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Nature of Project: 
Construct reconfigured rear addition
with second story and wraparound 
porch; removed/replace/add 
windows; removed second door 
on front elecation; paint exterior
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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – STAFF REPORT 

 

026-18-CA 807 MCCULLOCH STREET 

Applicant: KENT KILPATRICK 

Received: 02-08-2018 Meeting Date(s): 

Submission date + 90 days: 05/09/2018 1) 04/26/2018  

 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 

 

Historic District: BOYLAN HEIGHTS HISTORIC DISTRICT 

Zoning: HOD-G 

Nature of Project: Construct reconfigured rear addition with second story and wraparound 

porch; remove/replace/add windows; remove second door on front elevation; change 

exterior paint colors 

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

December 22, 2017 and January 29, 2018 meetings.  Members in attendance were Dan 

Becker, Jenny Harper, Curtis Kasefang, and David Maurer, ; also present were Melissa Robb 

and Tania Tully. 

Staff Notes: 

•  

 

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 

Sections Topic Description of Work 

1.3 Site Features and Plantings Construct rear addition 

2.4 Paint and Paint Color Change exterior paint colors 

2.5 Roofs Change porch roof material 

2.7 Windows and Doors Remove/add/replace windows; remove second door 

on front elevation 

3.2 Additions Construct rear addition 

 

STAFF REPORT 

 

Based on the information contained in the application and staff’s evaluation: 

 

A. Constructing a rear addition and removing the fence is not incongruous in concept 

according to Guidelines 1.3.1, 1.3.2, 1.3.6, 1.3.7, 1.3.8, 3.2.1, 3.2.2, 3.2.3, 3.2.4, 3.2.5, 3.2.6, 3.2.7, 

3.2.8, 3.2.9, 3.2.10, 3.2.11, 3.2.12; and the following suggested facts: 

1* In the National Register of Historic Places nomination for the Boylan Heights Historic 

District, the property was deemed contributing, and was described as a 1922 (1927 addition) 

“one-story Bungalow; gable is perpendicular to the street; attached one-story porch, full 

facade. Dormer centered above. Projecting bay, left side - addition.” 
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2* Built area to open space analysis:  The lot is ~6,098 SF.  The footprint of the existing house is 

1,808 SF; the new addition footprint will be 210 SF. The total built area is proposed to be 

2,018 SF.  The applicants state the proportion of built area to open space is currently ~30%, 

and will increase to 33%. 

3* The applicants provided three examples in the historic district of similarly scaled projects 

which have received COA approvals for additions: 421 Cutler St (COA 044-97-CA), 225 W 

South St (this address appears to be an error and it is unknown which property the 

applicant is referring to), and 903 W Lenoir St (COA 085-15-CA). 

4* The addition is at the rear of the house and includes a setback where the new addition meets 

the existing building on both the east and west elevations. 

5* Over time, the house has had several additions to the rear of the structure, which likely 

were added prior to designation of the historic district, as no COA applications exist for this 

work. 

6* The proposed addition alters the roofline and adds a wrap-around screen porch at the rear. 

The addition and alteration attempts to “correct some design flaws” that were caused by 

these previous additions. 

7* The existing windows appear to be primarily one-over-one wood framed double hung.  

Existing windows on a previous addition are a combination of horizontal 14-pane windows 

on the second story or six-pane on the first story.   

8* The proposed windows in the addition are all wood; specifications and details, including 

section drawings were provided. 

9* Most of the windows on the addition are similarly proportioned to the existing wood 

double-hung one-over-one units or similar proportions to an upper sash.   The exceptions 

are (see sheets labeled ‘Staff Evidence” for corresponding letters):   

a. Two windows on the west elevation, three windows on the south elevation, and 

one on the east elevation which appear to be smaller, higher-set rectangular 

privacy windows. Labeled ‘D’ on staff evidence. 

10* Paint colors were specified and samples provided. 

11* The addition is proposed to be sided in wood to match the existing; window trim is 

proposed to match the existing in material and dimensions. Details were provided. The 

addition roof is proposed to be asphalt shingles. 
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12* The new porch and existing front porch roofs are proposed to be standing seam metal.  

Details and specifications were provided.  The pan width and seam are traditional in size 

and design.  The striations in the pan, however are not.  Original metal roofs had flat pans.  

13* A tree protection plan was provided; however, the critical root zones may not be sufficiently 

protected with the plan.  The critical root zone is defined as “The area uniformly 

encompassed by a circle with a radius equal to one and one-quarter (1.25) foot per inch of 

the diameter of a tree trunk measured at four and one-half (4.5) feet above the ground, with 

the trunk of the tree at the center of the circle.” The footprint of the proposed addition is 

within the critical root zone of at least one tree. The tree protection plan was not prepared 

by an arborist or landscaped architect. 

14* Staging areas for construction materials were not specified on the tree protection plan. 

 

B. Removal, addition, replacement of windows is not incongruous in concept according to 

Guidelines 2.4.1, 2.4.3, 2.7.1, 2.7.2, 2.7.6, 2.7.9; and the following suggested facts: 

1* The existing windows appear to be primarily one-over-one wood framed double hung.  

Existing windows on a previous addition are a combination of horizontal 14-pane windows 

on the second story or six-pane on the first story.   

2* The proposed windows are all wood; specifications and details, including section drawings, 

include (see sheets labeled ‘Staff Evidence” for corresponding letters): 

a. The proposed design removes the four 14-pane windows and replaces each with 

two rectangular single pane windows that look to be the same proportions as an 

upper sash. The existing windows appear to have been installed at the time the 

addition was constructed. Labeled ‘A’ on staff evidence. 

b. One window on the east side near the front is proposed to be removed and 

replaced with a pair of windows.  The applicant stated the reason for this was to 

rectify the awkward placement of the window resulting from the earlier 

addition.  Labeled ‘B’ on staff evidence. 

c. One one-over-one window on the west side is proposed to be removed and 

replaced with a new square window.  Labeled ‘C’ on staff evidence. 

C. Replacing a door with a window is not incongruous according to Guideline 2.7.9, 2.8.9, and 

the following suggested facts: 
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1* The existing door proposed for removal on the front elevation is proposed to be replaced 

with an additional window to create a balanced entrance (window will be added directly 

next to the existing window).  Structural evidence included in the application indicates that 

the door was added at an unspecified date and is not original to the design of the house.  

2* The application includes an example of a similar door-window configuration at 1026 

Dorothea Drive. 

3* Door details and specifications were not provided. 

 

Staff suggests that the committee approve the application with the following conditions: 

 

1. That the metal roof have a flat pan. 

2. That tree protection plans be implemented and remain in place for the duration of 

construction. 

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

to issuance of the blue placard:  

a. A tree protection plan that addresses the critical root zones and provides staging 

areas for construction materials. 

b. That the tree protection plan for at least the tree closest to the house be prepared 

by an arborist certified by the International Society Arboriculture. 

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

to installation or construction:  

a. doors 

 

 

 



Staff Evidence

A A



Staff Evidence

D

A A A A

B
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DD
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