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                                   Minutes







     April 14, 2005








           Salisbury, North Carolina

The Historic Preservation Commission for the city of Salisbury met in regular session on Thursday, April 14, 2005, in the Council Chambers at the City Hall, 217 S. Main St.

The meeting was called to order by the Vice-Chairman, Michael Young.  In addition to Mr. Paul, the following members were present:  Raemi Evans, Ronald Fleming, Jeff Sowers, Kathy Walters, and Wayne Whitman.
Absent:  Mike Fuller and Anne Lyles
Nominating Committee Report
Raemi Evans made the following report from the Nominating Committee:
Chairman, Michael Young and Vice-Chairman, Jeff Sowers.  Kathy Walters made the motion to accept the nomination as presented by the committee.   The motion was seconded by Ron Fleming; all members present voted AYE.  
Michael Young thanked the committee for the report, and also expressed gratitude for the fine job done by Charles Paul as Chairman.  He then proceeded with the meeting as Chairman.
Requests for Certificates of Appropriateness
H-10-05     506 S. Church St. – Barry & Rodney Rymer, owner; Cherrathee Hager, applicant – Certificate of Appropriateness for window sash replacement

Barry Rymer  and Cherrathee Hager were sworn to give testimony for the request.

Staff presented slides.

Mr. Rymer informed the Commission that he had purchased the house out of foreclosure. He said the house was not in a position to be lived in so he wanted to fix it up and make it a nice house for someone.  He presented a handout showing a list of the improvements he had done to the house. He apologized to the Commission for not following the correct procedure in getting the approval that he should have before beginning the work.  

Ms. Hager, the contractor, testified that Mr. Rymer was very concerned about the fact that the windows in the house were not functional, and in some places even nonexistent.  She said the windows were in such disrepair that it would have been cost prohibitive to repair the sashes and put them back in.  Instead they decided on an insulated wood window - completely wood except the interior grids, which are metal.  
She testified also that some of the window casings around the outside were repaired, as well as the wood on the inside that was rotted or damaged.  
Ms. Hager further testified that she has been able to find a wood grid that can be placed over the outside, and once it is painted will look like a wood window.  She again stated that it would be cost prohibitive to remove the windows and replace – a cost of more than $10,000.00.  She presented pictures of adjoining properties to give the Commission a sense of the neighborhood.
Kathy Walters informed Ms. Hager that if she had come before the Commission before installing the windows they would not have approved the change made, so the problem goes back to not requesting a certificate.  Ms. Walters further stated that even if the grids on the outside were allowed there would still be 9/9 windows (instead of 6/6) which are not appropriate on the house.  The house, she said, is a Gateway house, 100 years old, and 1 of only 2 houses within 2 blocks that are in the district.  She said, “We have to adhere to the guidelines.”  

Jeff Sowers read from Window and Doors guidelines – Maintenance and Repair
If total replacement of a window or a door is necessary, a unit should be used that matches the original dimension, configuration, material, and detail.  Replacement unit should never require alteration of the original door or window opening.  If double glazing in a new unit is desired for energy efficiency, it is not appropriate to compromise the architectural character of the building by choosing snap-in muntins in place of true divided light.   
Ron Fleming agreed that the guidelines must be adhered to.

Ms. Hager presented a letter of support from William Ketner, an adjoining property owner who could not be present at the meeting.
There was no one present to speak in support or opposition of the request.

