abu.abw (accessed 4/26/2016)] indicates that they are “not
recommended for non top-supported installations (such as fences or unbraced carports).”
In response to a question “Can the Simpson Strong-Tie 4x4 Uplift Post Base ZMAX be used
for a porch railing?” [http://www.homedepot.com/p/Simpson-Strong-Tie-Z-MAX-4-in-x-4-
in-16-Gauge-Galvanized-Adjustable-Post-Base-ABU447,/100375358 (accessed 4/26/2016)], a
Simpson Strong-Tie representative replied:
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This product would not be supported for a railing application. We do not have a load rated
post base we recommend for non top-supported installations. Non top-supported structures
such as unbraced carports, railings, fences, arbors etc. need to resist lateral loads such as
wind, earthquake, climbing kids, people leaning, etc. at the top. Those lateral loads at the
top of post translate to significant moment loads at the bottom. We do not have a base
designed/rated to resist these moment loads.

11* The driveway gates feature an arched top design with open “latticework.” There are no
other apparent arched design elements in the rest of the fence, in the house’s architectural
details or in the landscape treatment of the property. No evidence is provided in the
application regarding whether this is a characteristic design treatment for wood driveway
gates in the historic district.

12* A natural finish is proposed for the treated wood fence; treated wood fences are common
throughout the historic district.

13* A glossy or semi-gloss “poly” darker brown colored finish is illustrated for the gate. No
evidence is provided in the application regarding whether the sheen of the gate and the
different colors and finishes for the related fence construction is characteristic of the historic
district.

14* The elevation drawing of the west lot line fence has a notation “[Gate (8'-9”)].” It is not
known whether this is a height or a width dimension.

15* Black bolt-and-eye hardware is proposed for the driveway gates to match the historic
hardware remnants on the rear accessory structure.

16* A number of repair campaigns for the existing stone walls on the property display poor
workmanship in matching the mortar joint profiles and colors.

B. The proposed grapevine joint treatment for the new stone posts is incongruous according to
Guidelines sections 3.2.6 and 3.2.8 and the following facts:

1* While section 3.2 of the guidelines primarily addresses existing masonry work and not the
addition of new work to an existing fence, the cited guidelines sections make clear the
preference when working on historic masonry that matching materials and treatments is
desirable.

2* The grapevine joints proposed to be matched are on the front retaining wall next to the
public sidewalk, in a location where a more decorative design detail would be observed by
passersby.

3* In contrast, the west driveway stone wall mortar joints are a more utilitarian roughly-tooled
flush joint.

4* The new stone posts are most closely associated with the driveway retaining wall upon
which they sit.

Pending the submittal of any additional evidence during the hearing and the committee’s
determination regarding attachment of the wood posts to the stone wall, the arched design of
the driveway gates, and the finish treatment of the driveway gates, staff recommends that the
committee defer the application for the receipt of additional information.

In the alternative, if the committee chooses to approve the amended application, staff
recommends the following conditions:
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1. That the new stone posts feature a roughly-tooled flush joint executed to match the existing
stone driveway wall upon which the posts will sit.

2. That prior to issuance of the blue placard, the applicant provide for staff review and
approval:
a. Specifications for the mortar mix to be used, with particular attention to texture and the

hue and value of its grey color;

b. Post hardware and fasteners for connecting to the existing stone wall;
c. Color and finish for the driveway gates.

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 was an addendum to the proposal.

Support:
Mr. John Banks Kerr [affirmed] was present to speak in support of the application. Mr. Kerr

stated he was using Old South Masonry as the mason for the project and met with their staff to
discuss how the columns will be constructed. Mr. Kerr explained the columns will be
constructed with rebar inserted into stone with epoxy then granite. A sketch of the proposal
was passed around.

Mr. Kerr stated the gate design is the design the homeowner liked but they are open to other
designs. Mr. Kerr stated the fence’s height will be six feet at its highest point from the ground
level up. For the wood posts, the highest will be 50" with stone on either side. Mr. Kerr added
that bracing can be used if it is needed, but that the fence was not top heavy. The tallest gate
was indicated to be 6' that will close off the driveway and be a double gate that will swing out.
Mr. Kerr reassured that the hardware won't be seen and the eye will be built into the gate itself
with a pin in the door.

Mr. Kerr added that the columns along the sidewalk have a bead mortar joint which they
believed would look better than a rough mortar joint that is currently there.

Opposition:
Ms. Anne Hunter [affirmed], owner of the adjacent property *(constructed by her grandfather in

1909), was present to speak in opposition to the application. Ms. Hunter wanted to know the
exact height of the fence and where it will be. Ms. Hunter pointed out that the slope of the
driveway is higher at the street than it is next to the carriage house. Ms. Hunter stated she
believes that as the wall gets higher toward the front of the property, and it would be too high.
Ms. Hunter distributed pictures as well as measurements to the committee showing the
condition of the wall. Ms. Hunter stated if the contractor will lower the height of the fence as it
comes forward there would not be much of a problem. Ms. Hunter questioned if there was an
encroachment agreement with the other neighbor and also questioned as to how the fence will
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be joined as it comes back into the stone wall. Ms. Hunter expressed her concerns about the
house being so close to the wall; it is exactly 12” away which will make it difficult to maintain as
well as any safety issues such as a fire.

Responses and Questions:

Mr. Kerr stated the total amount with the wall and fence will be no higher than 6’. Ms. Caliendo
asked to confirm this and Mr. Kerr stated it will be 6" total with the fence approximately 40” on
top of the wall. He noted that the fence will be even with or lower than the window sills of the
house next door.

Ms. Caliendo inquired if a structural engineer has looked into the design. Mr. Kerr stated there

was no need to as the mason has looked at it and confirmed it was strong. Mr. Kerr stated there
was also evidence of posts suggesting that there was fence on top at some point previously. He
added that the owner has bumped into the wall a few times and it has not moved.

Ms. David inquired about the addition at the back of the neighboring house that will have a
window. Mr. Kerr answered that the window will be down by two inches, but that it should not
block any light.

Ms. Caliendo inquired if they are open to changing the joints of the new stone as well as the
finish of the fence. Mr. Kerr stated he is. Ms. Caliendo asked if the arch could be changed. Mr.
Kerr replied that was what the owner liked but they are open to suggestion as it will be built on
the site.

Ms. Jackson inquired about the notation of 8'9”. Mr. Kerr answered that is the width of the gate,
not the height.

At Ms. Caliendo’s suggestion Mr. Davis moved that the public testimony portion of the hearing
be closed. Ms. Jackson seconded; motion carried 5/0.

Committee Discussion

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

They addressed the neighbor concerns about the height and the applicant is willing to change
the design of the fence. [Caliendo]

I would like to see more evidence from staff on the style of the fence. [Jackson]

The hand sketch of the gate shows that it is up next to the neighbor. Mrs. Hunter made a good
point about the tight fit of the fence next to her house but that is not necessarily within our
purview. [David]

I think the zoning permit would be where you would address closeness to the house. [Davis]
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Mr.

the

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

Davis moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the public hearing,
committee finds staff position A. (inclusive of facts 1-13, 15-16) and B. (inclusive of facts 1-4)

to be acceptable as findings of fact, with the modifications and additions as listed below:

A.

1>(-

2*

3>(-

4>(-

5>(-

6>(-

7*

8>(-

9>(-

10*

The proposed stone post and wood panel fence construction design and wood driveway
gate are not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines sections 2.4.1, 2.4.8, and 3.2.8
and the following facts:

Stone material is presently used for wall and fence landscape treatment on this property.
Stone to be used for the fence posts is salvaged from the property and will match the current
stone wall elements.

The caps for the new stone posts feature a simple flat profile atop the post with an
approximately 1” overhang, similar to the post caps for the front yard retaining wall posts.
No evidence is provided in the application regarding reinforcement of the three
northernmost stone posts and their structural stability to be simply placed atop the existing
wall.

Six-foot tall wood privacy fences along the side lot lines and located behind the proximate
corner of the front wall plane of the building are common in the historic district.

The wood panels are detailed in a good neighbor design that places the pickets on the
external faces of the panels and the structural elements on the interior faces.

The wood post tops illustrated in the amended application materials feature a chamfered
top treatment. Chamfers are a historic corner edge treatment found on porch columns,
railings and other elements in the historic district.

The wood posts atop the stone wall are proposed to be secured with adjustable metal post
bases bolted to the top course of the wall. No information is provided in the application
regarding the nature of the bolts, their method of attachment into the stone, the corrosion-
resistance properties of bases and bolts, stability of the stone wall following attachment of
post bases and fence, strength of the existing mortar joints against any overturning moment
loads that the fence may apply to the wall due to wind and/or other lateral applied forces,
and other aspects of how these issues may or may not damage the historic stone wall.
Research at the manufacturer website for the adjustable post bases
[http://www.strongtie.com/retrofitpostbases_postbases/aba-abu-
abw_productgroup_wcc/p/aba.abu.abw (accessed 4/26/2016)] indicates that they are “not
recommended for non top-supported installations (such as fences or unbraced carports).”
In response to a question “Can the Simpson Strong-Tie 4x4 Uplift Post Base ZMAX be used
for a porch railing?” [http://www.homedepot.com/p/Simpson-Strong-Tie-Z-MAX-4-in-x-4-
in-16-Gauge-Galvanized-Adjustable-Post-Base-ABU447,/100375358 (accessed 4/26/2016)], a

Simpson Strong-Tie representative replied:
This product would not be supported for a railing application. We do not have a load rated
post base we recommend for non top-supported installations. Non top-supported structures
such as unbraced carports, railings, fences, arbors etc. need to resist lateral loads such as
wind, earthquake, climbing kids, people leaning, etc. at the top. Those lateral loads at the
top of post translate to significant moment loads at the bottom. We do not have a base
designed/rated to resist these moment loads.
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11* The driveway gates feature an arched top design with open “latticework.” There are no
other apparent arched design elements in the rest of the fence, in the house’s architectural
details or in the landscape treatment of the property. No evidence is provided in the
application regarding whether this is a characteristic design treatment for wood driveway
gates in the historic district.

12* A natural finish is proposed for the treated wood fence; treated wood fences are common
throughout the historic district.

13* A glossy or semi-gloss “poly” darker brown colored finish is illustrated for the gate. No
evidence is provided in the application regarding whether the sheen of the gate and the
different colors and finishes for the related fence construction is characteristic of the historic
district.

14* The elevation drawing of the west lot line fence has a notation “[Gate (8'-9”)].” Testimony
confirmed that the gate is 6" tall and 8’9” wide.

15* Black bolt-and-eye hardware is proposed for the driveway gates to match the historic
hardware remnants on the rear accessory structure.

16* A number of repair campaigns for the existing stone walls on the property display poor
workmanship in matching the mortar joint profiles and colors.

17* A sketch of the stone column construction was provided.

18* The fence will be lower than the neighbor’s windows with the exception of a few inches on
one back window.

B. The proposed grapevine joint treatment for the new stone posts is incongruous according to
Guidelines sections 3.2.6 and 3.2.8 and the following facts:

1* While section 3.2 of the guidelines primarily addresses existing masonry work and not the
addition of new work to an existing fence, the cited guidelines sections make clear the
preference when working on historic masonry that matching materials and treatments is
desirable.

2* The grapevine joints proposed to be matched are on the front retaining wall next to the
public sidewalk, in a location where a more decorative design detail would be observed by
passersby.

3* In contrast, the west driveway stone wall mortar joints are a more utilitarian roughly-tooled
flush joint.

4* The new stone posts are most closely associated with the driveway retaining wall upon
which they sit.

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

Decision on the Application

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

1. That the new stone posts feature a roughly-tooled flush joint.
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2. That prior to issuance of the blue placard, the applicant provide for staff review and
approval:
a. Specifications for the mortar mix to be used, with particular attention to texture and the
hue and value of its grey color;
b. Post hardware and fasteners for connecting to the existing stone wall and how the
integrity of the historic wall will be maintained;
c. Color and finish for the driveway gates.
3. That the fence gate not have an arch.

The motion was seconded by Ms. Webb; passed 5/0.
Committee members voting: Caliendo, David, Davis, Jackson, Webb.

Certificate expiration date: 10/28/16.
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS — CERTIFIED RECORD

128-15-CA 307 & 311 E EDENTON STREET

Applicant: CHARLOTTE BREWER, WILLIAM BREWER, & JO ANNE SANFORD
Received: 8/25/2015 Meeting Date(s):
Submission date + 90 days: 11/23/2015 1) 11/2/2015 2)12/7/2015  3) 4/28/2016

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT

Zoning: OX-3-UL

Nature of Project: Install parking lot lighting [partial after-the-fact]

Amendments: A summary letter with requested decision provided April 25, 2016 is attached.
Conflict of Interest: None noted.

Staff Notes:

o After-the-fact applications are treated as though the work has not been done.

e Use is not reviewed through the COA process.

¢ Removal of fence was approved at the November 2015 hearing.

e On January 26, 2016 staff gave the applicant permission to have sample fixtures installed
on an interim basis. Sample fixtures were installed March 5, 2016.

e The application was received 8/25/15 (246 days ago). City Code states “that the
Commission may take the matter under advisement for a total period of up to 180 days
to receive additional evidence or memoranda of authority requested by the Commission
for its consideration. Nothing in this paragraph shall prohibit an extension of time
where mutual consent is given.”

e Staff photos of the installation in the daytime are available for review.

¢ Enforcement of COAs is the purview of City staff, not the RHDC. As a matter of
practice, zoning enforcement staff work closely with historic preservation staff and do
not assess fines unless requested to do so.

e  Only the light fixtures are under review in the COA, not the poles.

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

Sections Topic Description of Work
2.7 Lighting . o
3.11 Accessibility, Health, and Safety Considerations Install parking lot lighting

STAFF POSITION

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

A. Installation of parking lot lighting is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines
2.74,2.75,2.7.6,2.7.7,311.2, 3.11.2; however the mounting of streetlight fixtures on
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1>{-

2*

3*

4>(-

5>(-

6>(-
7>(-

8*

9>(-

10*

11%

12*

standard-height poles may be incongruous according to Guidelines 2.7.4, 2.7.5, 2.7.8, and the
installation of 4,000 K bulbs in the specific fixtures proposed may be incongruous according
to Guidelines 2.7.4,2.7.5, 2.7.10 and the following facts:

This application addresses two lots. 307 E Edenton Street has no buildings, and consists of a
parking lot. The east side of 311 E Edenton Street is a brick 2-story Neoclassical Revival
house with a ca. 1991 rear addition.

The Special Character Essay for Oakwood states “A small commercial area at the
intersection of Lane and Bloodworth streets continues to provide a touch of contrast to the
otherwise uniformly residential character of the district.”

Except for the former filling station at 100 N Person Street, the commercial structures
referenced in section B of the application are not within the historic district.

The light fixtures are proposed for existing parking lots and are adjacent a commercial
character building, a parking lot behind a house being used for commercial purposes, and
residential character lots.

