AGENDA
Historic District Commission Regular Meeting
September 10, 2020 at 4:00 PM
C. Michael Haney Community Room
Town of Southern Pines Police Department
450 W. Pennsylvania Avenue, Southern Pines, North Carolina

I.

Call to Order

II.

Approval of Minutes: August 13, 2020 and August 20, 2020

III.

Public Hearing:
HD-20-20 Certificate of Appropriateness - Major Work for exterior alterations; 130 E. New
Hampshire Avenue; Applicant: Ashley Van Camp

IV.

Old Business

V.

New Business

VI.

Adjournment

MINUTES
Town of Southern Pines Historic District Commission Regular Meeting
via GoToWebinar
August 13, 2020 at 4:00 PM
The Town of Southern Pines Historic District Commission held its regular meeting on Thursday,
August 13, 2020, at 4:00 PM.
Members present: Chairperson Darlene Stark, Vice Chairman Mart Gibson, Steady Meares, Molly
Goodman, Robert Anderson, Dorothy Shankle and Leslie Brians.
Staff members present: B.J. Grieve, Suzy Russell and Cindy Williams
Chairperson Stark called the meeting to order at 4:00 PM.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES:
Robert Anderson made a motion, which was seconded by Dorothy Shankle, to approve the
Minutes of the April 9, 2020 meeting. The motion carried unanimously.
PUBLIC HEARING:
HD-16-20 Certificate of Appropriateness - Major Work for Exterior Alterations; 143 NE
Broad Street; Applicant: Tom Gisler
Tom Gisler has submitted an application requesting a Certificate of
Appropriateness - Major Work for the purpose of replacing the three (3) existing front
windows and five (5) existing windows on the southwest side of the building, brick in the
lower wall openings and remove block steps. The subject parcel is identified as PIN:
858106381441 and PARID: 00034561 and is zoned CB (Central Business). Per
the Moore County Register of Deeds, the property owner is listed as Advantage
Equities 10892, LLC.
OATH OF TESTIMONY:
The oath of testimony was administered to those planning to speak during the hearing.
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STAFF PRESENTATION – Suzy Russell:
Ms. Russell entered staff report HD-16-20 into the record and provided an overview of the
application which included a request to replace three (3) existing windows on the front of the
building and enclosing five (5) window openings on the western side of the building, placing splitfaced block in the lower wall openings and existing door cavity and removing the block steps on
the western side of the building.
APPLICANT PRESENTATION – Tom Gisler:
Mr. Gisler addressed the Commission and stated that the theatre building was constructed in the
early 1900’s and has undergone several modifications over the years. He shared drawings of the
existing elevations as well as the proposed changes to the windows on the front and the southwest
side of the building. He proposed filling in the lower windows on the side of the building with a
textured block due to the close proximity to the neighboring building.
A discussion ensued regarding possible alternatives materials to be used to enclose the openings
on the side of the building.
Robert Anderson encouraged Mr. Gisler to use one of the two materials already being used for the
project in lieu of split faced block to enclose the openings.
Mr,. Gisler stated that he was proposing to remove the steps leading to the door opening on the
side of the building since they are no longer needed.
Leslie Brians stated that the façade of the building had undergone a significant renovation in 1924
and the prismatic glass transom windows on the front of the building were installed at that time.
She expressed concern about the removal of the prismatic glass as it is a character-defining feature
of the building and asked Mr. Gisler what efforts had been made to restore the prismatic glass
windows.
Mr. Gisler responded that both of the windows are bowed and were covered with canvas when he
purchased the building because they leaked. The estimate he received to restore the windows was
approximately $12,000.00 so he wanted to replace them with something similar.
Mr. Anderson stated that the building is a contributing building and that particular type of glass is
certainly a contributing factor to the building. He said he was aware of projects in which the
Department of the Interior had allowed an additional pane of glass to be installed over existing
glass in order to preserve the glass.
Mr. Gisler responded that the person he spoke with regarding the windows felt that they are so
bowed that several of the individual panes would most likely be destroyed in an attempt to preserve
them.

