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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – STAFF REPORT 
 
COA-0159-2018 510 S PERSON STREET 
Applicant: STEPHANIE SCHULLER 
Received: 10/10/2018 Meeting Date(s): 
Submission date + 90 days:  01/08/2019 1) 11/26/2018 2) 12/27/2018  3)  
 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 
 
Historic District: PRINCE HALL HISTORIC DISTRICT 
Zoning: General HOD 
Nature of Project: Partially demolish structure; construct new building 
DRAC: An application was reviewed by the Design Review Advisory Committee at its October 

29, 2018, meeting.  Members in attendance were Dan Becker, Curtis Kasefang, and Mary 
Ruffin Hanbury; also present were Stephanie Schuller, applicant, Cleve Pate, architect; and 
Collette Kinane, staff. 

Staff Notes: 
• Unified Development Code section 10.2.15.E.1 provides that “An application for a 

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

• Changes to the staff report appear in bold lettering below. 
 

 
APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

 
Sections Topic Description of Work 
1.3 Site Features and Setting Construct new building 
3.3 New Construction Construct new building 
3.5 Non-residential new construction Construct new building 
4.2 Demolition Partially demolish structure 

 
STAFF REPORT 

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

 
A. Partially demolishing a structure is not incongruous according to Guidelines 4.2.1, 4.2.2, 4.2.4, 

4.2.5, and the following suggested facts: 

1* The subject property is described in the Prince Hall Historic District designation report as 

non-contributing. 

2* The applicant states that the building is not suitable for repurpose.   
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3* The application proposes the demolition of the front, rear, and south facades; as well as the 

roof and partial floor structure. 

4* The application does not present any evidence that the applicant has fully documented the 

building with photographs and drawings and deposited these materials with RHDC for 

storage. 

 

B. Constructing a new commercial building is not incongruous in concept according to 

Guidelines 3.3.1, 3.3.2, 3.3.12, 3.5.2, 3.5.3, 3.5.5, 3.5.6, 3.5.7; however, the three-story height 

may be incongruous according to Guidelines 3.3.7, 3.3.8, 3.3.9, 3.3.10, 3.3.11, and the 

following suggested facts:  

1* The Prince Hall Historic District features a historic mix of residential and commercial 

character buildings.   

2* A site plan was provided illustrating the proposed setback of the building compared to 

nearby buildings.  The front (east) wall of the new building is brought forward towards 

the sidewalk, with a centered door and stairs.  It is unclear how the stairs are to connect 

with the public sidewalk. 

3* The proposed plan includes a ramp leading to the south side of the building.  It is unclear 

how the ramp is to connect with the public sidewalk. 

4* The setback from the right-of-way and inclusion of plantings in the right-of-way is 

atypical for commercial buildings in most commercial historic districts.  However, 

setbacks and plantings in the Prince Hall Historic District are somewhat inconsistent for 

the commercial buildings. 

5* The site plan does not indicate the presence of trees.  It is unclear if any trees on 

neighboring properties have critical root zones (CRZs) that may be impacted by 

demolition or construction. 

6* The application does not indicate whether the existing curb cut and driveway apron are 

proposed to be removed, nor were the design details and materials for the altered area 

provided. 

7* Photographs were provided showing other commercial buildings in Prince Hall and 

nearby Moore Square historic districts which were used as design references.  Some of 

the examples shown are not in any historic district. 



COA-0159-2018 Staff Report  3 

8* Photographs were also provided showing the mix of commercial and residential 

buildings in Prince Hall, as well as the variety of building forms and heights. 

9* The proposed Person Street façade is three stories tall with a height of 36’-8”.  A street 

elevation was provided showing the proposed building and its two nearest neighbors.  

The top of the proposed front wall is lower in height than the front gables of the 

multistory residential building to the north.  It is taller than the bungalow to the south by 

approximately 15’. 

10* Evidence to support the proposed height of the building appears to be limited to 

photographs of other 3-story buildings in Prince Hall and Moore Square historic 

districts and other buildings that do not fall within historic districts. Guideline 3.3.7 

states in part, “The height of new buildings should generally fall within 10 percent of 

well-related nearby buildings.” 

11* The building has a pedestrian scale which is typical of commercial buildings.  This is done 

in part by emphasizing the ground floor base that features a recessed entrance with paired 

doors and a transom flanked by metal-framed storefront glass over recessed panels.  The 

second and third floors feature three sets of paired windows that are aligned with the 

ground floor openings.  The effect is that of a traditional early 20th century modest high-rise 

with a distinct base.  Rows of corbelled bricks create a cornice above the ground floor and 

at the roof cornice.  Details of the proposed cornices were not provided. 