Page 20 of the Guidelines states “Additional lighting may be desirable on a particular site
because of concerns for safety or security. Careful consideration should be given to where
supplemental lighting is needed and in what quantity. Adequate lighting can often be
introduced through lights on residential-scale posts, recessed lights, footlights, or
directional lights mounted in unobtrusive locations. Such solutions are far more in keeping
with the historic character of the districts than harsh floodlights and standard security lights
mounted on tall utility poles.” It also states “To minimize the intrusion of lighting for
institutional or commercial buildings and related parking areas in primarily residential
neighborhoods, and to save energy, the lighting may be connected to timers that
automatically shut it off when it is not needed.”

Existing light fixtures will be removed.

There are three utility poles in question. They are all utility company standard height wood
poles located at the center and rear of the combined lots. The proposal is for 2 light fixtures
on Pole A and 1 each on Poles B and C.

The proposed light fixture, “Roadway” is a long flat unit of contemporary design; a photo of
the proposed fixture is included. The lights are 50 watt LED, 4,807 Lumens with a Type III
distribution pattern. This is this lowest wattage fixture provided by Duke-Progress.
Duke-Progress offers decorative poles with a 16’ fixture mounting height. These would be
the same wattage as proposed, have a 360 degree light spread, and would be installed with
an underground conductor.

There are several large trees on the property that could be negatively impacted by
installation of underground power lines.

The proposed light fixtures, mounted at 25 feet, have a light spread of 37.5 feet on either
side of the pole for a total of 75 feet. The fixture is full cut-off meaning that light is directed
to the ground and will keep the light on the subject properties.

The amended application includes an illustration of the distance between pole A and the
rear of the house at 311 E Edenton Street. Pole A is approximately 110 feet from the north
property line.
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13* The 2" addendum states “that the rear wall of the house to the north of Pole A is
approximately 240" from said light pole...The spread of the light footprint from the
Rodeway [sic] Fixture installed on Pole A, is 37.5" in each direction. Thus, that footprint
terminates approximately 70" inside the rear lot line at 311 East Edenton.”

14* The mounting height of the fixtures places them within the tree line which may be
considered an unobtrusive location.

15* LED bulbs have been approved by the committee provided the light color is of a warm tone.
The proposed LED has a color temperature of 4,000K; this is considered a neutral white.
3,000 Kelvin is a warmer color closer to incandescent and in keeping with the character of
the district. [Fact 10* Certified Record for COA 175-15-CA]

16* In February 2016, the committee denied COA 175-15-CA which was for the use of the
Roadway fixtures heads with 4,000 Kelvin light color and a range of wattage as low as 50
watts.

17* In a meeting April 20, 2016 with Public Works staff and Duke Energy representatives,
historic preservation staff was informed that there is no immediate plan by the city to
change out the existing streetlights in the HODs. Additionally, there is no current federal
mandate to phase out sodium vapor bulbs, although this could change at any time.

18* The application does not address the color of the light.

19* The addendum describes the proposed lights as: “slim, unobtrusive design, virtually
indistinguishable from the surrounding tree limbs during the day” and “By night, the 4
Rodeway [sic] Fixtures barely illuminate the area, and there is no light intrusion outside the
lot.”

20* Staff observed the installed light fixtures in the daytime and found them to be visually
unobtrusive.

21* The applicants have provided information about specific safety and security concerns,
related to the adequacy of lighting

22* The addendum references “hooded, shielded, full cut-off Rodeway [sic] design,” but the
installation does not include a hoods or shields,

23* The parking lot setting of the proposed light fixtures is not the same as the street lights in
the prior application.

Staff recommends that the committee make a decision based on the application without any tie-
in to the streetlights in the right-of-way.

Staff offers no recommendation.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Staff Introduction: Tania Tully [affirmed] showed the location of the property on the map and
noted highlights from staff comments.
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Support:
Mr. William E. Brewer Jr. [affirmed] was present to speak in support of the application and

requested that the commission make a decision. Mr. Brewer stated he is asking the same thing
as staff and that the lights are not the same as streetlights. The character of a parking lot is
different than the street.

Mr. Brewer stated these lights do not shine outside the bounds of the property and originally
the lights bothered the neighbors but this has been fixed. Mr. Brewer added that staff has been
on the property in the daytime and that the lights are unobtrusive. Mr. Brewer encouraged
people to go look at the lights at night. Mr. Brewer also added the issue of design and the
applicants have embraced what is new in Oakwood in addition to what is historic. Mr. Brewer
stated there is no problem with a light that is gentler and kinder and it is about safety as the
people who park at the law office need light.

Opposition:
Ms. Gail Wiesner [affirmed] was present to speak in opposition to the application. Ms. Wiesner

submitted a packet to the committee that contained information from another case and stated
she was in contact with the other party regarding the lighting intrusion.

Ms. Wiesner stated it is her belief that with these lights that shields cannot be added. Ms.
Wiesner added that the lights are commercial and not residential and if something was to be
replaced it needed to be as close to the original as possible. Ms. Wiesner pointed to guidelines
2.7.3,6,9, 11 and the introduction. She noted that the remarks about the dark sky initiative are
not correct. Ms. Wiesner stated the teardrop lights meet the guidelines and that and she hopes a
temporary solution could be reached until the city makes its decisions about replacing the
streetlights.

Responses and Questions:

Mr. Brewer stated he did not want his property to become a surrogate battle and that the
teardrop lighting will cause a lot of light infiltration. Mr. Brewer added that the problem Ms.
Wiesner stated is incorrect, it is not infiltration and the light stops at 50 yards from the property
line. Mr. Brewer reiterated the lights are for safety for people and is not obtrusive.

Ms. Caliendo inquired if the committee had a chance to view the property at night and received
affirmative nods. Mr. Davis stated you can see the lightbulb from Jones Street but whether it is
enough to be obnoxious to the neighbors is a different issue. Mr. Brewer clarified that to see the
light is not the same as infiltration onto another property. Mr. Brewer stated the only problem
is if the light was brought down to the human level.

Ms. Caliendo inquired about the lights not having a hood or shield. Mr. Brewer responded the
light just shines down and does not need a shield. Ms. Jo Ann Sanford [affirmed] joined Mr.
Brewer to speak in support of the application. Ms. Sanford stated her understanding was that
there was already a shield over the top and the light shines down; they are called full cut-off.
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Ms. Wiesner reiterated that the applicant should look at the information provided for the shield
that complies with dark skies. Ms. Tully stated that fact 11 has information on the light spread
and cut off features for the proposed fixture. Ms. Sanford stated that the information they
received was from Duke Energy and gave additional information regarding the pole light edge
of the light pattern which would only extend 37.5' toward the property which the edge is 70'
inside their property line.

At Ms. Caliendo’s suggestion Mr. Davis moved that the public testimony portion of the hearing
be closed. Ms. David seconded; motion carried 5/0.

Committee Discussion

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

We need to discuss three things: pole height, fixture design and light. [Caliendo]

They are so thin they do tend to disappear into the treeline. [David]

I agree they are inconspicuous per 2.7.5. [Caliendo]

The discussion for the streetlights for all the districts is a different beast and outside the scope of
this application. [David]

The property is surrounded on three sides by commercial property. [Caliendo]

The light does end inside their property. It does not appear to infiltrate but you would see it
because Jones Street is downhill. [David]

I think the color temperature is still a problem; it is very cold and bright. [Davis]

We could make a condition that these be replaced when the streetlights are. [Caliendo]

No, keep these separate. [Tully]

In terms of the pilot project, while this is something we would not want to approve throughout
the districts we are comfortable installing these lights here only. [Jackson]

One thing you could do is a condition that should Duke Energy offer a warmer Kelvin bulb,
they should change to that. [Tully]

I would caution placing weight on what absent neighbors may or may not experience.
[Raspberry]

Staff's comments on 11 and 13 clear up the light distribution as well as the testimony of the
applicant. [Jackson]

Do we need to address the height? Guidelines 2.7.5 speaks to introducing low level lighting? Is
that height or strength of the light? Human scale per 2.7.8? [David]

That was the guideline I had a question about. [Tully]

Existing cobra heads? [David]

They never got a COA. [Tully]

Typically I do not think the standard height poles are appropriate in a residential neighborhood
but the location of the site and the reference in the special character essay and the use of the
property does not seem incompatible the way it would be in the rest of the district. [Jackson,
Caliendo]
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Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

Ms. Jackson moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the public
hearing, the committee finds staff position A. (inclusive of facts 1-5, 7-24) to be acceptable as
findings of fact, with the modifications and additions as listed below:

A.

1>(-

2>(-

3*

4*

5>(-

6>(-
7>(-

8*

9>(-

Installation of parking lot lighting is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines
2.7.4,275,2.7.6,2.7.7,2.7.10, 3.11.2, 3.11.2, and the following facts:

This application addresses two lots. 307 E Edenton Street has no buildings, and consists of a
parking lot. The east side of 311 E Edenton Street is a brick 2-story Neoclassical Revival
house with a ca. 1991 rear addition.

The Special Character Essay for Oakwood states “A small commercial area at the
intersection of Lane and Bloodworth streets continues to provide a touch of contrast to the
otherwise uniformly residential character of the district.”

Except for the former filling station at 100 N Person Street, the commercial structures
referenced in section B of the application are not within the historic district.

The light fixtures are proposed for existing parking lots and are adjacent a commercial
character building, a parking lot behind a house being used for commercial purposes, and
residential character lots.

Page 20 of the Guidelines states “Additional lighting may be desirable on a particular site
because of concerns for safety or security. Careful consideration should be given to where
supplemental lighting is needed and in what quantity. Adequate lighting can often be
introduced through lights on residential-scale posts, recessed lights, footlights, or
directional lights mounted in unobtrusive locations. Such solutions are far more in keeping
with the historic character of the districts than harsh floodlights and standard security lights
mounted on tall utility poles.” It also states “To minimize the intrusion of lighting for
institutional or commercial buildings and related parking areas in primarily residential
neighborhoods, and to save energy, the lighting may be connected to timers that
automatically shut it off when it is not needed.”

Existing light fixtures are those installed March 2016 per the approved test.

There are three utility poles in question. They are all utility company standard height wood
poles located at the center and rear of the combined lots. The proposal is for 2 light fixtures
on Pole A and 1 each on Poles B and C.

The proposed light fixture, “Roadway” is a long flat unit of contemporary design; a photo of
the proposed fixture is included. The lights are 50 watt LED, 4,807 Lumens with a Type III
distribution pattern. This is this lowest wattage fixture provided by Duke-Progress.
Duke-Progress offers decorative poles with a 16’ fixture mounting height. These would be
the same wattage as proposed, have a 360 degree light spread, and would be installed with
an underground conductor.

10* There are several large trees on the property that could be negatively impacted by

installation of underground power lines.
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11* The proposed light fixtures, mounted at 25 feet, have a light spread of 37.5 feet on either
side of the pole for a total of 75 feet. The fixture is full cut-off meaning that light is directed
to the ground and will keep the light on the subject properties.

12* The amended application includes an illustration of the distance between pole A and the
rear of the house at 311 E Edenton Street. Pole A is approximately 110 feet from the north
property line.

13* The 2" addendum states “that the rear wall of the house to the north of Pole A is
approximately 240" from said light pole...The spread of the light footprint from the
Rodeway [sic] Fixture installed on Pole A, is 37.5" in each direction. Thus, that footprint
terminates approximately 70" inside the rear lot line at 311 East Edenton.”

14* The mounting height of the fixtures places them within the tree line which may be
considered an unobtrusive location.

15* LED bulbs have been approved by the committee provided the light color is of a warm tone.
The proposed LED has a color temperature of 4,000K; this is considered a neutral white.
3,000 Kelvin is a warmer color closer to incandescent and in keeping with the character of
the district. [Fact 10* Certified Record for COA 175-15-CA]

16* In February 2016, the committee denied COA 175-15-CA which was for the use of the
Roadway fixtures heads with 4,000 Kelvin light color and a range of wattage as low as 50
watts.

17* In a meeting April 20, 2016 with Public Works staff and Duke Energy representatives,
historic preservation staff was informed that there is no immediate plan by the city to
change out the existing streetlights in the HODs. Additionally, there is no current federal
mandate to phase out sodium vapor bulbs, although this could change at any time.

18* The application does not address the color of the light.

19* The addendum describes the proposed lights as: “slim, unobtrusive design, virtually
indistinguishable from the surrounding tree limbs during the day” and “By night, the 4
Rodeway [sic] Fixtures barely illuminate the area, and there is no light intrusion outside the
lot.”

20* Staff observed the installed light fixtures in the daytime and found them to be visually
unobtrusive.

21* The applicants have provided information about specific safety and security concerns,
related to the adequacy of lighting

22* The addendum references “hooded, shielded, full cut-off Rodeway [sic] design,” but the
installation does not include a hoods or shields,

23* The parking lot setting of the proposed light fixtures is not the same as the street lights in
the prior application.

24* The installed fixtures were observed at night and by day by the members of the committee.

The motion was seconded by Ms. David; passed 5/0.
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Decision on the Application

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

1. That if a lower Kelvin bulb is made available that it be changed to the warmer toned
light.

Ms. Webb agreed to the changes. The amended motion passed 5/0.
Committee members voting: Caliendo, David, Davis, Jackson, Webb.

Certificate expiration date: 4/28/16.
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS — CERTIFIED RECORD

053-16-CA 601 LEONIDAS COURT

Applicant: GREG & MADONNA HALLAM
Received: 4/8/2016 Meeting Date(s):
Submission date + 90 days: 7/7/2016 1) 4/28/2016 2) 3)

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT

Zoning: R-10

Nature of Project: Construct 1-story side addition on non-historic house

Amendments: In an email received April 28, 2016, Greg Hallam amended the application to
remove the “extended hearth” and the center transom window above it from the exterior of
the north facade. The appliance will be relocated to the interior. Revised drawings are
attached.

Conlflict of Interest: None noted.

Staff Notes: The title of Guidelines section 4.2 is “ Additions to Historic Buildings.” This building
is non-historic, having been constructed ~20 years ago. While the guidelines do not directly
address additions to non-historic buildings, the principles for compatible additions to
buildings remain the same; thus the guidelines of section 4.2 are principally used in
evaluating the application.

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

Sections  Topic Description of Work

42 Additions to Historic Buildings =~ Construct one-story addition.

2.4 Fences and Walls Relocate and extend existing fence.
STAFF POSITION

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

A. Construction of the one-story addition on the north side of the structure is not incongruous
according to Guidelines sections 4.2.2, 4.2.4, 4.2.5,4.2.6, 4.2.7, 4.2.9 and the following facts:

1* The site is relatively flat and near the crest of topography of the general area. The slope falls
away to the north which works in harmony with the slope of the addition’s shed roof to the
effect that the overall height of the north wall of the addition is proportional to the building.
It is a densely built-up urban environment and there are no significant views or vistas
through this side yard area that would be blocked by the addition.