Barry Rymer, the property owner, again appealed to the Commission for a compromise of the situation; however, Michael Young reinstated that the Commission has to go by the guidelines in order not to set precedence. 
Kathy Walters made the following motion:  I move that the Commission find the following facts concerning Application #H-10-05 – that Cherathee Hager, applicant for Barry and Rodney Rymer, owners of 506 S. Church St., appeared before the Commission and sought a Certificate of Appropriateness to retain window sash replacements – that William Ketner sent a note in support of the request because he could not be present; this request should not be granted based on The Secretary of Interior Standards for Rehabilitation and Chapter 2 – Changes to Buildings – Windows and Doors, pages 14-17, 
guidelines 1,2,4,5,11 and 12 of the Residential Historic District Design Guidelines; 
mitigating factor includes that the windows were installed without a Certificate of Appropriateness; therefore, I further move that a Certificate of Appropriateness 

for Application #H-10-05 be denied to Cherathee Hager, applicant for Barry and Rodney Rymer, owners of 506 S. Church St., to retain the windows.”
Jeff Sowers seconded the motion; all members present voted AYE.

In response to Mr. Rymer’s question of what he needed to do next, Michael Young stated that he should research a 6/6 replacement window that would meet the replacement window guidelines, and then come back to again request approval. 
H-13-05     218 W. Council St. – City of Salisbury, owner; Deb Young, applicant – Certificate of Appropriateness for existing gravel lot (COA #H-29-04) to be paved

Deb Young, Facilities Manager for the city of Salisbury, was sworn to give testimony for the request.
Staff presented slides.

Ms. Young began by reminding the Commission that a Certificate of Appropriateness #H-29-04 was granted for a gravel parking lot in an adjacent space to the existing parking lot used primarily for the city of Salisbury staff.  The request, at this time she stated, is to now pave the existing gravel lot.

In response to a question from the Chair in reference to screening along the edge of the lot where bumpers are now located, Ms. Young testified that in the original request for the gravel lot there were no requirements for vegetation along that line; however, the vegetation requirements were met for screening at the front.  She testified that in the renovation project now underway at the Police Department there are trees that in time will be moved and relocated to the parking lot site along the edge in question.  
In response to a question from Jeff Sowers, Wendy Spry stated that per the zoning ordinance, a tree is required within 60 ft. of each parking space.  

Deb Young reminded the Commission that the plan to move the trees from the Police Department was included in the original request for the gravel lot. The trees will be located in the grass strip between the existing paved lot and the now gravel lot.  

Michael Young commented that he is not opposed to having more than the minimum number of trees.

There was no one present to speak in support or opposition to the request.
Jeff Sowers made the following motion:  “I move that the Commission find the following facts concerning Application #H-29-05 – that Deb Young, applicant for the city of Salisbury, owner of 218 W. Council St., appeared before the Commission and sought a Certificate of Appropriateness to pave an existing gravel lot; that no one appeared before the Commission to support or oppose this request, this request should be granted based on The Secretary of Interior Standards for Rehabilitation and Chapter 4 – Site Features & District Setting – Parking & Paving, pages 57-58, guidelines 1-6 of the Non-Residential Historic District Design Guidelines; therefore, I further move that a Certificate of Appropriateness for Application #H-13-05 be granted to Deb Young, applicant for the city of Salisbury, owner of 218 W. Council St., to make the changes detailed in the application.”
Ron Fleming seconded the motion; all members present voted AYE.

H-20-05      826 N. Main St. – Thomas & Mary Craig, owner – Certificate of Appropriateness for 20’x30’ dog kennel covered with lattice [not a permanent structure, no concrete or permanent post]; lattice stapled onto side of porch for privacy and wind protection

Mary Craig, owner and Pen Paylar, tenant, were sworn to give testimony for the request.
Staff presented slides.

Ms. Paylar explained to the Commission that as an artist she needed some place on the porch where she could do her painting with proper ventilation as well as have storage space.  She testified that she chose lattice because it would not be permanent.  She said the lattice is supported with screws and staples, and tied together with twine; all easily removable.  
She further testified that the 20’x30’ chain link dog kennel located in the rear yard has also been covered with lattice; also, not a permanent structure.

In response to a question from Kathy Walters, Ms. Paylar said the lattice has been hung on both sides of the porch – 1 side to be used for painting, and 1 side for storage.  