12* Materials proposed for the building are brick for cladding, aluminum for window frames, 

metal or fiber cement for the canopy, standing seam metal for the roof stair tower and 

screening, painted steel or aluminum railings, and fabric awnings.  No material samples or 

specifications were provided.   

13* Ornamental quoins are shown on the ground-floor street façade, but no materials were 

specified. 

14* Brick is a material used on some of the historic buildings within the district and is a material 

commonly used to help create a sense of scale. 

15* There appears to be an enclosed stair access to the roof that is dashed in.  The material is 

shown as “bronze standing seam over brick.”  No details for the standing seam material 

were provided. 
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16* The roof plan shows a patio at the rear of the building with a privacy screen or railing.  

No materials were specified for either the patio or the privacy screen or railing, nor were 

detailed drawings provided. 

17* The roof plan shows four rectangles that are not labeled, but which may indicate the 

locations of mechanical equipment.  No HVAC equipment specifications nor screening 

were provided. 

18* A horizontal canopy is proposed for the front (east) elevation over the ground floor 

storefront. It partially wraps around the north and south sides to cover the side entrances. 

The application states the canopy “provides a horizontal element that reduces the visual 

height of the building.” Canopies are atypical for the historic district where a detailed 

cornice is often found above the ground floor, such as with the Prince Hall building.  No 

evidence was provided to support the use of a projecting canopy.  The application states 

the canopy (overhang) is proposed to be “bronze material or Hardie trim painted to match 

windows, if off-white cream is chosen.” 

19* In Raleigh’s historic distracts fabric awnings are more typical for small-scale historic 

commercial buildings. 

20* A fabric canopy is indicated on the south elevation by the side entry.  No details or 

material samples were provided. 

21* The front and rear façade windows are two-over-two and vertical in proportion, which is 

common in the historic district.  The rear façade also includes paired square windows on 

the ground floor.  The south façade features two rows of two-over-two windows in 

similar proportions to those found elsewhere, as well as a single circular window on the 

ground floor.  No windows are shown on the north elevation.  Window specifications 

were not provided. 

22* A note on the drawings states “Window placement per tenant layout, max 10% glass.”  

This note may indicate the elevation drawings are not finalized at this time. 

23* The windows are proposed to be bronze or off-white cream aluminum. Specifications were 

not provided.  Bronze is an atypical finish in the district. 

24* Aside from street numbers located on the front door transom, no specifications for signage 

are shown. 

25* Exterior lighting was shown on three elevations, but no lighting specifications were 

provided. 
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26* Neither gutters nor downspouts were shown on plan or elevation drawings, nor were 

specifications provided.  

27* No exterior vents were shown on the plan or elevation drawings. 

28* The drawings appear to show some inconsistences; 

a. The ground floor plan shows the front portion of the south wall is inset 

slightly to allow for the ramp, but the front elevation drawing does not depict 

it accurately, nor does the fabric canopy appear on the front elevation; 

b. A small Juliette balcony is shown on both the north (right) and south (left) 

side elevations at the rear of the building, but it does not appear on the rear 

elevation; 

c. Window openings are not shown on the plan views that match the elevation 

drawings; 

d. The location of the rooftop stair access tower appears to be inconsistent 

between the plan and elevation views; 

e. The roof plan shows a rounded canopy on the front of the building that does 

not appear in the front elevation drawing. 

 

Staff suggests that the Committee discuss the congruity of the proposed height within the 

Prince Hall HOD.  Should the committee determine that the height meets the Guidelines, 

staff suggests the following conditions:  

1. That there be no demolition delay for the removal of the building. 

2. That the building not have the proposed projecting canopy. 

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

prior to issuance of the blue placard:  

a. Full documentation of the building to be demolished with high-quality digital 

photographs and scaled, measured drawings of all facades, as well as a floor 

plan and roof plan; 

b. An accurate set of plan and elevation drawings for the proposed building; 

c. A site plan showing the location of all buildings, hardscape features, trees if 

any and tree protection features, if needed.  Trees should be labeled with 

species name, diameter at breast height (DBH) and critical root zone (CRZ); 
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d. If needed, a tree protection plan prepared by an arborist certified by the 

International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) or by a North Carolina licensed 

landscape architect that addresses the critical root zones and provides staging 

areas for construction activity and material storage; 

e. The site plan should indicate whether the existing curb cut and driveway 

apron are proposed to be removed, as well as the design and materials for the 

altered area; 

f. Detailed section and elevation drawings for the cornices; 

g. Manufacturer’s specifications for windows, showing both section and 

elevation views, muntin profiles and material descriptions. 