August 2020 Minutes

Historic District Commission Meeting

Page 2 of 7

Ms. Brians asked Mr. Gisler if he had considered installing interior storm windows so the original
windows could be retained.
Mr. Gisler responded that he was not familiar with the product Ms. Brians was referring to but the
problem with the individual window panes leaking would still exist.
Ms. Brians stated that this type of glass is supposed to be treated like stained glass and stained
glass experts usually have the ability to make sure the glass can be retained.
Mr. Anderson and Ms. Anderson suggested that Mr. Gisler seek the opinion of other stained glass
experts who may be more familiar with how to preserve prismatic glass transom windows,
including reproduction and repair.
Molly Goodman asked Mr. Gisler if he was amending his application to use face brick in a typical
pattern and not a block pattern on the side of the building.
Mr. Gisler confirmed.
Ms. Goodman asked Mr. Gisler if he wanted to investigate the restoration of the front windows
further.
Mr. Gisler asked if the Commission was rejecting the front windows as proposed.
Ms. Goodman responded that no vote has been taken and that she just wanted to clarify how the
other members of the Commission felt about the windows.
Mr. Gisler stated that he was willing to look into the front windows further but asked if they could
proceed with filling in the windows, removal of the steps and the brick on the side of the building.
Ms. Russell stated that Mr. Gisler could offer to remove the request regarding the front windows
and come back with a new application at a later date.
Mr. Gisler confirmed that he was willing to remove the front windows from his current application.
Mr. Gisler asked if glass block in lieu of the existing panels would be an option.
Mr. Anderson responded that he will not find glass black that is the same size.
Darlene Stark made a motion, which was seconded by Mart Gibson, to close the public hearing.
The motion carried unanimously.
Michele Laster asked to address the Commission.
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Chairperson Stark made a motion to reopen public hearing HD-16-20. The motion carried
unanimously.
The oath of testimony was administered to Ms. Laster.
Ms. Laster stated that Mr. Gisler’s building is next door to her building and expressed concern
about an increase in water damage to her building if the stairs are removed.
Ms. Russell stated that she would contact the Town Engineer to determine whether that would be
within the Town’s purview to address.
Darlene Stark made a motion to close the public hearing. The motion carried unanimously.
HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION ACTION:
Molly Goodman made a motion, which was seconded by Darlene Stark, that as a finding of fact
the application as amended during the public hearing was complete and that the facts submitted
were relevant to the case because the request for a Certificate of Appropriateness - Major Work
has met the specified submittal requirements as required in the Town of Southern Pines UDO and
the evidence submitted was sworn testimony by qualified experts or provided through
substantiated documentation. The motion carried unanimously.
Leslie Brians made a motion, which was seconded by Mart Gibson, that as a finding of fact the
application complies with Section 2.28.10 Criteria for a Certificate of Appropriateness – Major
Work, Criteria (C) 1-3, in that:
•

The existing window openings are appropriate in terms of design and the replacement
windows are traditional and appropriate for preserving the historic character of the
building. The placement of brick into the existing openings at the bottom of the western
elevation is appropriate in terms of the material because the building already has brick
on this elevation and the openings will be filled with brick to match existing and show
previous window openings.

•

The placement of the brick into the existing openings at the bottom of the western
elevation provides a functional covering from the weather elements.

•

The windows are traditional in form and proportioned and sized to fit the existing
window openings. The applicant is maintaining and protecting the historic district
building window layout which is consistent with the adopted Guidelines. The
replacement of deteriorated components with compatible materials that are similar to
design features is consistent with the adopted design guidelines for the Historic District.

and therefore moved to approve HD-16-20. The motion carried unanimously.
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2.

HD-17-20 Certificate of Appropriateness - Major Work to seal / “paint” existing brick
and mortar; 131 NE Broad Street; Applicant: Michele Laster
Michele Laster has submitted an application requesting a Certificate of
Appropriateness - Major Work to seal / “paint” the unpainted brick exterior of the
structure located at 131 NE Broad Street. The subject parcel is identified as PIN
858106380399; PARID 00032233 and is zoned CB (Central Business). Per the
Moore County Tax Office, the property owner is listed as Atelier 131, LLC.