Jeff Sowers stated that he has a problem with the lattice on the house, but no problem with the dog lot.  Kathy Walters agreed. She read the following statement from the Design Guidelines – Porches, Entrances, and Balconies:  Because the enclosure of a front porch or balcony alters the historic character of a building so significantly, it is never considered appropriate in the district.  For parallel reasons the enclosure of side or rear porches is discouraged.  
Kathy Walters said if it is allowed it would definitely need to be painted in the house’s trim color.  
Janet Gapen referred Commission members to the porch guidelines, page 20, #9 and 10, which was read by Michael Young:
· It is not appropriate to enclose front porches or balconies.

· Enclosure of side or rear porches and balconies is discouraged.  If enclosure of a side or rear porch is required for a new use, design the enclosure so that the historic character and features of the porch are preserved.
Following the Commission’s deliberation, Michael Young informed Ms. Paylar that they would consider the structure as temporary but recommend that the lattice be painted.  Kathy Walters suggested a cream color in opaque stain.
Ms. Paylar eagerly agreed.
There was no one present to speak in support or opposition to the request.

Jeff Sowers made the following motion:  “I move that the Commission find the following facts concerning Application #H-20-05 – that Mary Craig, owner, of 820 N. Main St. and Pen Paylar, tenant, appeared before the Commission and sought a Certificate of Appropriateness to retain a 20’x30’ lattice-covered chain link fence dog yard, and lattice stapled on side of porch for privacy and wind protection; that no one appeared before the Commission to support or oppose this request, this request should be granted based on The Secretary of Interior Standards for Rehabilitation and Chapter 4 – Site Features & District Setting – Fences & Walls, pages 54-57, guidelines 7-10 and 12-15 of the Residential Historic District Design Guidelines; mitigating factor:  fencing and lattice completed without Certificate of Appropriateness; therefore, I further move that a Certificate of Appropriateness for Application #H-20-05 be granted to Mary Craig, owner of 826 N. Main St. to make the changes detailed in the application with the following changes agreed to by the applicant:  paint lattice on the porch to match the Cream trim color.”
Kathy Walters seconded the motion; all members present voted AYE.

H-21-05      722 S. Fulton St. –  Gordon & Barbara Senter, owner – Certificate of Appropriateness for restoration of house 

Gordon & Barbara Senter were sworn to give testimony for the request.
Staff presented slides.

Mr. Senter informed the Commission that the entire house, which was the home of Liddy Dole’s grandparents, would be renovated from top to bottom including roofing, repairing the exterior, taking down and repairing a porch, re-plumbing and re-wiring.

Mr. Senter presented in detail the exterior work from the 31-item listing submitted with the application as follows:

1. Repair brick pilings supporting the house.

2. Repair chimneys.

3. Repair and complete brick foundation between peripheral pilings.

4. Repair or replace the small doors to the crawl space in the rear.
5. Completely remove remnants of existing front and side porches and replace with new porches with same dimensions and configuration, using wooden porch flooring, bead board ceiling, and use 7 existing original round wood columns to support the roof.

6. Add a 5’x8’ porch at approximately the center of the rear of the house with the roof being an extension of the rear one-story section roof.
7. Repair the existing slate roof on the 2-story portion of house.

8. Use a Black metal V-roof on the porches and the rear one-story section of the house, and the front dormer.

9. Remove the metal roof vent between the chimneys on the peak of the roof.

10. Repair existing windows: a)   in 2 downstairs front rooms and wherever else windows are present (most window openings are closed with particle board or metal frame storm windows); b) new, double-hung, 1/1 windows to be used to close window openings where no windows are present.
11. Remove all storm windows.

12. Close up the old outside doorway on the left side of the house near the back which is currently boarded up and has no steps to the ground level.
13. Build 4-foot wide wooden steps with wooden rails on the rear of the new back porch and at the back of the side porch on the right side of the house.

14. Front porch steps will be made of existing 8-ft. section of granite found on the property, these steps will be supported by cinderblocks and brick to match the existing foundation.