2* There are no trees being removed for the addition. The area of construction will impact a
walkway and garden area on the property, as well as a portion of the rear lawn area of an
adjacent property acquired by the owners. A tree protection plan is provided for trees that

April 28, 2016 COA Meeting Minutes Page 22 of 72



are located outside the property but close to the subject property’s lot lines and the area of
construction.

3* The addition is inconspicuously located in the rear quadrant of the north side of the
building. The off-center orientation of the parcel’s lot to Leonidas Court and the angled
location of the building on the parcel reduces the viewing angles to the addition from the
public street.

4* The size and scale of the addition is a subservient one-story relative to the two-story main
block of the house. There is an existing one-story wing and wrap around porch on the
opposite side and rear of the house that the addition echoes and balances.

5% The lot is 8,511 SF. The existing house footprint including front porch is ~1,660 SF. The
existing house area is ~19.5% of the lot area. The addition increases footprint area by ~671
SF; new built area is ~27.4% of the total lot area. [survey BM2016-0291; application plans]

6* Foundation, siding, roofing and trim are proposed to match the details, size, materials and
colors already on the existing structure. Details are included in the application.

7* Window and door units will closely approximate the existing, and will be arranged and
sized similar to the patterns already expressed on the house exterior. Specifications are
included in the application.

8* The new front stoop will match the existing primary front porch foundation, concrete steps
and flooring. The stair railing will be metal, a common railing material in the historic
district. There is no information provided in the application regarding the railing color.

9* No information is provided in the application for whether the appliance being relocated to
the interior will have an exterior vent.

B. The relocation and extension of the existing perimeter fence is not incongruous according to
Guidelines section 2.4.8 and the following facts:

1* The existing fence follows the perimeter of the former parcel.

2* The relocated and extended fence follows the new perimeter of the recombined parcel.

Staff recommends that the committee approve the application, with the following condition:
1. That the following details be provided to and approved by staff prior to installation:
a. any exterior vent associated with the relocated appliance;
b. color of stoop handrails.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Staff Introduction: Tania Tully [affirmed] showed the location of the property on the map and
noted highlights from staff comments.

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

stated the house is non-historic and it takes the existing porch and wraps it around so it is
symmetrical. Mr. Greg Hallam [affirmed] was also present.
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Opposition:
There was no one else present to speak in favor of or in opposition to the application.

At Ms. Caliendo’s suggestion Mr. Davis moved that the public testimony portion of the hearing
be closed. Ms. Webb seconded; motion carried 5/0.

Committee Discussion

The following points were made in discussion [speaker indicated in brackets]:
Pretty straight forward application. [Caliendo]

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

Ms. Webb moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the public hearing,
the committee finds staff position A. (inclusive of facts 1-9) and B. (inclusive of facts 1-2) to be
acceptable as findings of fact:

A. Construction of the one-story addition on the north side of the structure is not incongruous
according to Guidelines sections 4.2.2, 4.2.4, 4.2.5,4.2.6, 4.2.7, 4.2.9 and the following facts:

1* The site is relatively flat and near the crest of topography of the general area. The slope falls
away to the north which works in harmony with the slope of the addition’s shed roof to the
effect that the overall height of the north wall of the addition is proportional to the building.
It is a densely built-up urban environment and there are no significant views or vistas
through this side yard area that would be blocked by the addition.

2* There are no trees being removed for the addition. The area of construction will impact a
walkway and garden area on the property, as well as a portion of the rear lawn area of an
adjacent property acquired by the owners. A tree protection plan is provided for trees that
are located outside the property but close to the subject property’s lot lines and the area of
construction.

3* The addition is inconspicuously located in the rear quadrant of the north side of the
building. The off-center orientation of the parcel’s lot to Leonidas Court and the angled
location of the building on the parcel reduces the viewing angles to the addition from the
public street.

4* The size and scale of the addition is a subservient one-story relative to the two-story main
block of the house. There is an existing one-story wing and wrap around porch on the
opposite side and rear of the house that the addition echoes and balances.

5% The lot is 8,511 SF. The existing house footprint including front porch is ~1,660 SF. The
existing house area is ~19.5% of the lot area. The addition increases footprint area by ~671
SF; new built area is ~27.4% of the total lot area. [survey BM2016-0291; application plans]

6* Foundation, siding, roofing and trim are proposed to match the details, size, materials and
colors already on the existing structure. Details are included in the application.
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7>(-

8>(-

9>(-

B.

1>(-
2>(-

Window and door units will closely approximate the existing, and will be arranged and
sized similar to the patterns already expressed on the house exterior. Specifications are
included in the application.

The new front stoop will match the existing primary front porch foundation, concrete steps
and flooring. The stair railing will be metal, a common railing material in the historic
district. There is no information provided in the application regarding the railing color.

No information is provided in the application for whether the appliance being relocated to
the interior will have an exterior vent.

The relocation and extension of the existing perimeter fence is not incongruous according to
Guidelines section 2.4.8 and the following facts:

The existing fence follows the perimeter of the former parcel.

The relocated and extended fence follows the new perimeter of the recombined parcel.

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

Decision on the Application

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

1. That the following details be provided to and approved by staff prior to installation:
a. any exterior vent associated with the relocated appliance;
b. color of stoop handrails.

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

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

Certificate expiration date: 10/28/16.
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS — CERTIFIED RECORD

055-16-CA 201 SBLOUNT STREET

Applicant: ZACHARY CHRISCO, SASASKI ASSOC FOR CITY OF RALEIGH
Received: 4/11/2016 Meeting Date(s):
Submission date + 90 days: 7/10/2016 1) 4/28/2016 2) 3)

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: MOORE SQUARE HISTORIC DISTRICT

Raleigh Historic Landmark:

Zoning: DX-3

Nature of Project: Implementation of Master Plan for Moore Square Park. General plan
approved with COAs 149-15-CA and 004-16-CA. The application includes more details;
regarding the streetscape, the trees, the park areas, and the building.

Amendments: Drawings with clearer and additional labels received April 24, 2016 are
attached.

Conflict of Interest: None noted.

Staff Notes:
e The files for COAs 149-15-CA and 004-16-CA are available for review.
e COA 149-15-CA was approved with these conditions:

1. That details and specifications for the following will be provided to and approved by

staff prior to issuance of permits:
a. Tree protection plan provided by an ISA certified arborist.

2. That the general footprint and location of the new building be approved.

3. That the proposed demolition and removal of existing non-historic features be
approved.

4. That the general layout of the proposed new landscaping and hardscaping be
approved.

5. That a new Major Work COA application(s) be filed for the new landscape and

hardscape features; design and materials of the new architectural elements including
building and fountain; new lighting, signage, playground, and other miscellaneous
features.

e COA 004-16-CA approved the trellis with the condition that the design and materials of
the trellis be included in the Major Work application required by condition 4. of COA
140-15-CA.

e Items approved by the prior COAs are not addressed in the proposed facts.

e Raleigh City Code Section 10.2.15.E.1. states that “An application for a certificate of
appropriateness authorizing the demolition or destruction of a building, structure or site
within any Historic Overlay District or Historic Landmark 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
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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
2.1 Public Rights-of-Way and Alleys alterations to south parking area; addition of
bumpouts
22 Archaeology new building
2.3 Site Features and Plantings master plan for alterations to Moore Square
including new walkway configuration, new
building, new water feature, new plantings; tree
preservation; benches; remove trees
2.4 Fences and Walls New site wall
2.5 Walkways, Driveways, and new walkway configuration
Offstreet Parking
2.6 Garages and Accessory new building
Structures
3.11 Accessibility, Health, and Safety new walkway configuration; new site wall
Considerations
43 New Construction new building
STAFF POSITION

1*

2*

3>(-

4>(-
5>(-

6>(-

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

The proposed streetscape design is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 2.1.1,
2.1.2,2.1.5,2.1.6,2.1.7, and the following facts:

The approved design includes bump-outs along the streets at pedestrian crossings. These
will be paved with durable modular granite paving of a similar scale to the cobblestones in
the City Market area. A photo the historic cobblestone was included, new material
samples/details were not.

Sidewalks around the square are proposed to be exposed aggregate concrete similar to what
is on Wilmington Street between Hargett and Martin Streets. A sample photo was
provided.

Changes to the Martin Street parking area and sidewalk, corner and mid-block bump-outs
will maintain the historic granite curbs in their current configuration.

The elevation of some of the granite curbs will be adjusted to meet ADA requirements.
Along Martin Street the curbs will be recessed to be level with the new plaza; new curbing
added when the parking bump-outs were added will not be retained.

On Martin Street the area of the former parking bays is proposed to be paved with stone
pavers of similar dimensions to the cobblestones in the City Market area. A photo the
historic cobblestone was included, new material samples/details were not.
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1>(-

2>(-

3>(-

4>(-

5>(-

6>(-

7>(-

8>(-

9>(-

10*

11*%

Walkways, walls, planting plan, and removal of trees is not incongruous in concept
according to Guidelines 2.2.1,2.2.2,2.2.3,2.2.4,2.25,2.3.2,2.3.4,2.3.6,2.3.7,2.3.9,2.4.8,2.5.5,
2.5.9, and the following facts:

The application states a non-destructive testing agency to performed ground penetrating
radar on the project site where earthwork is anticipated to occur. The testing produced
twelve anomaly areas at depths ranging from just below the existing surface to
approximately four feet below.

The contractor will be directed to have an archaeologist on the team and on call for general
excavation of the project site. For excavation over the anomaly areas, an archaeologist shall
be on-site in the event that a resource is exposed.

If remains are found in areas where there will be ground disturbance, an archaeologist
meeting Department of the Interior's professional qualification standards will lead an
excavation and data recovery.

A comprehensive tree study has been performed on the square; the oak trees that create the
historic frame of the square will be maintained. A tree protection plan was provided, but
there is no indication that it was prepared by an arborist certified by the International
Society of Arboriculture.

Approximately 25 trees 8" DBH or larger from the central portion of the square that are
incongruous with the character of the oaks will be removed to improve overall flexibility
within the square. The application includes a plan of all trees including those being
removed as well as proposed replacement trees.

A detailed planting plan was provided. New trees are to replace removed trees and those
anticipated to die in the next 35 years. New plantings are to stabilize the soil and will recede
visually.

The walkways will be built with a combination of exposed aggregate concrete, stone pavers,
and a threshold of granite paving at the entrances to the park. The application includes a
material plan. The locations of the various materials are logical based on location and
amount of use. Photos of the proposed surfaces were provided, material samples/details
were not.

The “grove rooms” at the edge of the treed areas will have a stabilized stone dust surface in
a warm color. A photo of the proposed surface was provided, material samples/details
were not.

At the perimeter of the square's planted areas will be a series of seat walls, curbs and low
rails which will deter pedestrians from walking through the critical root zone of the canopy
trees.

Materials used through the park are stone, unpainted wood, and black metal. The proposed
stone will be a grey similar in color to the stone found on Raleigh’s historic buildings. A
photo of historic stone was provided, new material samples/details were not. The color of
the wood was not provided.

Throughout the park there are 5 different edge treatments: a 24”x18” seat wall with
wrapper, an 18”x18” seat wall, an 18”x4” curb with planter rail, a 12”x4” curb with planter
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rail, and a 12”x4” curb. The locations are noted in the application and detailed drawings are
provided.

12* The seat walls along the central lawn area will incorporate backed wood seating area.
13* The railings are planter rails and are proposed to be simple black metal 10” in height with

18” between the vertical supports. An enlarged drawing is provided.

14* The raised plaza in front of the structure and trellis is to be stone pavers of comparable to

the cobblestones in the City Market area. A photo the historic cobblestone was included,
new material samples/details were not.

15* The plaza will also have an 18” tall stone fountain with frothy water. This is a change from

the ground level splash zone fountain originally proposed.

16* Fountains are traditional features in public parks.

C.

1*

2>(-
3>(-

1>(-

2>(-

3>(-

4>(-

5>(-

6>(-

7*

8*
9*

Construction of play area with water feature is not incongruous according to Guidelines 2.3.9
and the following facts:

The play area is in an oval configuration that ties in with circular path in the park. The area
is multi-leveled, incorporating a water feature and wood platform.

The play area will be set within a tree area and use natural rock and wooden elements.

The proposed materials are stone, wood, concrete, and rubber play surface. The natural
colors will blend with the park setting.

Construction of a new building and trellis is not incongruous in concept according to

Guidelines 4.3.6,4.3.7,4.3.8, 4.3.9, 4.3.10, 4.3.11; however the use of narrow coursed stone

may be incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 4.3.10 and the following facts:

The application states that the former chapel was 40" x 50' and the former school was 40" x
30"

The new building is 14’ tall and approximately 80" x 37" in footprint, not including the roof

overhang. The application states that the building is 1,500 SF, however in the scaled

drawing in the application addendum, the building measures at 2,600 SF. This difference

appears to be because the plan drawing shown in the original application includes the roof.

Within the size of the park the difference is minimal.

The form of the building is a flat roof with deep overhang and incorporated trellis.

Proposed materials are painted steel fascia, painted aluminum storefront, stone cladding,

unpainted wood doors and horizontal siding, unpainted wood louvers. These are materials

found historically throughout the district. Material samples and colors were not provided.

The color of the unpainted wood will be critical in how well it blends with the park; color

samples were not provided.

The stone cladding dimensions are intended to be similar to the scale of brick and is

intended to help the building blend in with the landscape.

The narrow coursed stone is not seen in the historic district.

The glass storefront, wide eave, and clerestory windows reduce the apparent mass.

Glass storefront is reminiscent of the horse barn across Martin Street and is in the

proportions of traditional storefronts found in the district.
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10* The trellis is incorporated into the roof of the structure. It has metal posts and wood cross
beams spaced widely apart.

11* The roof slopes down from the front (west) to the rear. It is unclear what the projection is
above the roof; it does not appear in the renderings.

E. The proposed light fixtures may be incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 2.7.1,
2.7.4,2.7.7,2.7.10, and the following facts:

1* Moore Square is not a residential character district.

2* A lighting plan is included in the application. It notes what type of fixture is proposed in
what location.

3* The color and brightness of the lights is not addressed.

4* The application proposes that a second fixture is to be added to existing right-of-way light
posts and new pedestrian poles introduced. The new fixtures are proposed to be the exact
fixtures as already exist.

5% The existing streetlights are the historic looking teardrop fixtures. Specifications and details
of the fixtures and new poles were not included.

6* Within the park four new types of lighting are proposed: tall post mounted “moonlights,”
pedestrian scale post mounted fixtures, wall lights, and light bollards. Photographic
examples are provided, but the appearance of the fixtures is unclear.

7* The moon-lights will be taller poles designed to cast light over a wider area.

8* The pedestrian lights and moonlights being proposed are two versions of the same fixture.
It has a simple functional design intended to recede. The lights will be painted with the
same dark colored finish as all other metal elements.

9* Louvered wall lights are proposed at the ends of seat walls where they are intersected by
walkways. Seat wall lights are commonly approved.

10* The trellis includes integral lighting; no information is provided.

11* Exterior building lights are also proposed; no information is provided.