Darlene Stark made a motion, which was seconded by Leslie Brians, to open the public hearing.
The motion carried unanimously.
STAFF PRESENTATION – Suzy Russell:
Ms. Russell entered HD-17-20, as well as an email and photographs received from the applicant
on August 13, 2020, into the record and stated that the applicant had submitted a request for a
Certificate of Appropriateness – Major Work for the purpose of painting unpainted brick. The
applicant has stated that water is seeping through the existing brick and mortar and causing
extensive water damage. The applicant has proposed painting the unpainted brick with a lime
wash known as Classico lime wash by Romabio and painting the side of the building. Painting
unpainted masonry is not a recommended practice pursuant to the Design Guidelines. Ms. Russell
listed the applicable criteria to be given consideration by the Commission.
Mart Gibson asked if the proposed coating is addressed in the Guidelines.
Ms. Russell responded that lime wash is not covered in the Guidelines but the Guidelines do state
that painting unpainted masonry is not a recommended practice. The applicant is requesting to
paint the lime wash on brick that is currently unpainted.
APPLICANT PRESENTATION – Michele Laster:
Ms. Laster stated that there are several places on the side of the building that had previously been
painted and she experimented with the lime wash on a painted section. The lime wash can be
made to blend in with the brick or be white. The building is white on the back and predominately
white on the side and then a portion that has not been painted at all. She would like to be able to
blend the front of the building with the side and brighten up that side of the street and at the same
time seal the brick. She has no problem with water leaking at the back of the building but it seeps
into the front of the building through the brick on the chimney and over the front windows and the
door. They have tried sealing it with mortar and sealing it on the inside but it needs to be sealed
on the outside as well to keep the water from seeping through the old brick that is very porous.
The Classico lime wash is supposed to be very natural and is not supposed to create any chemical
reaction.
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Chairperson Stark asked if there is a lime wash available that does not have any color.
Ms. Laster responded no and that she would like to apply a clear sealant in the future but she is
trying to brighten up the building while also sealing the brick.
Ms. Russell shared the photographs of other buildings downtown that Ms. Laster had submitted.
Ms. Laster stated that she did not know if the issue was with painting the brick or sealing the brick
so she wanted to provide photos of buildings that have been painted within the last two years.
Chairperson Stark stated that all of the buildings in the photos were repainted.
Leslie Brians stated that the concern with painting a building is that you can never really take it
back down to the natural brick.
Ms. Laster stated that the advantage of the lime wash is that over time it wears and gives it a bit of
a whitewashed look and brightens the brick up a little bit. It does not chip or peal the way regular
paint does.
Dorothy Shankle stated that she did not find anywhere in the brochure that was submitted with the
application where it stated that the lime wash would seal the brick or that it would prevent
penetration of water and that seemed to be the problem that Ms. Laster is trying to solve.
Ms. Shankle asked Ms. Laster what else she had done to determine whether there was another
source of the water. She did not see gutters on the building and asked if there is leakage around
the flashing or if the brick needs repointing. She wanted to be sure the source of the water
penetration was confirmed prior to approving painting the building.
Ms. Laster responded that she hired an expert and had the gutters and flashing checked and the
water is coming down from the brick on top of the roof and also through the brick that is between
the soffit and the door.
Ms. Brians asked Ms. Laster what she was seeing any signs other than moisture, such as mildew.
Ms. Laster said they apply mortar and dry lock on the inside every time they see moisture. Water
pools on the floor and pulls the trim from the wall. It comes in through the brick.
Robert Anderson stated that the mortar in the brick that is in the firewalls is in poor condition so
the existing flashing is not going to work very well. It seems that repointing the brick is one of
the first things that would need to be done.
The Commission felt that more time was needed to consider the request.
Ms. Laster agreed to continuing the meeting to Thursday, August 20, 2020, at 4:00 PM.
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Darlene Stark made a motion, which was seconded by Leslie Brians, to continue the meeting to
Thursday, August 20, 2020, at 4:00 PM. The motion carried unanimously.
The meeting adjourned at 5:30 PM.
Respectfully submitted:
Cindy Williams
Secretary to the Historic District Commission
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MINUTES
Town of Southern Pines Historic District Commission Special Meeting
via GoToWebinar
August 20, 2020 at 4:00 PM
The Town of Southern Pines Historic District Commission held its regular meeting virtually on
Thursday, August 13, 2020, at 4:00 PM.
Members present: Chairperson Darlene Stark, Vice Chairman Mart Gibson, Steady Meares,
Dorothy Shankle, Robert Anderson and Leslie Brians.
Member absent: Molly Goodman
Staff members present: B.J. Grieve, Suzy Russell and Cindy Williams
Chairperson Stark called the meeting to order at 4:00 PM.
B.J. Grieve stated that the meeting was a special meeting of the Historic District Commission. The
public hearing regarding HD-17-20 was closed at the August 13, 2020 meeting and the members
agreed to continue the meeting to August 20, 2020. A special meeting was scheduled for
August 20, 2020 at 4:00 PM in the C. Michael Haney Community Room of the Police Department.
The meeting was noticed on the Town website and posted as required for a public meeting.
HD-17-20 Certificate of Appropriateness - Major Work to seal / “paint” existing brick and
mortar; 131 NE Broad Street; Applicant: Michele Laster
Chairperson Stark reopened public hearing HD-17-20.
Robert Anderson made a motion, which was seconded by Steady Meares, to close the public
hearing. The motion carried unanimously.
Mr. Anderson commented that he felt the applicant should seek the advice of a professional
regarding how to treat the problem of water leaking into the building.
Leslie Brians stated that a mason needs to look at the building to determine what repairs need to
be made and that there also appears to be a drainage issue near the foundation of the building.
HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION ACTION:
Robert Anderson made a motion, which was seconded by Dorothy Shankle, that as a finding of
fact the application was complete and that the facts submitted were relevant to the case, in that the
request for a Certificate of Appropriateness – Major Work met the specified submittal
requirements as required in the Town of Southern Pines Unified Development Ordinance and the
evidence submitted was sworn testimony. The motion carried unanimously.