15. The door from the side porch to the stair hall, located in the main entrance to the house, is to be replaced with new door with glass in it to provide light for the entrance hall.  The doorknob and lock plate on the present door will be used on the new door.

16. Areas of damaged external wood boxing, trim and siding will be repaired or replaced with similar wood.

17. The 2 small fixed windows in the center of the back wall of the 1-story section of the house will be removed and replaced with 2 old 28-inch French doors taken from the house at 405 S. Fulton St.
18. The exterior siding will be painted a light Yellow with White trim and Black windows.

19. Porch floors and wooden steps will be painted a dark Gray with White rails.

20. Porch ceilings will be painted light Blue.

21. Porch columns will be painted White.

22. The house will be guttered with conventional “square” White aluminum gutters and downspouts with leaf guard.

23. The existing granite cobblestone walk, which has sunken below the surface of the yard, will be dug up and reset.

24. The existing 22’x40’ concrete slab at the rear of the lot will be preserved for parking.
25. A 60-ft. wooden privacy fence similar to the fence on the adjoining property will be constructed across the rear of yard in front of an existing concrete parking slab and extended up both sides of the property even with the rear corner of the house.  The fence will be stained White.  It will have a gate on the right side.  A masonry walk will lead from the gate to the steps coming from the rear of the side porch on the right, and another will go from the gate behind a large tree to steps from the new back porch.

26. The 3 large trees on the property will be preserved.

      27. Landscaping will consist of front, side and rear lawns.

      28. Outside lighting will consist of a Black ceiling fixture on the front porch and on                                            

            the side porch and 2 Black wall fixtures on the back porch – one on each side of 
the French doors. 
Mr. Senter informed the Commission that the house had been converted into 3 apartments in the late thirties.  

He presented drawings to show the appearance of the house after the side porch and rear porch are added.
In response to a question from Michael Young, Mr. Senter said there is not enough of the existing brick for the project so brick will be matched as closely as possible. 

In response to questions about the windows, Mr. Senter showed from the slides the 

windows that would be repaired or removed and replaced with new 1/1 wood 
double-hung windows.  
Also from the slides Mr. Senter showed the location for the proposed fence on the rear of the lot.
There was no one present to speak in support or opposition to the request.

Kathy Walters made the following motion:  “I move that the Commission find the following facts concerning application #H-21-05 – that Gordon and Barbara Senter, owner of 722 S. Fulton St., appeared before the Commission and sought a Certificate of Appropriateness to restore the property in accordance with 31-point plans presented; that no one appeared before the Commission to support or oppose this request, this request should be granted based on The Secretary of Interior Standards for Rehabilitation and Chapter 2 – Changes to Buildings – Windows & Doors, pages 14-17, guidelines 1,2,4,5,7,11,14 and 15; Chapter 2 – Changes to Buildings – Foundations, pages 18, 19, guidelines 1,2,3,5,6,9 and 10 ; Chapter 2 Changes to Buildings - Porches, Entrances and Balconies, pages 20-21, guidelines 1,2,3,5,6,7,11,12, and 13; Chapter 4 – Site Features and District Setting – Fences &Walls, pages 7,9,10 and 15 of the Residential Historic District Design Guidelines; therefore, I further move that a Certificate of Appropriateness for Gordon & Barbara Senter, owner of  722 S. Fulton St., to make the changes detailed in the application.”  
Ron Fleming and Wayne Whitman seconded the motion; all members present voted AYE.
H-22-05      420 W. Bank St. – Tim & Julia Boyles, owner – Certificate of Appropriateness to repair/improve driveway entrance; extend concrete drive to garage; new concrete sidewalk at back yard

Tim Boyles was sworn to give testimony for the request.

Staff presented slides as Mr. Boyles informed the Commission that he would like to put in a new driveway that would be useable from the street.  He stated that the city would make the driveway cut and fix the grade for an easy approach.  He testified that the existing 2 ft. planting bed on the side will remain as is.