F. Installation of seating and other site features is not incongruous in concept according to
Guidelines 2.3.6, 2.3.9, and the following facts:
1* Detailed drawings of proposed wood benches are included.
2* Benches are typically unpainted and/or a brown color.
3* In the “grove rooms” Furniture designed as art pieces will be installed. Detailed
information was not provided

Staff recommends that the committee defer the lighting portion of the application and request
the following additional information:

a. Specification for the new fixtures;

b. Light color and brightness;

c. Effect of the combined lighting fixtures throughout the park.
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Pending the committee’s determination regarding the stone cladding of the building staff
recommends that the committee approve the application, waiving the 365-day demolition delay
for the tree removals and with the following conditions:
1. That details and specifications for the following be provided to and approved by the
commission prior to construction/installation:
a. Building material samples including color of wood;
b. Stone paver samples;
c. Seat wall stone samples.
2. That details and specifications for the following will be provided to and approved by staff
prior to issuance of the blue placard for the building:
a. Tree protection plan provided by an arborist certified by the International Society of
Arboriculture;
Exterior construction drawings;
Metal storefront construction;
Window specifications;
Wood siding;
. Wood louvers.
3. That details and specifications for the following will be provided to and approved by staff
prior to issuance of the blue placard for the remainder of the application:

T

a. Paver patterns;

4. That details and specifications for the following be provided to and approved by staff prior
to construction/installation:
a. Building doors;
b. Grove room furniture with an emphasis on materials, scale, and color.

5. That a new COA application(s) be filed for proposed signage and other miscellaneous
features not included in this application.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Staff Introduction: Tania Tully [affirmed] showed the location of the property on the map and
noted highlights from staff comments. Ms. Tully added that the amendments clarified the
request. One of the illustrations of the buildings is in the application. Ms. Tully clarified that
staff is recommending conditions on the application and the samples that were provided at the
meeting were not received by staff.

Support:
Mr. Zachary Chrisco [affirmed], Ms. Christine Dunn [affirmed], and Gina Ford [affirmed] from

Sasaski Associates were present to speak in support of the application. Ms. Mary Ruffin
Hanbury [affirmed], preservation consultant, was also present to speak.

Mr. Chrisco addressed the lighting by stating that they working with the lighting consultant

and all fixtures will be 3,000 Kelvin or less and they are recommending streetlight additions that
would be the same as what is on the pole. Mr. Chrisco stated some streetlights are inadequate
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for the park and are suggesting the same poles and heads that already exist. Once you get into
the square, there are additional poles. Mr. Chrisco expressed the desire to maintain the view of
the square and multiple heads on one pole with a height of 40' as well as highlighting the
lighting plan that shows cut streets.

Ms. Dunn explained the application's approach to the building. The stone was to blend in with
the landscape palette, be warm in color, and not call attention to the building. Ms. Dunn stated
the materials that brought in today were what they were thinking. The dimensions of the stone
are a reference to the brick in the district. The materials were distributed to the committee
including a clarification of the stone coursing and color.

Opposition:

Mr. Chris Crew [affirmed] was present to speak in opposition to the application. Mr. Crew
stated the application is not complete and it does not document that the State has made a
statement of no adverse effect. Mr. Crew referenced two documents, the Design Guidelines as
well as the Common Beauty document. Mr. Crew stated the letters that the project has a "no
adverse effect" are not present from the State Historic Preservation office and could adversely
affect Raleigh's status as CLG.

Mr. Crew said seatwells are not appropriate and the vistas and views are altered in an obtrusive
manner that does not preserve the historic open space. Mr. Crew stated that the proposal was
not in conformance with guidelines 2.1.1 (altering the topography), 2.2.1, 2.3.1, 2.3.2 (structure is
not at the street), 2.3.6 (the vistas & views are significant), 2.3.9 (equipment locations), 2.6.5
(accessory building), or 4.3 (no precedent for a building set off the street or with stone
cladding). Mr. Crew added that guideline 2.1.9 in the application is misrepresented. Mr. Crew
stated that no butterfly roofs are in historic downtown and mostly downtown has 2 and 3 story
buildings. This area was one of the last two remaining open spaces platted by William
Christmas. Written comments were provided.

Responses and Questions:

Ms. Hanbury addressed the comments of Mr. Crew that were applicable to the current
application. She disputed using 2.6.5 because this is not an accessory building. She noted that
because of what has already been approved, the comments he made that should be addressed
are the material and the building form.

Ms. Hanbury noted that the samples of the materials were at the meeting. Moore Square is the
only public park in an HOD regulated by RHDC and so they are working with little precedent.
One difference with the building on Moore Square is that it has exposure on all four sides,
unlike other buildings in the district, except perhaps for the auto station/horse barn across the
street. The applicants looked at other designs in the district. Common features are the
clerestory windows, the storefront and a wide overhand like at the City Market Building. The
selection of stone is a choice intended to minimize the visual impact.
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Ms. Ford went over the various material samples provided. A norin sage aggregate will be
used throughout the park. It is a local crushed aggregate and will have a look like at the capitol.
All metal will be dark as recessive. Two kinds of wood are proposed: one for the seating and
trellis and one for the building. These will be a darkish brown. The play space will have an
earth colored rubber surface and a gray color synthetic wood deck.

Ms. Lauer questioned the precedent for the long thin stone. Mr. Chrisco stated it is addressed
in the amendment. She also asked if the stone would be more gray or a dramatic blue stone. Mr.
Chrisco stated it would be more dramatic.

Someone asked about the wood doors in the district. Ms. Tully stated there are barn doors on
city market and a wood door on the horse barn. Ms. Lauer noted that the wood door on the
horse barn is not historic and should not be used as an example.

Mr. Davis asked about the moonlights, saying that they look like stage lights. Ms. Dunn said
that they are trying to keep the center of the park clutter-free and that the lights were sited in
the trees surrounding the open area.

Ms. Caliendo asked about the weathering of the teak. Ms. Dunn said that the intent is for the
wood to be oiled annually and stay the warm brown color and not be allowed to weather to
grey. Ms. David questioned the use of wood.

Ms. Jackson asked about the roof form. Ms. Dunn said that they were staying low to keep it out
of the tree canopy.

Ms. David said that while she appreciated the design goal to keep it horizontal, it looked more
rustic and like a ranch rather than what is seen in Moore Square. Ms. Dunn stated they were

trying to avoid a monumental or civic style of building.

At Ms. Caliendo’s suggestion Ms. David 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 focus is on the use of narrow coursed stone, the form of the building, the use of wood
siding and if we will we need more information on the lightning fixtures. [Caliendo]

Let’s discuss the stone. [Caliendo]

I think the adjustment they made is much more appropriate to the scale of the brick. [Jackson]
The color sample does have warm tones. A full size mock-up might be a good condition.
[Caliendo]
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It comes off looking very rustic, national park modern and unlike anything else in the district.
[David]

Because it is a park, some of the compatibility is not just the other buildings but the park itself.
[Davis]

I agree this is a more appropriate concept than a monumental style building as Sasaki said.
[Jackson]

Those are not the only choices. There is somewhere between this and monumental. The gas
station is an example. [David]

The palate and scale of materials is appropriate. The form of the building is a little more
difficult. The balance is not struck; there is more toward the middle as Sarah said. [Jackson]
Scale of it in the park. It is larger than the church was. Look at the horsebarn across the street;
this is in scale with that. [Davis]

Chris' point is that there are street wells instead of benches but they serve the same purpose.
[David]

It does preserve the root zone of the trees. [Jackson]

I appreciate the intention but I am not sure that will work. [David]

What about the art? [Jackson]

We look at the size, scale and colors but not anything else. [Tully]

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), B. (inclusive of facts 1-13, 15-16), C.
(inclusive of facts 1-3), D. (inclusive of facts 1- 3, 6, 8-11), F. (inclusive of facts 1-3) to be
acceptable as findings of fact, with the modifications and additions as listed below:

A. The proposed streetscape design is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 2.1.1,
2.1.2,2.1.5,2.1.6,2.1.7, and the following facts:

1* The approved design includes bump-outs along the streets at pedestrian crossings. These
will be paved with durable modular granite paving of a similar scale to the cobblestones in
the City Market area. A photo the historic cobblestone was included, new material
samples/details were not.

2* Sidewalks around the square are proposed to be exposed aggregate concrete similar to what
is on Wilmington Street between Hargett and Martin Streets. A sample photo was
provided.

3* Changes to the Martin Street parking area and sidewalk, corner and mid-block bump-outs
will maintain the historic granite curbs in their current configuration.

4* The elevation of some of the granite curbs will be adjusted to meet ADA requirements.

5% Along Martin Street the curbs will be recessed to be level with the new plaza; new curbing
added when the parking bump-outs were added will not be retained.

6* On Martin Street the area of the former parking bays is proposed to be paved with stone
pavers of similar dimensions to the cobblestones in the City Market area. A photo the
historic cobblestone was included. New material samples were brought to the hearing.

April 28, 2016 COA Meeting Minutes Page 34 of 72



1>(-

2>(-

3>(-

4>(-

5>(-

6>(-

7>(-

8>(-

9>(-

10*

11*%

Walkways, walls, planting plan, and removal of trees is not incongruous in concept
according to Guidelines 2.2.1,2.2.2,2.2.3,2.2.4,2.25,2.3.2,2.3.4,2.3.6,2.3.7,2.3.9,2.4.8,2.5.5,
2.5.9, and the following facts:

The application states a non-destructive testing agency to performed ground penetrating
radar on the project site where earthwork is anticipated to occur. The testing produced
twelve anomaly areas at depths ranging from just below the existing surface to
approximately four feet below.

The contractor will be directed to have an archaeologist on the team and on call for general
excavation of the project site. For excavation over the anomaly areas, an archaeologist shall
be on-site in the event that a resource is exposed.

If remains are found in areas where there will be ground disturbance, an archaeologist
meeting Department of the Interior's professional qualification standards will lead an
excavation and data recovery.

A comprehensive tree study has been performed on the square; the oak trees that create the
historic frame of the square will be maintained. A tree protection plan was provided, but
there is no indication that it was prepared by an arborist certified by the International
Society of Arboriculture.

Approximately 25 trees 8" DBH or larger from the central portion of the square that are
incongruous with the character of the oaks will be removed to improve overall flexibility
within the square. The application includes a plan of all trees including those being
removed as well as proposed replacement trees.

A detailed planting plan was provided. New trees are to replace removed trees and those
anticipated to die in the next 35 years. New plantings are to stabilize the soil and will recede
visually.

The walkways will be built with a combination of exposed aggregate concrete, stone pavers,
and a threshold of granite paving at the entrances to the park. The application includes a
material plan. The locations of the various materials are logical based on location and
amount of use. Photos of the proposed surfaces were provided, material samples/details
were not.

The “grove rooms” at the edge of the treed areas will have a stabilized stone dust surface in
a warm color. A photo of the proposed surface was provided, material samples/details
were not.

At the perimeter of the square's planted areas will be a series of seat walls, curbs and low
rails which will deter pedestrians from walking through the critical root zone of the canopy
trees.

Materials used through the park are stone, unpainted wood, and black metal. The proposed
stone will be a grey similar in color to the stone found on Raleigh’s historic buildings. A
photo of historic stone was provided, new material samples/details were not. The color of
the wood was not provided.

Throughout the park there are 5 different edge treatments: a 24”x18” seat wall with
wrapper, an 18”x18” seat wall, an 18”x4” curb with planter rail, a 12”x4” curb with planter
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rail, and a 12”x4” curb. The locations are noted in the application and detailed drawings are
provided.

12* The seat walls along the central lawn area will incorporate backed wood seating area.
13* The railings are planter rails and are proposed to be simple black metal 10” in height with

18” between the vertical supports. An enlarged drawing is provided.

14* The raised plaza in front of the structure and trellis is to be stone pavers of comparable to

the cobblestones in the City Market area. A photo the historic cobblestone was included,
new material samples/details were provided.

15* The plaza will also have an 18” tall stone fountain with frothy water. This is a change from

the ground level splash zone fountain originally proposed.

16* Fountains are traditional features in public parks.

C.

1>(-

2>(-
3>(-

1*

2>(-

3>(-
4>(-

5*

6>(-

7>(-

8*
9*

Construction of play area with water feature is not incongruous according to Guidelines 2.3.9
and the following facts:

The play area is in an oval configuration that ties in with circular path in the park. The area
is multi-leveled, incorporating a water feature and wood platform.

The play area will be set within a tree area and use natural rock and wooden elements.

The proposed materials are stone, wood, concrete, and rubber play surface. The natural
colors will blend with the park setting.

Construction of a new building and trellis is not incongruous in concept according to
Guidelines 4.3.6, 4.3.7, 4.3.8, 4.3.9, 4.3.10, 4.3.11, and the following facts:

The application states that the former chapel was 40" x 50" and the former school was 40" x
30"

The new building is 14’ tall and approximately 80’ x 37" in footprint, not including the roof
overhang. The application states that the building is 1,500 SF, however in the scaled
drawing in the application addendum, the building measures at 2,600 SF. This difference
appears to be because the plan drawing shown in the original application includes the roof.
Within the size of the park the difference is minimal.

The form of the building is a flat roof with deep overhang and incorporated trellis.
Proposed materials are painted steel fascia, painted aluminum storefront, stone cladding,
unpainted wood doors and horizontal siding, unpainted wood louvers. These are materials
found historically throughout the district. Material samples and color were provided at the
hearing.

The color of the unpainted wood will be critical in how well it blends with the park; color
samples were provided.

The stone cladding dimensions are intended to be similar to the scale of brick and is
intended to help the building blend in with the landscape.

The narrow coursed stone and unpainted wood siding is not seen in the historic district.
The glass storefront, wide eave, and clerestory windows reduce the apparent mass.

Glass storefront is reminiscent of the horse barn across Martin Street and is in the
proportions of traditional storefronts found in the district.
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10* The trellis is incorporated into the roof of the structure. It has metal posts and wood cross
beams spaced widely apart.

11* The roof slopes down from the front (west) to the rear. It is unclear what the projection is
above the roof; it does not appear in the renderings.

12* The applicants amended the proportion, size and color of the proposed stone on the
building.

F. Installation of seating and other site features is not incongruous in concept according to
Guidelines 2.3.6, 2.3.9, and the following facts:

1* Detailed drawings of proposed wood benches are included.

2* Benches are typically unpainted and/or a brown color.

3* In the “grove rooms” Furniture designed as art pieces will be installed. Detailed
information was not provided

The motion was seconded by Ms. Webb; passed 3/2 (Ms. David, Ms. Jackson opposed).

Decision on the Application

Following discussion on an initial motion made by Mr. Davis and seconded by Ms. Webb, Mr.
Davis made an amended motion that the application be deferred in part and approved in part
as described below.

The lighting portion of the application is deferred with a request for the following additional
information:

a. Specification for the new fixtures;

b. Light color and brightness;

c. Effect of the combined lighting fixtures throughout the park.