Robert Anderson made a motion, which was seconded by Mart Gibson, that as a finding of fact
the application does not comply with Section 2.28.10 Criteria for a Certificate of Appropriateness
– Major Work, Criteria (C) 1-3, in that:
•

Painting unpainted masonry is not a recommended practice within the Historic District
Guidelines. A paint with lime, known as lime wash is not appropriate for repairing
brick in order to stop water from seeping into the building.

•

Painting unpainted masonry adversely affects its contribution to the larger historic
district because the appearance will change in its entirety.

•

The painting of unpainted masonry is not consistent with the adopted design guidelines
for the Historic District because the guidelines state not to paint unpainted brick on four
(4) separate pages.

and therefore HD-17-20 is denied. The motion carried unanimously.
OLD BUSINESS:
None
NEW BUSINESS:
A brief discussion was held regarding potential applicants to fill current vacancies on the
Commission.
Steady Meares made a motion, which was seconded by Robert Anderson, to close the meeting.
The motion carried unanimously.
The meeting adjourned at 4:46 PM.
Respectfully submitted:
Cindy Williams
Secretary to the Historic District Commission

Agenda Item

I.

To:

Historic District Commission

From:

Lauren Long, Planner I

Subject:

HD-20-20 Certificate of Appropriateness: Major Works,
Ashten’s Restaurant

Date:

September 10, 2020

SUMMARY OF APPLICATION REQUEST:
Ashley Van Camp, on behalf of James Van Camp has submitted an application requesting
a Certificate of Appropriateness: Major Works for the purpose of refacing (re-cladding) and
partially rebuilding an exterior rear addition, installing a rear exterior door, replacing a rear window,
as well as the addition of a new rear window. The subject parcel(s) are identified as Moore
County PIN(s): 858106382497, 858106383406 (PARID: 00037155, 00040642). Per the
Moore County Register of Deeds, the property owner is listed as James Van Camp.