He further testified that he would like to put a concrete sidewalk in the back yard.  The walk, he said, would run from where pavers are now located to the steps at the back door, which he indicated on the slides.

There was no one present to speak in support or opposition of the request.

Ronald Fleming made the motion as follows:  “I move that the Commission find the following facts concerning Application #H-22-05 – that Tim Boyles, owner of 420 W. Bank St., appeared before the Commission and sought a Certificate of Appropriateness to repair/improve their driveway entrance, extend the concrete drive to the garage, and put a new concrete sidewalk in back yard; that no one appeared before the Commission to support or oppose this request, this request should be granted based on The Secretary of Interior Standards for Rehabilitation and Chapter 4 – Site Features & District Setting – Driveways & Off-street Parking, pages 58-59, guidelines 1-3, 5-9, 13 and 14 of the Residential Historic District Design Guidelines; therefore, I further move that a Certificate of Appropriateness for Application #H-22-05 be granted to Tim & Julia Boyles, owners of 420 W. Bank Street, to make the changes detailed in the application.”
H-23-05     121 S. Lee St. – Town Square Development LLC, owner; Gray Stout, applicant – Certificate of Appropriateness for detached garage building with 1 residential above,  colors and exterior materials will match adjacent new building 

Max Spear and Mike Lippard were sworn to give testimony for the request.

Staff presented slides.

Max Spear testified that now that the construction of the Firehouse Urban Lofts is underway it has been determined that there is now more of a demand for larger units and the desire for garages; for that reason, 5 garages are proposed for construction on the back of the building.  He testified that they would not be visible from the street, and would be 56 ft. long.  From the slides he showed exactly where they are to be located.  
Max Spear informed the Commission that after they started building upward and then looked back at the view it was decided that the sight would look nicer with something added to close in the courtyard.  A decision then was made to build 2 additional townhouses on top of the garages which will enclose the courtyard as well as the courtyard of the Firehouse Restaurant.  
Max Spear continued by testifying that the appearance of the building will be the same as the original building with brick on the bottom and metal siding on the top.     

In response to Kathy Walters who asked if he had samples of the corrugated metal siding, Mr. Spear said it is the same as was presented for the main building.  

Jeff Sowers commented that he did not remember that corrugated metal was approved for the main building.  Ronald Fleming stated the same.
Mike Lippard testified that the corrugated metal is located along the front two facades facing the streets – wherever there is an indentation from the face of the building, which he showed on the slides.  
From the slides he showed where the brick would stop and stated that the corrugated metal siding would be located within the courtyard area. He also showed the area that would change from split-face block to brick and then from brick to corrugated siding.  

Michael Young stated that he has a problem with taking an accent element of the original building and using it as the primary façade for the rear building, which would introduce a material that has not been used in downtown.
Michael Young read the guidelines from Materials, Design Elements, and Rhythm from the Non-Residential Design Guidelines, page 49, guidelines 11-16.  

Jeff Sowers said that he did not think that corrugated metal as the primary façade, and brick as secondary, was the appropriate material for siding in the historic district.

Mike Lippard stated that the material was chosen because it is a garage building and they wanted it to look like a shed behind a building rather than the way a building in the front would look.    
Following the Commission’s deliberation, the Chair ruled that the request be approved minus the corrugated metal material which would allow them the opportunity to get started on the project, but come back with a sample of the corrugated metal material, 
The time would also give the members a chance to do some research as to how the siding ties in with the original application.

There was no one present to speak in support or opposition to the request.