The remainder of the application is approved as amended, waiving the 365-day demolition
delay for the tree removals and with the following conditions:

1* That details and specifications for the following be provided to and approved by the
commission prior to construction/installation:
a. Building material stone samples and/or mock-up

2* That details and specifications for the following will be provided to and approved by
staff prior to issuance of the blue placard for the building:
a. Tree protection plan provided by an arborist certified by the International Society of

Arboriculture;

Exterior construction drawings;

Metal storefront construction;

Window specifications;

Wood siding;

T

Wood louvers.
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3* That details and specifications for the following will be provided to and approved by
staff prior to issuance of the blue placard for the remainder of the application:
a. Paver patterns;

4* That details and specifications for the following be provided to and approved by staff
prior to construction/installation:
a. Building doors;
b. Grove room furniture with an emphasis on materials, scale, and color.

5* That a new COA application(s) be filed for proposed signage and other miscellaneous
features not included in this application.

Ms. Webb agreed to the changes. The amended motion passed 3/2 (Ms. David, Ms. Jackson
opposed).

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

Certificate expiration date: 10/28/16.
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS — CERTIFIED RECORD

056-16-CA 118 N BLOODWORTH STREET

Applicant: DAVID N. GRIFFITH
Received: 4/11/2016 Meeting Date(s):
Submission date + 90 days: 7/10/2016 1) 4/28/2016 2) 3)

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT

Raleigh Historic Landmark:

Zoning: R-10

Nature of Project: Construct a 2nd floor rear addition with dormers and extension of the roof.

Amendments: Drawings with clearer and additional labels and an existing roof plan are
attached.

DRAC: A pre-application was reviewed by the Design Review Advisory Committee at its
March 21 meeting. Members in attendance were Dan Becker, Jerry Traub, Curtis Kasefang,
and David Maurer; also present were representatives of the applicant, and Tania Tully.

Conflict of Interest: None noted.

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

Sections  Topic Description of Work

3.4 Paint and Paint Color Change exterior paint colors

3.5 Roofs Extend roof to rear; replace front dormer; add
north-side dormer

3.7 Windows and Doors Alter windows on south-side bay

42 Additions to Historic Buildings = Construct a 2nd floor rear addition with dormers
and extension of the roof; enclose area under rear
deck

STAFF POSITION

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

A. Construction of a 2nd floor rear addition with dormers and extension of the roof; enclosure
of area under rear deck is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 3.4.3, 3.5.1,
3.5.10,4.2.1,4.2.4,4.2.5,4.2.6, 4.2.7, and the following facts:

1* Samples of the proposed change in paint colors were provided to staff.

2* The “Inventory of Structures in the Oakwood National Register Historic Districts, Raleigh,
North Carolina,” by Matthew Brown, Historian, Society for the Preservation of Historic
Oakwood describes the house as a ¢.1910 Neoclassical Revival frame cottage with a hipped
roof, flush gable on the leftward part of the front, and a projecting gable on the right side.
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There is also a small hipped-roofed dormer on the front of the house with hexagonal panes
and an original hipped-roofed projection on the southern part of the rear.

3* The addition is located on the rear of the house behind the existing chimneys. The roof
extrusion extends to cover the existing rear sunroom and the original hipped-roofed
projection on the southern part of the rear is retained.

4* No information regarding trees on this or adjacent lots was provided. There appear to be
trees that may be impacted by construction activities; a tree protection plan was not
provided.

5*% The footprint of the house doesn’t change.

6* The new side dormer sits below the ridge of the historic house and the roof extension
maintains the existing ridgeline.

7* The enclosure of the underside of the non-historic rear deck has the appearance of an
addition with a rooftop deck. It will be sided and enclosed with two windows and a door.

8* The proposed hipped dormers and roof extension are the same form and pitch as those on
the house.

9* The new window proportions are vertically similar to the windows on the house.

10* The new roofing is proposed to be asphalt shingles to match the existing.

11* The siding is proposed to be smooth faced fiber cement siding with the same reveal
dimension as the historic house.

12* On previous side additions to historic houses on corner lots, the commission has required
the used of Artisan siding with a thicker dimension to better match the thickness of the
historic wood siding when the new siding will be near or abutting historic siding.

13* This property is not on a corner lot and the new siding will not be adjacent historic wood
siding.

14* Windows are noted to be vinyl. The commission has never approved the use of vinyl
windows and there is no evidence to support that they would meet the design guidelines.
The commission has approved the use of aluminum clad wood windows with specific
construction details on rear additions, but not yet on dormer additions.

15* The window trim is proposed to be Miratec a cellular PVC smooth paintable product that
has been approved previously on additions. The trim will match that of the existing trim
and the dimensions are noted in the application.

B. Replacement of front dormer is incongruous according to Guidelines 3.5.7 and the following
facts:

1* The “Inventory of Structures in the Oakwood National Register Historic Districts, Raleigh,
North Carolina,” by Matthew Brown, Historian, Society for the Preservation of Historic
Oakwood describes the house as having a small hipped-roofed dormer on the front of the
house with hexagonal panes.

2* The attic dormer on the front is a character defining feature. The window style is the same
as in the front porch gable indicating that it is an original feature.

3* The application includes photographic examples of large front dormers on other houses in
Oakwood.
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a. 407 Polk Street - From the Brown report there is no indication that the front dormer is a
replacement although the windows have been replaced numerous times over the years;
b. 602 Oakwood Avenue - From the Brown report there is no indication that the front
dormer is a replacement.
4* The examples provided show that that features on houses in the Neoclassical Revival style
in Oakwood very from house to house.

C. Replacement of the southside windows is incongruous according to Guidelines 3.7.1, 3.7.5,
3.7.13, and the following facts:

1* Windows are only approved for replacement when they are deteriorated beyond repair.
There is no evidence of the windows’ condition in the application.

2* The bay on the south elevation is character defining.

3* Windows on side elevations at the rear have been approved to be shortened by removal of a
lower sash in some cases.

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

1. That the front dormer not be altered.

2. That the south side windows not be replaced.

3. That the east facing window on the south bay be reduced in size by removal of the lower
sash and that the new siding underneath match the existing in material and dimensions and
be woven in so as to avoid matching vertical seams.

4. That the new windows not be vinyl.

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

a. Tree protection plan similar to the RHDC sample plan;
b. New windows (including section drawings);
c. Eave construction.

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

to construction/installation:

a. Roofing material;

b. New door;

c. New HVAC units and screening, if needed.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Staff Introduction: Tania Tully [affirmed] showed the location of the property on the map and
noted highlights from staff comments.

Support:
Mr. David Griffith [affirmed] was present to speak in support of the application. Mr. Griffith

stated he is trying to get more light into the attic. He asked if he could redesign the front dormer
utilizing historic glass and get approval. He asked if they thought it was worth his time to try
that approach.
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Opposition:

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

Responses and Questions:
Ms. David stated the dormer is a character defining feature and was not worth the time to try
another design.

At Ms. Caliendo’s suggestion Mr. Davis moved that the public testimony portion of the hearing
be closed. Ms. David seconded; motion carried 4/0.

Committee Discussion

There was no discussion following the public hearing.

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

Ms. David moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the public
hearing, the committee finds staff position A. (inclusive of facts 1-15), 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. Construction of a 2nd floor rear addition with dormers and extension of the roof; enclosure
of area under rear deck is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 3.4.3, 3.5.1,
3.5.10,4.2.1,4.2.4,4.2.5,4.2.6,4.2.7, and the following facts:

1* Samples of the proposed change in paint colors were provided to staff.

2* The “Inventory of Structures in the Oakwood National Register Historic Districts, Raleigh,
North Carolina,” by Matthew Brown, Historian, Society for the Preservation of Historic
Oakwood describes the house as a ¢.1910 Neoclassical Revival frame cottage with a hipped
roof, flush gable on the leftward part of the front, and a projecting gable on the right side.
There is also a small hipped-roofed dormer on the front of the house with hexagonal panes
and an original hipped-roofed projection on the southern part of the rear.

3* The addition is located on the rear of the house behind the existing chimneys. The roof
extrusion extends to cover the existing rear sunroom and the original hipped-roofed
projection on the southern part of the rear is retained.

4* No information regarding trees on this or adjacent lots was provided. There appear to be
trees that may be impacted by construction activities; a tree protection plan was not
provided.

5% The footprint of the house doesn’t change.

6* The new side dormer sits below the ridge of the historic house and the roof extension
maintains the existing ridgeline.

7* The enclosure of the underside of the non-historic rear deck has the appearance of an
addition with a rooftop deck. It will be sided and enclosed with two windows and a door.
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8* The proposed hipped dormers and roof extension are the same form and pitch as those on
the house.

9* The new window proportions are vertically similar to the windows on the house.

10* The new roofing is proposed to be asphalt shingles to match the existing.

11* The siding is proposed to be smooth faced fiber cement siding with the same reveal
dimension as the historic house.

12* On previous side additions to historic houses on corner lots, the commission has required
the used of Artisan siding with a thicker dimension to better match the thickness of the
historic wood siding when the new siding will be near or abutting historic siding.

13* This property is not on a corner lot and the new siding will not be adjacent historic wood
siding.

14* Windows are noted to be vinyl. The commission has never approved the use of vinyl
windows and there is no evidence to support that they would meet the design guidelines.
The commission has approved the use of aluminum clad wood windows with specific
construction details on rear additions, but not yet on dormer additions.

15* The window trim is proposed to be Miratec a cellular PVC smooth paintable product that
has been approved previously on additions. The trim will match that of the existing trim
and the dimensions are noted in the application.

B. Replacement of front dormer is incongruous according to Guidelines 3.5.7 and the following
facts:

1* The “Inventory of Structures in the Oakwood National Register Historic Districts, Raleigh,
North Carolina,” by Matthew Brown, Historian, Society for the Preservation of Historic
Oakwood describes the house as having a small hipped-roofed dormer on the front of the
house with hexagonal panes.

2* The attic dormer on the front is a character defining feature. The window style is the same
as in the front porch gable indicating that it is an original feature.

3* The application includes photographic examples of large front dormers on other houses in
Oakwood.

a. 407 Polk Street - From the Brown report there is no indication that the front dormer is a
replacement although the windows have been replaced numerous times over the years;

b. 602 Oakwood Avenue - From the Brown report there is no indication that the front
dormer is a replacement.

4* The examples provided show that that features on houses in the Neoclassical Revival style
in Oakwood very from house to house.

5* The house next door has a similar dormer.

C. Replacement of the southside windows is incongruous according to Guidelines 3.7.1, 3.7.5,
3.7.13, and the following facts:

1* Windows are only approved for replacement when they are deteriorated beyond repair.
There is no evidence of the windows’” condition in the application.

2* The bay on the south elevation is character defining.
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3* Windows on side elevations at the rear have been approved to be shortened by removal of a
lower sash in some cases.

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

Decision on the Application

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

1. That the front dormer not be altered.

That the south side windows not be replaced.

3. That the east facing window on the south bay be reduced in size by removal of the lower
sash and that the new siding underneath match the existing in material and dimensions
and be woven in so as to avoid matching vertical seams.

4. That the new windows not be vinyl.

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

a. Tree protection plan similar to the RHDC sample plan;
b. New windows (including section drawings);
c. Eave construction.
6. That details and specifications for the following be provided to and approved by staff
prior to construction/installation:
a. Roofing material;
b. New door;
c. New HVAC units and screening, if needed.

The motion was seconded by Ms. Jackson; passed 5/0.
Committee members voting: Caliendo, David, Davis, Jackson, Webb.

Certificate expiration date: 10/28/16.
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS — CERTIFIED RECORD

058-16-CA 1100 FILMORE STREET

Applicant: BRANDY THOMPSON
Received: 4/11/2016 Meeting Date(s):
Submission date + 90 days: 7/10/2016 1) 4/28/2016 2) 3)

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: GLENWOOD-BROOKLYN HISTORIC DISTRICT

Zoning: R-10, HOD-S

Nature of Project: Construct 2-story rear addition with garage; alter fence; alter driveway.

Amendments: Amended and additional drawings provided April 25 and 27, 2016 are attached.
New drawings provided include: existing site plan, which also notes the 50% line of the
house from each street; the north and west (front) elevations; site cross-section; adds graphic
scale to drawings. The changes include: change in retaining wall location; shifts the addition
toward Washington Street by about 14”; changes large single garage door to two smaller
doors; adds corner insets on rear; window configuration and proportions; screened porch
proportion.

DRAC: The application was reviewed by the Design Review Advisory Committee at its April
18 meeting. Members in attendance were Curtis Kasefang, Dan Becker, Mary Ruffin

Hanbury, and David Maurer; also present were Brandy Thompson and Tania Tully.
Conflict of Interest: Mr. Davis made a motion to recuse Ms. Caliendo; Ms. David seconded;
motion carried 4/0.
Staff Notes:
e The Glenwood-Brooklyn Historic District is a Streetside HOD. This means that the only
part of the entire property subject to the COA process.
e Those items shown on the plans or mentioned in the written description that are not
subject to COA review are:
0 Relocation of the deck;
0 Relocation of the chicken coop;
0 Removal of the northern small addition
e COA cases mentioned are available for review.

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

Sections  Topic Description of Work

2.1 Public Rights-of-Way and Alleys alter driveway

24 Fences and Walls Construct retaining walls along driveway

2.5 Walkways, Driveways, and Offstreet Construct retaining walls along driveway;
Parking alter driveway

42 Additions to Historic Buildings Construct 2-story rear addition with garage
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1>(-

2>(-
3*

4*

5>(-
6>(-

7*

8>(-
9>(-

10*

11*

12*

13*

14*

STAFF POSITION

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

Construction of 2-story rear addition with garage is not incongruous in concept according to
Guidelines 42.1,4.2.2,4.2.4,4.2.5,42.6,4.2.7,4.2.8,4.2.9, and the following facts:

The Glenwood-Brooklyn Historic Overlay District report describes 1100 Filmore Street as a
ca. 1923 one-story frame Craftsman bungalow with weatherboard siding and an asphalt-
shingled front gable roof. The front porch has clustered wood posts on brick pedestals and
is sheltered under a gable roof with gable brackets and a small rectangular louvered vent as
in the main house roof. Other features include a brick foundation and exterior side chimney,
a gabled side bay with triple window, a gabled side bay with double window, and mostly
8/1 windows.

The house sits at the northeast corner of Filmore and Washington streets.

A small rear bump-out is proposed to be removed. The gable end of the historic house roof
is not touched. The connection to the house is via a lower roofed glassy hyphen.

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

The addition is on the rear non-character-defining facade of the house.

The two-story addition uses the grade of the lot so that the ridge height of the roof of the
addition is taller than the existing house ridge by 1 foot.

The new addition is rectangular in form similar to the existing house; the gable roof form &
pitches are the same as the historic house.

The length of the addition is less than half the length of the historic house.

The proposed siding material for the addition is smooth faced fiber cement siding with a
similar reveal to the historic house.