II.

PROJECT INFORMATION:
A. Physical Address:
130 East New Hampshire Ave
Southern Pines, NC 28387
B. Applicant:
Ashley Van Camp
435 East Indiana Ave
Southern Pines, NC 28387
C. Owner:
James Van Camp
300 Good Barn Road
Vass, NC 28394
D. Zoning of Property
The subject property is presently zoned CB (Central Business) and located within the
Historic District. (See Figure 1)
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Figure 1: Vicinity & Zoning Map (Subject Property is Outlined in Yellow)
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III.

STAFF REVIEW:
A. Application Submittal Date:
• Application submitted August 03, 2020
• Application deemed complete August 11, 2020
• Notice of Public Hearing:
o Posted On-site: August 20, 2020
o Mailed: August 21, 2020
o Internet: August 21, 2020
• Historic District Commission Hearing: September 10, 2020
B. Criteria for Review:
The criteria for a Certificate of Appropriateness are found in UDO §2.28.10 (A-C).
The Commission shall take the criteria into consideration for purposes of deliberation
and adoption of findings of fact.
C. Staff Comments
• To the best of planning staff’s knowledge as of the completion of this report,
applicant is requesting to reface and reconstruct a portion of a rear exterior
addition to expand internal operations to the basement of the building. As a
result of this expansion a rear fire escape is required and the applicant is
proposing to install a new door to satisfy this requirement It is also planning
staff’s understanding that the applicant is also requesting to rebuild an
existing rear window and add an additional window for improved natural
lighting. The materials to reface the rear addition will remain T1-11 Board
painted black and glass blocks to infill the existing window and construct a
new window. The proposed door is wood and fenestrated with a four-light
glass pane.
•

The request to add a new door and window as well as rebuild an existing
window are all major works which “involve a significant alteration, addition,
and reconstruction…of an existing building or structure…” (Pg. 16 of the historic
district guidelines). However, the reconstruction of the addition using the same
materials is a minor work (See Figure 2). If this request is approved, the refacing of
the exterior addition shall be approved as part of the Major Works Certificate of
Appropriateness.

Figure 2: District Administration Work Procedure
Type of Work
Door (new)
Window (rebuild)
Window (new)

HD-20-20 Ashtens

Ordinary
Minor Major
Design Guidelines
Maintenance Work Work
Reference


Walls and Windows pg. 44

Walls and Windows pg. 44
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Refacing of exterior rear
addition (replace same
materials)



Walls and Windows pg. 44

•

The requested modifications to the existing elevations are to reface and partially
rebuild a rear addition that did not exist at the time that the original building was
constructed. Although no building permit exists for the addition, the materials used
in the construction (mainly the use of engineered Oriented Strand Board and T1-11
siding) suggest that it was built post 1960. The rear addition does not contain any
character defining architectural features of the original building or that contribute to
the district. Additionally, changes to the elevations of this addition will not be visible
from the right-of way.

•

Of the four approaches recommended by the Secretary of the Interior for the
treatment of historic properties (preservation, rehabilitation, restoration, and
reconstruction) the work proposed is most closely aligned with a rehabilitation of an
existing building. The Rehabilitation Standards acknowledge the need to alter or add
to a historic building to meet continuing or new uses while retaining the historic
character. The standards for rehabilitation recommend:

1. A property be used as it was historically or be given a new use
that requires minimal change to its distinctive materials, features,
spaces, and spatial relationships.
The original building has the architectural elements of a
commercial space and is presently being used as a commercial
restaurant.
2. The historic character of a property be retained and preserved.
The removal of distinctive materials or alteration of features,
spaces, and spatial relationships that characterize a property be
avoided.
No work proposed with this request requires the alteration or
removal of any distinctive features or materials of the building.
3. Each property be recognized as a physical record of its time,
place, and use. Changes that create a false sense of historical
development, such as adding conjectural features or elements
from other historic properties not be undertaken.
Refacing the rear addition will not mimic the building materials or
style of architecture of the original building, therefore a false
sense of history will not be created.
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4. Changes to a property that have acquired historic significance in
their own right be retained and preserved.
The rear addition that was made to the original building has not
yet acquired historic significance and is unlikely to as an example
of period architecture during the time it was built, vernacular or
otherwise.
5. Distinctive materials, features, finishes, and construction
techniques or examples of craftsmanship that characterize a
property be preserved.
None of the defining elements of the original building will be
disturbed as a result of the refaced addition.
6. Deteriorated historic features be repaired rather than replaced.
Where the severity of deterioration requires replacement of a
distinctive feature, the new feature will match the old in design,
color, texture, and, where possible, materials. Replacement of
missing features be substantiated by documentary and physical
evidence.
There are no historic features (architectural or spatial) on the rear
addition.
7. Chemical or physical treatments, if appropriate, will be
undertaken using the gentlest means possible. Treatments that
cause damage to historic materials not be used.
Planning staff’s current understanding of the methods of
construction proposed do not appear to pose a threat to the
materials of the original building. The refacing of the existing
addition does not propose any further disturbance to the original
building that would otherwise affect the preservation of the
contributing architectural features or materials. No new structural
connections of the new addition will be made onto new sections
of the original building. (See Figure 3)
8. Archeological resources be protected and preserved in place. If
such resources must be disturbed, mitigation measures be
undertaken.
No mitigation measures are necessary.
9. New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction
not destroy historic materials, features, and spatial relationships
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that characterize the property. The new work will be
differentiated from the old and will be compatible with the
historic materials, features, size, scale and proportion, and
massing to protect the integrity of the property and its
environment.
The rear addition, if constructed as proposed will not replicate any
design features of the original building and will be compatible
with regards to the original materials used for the addition, the
size and proportion, and will not affect the integrity of the original
building.
10. New additions and adjacent or related new construction will be
undertaken in such a manner that, if removed in the future, the
essential form and integrity of the historic property and its
environment would be unimpaired.
Removal of the rear addition at a later date would not affect the
form or structural integrity of the original building.
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Figure 3: Existing and Proposed Footprint

*Applicant is removing the existing awning and replacing a door,
rebuilding a window, as well as constructing a new window.
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Figure 4: Existing Rear Elevation Photographs

Existing Door and Window
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Figure 5: Existing Rear Elevation Photographs
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Section 2.28 Certificate of Appropriateness – Major Work.
2.28.10. Criteria
(A) In considering an application for a Certificate of Appropriateness, the Commission
shall take into account the historical and/or architectural Significance under
consideration and the exterior form and appearance of any proposed additions or
modifications to that structure that are visible from a public right-of-way. The
Commission shall not consider interior arrangement or use.
The application is for an exterior modification to the rear addition of a building that
is not visible from the right of way.
(B) The Commission shall consider the following factors when determining whether the
application is or is not congruous with the historic aspects of the Historic District:
1) The height of the building in relation to the average height of the nearest
adjacent and opposite buildings.
No changes are occurring to the height of the building.
2) The setback and placement on Lot of the building in relation to the average
setback and placement of the nearest adjacent and opposite buildings.
No changes are occurring that would expand the footprint of the building.
3) Exterior construction materials, including texture and pattern.
The refacing of the rear addition will be done with vertical wood composite
cladding painted black. The windows are proposed to be built of glass block
and the door will be a four-pane fenestrated wood door.
4) Architectural detailing, such as lintels, cornices, brick bond and foundation
materials.
None of these architectural details are on the rear addition.
5) Roof shapes, forms and materials.
No changes are being made to the roof.
6) Proportion, shape, positioning and location, pattern and size of any elements
of fenestration.
The request includes the rebuilding of an existing window and the addition of
another window located on the rear of an addition to the building.
7) General form and proportions of buildings and structures. This is at the
discretion of the Historic District Commission. Modifications to the exterior of
the building can change the form and/ or proportions of a building. Please note
that the modifications being made to the exterior of the building do not exceed
the current footprint.
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8) Appurtenant fixtures and other features such as lighting.
The applicant has not requested any changes to existing lighting.
9) Structural conditions and soundness
No changes are occurring on the building that would affect structural integrity
of the original building or the addition.
10) Architectural scale.
No changes are proposed by the applicant to the current scale of any of the
features on the original building or to the rear addition.
11) Secretary of the Interior Guidelines.
The Secretary of the Interior’s standards for rehabilitation have been met in
regards to the proposed work preserving the use and character of the building,
no false sense of history will be created by this work, distinctive features of the
building will be preserved, and the proposed work will not impact the
preservation of the original building.