Michael Young made the following motion:  “I move that the Commission find the following facts concerning Application #H-23-05 – that Max Spear and Mike Lippard, applicant for Town Square Development, LLC, owner of 121 S. Lee St., appeared before the Commission and sought a Certificate of Certificate to construct a detached garage building with 2 residential units above, colors and exterior materials will match adjacent new building; that no one appeared before the Commission to support or oppose this request, this request should be granted based on The Secretary of Interior Standards for Rehabilitation and Chapter 3 – New Construction & Additions – New Construction, pages 46-49, Building Setbacks & Orientation on Lot guidelines 1-5, Size and Scale guidelines 6-10, and Materials, Design Elements and Rhythm guidelines 11-16 of the Non-Residential Historic District Design Guidelines; mitigating factor:  applicant will come back to present corrugated metal material; therefore, I further move that a Certificate of Appropriateness for Application #H-23-05 be granted to Max Spear and Mike Lippard, applicants for Town Square Development, LLC, owner of 121 S. Lee St., to make the changes detailed in the application.”
Raemi Evans seconded the motion; all members present voted AYE.

H-24-05      330 S. Main St. – Louis A. Presutti, owner – Certificate of Appropriateness to paint exterior of entire building in Buff and Winter Gray (samples will be provided)

Michael Walter, Chief Financial Officer, Cooperstown Dreams Park (a related company to owner of the building) was sworn to give testimony for the request.  Upon the knowledge that an agent form had not been signed by the owner, the Chair ruled that the request be presented but a Certificate of Appropriateness not be released until the form is submitted.

Mr. Walter informed the Commission that the Presutti Company purchased and occupied the building in January 2004 and is now ready to proceed with improving the appearance of the exterior of the building.  
He testified that after speaking with professionals at Sherman Williams, they have learned that the rust on the building cannot be removed, but would need to be painted over and treated.  

He said they would select a paint color when and if permission was granted to paint the building.

In response to a question from Kathy Walters who asked if he knew what caused the rust, Mr. Walter said the caps that go around the entire top of the building are bleeding down onto the façade of the building.  He said he was told by the Sherwin Williams professionals that treating the building could prevent the bleeding.  He further testified that a steel cover located on top of the foundation is rusting and also causing problems.
Michael Young read the paint guidelines from the Historic District Design Guidelines.  

He then said he would prefer that some research be done on rust removal before granting the paint request, to which Mr. Walter said he would have no problem doing.
Janet Gapen said the staff at the State Preservation office could possibly have some information that could help and she would be happy to work with Mr. Walter in acquiring what he needed.
Michael Young asked Mr. Walter if he would re-submit his application at the conclusion of the research. However, Mr. Walter said that because of the nature of the business he would not be able to come back until fall.  Michael Young then suggested that the request be tabled for 6 months, to which Mr. Walter agreed.  A motion was so moved and seconded by Kathy Walters; all members voted AYE.
H-25-05       820 N. Main St. – Richard & Patricia Sylvester, owner – Certificate of Appropriateness to (1) remove vine invested trees in southwest corner; 

(2) surround southwest corner of rear property with concrete block wall in order to contain dirt enough to raise sunken ground; thereby, leveling rear property; 

(3) extend row of Leyland Cypress trees on south and north sides and across the back of west end of property; (4) plant miniature boxwood garden with arbors

Richard Sylvester was sworn to give testimony for the request.  
Staff presented slides.

Richard Sylvester began by giving a history of the property relating to an abundance of natural grown in the rear of his property.  He informed the Commission that in order to utilize his property he needs to level it by raising the sunken ground.  He continued by testifying that he would like to build a concrete wall in order to contain the dirt that would need to be brought in.
From the slides he showed an existing row of twigs that have been laid out and stated that the wall would be the same height.  He testified that he would like to continue the same existing wall with concrete blocks which is located on his neighbor’s side to the south which he showed on the slides.
He further testified that he would like to remove the small trees that have taken over on his property from the vast amount of denseness.  Trees and attractive shrubbery will be planted along the perimeter and across the back.

In response to Michael Young who asked what his neighbors would see, Mr. Sylvester said his neighbors would not be able to see the wall because of the existing barrier of limbs and trees.  
In response to a question from Janet Gapen, he testified that the wall would be 4 ft. tall or less.  He also said that he would allow drainage areas to go through the wall so there would be no drainage of his neighbors.
Jeff Sowers commented that the twigs s would not be there forever because the wood will rot.   “That is a temporary fix,” he said.