On a corner lot rear addition at 610 N Bloodworth Street (COA 181-13-CA) the commission
approved the use of smooth faced fiber cement siding providing that the 5/8” thick Artisan
siding be used. The decision was made in part because “The proposed horizontal fiber
cement siding will be in close proximity to and potentially abut existing historic wood
siding at the new porch.” The historic and new siding on this addition will be at least 5 feet
apart.

The foundation (garage level) is proposed to be painted brick to match the existing.
Information regarding the brick dimensions was not provided.

The windows are proposed to be wood casements with the trim matching the simple wood
trim profile of the existing windows. Doors are proposed to be wood and glass.
Specifications and details were not provided.

No information is provided in the application regarding the roofing material or eave
construction.

The garage doors are proposed to be smooth faced metal with glass panels at the top.
Smooth metal garage doors have been approved by the commission, though no products
have been found to date without at least a dimpled surface. Specifications and details were
not provided.
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15* The lower level of the addition is proposed to have two garage doors with proportions
similar to historic garage doors. The amended application includes photographs of 10
examples of garages and one daylight basement.

a. 1316 Glenwood Avenue is a noncontributing resource on a corner lot with a street-facing
attached garage;
b. 402 Cole Street is a contributing resource on a corner lot with a street-facing daylight
basement that was formerly an attached garage;
c. 1416 Glenwood Avenue a contributing resource with a rear facing attached garage;
d. 505 Jefferson Street is a Raleigh Historic Landmark (former) fire station with a front
facing garage intended to have a residential feel;

402 Boylan Avenue is not in Glenwood-Brooklyn;

611 Wills Forest is a contributing resource on a corner lot with a street-facing detached

garage;

903 Glenwood Ave is a contributing resource with a rear facing attached garage;

811 Glenwood Ave is a contributing resource with a rear facing detached garage;

™ 0

SR

1108 Glenwood Ave is a contributing resource with a rear facing detached garage;
j. 1414 Glenwood Ave is a contributing resource with a rear facing detached garage.

16* The windows are proposed to be casements; a bank of 3 casement windows is located on the
existing north projecting bay; a detail photo is included in the amended application.

17* The amount of solids to voids in the exterior walls of the addition is similar to the historic
house.

18* In the amended application the proportions of the new windows have the same vertical
proportions as the bulk of the windows on the historic house.

19* The lot is ~ 6,829 SF. The existing building footprint including front porch is ~1,675 SF. The
existing building mass is ~25% of the lot area. The addition increases footprint area by ~751
SF; new built area is ~36% of the total lot area. [survey]

B. Alteration of driveway and construction of retaining walls along driveway is not
incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 2.1.2,2.4.8,2.5.1,2.5.5,2.5.6,2.5.9, and the
following facts:

1* There is an existing curb cut and gravel driveway.

2* There are trees in the right-of-way that may be impacted by construction activities; a tree
protection plan was not provided.

3* Retaining walls are proposed on either side of the altered driveway. The retaining walls
will follow the grade at the cut and not extend above; other than stating that the walls will
be block, detailed drawings and material specifications were not provided.

4* The application states that the gravel driveway covers an existing asphalt driveway and
proposed to change to water washed concrete.

5% The driveway is being widened and the grade is being lowered by up to 4 feet to
accommodate the sunken garage.

6* The amended application includes a section drawing that shows the relationship of the
garage and driveway to Washington Street.
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Pending the committee’s decision regarding the proportions of the windows in the addition,
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 the issuance of permits:
a. Tree protection plan similar to the RHDC sample plan;
b. Windows (including section drawings);
c. Glassy hyphen;
d. Addition eaves.
2. That details and specifications for the following be provided to and approved by staff prior
to construction/installation:
Foundation brick size;
Siding reveal;
Window trim;
Doors;
Roofing material;
Garage doors;
Retaining wall construction and materials;

PR me n o

Screened porch framing.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Staff Introduction: Tania Tully [affirmed] showed the location of the property on the map and
noted highlights from staff comments.

Support:
Brandy Thompson [affirmed] was present to speak in support of the application.

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

As Ms. Webb's suggestion, Ms. David moved that the public testimony portion of the hearing
be closed. Mr. Davis seconded; motion carried 4/0.

Committee Discussion

The following points were made in discussion [speaker indicated in brackets]:
The changes in the revised drawings addressed my concerns. [David]
I agree. [Jackson]
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Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

Ms. Jackson moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the public
hearing, the committee finds staff position A. (inclusive of facts 1-19) and B. (inclusive of facts 1-
6) to be acceptable as findings of fact, with the modifications and additions as listed below:

A. Construction of 2-story rear addition with garage is not incongruous in concept according to
Guidelines 42.1,4.2.2,4.2.4,4.2.5,42.6,4.2.7,4.2.8,4.2.9, and the following facts:

1* The Glenwood-Brooklyn Historic Overlay District report describes 1100 Filmore Street as a
ca. 1923 one-story frame Craftsman bungalow with weatherboard siding and an asphalt-
shingled front gable roof. The front porch has clustered wood posts on brick pedestals and
is sheltered under a gable roof with gable brackets and a small rectangular louvered vent as
in the main house roof. Other features include a brick foundation and exterior side chimney,
a gabled side bay with triple window, a gabled side bay with double window, and mostly
8/1 windows.

2* The house sits at the northeast corner of Filmore and Washington streets.

3* A small rear bump-out is proposed to be removed. The gable end of the historic house roof
is not touched. The connection to the house is via a lower roofed glassy hyphen.

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

5* The addition is on the rear non-character-defining facade of the house.

6* The two-story addition uses the grade of the lot so that the ridge height of the roof of the
addition is taller than the existing house ridge by 1 foot.

7* The new addition is rectangular in form similar to the existing house; the gable roof form &
pitches are the same as the historic house.

8* The length of the addition is less than half the length of the historic house.

9* The proposed siding material for the addition is smooth faced fiber cement siding with a
similar reveal to the historic house.

10* On a corner lot rear addition at 610 N Bloodworth Street (COA 181-13-CA) the commission
approved the use of smooth faced fiber cement siding providing that the 5/8” thick Artisan
siding be used. The decision was made in part because “The proposed horizontal fiber
cement siding will be in close proximity to and potentially abut existing historic wood
siding at the new porch.” The historic and new siding on this addition will be at least 5 feet
apart.

11* The foundation (garage level) is proposed to be painted brick to match the existing.
Information regarding the brick dimensions was not provided.

12* The windows are proposed to be wood casements with the trim matching the simple wood
trim profile of the existing windows. Doors are proposed to be wood and glass.
Specifications and details were not provided.

13* No information is provided in the application regarding the roofing material or eave
construction.

14* The garage doors are proposed to be smooth faced metal with glass panels at the top.
Smooth metal garage doors have been approved by the commission, though no products
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have been found to date without at least a dimpled surface. Specifications and details were
not provided.

15* The lower level of the addition is proposed to have two garage doors with proportions
similar to historic garage doors. The amended application includes photographs of 10
examples of garages and one daylight basement.

a. 1316 Glenwood Avenue is a noncontributing resource on a corner lot with a street-facing
attached garage;

b. 402 Cole Street is a contributing resource on a corner lot with a street-facing daylight
basement that was formerly an attached garage;

c. 1416 Glenwood Avenue a contributing resource with a rear facing attached garage;

d. 505 Jefferson Street is a Raleigh Historic Landmark (former) fire station with a front
facing garage intended to have a residential feel;
402 Boylan Avenue is not in Glenwood-Brooklyn;

f. 611 Wills Forest is a contributing resource on a corner lot with a street-facing detached
garage;

g. 903 Glenwood Ave is a contributing resource with a rear facing attached garage;

h. 811 Glenwood Ave is a contributing resource with a rear facing detached garage;

i. 1108 Glenwood Ave is a contributing resource with a rear facing detached garage;

j. 1414 Glenwood Ave is a contributing resource with a rear facing detached garage.

16* The windows are proposed to be casements; a bank of 3 casement windows is located on the
existing north projecting bay; a detail photo is included in the amended application.

17* The amount of solids to voids in the exterior walls of the addition is similar to the historic
house.

18* In the amended application the proportions of the new windows have the same vertical
proportions as the bulk of the windows on the historic house.

19* The lot is ~ 6,829 SF. The existing building footprint including front porch is ~1,675 SF. The
existing building mass is ~25% of the lot area. The addition increases footprint area by ~751
SF; new built area is ~36% of the total lot area. [survey]

B. Alteration of driveway and construction of retaining walls along driveway is not
incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 2.1.2,2.4.8,2.5.1,2.5.5,2.5.6, 2.5.9, and the
following facts:

1* There is an existing curb cut and gravel driveway.

2* There are trees in the right-of-way that may be impacted by construction activities; a tree
protection plan was not provided.

3* Retaining walls are proposed on either side of the altered driveway. The retaining walls
will follow the grade at the cut and not extend above; other than stating that the walls will
be block, detailed drawings and material specifications were not provided.

4* The application states that the gravel driveway covers an existing asphalt driveway and
proposed to change to water washed concrete.

5% The driveway is being widened and the grade is being lowered by up to 4 feet to
accommodate the sunken garage.
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6* The amended application includes a section drawing that shows the relationship of the
garage and driveway to Washington Street.

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

Decision on the Application

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

1. That details and specifications for the following be provided to and approved by staff
prior to the issuance of permits:
a. Tree protection plan similar to the RHDC sample plan;
b. Windows (including section drawings);
c. Glassy hyphen;
d. Addition eaves.
2. That details and specifications for the following be provided to and approved by staff
prior to construction/installation:
a. Foundation brick size;
Siding reveal;
Window trim;
Doors;
Roofing material;
Garage doors;
Retaining wall construction and materials;
Screened porch framing.

7R me an o

The motion was seconded by Ms. David; passed 4/0.
Committee members voting: David, Davis, Jackson, Webb.

Certificate expiration date: 10/28/16.
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS — CERTIFIED RECORD

059-16-CA 420 S BLOODWORTH STREET

Applicant: NICOLE ALVAREZ & MATT TOMASULO
Received: 4/11/2016 Meeting Date(s):
Submission date + 90 days: 7/10/2016 1) 4/28/2016 2) 3)

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: PRINCE HALL HISTORIC DISTRICT

Zoning: DX-3-DE

Nature of Project: Place 2-story historic house onto vacant lot with new rear addition and
porch/deck; construct new roof; construct new front porch floor and columns; construct new

foundation; change exterior colors; re-roof; reconstruct chimneys; install gutters; construct
new front walk; construct front yard retaining wall; install painted wood siding rainscreen
on addition

Amendments: Amended drawings were provided April 25, 2016 and are attached. Items
amended include: increased the inset of a portion of the addition; articulation of rear
elevation; form of addition changed to a gable extension with shed addition; chimney
proportions; smaller double porch; siding changed to painted fiber cement; window
configuration

DRAC: The application was reviewed by the Design Review Advisory Committee at its April
18 meeting. Members in attendance were Curtis Kasefang, Dan Becker, Mary Ruffin
Hanbury, and David Maurer; also present were Matt Tomasulo, Nicole Alvarez, Brandy
Thompson and Tania Tully

Conflict of Interest: Mr. Davis made a motion to recuse Ms. Caliendo; Ms. David seconded;
motion carried 4/0. Ms. Jackson noted that the head of her firm is involved with the case but
she is not so she can be objective.

Staff Notes:
e This application supersedes COA 030-16-CA.
¢ COAs mentioned are available for review.

e Staff photos are available for review.

e It should be noted that this review is restricted solely to the design aspects of the
proposed work relative to the historic development standards. Ownership and the legal
authority to perform the work is a civil matter outside of the commission’s purview.

e DPreservation easements are anticipated to be placed on the property. This is a separate
real estate matter outside of the commission’s purview.
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APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

Sections Topic Description of Work
2.4 Fences and Walls construct front yard retaining wall
2.5 Walkways, Driveways, and  construct new front walk
Offstreet Parking
3.4 Paint and Paint Color change exterior paint colors
3.5 Roofs construct new roof; reconstruct chimneys; install
gutters
3.8 Entrances, Porches, and construct new porch floor and columns
Balconies
43 New Construction Place 2-story historic house with new rear addition and
porch/deck onto vacant lot; construct new foundation;
install painted wood siding rainscreen on addition
5.1 Relocation Place 2-story historic house with new rear addition and

1*

2*

3>(-

4*

5>(-

6*

porch/deck onto vacant lot

STAFF POSITION

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

Placement of 2-story historic house with new rear addition and porch/deck onto vacant lot is
not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 5.1.2,5.1.3,5.1.4, 5.1.5,5.1.6, 4.3.1,4.3.2,
434,4.35,43.6,4.3.7,43.8,4.3.9,4.3.10, 4.3.11 and the following facts:

The structure to be relocated is facing impending demolition to make way for new
construction. Although not currently located in Prince Hall, the house (C late 19th century;
ca. 1930) dates to the district’s period of significance and is architecturally compatible with
both the district and the particular streetscape surrounding its intended new site.

The Special Character Essay states that “Houses are one and two stories and are generally
modest. Most stand on brick foundations, have front porches, and historically had
weatherboard exteriors.”

The relocated structure will be a two story Folk-Victorian style structure with a full front
porch, commonly found in the Prince Hall historic district. The front porch will have a
shallow pitched hip roof, set on simple columns.

The application includes photographic examples of other 2-story contributing houses in
Prince Hall.

The site is currently a grassy lot. Like the other lots on the north portion of the block, the lot
topography is raised above the sidewalk.

A dimensioned plot plan locating the house on site is included in the application. According
to the undimensioned lot coverage map, the house appears to sit marginally closer to the
street than other houses on the block face, but is within the range of other houses on the
entire block. More detailed information is not provided. The house is centered between the
side lot lines.
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7% A tree protection plan for the site was included in the application.

8* Information regarding the move route was not included.

9* The lot is ~5,150 SF. The footprint of the proposed building with addition and porches is
~2,265 SF, for a proposed building mass of ~44% of the lot. [Wake County Tax and Deed
Records; scaled drawings]

10* The rear of the house includes a two level porch in the rear inset at the shed roofed portion;
it has simple black vertical baluster railings. A low wood deck with a simple cantilevered
metal roof is proposed for the gable end. Detailed drawings were not provided.

11* The form of the house in the amended application is that of a side gable house with cross
gable addition and lower shed roofed side addition. This is a traditional form for adding
onto a house. The inset portion near the historic house and lower side roof break up the
appearance of the mass. The pitch of the gable extension is similar to the historic house.

12* The provided perspective sketches and the lot coverage map include the house approved for
relocation in March under COA 029-16-CA.

13* The amended application includes examples (photos and building footprints) of other
additions onto Triple-A houses, both historic and newer. The examples are for one-story
houses and not within Prince Hall, but are intended to illustrate that the proposal is within
the traditional way of adding onto a Triple-A house and that the resulting total form of the
house is congruous within the district. The common features shown are a 1-foot inset from
the side gable front portion, an initial addition (this addition was often part of the original
construction) length of about 2x the depth of the front portion;

14* The proportions of the new windows match those of the historic house and have the same
number of lights. The windows on the new portion have a regular and symmetrical
arrangement similar to the historic house.