IV.

ATTACHMENTS:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Historic District Contributing Architecture Map
Application
Proposed Materials
Construction Drawings
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V.

HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION ACTION:
To either approve or deny a Certificate of Appropriateness – Major Work application,
the Historic District Commission must make findings of fact and conclusions to the
applicable standards. The Historic District Commission shall first vote on whether
the application is complete. The Historic District Commission shall then vote on
whether the application complies with the Criteria for a Certificate of
Appropriateness, including the Principles and Guidelines of the Historic District.
Staff has prepared Draft Findings of Fact for the Commission which can be found on
the following page. The Commission may discuss, amend and/or adopt these Findings
of Fact as presented. The Historic District Commission may choose one of the
following motions or any alternative they wish:
Finding of Fact #1
1. I move that the application is complete in that…....
-OrI move that as a finding of fact the application is incomplete in that…

Finding of Fact #2
1. I move that as a finding of fact the application complies with Section 2.28.10 Criteria
for a Certificate of Appropriateness – Major Work, Criteria (C) 1-3, in that…
-Or2. I move that as a finding of fact the application does not comply with Section 2.28.10
Criteria for a Certificate of Appropriateness – Major Work, Criteria (C) 1-3, in that…

Therefore, I move to:
1. Approve HD-20-20
2. Deny HD-20-20
3. Approve HD-20-20 with the following additional conditions…
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Draft Findings of Fact
The Commission may discuss, amend and/or adopt these Findings of Fact as presented
below:
1. I move that as a finding of fact the application is complete and that the facts submitted
are relevant to the case because the request for Certificate of Appropriateness Major
Work has met the specified submittal requirements as required in the Town of Southern
Pines Unified Development Ordinance.
2. I move that as a finding of fact the application complies with Section 2.28.10 Criteria for
a Certificate of Appropriateness – Major Work, Criteria C 1-3 in that:
1. Work is compatible and appropriate in preserving, retaining, repairing, or restoring
the defining historic character of a property and the district. Specifically, the work is
considered compatible and appropriate in terms of material, design, dimensions, mass,
scale, orientation, color and other applicable considerations;
The proposed work is compatible and appropriate in that it does not alter, impair, or
modify any architectural features of the original building. The work proposed is for the
purpose of repairing an existing addition and complying with the Town of Southern
Pines Fire Marshall’s requirement that a fire exit be provided for and retains use of the
building as a commercial building, as it was originally designed. The work proposed is
appropriate based upon the proposed materials, the existing dimensions, as well as in
regards to the existing scale of the building.
2. Work does not damage or remove significant character defining features of the building
and will not adversely affect its contribution to the larger historic district; and
The proposed work does not adversely affect any character defining features of the
original building, or that contribute to the larger historic district, in that it is refacing a
recent addition to the building and that all additions are onto an existing addition at the
rear of the building that are not visible from the right-of way.
3. Work is consistent with the adopted design guidelines for the historic district.
The proposed work has met the design guideline recommendations as they concern a
modification to the rear of a building that is not visible to the right-of way. The
original building will not be impacted, all original building materials will be
preserved and the scale and form of the building will not be affected.
Therefore, I move to approve HD-20-20.
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Historic District Commission Map (Subject Property Identified in Yellow)
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