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

prior to installation:  

a. Manufacturer’s specifications for doors, showing both section and elevation 

views, and material descriptions; 

b. Roofing materials; 

c. Brick sample; 

d. Specifications and sample for material on front quoins; 

e. Specifications and sample for material on canopies; 

f. Standing seam metal specifications and/or material sample; 

g. Detailed elevation and section drawings for railings on front porch, north side 

porch, south side ramp and roof top patio; 

h. Detailed drawings and material samples for the fabric canopy on the south 

elevation by the entry; 

i. Patio materials; 

j. Roof privacy screen or railing; 

k. Paint color swatches from paint manufacturer; 

l. HVAC location and screening; 

m. Manufacturer’s specifications for exterior lighting; 

n. Address numbers;   

o. Gutters and downspouts, and location on building; 

p. Exterior vents, such as for kitchen and bathroom exhaust, and location on 

building. 
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510 S Person St (COA-0159-2018)  
Revised application materials for 12/27/18 COA meeting 

 

 

EMAIL 1-B: corner Blount street 3 story. See storefront below (metal), window details, parapet brick 
detail. Another important photo. Three story with similar details to our building. Note storefront color 
and street sign. 

 



 

EMAIL 1-C: Corner Martin & Blake St. (green brick). See lower glass / panel (storefront) and 
upper level double windows. See trim detail horizontal directly above lower storefront. 510 S. 
Person uses similar details. Important photo referenced in our letter green brick building. Note 
double windows upper and lower level street front. Also reference the trim above storefront 
which is similar style to prince hall. We use a similar detail on our short overhang. 



 

EMAIL 2-C: CMU 2 story bldg. Child care on block across the street approx. 29' high. Not necessarily 
historical in appearance. Commercial use. Block across the street. CMU child care. Two stories but about 
29' high. 



 

EMAIL 3-E: Shows Blount and Lenoir street bldg. Includes multi story Shaw university with view of 510 
south person. Noted here mix of business and commercial bldg. Somewhat depressed property in 
appearance.  We believe 510 Person will upgrade historically the area setting precedent to follow more 
details of the period.  See street sign. Commercial and single-family mix. Somewhat in state of disrepair. 
We in our design believe represent a neighborhood upgrade needed for commerce. 

 



 

EMAIL 4-B- PRINCE HALL. SEE DETAIL SIMILARITY TO 510 S. PERSON. We utilize many of 
these elements. 

 



 

Email 5-a: Same block new modern multifamily new to our residential neighbor. Scale dwarfs the house. 
510 Person though taller much closer to scale.  New modern multifamily with view of our single-family 
neighbor. We believe our scale doesn't dwarf the house as much. 



 

EMAIL 5-B: Moore Square South Person. Contemporary next to more traditional. 2 story next to multi 
story. Person commercial contemporary and traditional 

 



 

EMAIL 5-C: "Church" across street going commercial. Representing a trend which is most likely coming 
through the neighborhood over time. Church to commercial across street. 

 



 

EMAIL 6-E: Hargett, 3 story. Though not close to Person, much more variety of detail but not as close to 
period details as other buildings shown of which 510 S. Person is modeled. Interesting Hargett Street 
bldg. Not really in the neighborhood but nice detailing. 



 

 

More similar three story 



 

More three story 



 

And more three story. 



 

Letter reference to brick parapet look we use as rail on roof balcony 



 

Street view of 510. See our street view drawing. 



 

Close view showing how much we are overshadowed by the current 3 story multifamily. 



 

Reference photo 510 and our close neighbor 



 

Next door neighbor 



 

Street view current 510 

 

 



 

Walk view towards 510 

 

 



 

Reference photo our street. 



 

Commercial Street behind us. 



 

Green siding building renovated ref in our letter. Commercial but believe our building represents 
more historical features. 



 

Close up of Person traditional commercial 



 

In view of 510 multistory Shaw. 



 

See the street sign. New multifamily that uses some historical references. 



 

One block over multifamily with open balcony. We deleted ours on 510 
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