15* The application includes two photographic examples of window patterns on contributing
houses in Prince Hall.

16* The new part of the building is proposed to have aluminum clad wood windows with
simulated divided lights and aluminum clad wood doors. The application states that these
will be Jeld Wen, but details and section drawings were not included.

17* The proposed windows are 6-light casement windows with minimal trim. The appearance
of the trim is unclear. Regardless of the trim width traditionally windows have a sill.

18* The siding of the new part of the house is proposed to be painted fiber cement. It was not
specified that it would be smooth faced. The siding reveal of the new portion appears very
wide. It is not unusual for a house to have two types of siding; however the visual difference
is traditionally minimal. It is unknown what the dimensions of the historic wood siding
under the synthetic siding are; the synthetic siding will be removed prior to relocation.

19* The eaves of the new portion appear to be a simplified version of historic house. Detailed
drawings and gutter information were not provided.
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1>(-

2>(-
3>(-
4*

5>(-

6>(-

1>(-

2>(-

3>(-

4*

5>(-

Construction of new roof; reconstruction of chimneys; installation of gutters; construction of
new porch floor and columns; changing of exterior paint colors is not incongruous in
concept according to Guidelines 3.4.3, 3.5.6, 3.5.8, 3.8.6, 3.8.10, and the following facts:

All existing materials, including windows and doors on the historic house are to be
rehabilitated/restored.

Paint samples were not provided.

The roof will be removed prior to relocation; details of the new roof including eave
construction, reconstructed chimneys, and gutters were not provided.

The drawings of the house show picture frame trim around the windows. The traditional
window trim treatment is to have a bottom sill rather than trim. It is unknown what type of
trim exists under the synthetic siding which will be removed prior to relocation.

A new porch will be constructed; it will have a shallow pitched hip roof set on simple
columns. Detailed drawings were not provided

Photos of other porches in the historic district were included as examples of the references
that will be used when designing the details of the new porch.

Construction of new front walk; construction of front yard retaining wall; construction of
new site steps is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 2.4.8, 2.5.5, 2.5.6, and the
following facts:

A low brick retaining wall is proposed along the front of the property. Numerous such walls
exist in the district; a photo of the walls at 313 and 307 E. Cabarrus Street was included in
the application. Detailed drawings of the wall were not provided.

The centrally-positioned front walk extends from the public sidewalk straight up to the
front of the house, a characteristic location as documented on the lot coverage map. Details
and specifications were not provided.

The front walk will include concrete site steps, a traditional material in the district; detailed
drawings were not provided.

New concrete walks in the historic districts are typically water washed to expose the surface
aggregate in emulation of the surface texture of historic concrete walks; this was not
specified.

New HVAC units will be needed; no information regarding the location or screening was
provided.

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

1.

That the physical elements of the tree protection plan be constructed prior to relocation of
the house on the site.

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

a. Confirmation of the setback compared to other houses on the block face;

b. Move route;

c. Foundation.
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3. That details and specifications for the following be provided to and approved by staff prior
to the issuance of the blue placard for the work on the relocated house and new portion:
a. Eave construction for both portions of the house;
b. New windows including muntin profile and size;
c. Front porch design details based on evidence if any;
d. Front porch construction details including porch floor, steps, columns, and railing.

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

Chimney design and material;

Window and door trim for the relocated portion of the house; based on evidence if any;

Window and door trim for the new portion of the house based;

New doors;

Rear railing detail;

Gutters & downspouts;

Roof and paint colors;

Foundation material sample.

5. That new ground level concrete have a water washed finish.

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

Q@ e AN TR

a. Front walk and site steps;
b. Retaining wall;
c. HVAC unit locations and screening.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Staff Introduction: Tania Tully [affirmed] showed the location of the property on the map and
noted highlights from staff comments. Ms. Tully felt that the rearticulating of the rear portion of
the building helped reduce the mass.

Support:
Mr. Matt Tomasulo [affirmed] and Ms. Nicole Alvarez [affirmed] were present to speak in

support of the application. Mr. Tomasulo stated he was comfortable with the conditions and he
worked for about three months on this project and has met with DRAC twice. Mr. Tomasulo
clarified that covenants will be going through Preservation North Carolina and he will agree to
them. Mr. Tomasulo stated Prince Hall is one of the first mixed-use districts in Raleigh and
lodging was a piece of it.

Ms. Alvarez noted that they have been and continue to be receptive to feedback.

Opposition:
There was no one present to speak in opposition to the application.
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Responses and Questions:

Ms. Jackson inquired about the siding exposure and if it was the intention to contrast with the
existing siding that is under the aluminum. Ms. Alvarez stated they wanted to match the reveal
but they do not know what is under there.

Support:
Mr. Matthew Munoz [affirmed] stated that as a nearby resident he appreciated the integration

of the history and new community projects and is excited to see the house from his back yard.
Mr. Munoz stated the design is great and added that the house is matching the historic
character of the neighborhood as well as fits in well. Mr. Munoz referenced Guidelines 4.3.2,
4.3.6,4.3.8, and 4.3.11, stating that the proposal met them all.

As Ms. Webb’s suggestion, Mr. Davis moved that the public testimony portion of the hearing be
closed. Ms. David seconded; motion carried 4/0.

Committee Discussion

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

The revised plans do a much better job of minimizing the scale of the addition and the
applicants did a good job of providing examples. [David]

The flat-roofed metal awning is not traditional and an open second story deck is also not seen.
[David]

I agree with Sarah that the revised drawings improve the design and appropriateness and that
the applicant has demonstrated is a typical arrangement of space. [Jackson]

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

First Attempt

Ms. David moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the public
hearing, the committee finds staff position A. (inclusive of facts 1-19), B. (inclusive of facts 1-6),
C. (inclusive of facts 1-5) to be acceptable as findings of fact:

A. Placement of 2-story historic house with new rear addition and porch/deck onto vacant lot is
not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 5.1.2, 5.1.3, 5.1.4, 5.1.5, 5.1.6, 4.3.1, 4.3.2,
43.4,435,43.6,4.3.7,43.8,4.3.9,4.3.10, 4.3.11; however the 2" floor open deck and meal
awning are incongruous according to Guidelines 4.1.3 and 4.3.10. [the remainder of the
motion is the same as the motion that passed and is not duplicated here]

The motion was seconded by Ms. Jackson; failed 2/2 (Mr. Davis and Ms. Jackson opposed)
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Second Attempt

Mr.

the

Davis moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the public hearing,
committee finds staff position A. (inclusive of facts 1-19), B. (inclusive of facts 1-6), C.

(inclusive of facts 1-5) to be acceptable as findings of fact:

A.

1>(-

2*

3*

4*

5*

6*

7*
8*
9*

10*

11*

12*

13*

Placement of 2-story historic house with new rear addition and porch/deck onto vacant lot is
not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 5.1.2, 5.1.3, 5.1.4, 5.1.5,5.1.6, 4.3.1, 4.3.2,
4.3.4,43.5,43.6,4.3.7,43.8,4.3.9,4.3.10, 4.3.11 and the following facts:

The structure to be relocated is facing impending demolition to make way for new
construction. Although not currently located in Prince Hall, the house (C late 19th century;
ca. 1930) dates to the district’s period of significance and is architecturally compatible with
both the district and the particular streetscape surrounding its intended new site.

The Special Character Essay states that “Houses are one and two stories and are generally
modest. Most stand on brick foundations, have front porches, and historically had
weatherboard exteriors.”

The relocated structure will be a two story Folk-Victorian style structure with a full front
porch, commonly found in the Prince Hall historic district. The front porch will have a
shallow pitched hip roof, set on simple columns.

The application includes photographic examples of other 2-story contributing houses in
Prince Hall.

The site is currently a grassy lot. Like the other lots on the north portion of the block, the lot
topography is raised above the sidewalk.

A dimensioned plot plan locating the house on site is included in the application. According
to the undimensioned lot coverage map, the house appears to sit marginally closer to the
street than other houses on the block face, but is within the range of other houses on the
entire block. More detailed information is not provided. The house is centered between the
side lot lines.

A tree protection plan for the site was included in the application.

Information regarding the move route was not included.

The lot is ~5,150 SE. The footprint of the proposed building with addition and porches is
~2,265 SF, for a proposed building mass of ~44% of the lot. [Wake County Tax and Deed
Records; scaled drawings]

The rear of the house includes a two level porch in the rear inset at the shed roofed portion;
it has simple black vertical baluster railings. A low wood deck with a simple cantilevered
metal roof is proposed for the gable end. Detailed drawings were not provided.

The form of the house in the amended application is that of a side gable house with cross
gable addition and lower shed roofed side addition. This is a traditional form for adding
onto a house. The inset portion near the historic house and lower side roof break up the
appearance of the mass. The pitch of the gable extension is similar to the historic house.
The provided perspective sketches and the lot coverage map include the house approved for
relocation in March under COA 029-16-CA.

The amended application includes examples (photos and building footprints) of other
additions onto Triple-A houses, both historic and newer. The examples are for one-story
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houses and not within Prince Hall, but are intended to illustrate that the proposal is within
the traditional way of adding onto a Triple-A house and that the resulting total form of the
house is congruous within the district. The common features shown are a 1-foot inset from
the side gable front portion, an initial addition (this addition was often part of the original
construction) length of about 2x the depth of the front portion;

The proportions of the new windows match those of the historic house and have the same
number of lights. The windows on the new portion have a regular and symmetrical
arrangement similar to the historic house.

The application includes two photographic examples of window patterns on contributing
houses in Prince Hall.

The new part of the building is proposed to have aluminum clad wood windows with
simulated divided lights and aluminum clad wood doors. The application states that these
will be Jeld Wen, but details and section drawings were not included.

The proposed windows are 6-light casement windows with minimal trim. The appearance
of the trim is unclear. Regardless of the trim width traditionally windows have a sill.

The siding of the new part of the house is proposed to be painted fiber cement. It was not
specified that it would be smooth faced. The siding reveal of the new portion appears very
wide. It is not unusual for a house to have two types of siding; however the visual difference
is traditionally minimal. It is unknown what the dimensions of the historic wood siding
under the synthetic siding are; the synthetic siding will be removed prior to relocation.
The eaves of the new portion appear to be a simplified version of historic house. Detailed
drawings and gutter information were not provided.

Construction of new roof; reconstruction of chimneys; installation of gutters; construction of
new porch floor and columns; changing of exterior paint colors is not incongruous in
concept according to Guidelines 3.4.3, 3.5.6, 3.5.8, 3.8.6, 3.8.10, and the following facts:

All existing materials, including windows and doors on the historic house are to be
rehabilitated/restored.

Paint samples were not provided.

The roof will be removed prior to relocation; details of the new roof including eave
construction, reconstructed chimneys, and gutters were not provided.

The drawings of the house show picture frame trim around the windows. The traditional
window trim treatment is to have a bottom sill rather than trim. It is unknown what type of
trim exists under the synthetic siding which will be removed prior to relocation.

A new porch will be constructed; it will have a shallow pitched hip roof set on simple
columns. Detailed drawings were not provided

Photos of other porches in the historic district were included as examples of the references
that will be used when designing the details of the new porch.
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Construction of new front walk; construction of front yard retaining wall; construction of
new site steps is not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 2.4.8, 2.5.5, 2.5.6, and the
following facts:

A low brick retaining wall is proposed along the front of the property. Numerous such walls
exist in the district; a photo of the walls at 313 and 307 E. Cabarrus Street was included in
the application. Detailed drawings of the wall were not provided.

The centrally-positioned front walk extends from the public sidewalk straight up to the
front of the house, a characteristic location as documented on the lot coverage map. Details
and specifications were not provided.

The front walk will include concrete site steps, a traditional material in the district; detailed
drawings were not provided.

New concrete walks in the historic districts are typically water washed to expose the surface
aggregate in emulation of the surface texture of historic concrete walks; this was not
specified.

New HVAC units will be needed; no information regarding the location or screening was
provided.

The motion was seconded by Ms. Jackson; passed 3/1 (Ms. David opposed)

Decision on the Application

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

That the physical elements of the tree protection plan be constructed prior to relocation of
the house on the site.

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

a. Confirmation of the setback compared to other houses on the block face;

b. Move route;

c. Foundation.

That details and specifications for the following be provided to and approved by staff prior
to the issuance of the blue placard for the work on the relocated house and new portion:

a. [Eave construction for both portions of the house;

b. New windows including muntin profile and size;

c. Front porch design details based on evidence if any;

d. Front porch construction details including porch floor, steps, columns, and railing.
That details and specifications for the following be provided to and approved by staff prior
to construction/installation:

a. Chimney design and material;

b. Window and door trim for the relocated portion of the house; based on evidence if

any;

c. Window and door trim for the new portion of the house based;
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d. New doors;

e. Rear railing detail;

f. Gutters & downspouts;

g. Roof and paint colors;

h. Foundation material sample.
5. That new ground level concrete have a water washed finish.
6. That details and specifications for the following be provided to and approved by staff prior

to the issuance of the blue placard for the work on the site:

a. Front walk and site steps;

b. Retaining wall;

c¢. HVAC unit locations and screening.

The motion was seconded by Ms. Jackson; passed 3/1 (Ms. David opposed)
Committee members voting: David, Davis, Jackson, Webb.

Certificate expiration date: 10/28/16.
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS — CERTIFIED RECORD

060-16-CA 414 NEW BERN AVENUE

Applicant: JASON QUEEN

Received: 4/11/2016 Meeting Date(s):
Submission date + 90 days: 7/10/2016 1) 4/28/2016 2) 3)

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Historic District: OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT

Zoning: OX-3-DE

Nature of Project: Construct 2nd level rear addition on existing 1st floor; enclose rear porch;
construct rear deck; construct concrete driveway; construct new front stairs, front walk, site

stairs, and retaining wall; construct new 6' tall wood rear yard privacy fence; alter roof
covering.

Amendments: Additional information and minor amendments received April 27, 2016 are
attached. This includes HVAC screening, fence location, grading, driveway configuration,
and site steps material. The retaining wall has been removed from the application.

Conflict of Interest: Ms. David moved to recuse Ms. Jackson since she works for the firm is
involved with the case. Mr. Davis seconded; motion carried 4/0.

Staff Notes:

e Relocation of the house was approved with COA 063-15-CA.

e It should be noted that this review is restricted solely to the design aspects of the
proposed work relative to the historic development standards. Ownership and the exact
location of property lines is a civil matter outside of the commission’s purview.