Commission members expressed their concern of the neighbors having to look at a block wall.  Mr. Sylvester said he had no plans at the present time to use decorative blocking or to paint the blocks. He said fancy blocking would be very expensive.  However, if the Commission required, he would disguise the wall, or paint Brown.  

Ronald Fleming asked Mr. Sylvester if he had spoken with the neighbors who will be affected by the wall.  Mr. Sylvester said he had not.  Ronald Fleming also asked if the limbs were ever removed would the wall be visible from the Church St. side.  Mr. Sylvester said, “Yes it could.”

Following the Commission’s discussion, Michael Young ruled that the request be tabled until the next meeting.  He said, “We have a problem with placing a concrete wall on your neighbors.”

In response to Mr. Sylvester’s question in reference to proceeding with the removal of trees, Michael Young informed him that he could remove any that were not over 18″ in diameter at 4 ½′ tall.

H-26-05      220 S. Ellis St. – Harold & Betsy Rhoads, owner – Certificate of Appropriateness for concrete driveway from garage to street with inlay brick pavers
Betsy Rhoads was sworn to give testimony for the request.  
Staff presented slides.

Ms. Rhoads informed the Commission that they would like to put in a concrete drive beginning at the entrance to the driveway, extending to the garage, and then leading into the bays of the double garage.  The driveway is 160′ long, 11′ wide, and 10′ x 25′ in front of the garage.  She referred members to the submitted image as she described the design.  An 8′x 9′ brick pavers inlay will be located in the center of the driveway near the sidewalk.  She further stated that an existing pull-in will also be concreted or covered with individual brick pavers.
In response to a question from the Chair she testified that there were no trees that would need to be removed.  

There was no one present to speak in support or opposition to the request.

Ronald Fleming made the following motion:  “I move that the Commission find the following facts concerning Application #H-26-05 – that Betsy Rhoads, owner of 220 S. Ellis St. appeared before the Commission and sought a Certificate of Appropriateness to construct a concrete driveway with inlaid brick pavers from the garage to the street; 
that no one appeared to support or oppose this request, this request should be granted based on The Secretary of Interior Standards for Rehabilitation and Chapter 4 – Site Features & District Setting – Driveways & Off-street Parking, pages 58-59, guidelines 
1-3,5,7,9,11,13, and 15 of the Residential Historic District Design Guidelines; there are no mitigating factors; I, therefore, move that a Certificate of Appropriateness for Application #H-26-05 be granted to Harold & Betsy Rhoads, owners of 220 S. Ellis St. to make the changes detailed in the application.”
Raemi Evans seconded the motion; all members present voted AYE.

H-27-05      202 S. Fulton St. – Paul & Sue Fisher, owner; Gray Stout, applicant – Certificate of Appropriateness for addition to existing residence 

Frances Taylor, agent for the owner, and Richard Jarvis, representing Gray Stout Architecture, were sworn to give testimony for the request.

Staff presented slides.
Mr. Jarvis testified that a sunroom would be added to the lower level at the rear of the existing residence, and a bedroom/sitting area on the upper level.  Elevations were presented.

Wendy Spry gave the DRAC report.  She presented a revised plan which showed changes that had been made in the plan since the DRAC meeting.  She said the committee had discussed changes in the rear elevations.  During discussion of the proposed windows, she said there was no problem with a window on the side that would be lost.  The vents to be added were shown on the elevations as suggested by DRAC.  Ms. Spry stated that DRAC also specified that materials to be used on the rear balustrade be discussed.
Mr. Jarvis informed the Commission that at this point the plan is to use a ventless fireplace; however, should the decision be made to change to vented they would request approval at that time.   He also stated that the materials for the balustrade are still in question but as soon as the decision is made the request for approval would be submitted.  
In response to Jeff Sowers who questioned why metal roofing was proposed rather than matching the existing shingle, Mr. Jarvis stated that metal roofing would be used only on the small door shed on the right side entrance; asphalt shingles on the new addition would match the existing asphalt shingles.  Ms. Taylor testified that the handrails will match the existing wrought iron rails and will also follow more closely the railing more appropriate to the period of the house, which she described as a straight rail with a circle.     She further stated that detail of the balustrade on the rear replicates the balustrade on the front of the house.  
There was no one present to speak in support or opposition to the request.  