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

Sections  Topic Description of Work
2.1 Public Rights-of-Way and Alleys  construct concrete driveway apron
2.4 Fences and Walls retaining wall; construct new 6' tall wood rear yard
privacy fence
2.5 Walkways, Driveways, and front walk, site stairs, construct concrete driveway
Offstreet Parking
3.5 Roofs and alter roof covering
3.8 Entrances, Porches, and enclose rear porch; construct new front stairs
Balconies
4.1 Decks construct rear deck
42 Additions to Historic Buildings =~ Construct 2nd level rear addition on existing 1st
floor
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STAFF POSITION

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

A. Alteration of roof covering; enclosure of rear porch; construction of 27 level rear addition is
not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 3.5.5, 3.8.1, 3.8.7, 4.2.1, 4.2.4, 4.2.5, 4.2.6,
4.2.7; however, the use of full height v vertical v-groove siding may be incongruous in
concept according to Guidelines 4.2.7, and the following facts:

1* The existing house will be reroofed when the new addition is installed; the product is noted
in the application.

2* The rear side porch is proposed to be enclosed with vertical v-groove siding to provide the
appearance of an enclosed porch. The amended application includes a photograph of the
appearance of the siding. A bank of two 1/1 windows are also proposed on the east facade
and the porch door is relocated to the south fagade.

3* The application references its use at 511 and 420 Cutler Street. COA 165-14-MW (420 Cutler
Street) approved its use on a rear enclosed porch at a railing height.

4* There are trees on the property that could be impacted by construction activity. An
approved tree protection plan is already in place for the relocation of the house. The
amended application confirms that it will remain and place for the duration of this project.

5* 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.

6* The existing 1x8 trim board on the 1-story addition is proposed to remain as a way to
indicate that the 27 level is new. The trim is shown as retained only over the enclosed porch
on the east elevation. The use of banks of windows will also differentiate what is new.

7% The gable roof form and pitch of the new addition will be the same as the roof being
removed.

8* The eave height is proposed to be the same as the existing two-story house, but the ridge
will be approximately 3" 6” lover due to the shallower pitch.

9* The eave trim and overhang of the new addition will match the existing first floor condition.
Detailed drawings of the eave were not provided.

10* The door, two windows, and gable vent from the rear of the existing house will be relocated
to various locations on the addition.

11* New windows are proposed to be Lincoln 1/1 wood windows painted to match the existing.
Specifications and details were not provided.

12* Existing windows are 1/1 except for a decorative window in the front gable and the
irregularly placed leaded glass windows on the east facade.

13* The windows on the west side of the main house are equal in size and symmetrical from top
to bottom.

14* The new siding is proposed to match the existing in material, dimensions, and color.

B. Construction of new 6' tall wood rear yard privacy fence; placement of HVAC units is not
incongruous according to Guidelines 2.4.8,2.4.11, 3.10.8, and the following facts:
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The wood privacy fence is proposed for the south and west sides of the lot along the
property lines, a traditional location for fences.

Photos of the fence construction show that it will be constructed using neighbor-friendly
design with the structural members facing inwards towards the yard.

The fence does not extend beyond the body of the house nor turn to connect with the house.
The amended application adjusts the end point of the fence so that it does not extend past
the body of the adjacent house.

The new HVAC units are proposed on the west side of the house and will be screened with
vegetation.

Construction of new front stairs, front walk, site stairs is not incongruous in concept
according to Guidelines 2.5.5, 2.5.6, 2.5.9, 3.8.6, and the following facts:

There are currently no site features on this recently vacant lot.

The new walk and steps run straight from the public sidewalk to the front entry of the
house as is traditional

The new concrete walk will have a water washed finish.

In the amended application the new site steps are proposed to be concrete with parged
concrete side walls. Detailed drawings were not provided.

The new wood steps and rails are said to be similar to those from the original location; a
photo of the house in its prior location was included. Detailed drawings were not provided.

Construction of rear deck; construction of concrete driveway is not incongruous in concept
according to Guidelines 2.1.2,2.5.5,2.5.6,2.5.8, 4.1.1, 4.1.2, 4.1.5, 4.1.8 and the following facts:
The amended application proposes a driveway with 4" wide concrete driving strips with 2
between. The concrete will have a water washed finish.

The proportions of the driving strips to the gap is unusual. Traditionally driving strips
were much narrower.

According to the amended application, due to settling the existing granite is low enough to
drive over without creating a new curb cut. Any exposed granite on either side will be
repositioned to slope down from the typical curb height to the new concrete apron.

The amended site plan shows the driving strips extending onto the public sidewalk. This is
likely an error in the drawing.

Low wood rear decks are commonly approved in Oakwood. A railing is not proposed.

The lot is 5,227 SF; the house has a footprint of 1,223 SF for built area of 23%. The new site
features add 508 SF for built area of 33%. This is well within the norm of Oakwood. [scaled
site plan, house relocation COA]

Pending the committee’s determination regarding the use of full height vertical v-groove
siding, staff recommends that the committee approve the amended application, with the
following conditions:

1.
2.

That the continuity of the public sidewalk be maintained.
That the 1x8 trim board be retained for the entire length of the east fagade.
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3. That the dimensions of the driveway strips be closer in size to traditional driveways, by
reducing the strips to 3" wide and increasing the space to 3" wide.

4. That details and specifications for the following be provided to and approved by staff prior
to the issuance of the blue placard:
a. New windows (including section drawings);
b. Eave construction.

5. That details and specifications for the following be provided to and approved by staff prior
to construction/installation:
a. Front porch step stairs and railings;
b. Site steps and side walls;
c. Window trim — detail of what is being matched.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Staff Introduction: Tania Tully [affirmed] showed the location of the property on the map and
noted highlights from staff comments.

Support:
Mr. David Maurer [affirmed] and Mr. Jason Queen were present to speak in support of the

application. Mr. Maurer stated he had no issues about the conditions. He noted that he chose to
use vertical siding rather than horizontal as a way of differentiation.

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

At Ms. Caliendo’s suggestion Mr. Davis moved that the public testimony portion of the hearing
be closed. Ms. David seconded; motion carried 4/0.

Committee Discussion

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

Do we have any issue with the vertical v-groove siding? [Caliendo]

It does look a little odd since the existing was one story. It is not like the porch was under 2
stories. It doesn't read the right way. [Davis]

It does not violate a guideline unless you make the case because it is on the street side it is not
inconspicuous and it will stand out more. [Caliendo]

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

Ms. David moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the public hearing,
the committee finds staff position A. (inclusive of facts 1-14), B. (inclusive of facts 1-4), C.
(inclusive of facts 1-5), D. (inclusive of facts 1-6) to be acceptable as findings of fact, with the
modifications as listed below:
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A. Alteration of roof covering; enclosure of rear porch; construction of 2" level rear addition is
not incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 3.5.5, 3.8.1, 3.8.7,4.2.1,4.2.4, 4.2.5, 4.2.6,
4.2.7, and the following facts:

1* The existing house will be reroofed when the new addition is installed; the product is noted
in the application.

2* The rear side porch is proposed to be enclosed with vertical v-groove siding to provide the
appearance of an enclosed porch. The amended application includes a photograph of the
appearance of the siding. A bank of two 1/1 windows are also proposed on the east facade
and the porch door is relocated to the south fagade.

3* The application references its use at 511 and 420 Cutler Street. COA 165-14-MW (420 Cutler
Street) approved its use on a rear enclosed porch at a railing height.

4* There are trees on the property that could be impacted by construction activity. An
approved tree protection plan is already in place for the relocation of the house. The
amended application confirms that it will remain and place for the duration of this project.

5% 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.

6* The existing 1x8 trim board on the 1-story addition is proposed to remain as a way to
indicate that the 2 level is new. The trim is shown as retained only over the enclosed porch
on the east elevation. The use of banks of windows will also differentiate what is new.

7* The gable roof form and pitch of the new addition will be the same as the roof being
removed.

8* The eave height is proposed to be the same as the existing two-story house, but the ridge
will be approximately 3" 6” lover due to the shallower pitch.

9* The eave trim and overhang of the new addition will match the existing first floor condition.
Detailed drawings of the eave were not provided.

10* The door, two windows, and gable vent from the rear of the existing house will be relocated
to various locations on the addition.

11* New windows are proposed to be Lincoln 1/1 wood windows painted to match the existing.
Specifications and details were not provided.

12* Existing windows are 1/1 except for a decorative window in the front gable and the
irregularly placed leaded glass windows on the east facade.

13* The windows on the west side of the main house are equal in size and symmetrical from top
to bottom.

14* The new siding is proposed to match the existing in material, dimensions, and color.

B. Construction of new 6' tall wood rear yard privacy fence; placement of HVAC units is not
incongruous according to Guidelines 2.4.8,2.4.11, 3.10.8, and the following facts:

1* The wood privacy fence is proposed for the south and west sides of the lot along the
property lines, a traditional location for fences.

2* Photos of the fence construction show that it will be constructed using neighbor-friendly
design with the structural members facing inwards towards the yard.
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The fence does not extend beyond the body of the house nor turn to connect with the house.
The amended application adjusts the end point of the fence so that it does not extend past
the body of the adjacent house.

The new HVAC units are proposed on the west side of the house and will be screened with
vegetation.

Construction of new front stairs, front walk, site stairs is not incongruous in concept
according to Guidelines 2.5.5, 2.5.6, 2.5.9, 3.8.6, and the following facts:

There are currently no site features on this recently vacant lot.

The new walk and steps run straight from the public sidewalk to the front entry of the
house as is traditional

The new concrete walk will have a water washed finish.

In the amended application the new site steps are proposed to be concrete with parged
concrete side walls. Detailed drawings were not provided.

The new wood steps and rails are said to be similar to those from the original location; a
photo of the house in its prior location was included. Detailed drawings were not provided.

Construction of rear deck; construction of concrete driveway is not incongruous in concept
according to Guidelines 2.1.2,2.5.5,2.5.6,2.5.8,4.1.1, 4.1.2, 4.1.5, 4.1.8 and the following facts:
The amended application proposes a driveway with 4" wide concrete driving strips with 2’
between. The concrete will have a water washed finish.

The proportions of the driving strips to the gap is unusual. Traditionally driving strips
were much narrower.

According to the amended application, due to settling the existing granite is low enough to
drive over without creating a new curb cut. Any exposed granite on either side will be
repositioned to slope down from the typical curb height to the new concrete apron.

The amended site plan shows the driving strips extending onto the public sidewalk. This is
likely an error in the drawing.

Low wood rear decks are commonly approved in Oakwood. A railing is not proposed.

The lot is 5,227 SF; the house has a footprint of 1,223 SF for built area of 23%. The new site
features add 508 SF for built area of 33%. This is well within the norm of Oakwood. [scaled
site plan, house relocation COA]

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

Decision on the Application

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

1. That the continuity of the public sidewalk be maintained.
2. That the 1x8 trim board be retained for the entire length of the east fagade of the
addition.
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3. That the dimensions of the driveway strips be closer in size to traditional driveways, by
reducing the strips to 3" wide and increasing the space to 3" wide.
4. That details and specifications for the following be provided to and approved by staff
prior to the issuance of the blue placard:
a. New windows (including section drawings);
b. Eave construction.
5. That details and specifications for the following be provided to and approved by staff
prior to construction/installation:
a. Front porch step stairs and railings;
b. Site steps and side walls;
c. Window trim — detail of what is being matched.

The motion was seconded by Ms. Webb; passed 4/0.
Committee members voting: Caliendo, David, Davis, Webb.

Certificate expiration date: 10/28/16.
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS — CERTIFIED RECORD

061-16-CA 817 HILLSBOROUGH STREET

Applicant: BH2-HISTORIC BOYLAN LLC
Received: 4/11/2016 Meeting Date(s):
Submission date + 90 days: 7/10/2016 1) 4/28/2016 2) 3)

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION

Raleigh Historic Landmark: BOYLAN APARTMENTS

Zoning: RX-4
Nature of Project: Install shade structure and lighting for previously approved courtyard

terrace (COA 123-15-CA).

Amendments: Clarified drawings were received April 25, 2016 and are attached.
Conflict of Interest: None noted.

Staff Notes:

¢ COAs mentioned are available for review.

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

Sections  Topic Description of Work
2.3 Site Features and Plantings  Install shade structure and lighting on previously
approved courtyard.
STAFF POSITION

1>(-

2*
3*

4>(-

5>(-
6>(-

7*

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

Installation of shade structure and lighting is not incongruous in concept according to
Guidelines 2.3.2,2.3.9, 2.3.10 and the following facts:

The poles for the lighting and awning are proposed to be placed on a terrace approved in
COA 123-15-CA.

No historic fabric is bring touched; the shade structure is a free-standing element.

The straight black metal poles have a form and color relationship to the straight black metal
muntins and stiles of the metal windows on the historic building.

The poles will be placed along the sides of the new rhombus-shaped patio.

The proposed structure is akin to a pergola.

The proposed sunsail is akin to an awning and will only be mounted in the center portion of
the courtyard; material and color information was provided. Photos of what the awning will
look like are provoided.

A written description of the installation is provided in the addendum.
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8* Examples of string lights are provided in the addendum. One of the examples is in the
Moore Square Historic District. A COA was not received, but because these kinds of lights
are not permanenly mounted they do not require a COA.

Staff recommends that the committee approve the application.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Staff Introduction: Tania Tully [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.

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

At Ms. Caliendo’s suggestion Ms. Jackson moved that the public testimony portion of the
hearing be closed. Ms. Webb seconded; motion carried 5/0.

Committee Discussion

There was no discussion following the public hearing.

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

Ms. Jackson moved that based upon the facts presented in the application and the public
hearing, the committee finds staff position A. (inclusive of facts 1-8) to be acceptable as findings
of fact, with the modifications and additions as listed below:

A. Installation of shade structure and lighting is not incongruous in concept according to
Guidelines 2.3.2,2.3.9, 2.3.10 and the following facts:

1* The poles for the lighting and awning are proposed to be placed on a terrace approved in
COA 123-15-CA.

2* No historic fabric is bring touched; the shade structure is a free-standing element.

3* The straight black metal poles have a form and color relationship to the straight black metal
muntins and stiles of the metal windows on the historic building.

4* The poles will be placed along the sides of the new rhombus-shaped patio.

5% The proposed structure is akin to a pergola.

6* The proposed sunsail is akin to an awning and will only be mounted in the center portion of
the courtyard; material and color information was provided. Photos of what the awning will
look like are provoided.

7% A written description of the installation is provided in the addendum.
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8* Examples of string lights are provided in the addendum. One of the examples is in the
Moore Square Historic District. A COA was not received, but because these kinds of lights
are not permanenly mounted they do not require a COA.

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

Decision on the Application

Ms. Jackson made a motion that the application be approved.
The motion was seconded by Ms. Webb; passed 5/0.
Committee members voting: Caliendo, David, Davis, Jackson, Webb.

Certificate expiration date: 10/28/16.
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OTHER BUSINESS

1. Design Guidelines Update

2. Committee Discussion
a. Application Completeness
b. Meeting Post-Mortem

ADJOURNMENT
The meeting was adjourned at 9:09 p.m.

Elizabeth Caliendo, Chair
Certificate of Appropriateness Committee,
Raleigh Historic Development Commission

April 28, 2016 COA Meeting Minutes

Minutes Submitted by:
Tania Tully, Preservation Planner
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