With no other questions from Commission members, Wayne Whitman made the following motion:  “I move that the Commission find the following facts concerning Application #H-27-05 – Paul & Sue Fisher, owners of 202 S. Fulton St., and Frances Taylor, representing the family, and Richard Jarvis, Gray Stout Architecture, appeared before the Commission and sought a Certificate of Appropriateness to construct an addition on the rear of the existing residence; that no one appeared before the Commission to support or oppose this request, this request should be granted based on The Secretary of Interior Standards for Rehabilitation, and Chapter 3 – New Construction & Additions – Additions, pages 44-45, guidelines 1-11 of the Residential Historic District Design Guidelines; there were no mitigating factors; therefore, I further move that a Certificate of Appropriateness for Application #H-27-05 be granted to Paul & Sue Fisher, owners of 202 S. Fulton St. to make the changes detailed in the application.”

Kathy Walters seconded the motion; all members present AYE.

Committee Reports
Minor works      

There were no questions concerning minor work approvals.
Notes from Janet Gapen

· A committee will be formed to discuss downtown signage.  The committee, which was recommended by the City Council, will be composed of members from the Historic Preservation Commission, Planning Board, Community Appearance, and a Council member.  Wayne Whitman and Ronald Fleming volunteered to represent the Commission.  

· A committee from the Commission is needed to work with the First United Methodist Church and their application for demolition of the commercial buildings on W. Fisher St.   They are now in the process of reviewing a plan proposed by another architect.  The members of the Commission can meet with the church only if they are looking at a plan to preserve the buildings; however, if the church continues the plan to demolish the buildings and develop the site, DRAC would need to work with them.  Kathy Walters, Jeff Sowers, and Wayne Whitman volunteered to work on the committee.  Anne Lyles, suggested in her absence, can be added if she so chooses.
· May 13 is the end of the 365-day delay for the house at 214 S. Long St. which had been granted a Certificate of Appropriateness for demolition last year.  The owner has said that five people looked at the house but were only interested in the lot.  The owner will remove any salvageable materials. Black and White photos will be taken prior to the demolition for documentation.

· The owner of the vacant house located at 210 S. Long St. is out-of-state and has offered to donate the house to the city; the city has agreed to accept the donation and will take bids for its sale.
· The Tree Ordinance Committee has not yet scheduled a meeting; Jeff Sowers and Michael Young are members of that committee.

· The training session (CAMP) hosted by the Commission will be held St. Luke’s Episcopal Church on Saturday, July 16. 
· NCDOT will be working with the city to build a new train canopy at the depot.  

The platform will be 600 ft. long with a 300 ft. long canopy located near the tracks behind the existing building.  Plans will probably be submitted to Commission during the summer for approval.
· The Zoning Board of Adjustment overturned the Commission’s ruling at 130 W.           Kerr St.  Rodney Queen will need to come back to the Commission for approval of the architectural design of the building.  The Zoning Board of Adjustment stated that they did not have sufficient findings-of-fact to justify why the site for the building was not adequate to meet the deadline.  There was no new testimony given at the meeting–clarifications only.
Minutes

The March minutes were approved as submitted upon a motion by Kathy Walters, seconded by Wayne Whitman, and members voting AYE.

Adjournment

There being no additional business to come before the Commission the meeting was adjourned.
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Judy Jordan, Secretary
